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ABSTRACT

The City of Edmonton’s Parks and’ Recreation Department
proposed, .in its 1979-83 Master Plan, that léésure behavior
cou]d'be determined by the type of area or neighb@rhﬂgd of
residence. Existing neighborhoods had been clustered into
six groups based on vari@uée%@cja*demagraahic variables.

The purpose of this study was to test the hypothesis
that leisure behavior wauld vary by ﬁé1ghb9rhaad type.
Measures of leisure behavior in each of three leisure

categories, Outdoor Recreation, Sports/Athletics and Arts

and Cyltural, were ccmﬁaredbamﬁﬂg the six neighborhood
-

he data for the analysis were obtained from the 1980
Leishpe Study that had béEﬁ conducted by the Parks and
Recreation De&arémEﬁt in November of 1980. This sﬁﬁvey |
contacted over 2,000 households aﬁd produced 2254 useable.h—
returned questionnaires. The purp@se of the survey had been
to collect data on a w1de range QF leisure topics.

Hu1t1pie pa1red compar ison techn1ques were used to test
the differences among the neighborhood types for each of the
measures of leisure behavior. An analysis of the results of
these tests revealed that for the most part no significant
diFFEFEhceé existed among the neighborhopd types, at least
jq terms of leisure behaviafi Only two consistencies cculd
" be found. First, there were differences between neighborhood
type 2, an older, residential area, and neighborhood type 5,

a middle-aged, professionai.area. Second, similar

i‘ Vv W,



df?ferences existed between type 2 and neighborhood type 6.
The latter were classified as new areas, and consiéipd of
all neighborhoods for which no‘data had been available |
ducing the original clustering. In both cases the
neiéhborhood typés were different on six of the possible.
eighteen different measures of leisure behavior. Dveraff"f;\
only 29 of fHF total 270 possible between neighbo:hood-i&ﬁé’

. : i . , . NP o
leisure behavior comparisons were significant.-

It was concluded that the neighborhood typology -y
dévelopéd by the City of Edmonton’s Parks and Recreation - #
Department would be of little value in predicting leisure
behavior.

.Although the use of the neighborhood typology, as {t

stands, is not recommended, the total rejection of this
Z::rdach to the problem of predicting leisure behavior was
not.( It was instead recommended that the analysis that
produced the neighborhood types be repeated using more

recent data in the hope that this would enhance its

usefulness.
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I. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

A. INTRODUCTION

Canada, like most Af the western world, is moving into

what is called the post-iRdustrial era (Mankin, 1976

. .era is, and will be to an even greater extent—7n the future, ,.

dE*emphasizfng the work ethic of € 1pdustrial revgluti§ni
and replacing it with the-leisure ethic. People will no
longer be identified primarily by their work, but instead
will seek to fulfill themselves thréugh'ﬁ@h:wark activities.
While much of this increased demand for leisure
oppSrtunities wiTl be met through the efforts of the °
individual, greater demands will also be placed on the
services and programs of the leisure or recreation agency.
The recreation prgfessichairtherefare mast be able té
predict ‘the direcfiaﬁ and content DF‘this demand for
increased services. This will requfre an understanding of
‘the nature of leisure and recreation and of the factors

While theories of leisure and recreation will be
briefly touched upon, the main emphasislcf'this thesis will
be on the' factors affecting p;rticipatiéﬁ in Veisure "
agtiﬁitﬁes. Scciagdemﬁgraphig variables have lang‘been the
- object of study by researchers seeking to understand the -
determinants of leisure behavior. There are, hawever; : —
.limitaticns to the effectiveness of- this type of study

(Burch, 1969; Field and O' Leary, 1973).



One of these limitations is the fact that
chioﬁd raphic variables create aggregate groupings, ie.
people are grouped because of a‘shared characteristic like

Pyl

age, when in reality they may have no relationship to each

er. Another limitation is that socio-demographic
variaRles often account for only a limited amount of the
-variance\in letsure/recreat1on behav1or This étudy will

examine attempt to go beyond the basic socio- demograph1c

.

variables. {his new variable is a composite one, comb1n1ng

the standard \socio-demographic variables withh a spatial
component. This\gew variable has been called a ne i ghborhood
type and will be tésted to determine whether or not i{ can
predict leisure beha\ior. Priorvto a review of the

1jterature on the cor lates'bf leigure/ recreation

behavior, definitions o these terms, leisure and recreation

will be established.

B. LEISURE AND RECREATION: DEFI

Several definitions of leisure discussed in
literature. Th; ancient Greek culture was one of the first
to identify leisure as 5 separate kind of life {(Murphy,
1975). They conceived of leisure as a way of life in whiéh
the 1nd1v1dual attempted to elevate the spiritual self
through 1ntellectual and art1st1c pursu1ts (Mcintosh, 1966‘
Kraus, 1978) wWork and phys1cah act1v1t1es did not fit’ 1nto
this life of leisure, thereby limiting it to a wealthy few.

This "classical” theory of leisure, because of the limits it



A

‘imposes, has'fallen into disfavor among preserit day |
) S 5&—,
recreation professionals (Kraus, 1978). The 1dea that '

leisure and self aztﬁaiizati@ﬁi personal well-being and
pleasure are interrelated has been, however, an important
contribution by the éreeks to modern concepts of leisure.
Leisure ?as also been defined in terms of time. With
the rise of machine p@wer!‘man was supplied with an
abundance of goods that required less work time to produce.
Leisure became recognized as a block of time free from the
obligations of work, or free from the necessities of life,
such as wgfkingi siegpinglaﬁd eating (Jensen, 1977). In

addition it has been argued that leisure .was the use of this

some constructive manner including, personal

ocial services and joyfull activity (De

improvement ,

Grazia, 1962: Ke\ly, 1972; Murphy, 1975; Kraus, 1978}. The

argument that leisdge was free time that was used led to the

term recreation.

Individual writers defining Fec ation usually agree

that it is something that occurs during Neisure. Recreation
can either be viewed as a "process of involve

"result or outcome" (Jensen, 1977). The latter view holds

Recreat1an is an emotional condition within an
individual human being that flows frOm a feeling of
well-being and satisfaction. It 4€ characterized by
feeltngs of mastery, achi vement exhilaration,
success, personal worth, and pleasure It re1nfgrces
a pos1t1ve self-image. Recr tion is a response to

- aesthetic experience, achievement of" personal goals,
or positive feedback from others. It is 1nﬂepend3ﬁt
of act1v1ty, leisure or social asgeptance " (Gray,




1972: 19)
The "erocess o? involvehEﬁt“ definition of recreation
generally describes recreation as activities or experiences
that occur in leisure time. These aetjvities also require “;;3
voluntary involvement and provide saéz personal satisfaction
to the participant (Jensen, 1977: Kraus, 1978) . _
Jensen (1977), has argued that either of these
definitions can be logically viewed aé correct. The measures
of leisure behavior that are to be used here are based on
activities, and it is therefore proposed that the process or
.activity definition.will be used in thisgétudy These
activities, because they occur during leisure, m1ght“be
called leisqre activities. It is further proposed that a
distinction between leisure aﬁd‘recreatieh is, therefore,
not required when‘referring to these activities. Burton
(1972), in preparation for his studies on recreation in
Britain, argued that for the average person the d1fferehces
between the terms leisure and recreation were minimal. He
proposed that they could be used 1ﬁterchangeably although
he would use a svngle’germ. recreation. Thrgughaut the rest
of this study the term leisure will be used, and it will be
used to descr1be those activities or exper1eeces that are
‘freely entered into, provwde personal satisfaction, occur in -
free non- -obligated time, and the cutccmes if any of such .
'act1v1t1es are " couched w1th1ﬂ ‘a Framewark of

constructive and socially accepted moral values..." (Kraus

P

and Curtis, 1972).



Given this definition of leisure as a certain Kind of
activity, the professional must consider the FacﬂEQE’thata
influence people when they make decisions as,fs:iheir
leisure behavior, ie. will they participate, in what will

they participate, and how often will they participate?

.C. THE CORRELATES OF LEISURE INVOLVEMENT

The leigﬁre agency is generally concerned with only a
portion of the leisure activities participated in by its
clientele, ie. fOﬁma?'@rgaﬁized leisure programs. The need
for an agency to have an understanding and awareness of the
leisure preferences of its clientele has been identified as
one ofﬁthe keys to effective leisure services by Lowery and
Curtis(1973). They have suggested several methods for
determining these preferences, including analysis of
participation records, questioning of local organizations,
direct observatiﬁns. and general surveys. All of these |
methods, except surveys, tend to give more weight to the
opinion of the active participant of the mamenti'igﬁériﬁg
the opinions of the non-participant. The survey, if properly
‘conducted, can also sample the naaiﬁarticipants to discover
their preferences.

In fact for many years, surveys have been the primary
instrument used to gather information about the leisure.
}adf{viteg engaged in by dfFFere%t p@ﬁulafipﬁ §r3upsi Many cf>
the earlier studies were concerned primarily with listing

the leisure activities participated in, due perhaps to



limited data processing capabilities. ™ These inventories of
fhe ﬁumbers participating in.various leisure activities
generally can only tell Qs what happened in the past to one
population group. |
. A procedure of greater use to the professional is one
that gathers information about leisure behavior correlates
which in furn can be used to make comparisons between
population géoups. From these compérisons. predictions can
be attempted regarding future leisure behavior. A researcher
who can establish a'strong correlation between leisure
participation and education for example, may then attemgt to
Q\/Qredict the leisure p;rticipation habits of a group of

people if their level of education is kKnown. ////,_

Socio-Demographic Variables
One of the first studies to attempt a comparison of

leisure activity among diverse population groups was
conducted by Lundberg, Komorovsky and Mclnerney, in 1934.
The authors divided their sample into seven occupational
g}oups, laborer, white collar, professional/execﬁtive.
housewife) unemp ioyed, highschool student, and college
student. They found that each.occupational group spent a
sfmilar percentage of jts available leisure time in each of
the broad leisure categories created{for the study. There
were significant differences, however, in the actual leisure

--m e e w . .- —- .- -

'For example, see Ruth Toogood, "A Survey of Recreational
Interests and Pursuits of College Women," Research

Quarterly, Vol. 10, 1939.



time available to each group so that the actual time spent
on leisure varied. For exampﬁe. in the category "motoring” a
white collar male spent twenty minutes per day or 5% of his
leisure time, whereas, a female laborer spent thirteen
minutes per day and it claimed 4% of her leisure time. In Y
one .type of activity, spcrtsz there were considerable
Edifferences aﬁcng the occupation groups in both the absolute
and per cent of time spent in participating. The differences
ranged from 95 minutes (23%) for college males to 16 minutes
(3%) for housewives. The researchers also noted a
considerable qualitative difference in the activities
engaged in by the different occupational groups.? They
concluded that further studies should be conducted using
variables ‘such as income, education, age, occupation,
cultural status and sex to further analyze leisure behavior. ;
In another study, Edgren (1937) analyzed the leisure
behavior of highschool students. He found that males
participated in a wider range of activities than females.
His respondents were chosen from four different highsghaeis_'
that were thought to represent different socio-economic '
status groups, and would, therefore, provide a cross-sect ion
of highschool students. He discovered that there were
differences in interestsramchg:the studEﬁts fram the

,different schools. He also found that the students in the

W o w W W M A M e o w

.2 for instance, "going to the theatre" could have meant
aTtending a New York play or a Wild West movie. It was .
implied by the authors that attending a New York play wds a.
higher quality leisure. experience than was attending 'the

movie. :



lower status schoqls participated less than those from the
higher status schools in the acfivfties they had found tb be
of interest. Although this study found differences in
leisure behavipr between different socio-economic status
gfdupss one must be careful in generalizing from these
results. They were based on only one school from each status
groﬁp. From these early studies it became obvious that
people with or from different backgrounds had different
leisure ?ehavior patterns. ’

White (1958), also examined the differences in leisure
participation between social classes. He eétébligﬂgd four
social classes based on the occupation of the fdﬁily head,
;squrdes of family income and the kind of resident{al
neighborhood lived in. He used paired groups fé: his
anélysis and found differences in the amount and use of
leisure time among the four social classes. He found these
differences td become more pronounced as the person aged
(hf§ s;mple includéd individuals ranging from six to over
eighteer years of age). |

Clark (1558). studied leisure behavior using a more
specific variable, occupat%onal prestige, and asked
questions abou{ epecific. leisure activities. For example, he
differentiated between attending football games and
attending baseball games. He found Qhét‘participation,in
specific activities was related to occupational prestige
level and for mbost activities this relationship was linear.

Aiso of interest in }hjs stddy was the fact that there were



twelve specific activities linked to the highest level of
cccupatiaﬁa%restige. ten linked to the lowest level, but
only five linked to the three remaining levels. More
recently Burdge (1969), conducted a similar study using the.
same occupational prestige scale. While he found differences
in the type of activities engaged in by the different
occupational éiassési he did not find that activities Qere
loaded at either end of the occupational scale. Burdge used ®
a far more diverse list of activities to measure leisure
participation and this may have accounted for the
differences between hié_results and those of Clark. He also
found that persons in the highest occupational levels
participated at a greater rate in all leisure activites.

, These studies seemed to indicate that éﬁéupatjgﬁ was an!
important correlate of leisure involvement. A more :zééﬁt

study, however, discovered that occupation was not an

& independent determinant of leisure behavior (White, 13875),

White found that the effects of occupation disappeared if
education and income were heid constant. Siﬁi]iar]yi Kenyon
(1965)i‘ahd Cheek and Burch (1976) did not find occupation

to be a significant determinant of leisure if other

variables ;ere held constant. Apparantly occupation was
highly related to other variables, ie. education and income.

Education has proven to be a consistent determinant of

1éisuré beﬁévicr; whéEher this behavior ccﬁsisted of sparé
(Curtis and Hiligﬁg1976; Habartii197i: Kenyon, 1986).‘
lphysical activity (Cgrtis and Milton, 1976; KEﬂycﬁ, 1966},

K . .
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outdoor recreation (White, 1975) or a combination aftieisure
activiiies (Cheek and Burch, 197Sf} These studieé have all
found that the higher the level of éducatiaﬂ the greater the
extent @F:leisuré participation, Hhéthéf it be measured in
terms of rate, diversity or intensity.

Curtis and Milton analyzed data F?Em a ﬁatiaﬁ?wide

- leisure survey conducted in Canmada in 1972. Resﬁéﬁéents were
measured on their rate of partic%pati@ﬁj frequency of
participation and their vaéiety of participation. Measunés

" were obtained for both sport activities and physical
exercise activities. ? They found that education was
positively related to all three measures used, je. the
hiqher.the education, the greater the rate of aart1:1ﬁat1aﬂ_
the greater. the sergentage of high Frequency participators,
and the greatet the variety of activities participated, in
Education was found. to be a consistent correlate even.when
the effects of Qtﬁef_varigbies. such as age and income, were
accounted for. Other demographic variables have also p%cven
to be fairly consistent in their refatigﬁship to leisure
behavior, although not to {he;same extent as education.

o Income has been found to be éasitively related to the
rate of participation in various %y§es of leisure activities
(Kenyon, 1966; White, 1875). Kenyon found that the higher

)-the income the greater the frequency of both watching

3Spcrt ccns1sted of :ct1v1t1es like hockey, tennis and golf,
whereas, physical exercise consisted of activities like
.Jggg1ng calisthenics and yoga.
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White’'s findings indicated that both the frequency of and
the variety of activities increased as income increased.
When Cheek and Burch (19761 examined this variable, they
found that while income had a positive Ee1atiaﬁship to
overall leisure participation, for spegffic actfvities the

highest income groups were not necessarily the most frequent

participators. They concluded that income ‘was more an

enabler variable than a determinant and that after a certain
level of income was rea:hed @ther factors, such as

education, became more important in determining both the

" level of participatiéﬁ and the nature of participation.

The third variable found to have a consistent
Eelatichship to leisure behavior was*age. It was found to
have a negative relationship to participation in active
types of leisure (Keﬁyah. 1966; White 19757 Curtis and
Milton, 1976: Hobart, 1974). Kenyon found, hawever} that age
was not sigﬁjficéﬁtiy related to spérts spectatorship. It !
seems logical to conclude that with advan:fhg years the
individual will turn from activities that make demands on
the physical self and engage in more SEQEﬁtary activities. A
recent study by Rogers (1977}, casts some doubt on this
logic. He did a cross-national study in four Eurépeaﬁ .
countries on sports participation. He found that the
majority of the aéeé that did not participate were what he
termed "sport illiterate". They had never paréicipated in
sport even as a child. He also found that those who had

participated in childhood were highly likely to continue
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participating well past ﬁ;ddjé!age. The same might be true
for other types, of ieisure aéti;itfes és several studies
have found that participation in childhood was likely to
‘lead to participation as an adult (Hall, 1976: Yoesting and
Christensen, 1978: Snyder and Spreitzér, 1979r; Age is
perhaps not so much a determinant of 1ei5ureractiyity as it
is an indication of pe%scﬁa? sk%]lé learned in different
times. Interest and participation in leisure activities,
particularily:sports and exercise, has increased
sfgnificantly over the past decade. As younger generatignS-F
grow older they will have learned leisure participation i
habits far different from those of their parents. It is
likely that age will, therefore, not continue to be such_ég
negative factor in overall leisure participatién.\lt wiil?
. probably be a factor, however, in dEtEFmiﬁiﬁg-thé nature af;‘
that participation due to the physical limitations imposed
by increasing age” - d B
~Several othér.demégfaphic variables have heen examined
in refationshib4td“leisure ?ehavier but witﬁ considerably
lesﬁ‘consistency in tﬁe results. I@’Sp@rt type activities,
researchers have consistently found thgt’maﬁes participated
more, with'more‘intensity:aﬁd in afgﬁeater wafietyrthaﬁ did
f;males. (Lundberg et al 1934:,Keﬁyéh. 1966; Robinson, 1967;
Hobart, 1974: Curtis and Milton, 1976). Kenyon also found
*that men were more,likéiy than women to be sport spectators.
Séx was not a factor, however, in determining participation

n physica) activities or exercise (Kenyon, 1966; Curtis and
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Milton, 1976). Other studies have found differences in the
nature of leisure participation between the sexes but have
not found consistent differences in the intensity of
participation (Lundberg et al, 1934; Edgren, 1336; white,
1958) .

: Mar1tal status has also been analyzed Far its
:elat1cﬁsh1p to leisure behavior. White (1975 found it to
have no significance in determining participation in outdoor
reCreation activities. Hall (1976), however. found marriage
to have a negative effect on female participation in sport.
Evidence from other studies (Sillitoe, 1966; Curtis and
Milton, 1976) has indicated a similar effect for males. This
decrease in partici?atian due to marriage was, hc&ever. only
temporary. Curtis and Milton found that for those over
‘thirty-five marriage was not a deterrent to participét{an in
sports, whereag, for those between thhfy*and thirty-five it
was. Hall belieyed that the child bear ing responsibilities

that fol lowed marr1age were the main reason for

[

"« non-participation amnﬁg:wcmen. and Curtis and Milton pointed

faﬁcarégr aspirations along with family responsibilities as
othe reasons for ﬁéﬁ*part%giﬁatiaﬁ among males. Marriage, it

seems, was n@t a d1rect determ1nant of participatibn.

Marriage was a reflection of chaﬁges in other factors,
Vg

lifestyle, time available, and so on, which would affect

leisure behavior. White (1975) alsq looked at family size
and city size but found they were of little use in

=

predicting leisure parti:ipatiani
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In summary, it has been found by many researchers that
there is some correlation between leisure behavior and
certain socio-®emographic variables. A positive relationship
-with leisure paricipation exists for income, occupation and
education. with the latter being the most consistent of the!
three. Age has been found to have a negative reationship to
leisure participafi@%‘ There is some evidence that being of
a particular age only indicates that one has learned certain
leisure behavior habits, and not that aée itself is the
deterrent. Further, changing responsibilities tnraugh:career
and family may have maﬁe,}mp@rtanéﬁeffects on ﬁafticipatian
than age itngFf:The results for other v;riab1es have proven
to be unstable aér@ss studies. Sex differentiates levels of
partic%patiaﬁ in sports, but males and females have been
found to participate equally in physical exercise ) ’ ..'
activities. In other forms of 1ei;ure activity, the tyﬁércf
activity.engaged in varies between the sexes, but the
intensity of participation has not been found to vary with
the same consistency. Studies using marital status as a
predicter variable also have mixed results, with marriage
being a deterrent for certain age groups but not for others.
For recreation planners this type of information can at )
least provide some indication af_the leisure interests and
needs of their clientele (at least if they are aware of the L
qiiéﬁteie‘s dem@grapﬁic profile). | ! v
There have been, however, some who have argued that the

standard social variables .fail to predict leisure behavior

¢
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.
and are cn]y'uééfuj for describing past behavior (Burch,
1969) .- Others have pointed to the small amounts of the
variance in leisure béhavjar accounted for by these’s§me'
varéables as’a drawback to their use, thus limiting their
qgefulness in predicitng leisure behavior and for planning
- recreation programs (Field and O’ Leary, 1973: White, 1975:
K‘ellya, 1980)..

In their study of water based activities, Field and
O’Léary‘used nine demographic variables and found that only
for the activity of fishing was as much as twe%ty*six per
cent og the variance accounted for by these nine variables.
For the three other activities analyzed, less than five per
cent of the variance was accounted for by the demographic
variables

Kelly reviewed the literature and found that
demographic variables, while sametimesiaécéuﬁtiﬁgvfar“dﬁﬁy
10% of the variance, often Eeacheg the 30% level. White,
studied five Variabiesijiﬁcag$ occupation, educat1éﬁ
family s1ze aﬁé city size) and was able to prédi:t as much
as 21% of theé variance in his leisure participation
measures. Attempts:have been made to increase the prediétive
power of the socio-demographic var1ab1e by using them in
con3unct1gn with Dther var1abl§s, or by graup1ﬁg them tao

create new composite variables.

-



Composite \aﬁiabies
- Cheek and Burch (1976) observed that leisure

. participation was not an individualistic pursuit as implied
by demographic survey ahéiysisi They felt that mést leisure
was primarily a social activity and occurred in the context
of differing social groups. They useﬂ variables that
measured who one participaféd with (family, friends, family
and friends) and Fcuﬁd that there were significant
diF%EﬁEﬁQES between these groups in the type of water-based
leisure activities engaged in. Field and O’ Leary (1973) used
similar variables in combination witggdeéagrapﬁic ones and
found similar results. They also ;@und that the amount of
variance accounted for by these combinations increased
dramatically. For example, nine demographic variables
combined could only explain 3.4 percent of the variance in,
. swimming but when the factor, friendship group, was added to
these variéﬁles twenty-three percent of the variance was
- accounted for. Although these social groups ha?e reasonable
explanatory power, they do have a major drawback for the .
recreationist trying to determine the leisure behavior of
his clientele. They will tell him the likely relationships"
between participants but will not necessarily tell him which’
of his clientele, and how many, will be participating. '

The creation of a combination variable like family life
cycle was an attempt té_GVEFccme this problem. Marital-
status, age and number of children and age of théAparants

have been the variables that were usually gr@Lped together
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to produce stages of the family life cycle (Ke]l}, 1978;
DeWitt aﬁé Goodale, 1980). Stages of the family life cycle
proved to have some success in predicting both the nature
and the amount of leisure involvement. Kelly found that
participation. He also found that these factors affect who
one participates with. After marriage the family Became the
focus of leisure participation. 7

Despite the apparent success of these combination
variables the fact remains that a considerable proportion of
the variance in leisure behavior cannot be accounted Fcra:y
the standard sacio-demographic variables that have beggég
discussed so far. In an attempt to solve this problem
researchers have examined variables éther than social

measures.

Other Correlates of Leisure 1nva1veméﬁt |

Knopp (1872), was interested in the effects of ?@th the
home and work environments on leisure behavior. He analyzed
variables such as, population density, size of property and
nuﬁber of peaﬁfe in the-work relationship, and concluded
that these factors affected the ind{vidual’s choice of
leisure environment. He also found differences in the effect
" "of these variables depending on whether the individual 1ived
in a rural-farm, FQFSY*hGn‘FaFmVDF\UFBEﬁ setting. Based on
this study Knopp concluded that environmental determiﬁaﬁts_

might prove useful in predicting leisure behavior
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differences even among differing urban groups. While the
rural-urban differences in leisure participation have been
ekamined (Hauser, 1962:; Hendee, 1969), relatively little
research has been devoted to within urban differences.
Hendricks (1971), was one of the few researchers to
~examine iﬁtra!urbaﬁvdifferehces>iﬁ leisure behavior. He
focussed on the type of residence 1ived in, feeling that it
reflected the person’s lifestyle, and hence would affect the
person’'s choice of leisure. His study involved the analysis
of similar (in terms of demography) urban populations whose
difference lay in whether they lived in an apartment or a
single family detached house. He found that apartment
dwellers were twice as active as home dwellers in "urban
leisure activities”, ie. activities such as museum visiting
and dancing. He further found that apartment dwellers were
involved less than home dwellers in outdoor letsure
(fishing, hiking, etc.), at least at a high level of
participation. He observed thaf SEEFEﬁEﬁt dye]liﬁg was no
longer a temporary condition that people were forced into
until they could move into a house. Ié was instead a
conscious lifestyle choice, and th?; wés reFiecfed in their
leisure behavior. _ | .
In a Canadian study conducted in Toronto, M%chelsan
(1973), analyzed the relationship between residence
saie;tgcﬁ and participation in certain leisure activities.
Data were gathered for this study by way of both personal

interviews and time budget diaries. The sample was selected
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from middle class, married coﬁples in their child-bearing
years, who had recently decidéd to move to a different
residence. Residences were classified as downtown
apartments, downtown houses, suburb houses, and suburb
apartments. Michelson found that there was a relationship
between housing type selected and the individuals
djscretionéry activities. People moving to apartments,
particularily highrises, expected to spend more time on
‘activities such as sport and less on house maintenance and
gardening. Those moving to apartments also expected to be
able to go "out” more often whereas, those moving io houses
expected to entertain ;in" more often. |
! -

Social Area Analysis

There appears to be a relationship, not anly between
leisure behavior and housing type, but also between leisure
behavior and where the housing type is located within the
urban area. Studies not directly concerned with leisure
- behavior have attempted to develop a gypélogy of urban
sub-areas (Shevsky and Williams, 1948; Greer, 1956: Kaufman
and Greer, 1960). These studies used census tract déta to
rank enumeration districts on three variables, social rank,
segregation, and urbanization.* This technique was Known as
‘Social rank was based on oCcupation and education:
segregation measured the ratio of whites to nonwhites and
foreign born; urbanization was a composite measure based
upon fertility ratios, proportion of single family dwelling

units and proportion of women in the labour force (Kaufman
and Greer (1860).



social area analysis. Certain social behaviors, for example,
voting behavidr, within enumeration areas could then be
analyzed for relationships to the three vériables or
combinations thereof. Social area analysis, however, did not
create sub-areas that were necessarily linked to a spatial
area within the city. The area types created were A
a;tificially related only by virtue of similar rankings on
the three variables. '

Bell and Force (1856), took a slightly different
approach in their study of San fFrancisco neighborhoods. They
used existing spatial areas and then ranked each on the
three variables, social rank, segregation, and urbanization.
The segregation variable was held constant, and four |
neighbourhoods were chosen to represent the extremes on each
of the other two variables. These researchers were
interested in "formal association” (eg., fraternitie},
unions, service clubs) participation among the male
residents of these neighborhoods. They found evidence to
support their hypothesis that this behavior would va%y
depending on the neighborhood type in which the respondent
resided. The "high family" (their term for the urbanization
measure), "high status" neighborhood was almost twice as
active in multiple associétian memberships as was the "low
family*, "high status” neighborhood. Both of these t
ne ighborhoods yére significantly different Frgé the other
two. There was no significant difference between the two

"low status”. neighborhoods. Men from the "high status”,



2high fami1y“ area also held office in formal associations
sigﬁifigantiy more often then did men from the other areas.
They also tended to go to meetings more often. The authors
concluded that the status ranking was more ip nt than
the family ranking in differentiating fc%mal associaton
behavior.

The application of saéial area analysis to geographic
neighborhoods is of interest to those searching for
something other than the standard socio-demographic
variables with which to predict leisure behavior. It is no
longer necessary to analyze individual data and create
artificial aggregate groups. The area or neighborhood of
residence could instead be classified (on whatever scale)
and the behdvior predicted based on that evidence. This
classification could be achieved using readily available
census data, thereby simplifying considerably the task of
the researcher.

In a somewhat different study, Ginsberg (1975),
anafyzed the leisure behavior of men in each of two
neighborhoods in Tel Aviv. These neighborhoods, although
close to each ather geagraﬁhicaily. differed in most other
respects, for example, age of neighborhood, ethnic origin
and gccupatiaﬁ; The residents in each of these neighborhoods
- had different joint leisure jp,ittér"ns {leigsure with their
spouses) in terms of going to movies agé cafes. There were
different social stfuctures in each of the two

neighborhoods. The older, more established neighborhood



resembled a ‘'village', and maintained the tradition and
custom which separated men and women. In this neighborhood
going to movies and cafes was done uifh one' s peers and not
one’'s spouse. The other neighborhood was a more modern and
nhewer urban residential area. Male residents of this
“neighborhood did not adhere to traditional customs and spent
much of their leisure in the company of their wives.
Ginsberg concluded that the differences in leisure behavior'
Between the residents of the two neighborhoods was due to
the differences in the nature or character of the
neighborhoods .

It remained then for sacia1'area\%ﬁi1ysis to be applied

to the study of leisure behavior.

Neighborhood Types in The City of Edmonton

The City of Edmonton’'s Parks and Recreation Department
was interested in finding a more accurate and reliable way
to plan for the leisure needs of its clientele. It was
decided to try a social area analysis procedure somewhat
similar to that carried out in San Francisco by Bell and
Force (1996). Census tract data fDr each of the existing
ﬁeighbarheaﬂs in Edmonton was analyzed in the hépe of
finding similarities among them. The analysts went beyond
the three dimensions (urbanism, social status, and
ethnicity) used in the earlier Bell and Force(1956) study.
They included measures of housing type and housing age in

their analysis, as well as age, sex, marital status and
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‘education.

Unfortunately. the exact details of the analysis were
not available. Due to staff turnover, and the fact that most
of the statistical analysis was carried out by outside
consultants, the documents containing these details were
misplaced. The information that was available iﬁdica}ed that
the analysis contained the following processes. A multiple
Eegressiaﬁ technique was used to reduce the originmal number
of measures by eliminating highly correlated items. Factor
analysis was performed on the remaining variables resulting
in four féctarsg A cluster analysis, using theﬁfaetar
scores, produced five groupings of neighborhoods. *:A sixth
grouping contained ‘all the new neighborhoods for which no
census data were available. Information obtained from the
Department indicates that the neighborhood types were
established ﬁaiﬁ1y on the basis of age of neighborhood, type
of dwelling, and age of the residents. '

‘ A basic assumptiaﬁ’Uhderiyiﬁg the Department’s
neighborhood type approach ga%‘that residents within each

neighborhood type would be more similar in their leisure

. neighborhood types. These differences.in leisure needs and
interests would require unique programming and planning for
.each neighborhood type. To ‘date, there has not been a
detailed analysis of leisure behavior that would suppor t

these assumptions. Frequency tables werg produced for
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specific activities by neighborhood iype (see Figure 1) but
no statistical analysis was performed. It is the inténtion
of this study to carry out an analysis that will test the
assumption that leisure behavior varies by neighborhood

=

type.

D. STATEMENT OF THE PRDBEEH .
Prablem ,

Social area analysis has been used to study varic‘
kinds of social behavior. The behaviors examined have
included such things as voting behavior .(Kaufman and Greer,
'1960), formal association membershiﬁ%#BEII and Force, 1956),
and urbanization (Greer, 1956). The City of Edmonton used
social area analysis to produce six neighborhood types and
proposed that they could be used to predict leisure
behavior. The problem dealt with in this study was to
determine the usefulness of this particular social area
a%%1ysis in predicting leisure behavior. More specificailyi
how did leisure behavior vary between the neighborhood
types.
Hypothesis i

Due to the lack of information pertéiﬁing to the
relation of different neighborhood types to specific leisure -
behavior, no directional hypotheses were stated. Rather, it
was decided to simply test th; null hypothesis of no |
difference in leisure behiviar between neighborhood types.

¥
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Definition of Terms
Leisure Behavior consists of engagements or activities

-

that are freely entered into, occur during non-work time,
are mainly self-rewarding and have cdggtructive or socially
accepted outcomes. For the purposes of this study leisure
engagements will include those listed on fhe survey
instrument used by the City to gather data for the .1980
Leisure Survey. Further, they will include only those listed
under the fo}loying headings: Outdoor Recreation, Active
Sports/Athleticé, and’Arts énduCulturg}. Becapse this study
is intended to focus on those leisure activities for which
leisure agencies currently have some responsibility, those
activities listed under Passive Leisure Activities will be
excluded. |

A Neighborhood is a defined spatial area within the
City of Edmonton with a population ranging from three to\
seven thousand residents. '

A Neighborhood Type consists of a grouping of

neighborhoods all of which received sihilar rankings on

variables such as age of neighborhood, age of residents,

type of dwellang, and education level.s

Delimitat ia\.‘
This §TO8Yy did not set out to examine the validity of
social area analysis as a techniqueT\Hbr*ﬁid it set out to

- e -, -ewe.- - -- - -

51t was assumed that at least these variables were used in
the grouping of neighborhood, because they were the ones

~ment ioned 1q(fhg\!?ster Plan . R
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.. analyze the processes carried out by the City of Edmonton to.
- produce the ﬁeighbcfhaad.types; . S l
T Measures of leisure behavior were Iimiteﬂ_té those that
could be tha;ned from the 1980 Leisure Study.
“"Assumptions : : | o -
It is assumed that the factor analysis canduéted by the
City of Edmonton té produce its six neighborhood types was
done accurately and correctly. It is also assumed that the
ﬁe%ghbéfhéﬂd characteristics discovered at the ti;e of the
Factar‘anaiysis still exist and, therefore, still

differentiate the six types of neighborhoods

Justification of The Study | .
! The City of Edmonton used the neighborhood types as a

ma jor part of its iQ?E*SE Master Plan, indicating that; |

planning aﬂé programming were to be based on the

neighborhood types. This document has been made public and

has presumaﬁly, been used as a warking document. It was Fé?t .

to be important, therefore, té see if ieigg?e behaviar'qgesr L

1}

vary by neighborhood type. To this date tﬁéﬁé have been no °

other attempts to do this. - , ‘ ~
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11. METHODOLOGY
An analysis of secondary data was cérried out to aetermine
leisure behavior within each of the six neighborhood types.
A comparison of tHis behavior between neighborhood types was
then performed to determine if, and where, there were

differences.

A. DATA
Source )

The data to be used for this study were collected as
part of a city-wide leisure survey of Edmonton. The purpose
of this survey was to gather data describing the leisure
behavior patterns of the citizens of Edmonton.

- A two-stage systematic sample was drawn of all
households in Edmonton. Addresses were initially grouped
into the five administrative districts set‘up b} the Parks
and Recreation DEﬁartment. Within each district addresses
were further organized into one of the six neighborhood
types. Addresses were then chosen|in a systematic fashion

until the required sample size for e ﬁeighb&rh@cd type

within a city district was reached.
The sample frame used was the Cityréf Edmonton’s 1980
Census Tape in which addresses were listed by census tract
and enumeration district. These census tracts and
enumeration districts were manually matched to the

neighboourhood type b@uhdaries prior to the drawing of the

W8]
1oy
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sample. The size of the sample was determined by using a 95%
+10 confidence limit for each Feighbarhc@d'type within a
Recreation and Parks district. Computer assistance was

‘required to group the addresses by neighborhood type and

city disttricts, and was also used to make the final
sefécticﬁ of the sanﬁié addresses. The total sample size wa¥t
2,081.

The survey was conducted in November 1980.‘u5iﬁg a
detailed 10 page questionnaire (see Appendix A). This/Was
self-completed instrument that was both dropped off to aﬁé
picked up from the respondents by professional survey staff.
Each person over the age of 14 in each of the;samp1e
 households was requested to complete the questionnaire. A
.Free pass entitling thg bearer to one free admission to *
either a city-owned pool or arena was offered as an
incehtife to the respondents. Information from the returned .
questionnaires was transferred to computer storage, and ;
subséqugnt analysis was ﬁerfcrmed using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

o 4 |
Response Rate

The overall response to the survey was 55:5%. In other -

words, of the 2;081'hgusehaiﬁslseiecteﬂi 1,151 returned éne_

or more questionnaires. The useable number of questionnaires
obtained from this survey totaled 2,254, an average of
slightly less than 2 per responding household. The breakdown

of returned questionnaires by neighborhood type has been
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summarized in Table 1,

Table 1

Neighbourhood Households Respondents Ratio:3/2=
Type Selected

One 298 207 695
Two 496 BETY  ea
Three |
- Four

Five

Six

* Information as to the numbers of households responding per
neighborhood type was unavailable. The ratio used gaveva
measure of the strength of the response in each neighbcrhgca‘
t):’pei It was selected as an ‘alter‘nate means of c:érrparing
response to the survey among the six different neighborhood-

types.
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‘Representat iveness

The City of Edmontdbn examined the representativeness of
the survey population (Research and Planning, 1981). The
survey’'s population characteristics were :émﬁared to thcse.

- of 'the population of Edmonton as a whole (see Appendix B8).

similar to that of Edmonton. Certain population segments,
senior citizens, widowers and retired persons, were

under -represented. These characteristics seem to describe
thé same segment, and were probably under -represented
because institutions were not sampled. Unemp loyed ﬁgrasans
were also under-represented in the survey pﬂpu1ati§ni:but no

explanations were offered in the City's report.

B. DEPENDENT VARIABLES

| The review of previous literature revea[ed that leisure.
" behavior has been measured in many different ways, The most
common beihé participation, (Lundberg et al; Clark, 1958;
White, 1958; Field and Q' Leary, 1973; Burch, 1969), frequency
of participation (White,1975; Hendriks, 1871; Curtis and -
Mi1;én.1§76 {, aﬁd number of activities participated in
(Curtis and Milton,1976; Burton,1972; White,1975). These
threé variables were used in this stgdy in thg following

" manner . ThFEE.GétéééFiéS of leisure behavior (outdoor
recreation, active sport/athletics, and arts and cultural)
were analyzed separatgfy to produce measures of each of the

three variables. The general forms of the questions used to
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produce the dependent variables were as follows: (see

Appendix A for more detail).

~ a) Have you participated in any 'Outdoor Recreation,

Sports/Athdetics, Arts and Cultural’ activities WITHIN THE

LAST 12 MONTHS?
[JYES [ IND

b) Please indicate whether or not y@u_have participated in

any of the following ‘Qutdoor Recreation, Sports/Athletics,

Arts and Cultural’ activities in the Last 12 Months.

Check "Yes" or "No" for each activity.For those activities

marked “Yes" answer questions ‘c’ and ‘d’'.

‘Activity name’ ‘ [] No []ves
' ’ -
c) How many times in the Last 12 Months did you engage in

each activity marked "Yes" in Question ’'b’?

. Times in ;ast Year

“Activity name’  []1-10 []11-20 []21-30" [Jover 30 .

i gy smra



33

Participation Rate

In each leisure category respondents Qere requested to
indicate whether or not they had engaged in that type of
activity within the previous 12 months. If they had, they
were then reqdested to answer questions about specific
activities. It was originally intended to use the response
to the category questions as the measure of participation.
An examination of some preiimiﬁafy frequency tables
‘indicated, however, that several respondents who had failed
to answer the category question had responded positively to
questions on the individual activities. The final measure
for the participation rate in a leisure category was
acﬁieved by measuring the percentage of respondents, within
a neighborhood type, who had responded 'Yes’ to the cétegéry
question, or had not answered the category question but had

responded positively to one or more specific activities,

> .
4

Number of Different Activities Engaged In

' The total number of differeﬁz activities engaged in by
each respondent was calculated. This wés achieved by
couhting the number of positive responses to specific

activity questions for each respondent. A mean within each

leisure category was calculated for each ne tghborhood type.

Frequency of Participation
For each specific activity they had engaged in

respondents were asked to indicate their freguency of

=
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participation by checking onévof four frequency intervals
(1-10; 11-20; 21-30: over 30) that measured the number of
times-per year he or she had engaged in a particular
activity. The open endedness of the final %nterval prec luded
an overéll ffequency rate for each respondent. The measure
chosen consisted of the number of activities checked for
each frequency interval by the respondent. The mean number
for each'fpequency interval wasvthen calculated for each

neighborhood type.

C. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

The neighborhood types used in this study were the six.
neighborhood types developed by the city of Edmonton in its
1979-83 kecneation Master Plan. These types were created by
clustering individual neighborhoods based on certain
socio-demographic characteristics. These ihclude%iagei
marital status, age of dwelling. education, and type of
dwelling. For purposes of this study t?e different types
have been given titles other than nimbers. These titl%
indicate the main characteristic(s?} describing the types:
Type 1: Older, highrise; Type 2: Older, residential: Type 2
' Midqle-aggd: Type 4: Yoggﬁgt; Type 5: Professional; Type 6:
New. | |

A -more detailed description of each type can be found



in Figures 2 through 6. §

D. ANALYSIS

The Stat{sti;ai Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
was used to analyze the data and produce the required
'statistics. The pMcedures used were identical for all tﬁﬁee
leisure categories. Descriptions of these procedures will,

therefore, be of a general nature and will be applicable to

'each of the leisure categories.

Participation Rate

U The measure used for participation rate was based on
nominal data and, therefcrei:praduged tables indicating
proportions of various responses. Chi-square was chosen as
the appropriate statistical test to determine whether
participation rates differed among the six neighborhood
types. The SPSS program ‘'Crosstale’ was used to perform the
appropriate calculations, and the chi-squaré test was used
to determine statistical significance. The decision point
for significance was set at .05. |

A significant chi-square could be produced when only

one of the pcss1ble fifteen cémpar1scns among . s1ix

. §No census data were available for the new areas of the city
and they were grouped together as Neighborhood Type 6. They
were given the following general descripion: a newly
developing neighborhood with a high proportion of young
couples with very young children. The housing is mainly
single-family, with some single attached and multiple-family
dwellings. Because these are new neighborhoods, detailed
demographic data were not available for them. (1979-83
Master Plan) o
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NETGHE "URHLCT TYPE ° - an cldcr neichbourhood w.th a n-cr
proportion of peoole between the aaes of 15 and 24 and
over 55. This neighbour..ood has many high densfty mult:-
ple dwelling units occupied by young singles, young
couples with either no children or very younq children,
and older persons.

NEIGHBOURHOOLD TYPE 1
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 Figure 2 NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE ONE f



NETGHBOURHOCT TYPE 7 - an ofdexr tres«denteal neighbourhood
"with 3 high proporticn o+ middle-aged and elderly couDies
with older children or children who have left home. This

neiahbourhooa has a high proportion of both single family
dwellings and hiah density multicle dwellinas.
NEIGHBOURHOOD TYPE 2
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Figure 3 NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE TWO



NE IGHBCURHOQT TYPE 2 - a m;iéiicE_zgegheiqhbcur“:céd7u1th 2 J'
high proportion cf couples betweer the ages of 35 and 54

and children between the ages c: 5 and 14. This neighbour -

e

hood has a nigh proportion of single-family dwe'i1ngs.
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Figure 4 NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE THREE



Figure 5 NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE FOUR

it SOUKS 'PE 4 - a2 younger o mddle- a.gﬂ?i ne1ghbourhoﬂd T
with a h1gh proportion of married couples ranging from
25 to 34 years of age. There is a high proportion of
children under the age of 14 and a high proportion of .
single family dwellings.
NEIGHE@URHQC)D TYF’E 4
PERCENT- .
Age Structure .
5. —
5w - B
B-7a _ :
poe ettt <) -
Sy ot R PR o qﬁﬁ‘)
Dwelhng Typj ( ,
Soeat nnm _ el 1 11| ]
AT y__ BRSNS un A ‘
Family Structure AR _! e an |
HOUSEHOL DS TR |
FAMRY HOUBEROLDS — i
HOH - FAMILY HORISEHOLDS p IR 1]
FAMILY MOUSEHOLDS | (| | | I SR
F!“gi! -ntﬂ Ci_DINES N — T’ 7; ’ ] -
) Y mﬂﬁu s S ITLCETT —_—
- S
»
b R 'ai-;»—-—rrqas ) R R el S



40

-
1]

B |

NEIGHBOURHOOD TYPE 5 - a middle-aged neighbourhood with a 7
high proportion of middle-aged couples with children between
the ages of 5 and 14. This neighbourhood is similar to
Neighbourhood Type 3 except that Neighbourhood Type 5 has

a higher proportion of its population in professional
occupations. o,
NEIGHBOU: HCOC TYPE £ o
e ethCE T 3 ’F% - © > w jﬁ;-
My
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1
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Dweling Type HISHIN
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Family Structures
FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS b

Figure 6 NEIGHBDRHDQD TYPE FIVE
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-meighborhood types produced a significant diFFEFEﬁGE' In
\
~order to determlne wh1ch of the neighborhood types were in \x

. fact. d1fferent from one another a post hoc multiple )
cqnpar1son procedurg was used. ;i -
Th1s-procedure. taken from Marascuilo and .
{McSweeney(1977). makes paired comparisons among -the
neighbérhbod types, .and approximates methods that can be
'used forcaﬁalysis of varianﬁé tests. The prccedure maintains
the prob bl]l]ty of . type one error at the level set for
the or1g1naT ch1°square test (in this case .05).

. Thls procedu;e involves the caﬂstructlan of scnfidence
1ntervals around estlmates of the DDSS]ElE pa1r c@ntrasts
The conf1dence 1nterva] ‘is then tested for 51gn1f1caﬁce If.
’the conf\dence-1nterva1 far a c@ntrast does not embﬁace zero
1t s cons1dered SJgnlfacant and the two neighborhood types
thus compared are .satd tc have d1FFEFent part1C1pa¢1gn

rates. For further detai T see Aﬁpendlx C. ?”
‘Number of Differont Activities Engagad In ‘

' The data. for thws measure was the mean number af
act1v1t1es part1¢1pated in by FéSpGﬂdéﬁts in each
neIghborhood type, providing a ratie levei af measurement

Oneway analysis of variance cauid therefgre be aerfarmed

"' w1th ne1ghborhood type as the 1ndependent var1§b1e The SPSS

;.prdgram Oneway was used to calculate the F ﬁrgbab111ty
ﬂstattstlc that there were differences among the ﬁe1ghb@rhcad

types Thg decision level of significance was set pnce agaftn



at .05. ;

A significant overall F provided a similar problem to
that described in the previous section dealing with a
sighi%iﬁaht X%, which particular comparison was causing the
significant overall difference? Scheffe's test was used to
make comparisons between pairs of neighborhood ‘types.

This procedure is very similar to the post hoc
procedure used for the variabie Participation Rate; ie. it
requires the construction of confidence intervals around
- estimates of the contrasts.

This préc25s was performed using the SPSS program
'Oneway’ with the ‘Ranges’ test set to 'Scheffe (.05)’.

There were two reasons that Scheffe's test was the one,
chosen to make the pairwise comparisons of means for the
variable ‘Number of Activities’. Scheffe's test was thé most -
stringent of the a posteriori tests that can be used to

investigate ANOVA tables. Although Kirk recommended Tukey’' s

~ HSD test for pairwise comparisons instead of Scheffe's,

Tukey’'s HSD was only approximate when cell sizes were
unequal. Scheffe's test, however was exact even when cell
sizes wére not equal. Thg GelirsiZEE in this study ranged
" from 207 to 487.

| . r
Frequency of Participation .

The data available for this measure were a breakdown of

that used for the variable Number of Activites. The mean |,

number of activities engaged in by respondents was
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sub-divided into the four %FequEﬁcy iﬁtgrvals;’1=10 times
per year, 11-20 times per year, 21-30 times per year, and
over 30 times per yéar_iThis praduced é meéﬁ for each.
éatégary;!and‘*Dﬁeway’zand iSChéfFe*(iDS}l'lWEFe run on eéch
category. The decision leve! far 'significance was also set

to .05. . : N

Summary

The nuii hypothesis was tested using three measures of
4eisure behavior in é%ch of three leisure categcties;'These
measyres were “participatiaﬂ rate”, "number of activities |
engaged in", and "frequency of participation” (in four
frequency intervals). Scores for these measures were @
obtained for the six ﬁéighb@ﬁ%@@d types from data collected .
for a city-wide survey. Initial comparisons were made. using
‘chi=square (for “participatiéﬁ rate”), and one way analysis
af van?ance (for' the other measures). Post hoc analysis was
under taken to determine which heiéhﬂérhagd‘types differed

from each other.



I11. RESULTS
The results of this study will be presented in two parts.
‘The first will describe the leisure behavior within each
neighborhood type. The second part will deal with the
results of the analysis carried out to test thezstgﬁy‘s
hypothesis. This latter section will be divided into three
sub-sections one for each of the leisure categories, cutd&gf

recreation, sports/athletics, and arts and cultural.

'A. LEISURE BEHAVIOR IN NEIGHBOURHOOD TYPES

Ne ighbourhood Type One: Older Highrise

These were older neighborhoods with a high proportion
of apartments. and young, single persons. This heighbérhccd
had the smallest response rate ratio (see Table 1: Cﬁapter
11} among the six types. It also produced the fewest number

~of respondents, 207.

The type 1 neighborhood had the smallest number (4.25)
. of different activities engaged in for the Outdoor *
ﬁecreatién leisure category. Infgenerai this neighborhood
type was near the low end of most of the measures of leisure
behavior. THe exception was in the Arts and Cultural
category wﬁere this neighborhood had the second highest
iﬁumber (1.59) of different activities engaged in. The.

" details of the leisure behaQ}ar for this type have been

placed in Table 2.

44
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Table 2 Neighborhood Type 1: Older Highrise -

Participation Rate :
' Leisure ClBtegory Per Cent Participating

Outdoor Recreation '90.6%
Sports/Athletics 73.2%
Arts and Cultural 57.4%
Number of. Activities
Leisure Category Average # of Activities

Qutdoor Recreation . 4.25
Sports/Athletics 3.65
Arts and Cultural 1.59

Frequency of Participation
'Leisqié Category Average # of Activities
-In Each Category

‘“1-10’ ’i1*20’ "21-30" ‘'over 30’

Outdoor Recreation 2.55 .76 .22 .48
Sports/Athletics 1.86 .66 .32 .70
Arts and Cultural .60 2 29 .18 43
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Ne ighbourhood Type Two: Older Residential

These neighborhoods were also located in older areas of
‘Edmonton, but in comparison to the type one neighborhoods
ccﬁtained s{gnifisant1y more single family dwellings,
fam%lies with children, and older people (over 55). The type
2 neighborhoods, despite the fact the} returnéd thé second
largest number of useable questionnaires (466), had the
second smallest response rate ratio (.94, see Table 1). The
type 2 neighborhood was the only one common to all the Parks
-and Recreation districts, and for this reason had the
greatest number of households selected for the sample.

Type 2 reported the lowest rates of participation in
all three leisure categaries:jS7iO%;iﬁ Outdoor Recreation;
68.1% in Sports/Athletics; and 52.3% in Arts and Cultural.
These:ﬁespéngﬂts also reported the lowest number of

different activites engaged in for the Sports/Athletics and

The average number of different activities reported for
Outdoor Recreation was 4.26 whiéh placed type 2 .01
‘activities above the type 1 ﬁeighSGrhgﬁds which reported the
lowest avérage for this category. Table 3 5umﬁari:es the
Ffﬁdiﬁgs for this neighborhood type.
Ne ighbourhood Type Three: Middle-aged ;"_
Type 3 consisted of middle-aged neighborhoods with a
high proportion of single family dwel]iﬁés and midd!e-agéd
families (aged 35-55). These neighborhoods returned the same
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Table 3 Neighborhood Type 2: Older Residential
Participation Rate

Leisure Category

Per Cent Participating

OQutdoor Recreation 87.0%
Sports/Athletics - 68.1%
Arts and Cultural : 52.3%

Number of Activities
Leisure Category Average #of Activities
- In Each Category
Outdoor Recreation 4,26
Sports/Athletics ©3.36
Arts and Cultural _ 1.35

Frequency of Participation

Leisure Category Average #of Activities
In Each Category

'1-10' '11-20° ‘21-30' 'over 30

Outdoor Recreation 2.73 71 .30 .39 ’
Sports/Athletics 1.80 .58 .31 .55
_Arts and Cultural .53 .26 .15 . 36
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number of useable questionnaires (466) as the typé 2
neighborhoods, but from aimost one hundred fewer sample
.households (397 vs. 496). This produced a responsé rate
ratio of 1.17 (see Table 1). .

The measures of leisure behavior for this neighborhood
type were generally in the middle of the group. Table 4

‘contains the details of these measures.

Ne ighborhood Type Four: Younger

These were younger to middle-aged neighborhoods with a
high proportion of young familigs (aged 25-34) and some
multiple family housing. The response rate ratio for this |
neighborhood type was 1.21 (Table 1), and this produced 358
respondents. Neighbourhood type 4 produced the second
smallest number of sample houséholds 1296 .

The measures of leisure behavior for this heighberh;ed
type were also in the middle of the group. In general they
were slightly higher than the measures for the type 3
neighborhoods. The details of these measures have been

presented in Table 5.

Neighborhood Type Five: Professional

//These were middle-aged neighborhoode similar to type - - -

3's but with a higher proportion.of people engaged in
professional occupations. These neighborhoods returned the
highest number of useable questi&nnaires per household
contacted, 1.37 (Table 1). The type.5 neighborhood was
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Table 4 Neighborhood Type 3: Middle-aged

Participation Rate

Leisure Category

Per Cent Participating

49

Outdoor Recreation Qé.?%
Sports/Athletics 73.1%
Arts and Cultural 57.6%

Number of Activties

Leisure Catebory

Average # of Activities

Outdoor Recreation 4.62

Sports/Athletics 3.81
Arts and Cultural 1.53

Frequency of Part‘cipaticn

Leisure Category Average # of Activities
: In Each Category

‘1-10" ‘11-20" '21-30' ‘over 30’

Qutdoor Recreation 2.85 .76 .30
Sports/Athletics 1.92 .79 .33
Arts and Cultural .51 .36 L21

.46
.46
.39
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Tahle 5 Neighborhood Type 4: Younger i
Participation Rate
Leisure Category Per Cent Parti;iﬁatiﬁg
Outdoor Recreation 91.5%
Sports/Athletics 13.2%
Arts and Cultural 57.2%
Number of. Activities
Leisure Category Average # of Activities
‘Qutdoor Recreation - a.s7
Sports/Athletics 4.32
- Arts and Cultural 1.52
Frequency of Participation
Leisure Category ‘Average # of Activities
In Each Category
"1-10°  "11-20° '21-30' 'over 30’
Outdoor Recreation ~ 2.96 .75 27 .43
Sports/Athletics =~ 2.27 75 .39 .64
Arts and Cultural .53 .33 18 .44
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located in only two of the five Parks and Recreation
Districts, resulting in the smaiiest‘subiéaméle size of 197
h@usehcidéi

Type 5 neighborhoods reported the highest participation
rates iﬁva11 three leisure categories: 96.6% in Outdoor
Recreation, 85.5% in Sports/Athletics and 68.4% in Arts and
" Cultural. é i

The respondents in these neighborhoods also engaged in
the highest average number of different activities for.all
three categories. They were the only neighborhood type to
report an average of greater ihan five (5.2) different
activities engaged in for Outdoor Recreation.

The average number of Sports/Athletics end-bed in by a
type 5 respondent was 4.69. Type S also reported the largest
aQerage number (.83) of Sports/Athletics activities done
more than 30 times per year.

An avérage of 1.73 different Arts and Cultural
activities were engaged in aéﬁuaiiyi with 31.3% (.54) of
these being done more ttian 30 t?mes per year. These figures
were also the highest actual and relative amounts in this
category among the six neighborhood ‘types. The measures of
Teisure behavior for this‘heighberhcaa type have been

summarized in Table 6.

T

Ne ighborhood Type Six: New
Neighbourhoods in ‘this type were not determined via the
analysis conducted by the City of Edmonton’s Parks and |
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Table 6 Neighborhood Type 5: Professional

Parti¢cipation Rate

Leisure Category Per Cent Participating

52

Dutdgariﬁeereatian 96.6%
Sports/Athletics 85.5%
Arts and Cultural 68.4%

Number of Activities ‘

Leisure Category Average # of Activities
Outdoor Recreation 5.19
Sports/Athletics 4.69
Arts and Cultural 1.73

Frequency of Pérticigatiaﬁ
Leisure Category Average # of Act{vitiés
In Each Category i
“1-10" "11-20", '21-3Q0° 'over 30°
Outdoor Recreation 3.06 1.05 .33 .51
Sport/Athletics 2.17 1.03° .44 .83
Arts and Cultural .56 .35 .15 . .54




- Recreation Department. They were placed in this group
because they came into existence after the 1971 census was
takén@'These ne ighborhoods prcduzedithé 1arges; group of
respondents, 487. The response rate ratio for type 6 was
1.23 (Téb?e 1), second only to the type 5 neighborhoods.

| ?articipjtian rates reported for th151néighbarhaﬁ§ type were
also second only to those reported for type 5. Outdoor
Re;reati§ﬁ was participated in byAQAiEZ of the respondents,
82.3% eﬁgaged in Sports/Athletics, and 63.4% engaged in Arts

and Cultural activities.

Recreation activities (4.89) was the second largest, the
average number of different Sports/Athletics activities
engaged in was less fhaﬁ both type 4 and type 5
neighborhoods. The average number of Arts and Cultural
activities participated in was 1.57, which was less than the
averagé reported for type 5 and type 1. Further details on
the measures of leisure behaQigr for neighborhood type 6

have been presented in Table 7.

‘B. THE COMPARISONS AMONG NE IGHBOURHOOD TFPES

Tables 8,9,10, and 11 sunmarize the leisure éehéviar
results discussed in the ﬁﬁevi@us section. Table 8 QGﬁtain% N
ﬁr’p!?tfcipﬁtiaﬁ.rates'i and ’ﬁﬁhbgr éF activities’' by |
neighborhood type, while tables 9,10 and 11 contain the
' frequency’ measures by neighborhood type.



54

" Table 7 Neighbarhood Type 6: New
Fart1:1pat1cn Rate
Leisure Categcry Per Cent Part1c1pat1ng
Outdoor Recreation , ~ '94.6%
Sports/Athletics B2.3%
Arts and Cultural 63.4
Number of Activities
LEISUFE Categ@ry Average # of Activities
Outdoor Recreation 4.89
Sports/Athletics ) 4.29
Arts and Cultural 1.57
Frequ3hcy of Partic?paticﬁ
Leisure Category Average # of Activities
In Ea:h Categcry
“1-10" " 11-20Q° ’21-36' ‘over 30
Qutdoor Recreation .3.26 .79 .29 .41
Sports/Athletics 2.24 .80 ..38 .59 -
Arts and Cu]tura1 .53 .37 - - .19 .40




Table 8 Participation Rate and Number of Activities

Neigh. “ Leisure Category
Type

Outdoor Sports/ Arts and

Recreation Athlet1cs Cultural

" Rates Activ.# Rater Ac:£1;# “Rates Activ.#

One  90.5% 4.25 73.2% 3.65 57.7% 1.59
Two  87.0% 4.26 68.1% 3.36 52.3% 1.35
Three 90.7% 4.62 73.1% 3.81  57.6% 1.53
Four  91.5% 4.57 78.4% 4.32 59.4% 1.52 .
Five 96.6% 5.19 85.5% 4.69 - 68.7% 1.73
Six  94.6% 4.89  82.3% 4.29 63.6% 1.57

- Part1c1patiah Rates / PEFCEﬁtEgE of PespendEﬁts
engaging in that type of activity
# Number af d1Fferent act1v1t1es engaged in.




Table 9 Frequency: Outdoor Recreation
’ o

Neigh. F"'equeﬁéy:(:at@ ory

“1-10" 11-20' r21-30° icv;r 30’
One 2.59 0.76 0.22 0.48
Two 2.73 0.71 0.30 0.39
Three 2.85 0:76 0.30 0.46
Four 2.96 0.75 0.27 0.43
Five . 3.06  1.05 0.33 0.51
Six . 3.26 0.79 0.29 0.41




Table 10 Frequency: Sports/Athletics

Neigh. - Frequency Category
Type

‘1-10"  ‘11-20"  '21-30'  ‘over 30’

Dhe 1Jé% 0.66 0.32 0.70

Two. 1.80 0.58 0.31 0.55

Three - 1.92 0,79 0.33 0.52

Four 2.27 . 0.75 0.39 0.64

Five® 2.17 1.03 0.44 0.83

Six , 2.24 0.80 0.38 0.59
| . |




Table 11 Frequency: Arts and Cultural

Frequency Category .

‘' over 30"

One

0.29

. 0.43

Two 0.53  0.26 0.15  0.36 e
Three 0.51 0.36 0.21 0.39
Four 0.53 0.33. 0.18 .0,44
Five 0.56  0.35 0.15 0.54
Six 0.53  0.37 0.19 0.40




Outdoor Recreation

Participation Rates

The comparison of participation rates among the
neighborhood types involved'the use of the chi-square
statistic. The proportional data used to calculate
chi-square has been summarizéd in Table 12. The
calculated chi-square was significant at thé'.001 level
of significancé, hence the Outdoor Recreatioﬁ
parficipation rates of the neighborhood types Qere

considered different.
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Table 1t

Outdoor Recreation: Participation Rates

Neighbor - No Yes
hood Type
One 9.4% _ 80.6%
Two . 13.0% 87.0%
. Three ~ 9.3% 90.7%
Four 8.5% 91.5%
Five . . 3.4% 96.6%
Six 5.4% 94.6%
Chi-square = 27.4; degrees of freedom = 5;
probability <.0001

In order to determine wherein thisvdiffeﬁgncg lay.. ..
ﬁu}tip]e paired comparisons were conducted . The
significant chi=square!arcse because of differences
between neighborhood type 2 and neighborhoods type 5 and i
6. The details of this post hoc analysis have been
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ﬁ]aceﬂ in Appendix C.
Number of Activities i
The mean number of activities by respondent was
calculated for each neighborhood type (Table 13). One
way analysis of variance was conducted with neighborhood
type being the independent variable. The!calcuiated F
had a probability of .0001 thus exceeding the decision
level of significance which was set at .05. This
indicated that the mean n;nber of activities engaged in
by respﬁndéﬁts were different across neighborhood types.
Scheffe's test was used to conduct post hoc
multiple paired comparisons. Differences were f@ﬁﬁd for
the following pairs; type 2 and type 5, typé 2 and type
VS. and type 1 and type 5. No other significant |
differences were found. %he details of this analysis-

have been placed in Appendix C. E ) .



Table 13
Qutdoor Recreation: Number of A;tivitigs

Ne i ghbor hood Average # of

Type Activities

One 4.25
Two 4,26
Three 4.62
Four 4.57
Five - 5.19
Six 4.89

Degrees of freedom (5;2248); F ratio =

"
o
[as]

‘m‘

\m‘

T

probability <.0001.

Frequency of bartizipatiaﬁ
For each leisure category there were four measures

of frequency, corresponding to the four "times per year"

"
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categories used on the 1980 Le!sure Survey
questionnaire. Each measure consisted of the average
number of activities engaged in by respondents at each
level of frequency. For each frequency category,
therefore, a one way analysis of variance was conducted
with ﬁeighb@rh@@d’fype as the inQEQEﬁéent variable.

For Outdoor Recreation, two of the four frequency
categories were found to have significantly different
means (Table 14). They were the '1 - 10", and the ' 11 -
20’ Gategariesg Scheffe’'s test on the y 1 =_103 category
means revealed that neighborhood type 6 had a

significantly different mean from both type 1 and type
2, but that no other differences among the-neighbérhéads
were significant at the .05 level. The same test on the
‘11 - 20’ category indicated thét'the F was Significaﬂt
~ because differences existed between type 5 and types 2,3
and 4. No other paired differences were significant at
the .05 level. Dgtaiig of this analysis have been p]aéed

in Appendix C.
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Table 14
Outdoor Recreation: Frequency of Participation

- — - »
[

Ne ighborhood Frequency Cafgggry

Type

One : - 2.59 - .76
Two | 2
. Three é )
Four . o 2.96 ;! o .75
Five | 3. |
~ Six 3

F probability .0022 : .0016
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Summary

In the Outdoor Recreation leisurfe category four of
the six measures of leisure behavior resulted in a
significant difference being indicated among the
neighborhood types. Further investigation revealed that
the differences could be-traced to a reldfively small
number of paired neighborhood differences. There were 90
possible paired comparisons from the four measures. Only
ten of these proved to have significant differences.
Neighborhood type 6 and neighborhood type 5 were both
significantly different from neighborhood type ® on
three of the four measures. For the measure,
‘participation rate’, differences arose only betwgen
neighborhood type 2 (older, residgntial) and types 5
(professional) and 6 (new). In both cases measures far
type 2 were lower. For 'number of activities'; tybe 2
was égain different (lower) froﬁ types 5 and 6, and type
1 {olden highrise) also proved different (lower) than
type 5. For the ‘1-10' frequency category both types 1
and_é were significantly lower than type 6. Type 5 had a
significantly higher measure than types 2.3
(middle-aged) and 4 (younger) in the ‘' 11-20' frequency
category.” o | e e
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Spartsléthjetics
Participation Rate
‘ The participation rate measure for this leisure -~
category was identical to that uéed for Outdoor
N Recreation, therefore, chi-square was used to tg;t,faf

| equality of proportions. These>§rapgrtiaﬁ$ have been
displayed in Table 15. The calculated value of X2 for

- this camﬁarisgnagréved significant beyond the .001

level.
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i

Table 15

Sports/Athletics: Rate of Participation

Neighbor - ~No Yes
hood Type ,

£

Two 31.9% 68.1%
Three . -~ 26.9% 73.1%
Four | 21.6Y% 78.4%
Five ‘ " 14,5% 85.5%
Six 17.7% 82.3%

. One 26.8% 73.2%

==

, -
Raw X? = 43.24; degrees of freedom = 5;

probability < .00

The ensuing past hoc multiple comparisons revealed a
number of paired differences that wene significant at
the .05 level. Neighbourhood type 2 was different from
neighborhood types 4, 5 and 6. Neighbourhood type 3 wag

. . -
also different from both neighborhood type 5 and type 6.
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"

See'Appendix“c for the complete details of this

L]

analysis.

Number of Activities

The one-way analysis of variance performed on the
mean number of activities per respondent by ne1ghbcrhacd /
type (see Table 16) produced an F ratio with a
probability less than .001 that the difference was due
to chance. The level of signficance was set at .05.
Therefore, it was accepted that the means were in fact

different. Y 5



69

Table 16

. Sports/Athletics: Number of Activities

' Ne ighborhood Average # of
Type ~ Activities

3.65
3.36
3.81

One. 3
3
3
4,32
4
4

Two
: V-F. C + Three
Féur”
Five .69
Six | .29

Degrees of %n, (5:2248); F ratio = 5.978: ¥

_probability < .001

- H

»

N The ;ubiéﬁﬁgﬁt ﬁ!1r§§ compar isons using Scheffe’'s -
test indicated that only three of the comparisons were
sigﬁific:ntiy different. Type 2 proved té be different
fﬁsm three other neighborhood types, type 4, type 5 and
iype 6. Further details of this analysis can be examined

=

¥



in Appendix C.

Frequency of Perticipation

. DnEQUay.anaIysfggéf variance was conducted on each
of the'Féuf frequency categories. Twé of the zateger;es.
‘1-10', and ' 11-20', produced significant F ratios
indicating that the means of the six nBighborhood types
were different. ‘



X
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Table 17

,,,,,,

Sports/Athletics: Frequency of Participation

Ngig?bcrhacd FrquEhcy!' ", Category

Typg'\

' 1-10" 1 11-20"

;
One S 1.86 N i!SE:
Two 1.80 .58
Three Cne2 ¢ .79
Four - 2.27 o5 .75
Five 2.17 ’ 1.03
Six 2.2 .80
F probability " .01 © L0001
— N | -

The  post haﬁ multﬁp]e campar1sgns fcr the ’-4=-10’

Frgqueﬁcy category failed to produce any significant paired

differences when Scheffe's test was used. For the ' 11-20'
frequency category one paired comparison proved

significantly different. There was a difference between .

i i
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neighborhood type 2 and neighborhood type 5. The details of

this analysis have been placed in Appendix C..
[ 4

Summary
Four of the six measures of leisure behavi@r for
the Sports/Athletics category were significantly
LﬁiFfergnt among the ﬁeighbaﬁﬁacd typesg These measures,
’participaticﬂirate'.' number of activities’, ' 1-10’
frequency, and ’11420i frequency, were the same ones
‘that proved significaft in the Outdoor Recreation .
category. Once again these 'significant’ diFFEFEﬁées
" could be attributed to differences betﬁe%ﬁ only a few of
the neighborhood types. g
For 'participation rate’ five of the fifteen
possible pairs were significantly different. Type 2
‘(@1der! residential) had a lower participation rate than
types 4 (younger), 5 (professional) aﬁde (new). Type 3
(middle-aged) afsa'ﬁad;a lower participation rate than
~ type 5 and type 6. For the ’'number of activities'
measure, the paired ;éﬁpaﬁisgﬁ analysis indicated that
differences existed between ﬁeigﬁbcrhcéd'typé 2 and
t;Ees 4@,5 and 6 only. These three neighborhood typési
a]1iha§ higher measures than type 2. Although the ANOVA
for the ’1i1D’}frequency category indicated a
significant difference, the post hoc analysis found none
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 of the paired comparisons to be éignificaﬁtly_défferent.
~The same analysis applied#to the ’%1!20’ category
ﬂisccveréd significaﬁé differences between neighborhoods
Eype S5 and 6. Type 5 neighborhoods had a higher measure
in this frequency category than did the type 6's. a

In the Sports/Athletics category only 9 of the 90

p@ésible éamparisans were significantly different. The
differences between types 2 and types 4, 5 and 6 were
consistent for only two of the measures, 'participation

- rate’ , and 'number of aétivitigs', No other differences
between nefg%bcrhgcd types were consistent across
meésures of leisure behavior in the Sports/Athletics

category .,

;Arts and Guiturgi
Participation Rate

The campariégﬁ of participatigﬁvggjgs in Arts and
Cultural activities among the six neighborhood types
once again involyed the chi-square statistic See Table
18). The calculated X2 NES‘SigﬁifiGEht thus indicating

. that participation rates were different.



Table 18
Arts and Cultural: Participation Rates
Ne igbour - No Yes
hood Type

One 42.3% 57.7%
Two . 47.7% 52.3%
Three 4245 57.6%
Four - 40.6% ‘ 59.4%
Five — 31.3% 68.7% ¥
Six 36.4% - '63.6%

"~ The post hoc f}ultip1e compar isons performed for
;thi5>measure indicated tbatfiwa of the comparisons had
s%gnific;nt differences. Neighborhood type 2 had a
sighificahtiy different rate of part%cipatian from both
netghborhood type 5 and type 6. The details of this

analysis have been placed in Appendix C.

A ¥



F .
Number of Activities

The one-way analysis of variance performed on the

mean number of different Arts and Cultural activities

75

engaged in by respondents in the different neighborhood

typesAiﬁdicated that there were no significant

differences among the means.

Table 19:

Arts and Cultural: Number of Activities

Ne i ghborhood

Average # of

Type Co * Activities

One 1.5
Two 1.3
Three | 1.
Four o1t
Five 1.
.57

.Six ' 1

LIS

L

‘Degrees of freedom=(5:2248);F Ratio=1.469:F .

i
Probability=:1989

A
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The non-significant F ratio precluded any further

comparisons among the means. (see Appendix C for the

detailed ANOVA table)

requency of Participation
None of the four frequency categories proved to,

have sfgﬁficaﬁt F ratios (see Appendix(). The means of

the six neighborhood types were not dered different

in each frequency category, and as statdd above further
compar isons wolld have been meaningless.
Summary

In this leisure category only one of the measures
’pérticipatién‘rate‘. indicated that significant
difﬁe;ences existed among the neighborhood types. The
paired comparison test used to analyze these éiffeéehces

revealed that this significance arose because

neighborhood type 2 (older,residential) had lower

participation rate than both types 5 (professional) and

6 (new).
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Summary of Results

In each leisure category at least one, and as many as
four, of the measures of leisure behavior seemed on the
surface to support the hypothesis (ie. leisure behavior
varies by neighborhood type). Both the Outdoor Recreation
and the Sports/Athletics leisure categories had four
measures indicating that differences existed among the
neighborhood types. In both cases these measurgs.wereﬁ
‘"participation rate’, 'number of activities’', the '1-10-
frequency category, and the ' 11-20' frequency category. For
the Arts and Cultural leisure category only one measure,
'partigipation Féteﬂ, indicated that differences existed
among the neighbarhccd types.

Post hoc analyses of these differences consisted of
maKing paired cémparisaﬁs among the ﬁeiqégsrhced types.
These analyses revealed which neighborhood types differed
from each other. The only consistent differences that could
‘be found were between neighborhood type 2 and neighborhood
types 5, and between neighborhood type 2 and neighborhood
-type 6. The following list contains all the significant
paired comparisons by leisure catég@ry and behavia% measure.
1. Outdoor Recreation |
;D. Participation rate

1) type 2 and types 5 and 6
b. Number of activities _
| 1) type 2 and types 5 and 6; type 1 and type 5

c. Frequency: '1-10’' times per year
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1) type$ 1 and 2 aﬁé type 6
d. Frequency: '11-20' times per year '
| 1) types 23 and 4 and type 5
2. Sports/Athletics
a. Participation rate
1) type 2 and types 4,5 and 6; type 3 and types 5
and 6
b. . Number of activities
1) type 2 and types 4,5 and 6
c. Frequency: '1-10" times per year .

1) None

d. Frequency: '11-20' times per year .i?;
1) type 2 and type 5 _ ‘ Jiﬂ R

' 3. Arts-and Cultural

a. Participation rate

1) type 2 and types 5 and 6

Each of the fifteen d1FFerent cumﬁarisans of
neaghbarhccd types was made on eighta&ﬁ measures in the
studyi(s measures X 3 leisure categories). Fch1ﬂ of the 15
possiﬁle‘ﬁaired ccﬁpari;sns a significaﬁt difference afase,
one QPXFEEBE times out of 18 possible occurences. One paired *
comparison (2 and 5) was significankly different!aﬁ 7 out of
18 possible Decurenggs.,ﬂﬁe other pair (2 and 6) was |
different on 6 of the 18 measures, and two others (3 and 5;

"and 2 and 4) were significantly different on 2 out of 18 . A

E.4
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.total of 270 (15 pairs X 58 measures) paired cgmpariigns
were possiblie. Twenty-nine of these proved to measure
significant differences, and thirteen of these involved only
two of the bairs: type 2 and fype 5, and type 2 and type 6.

It should be noted that there were some difficulties in
interpreting the results from’the frequency measures. The
nature of the measure (average number of activities engaged
in per frequency interval) meant that frequency was beingr
measured four different t{mes. The Qifficulty arose in
interpreting the direction of the differences. For example,
if a neighborhood type has a higher éverage number of
activities engaged in '.1-10' times per year, does this mean
~that its réspondehts partic%ptte less frgquent]yi or more
frequent iy than respondents from the other ne i ghbor hood
types. All that really could be said was that the |
neighborhood types were/different. Unfortuha;e]y. Tittle
- could be said about the diretion of that difference.

The dafa analyzed in fhislétudy provides support fcr
the hypq‘resis that leWBure behaQior does not vary
significaﬁtly by neighborhood type. The hypothesis holds for
all three of the.leisbre categories but was most strongly
" supported for the Arts and Cultural category. There were
. however, to consisfericies revea led by the data.
Ne®ghborhood type 2 (older, residential) had a lower
incidence of leisure behavior than both neighborhood type 5
(professional) and neighborhood type 6 (new). RESpcnﬂEﬁis
from the type 2's pafticipated at a lower rate and engaged
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in fewer different activities than the respandentsifrcm both
b

the type 5 and type 6 neighborhoods.
C. DISCUSSION ,

Neighborhood type 2 (older, residential) respondents
consistently reported the lawes‘lgartiéipatian'rates. and
the fewest number of éifferEﬁtiaﬁtivities engaged in, for
“all three leisure categories. These respondents also
reported the lowest /(except for Sports/Athletics where they
were the second lowest) number of activities engaged in more
than thirty times per year. 7

" On the other end of the scale, type 5 (professional)

néfghbﬁrhegdé\ﬁaéfibg highest participation rates, the
largest number\éf é?FFérent activities;:and the largest
number of activifies engaged in more than 30 times per year.

The age structure of the type 2 neighborhoods as i
presented in tﬂ% 1979-83 Master Piani_indicated that in
comparison to tHg cher'ﬁeighberhccd types, they had the‘\
largest proportion of residents in the.’'55 and older’
categorff) Age, ha;ing a negative effect on participation,
was probably one of the factors affecting the leisure
behavior patterns of these neighborhoods. The percentage of
the FesﬁéﬁdEﬁts to the SQFVéyfoQm neighborhood type 2 who

fell in this age category was also the largest among the six

7 Th1s measure was chosen as PEQPESEﬁtat1ve of of a high
frequency f participation in the absence of an overall
frequency measure. \

L.



81~

determining Ieisure'éghavicr in the type 5 neighborhoods .
The age characteristics of type 5 respondents were simFlar
to the average, and not on the young side as\might have been
expected.. | .

While education level was not specified in the 1979-83
Master Plan, at ieast;in terms of speéifiarleveis reached by
res{d3ﬁts of the various heighbérhc@d types, there was a
reference to 'professionals’ as being the difference between
type 5 and type 3. The fact that one has a "'professional
occupation’ usually implies a high education level.
Education has been found to be pgsitiQEIy Eélated to both
participation rates and nuﬁber of activities engaged in
(White, 1975; Curtis and Miltorf. 1976). The type 5 education
‘level was the highest of the 6 neighborhoods. 43.5% of these °
respondents had attended at least some univers1ty This was
in comparison to type 2 resp«:ﬁdents c:aF whom only 28.9% had
attained this level of education.:’ iﬁg type 2 respondents did
not have the lowest education level even though this couTd
have been expected because of their low scores on the
- measures of leisure behavior. The type 2 educatian level was
¢

*

approximately at the average.

These two neighborhood typgldnere on Dppaslte ends of
“the leisure behavior measures 1#‘!‘1:1-:51: every case (igndring
the other three measures of frgqu3ﬁcy), and the differences
between them proved significant for six of the eightéEﬁ

3 [ i hl ’ i P 3 5 I3 i
possible measures. These measures were 'pa icipation rate

L/ S , i i
in all three leisure categories; 'number of (activities



‘ 7 , 82
e ,
engafed in’ and the ' 11-20' times per year frequéﬁéy
interval in both the Outdoor Recreation.and Sports/Athletics
categories. Although the actual scores on the various
measures can be explained in bart by specific socio-demogra-
phic variables (age for type 2 and education for type 6),
the feasons for the differences between the two types were
not as evident.rThe type 2 residen}s were, on the average,
older than the type 5 respéndents, however, type 5 was far
from the youngest of the neighborhood types. The saﬁe holds
true for education level. Type 5 respondents were the most
educated of the six types¢ but type-2 nespohdents were not
the least educated. Some other factor or combination of
factors were also influencing the leisure behavior of these
two types and prodUced‘the §ignificant differences that were
found.

The type 6 neighborhoods were also significantly
different from the type 2’; on five of the hinermeasures
discussed previously. The type 6 neighborhoods, although
treated as a separate cluster in this study, were not ,
pfoduced by the analysis that came up with the other five.
Instead, this clusteh consisted entirely of new
neighborhoods for which no census data were available. The
only evid?nt characterfstic of these neighborhoolls was age -
of the neighborhood. There was no certainty ihat they would R
have rated different from the type 4's (they were rated as
the youngesf of the heighborhoodsb on this éharacteristic!

There was, therefore, but limited evidence that the type 6's
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would have been characterized as a unique grauéiﬁg of
neighborhoods had they been subjected to the proper
analysis. For this reason little can be said about the
differences that were found between this neighborhood type
and the others. : |



IV. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. SUMMARY

This study has examined the usefu1ﬁess of the
neighborhood typology put F@Eth by the City:éf Edmantﬂniss
Parks and Recreation éépartmEﬁt. in predicting leisure
‘behavior . Neighbortioods were clustered on the basis of
various socio-demographic variables. The City then prdposed
_that the residents within each cluster (called a i
ﬁeighé&rhcad:type) would exhibit different “leisure behavior
from the residents gf,the égher neighborhood types. The Ciiy
had hoped to be\able to plan and iﬁplémEﬂt Pécreatigﬁ
programs based on thése'diFFérences.

There was only limited information available concerning
the methods used by the City to arrive at their ﬁeiéhbarhoad
types. Little or no documentation could be located, and
information had to be obtained thieugh &n interview with a
former employee who was several years removed from thé ,
project. For tﬁis reason no predictions could Eéfmadé as té
how each neighborhood type might vary from therathergiv
Instead, the null -hypothesis was tested; ie. there would be
no differences in@eisure behavior among _th‘e ﬁeighbérh@d
types. For the same reasons, the validity gf;fhe process
that produced the neighborhood types was not examined, and i
it had to be '_assumed th‘!a-t_.!tehe groupings of neighborhoods Qas

the result of ‘their having some similar charicteristics.

84
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The data used to test the hypothesis was from a
-

city-wide survey on leisure conducted by the Parks and

,.\Recreation Department in Edmonton, in November of 1980. (The-

1980 Le1sure Survey) This survey gathered information on
many d1fferent aspects of. leisure, varying from activity
parti;ipated in, to why one did not paéticiﬁate in certain
types of leisure behavior. 9

| The measures of leisure behavior used in this study
were rate‘of participation, number cf‘diFF%rent activities
engaged in, and frequency of participation.* Leisure
beggvior itself was divided into three categories: Outdoor
Recreation, Sports/Athletics, and Arts and Cultural.

The hypothesis of no difference between neighborhood
types was 1n1t1ally tested via tests for hcmﬂgene1ty of
proport1ons (in the case of 'participation rates )?‘and
tests of homogeneity of means (for the other measqres)f
These tests were conducted separately for each of the three
leisure categorfes In the Outdoor Recreation and
indicated significant differences ex1st=d among the
neighborhood types. Only one measure gave a-simiiar- .
indication in the Arts and Cultural category. Because of the
generality of these measures,? F;rther ana]ysis was required

- e - . .- .-, - ---- -

tDue to the nature of the question on the survey instrument,
this last measure was in fact four.separate measures of
frequency of participation.

°A significant difference can be indicated when only two of
the neighborhood types have different proportions or means.
With six ne1ghborhood types there were a total of fifteen
possible comparisons of two types.
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_ - i ‘
tg identify whiGQESpecific ne i ghbbrhocod types were different

in the1r leisure behavior. - . !
The post hoc ar\alysws involved paired c:c:nﬁ:arisans among Lo

the neighborhood types. These fests revealed that the

significant dTFFeFEﬁSES found by the initial tests for

homogeneity were usual]y due to ojfferences between two or

xthree types. The only consistent diffgréﬁcgsifaund were '

; betwees type 2 (older, residential) and type 5
(prcféésicﬁal)i and between type 2 and type 6 (new).

N o
B. CONCLUSIONS

It was proposed that leisure behavior wggld vary by
ne ighborhood tYﬁE; The data analyzed provided very little
support for this pastuigtei The evidence suppq:tiﬁg a
difference in leisure behavior between neighbc}hacd types
involved three of the types.

The neighborhood typology was successful in
differentiating leisure behavior between type 2 and type 5,
and if we accept type 6 as a separate cluster the t?p@1ggy
was also successful in differentiating type 2 gﬁd type 6.
This gives some hope that the social area analysis carried
out by the City of Edmonten might yet be developed into a -
useful tool for predicting leisure behavior. At present,
however this composite model with a spatial component added
EB socio-demographic variables does not appear much
éffectivg than the primary sociological variables (age,

education, etc.) themselves.
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Ef%umber Df Faatér% made it diﬁfiéuit to interpret the
géﬁer311y negative resut\s. One inferp;etaticn was - that' the
neighborhood types were obsolete in 1980. Redewelopment in
the older residential areas.since the 1971 census has -
increased the population density of these neighborhoods.
Maﬁy areas that were once pramarily s%ﬁglg family housing
areas have become well-populated with uaik*upsﬁand highrise
apar tment buifdings; One of the characteristics that was
used to distinguish one neighborhood type from another was
type of dwelling."4 change in the mix of dwelling types
might well lead to a different c]ustering!af the

neighbérhgégs into types if the procedure were répeated.

neighborhood typeg Nevertheless, for the neighborhood type

‘idea to be useful in predicting leisure behavior, a degree

of permanence in neighborhood type and leisure behavior must
be assumed.

Another’ explanatiof for the results might be that the
quality of the data did not allow an adequate test. Response
to the¥survey was slightly better than 55%. While this is
fairly high for the type of surve? that was conducted, '® 45%
of the Sam§12 did not answer the.questionnaire. Response
rat1cs also varied by ne1ghb@rhaaﬂ type aﬁd while the

representat1veness of the survey sample as a wha1e was

10 An acceptable response rate is 50% while a good response
rate is 60%(Babbie, 1973)
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established, it was not established within each nerghborhood
type. The non- respondeq/s_io the 1980 Leisure Survey might
well have been a major contributing factor to the results
produced in this ;tUdy. Leisure behavior may have been
similar across neighborhéod iypes because only a certain
type oftberson was encouraged to respond to the survey. The
 55% response rate and the.evidence of representativeness
were, however, considered tq‘be»sufficient for the analysis o
that was undertaken. \\
‘Finally, this study gives no consideration to supply
factors and how they affect participation behavior. There is
some evidence that supply, or opportunities available, have
a positive affect on the frequency of participation fSmith,
1980), and also influences the rate of non-participation
(ie. no opportunity, no barticipationf (RoMsa and Hoffman,
1980). Holding the supply factor constant during the /
analysis migﬁt have.diven more significance to the
differences in leisure behavior among the neighborhood
tybes. The supply factor is a variable that perhaps should\
have been included in the analysis that produced the
neighbo:hoéa types. There is no evidence to suggest that
supply was considered as a variable when the analysis was

per formed. ¢

B I



C. RECOMMENDATIONS F
V!It is recommended that ;he analysis that derived the
ne ighbor hood }ypes be repeated (and this time Fu11§
" documented! using both the 1971 federal census data and the
*most recent update (1981 if possible) of that data. The
f@?ber is to ensure that the prpcééufesdused are correct,
and that the same groupings of neighborhoods can be
prcdgééé. The latter is suggested so as to update the
graupjﬁéé‘and to include those areas (type 6) that could not
be analyzed in the original study. Not only may the
groupings of ﬁeighﬁérﬂbéds be different, but the variables
‘'may also load differently on the factors, thus producing

different characteristics to describe the clusters.

uﬁtilgthis Kind of repliFati@ﬁ occurs or some
substantiating documentation ;F the first analysis can be
found, there is little use in utilizing the neighborhood
typology in further studies. If the typology can be
JGDﬁFiFmEd. however, there are several further studies that
could be undertaken. A replication of this study is
recommended only if the clustering of neighborhoods is*
altered in some manner. Instead, it is suggested that a more

detailed interview survey be carried out. These surveys

generally can achieve response rates in the ninety percent

range and thus can provide a sample that has 2 greater
'ikelihood of representing the population. This t

survey, therefore, would reduce the chancesﬂ;bat the
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A study using participation in specit - . es as a
measure of leisure behavior is also recomme- -~ e of the:
characteristics the neighborhood type modei . wes 1s type of
dwelling. There is some evidence that the type of dwe l1ing
lived in influences. the .specific type of‘leisufe activities
participated infHendricks, 197%™ . Information as to the
Specific activities participated ip by respondEﬂtsi:is -
available from the 1980 Leisure Survey so that this kind of
study could be easily done. Success with this type of study
c?uld al1so give strong support for the need to redo the
neighborhood type analysis, although it is strongly
suggested that the latter‘hould be‘.c_arried out before any
further work is done. ) ﬂ\ -

This study has prov1ded little support for the .
hypothesis that leisure ‘behavior varies by {he ne ighborhood
types defined by the C1ty'of‘Edmonton. Until;the analysisr . *
that produced the neighborhodd types has been verified and '
updated it is suggested that it not be used in planning and E
' programming for recreatld;—;; the Parks and Recreation

Department in Edmonton. The use of this ggdel by other ,

cities is also not recommended unq'l these same tests have
. \ . ® N

been undertaken. . y
Most. of the empirical evidence in this study pDints'fJ/

a rejection of the A:1ghbor%ood types as a vafid predictor
of leisure behavior. However, there st1ll rema1ns a great
‘deal of merit in this approach to the continuing problem
that faces most city aecreation departments. How do. we know

7
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. what the people want, or rather'hﬂw do we predict what they .
want with at least a resonable deg?ée of success? The . |
traditional standards approach is perhaps even less useful
for planning leisure opportunities, and the City of Edmonton
took an innovative step with the use of ne1ghbcrhaﬂd types
As with any bureaucracy dealing with human behavior, a
‘Péﬁféatiéﬁ departmEﬁt must attempt to get some insight iﬁta
that behavior. There are many_FaEtQ?s involved in ‘
determining an individual's or a collection of iﬁdiv%dualsi
behavior patterns. The science of the study of human
éinteractign is és yet hardly developed enough to be mnr;é§>
than occasionally predictive. Although the ne ighborhood .
types falilure to predict leisure behavior completely should
not be surpr%siﬁg. there is something appealing about this
att%ént to relate leisure behavior to where we live. Who we
are (demographically sgeaking)*aﬁd where we live should have
considerable affect QﬁKHhat we do with our leisure time. The
neighb@rhgcd typél@gy éh@u?d be viewed as a teﬁtativegstep
towards understanding the factors influencing leisure

L

8
behav1ar in an urban sett1ng ’ -



9%

BIBLIOGRAPHY
) \ o 2

‘ , » . u ‘, N\ )
- Babbie, E.R. Survey Research Methods. Beimont, California:

Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1973,

Bell, W., and M.T. Force. "Urban Netghbourhood Types and
Participation in Formal Associations," American 7

Sociological Review. 21:1: 25-34, 1956,

Burch,W.R. "The Social Circles of Leisure: Con
Explanations." Journal of Leisure Research.

1969,

Burdge, Rabel. "Levels of Occupational Prestige and Leisure
Activity." Journal of Leisure Research, 1:3:262-274,
1969.

Burton, T.L. Experiments In Recreation Research. London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1972

Cheek ,N.H., and U!R.Euréh, The Social ﬁﬁganizafiéﬁ of _ i§
Leisure In Human Society. New York: Harper and Row,

1976.

Clark, Alfred, E. "Leisure and Dccupaticna1 Prestige." E.



93

Larrabee and R. Meyersohh (eds.). Mass Leisure. Glencoe

-

ITlinois: Free Presg, 1958. -

. Curtis, J.E. and'B.G. Milton, "Social Status and The Active
. Society." R.S5. Gruneau and J.G. Albinson (eds.).
Canadian Sport. Sociological Perspectives. Don Mills,

=

Ont.: Adisson-Wesley Canada Ltd., 1976.

Oe Grazia, S. Of Time, Work, and Leisure. Garden City New
York: .Anchor Books, 1964.°

DeWitt, P.A. and T.L. Goodale. "The Relationships Between
Barriers to Leisure Fulfilliment and Family Stages."
Ottawa: Department of Recreology, University of Ottawa,

1980 (Mimeographed.) -

Driver, B.L., and S.R. Tocher. "Towards a Behavioral
Interpertation of Recreational Engagements With
Implications For Planning." B.L. Driver (ed.), Elements

_—ofOytdoor Pranning. Ann Arbour ,Mich.: University

stfgg Micrdfilms, 1970.

Edgren, B. "The Interestsfand Pursuits Of Boys and Girls in
Out of School Recreation and Activities." Resedrch
Quarterly. 8:57-68, October, 1937.

Field, D.R., and J.T. O'Leary. "Social Groups as a Basis For



Assessing Participation In Selected Water Activities."

‘Journal of Leisure Research. 5:2:16-25, 1973.,

[

Ginsberg, Y. "Joint Leisure Activities and Social Networks
in Two Neighbourhoods In T%I Aviv." Journal of Marriage
and The Family. 37:3:668-676, 1975, »

Godbey,G. and S. Parker. Leisure Studies and Services: An
Overview. Philadelphia: W.B. Saunders Co., 1976.

Gray, David. "Exploring Inner Space." Parks and Recreation.
7:12:18-19, 1972

Greer, Scott. "Urbanism Reconsidered: A Comparitive Study of
Local Areas in a Hetﬁaﬁciisg“‘AMEFfCEﬁ Sociological
Review. 21:1: 19-24, 1956

Hall, M. Ann. "Sport and Physical Activity in the Lives of
Canadian Women." R.S. Gruneau and J.G. Albinson (eds.).
Canadian Sport, Saéialagicai Perspectives. Don Mills,
Ont.: Adisson-Wesley Canada Ltd., 1876. ,

Hawes, D.K. "Satisfactions Derived From Leisure Time

Pursuits:. An Exploratory Natiorwide Survey." Journal. of .. .. .

Leisure Research. 10:4:247-264, 1978-

Hendee, J.C. "Rural Urban DiFFerenges Reflected In Qutdoor



,f“ X i

‘:.;

Recreation.” Journal of\Leisure Reseérgh. 1:333-340,

1969. 2 .

[ ’ B ' 7 ‘ ’
Hendriks, J. "leisure Participation As Influenced By Urban .
Residence Patterns." SocioJogy and Social Research.

55:4:414-428, 1971, ’

- i’ﬁ!
Hobart,C. "Active Sports PaMticipation Among The Young, The '
L 4
Middle Aged , and The Elderly." paper presented to
C.5.A.A. meeting in Teronto, Aug.,1974. .
Jensen, C. Leisure and Recreation: Introduction and

Overview., Philadelphia: Lea and Febiger, 1977. -

Kaufman, W. and Scott Greér. "Community, An Application of
Social Area Analysis." Social Forces. 38:3:196-204,
1960.

Kelly, J.R. “Family Leisure in Three Communities." Journal

of Leisure Research. 10:1:47-60, 1978.

’”

Keily. J.R. "lLeisure and Quality:Beyond The Quant%tatiwe

Barrier in Research.” 7. Goodale and P. D?Uitt (eds) .
Recreat ion and Leisufe:{Lsues'In An Era of Change. State

Cg]1ege; P.A.:Venture Publishing, 1980

Kenyon, G.S. "The Significance of Physical Activity as a



Function of Age, Sex, Education and Socio-Economic
- Status of Nothern U.S5. Adults." International Review of

Sport Sociology. 1:41-54, 1966, ‘

Kirk, R.E. Experimental Design: Procedures For The Social
- Sciences. Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing

Company, Inc., 1968.

Knopp, T.B. "Environmental Determinants of Recreation
Behavior." Journal of Leisure Research. 4:129-137,

Spring, 1972.

Kraus, R.G.. Recreation and Leisure in Modern Society. 2nd

ed. Santa Monica:Goodyear Publishing Co. 1978,

Kraus, R.G. and J.E. Curtis. Creative Administration in
Recreation and Parks. 'St. Louis:C.V. Mosby and Co.,
1977.

Lowery, G. and J. E. Curtis. "Satisfying Leisure Needs . "
S.G. Lutzin and T. S. Story (eds.). Managing Municipal
Resources. Washington, International City Management

Assoc., 1973. )

96~



97

¥
*
\]

Lundberg, G., M. Komorovsky, and M.A. Mclnerney.. "The Amount
and -Uses of Leisure.” E. Larrabee and R. Meyersohn

leds.). Mass Leisure. 20 Glencoe [1linois: Free Press.

1958 .

Marascuilo, L.A., and M. McSweeney. Non Parametric and
Distribut ion-Free Methods For The Social Sciences.

JMonteray, California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company,
1977.

Mankin, Don. Towards a Post Industrial Psychology. New.
York:John Wiley and Sons, 1978.

Mcintosh, Peter. Sport in Society. London:C.A. Hatfs & Co.,-
1968. '

Michelson, William. "Discretionary and Non Diséreticnary
Aspects of Activity and Social Contact in Residential
Selection.” Society and Leisure. 5:3:29-53, 1973.

Murphy, J.F. Recreat fon and Leisure Service:A Humanistic
Perspect fve. Duberque, lowa: Wm. C. Brown Co., 19875,

Nie, N.H. and others. Statistisai Package For The Social

‘Sciences. 2d ed. Toronto: McGraw-Hill, Inc.. 1975.



4
]

City of Edmonton, Parké and Recreation, Research and
Planning. Initial Report on The 1980 Leisure Survey.

-

Edmonton, 1981.

Roberts, K. -"The Society of Leisure:Myth or Reality."
Society and Leisure. 1:1:33-53, 1978.

Robinson,J.."Time Expenditures on Sports Across 10
Countries."International Review Of Sport Sociology .
2:67-84, 1967.

Miagers. Brian. "Sport In Its Social Context;lnternationél
Comparisons”, Rationalizing Sport Policies.” Council of

Europe Committee on Sport, Strasbourg, 1977.

Romsa, Gerald and Wayne Ho%fman: "An Application of
Non-Participation Data In Recreation Research:\Tesfing
The Opportunity The ry.* Journal of Leisure Rééeanch.
12:4:321-328, 1980. |

g

Shevsky, E. and M. Williams. The Social Areas of Los
Angeles. Berkley at Los Angeles:The University of

California Press, 1948.

Shivers, d.S. Principles and Practices of Recreat fon.

Service. New York: The MacMillan Co., 1967

l

. LR 21



99

Sillitoe, K.K. Planning For Leisure.London: Her Magesty’s

Stationary Office, 1969. = ~

Smith, Stephen L.J. "Intervening Opportunities éﬁd Travel To
Urban Recreation Centres." Journal of Leisure Research.
12:4:296-308, 1980.

Snyder, E. and E. Spreitzer. “Lifelang Involvement In Sport
as A Leisure Pursuit: Aspdtts of Role Construction. "
Quest. 31:1:57-70, 1979.

! ]
'ﬁfgzistics Cananda. Recreation Activities of Canadians.

Ottawa: The Queen’'s Frin?eri November, 1978.

Toogood, R. "A Survey of Recreational Interests and Pursuits
of College Women." Research Quarterly. .10:380-100,
October, 1939. -

‘White, Clyde R. "Social Class Differences in the Uses of
Leisure.” E. Larrabee and R. Meyersohn (eds.). Mass -

Leisure. 20 Glencoe I1linois: Free Press, 1958.

White, T.H.. “The Relative Importance of Education and
Income as Predictors in Dutdaar'Recreatiﬁﬁ



100
N ‘=<,
Participation."” Jélrnal of Leisure Recearch.
7:3:191-199, 1975. "3
.

Yoesting,D.R. and d E. Chr15tensen "Re-examining The
Significance of Chrldhﬂgd Recreat1an Patterns On Adult

Leisure Behavior."Leisure Services. 1:3:219-229,°1978.

-



APPENDICES

A: 1980 Leisure Survey Questionnaire

B: Tables Establishing Representativeness of Survey

C: Data Analysis



102

F

APPENDIX A: 1980 LEISURE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE



103

NOILVY3HO3Y
ANY SMHVd




104

1
!
-] —
I
I
[}
. | ——
i E [¥) ,E E m .,Eg, TN B0 W T H _4,5. gﬁ; hE @J... v_11___1._... E HINC TSN EHIH0 804 |
N
e, ; . N - ,
- Tt . ¢
{ NN N AN MR el | oo e e g ungn o B 8 R 8 c-ra-N B . Hroot) ivoweq
[ RN IEEEN RECEN errroen Bch o wgigrgna oony | | NN N EGDY NN HTTOTWY BEYY ) 2o nw x may e obeg Soeg
_ [ ¢ - . ] |
. 8 B - 8 - g g8 \ s - N 8 8 - - 8§ & sawdas smon fumap et Sndenpory
By ”_53, L ] .Eé:_ﬁua?_ LRI 1 - , - 1 g.%
- - , W : ) ) L) { CEL !l X spumy g Boms g0 Twrayeosos
.- & -8 - 8§ - 8% .
| TS BN DR R Rl e ) e usdaduas Supeny
[ BT IR TR ENEw Exh AN - BB W w8 ameta; 2oy Fye0q Rumpery
i . @ el . e W viada s Dursyiad e ey S T ESN B BTN ) wweme o sedn waooas oy Suiapi
LT N DN e orh ) amvwopad smy sndeg .,i EaN N BeE ey exd ) ol a9 ¥ Baruamry
. - ¥  § g - EE wry e o osou v | ey :, EEER N REECAN Kl AL Borgapy,
o, "y "o g ™ n | o owgr g v Db ey ey = on :
| LR 1 EXCNTR L]
ek 1 L e | , q L ?.;_W_, . v A quny 2 wsond)
JomIUD AL, P LAMEUD i PRYADU
LRHIATI 0 OG- 204 KINL -y (IR ﬁ..,la._; oy A
WY N G0 S3), 1) B wa DRI S0j DN A AR, WD
Wiy T E,_,ﬁ_‘_ poeach 1 T i
PRI i P mpiwu 71 IBET AL I, BRI Juntray "y Ay ) Yoy JST] ML W EATAIE 3
T L gy, vaany Furmugpa; ayy jo kue wn pagedonind podi g oy ¥ po duw wr pamdion

durw moy

v | e

- anmy ood pou K Ligiay . HEIpRT andg

K T

-_S,__si §,§§f§ka§§lﬂ§ !

-

B E 1ty !__: s_i.,e? EV- Mg :.; oF g __.!__E_i o _..-f §= Bunmonoy aq1 ramsue sy

SHUNAJIY INSIIT IAISSB]

INOLLJAS



105

\/r Ao woes sop dpuo awe gy

4
) I5} [r] fr] IS h 1 ' B it [ M . A0 153 4440 %04 [ [ ,

i psows pryp ned 2w ag) i sseapd snnge parery jow Ajanoe aug i 2om @ payadionaed aad |;
el gl gy sl we o apap siead e Parsyy 0w Aiape worpasiay Jeopragy ve w polels mod jp 310N

| IR ST NN BTSN RN TN T e kw0 T AR i
(BT BC= Oy T BT RSO b ST Y T PR < 03 targeg
[ e R TN R ETTTITY PETTN T T Erwwtpmm e O ‘O Lpmg asme
[ NENCEN RTTTN ETYPW EITWE Y ETTSTSN ST NS R s O Y - Dewag Lownag moi)
(TS T I T T P LTI T e Pom e . O ,fRéEa
(R3O I T I M T L T T Er e e O 0 SHuoqueous |
DT ST TN BTN BTN L T LT T TN BT o 0 ey dee
(Y O EETIN DTN R TN TS0 EETTIW RN TSN <« [ ‘o . SemmSerym L
[ ehE RN KT TR T TSN RGN ECTEETE EETITY T < ') . Seginy Sorceny

is

(T TN T TR R OO ECTIN BT T EEm e Y ( Yorafloqsy
(RS T ETYOH DY RN R LTIy ey proeeay puge ] Y0 St
[ NCETEN NIPTE DTN T B SN PTTON MTeew MpTrems EEEc O O torpaoy

[ N BN NN BN BRSO NN e M ham < 000 e

I [ W W 1] ,E,._. O,

[ Lot - - -y L T ,g, ﬁgm Q:a“!g
| ! d P o 1 -y g — ABTELD |09, .. PORIOM
p—— ] - —y £31j13170 900K; 40 g
I N O, W, R
'y UONEITY :

B BAL . BRI AT g © T epeow )
ur ¥l ngil pop eyyDagy PRI L W SYIATION SOQNAII0Y MOl
, £ ww gy mp s ) Jevimaney gy o kuw un paedionsed
B ousinly m  say, panna ke NI K] NRESO TSN ven mok wane o oy s apeepur aneayg Hurown gy By nod o 30 JiTem apEipR IR

8 I 9

o BouEsD.0L 80 ¢ K | SBA[T)  (SHINOW It IS¥1EHL NIKLIM 52000 soneanay seoping iaw s padiziped nak wEoQ
Asollapna (Afuande] aogic) gr Lt iE 4PN R 2D~ . ,
B 0UVIRT) 4 Paa) Jou AT HLLDLLIRY JoupIng) Au wy Moo o mod Jx 100p 0 10 30 2YE N LR SOOI By wotjad:eured imod poge puonsaeb Seymcyjoy My S5 iy

——

P ety i gnd wp

" UONE3INY Iooping ~IINOLLOAS

-



106

§ * {
5 r [3
5 . r £
B 1 r 8
§ » 1
5 ] £
[ ’ £ .-
] » - K
§ L} i
5 ¥ £
5 r )
o aumodun

ol pey L% 1

b 1 P
o wralod i LU T T T W g
7 i’ SHYRTRAR U vor SorIR iSO E Y |
k4 1 st A A o 1
4 I L T VP A ey, i_”s,,zggx_ i
& | ROM {0 04 R DY 1 1o )
hd [ apmdizused oy yanw 001 sany
H I swpwwanny daay ol g rgp W g
T I na
) ONIE yaomk by ID 3wn aaur yImwa damy g -
[y B gi,__.u._,,_‘__,_@, oy s Autme w3 oy [EEF]
T ] ST 0% 1 e [
H 1 il i:a,u T T P
oG uarmw e ylnoua - ey yuop |
saodun ‘,
LI
Trokomy 3 doy saquuny so0 apzin-y)

.ﬁ.;_us_,,i NI U34Y, JOUDUNGY W it iand) Lred. o Barnpa) uy kso ey
Toimoniol aqi o 4oe3 00w jemiodi: moq wuaadns wme inod & Supucay 71

(I
[
. o
17

Kiko |
| A5 3440 |

b o kg reow med auw gargm g

PR
ST I
LT :

Busmogpaj v 0 v s 300 y3g)

SOy gy Bk
wonsanl U1 pe] RIGALR ¥ )+ 11

., e Ay e petn

X L]
: N 1 o e juisd)
; o S 1
| B . ﬁ.
, | Haniion po o siun jussd)
, , Phaennoe W0 owew pnad)
{. m T :
: . AT . . . '
W51 INLH0 : o S , b
| : - 108030 W o e o) a3 prpe ol seganoe ¢ g kgoads aseary
71 ousad 8 o) 07} $04 o-
,x, ) “ L] ! o L , *
o L o, e s & Y poas g,
i WedLILY 1,000 ROL WO B1 THRAR w9 OPIRQ L sy ary *01
: 5 » Iy ] I ) HYWE Mo # ok o) 3D y
o 5 ] 3 T 1 birlowy dom yum wary piists o seeys
5 L £ o 1 e ? ey e e muotiad oy
5 v € 1 1 . 4 IO e daduiod o g
i 5 r £ i 1. T mpsdwoos o uipaay v s R
b4 ¥ £ LI i S N Joyp dumseaid oy
i L] ! r 1 sy ke o0 Mnageys o oy
s r [ b I suﬁ iis "ER) ey 46 a3 g oy
- Y r L 1 : . I i 3G o, YYD
aowwuodun oz tiudiun e i ) ,
waid i NEn Xy o Wy
Il .
4 :
fuossas 4283 oy Lquane o a3 ,
- inod oy Tunmono) a1 jo s aun mersodiuy ooy
AL ey Jooping w2 riua adoad Ay raomeas Lewe e wamy ,__5_
- !
| -
e o e =t ““W

,%;EU;, uon eIy ._SES,



3:
L
- -
o i
?g iy i T [ (8] [r! w Bt n F o oamomsnansow ]
W oy a;;_;, U ,_a .i:s, dpa ﬁiksiq_i- it pognidiceiimd mud )
Aoy g sy 2, u gl g ZZ A z;e_e%éstiiis}. saonak j| 1O,
{ NPEEE T EXTTW ETTTY BRI LTS TS BT T PN e () O T ikpiedsl hg
() sewnt. B +afiie. I wpsouw i wdinsbe- I resotutindl Iatanioe-3 spunes I agnsios: I gl H..}Hul.h IS T ’ Yonraiimg
f_!nnu ﬁjgﬂidﬁ e i avantetn [ ~onpuis [ <sithibell she® RS 3y S qmy
B sovitimas JS wiRS FETTT O Q!i,gﬁliaadahuﬂ\u]ﬂfl HuﬁHHH;; *0 : - oy
TELSS T RTIIM H.l-r. g cutiviimas. 3 iotsntn S B it I cutmpaie. Bl awe ) L eB 5 1aning
METI T ETTAERT T LTIAa e 3 == - I wwpnde. [ ottt - I oo RINS R0 : L et
' oo~ B~ [ -ostownn I oD B vsve B ctunwipll. aisee Il iadwe. i ~oatuse.- [ oves DI !D e
I s | F=—3 07 07Ty WCTTT8 PTITI UTY PTT D SR O i " o b
MR- L. Q. SO i di AL ar3a-0 0 : bugnoy Lagv
: |_scatgumy | HHHHE ™ ﬁ..! -u T T T T T !l AT T e .,Z . , - Wwawey
) ot Proumed: [ cofgiup l sl [} vl coglusivn: S Grpives lwapus (l yistivog I ante CRRIILLE! T emamgmmie
i ~oape-. | copmne I ot [l Soomis I - snpedl I wiimnse [astanis I daumnion: i wsnimme il e CIREERD) By
ﬁjgajrokﬁf -W_h AT T e ,:] ! L
E | rwnnnd ) - aliiope B vongnine B mudws I e B veogli Seds ) [l smisnen | cwmee I con LI SIS : : it ajos
' M A I AL e A > il cssuwe il o RRENRIS . By o3
| cospame B sty B witiium. [ wunaps B Segemtens, [, sdagnes ecnssus I saquves B -ov R 1 »O Ly . Survuny Suiof
[ Lorww I wagands. I uninde i Giasiow [} swnuse-ii sntinundt Sibhondin I vnvste [l wataime [l aues. B e . fluvay
ﬁaﬁnugniﬁrltkihﬂhﬁaﬁj ?U 123305
8 sttino i) -osi. B wnut I} <ot [ coman-I Sitagl Rolbinas o - attantees B s sl Won B J *D‘ Losarwupeg
(ECEEE NEOEN I EENEEE KXY CIREC E§E¢U 5 i squnbony enb
3 [ 3] ] . m on
§ 4 .Ju{la. .A\.!,.IA.:_(I.. L, o e o~ PIL SN UL W) ) _ . 91 pup ﬁgzwngon.
et .Oun. Pl ey T WAWW.&. ) 3 : ©AMsuD _Sef., pagivis  © *
. e . o : . SHHIALID Moy s0d Aiian L
- T : o YN0 ON,, B0 8L NI
\ » hypane (e 0y Yoo aue ....25 . yi oy /
N payisul Luayoe yova R 20 Y,
\ } . . -9: nok pip o : Ji_nvh._. ul t:_!.u.Mu.t_EStﬂ..m an
S vl uoisand) ur sax. panAw Linaude B9 1) NILIO [SOW et 6ok 23e jo adk) s amnper ey 2 ».n-.s_:x_!”:-—ce.z . u>!<8»”n=u H&_Nx%!cuﬂvﬂu_:x““ul
b\-!:. : , 91 s mﬁ . . ‘b1

a
§1 9ousand 01 0 4-ON [7) #934 7] ISHINOW 71 LsV'i 4. NIHLIM soutanoe c...zi:&n aanay Aue i paedioed nok aamy - Y
‘1 MOpeINy) io A.oX.;D 93.8&: -
.!:0 a1 U} 31 spryou! esDRd ‘moOleq v.:.: 10u 81 104} \-.E y20d nok yorym 5 .c_atuc Ré&iStaw P04V UD 8i 240} J] DAL WO ve- iy ‘Liods aa10e i .-Q..Eu.tl nok 1noqe seasanb Suwnofjo; ay; Jomsue 88:

i =T = = e e =

sana[yIy/siiodg ARy Il NOLLOES



108

-’
-F
-
-5

I. E UL T R MU T | H! - ) E , : : - .Iru [.MEEQ‘&HEY.E N ’ o

LT I AR Y )
husgos pag o ‘-, e}

el 5 m

. _ __E_Eﬁzf.r!éi,

[ | 1 "

| . .

w0 I | o ! i -

‘e yaoom of anp a2l GEmous Jwmy §uog) W ’ Neo | ‘ ; i

T 1 apudyanomd o wiavie kyep oo ooy 3y | § 380 WAL - . ' . 30831234

) t SUGKINNE [WI30N OF N3 18 WA ] | 10 DR E| NS LS 0 Py pa. -1 SR ¢ 0 dpaads g

1 1 ausdppivd pracd | wagmpmiagm , _ :
Inaqe soyeasagn gEnouslce suagioopy . | W vopsnd) oy 00 «-oN ] e ]

- L R I I = il

oo admy | (U8 O Y| proes jaq mediy
e S LG %04 PR B O EYIRG My deraeg iy Q]

. ey Gowa 30y saqeens 08 30t
JBan sy ods aroy w) vonediomed med Bermpes m o -

H. ATy o W wam 0 Adwwy i
Smmoiiey q) o yowa 0 wewuioduin Moy ‘wvauades wao mak & Suipasay 02

ey Mg i, aas) puade 0 2oueyd
-] pur g ewosiad sy

e e e 0
wamyeguioon g beay ¢ o sad
RGN gD eyl g

smunge dm o aluageys v oy

(o0 ‘pussun 211w o %o 2y, 2
| WU e 3G of Ay

- = e

| o | _, o
|| - "0 |
mo "0 |

y ] . ,_, ! " H..E!fii._ !ai
co* | . ") “ s o s
z,

- % W W W W W w W
W e oy s B TR B PR R

{ef.mmx.a-ﬁﬁ—
E
-

AING
RSN W40

ot 4 Jo 2kous 40 0w 12543} R — .

: , dvgooa § wau »y; o fnep e 0) Senmotior 2yl Jo ywa 00 rusdes
sag,g,-g_ﬂ_,gizs; ,ﬂij.a_ igzgﬁl?ﬁ ,.,m ﬂ ",” giggiﬂggﬁ kiﬁﬂi §h. .ﬁ,ﬁh@! iﬁ ,. h —_
L

p—

(pauoD] sauapyiyjspiods aandy



109

?u. & ® ® © o €. w © © m +wo 1 e vou (T |

9290 isom ptp nok 2uo aq1 1<) areatd r0qu pa] 100 KA see ey 230w o pated:sruaed nod
4 7o Jhpoads) 10 24, 12 1 a3pnioun aeaidanoge paty 100 Aianoe 1::.6 pue suy dwe w pataloa nod )t FION

¥

. 8 &8 8§ 8 8 B B g L Rialks Uhpords! 120
[ 4
® -+ 8 - B 8§ 8§ - 8 csxflvens¥ B . @ - W A ‘0 . famumgporemiz)
ﬂ!I!ll!ElEl?D ‘0 . Swrwd 20 Joadp arayimy
(T IS BRI B BET BECETHE Pl EETUTE sy e S 0 . SowundgAnany
v
EEEEEQHII ol R« O ‘) rovg
- ) o B wov e [t B o B ™y | .r.}..uun s I MR+ ‘0 . e emamiaug
“ , oD . ¢ Sunup saurar)
»D . ~ g,o’.\s!-&
%D . . . AydesSorong
. . e ‘0 Saiam)uryomponp
EEEEEJ&HRHEEEAD »D uy edein
| N A T R KGO GRS SIS U KSCIN N ¢ S O s e amdmagseeeg
_lliliilﬂiﬂil.c. ‘0 : ~ Pemmy Topan) miapasN
:I.-lllll!llluli-ll.l.a ‘o - o o hopl) srinpy
oy ™7 07 i 0, 34 on ’
-~ l © oy - - .. . . . S —
-y F— irmy 1%.....;. .h—.u“ PR LR Ut st e royz m.EQ:m&& /. .
- -y - (e - 1INSUD  $IL. pIyiDw
; S21A1I0 Moyl arg Aag'
. WO ) ON. 10, 84, 1D
Anapae yoes 205 Ajuo 2uo Py ¢ voneny . . ,
u L SL, pagisw Apatids ywe TYuow ) ./
] . L 5&-.53»3.._:32 T N L T Snae jemyn))
) ) HEJET =_ sawn} sy Jmmopes aq1 o Awe ut pyy -mﬂ.&
Ty voussnd) nr sa), paysewr Anayiie W02 200 NLLIO LSOW potn Arnomy g0 addi awi 3,73:pey smemyyg Auvw mopy ARG DDA 10U 1O SIILM HEHPUI MR o
. . LY
- c . . LY
a“ . . e e ~ e g s, PO [ T P, - . M”N e e Bl et oeswen o -— :N.ml\»".lhv.k‘ll....f‘w
. 92 uomanl) o) on < ON [] 44 )
- ‘ _ JSHLNOW T1 LSV SHL NIHLIM Stiane jeaminy pue wry Aue u predronsed nol aary 12

KsoBnind (Kioads] iy 2y ut
» *éui ‘el 7 _3:-3 u \.&2\ L ATE'S :&s anan e nimpny 1.5 —.t( Aun ut payeds wpand nod I SMNANDIR [RIAKRD pUE <ggry ‘SYea) Sise ur uetedinped anok noqe tuonsanb —!)33_ Q) samsue !oi

e ke e - [ - .
— T T T T i yr ikingg -

—— e T T

[emn) pue spy AINOLLO3S



110

i ey
» weslood ey o axsqm oy 3 o o 5 ip
I TRMMAY 06 MY KOG memesseTiiog
I reonvingo Amemy davw so)
I e e 0p o) £ Pay o NANFIP w I}
1 WU [[3M 1 O DY Mos mowy ) uoy |
I s&éi OF WINDM 0O 1B, 1
H LT VO ERT T T (TR
i N
ooy “guos oy anp gy 2ad; ynowa dny ) o)
_

W W W W o W uY L]

,,
TROURMIE Jit 308

I L AERE O
i " awdonued py

n3 1 UM

£
3
£
3
£
T
L
£
£
£
4

110G o ot yn : row sy 1 oop 14

aouwy s
ou M0

wemyodim

—

walt )

{a0Nowy qIRE 204 IagEIN SU0 Ay
SV ranncy P w0 doslknind ok Suiompas w .
ooy Bauwonoy 201 0 wea v rpodar moy "acumandaa snod o By ._@N

WW m N [

| o i)

@D Sia il
on 51}
AIND, .

250 1tddo | Phermonte) axp o 330@ 30 390 Y2}

' ,ﬁi, & 1ea 23w Bmop
M o Laytl rsows mek 3ow g g2 vonmanD) Y PaSH SNIALOR Jyi iy kA

awdhimd oy mnans e qom 6y 3 |

S

BB H

=
g
[=]

.
[
ﬂ.,
5
5
]
s
5
" . ﬂh
‘ ﬁ  rumsotw
y ward joy
|
|
i
!

F W W W ¥ W WF

EIB g o oy ol
- Hasnon peg 10 swen yeusd)

Haane w1 o sewwn peuad)

- pp R xlii;.ﬂsi:igaégii

,.=,§§sé *%D !....D
LW T Y Prwow g

awdiaumy _Sa ), PRI ) SRR ranin) pu nry Lew divq) ey ‘97

”

1 WIT 3% ¥ | o 20w
I -, Aoy Ly g 2wy peads oy 2w
1 . emymdmoon o Jerpa) ¢ s sand 1)
i . W spm unrnd iy
(| s b oy dleayeg v
1 10 “puwem “mv] Sowsus Jo w2 o g
i PRI W 3 ) IR

N e oy o™ oS
S orA P R P

E-ii!

T

w0

oo o oy Jqura w0 a0}
inod o1 Bmmogoy 1 o poes a0 mwed .

L g veeea bues op srpanor raning pue sy o aedonoed adesg .ma—ﬂ

.o

(piuo)/ jemyny pue suy



AR

L SRR

_au.f ,_,,.3_,x g,._, __u.___,g -

o 11
W] gy uj gt om ok pp
B0 Moy ‘6T BuRsand) u)
WS P ey

s g

. iéﬁ, ™
~ »

L [ swomasna0 e |
« 7 *0J pug vormasary Ay prndes)
«1] %0 BALOIY poe wnaTyy RORASLY
« 0 § sy
«1] *0 4 ansmy ppe)
« . O Lsagery uy wowowpyg

S kasmaszeney prinp
O ying masug
0 anuoipay 2218
tu ) asmpry; wsowe| ogo|
0 w—maomy
0 v wnara 131w, 0]
0 ! sam23 nacemery
0 pag RS
o voimowpyg Wy
tO wag gy,
0o wneeno) 1
Le

~ OE worysand)

LT T
- mmuio0) seoyy 04 -ioom
ro YRR 0N, 0 R, PR

SIHLMON 21

4 LEWIHL NERLIM ¥t voyuounpg Soy

oy gy yo S puaie oo enmed pyg

'6e

Sau1]1o0y wopeOpY Jyiads o 20w nok 1noqge remInh Beumoe) A 13mswe aweay

sanpIoe,{ uojuOWIPY

A NOLLIOES



112

o
v saialor amdonued o tiaquam Awey sdumcoes pracys wepsoey pus syng.iq pepiasad s 2y

wnsod o Jwrrend aq) @ awdunmed o sy Seyay o Loyod iy seenees pey seomovy per g

s on palimgy 1) o samo] on pen seuiud: soneanes Laddag o pen aq PYSONS SAOp TR ]

‘\ i g

»

— “OROUIpY 0 Tt gy
. Pomagoddo pav sxine swesSod popmesaas hopuead v kmwe weqesme PHORY BODESINY pus fyAy

s_,iﬁ,hisss__EEE,E_,i1&:3!!%:35!51!_58?:352.,

Pawjenn ez el wo aun ooy ?.,. "mogsam e oo
;!sé,s,,%s_gis.ﬂ-uig_zé 3,#.3.3 -s!gi._iir.;?!g

,
Pasy e o Buipying sy wegs meryduss sovwasd 2413091 preogs myed pooymoqyiue ooy o JsEdepArp aq

apuead o) sazusde par sdmedl o ,-_.._._3 [P W3 prRCqS BOUSILG PR TN 0 M0J ST Jy)

=d a@a £ 49 4 5 s 8 ¢

]
s
,-”
5
5
s
| ]
1
§ . serpnsoddo
PO Ero Reg) Supiead o1 paaossy sxm swoq preys monswesles prr oabeny Lvawe)
5 _ 1 pooyinoqeiiau (10] urg) dow ¥ ety pun pey ymasEy P rped Lo e oy spaad |
iy nly ey sl sasSonyr)
ighwang ' ,

Wawismda vorieaiizg pue vy WONOIPY o D 24 0 131 1 onmIOey pee THRg FeORENE WnEeh B ADUM, 30N,

D —

{oasmayem Swusoniey oq1 10 noue o wormd 2l WL 1834 1) JIMERE 1RO M IR0 00| WONSMEPY W1 ONGEIIAN JPET 3P S04IDS WOINAIIES 1Y) a5 1moqu wormds el oy o oy mmoysand Sepmonoy ) s swea

a.ug_?-u,m a_.—fg—mu._gg jo EEE_ES IR0 L [A U01}32¢



113

_ _ _ o md g oo o ) a5y ) Bmal g [ ek aee vy 0 [

sadey lyuauma ) . - pedoydmana [ Dmowpy W peay ved sany Dusy mey gy
.. {miasin soo ] - I ] | sl 5 woy tovw ] med gy ] Samed - ] eed 2w wegy ey
- wwordp 30 amoyuss kampucoat pod [T paitial | | o O i 5 1 ¥ .

. opeapad oo iy m _ , awund wkoydua m DRPPS Jostud el 1 oy ol samy Ty ol 19

odgoe gy acooe O . “EayrmImoy () i B0 7] panspre () pesdes 1 possagp 0O ewes ‘sien O
Cwml gy 0] , wapn: ) e d T TR
sk g9 (3 o amur g o s xoq) S P
Hansue s ﬁ.m . SHANOW 11 1SVd GHL 140 supew posurkogdics we O Oelay o
TVORINpY o mad jaeid analk wEipwy wwmg iy . nnk 5quo0p 1558 Senogey a 1o o1 Koy Aeeld W [T imed am po moyy 1y

| TRREIDINGS N PO 3q [ LIMAIY )Y THea Whsaoes ek BUSIW O) LOUEIY PUN IR e ipwsdl m sopesLIE: 1y, “Laksme i W] BaspROdER: 1350 ) 10 80N M wndas mol Lodead vy ageen 3 s respessh Supmonoy )

e

e
————

A[[euosiag no X Inoqy [1A uopd3g



114

3

APPENDIX B: REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SURVEY
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Table 1.0 Comparison of Sex Distributions

Pistxibutions - Percent of Respective Populations

1980 Survev 1979 Census
MALE 47.1 50.4
FEMALE 51.0 49.6
»
Table 1.1 Comparison of Age Distribution
u

Distributions - Percent ¢f Fespectiv: Inpilations

1980 Survey 1979 Census
14 - 19 14. 8 ' 11.4
20 - 29 32,/ : 33.2
30 ~ 39 18.6 . . 1841
40 - &9 13.8 S12.9
50 - 59 11.1 1.3
60 - 64 3.8 4.0
65+ 5.2 9,2

NOTE: The asterisk (%) denotes that these population segments are not
representative based on the 95.0% confidence level and 10.02 error bound

used in the sample selection.
/—\-**_\
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.Table 1.2 Comparison of Marital Status Distributions

Distributions - Percent of Respective Populations
o 1980 Survey = 1979 Census - o

Singl
Marrl

D. or

7
~ Widoved 3.
2

Other

e 33.3 35.9

ed 52.2 53.8

ced/Separated .7 5.0
1 h,7%
2

0.5

NOTE:

The asterisk (*) denotes that these population segments are not
representative based on the 95.02 confidence level and 10.02 error bound
used 1in the sample selection. N

Table 1.3 Comparison of Occupation Distributions

Distributions - Percen:c of Respective Populations

1980 Survey 1979 Census

Student 16.6

Homemaker 13.3

Emploved Part-time 8.7

Retired 5.6 7.5¢%
1.1
0.8
1.8

Emplo
Unemp
Other

13.6
14.6
5.4

$3.5
2.6%
0.8

yed Full-time 51
loyed

The asterisk (*) denotes  that these population segments are not
representative based on the 95.01 confidence level and 10.02 error bound

used in the sample selection. o
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'APPENDIX C: DATA ANALYSIS
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POST HOC ANALYSIS: PROPORTIONAL TABLES

compared proportions.

A~ | e
. 'k-i Ak-1:1-a quk PpaQy
' | N TN,

xz is taken from the S.P.S.S. caculations (see tables imediéteiy

preceeding each set of paired comparison. data).

ﬁ = - _
' = Pk‘pk.

F
Decision-Point: If the confidence interv~l does not embrace zero,
the proportions are said to be different.

. :§-\
Source: Marascuilo, L.A. and M. McSweeney, Nonparametric and Distri-

bution Free Methods for The Social Sciences, Monteray, Cal.:
4 ' Brooks/Cole Publishing, 1977.
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POST HOC ANALYSIS: PROPORTIONAL TABLES

Outdoor Recreation

121

contrast es‘;’mte SE2 (pkql ,pk.q)JSEz F- upper limit Tower iimit

P12P2 .036 .0258147 08596 1219 -.0499

Py-Ps -.001 .0245886 . .08188 .08088 -.08288

P,-Pg -.009 .0253121 .084289 .07529 -.09329

P1=Ps -.06 - .0233559 .077775 .01775 -.13775

Py-Pg -.04 .022973 076503 .0365 -. 1165

P,-Py -.037 .020583 .068875 .0319 -.1059

P,-P, -.045 0215821 071692 .0267 -. 1167

PyPs - -.096 .0192016 Oerea) - 032 -.1599"

P ,Pg -.076 .018735 062388 -.0136 -.1388"

P3Py -.008 .0200524 . .066775. 0588 -.0/48

Py-Pg -.059 .C175:86 .053336 -0007/ -.3i73

P3-Pg -.039 .0170059 .056629 .0176 -.0956

Py-Ps -.051 0183246 ©.06102) .01 -.N2

Pg-Pg -.03] .018036 . 06006 .029 -.09

bs-ps .02 .015165 .050513 .0705 -.0305

Neighborhood Type ONE ™ THREE FOUR FIVE SIX

Total Respondants (N) - o) 462 ' 46 355 265 48

¥ Participating  (P)  g06  g30 907 915 966 .946

I Mot Participating (@) 4o 139 . og3 o8s oM ose
- .0004216  .0002448 .000183  .0002191 .0001239 .0001062

* Indicates a significant difference in proportions

«
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POST HOC ANALYSIS: PROPORTIOMAL TABLES
" Sports/Athletics ;

Py
N..

SEZZ pqu +

QSEE x\EE? upper limit lower limi

124

t

L
.1786

estimate
Ne
1276

contrast
A 4

.0383314
1019

..0991
.1795

Pkipk;
.051
.1009
1275

.1274

.0755

™~
L m44

.0283
.0506
. 0001

.030293
.038290
.038262
.091 .036029
-.05 .030209
-.103 .030890 1029
-.174 .030849 1027 -.0713
-.142 .028032 .0933 -.0487
-.053 .030160 .1004 .0474
‘ .0931 -.0309
.0907 .0013
.0220

-.124 .027982
-.092 .027229

| .0930

.0918 b528

-.07 .027937
-.039 .027980
.0930

.027940

.001
-.052

-.123
1199

. 1006

P3-Pg
pq‘pg
PAiPE .

.1250

tions

-.2504

474

PsP6 |

.032
siéﬁifiéﬁnﬁrﬁiffgrenze in propor
THREE (\t‘FDUR

.823

* Indicates a
: ONE TWO

\.
Neighbcrﬁoad Type

198
731

.784

.855
.145 77

Total Respondents (N)
.732 .681
.0004381

- % Participating (p)
% Not Participating (q) .268 .39
.0009908  .0004785

.269

iZ]E
.0004757

.0004732  .0003073

=
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ARTS AND CULTURAL
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POST HOC ANALYSIS: PROPORTIOMAL TABLES
Arts and Cultura) S

-~

;ir.\;r:st. estima?e SE2= P_k_?.’i + p—k_gl \jSEZ X\EZ— .upper limit  lower limit
¥ N N , s

Py-P, .054 .04207 .1401 .1941 -.0861

PP, .001 .04185 .1393 .1403 -.1383

Py=Pg . =017, .04370 .1457 287 -.1627

Py-Ps -.170 . .04547 1514 .0414 -.2614

Py-Pg -.059 .04145 1381 .0791 - 197

P,=Ps -.053 .03306 .10 L9571 -.1631

P,=Py o .03540 79 Loy =188

Py-Pc -.168 .03754 .1250 -;0390' -.2890"

P,-Pe Y .03250 .1084 -.0046 S -.E2i8%

Py-Py .018 .03515 ‘,.117! = .0991 - -.135)

P3-Pc M -.03728 1241 .0131 2351

P3-Pg -.060 .03226 .1075 0475 -.1675

Pgy~Pe -.093 .03939 1312 .0382 -.2242

P4-Pg -.082 .03469 1155 .0735 -.1575

P5-Pg .051 .03685 227 1737 -.0717

* Indicates a significant difference ifd proportions

Neighborhood Type “ONE ™0 THREE  FOUR  FIVE SIX

Total Respondents (N) 201 449 455 345 252 459

% Participating (p) .577 .523 .576 .594 .687 .636

= Not Participating (q) .423 .477 .424 .406 .313 .364
P .0012143 .000556  .005368  .000699 .0008533  .0005044

N
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NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES ENGAGED IN

OUTDOOR RECREATION
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ARTS AND CULTURAL .



¥

SETUEY VY ECYTVIVINY VENTENIEY —

13

5

Pl ages (CRBATION BATE : e8/Ti R T
Besr; ¢ \Add 3l TePR2 FYEgy TreEds ITEER *yEg@
Tt Tt s s s s s s s s s s s s - L . A R A WAY - - s o« os -
(Y14 - -
8> vamjagLE swerILE *
SEALYEIL OF VANIAWER - .
sewacse .r Saw 8F LewawEl SIAE EPEAREE F RATiIS
BETWEEE CAPWPS [ LI AY 1) ' FRES YY)
WITRID SRQUPS s SnlE BSsY T wdaw
rTera, 1183 ASEF Zras =
ETANEANS
cover L] L ) 8 FLY CORF 18T FEs mgaR
. LI L] ] vd ;
' * K33 A\l 3 1
, . Ease \ :
' e anr) T8 s
. @ 139¢ A '
& BEag hd ] 1
L ¢ | & X308 T 1
)
SPPRCTYS meRiEL [ 1Y} . '
EPPECTS wekl & Sad i ] 1
i
RANSOE SPrPaCTS WOREL  ESTIAATE BF BETWEEN COMESRENT TARIARCE * esa -
YESTS roe womesSEREITY ¢ vasiARCEE *
V Colmaams C ¢« masx VARIANER /R vaR i ANERE: B s 5 a1 (aFERSN
[ AL I 511 .
MAT{MUN YARIANCE / WMININE VARIANEN
. .
, R
.
] #
R .
s —— = S —~ ST — T —
e agw te [ JA VL AR . -
» Tyeg: "Plj‘ TEEgY Terla . TYEES . .
! ’
' e ee o sttt e s s s s s s s - s WA Y - . = s - s owe s . . .
cY .
L sveriie
Lavey - ‘ :
Cea s 82 s w !
R f ) B
PLE ARSNERL THE TaLuE AETUALLY SSNSARES Witn WEAWTSI-SEEEIT) 1S .
* SOAYLI/MIY, = IFmIAL) . -
| #8 Twe casues ANt BiSwIPICANTLT BIFFREENT AT THE & 88a LEvEL
t
i . -
i . e b S o .




136

SIGNIFICANT FREQUENCY MEASURES

- DUTDOOR RECREATION: "1-10" TIMES PER YEAR
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OUTDOOR RECREATION: "11-20" TIMES PER YEAR
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| SPORTS/ATHLETICS: "1-10" TIMES PER YEAR
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