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ABSTRACT

USING THE LEISURE CONSTRAINTS NEGOTIATION PROCESS TO UBRSTAND
PARTICIPANTS’ LEISURE INVOLVEMENT AND BENEFIT REALIZATION

By
Seong Ok Lyu

Leisure constraints are known to have negative effects on individuals’ partinipatheir
desired activities. Despite the presence of various constraints,intéwviguals continuously
engage in those activities by using several negotiation strategiesr stRdies that examined
the leisure constraints negotiation process have focused on whether indipaitialpate in the
activities or not as study outcomes and thus paid scant attention to whetheifithelg$ired
leisure benefits through leisure involvement. Unlike prospective partisipdrd want to
initiate participation, current participants are likely eager to pursueséileisure benefits from
their habitual engagement while negotiating a series of constraints.pufjese of this
dissertation is to provide a comprehensive understanding of how participants wiHates
more frequent participation determine their continual leisure engagame:cbnsequently
acquire beneficial outcomes from their leisure involvement. In ordehiee the research
purpose, this dissertation will make use of several concepts associdig@micipants’ stronger
leisure enjoyment.

This dissertation provides empirical evidence that negotiation effort@plagportant role
in mediating the relationships between leisure constraints and differergpts such as future
behavioral intentions and recreation demand for more frequent participation widdatt pre
participants’ leisure benefit realization. Results indicategh#icipants made use of diverse
cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies to mitigate the impaeiswfd constraints and

diminish their unfulfilled desire for continual engagement in favoritevidies. Also, results



show that participants made a strong effort to realize various leisurgd&oen their leisure
involvement by constantly challenging and overcoming constraints. Withrédeeindependent
research essays, this dissertation suggests a conceptual framewoak thelp better
understand recreationists’ mechanisms of constraints negotiation and tesliebtion. The
dissertation presents several management implications based on stutysfauatil

recommendations for future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Leisure is an important component of individuals’ lifestyle and plays a tintigaon
determining their quality of life (Kelly, 1996; Mannell & Kleiber, 1997; Stebbins, 1992
Individuals’ leisure behavior and experience will be better understood by ergmegative
factors (e.g., constraints, conflicts among recreationists), as walk#s/e factors including
motivations and satisfaction, in their leisure facets (Manning, 1999). ureetenstraints are the
most typical negative factors that limit the formation of leisure peafers and inhibit
participation in desired activities (Jackson, 1997). Facing various lesnsgraints, some
people with interest in an activity often reduce their frequency of geaticn or completely quit
their engagement (Fedler & Ditton, 2001; Jackson & Searle, 1985); others continuously
participate in the activity despite the presence of constraints (JacksaipfCl, & Godbey,
1993).

Prior to the early 1990s, a sizable number of past studies on leisure it &d@sed on
the following questions: why do some people not participate in leisuktiastidespite their
obvious desires? Accordingly, most studies paid much attention to identifyingherdmi
constraints which suppress the relationships between leisure prefexadqesrticipation
(Jackson & Scott, 1999). These studies generally assumed that noipguadiare constrained,
resulting in no leisure and recreation participation but participants ace lests constrained
(Jackson, 2005a). In this sense, a set of structural constraints, known to intetwees be
preferences and participation, were considered as the most important tgpastadints

(Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010; Jackson, 2005a).



Research on leisure constraints has significantly progressed witbrtbeptual
development of constraints negotiation. This concept of negotiation challémegealrty
beliefs about constraints, namely that constraints are inflexible adsstagbarticipation; and
thus they typically block or limit individuals’ engagement in favorite at#igi(Jackson & Rucks,
1995). Put another way, the notion of constraints negotiation suggested a nbttlasig
constraints do not necessarily restrict or preclude particip@tamkson et al., 1993). Moreover,
several studies provided empirical evidence that constraints can beesiiffiovercome and
negotiated by way of individuals’ efforts (Kay & Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bbnen,
McCabe, 1991). This awareness was based on findings that a number of people continuously
participate in their preferred activities as they actively seanch Yariety of ways to alleviate
the impacts of constraints.

The concept of negotiation also led to the theoretical development afribgaints
negotiation process, which postulates the role of negotiation stratiegiksviate or overcome
the effects of constraints on leisure pursuits. In order to address the sigspeotass of
constraints negotiation, Jackson et al. proposed “balance effect”, whicatesdibat the
operation of negotiation strategies is triggered by mutual intensdbetween constraints and
motivations to determine participation in favorite activities. Based om#htsce effect,
Hubbard and Mannell (2001) empirically tested various constraints negotiation mitiels
interconnected causal flows among a set of components in individuals’ leisigieniedi.e.,
constraints, motivations, negotiation, and participation). They also showeddiveduals’
negotiation strategies mitigate the negative relationship betvoestraints and participation,

and strengthen the positive association between motivations and participation.



Since Hubbard and Mannell’'s work, a growing body of literature has contrilmuged t
extensive understanding of the constraints negotiation process (e.g., Jun KlelLee &
Scott, 2009; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008). In other words, these studies
have shed new light on how different psychological concepts (e.g., seHesffidentity,
involvement) as independent variables operate in the constraints negotiati@s pooatenuate
the impacts of leisure constraints.

Problem Statement

Despite these significant contributions, prior studies that examinedtrenrsis’
constraints negotiation process have paid scant attention to individuals’ ellgisatre goals.
Previous literature has mostly focused on individuals’ leisure behaviors (i.¢ ofig@resent
participation), as direct outcomes of recreationists’ constraint-raigotiprocess (Jackson et al.,
1993). Put otherwise, levels of leisure participation (i.e., frequency)deaved as the only
dependent variable in the dynamic mechanism of constraints negotiatiosredsoned that
leisure engagement in preferred activities has been traditionally comnksimareficial for all
participants, whereas non-participation has been simply viewed as an undesgalbli@tannell
& Loucks-Atkinson, 2005). Accordingly, most research efforts have been madditatéac
individuals’ leisure participation.

The use of leisure participation as an ultimate goal in the constrairsateg process
may have provided a limited understanding of individuals’ heterogeneouspaitéeisure
pursuits. Unlike prospective participants who want to initiate participationge peercentage
of current participants are likely to have interest in more frequent pattaipand stronger
leisure involvement (Gilbert & Hudson, 2000). In doing so, current participaniigelyeeager
to pursue diverse leisure benefits from their habitual leisure engag@hile negotiating a

series of constraints (Crompton, Jackson, & Witt, 2005; Driver & Bruns, 1999). rtNeless,
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various kinds of beneficial outcomes participants commonly pursue have not beenfglizcess
incorporated in prior studies on the process of constraints negotiation.

Frequent participation is a basic means to reaching a higher leeguwkl involvement
(Mcintyre & Pigram, 1992; Scott & Shafer, 2001). In this sense, the use ofisdeisure
goals associated with participants’ desired behavioral consequencelyiwligentribute to
broadening our knowledge of the constraints negotiation process. That isjtékiagcount
several variables representing participants’ future intentions arehten demand for more
frequent participation may be beneficial to more accurately understain@donstraints
negotiation mechanisms. Moreover, researchers are likely to gaimsigims into
participants’ constraints negotiation process by using several desirdumlagycal outcomes
including enduring benefits and self-identity as their ultimate gufdlsure involvement.  Itis
reasoned that participants tend to pursue diverse leisure benefits throllggaadiverse
leisure constraints.

Literature Review

Leisure Constraints

During the past three decades, the concept of leisure constraints has\med tb a
better understanding of individuals’ leisure pursuits by examining the inBgemcleisure
attitudes, preferences, and subsequent participation (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, @&y Ja
& Scott, 1999). According to Jackson (1997), leisure constraints are commonlgddteas
subsets perceived or experienced by individuals that limit the formation otl@iferences
and inhibit participation in their desired activities. Crawford and Godbey (1%88ifoed
leisure constraints into three different categories — intrapersorapeansonal, and structural —
which have been generally applied in empirical studies to explaiforedaips with preferences

and participation.



Intrapersonal constraints are defined as “individual psychological stadesttributes
which interact with leisure preferences rather than intervening betpeéerences and
participation” (Crawford & Godbey, 1987, p. 122). Some of the examples in this gategor
include stress, depression, anxiety, and subjective assessment of thetguatabaivailability of
leisure activities. Interpersonal constraints result from an individuésactions with others.
For example, individuals often encounter interpersonal constraints when they are notfislol
another person whom they participate with in a specific activity. Diffdrem intrapersonal
constraints which interact with leisure preferences, interpersonal @otsgre known to
influence both preferences and participation (Crawford & Godbey, 1987). Structural
constraints resulting from lack of facilities, transportation, and infoomand financial
deficiency tend to emerge after leisure preferences are developda(\&alirden, 2005).

Research on leisure constraints has been refined with the development df severa
conceptual models (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010; Jackson, 2005a). Among these, the
hierarchical model of leisure constraints, introduced by Crawford, Jackson, and/GteibE),
is worth noting (see Figure I-1). According to the first phase of this intbaethree different
types of constraints sequentially enter into individuals’ leisure @eesiaking process for
participation (i.e., intrapersonab interpersonab structural). In other words, the sequential
ordering of constraints is arranged from most “proximal” (i.e., intraped$ to most “distal”
(i.e., structural). Crawford et.also suggested that the proximal factors are most powerful
because individuals with intrapersonal constraints cannot develop theieposeifor an
activity and thus are less likely to reach higher order constraints (i.epdrdenal and

structural).



The second phase of the hierarchical model demonstrates how current pastiwigant
desire for a higher level of specialization develop stronger leisure invehtemBased on the
model, participants previously negotiated a set of constraints in their detialong process for
initial leisure participation (i.e., the first phase in the model). Eventhi# initial
engagement, nevertheless, participants are continually affected togfasestraints.

Different from the first phase focusing on initiating leisure particypathe second phase of the
model shows that participants are still constrained and need to constantlptectotse
constraints to progress toward a higher specialization level.

According to the theory of recreation specialization as a useful tool forstadéing
recreationists’ diversity, recreationists progress through a sésésps of increasing activity
involvement (Ditton, Loomis, & Choi, 1992; Oh, Lyu, & Hammitt, 2012). Among the three
different dimensions (i.e., behavioral, cognitive, and psychological) that are ppmsied to
measure the degree of recreation specialization, the behavioral eieteligved to be an
important antecedent of progression (Scott & Shafer, 2001). While recraatiprgression
as a developmental process is known to occur through cyclical reinforcement oééhe thr
dimensions, frequent participation (i.e., behavioral aspect) normally entadpehations of two
other elements of specialization and subsequently leads progression (B¥an2000;
Mcintyre & Pigram, 1992). Accordingly, participants with desire fargoession toward a

higher level of specialization are most likely to be constrained to more friepaiticipation.
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A sizable number of previous studies have provided empirical evidence that inldividua
willingness to negotiate leisure constraints is closely associatedaribus psychological
factors (e.g., motivations, satisfaction, leisure benefits) as weéivarse socio-demographic
variables (e.g., gender, age, income). Among these, leisure banefitsteworthy because the
beneficial outcomes serve as important motives for negotiating constf@rompton, Jackson,
& Witt, 2005). To put it another way, only when individuals expect to acquire desired
outcomes from leisure engagement, they are willing to make efforts tamoweec variety of
constraints (Kay & Jackson, 1991). In this sense, several studies (e.qg., Fregid&nbe
Arlinghaus, 2010; Jackson & Searle, 1985; Tian, Crompton, & Witt, 1996) attempted to identify
the theoretical connections between the concepts of leisure constraitdsaralbenefits.

According to the integrated model of leisure constraints and benefitsigsee F2),
proposed by Crompton et al. (2005), individuals who want to realize desired leisuitsbene
formulate their interest and preferences, and participate in favoiigiastas they proactively
negotiate constraints at each stage. This integrated approach intaatedividuals’ leisure
behaviors (i.e., participation) are not a final goal; rather, benelitagan is a more significant
end of leisure involvement (Driver & Bruns, 1999). This model also suggesthéahat
presences of constraints and various efforts to overcome the impacts ofictsiséree
important implications associated with social and environmental benefiterefore, a more
holistic picture of leisure involvement can be drawn from an integrated viewqooiiiined

leisure constraints with benefits.
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Figure | - 2. Integrated model of constraints and benefits (Crompton et al., 2005, p. 251)




Constraints Negotiation

Prior to the early 1990s, most researchers believed a stronger desirectogbarn an
activity as the only way to overcome the influences of constraints (Jacksooti&1999).
However, several studies (e.g., Kay & Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe,
1991) suggested that constraints do not necessarily restrict or precludedarsiaipation.
According to these studies, the association between constraints ang@t@oticis found to be
abstruse because many people still participate in leisure actihiscontinuously searching
for innovative strategies to alleviate and overcome the effects of amtsir In other words,
individuals tend to react to constraints in an active manner, by diligently usingeadive
negotiation strategies rather than simply choosing non-participation (JaCkserford, &
Godbey, 1993). Taken together, the notion of negotiation can be conceptualized ay afvarie
tactics and resources to attenuate the overwhelming influences of euastrai

At the same time, several researchers have attempted to identigsacdestrategies to
mitigate the impacts of leisure constraints. Scott (1991) found three medaygsts to negotiate
diverse constraints which contact bridge participants perceived: 1s#iooquof information
about limited opportunities; 2) altered scheduling of games to adjust to redoaed gr
membership and individuals’ time commitments; and 3) skill development to peeaiegr
participation in play. Kay and Jackson (1991) identified various negotiatiorgstsate adjust
to time and financial constraints including reducing participation frequeaeygmoney to
participate, searching for the cheapest opportunities, and reducing work toeording to
Henderson and Bialeschki (1993), women make use of several kinds of cognitive regotiati

strategies to participate in favorite activities: minimizing concermgénder role expectations,
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balancing the benefits with costs of participation, and modifying prefesdoc desired
activities.

While reporting a variety of tactics to attenuate the influences of consirdackson and
Rucks (1995) classified negotiation strategies into two different typgsitoa@ and behavioral.
Cognitive strategies involve individuals’ psychological and behavioe@és to minimize the
disparities between their behaviors and attitudes (Lee & Scott, 2009). When enogunt
specific constraints, people adopt these strategies through ignoring thasaictsnand pushing
themselves harder. Support for these strategies has been documented intadiezal s
(Frederick & Shaw, 1995; Henderson, Bedini, Hecht, & Schuler, 1995; Samdahl & Jekubovich,
1997). Behavioral strategies encompass various adjustments for indivldisals® needs by
means of modifications to the leisure or non-leisure aspect of life. Reamangof work
schedule and reduction of participation frequency are included in theseiefratetackson and
Rucks (1995) also noted that the choice of negotiation strategies is largehddat upon the
types of constraints individuals perceive.

Constraints Negotiation Process

In addressing the nature and function of constraints negotiation, Jacksomr@rant
Godbey (1993) introduced six different propositions. Among these tenets, the lasitipmopos
“both the initiation and outcome of the negotiation process are dependent upon the relative
strength of, and interactions between, constraints on participating in atyaatigimotivations
for such participation” (p. 9) — is worth noting because it initially aroused mtesftian to the
influences of motivations on the concept of constraints negotiation (Jackson, 2005apughlt
the concept of motivations has been popularly applied to explain individualseldishavior,

prior studies on leisure constraints had paid little attention to the role p$ylbbological
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element (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). Based on this “balance proposition” in addition to the
hierarchical model of Crawford et al. (1991), Jackson and his colleagues (1993drapos
theoretical framework which demonstrates the “balance effect'degtwonstraints and
motivations on participation.

The introduction of motivations provided a new insight into the systematic frartkeivo
constraints negotiation, which exhibits the role of negotiation in individuals’ engag in
leisure activities. Although the concept of negotiation was not included indbesst an
empirical test conducted by Carroll and Alexandris (1997) disclosed that petrtai is
negatively related to constraints, but positively associated with motivatidine dynamic
process of constraints negotiation has been extensively understood with the adaanteme
multivariate techniques including structural equation modeling. In partiché&awork of
Hubbard and Mannell (2001) significantly contributed to a better understandimg iotricate
interrelationships in the process by using the multivariate methods.

While comparing four different sorts of competing models (i.e., independence, model
negotiation-buffer model, constraint-effects-mitigation model, and pedteivastraint-
reduction model), Hubbard and Mannell revealed that the constraint-effeigation model is
most appropriate to address the complicated associations among several canpdhent
constraints negotiation process (i.e., constraints, motivations, negotiation, acigaiemn).
According to the model, negotiation is placed at the center of the processebheacsncept
plays an important role in mediating between constraints and motivationgtmuie level of
participation. Specifically, negotiation delicately balances the twgenous variables (i.e.,

constraints and motivations) while attenuating the negative relationshipeneteestraints and
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participation, and intensifying the positive association between motivatonsaaticipation.

Figure I-3 demonstrates the constraint-effects-mitigation model.

Motivation

Negotiation

Constraint Participation

Figure | - 3. Constraint-effects-mitigation model (Hubbard and Mannell, 2001, p. 148)

Since then, a sizable body of literature (e.g., Jun & Kyle, 2011; Lee & Scott, 2009;
Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son, Mowen, & Kerstetter, 2008; White, 2008) has
attempted to modify the constraint-effects-mitigation model to bettgerstand the framework
of constraints negotiation. Diverse psychological variables (e.geféekicy, involvement,
identity) and socio-demographic factors (e.g., gender, race) have atsmbered into the
model to examine their unique effects. One of the most popularly used vaisablesoncept
of self-efficacy, defined as “people’s beliefs about their capabitbiggoduce designated levels
of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their(Baasdura, 1994, p. 71).
Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell (2007) and White (2008) tested the effects atiatean-efficacy,

adapted from self-efficacy, on the constraints negotiation process and faunglsisitive
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relationships between negotiation-efficacy and negotiation steagtegin addition to self-
efficacy, the influences of celebrity involvement and identity conflicilifation on the process
were also empirically examined by several researchers (e.g., Jure@2Q¢ 1; Lee & Scott,
2009).

Research Framework

Despite the popularity of leisure constraints research, minimal attdrasobeen paid to
the factors which constrain current participants from continually partiicgoen their preferred
activities (Aas, 1995). There is also limited information that helps uatersheir process for
negotiating various constraints. In parallel with non-participants cpatits constantly deal
with various leisure constraints (Wright & Goodale, 1991). In other words,ipartis are also
constrained, not from participatimpgr se, but from engaging as often as they aspire.
Consequently, participants are likely to continually negotiate multgoistcaints to attain their
leisure goals and acquire various benefits from leisure involvement.

The hierarchical model of leisure constraints, proposed by Crawford et al. (1991),
demonstrates that participants currently engaging in their favotittias already negotiated a
series of constraints when initiating participation in the first phase afé-igl. Nevertheless,
they are continuously affected by a set of factors which limit nrecgiént participation and
progression toward a high specialization level in the second phase an Ag seen at Figure 1-2,
various constraints restrain participants’ realization of benetci@omes and attainment of
final leisure goals. Thus, further negotiation efforts are needgmhfticipants to continually
engage in favorite activities. Put otherwise, participants constargiyttto apply negotiation
strategies to accomplish their desired outcomes and reach the ultinate émjoyment.
According to the constraint-effects-mitigation model (see FigB)e participants’ efforts to

negotiate constraints are likely to adjust the effects of constraining andtimgf factors to
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continually participate in preferred activities. Based on these undegyamises in terms of
participants’ leisure involvement, this dissertation constructs a thedresimework as shown
in the shaded area of Figure 1-4.

In order to better understand participants’ mechanism for negotiating vadosisaints,
it is appropriate to utilize more comprehensive concepts than levels af patticipation.
Thus, this study includes several additional concepts such as future bahawmtions and
recreation demand for more habitual engagement as important elemertsess gérticipants’
leisure involvement. According to the research framework, participfanase intentions for
more frequent participation are primarily dependent upon their negotiatoots¢d overcome
constraints. Furthermore, negotiation efforts are also important taiexipé disparities
between desired and actual levels of participation (i.e., unfulfilled temmedemand) in the
process of constraints negotiation. The inclusion of these two variableisglavjoral
intentions and latent demand for frequent participation) likely enables legs@@ chers to
better scrutinize the outcomes of participants’ constraints negotiatioesgroclt is reasoned
that individuals’ behavioral orientation toward frequent participation is known to beasslgur
predicted by way of their future intentions and recreation demand (Clawson &Kn&966;

Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005).
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Figure | - 4. Research framework for this dissertation
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The research framework also embraces an inter-theoretical approactrexdmeimes
conceptual connections between the constraints negotiation process anatislastre
mechanism. Several researchers (e.g., Jackson, 2005b; McQuarrie & JacksoPQQ2P6
noted that individuals’ negotiation efforts to relieve the effects of conttrare placed at the
center of the serious leisure mechanism. Put otherwise, the most mhpoutedations of
serious leisure involve the existence of constraints which restrainipants from attaining
ultimate leisure goals and the need for negotiation efforts to overcom#ltiences of
constraints in leisure careers (Stebbins, 1993). As a result, researadntiedts these two
leisure theories is beneficial to better understand participants’dancecef leisure benefit
realization. The use of several psychological benefits (i.e., enduringtbesecial world
identity, and self-identity) as the ultimate goals for leisure involvemeatalows researchers to
broaden awareness of the dynamic process of constraints negotiation.

Purpose and Organization of the Dissertation

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide a comprehensive understanding of how
participants with desires for more frequent participation make use of dhagséation
strategies to mitigate the influences of various constraints, datetheir continual engagement
in favorite activities, and realize beneficial outcomes from their leisun@vement.

Specifically, this dissertation aims to 1) scrutinize how participantepergarious leisure
constraints to continuous engagement in their favorite activities and conseaqagutiate the
impacts of constraints; 2) examine how participants indicate their futergions to
participate more frequently through negotiating several constraintsp®ye how participants
reveal their unfulfilled desires for continual participation (i.e., latent aticre demand) by using
several elements of the constraints negotiation process; and 4) invdsbiggtarticipants who

actively make use of negotiation efforts acquire a variety of psychologieafitseensuing from
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leisure involvement. A better understanding of participants’ constraigtgiaton process is
important for leisure service practitioners to more effectively implera variety of policies
which help accomplish their clientele’s satisfaction.

In order to accomplish the study purposes, three different research essaysr(ThalV)
are presented within the context of recreational fishing. These standsaloers consistently
deal with a selected main theme: participants’ leisure constreegtstiation process. Chapter |
includes an introduction which entails a review of previous literature, a tloabfeamework,
and study purposes for this dissertation. Chapter Il is tiffed Roles of the Constraints
Negotiation Process in Predicting Intentions to Participate More Frequently.” This chapter
aims to provide information on how two different types of negotiation stest€ige., behavioral
and cognitive) are interconnected with the individual dimensions of constraints antnsent
participate more often. Different from previous constraints negotiegggarch, this study
makes use of the construct of behavioral intentions as its dependent variabi¢heaathevels of
participation.

Chapter lll is titled The Influences of Diverse Components in the Constraints Negotiation
Process on Latent Demand.” This section intends to explore how several components
originated from participants’ constraints negotiation process atedetathe economic concept
of recreation demand. This study can be important because it is ekfmectatribute to
broadening our insights into participants’ recreation demand and their unfulfilérdst.
Chapter IV is titled The Theoretical Connections between the Mechanisms of Constraints
Negotiation and Serious Leisure.” This study aims to provide valuable opportunities to
examine participants’ mechanisms of benefit realization through investigatimegal conceptual

connections between the two mechanisms of leisure constraints neg@ratisarious leisure.
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Because the connections between the two frameworks have not been empxjaligd, this
section is expected to enhance our understanding of those subfields of leiseselstudi
identifying the important conceptual similarities and potential linkag&hapter V integrates
study findings from the three research essays. Recommendations ferstutlies and several
management implications are also presented in this section.

Delimitations

This dissertation is delimited because 1) study population involved approxirhately
million Wisconsin fishing license holders in the 2011 fiscal year (July 1, 2010 — June 30, 2011)
and 2) respondents were selected from 180,000 anglers who reported theiidenesses.

Definition of Terms

Several terms are defined to clarify their uses in this dissertdibelow:

. ConstraintsVarious factors which affect individuals’ formation of leisure prefegsrfor
particular activities and limit their ability to participate in theatas (Jackson, 2005a;
Jackson & Scott, 1999).

o Negotiation strategie®\ series of means which individuals apply to avoid and reduce the

impacts of constraints to leisure participation (Jackson, 2005a; Mannell & Kl&8$).
. Commitment A motivational state to continue an activity regardless of the balance of
external costs and immediate gratifying properties (Shamir, 1988).

. Constraints negotiation procesise systematic decision-making procedure which exhibits

the role of negotiation in individuals’ leisure engagement (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001;
White, 2008).

. Behavioral intentionsAn individual’'s anticipated or planned future behavior (Ajzen &

Fishbein, 1980).
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Latent demandExtent to which people with interest do not purchase due to several reasons
(Kotler, 1973; Wall, 1981).

Serious leisure mechanisthe systematic pursuit of an activity that is sufficiently

substantial for the participant to find a career in the acquisition of skills anddahgavl

(Stebbins, 1992).
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CHAPTER II: THE ROLES OF THE CONSTRAINTS NEGOTIATION PR OCESS IN

PREDICTING INTENTIONS TO PARTICIPATE MORE FREQUENTLY

Introduction

Recreationists’ perception of leisure constraints is known to play an enpoote in
decision to quit or reduce participation in diverse activities (Crawford & Godbey, 188d50n,
2005a). Itis also recognized that leisure constraints consideraddty @€ formation of
recreationists’ preferences and satisfaction, and subsequently thatiealof leisure benefits
accruing from participation (Crompton, Jackson, & Witt, 2005; Manning, 1999; Walker &
Virden, 2005). Despite such overwhelming effects of constraints, recrettiaciwely
participate in particular desired activities by using diverse negutistrategies (Jackson,
Crawford, & Godbey, 1993).

The concept of negotiation has significantly contributed to understanding the nature of
leisure constraints, which were previously known as absolute baaigasticipation (Mannell
& Kleiber, 1997; Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). According to different studies in this
subject (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jackson & Ruck, 1995; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell,
2007; White, 2008), constraints can be overcome or negotiated through the applications of
various strategies. The implementation of different negotiatiategfies is also understood as
a key element to develop behavioral intentions to participate continuously in aqutefetivity
(Jackson et al., 1993; Lee & Scott, 2009). In other words, future intentions to engage in an
activity will be more accurately viewed by understanding the underlyirogpamésm of how
individuals implement negotiation strategies to overcome or minimize thetsnpideisure

constraints (Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005; Walker & Virden, 2005).
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In order to examine recreationists’ ability and willingness to partieipeatheir favorite
activities, behavioral strategies among different kinds of negotiatiategtes have received
much attention from prior studies (Jackson & Rucks, 1995). Behavioral stratguoady
include seeking alternative actions related to leisure itself (e.tnjngaadvanced skills) and
changing other aspects of lifestyle (e.qg., altering work schedulegniti/e strategies as
another important category of negotiation strategies have been geskgaligd by leisure
researchers because behavioral strategies are believed as a roier# efftans to assuage the
effects of leisure constraints (Henderson & Bialeschki, 1993; Jun & Kyle, 20lENertheless,
many people tend to employ cognitive strategies to minimize their psyatedldgcomfort
when they experience attitude-behavior dissonance resulting from the @ercémonstraints
(Jackson et al., 1993). Indeed, Jackson and Rucks provided empirical evidence thabthese tw
types of strategies are often applied together to negotiate variodsaggesn a mutually
supportive manner.

According to the “balance proposition” proposed by Jackson et al., negotiatiegissat
play a significant role in adjusting the counter influences of constraintsatigations on
participation. While motivations are generally applied to represent@mabfrousals to
initially participate in a particular activity (Iso-Ahola, 1999), the catc# commitment is
normally defined as a psychological state to continually participate (§HE98B). Unlike
prospective participants with desire to initiate participation, a largepge of current
participants are likely eager to continue their leisure engagemengactda higher level of
leisure involvement (Wright & Goodale, 1991). Therefore, commitment wiiiahacterizes
individuals’ consistent behavioral patterns seems to be more appropriate tb parteipants

than motivations (Tinsley & Tinsley, 1986).
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It is important to recognize how diverse components of recreationists’ catsstrai
negotiation process are conceptually connected to each other in order to betstanddbeir
behavioral intentions for a higher level of leisure involvement. Accordinglyuh@ose of this
paper is to provide a theoretical framework that demonstrates howdlwfterent types of
negotiation strategies (i.e., behavioral and cognitive) are associdtel@iaure constraints and
commitment as well as behavioral intentions for more frequent participatidms study makes
use of recreational anglers as study population. It is known that angldilsely to be more
constrained than other recreationists because they need a varishyngf €quipment and
supplies (Fedler & Ditton, 2001; Ritter, Ditton, & Riechers, 1992; Sutton, 2007). Thys stud
also applies the tripartite approach to leisure constraints (i.e., intvapermterpersonal, and
structural) to examine individual effects sequentially on the two differerdgrdiions of
negotiation strategies and behavioral intentions.

Literature Review

Leisure Constraints

Leisure constraints are commonly defined as factors which affect inds/ifioranation of
leisure preferences for particular activities and limit their altititgarticipate in the activities
(Jackson, 2005a; Jackson & Scott, 1999). Different categories of leisure consiaambeen
used depending on the context of leisure activity. However, the following tipes df
constraints, intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural, firstly fabalskly Crawford and
Godbey (1987), have been most popularly applied to address relationships with prefergnces a
participation. According to Godbey, Crawford, and Shen (2010), intrapersonal coastraint
believed as individuals’ psychological qualities which restrict prefesstoveard recreation
activities (e.g., perceptions of skill deficiency and anxiety). Intsguel constraints are

attributable to interactions with other people (e.g., lack of friends with gttera specific
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activity), which are known to influence both preferences and participation (Waledé&n,
2005). Several factors such as inappropriateness of facilities and trahspahd financial
deficiency are included in the category of structural constraints, whieh aefimportant factors
that conceptually connect between preferences and participation (Ledt&2808).

There has been general agreement that leisure constraints are mitnghetiaminants in
decision to cease participation or reduce frequency of engagemestine kctivities (Backman,
1991; Raymore, Godbey, Crawford, & von Eye, 1993). Unless recreationists at@ able
overcome and negotiate constraints, they may reduce or discontinue pavtidipan activity
or search for alternative activities (Fedler & Ditton, 2001). Sevesaarchers (e.g., Mannell
& Loucks-Atkinson, 2005; Walker & Virden, 2005) noted that individuals’ behavioral intentions
for future participation are likely to be determined through negotiatingntlueinces of various
constraints. These claims were based on the theories of planned behavior aredl r@ctsmm
(Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). According to these two theories, behaviordiante
serve as the most important factors that directly explain individuals’ dshabiors (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975; Lam & Hsu, 2006).

Constraints are also known to intrude into individuals’ leisure pursuits aiedyvalr points
and in a number of ways (Gilbert & Hudson, 2000; Jun, Kyle, & Mowen, 2009). The
hierarchical model of constraints (see Figure I-1), proposed by Cwifackson, and Godbey
(1991), indicates that the three types of constraints sequentially operat@iadéss of
specialization (i.e., intrapersonal interpersonal structural) during the course of individuals’
leisure pursuits even after they initially participate in their preteactivities. Despite the
significant contribution of the model to better understand the systematicodetiaking process

for individuals’ leisure behavior, this absolute sequential ordering of camstras been a major
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source of criticism. For instance, Samdahl and Jekubovich (1997) called the m&chani
application of hierarchical order into question because constraints tend to beeiytacat
simultaneously involved in people’s leisure engagement rather than in this sgigunenter.
Negotiation Strategies

Prior to the early 1990s, a substantial body of research discussed the negatiatias
between constraints and participation (Jackson & Scott, 1999). Neverthelesdyaddi
continually participate in their desired activities despite the presémomstraints. Thus,
several studies (e.g., Kay & Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe, 1991)
brought much attention to the problem as to the ambiguous relationships betweennteastdai
participation. With several propositions on the subject of negotiation, Jackso(180al)
suggested that constraints may not be always overwhelming barriergaomrigzem
participating in an activity. They also indicated that many individutdsngt to alleviate the
influences of constraints to continually participate by using a varietggdtiation strategies.

Negotiation strategies are largely referred to as a series of mbhasimdividuals apply
to avoid and reduce the impacts of constraints to leisure participation (Jackson, 2805all M
& Kleiber, 1997). The fundamental assumption of negotiation is based on sociaiM@gniti
theory. According to this theory, individuals are likely to actively choosdter situational
and environmental conditions which are known to influence their behaviors rather thaalpass
accepting unfavorable states (Maddux, 1993). In other words, the basic undes$yingpons
of negotiation are originated from “compatible rather than competingppetives, which
consider people “active shapers” instead of “passive reactors” (Ma&hellicks-Atkinson,

2005).
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In response to the development of negotiation concept, several researchetsehgyec
to identify diverse strategies to negotiate a variety of constraiitay and Jackson (1991)
presented a set of strategies to adjust time and financial constraintsngeglarticipation
frequency, saving money to participate, searching for the cheapest oppestamt reducing
work time. Scott (1991) showed that contract bridge participants adopted theeendifhajor
strategies including information acquisition for limited opportunities,ddleechanges to adjust
to reduced group membership and individuals’ time scarcity, and skill development tb perm
greater participation. Furthermore, Henderson and Bialeschki (1993) inditat&dimen
successfully continue to participate by using several cognitive sgatsgch as reducing
concern for gender roles, adjusting between benefits and costs of padigipati changing
preferences for specific activities.

Negotiation strategies are generally categorized into two diffeypes: cognitive and
behavioral (Jackson et al., 1993; Lee & Scott, 2009). Cognitive negotiationissategnd to
minimize individuals’ cognitive dissonance or unsettling cognitive statéayging their
cognitions or behaviors (Festinger, 1957). These strategies woinghleenented, for example,
when individuals continue to participate in fishing every weekend by ignoring sevesdtaints
such as family commitment and pushing themselves harder for their engage@®eitihe other
hand, behavioral negotiation strategies are divided into two aspects: leisure deidumen
(Jackson & Rucks, 1995). Some individuals adjust their leisure needs through maaldiying
leisure aspects of life. Rearrangement of work schedule and reduction aéxqibases are
examples of non-leisure behavioral negotiation strategies. Behaviatabsts associated with

leisure aspects involve the direct changes of individuals’ leisure pattelundimgcreduction of
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participation frequency, choice of alternative cheap sites, and alteritithrestiming of
participation.
Commitment

In introducing six different negotiation propositions, Jackson et al. (1993) unveiled the
function of motivations, generally defined as psychological factors that stennthviduals’
behaviors (Iso-Ahola, 1999), in the process of constraints negotiation. Accordiegy tas$t
proposition, the operation of negotiation is dependent upon the comparative intensity of, and
mutual interactions between, constraints and motivations. This tenet, so{oaltedlance
proposition”, indicated an important clue to better understand individuals’ systenethanism
for attenuating the impacts of various constraints, which stresses tloé nelgotiation strategies
(Jackson, 2005a). Put another way, the insertion of motivations into the constraintgiorgotia
process enabled researchers to examine why people participate thespitesence of
constraints and the need of efforts to challenge constraints (Jackson &1986jt

A sizable body of past studies (e.g., Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Hubbard & Mannell,
2001; White, 2008) disclosed the conceptual connections between motivations and other
elements in the process of constraints negotiation. With the advancement whmaigti
techniques, those studies provided empirical evidence that the concept of motieatiessas
an important exogenous variable that facilitates individuals’ efforts totia¢g various
constraints and encourages their participation in an activity. From the pmespéct
participants with desire for continuous participation and long-term leisureifstsehavioral
perseverance and emotional dedication are believed to be more pertinent psyahelegients
than impulsive interests (Shamir, 1988; Tinsley & Tinsley, 1986). In this sens®bept of

commitment is largely applied to explain participants’ consistent behapmttarns and
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represents a willingness to make psychological and physical affatder to continuously
participate in an activity (Kim, Scott, & Crompton, 1997).

Commitment is generally defined as “a motivational state or a motivhtipmsition to
continue a line of activity, a role performance, or a relationship and to invest imegandless
of the balance of external costs and their immediate grajifyiaperties” (Shamir, 1988, p. 244).
According to Buchanan (1985), there are three different elements of coemhitia preferred
activity: behavioral consistency, affective attachment, and side beehavBral consistency
encompasses rejections of alternative activities over time and @ffedtsrmation of social or
sub-social membership (Goff, Fick, & Oppliger, 1997). Affective attamttmepresents
individuals’ acceptances of norms and values which are associated witlotkamterest,
whereas side bets are characterized by financial and time invéstwigch maintain their
behavioral consistency (Becker, 1960). These three features indicatentimaitment is likely
to be an important explanatory element besides motivations when addressanggpast leisure
involvement.

Proposed Research Model

Most previous studies (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jun & Kyle, 2011; Lee & Scott,
2009; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008) indicated the negative associations
between participation and constraints. In this sense, constraints §reédieeld negative
influences on behavioral intentions (Hung & Petrick, 2012; Lee, Agarwal, & Kim,)2011
Several different types of constraints fall within the boundary of atsttaleard a specific
activity and its relevant settings (Walker & Virden, 2005). For exammi@personal (e.g., |
don’t like to kill fish) and structural constraints (e.g., hunting is somewhat dam)gyossibly

affect recreationists’ future intentions for continual participation in pdaticonsumptive
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activities. Furthermore, interpersonal constraints (e.g., my friendsli#erto go camping)
likely serve as an important factor that determines recreatiobeftglvioral intentions in that
individuals’ standards of judgment are commonly influenced by others’ and refergioes

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Accordingly, a series of research hypothesgsemented:

H1-1: Intrapersonal constraints negatively affect intentions to participate more often;
H1-2: Interpersonal constraints negatively affect intentions to participate more often;

H1-3: Sructural constraints negatively affect intentions to participate more often.

It is widely acknowledged that constraints do not necessarily block paiitcipat
individuals’ favorite activities (Jackson et al., 1993). Rather, people tend tdyotispond to
constraints and innovatively negotiate different constraints to continue patitci. A vast
number of previous empirical studies on the constraints negotiation processblzard &
Mannell, 2001; Lee & Scott, 2009) pointed out that individuals’ perception of constraints
triggers the operation of negotiation strategies. Individuals also make useuagva
negotiation strategies in cognitive and/or behavioral ways while the abfoiegotiation
strategies is largely dependent upon the types of constraints theweddeamkson & Rucks,
1995). For example, individuals with interpersonal barriers are likely to timsg behavioral
negotiation strategies (e.g., searching friends who are interested/enagtivity) or cognitive
negotiation strategies (e.g., ignoring the impacts of the constraintgplgrieth approaches.
Jun and Kyle (2011) provided empirical evidence that recreational golieutameously
utilized these two types of negotiation strategies to atteruraque effects of diverse constraints.

In other words, behavioral negotiation strategies are used to alleviate \ansiiints at
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interpersonal and structural levels whereas cognitive strategiemateyed to relieve a set of
intrapersonal constraints. Jackson and Rucks also indicated that people tend towisebeha
strategies as their first option, but the impacts of interpersonal corsteengenerally appeased

through both cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies. This study hsipethe

H2-1: Intrapersonal constraints positively affect cognitive negotiation strategies;
H2-2: Interpersonal constraints positively affect cognitive negotiation strategies;

H2-3: Structural constraints positively affect cognitive negotiation strategies;

H3-1: Intrapersonal constraints positively affect behavioral negotiation strategies;
H3-2: Interpersonal constraints positively affect behavioral negotiation strategies;

H3-3: Sructural constraints positively affect behavioral negotiation strategies.

Most previous studies on the constraints negotiation process (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell,
2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008) made use of motivations as an important
exogenous variable in addition to constraints. Those studies also provided supportiveeevidenc
that the operation of motivations is successful at increasing individualts [@vearticipation
and their degrees of efforts to negotiate various constraints. In lighttiocigeants’ behavioral
mechanisms, the concept of commitment is believed more appropriate to addrdssstinei
pursuits than motivations. It may be reasoned that commitment typiepilysents
participants’ behavioral continuance characterized by rejectingaiitee activities and personal
dedication to an activity revealed by their willingness to spend money, time, agg édleamir,

1988). Accordingly, this study hypothesizes:
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H4-1: Commitment positively affects cognitive negotiation strategies,
H4-2: Commitment positively affects behavioral negotiation strategies;

H4-3: Commitment positively affects intentions to participate more often.

The first proposition of constraints negotiation, suggested by Jackson et al. (1&8883), st
that “participation is dependent not on the absence of constraints...but on negotiatigh throu
them” (p. 4). Based on this proposition, the application of negotiation strategiéisved¢o
serve as an important antecedent of participation. At the same time, hegatiategies
directly cause participation while playing a critical role in miiigg.the negative effects of
constraints on participation (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). In this regard, the formation of
intentions to participate in a given activity can be an outcome of negotiatergeliconstraints
(Huang, 2009; Hung & Petrick, 2012; Lee, Agarwal, & Kim, 2011). This backgroundtieads

the fourth and fifth hypotheses:

H5: Cognitive negotiation strategies positively affect intentions to participate more often;

H6: Behavioral negotiation strategies positively affect intentions to participate more often.

Based on these study hypotheses, a proposed research model is illustrateckiti-Eig

In general, the hypothesized paths are developed with a modification of the coesteatst

mitigation model (see Figure I-3), proposed by Hubbard and Mannell (2001).
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Figure Il - 1. Proposed conceptual model for this study

Method

Data Collection

A sample of anglers (N = 10,000) was randomly selected using a compuéeatigel
random sampling procedure from an email list of Wisconsin fishing licendersaiho
purchased in the 2011 fiscal year (July 1, 2010 — June 30, 2011). As a cost-efficient data
collection method, an online survey was conducted during the course of four weeks from
February to March, 2012. Because low response rates of online surveys are knayse to ca
several selection biases (Sexton, Miller, & Dietsch, 2011), this study dpeiybloyed a total

design survey method suggested by Dillman, Smyth, and Chritian (2009) tseitsgesponse
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rate. Specifically, an invitation and a set of reminders with a link to the gueaire were sent
in three different waves.

After 72 respondents were deleted as non-deliverables, this survey progettiee 1,637
responses, indicating an effective response rate of 16.5%. Further, 712 respoaskepped
with incomplete information for at least one of the scales used in modeh#&sh and 8 were
additionally excluded as multivariate outliers during the data screeronggs. As a result,
917 responses were selected for our final data. Results of a non-respokgseahéppendix
A) indicated that there were no statistical differences between respoaddntsn-respondents
in our population in terms of several socio-demographic variables.

Measures

In order to measure the concept of leisure constraints, this study madehuse of t
dimensional approach comprising intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structutediots)snitially
classified by Crawford and Godbey (1987). This tripartite approach has been mostiypopula
applied in empirical studies to address intricate relations with leisur@nets and leisure
engagement. Because the measures of leisure constraints vary dfgoss decreation
activities, this study identified various measurement items from pattlite on fishing
constraints (e.g., Fedler & Ditton, 2001; Ritter, Ditton, & Riechers, 1992; Sutton, 20078.
sub-dimension of intrapersonal constraints was composed of three items:Halen#&nough
time; | have too many family responsibilities; | don’t have the necgéisaing skills. Three
and four different items were also used to measure levels of interpersgndl¢an’t find other
people who have interest in fishing) and structural constraints (e.g., Fiabiliies are poorly

developed and maintained), respectively. The results of exploratory factgsisu(BFA)
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supported the tripartite approach to the concept. A five-point Likert respmnsat fwith
values ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was usedsanathese items.

Anglers’ level of negotiation efforts was measured with eight items raddiiom
previous studies on the concept (e.g., Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Girgolas, 2007; Jackson &
Rucks, 1995; Jun & Kyle, 2011; White, 2008). While recreationists are likely to useedivers
strategies to minimize the influences of leisure constraintstiagign has been largely
measured with a few behavioral issues including time managemenhanddl adjustment
(Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). Nevertheless, sevadast
have indicated the importance of different negotiation efforts in a cognitiyéJaakson &
Rucks, 1995). In other words, many people may engage in the activity by exertig/eog
negotiation efforts to challenge a variety of constraints (Hendersoial&sghki, 1993).
Accordingly, this study employed four different items of cognitive nefiotisstrategies (e.g., |
try to persist until | overcome some obstacles in fishing) along with a set ofitvatha
negotiation tactics (e.g., | try to budget my money). A five-point Likeale was employed
with values ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), and the results of EFA rd\thalpresence of
the two sub-dimensions as expected.

The concept of commitment was measured using several items from preutias after
modifications (e.g., Kim, Scott, & Crompton, 1997; Lee & Scott, 2006; Mclintyre, 1989;
Siegenthaler & Lam, 1992). This scale included four different itergs (€l stopped fishing, |
would lose touch with my friends) that were measured on a five-point Likert fovithavalues

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Tédtseof confirmatory factor

analysis (CFA) suggested its unidimensionality and acceptable fit totthe(%j,df =4.422,p<

0.001; NFI = 0.990; GFI = .970; CFl = 0.992; RMSEA = 0.61).

34



The dependent variable of intentions to participate more often was measuredesth thr
items which were modified from previous studies (e.g., Alexandris, Funk, &&mtc2011;
Lee, Agarwal, & Kim, 2011). Each item also used a five-point Likert seitevalues ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), and the results ofrigi@aied that this
concept has a single factor. Several descriptive statistics faveldsariables and the internal
consistency of each latent factor are shown in Table II-1.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Most respondents were males (95.8%) with a mean age of 50.3 years. Almost half

(46.7%) of anglers reported an annual household income of greater than $80,000. Tk majori

of respondents (87.2%) had college/university or graduate education and aboutdwed-thi
anglers (63.5%) were employed on a full-time basis. More than half (53.2%eck fueir
primary residence of urban or suburban area. The average number of geansleats resided

in their counties was also around 27.8. In terms of fishing experience in Wiscabsis,vour

respondents fished 33.8 times on average during the last 12 months and inland lakes or flowages

(19.6 times) were their most preferred fishing places, followed by roresgeams (10.2 times)

and Great Lakes (4.4 times).
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Table Il - 1. Descriptive statistics for constructs and indicators fosthdy/

Second/first-order constructs and observed variables Mean &E%Ti?ﬁgh S
Constraints

Intrapersonal .66
| don’t have enough time (V1) 3.43 1.00
| have too many family responsibilities (V2) 3.18 .96
| don’t have the necessary fishing skills (V3) 2.16 91

Inter per sonal .86
| can’t find other people who have interest in fishing (V4) 2.25 .83
| can’t find other people who have enough time to fish (V5) 2.55 .95
| can't find other people who have the necessary fishing ski5316 73

(V6) ' '

Structural .62
Fishing facilities are poorly developed and maintained (V7) 2.20 91
Fishing regulations are too restrictive (V8) 245 1.01
| am not aware of fishing opportunities close to home (V9) 1.96 .83
The cost of fishing equipment and supplies is too expensive 2 45 91

(V10) ' '
Commitment .76
If | stopped fishing, | would lose touch with my friends (V11) 2.10 .89
If I couldn’t go fishing, | am not sure what | would do (V12) 238 1.11
Because of fishing, | don’t have time to spend participating in2 10 82
other leisure activities (V13) ' )
| find that a lot of my life is organized around fishing (V14) 241 1.03
Negotiation
Cognitive strategies .84

| try to ignore some problems resulting from my fishing (V15)2.49 .81
| try to push myself harder when | encounter some obstaclesziB2 89

fishing (V16) ' '
| try to persist until | overcome some obstacles in fishing (V17) 3.02 .90
| try to swallow my pride when | encounter some obstacles 5173

fishing (V18) .96
Behavioral strategies .68
| try to organize my schedule (V19) 3.65 .87
| try to budget my money (V20) 3.56 1.03
| try to find people with similar interests (V21) 3.26 .89
| try to persuade my family or friends to go fishing (V22) 3.45 .89
| try to practice to improve my fishing skills (V23) 3.30 1.03
Intentions to participate more often .82
If I have chances, | intend to go fishing more often over the 3.99 75
next 12 months (V24) ' '
| am determined to go fishing more often over the next 12 3.74 83
months (V25) ' '
I will go fishing more often over the next 12 months if my 3.72 79

family or friends want to do (V26)
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Measurement Model
This study followed a two-step modeling procedure for structural equatiodingpde
(SEM) based on the recommendations of Anderson and Gerbing (1988). In ordersddha&sses

degree of fit of the measurement and structural model, this study appdietifferent fit indices

including the chi-square&)/degree of freedom ratio, Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), Root Mean Square Error of Appration
(RMSEA). The indices of NFI, CFI, and NNFI are commonly recommended teehtegthan
0.9 for an acceptable model fit (Hatcher, 1994). The RMSEA value of less thansd.08 al
indicates an acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). While a non-signifvalue of chi-
square /degree of freedom ratio suggests a good fit to the data, gtestate known to be
highly sensitive to sample size (Kline, 2005). Accordingly, this study prektmeaatio of chi-
square/degree of freedom for reference purposes.

This study tested the measurement model to examine underlying patterns of
interrelationships among several latent constructs. Table II-2 deatessihe results of the
measurement model estimation. According to the measurement modelindicts (NFI =

0.913; CFI =0.939; NNFI = 0.928; RMSEA = 0.048) indicated a satisfactory fit tathe

except for the ratio of chi-square/degree of freedom (3.095 = 854@%)127(6 @f), p< 0.001).
The composite reliabilities for seven different latent variables alscaitedi@cceptable levels
with the coefficients in excess of 0.6 (Hatcher, 1994). Becausevéhees of all indicator
coefficients ranging from 8.906 to 28.565 were highly significant, convergent valabiyed to
be satisfactorily supported (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). This study examimeithéhsnt
validity with a comparison of the error variances of each latent factor arsdjtfared correlation

estimates between all constructs. According to Fornell and Laft@®8t), discriminant
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validity is often considered acceptable when the statistics of error ea@ae greater than the

squared correlation estimates. Table II-3 provides supportive eeid@ndiscriminant validity.

Table Il - 2. Results of measurement model

- Unstandardized Factor Composite
Constructs and indicators . : . t-value L
regression weights loadings reliability

Intrapersonal Vi 1.000 788 N
constraints V2 .963 791 10.617* 12

V3 .408 .357 8.906*
Interpersonal V4 1.377 .966 28.565*
constraints V5 1.223 770 25.657* .80

V6 1.000 .787 -

V7 1.000 612 —
Structural V8 1.096 .615 11.717* 67
constraints V9 .899 .586 11.508* '

V10 T77 481 10.260*

V11 .807 .629 15.199*
Commitment V12 1.233 .769 16.848* 68

V13 A17 .609 14.827*

V14 1.000 .676 -

V15 .647 .568 17.610*
Cognitive V16 1.167 .898 26.070* 20
negotiation V17 1.180 910 26.258* '

V18 1.000 122 -

V19 1.000 .670 -
Behavioral V20 1.007 .626 20.296*
negotiation V21 1.083 .738 18.501* .63

V22 1.183 .790 19.379*

V23 1.156 .710 17.962*
Intentions to V24 1.386 .907 19.486*
participate V25 1.474 .863 19.486* .89
more often V26 1.000 .610 -

* indicates a statistical significance at the level of .05
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Table Il - 3. Correlation estimates between latent variables andvaritances

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Intrapersonal constraints 51
2. Interpersonal constraints .048 .77
3. Structural constraints .098 282 .49
4. Commitment -.113  -.010 065 5S4
5. Cognitive negotiation -.107  -.057 .090 .258 .64
6. Behavioral negotiation -.044 .046 178 .269 573 .47
7. Intentions -019 -074 -129 221 429 .394 .74

Italics indicate error variances extracted

Structural Model

Because the measurement model supported the reliability and validity ofethiefdators
and indicators, and revealed an acceptable fit to the data, the theoretatalatmodel was
tested using a path analysis. According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988), nomoialgicis
should be examined with chi-square difference tests to determine whether thiecthleore
structural model is effective to account for the interrelationships amongtéme factors prior to
performing a path analysis with latent variables. Given that there ismbcsigt difference,
the theoretical structural model is largely believed appropriate taiaxpke predictive
associations between the latent variables (Hatcher, 1994, Kline, 2005). -s@ueie difference

test between the measurement model and the hypothetical structural modsiesLigmghly

significant (AXZ: 219.396Adf = 4,p < 0.001), meaning that the structural model failed to
successfully address the predictive relationships between the undedgstgucts. Various fit
indices of the theoretical structural model also indicated an unsatisféicto the data while
some of them exceeded the cut-off criteria (NFI = 0.891; CFI = 0.917; NNFI = Q0SER =
0.056).

Lagrange multiplier tests were further conducted to identify additional paths initial

theoretical structural model. The tests are known to help researchefg apmstier model by
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adding new paths to the initial structural model (Bentler, 1989). The resuldg@rige

multiplier tests presented a significant decrease of chi-square vAkfes(ZlZ.ZSSAdf =1,p

< 0.001) when a predictive path was added between the constructs of cognitive negaticti
behavioral negotiation. In other words, the revised structural model with the rrewagsat
significantly improved in fitting to the data. Accordingly, this study iteska path linking
from cognitive negotiation to behavioral negotiation strategies. This @uddin be supported
by the theory of cognitive dissonance, exhibiting that individuals’ cognitivegelsdead to their
belief systems or behaviors (Festinger, 1957). In order to check nomologiddyyvalchi-
square difference test was performed with a comparison of the revisddrsirowdel and the
measurement model. As a result, the comparison suggested an insignificgm@b@%n=
861.454 — 854.311 = 7.148df = 279 — 276 = 3p = 0.068), which represented nomological
validity. Diverse fit indices (NFI = 0.912; CFI = 0.938; NNFI = 928; RMSED.6848) also
showed acceptable to account for the hypothesized interrelations. TFakgesBents various fit

indices of the three different models.

Table Il - 4. Fit indices of three different models

X2 df NFI CFlI NNFI RMSEA
Measurement model 854.311 276 913 .939 .928 .048
Initial structural model 1073.707 280 .891 917 .903 .056
Revised structural model 861.454 279 912 .938 .928 .048

Study results suggested that the construct of behavioral intentions to partiegpateften
is indirectly predicted by the two dimensions of leisure constraints (i.e pens@nal and
interpersonal constraints) while structural constraints and commitmenteewedh direct and

indirect associations with future intentions. In other words, cognitive and beddavi
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negotiation strategies served as important mediators to explain thelai@nships from
constraints and commitment to behavioral intentions for more frequent partinipati
Intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints revealed unexpected negatigeticms to
cognitive negotiation strategies (H 24l= -0.09,t = -2.379; H 2-2f = -0.08,t = -2.195).
Conversely, structural constraints disclosed significant associatiinsagnitive and
behavioral negotiation efforts (H 2-8=-0.11,t = 2.461; H 3-35 = 0.11,t = 2.649) as well as
behavioral intentions (H 1-#.=-0.20,t = -4.624). The construct of commitment positively
affected angler’s cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategiesl(if 4 0.25,t = 6.062; H 4-
2:4=0.13t = 3.414) in addition to future intentions (H 443+ 0.09,t = 2.461). Likewise,
cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies showed significant pdsikkages to behavioral
intentions (H 54 = 0.29,t = 6.239; H 6 = 0.24,t =5.014). During the analysis procedure to
identify a better model, this study uncovered a strong positive connection fromegmiti
behavioral negotiation strategigs< 0.54,t = 12.290). The standardized regression

coefficients of our final structural model are presented in Figure 11I-2.
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Figure Il - 2. Path coefficients of the final structural model
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Discussion and Conclusion

This study aimed to construct a conceptual framework that explains how leisure
constraints and commitment to an activity are theoretically connectedb@htvioral intentions
for more frequent participation via negotiation strategies. In other weedexamined the
importance of different negotiation strategies as mediators linking betheé&rno exogenous
elements of participants’ constraints negotiation process and behaviersions. In order to
investigate the typical influences of each element comprising éecsunstraints on the two
different types of negotiation efforts (i.e., cognitive and behaviordegies) and future
intentions, this paper made use of three dimensions of constraints, namely, intrdpersona
interpersonal, and structural constraints individually.

Overall, study results suggested that recreationists’ behavioraiom&fdr more
frequent participation are intimately associated with other concepts inatesprof constraints
negotiation. The two different negotiation strategies were closeledeto their future
intentions. The concept of commitment that was employed as a proxy variatletications
in this study also played a critical role in explaining recreatiore$tsits to attenuate the
impacts of leisure constraints and thus in developing their behavioral intentionsdipatert
more often. Of the three different types of leisure constraints, structmstraints indicated
the most robust connections to future intentions in both direct and indirect manners. Unlike
structural constraints, the other two leisure constraints (i.e., intrapersdnatenpersonal
constraints) were only indirectly related to recreationists’ intentiagarious negotiation
strategies. This study additionally identified that cognitive negtistrategies were strongly
connected with behavioral strategies.

There are several important discussion points emanated from our study findihgs.

study provided empirical evidence that the two dimensions of negotiation ssadegve as
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important mediators that determine recreationists’ intentions for moreefrebpisure
participation. This finding seems to be consistent with the “balance effiecg€gotiation
strategies, proposed by Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993). According tortlee bala
proposition, individuals’ efforts to participate in a preferred leisurgigcare highly dependent
upon the comparative strength of, and mutual interactions between, constraintsigatiomet
(Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). Because this study used the concept of commitment as a
surrogate for motivations, our study finding indicates that negotiationgasat@elicately
arrange the counter influences of these two exogenous variables of constichirasnanitment.
Put otherwise, negotiation efforts, which are triggered by a change irvéie ¢¢ commitment
and constraints, are likely to adjust the extent to which recreationiststenthe& willingness to
participate more frequently.

Furthermore, this study shed new light on the function of commitment in recreationist
leisure decision-making process. The significant positive effeasmmitment on the two
dimensions of negotiation strategies and behavioral intentions provided strong evidsdribe
concept is likely to more accurately characterize participants’dsbgisure pursuits than
motivations representing emotional arousal for participation. It ieneasthat participants’
behavioral continuance over time and personal dedication to their favorite azdivibe better
viewed within the boundary of commitment (Buchanan, 1985; Shamir, 1988).

Study results also disclosed that the three elements of leisure cuastexre differently
associated with cognitive negotiation strategies. The positive deaffgigns between the
construct of structural constraints and the two types of negotiation stésategresponded with
our research hypotheses. However, the signs of the two path coeffiicikeimis intrapersonal

and interpersonal constraints to cognitive negotiation strategieomeosite to prior
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expectations. These unexpected negative signs imply that responddass dikely to exert
various cognitive negotiation efforts to participate more often as they eecdugter levels of
intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints. The majority of previous studiesi(dbard &
Mannell, 2001; Lee & Scott, 2009; White, 2008) reported that there was a positiienstigp
between constraints and negotiation strategies. Besides this studgdXylea(2011)
recently revealed a negative linkage from recreational golfers’ pemegtconstraints to
negotiation efforts. They noted that the insertion of new exogenous variahlagéntity
conflict and facilitation) in addition to the utilization of an alternative dirreevad approach to
constraints other than the tripartite approach contributed to the negativetcmmneHowever,
their argument may not accurately address the unexpectednshapi between the two variables.
The hierarchical model of leisure constraints (see Figure I-1), propg<echtyford,
Jackson, and Godbey (1991), provides a better explanation for this finding, which ikustrate
individuals deal with diverse leisure constraints to initiate participahdrdavelop stronger
leisure involvement. Based on this model, individuals first face and nedetsatee
constraints for initial participation. Then, even after the initial engagég they are continually
influenced by a set of factors that impede more frequent participation. midésdo the first
phase of the model demonstrating how individuals begin their leisure engagémeetdnd
phase indicates that current recreationists cope with leisure corssinaandifferent way. It is
reasoned that prior experience of managing several constraints alloars cecreationists to
differently react from the first stage for initiating participationn other words, our respondents
who already negotiated constraints to initial fishing participationeslikely to use diverse
cognitive negotiation efforts when they perceive greater impacts oféns@pal and

interpersonal constraints to more frequent participation and stronger leisureemeat.
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However, they indicated different responses to structural constraintsiishaekhibiting
various cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies. Put otherwismtdishing
participants presumably show stronger negotiation efforts to participateoftemeas they
encounter a higher level of structural constraints.

There still remain multiple study limitations and future researcletibres.  First,
recreationists’ levels of negotiation and leisure involvement are ligetiidange over time
(Ditton, Loomis, & Choi, 1992; Jackson, 2005b). In particular, the phenomena of constraints
negotiation are often viewed as individuals’ transactional processes during threeafours
everyday life (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001), which are based on the continual comparisons
between sacrifices (i.e., various efforts to attain a higher level ofadigation) and
compensations (i.e., realization of diverse benefits from a higher levesafdenvolvement).
While we made use of the concept of behavioral intentions for stronger leisageerent as its
dependent variable, this study failed to show complete pictures illustratmgelereationists’
perception of leisure constraints and their level of specialization varydatgao the specific
time periods. These limitations may result from the use of a crossregdtudy design.
However, several studies with a longitudinal approach (e.g., Jackson & Witt, 1994f,Wrig
Rodgers, & Backman, 2001) provided meaningful opportunities to understand the influences of
leisure constraints within the context of individuals’ life cycle. Accagtyina longitudinal
study design with panel data can be beneficial to investigate when andveral séeements of
the constraints negotiation process function in individuals’ developmental systéamsure
behaviors, attitudes, and preferences.

Second, this study classified anglers’ leisure constraints into thremsions:

intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural. Despite the popularity oifpdaite approach, the
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three-dimensional construct structure is often believed to be ambiguous due tortiveninte
relationships among them (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). In reality, seveiaekqe.g.,
Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Raymore, Godbey, Crawford, & von Eye, 1993) reported fairly high
correlations between and low internal consistency in the three dimens@usdata also

revealed relatively lower reliabilities in each sub-scale of conssreanging from 0.62 to 0.86.
This concern regarding reliability and validity is likely to be resolvéd the flexible
operationalization of the tripartite approach. Future research will bewarly beneficial to
develop higher order factor models within the three-dimensional mechanism incesdede

those measurement concerns.

In conclusion, this study attempted to examine the predictive relationshipsdvenals
elements of participants’ constraints negotiation process to behavioragiangfor more
frequent participation. There exists important management imphsatiased on study
findings. With respect to the negative linkages from intrapersonal angdargenal constraints
to cognitive negotiation strategies, the provision of diverse policies tkeatihd minimize the
influences of these constraints is recommended to facilitate recretidngher levels of leisure
involvement. Since the development of negotiation concept, a large percentaga®f leis
service practitioners may have misunderstood their responsibilities Bringlithe impacts of
leisure constraints (Scott, 2005). In other words, provided that many people continuousl
participate in preferred activities by willingly exerting variotfers to negotiate constraints,
they may think that there exist few duties for leisure service organizatiblsvever, results
from this study lead leisure service practitioners to think differently aheutroles in
facilitating recreationists’ efforts to negotiate various consgainPut otherwise, diverse

management strategies and policies are needed for their cliengdledtively mitigate the
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overwhelming effects of intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints. Wehlabpleig study
will assist leisure service practitioners to broaden insights intodhentele’s decision-making

process for stronger leisure enjoyment.
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CHAPTER Ill: THE INFLUENCES OF DIVERSE COMPONENTS IN THE

CONSTRAINTS NEGOTIATION PROCESS ON LATENT DEMAND

Introduction

No one is entirely free from leisure constraints (Smith, 1987). Even curréiotgazants
are constrained from participating as often as they desire (Wright & &0d@81). The
hierarchical model of leisure constraints (see Figure I-1), proposedalsfdtd, Jackson, and
Godbey (1991), suggests that there exist different types of participansdiants. According
to this model, participants who already negotiated a series of initial @mnstare continually
affected by diverse factors which restrain from participating mocggiénetly and reaching a
desired level of leisure involvement.

In addition to this heterogeneous perception of constraints, levels of interest and
participation in leisure activities differentiate current particip&nai® non-participants with no
desires to initiate participation and prospective participants withedasininitiate participation.
In other words, the economic term of demand is popularly used as a useful tool to tddress
disparities between participation and non-participation. It is reasontetth¢hdefinition of
demand in economics embraces individuals’ preferences which lead to actual behaJsaomng.
this economic concept, Jackson and Dunn (1988) classified non-participants as having two
distinct types of recreation demand, latent and no demand. No demand igthbicat
individuals who have no interest in an activity whereas latent demand is exhibjtedgig who
would like to participate but do not participate due to various constraints.

In addressing participants’ recreation demand, Wall (1981) stated thattiaippats can
be understood within the scope of actual (or effective) demand, which simpbtgeilerent

level of participation. However, besides actual demand, several studies (eugeliMa
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Kleiber, 1997; Richardson & Crompton, 1988; Scott & Mowen, 2010; Wright & Goodale, 1991)
highlighted that there can be different types of participants’ deman@nillatent demand.
Those studies also noted that the dynamic nature of participants’ denadtnidbiged to the
intricate interactions between their levels of desire for participatidraatual engagement.
Latent demand characterizing the extent to which people with interest do napp#eti
seems to be evident because most participants often indicate their tlesioesase the
frequency of participation and reach their full demand, representingearstaich current level
of participation is equal to desired level (Kotler, 1973). Leisure constraiatlikely to serve
as crucial explanatory variables for latent demand (Davies & Prentice, Jd89&on, Crawford,
& Godbey, 1993). Itis reasoned that various constraints often act as irshibdbrestrict
people with interest to more frequent participation. Several studies (eyg%, ¥ackson, 1991;
Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe, 1991) revealed that participation does not ngcessari
imply the absence of constraints. Rather, a substantial number of indiypduatgpate despite
the presence of constraints. In this regard, previous studies postulatetétitatdenand can
be transformed into actual demand when diverse constraints are negotiate& (8oottn,
2010; Williams & Basford, 1992).
With the proposition of “balance effect”, Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993) suggested
that the initiation of negotiation efforts is dependent upon the relative strengtidof, a
interactions between, constraints and motivations. In light of this propositiogatieqists’
formation of latent demand is likely to be closely associated with matnsatis well as
constraints and negotiation. Participants’ motivations for continuous engagarttesit i

favorite activity can be better explained using the concept of commitment G<ott, &
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Crompton, 1997; Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). Thus, commitment to a particular activity
presumably plays an important role in predicting participants’ latentrdma

In order to better understand participants’ latent demand, it is important tatetgwrew
their systematic mechanism of constraints negotiation. It may be esbgw@i several
explanatory elements in the constraints negotiation process are known tohaffiectmation of
recreation demand. However, there is limited information on the conceptuabtiessci
between the two developmental frameworks. Accordingly, the purpose of thigsstady
examine how diverse components derived from participants’ constraints rnegqtraicess are
interconnected with the formation of latent demand.

Literature Review

Recreation Demand

In the discipline of economics, demand is normally referred to as a desire sdjyyoate
willingness and ability to pay for a specific good and service (Tietenb@d§).2 The most
fundamental principle of demand is also well known: as price increases, demaabsdgscr
However, this premise may be incomplete in that demand encompasseshibsaEmsumers’
behaviors as well as their preferences that are not converted to actuabisehetv{Driver &
Brown, 1975; Howard & Crompton, 1980). Accordingly, Wall (1981) redefined recreation
demand as the sum of “the use of existing [resources or] facilities andstretdaise recreation
[resources or] facilities now or in the future” (p. 239).

Among several types of demand that are classified on the bases of curreniraad des
levels, four different categories — namely, actual, no, latent, and full demlaave been mainly
used to explain leisure and recreation phenomena (Jackson & Dunn, 1988; Wright & Goodale,
1991). Full demand is considered as the most desirable situation in which leigioe se

providers are able to expect. The demand is commonly defined as “a sthtehrihe current
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level and timing of demand is equal to the desired level and timing of demand” (KOU&; p.
46). For leisure service providers, it may be unattainable to perpetuatatthan that dynamic
competition and changeable tastes are apparent in the real market. Argagaus’ full
demand does not likely last long due to their limited personal resources and timnailctsnst
Unlike full demand, no demand represents a state in which users have no interest in
consuming a particular recreation resource. Because levels ofiatedesesire play an
important role in determining the types of demand operated, Jackson and Dunn (19B@dclass
non-participants with lack and/or loss of interest as having no demand. While ylies<e.g.,
Gobster, 1998; Schroeder & Wiens, 1986) found lack and/or loss of interest and desire to be a
common reason for non-participation, several researchers (e.g., Jackson, 18@0 &dounn,
1988; Wright & Goodale, 1991) excluded those factors from general typologies thouss
which result in latent demand. Further, Jackson (1990) provided a persuasive assd@nba
the intimate associations between constraints and demand; lack of irégpresents a state in
which no goal or desire exists (i.e., no demand) whereas the concept of cansaeassarily
embraces the presence of such a goal (i.e., participation). Figarddihonstrates several

categories of recreation demand.
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Figure Il - 1. Types of demand associated with participation and nonipation (modified from Wright and Goodale, 1991)
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Most social and economic phenomena including leisure and recreation activitibe may
better viewed by applying the notion of latent demand because the majorityptd pevitably
perceive the deficiency of adequate facilities and resources (Scoti&iV 2010). According
to Kotler (1973), latent demand is commonly witnessed “when a substantial nunpeeptd
share a strong need for something which does not exist in the form of an actual’gpodibt
The demand can be most briefly referred to as “unfulfilled intefetivard & Crompton, 1980).
From the perspectives of leisure service providers, latent demand might haed aean
inconsequential issue because the state is often believed as an ordinaoy sitdddwever, the
presence of latent demand implies that unfulfilled desires can be conwotaedtual demand to
approach full demand by using adequate policies and strategies (Clawsorns&KAi966).

Put otherwise, it is important to recognize that recreationists’ etfmttansform their latent
demand into observable participation are within leisure service prevmmtrol. In this sense,
Kotler (1973) emphasized the importance of various developmental markettegissas
efficient transformation tools.

Research on the concept of latent demand is still in its early stage becasise of
measurement difficulties (Wall, 1981). Conceptually, latent demand can bedeesired
using a comparison between pre-test and post-test. More specificalbati@usts are asked
to report their current level of participation in the pre-test stage; thext are exposed to stimuli
or treatments, which likely affect respondents’ demand for participatohjmthe post-test
stage, respondents’ desired level of participation are measured to eXaencharnges in their
demand. In this experimental design, differences between pre-test andspashiteh
represent latent demand, are commonly believed to be caused by the effectsliobist

treatments (Babbie, 2001).
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Indeed, Rodgers (1973) estimated latent demand by comparing participtgheatre
and after the establishment of a new local recreation facility. While congstrveys to
examine recreation demand of Ontario residents, Wall (1981) suggested apworsparison
approach to measure latent demand, which first examined respondents’ perceptiorsef diver
constraints and then asked their levels of desires for participation in an actRithardson and
Crompton (1988) operationalized latent demand as differences between séderamperest in,
and likelihood of, traveling selected tourists’ attractions. These prior strieiehed general
agreement that people with latent demand are constrained to fulfill theirsdesire
Participants’ Latent Demand & Constraints Negotiation Process

Prior studies (e.g., Jackson & Dunn, 1988) normally assumed that the applicatiemtof lat
demand is more appropriate to non-participants than participants. Itasasee that non-
participants with interest (i.e., individuals who have never participated andrfparticipants)
tend to indicate unfulfilled demand for initial participation and reparticipationjeaise
participants are uniformly believed as those who successfully accomplistidbiees for
participation. Consistent with such non-participants, however, participleglisreveal their
latent demand, not for participatiper se, but for more frequent participation. Put otherwise,
almost all participants possibly show at least some levels of latent dé@meanase the state of
full demand is rarely achievable in the real world.

It is important to recognize that participants’ latent demand can beaocueately
predicted by using the constraints negotiation process (Hubbard & Mannell,L20@ks-
Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008). According to the process, individuals’ efforts to
negotiate various constraints are stimulated by an increase ifethedg of constraints and

motivations. The negotiation efforts play important roles in mitigating thative association
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between constraints and participation and also intensifying the posititienshap between
motivations and participation. Among diverse components in the process, constraaft
inhibit participants from reaching their full demand are considered the mosittant
explanatory factors for latent demand. In other words, there is latent deivamdhgt
individuals with interest in more frequent participation do not engage in an aesuitifen as
they desire due to the impacts of diverse constraints.

Based on several types of constraints, Wall (1981) divided non-participants’ lateridle
into two different forms: potential and deferred demand. Likewise, pariisigan be
understood with the use of these two types of latent demand. Deferred demanddsapplie
those people who could more frequently participate but do not. This demand langaly ste
from either intrapersonal (e.g., lack of knowledge) or structural (e.gn@bséfacilities)
constraints, or both of these reasons. Potential demand exists for those who waictpgatpar
more frequently but are unable to do so at present. This type of latent demanghassiliilg
fulfilled through an improvement in economic and social circumstances. Acglydatent
demand moves toward actual demand when various constraints are alleviated ema@ver
(Williams & Basford, 1992). Put another way, negotiation efforts which arerkbtowelieve
the impacts of constraints play critical roles as suppressing mediatweehetonstraints and
latent demand.

With a columnar model, Davies and Prentice (1995) suggested a diagrammatical
framework to demonstrate the influences of negotiation and motivations on latemtcdem
According to their study, the nature of latent demand is determined by inintzgections
between motivations and “reaction to constraints”. For example, occasisit@lsvilatent

demand is attributed to an interaction between negative motivations toward, and active
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negotiation with constraints for, visiting a specific heritage site. nbisworthy that their
latent demand model made use of “reaction to constraints”, modified from the concept of
constraints negotiation. In this example, latent demand is likely to be depapdarthe
outcomes of heritage visitors’ negotiation efforts to overcome the influencesstfaints.

The columnar model also suggests a negative relationship between motivaticatesind |
demand. In other words, recreationists’ latent demand decreases asthaitions for
visiting the sites increase.

The vast majority of prior research on the constraints negotiation processi(dlard &
Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008) employed motivations as an
important exogenous variable along with constraints. Nevertheless, r@haontinuance and
emotional dedication, two different core dimensions of commitment, seem to badeguate
psychological elements for participants with desire for continuous ipattan (Shamir, 1988;
Tinsley & Tinsley, 1986). Kim, Scott, and Crompton (1997) also noted that commitnment ca
be used to explain participants’ consistent behavioral patterns and rejpresdingness to
make psychological and physical efforts for continuous participation in mstyact

Method

Data Collection

By using a computer-generated sampling procedure, this study randomly choggeac
anglers (N = 10,000) from an email list of Wisconsin anglers who purchasadealtypes of
fishing licenses during the fiscal year of 2011 (July 1, 2010 — June 30, 2011). We conducted a
online survey as a cost-efficient data collection method. Despite vadeastages of online
surveys, low response rates have been often reported (Sexton, Miller, 8hDif1%¢ ).
Accordingly, this study made use of Dillman, Smyth, and Chritian’s (2009) redddtal design

method to increase its response rate. In other words, an invitation and a sehdéremith a
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link to the questionnaire were sent in three different waves during the cotiose wieeks from
February to March, 2012. In order to test non-response bias, a condensed version of the
guestionnaire was sent to non-respondents. Statistical tests indicéterthatere no
significant differences between our respondents and non-respondents in terms-of soci
demographic information (see Appendix A).

After deleting 72 respondents as non-deliverables, this survey procedurd yiglda
responses, indicating an effective response rate of 16.5%. Further, 923 respomses we
additionally dropped with incomplete information in at least one of the indicators in model
estimation. As our final data, 714 responses were used.

Instrumentation

The dependent variable of latent demand was measured by using a three-stajm approa
modified from Wall's measurement technique (1981). Specifically, responderdgdirst
asked to report their number of fishing trips to four different types of Wistevaders (i.e.,
Great Lakes, Inland lakes or flowages, rivers or streams, and farm pondkadasks} during
the last 12 months; they were then asked levels of agreement with seateraksts in terms of
leisure constraints on more frequent participation; in the final phase, responwaeatasked to
indicate their desired number of fishing trips during the last 12 months given fieue ol
hypothetical situations without particular constraints such as family arldasormitments,
inappropriate fishing facilities, absence of fishing peers, and finanaiailities. Respondents’
latent demand was computed by summing up the number of desired fishing trips in each
hypothetical scenario.

This study utilized multiple independent variables including leisure @nty negotiation

strategies, commitment, fishing trip experiences, willingness-td\(WdyP) values, and a set of
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socio-demographic information. Table llI-1 presents the definitions of eaielibiea The
concept of leisure constraints (CONSTRAINTS) were measured usingfenewmti items that
were identified from a review of previous literature (e.g., Fedler &Djt001; Ritter, Ditton,
& Riechers, 1992; Sutton, 2007). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealecegenpe of
three factors including intrapersonal (e.g., | don’t have enough time), irdengé (e.g., | can’t
find other people who have interest in fishing), and structural (e.g., Fishingdaalie poorly
developed and maintained). A five-point Likert response format with valngsgafrom 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used to measure these items.

Table Ill - 1. Characteristics of each variable used in this study

Variable names Descriptions

Total number of latent demand for fishing during the last 12 months

NLD :
(dependent variable)
NFSHNG Total number of fishing trips in Wisconsin waters
TYPDAY Number of days spent on a typical fishing trip
SATISEACTION Overall satlsfgct_lon level for fishing trip (1=not at all satisfied to 5=
extremely satisfied)
WTP Total amount of maximum willingness to spend over most typical
fishing trip cost before respondents would not have taken the trip
AGE Age
GENDER Gender (O=female; 1=male)
Annual household income level (1=less than $20,000 to 8=$140,000 and
INCOME above)
EDUCATION Education level (1=some high school or less to 5=postgraduate school)
EMPLOYMENT Employment status (O=non full-time employment; 1=full-time

employment)

Level of agreement with each statement in terms of leisure constraints to
more frequent fishing (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree)
Frequency of implementation of each strategy in terms of negotiation
(1=never to 5=always)

Level of agreement with each statement in terms of commitment
(1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree)

CONSTRAINTS

NEGOTIATION

COMMITMENT
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Negotiation strategies (NEGOTIATION) were measured with eightstmodified from
previous studies (e.g., Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Girgolas, 2007; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Jun &
Kyle, 2011; White, 2008). A five-point Likert scale was employed with valuegng from 1
(never) to 5 (always), and the results of EFA suggested two different factogndhao(e.g., |
try to persist until | overcome some obstacles in fishing) and behaviorab#sate.g., | try to
budget my money). The concept of commitment (COMMITMENT) was evaluated ftsir
different measurement items derived from previous studies (e.g., Kim, &€&rvmpton, 1997,
Lee & Scott, 2006; Mclintyre, 1989; Siegenthaler & Lam, 1992). With the usev&-pdint
Likert response format with values ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) tooBdky agree), the
results of EFA discovered a single factor. Several regression s¢aach factor that
comprises those three concepts of constraints, negotiation, and commitment @& use
independent variables in order to reduce the number of components and minimize
multicollinearity of each measurement item (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007)bleTH-2 shows the
results of EFA with Varimax rotation for the three different concepts.

NFSHNG indicates an angler’s total number of fishing trips during thé 2astonths
while TYPDAY suggests the number of days spent on a typical fishing tripTISFACTION,
measured with a five-point Likert response format with values ranging Ir(not at all
satisfied) to 5 (extremely satisfied), represents an anglees & overall satisfaction in terms of
fishing trips in Wisconsin. The variable of WTP indicates an angler’'s mamimillingness to
spend over most typical fishing trip cost before she or he would not have taken the trgf. A's
of socio-demographic variables such as AGE, GENDER, INCOME, EDUCATIGdN, a

EMPLOYMENT were further incorporated to examine the unique charaatsrist
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Table Il - 2. Results of exploratory factor analyses

Second/first-order factors and indicators Mean S'DYarla_nce Facf[or Reliability
explained loading
Constraints 59.82% .64
Intrapersonal 17.83%
| don’t have enough time 3.50 1.01 .860
| have too many family responsibilities 3.26 .99 .835
| don’t have the necessary fishing skills 2.19 .93 .548
Inter personal 23.45%
| can’t find other people who have interest in fishing 2.29 .89 912
| can’t find other people who have enough time to fish 2.62 1.00 .852
| can’t find other people who have the necessary fishing skills 2.16 .78 .801
Structural 18.55%
Fishing facilities are poorly developed and maintained 2.17 .96 .795
Fishing regulations are too restrictive 2.45 1.06 .708
| am not aware of fishing opportunities close to home 1.99 94 .582
The cost of fishing equipment and supplies is too expensive 2.43 .94 .536
Negotiation 52.43% g7
Cognitive strategies 30.13%
| try to push myself harder when | encounter some obstacles in fishing 2.94 .88 .828
| try to persist until | overcome some obstacles in fishing 3.05 .90 .831
| try to swallow my pride when | encounter some obstacles in fishing 2.79 97 725
| try to ignore some problems resulting from my fishing activity 2.46 91 725
Behavioral strategies 22.30%
| try to organize my schedule 3.68 .85 .756
| try to budget my money 3.61 1.03 .652
| try to find people with similar interests 3.30 .90 .604
| try to persuade my family or friends to go fishing 3.50 .87 553
| try to practice to improve my fishing skills 3.33 1.01 465
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Table IlI-2. (Cont'd)

Variance Factor

Second/first-order factors and indicators Mean S.D, ) : Reliability
explained loading
Commitment 56.43% 74
If | stopped fishing, | would lose touch with my friends 2.13 .93 712
If I couldn’t go fishing, | am not sure what | would do 2.42 1.12 .808
Bec_ag_se of fishing, | don’t have time to spend participating in other Iels%_e13 84 793
activities
| find that a lot of my life is organized around fishing 2.41 1.02 .758
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Results
Descriptive Statistics
Most respondents were males (95.5%) with a mean age of 49.5. Almost halfeséang|
(48.9%) reported annual household income of greater than $80,000. The majority of
respondents (87.6%) had college/university or graduate education and about two-thirds of
anglers (65.5%) were employed on a full-time basis. More than half (54.0%eck ffueir
primary residence in urban or suburban area. Table 11I-3 shows the desatptistics for

variables employed in this study.

Table IIl - 3. Descriptive statistics for each variable (n = 714)

Variable: Mear S.D Min Max
NLD 31.45 29.35 1 220
NFSHNG 28.90 32.61 1 350
TYPDAY 1.83 1.45 1 9
SATISFACTION 3.15 .85 1 5
WTP 268.32 334.71 0 3,000
AGE 49.48 12.33 18 77
GENDER .96 21 0 1
INCOME 4.75 1.97 1 8
EDUCATION 3.54 .93 1 9
EMPLOYMENT .67 A7 0 1
CONSTRAINTS 2.51 46 1 5
NEGOTIATION 3.28 .56 1 5
COMMITMENT 2.24 73 1 5

With respect to latent demand, our respondents reported that they would have gone on
average 31.45 more fishing trips over their actual trips if they had no percepetsucd
constraints on more frequent fishing during the last year. Specifidadlyjndicated the
highest latent demand concerning family responsibilities and work commit(i8mM2 more
trips), followed by absence of fishing companions (7.61 more trips), financialitp&6i21

more trips), and inadequate fishing facilities (4.20 more trips). Thegevéshing trip was 1.8
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days in length and respondents indicated $268.3 of their maximum willingnessaegpdie
most typical fishing trip cost before they would not have taken the trip.
Models

Recreation demand is generally analyzed using count data models including Paisson a
negative binomial models (Loomis & Walsh, 1997). It is reasoned that the distribartgons
commonly skewed to the left and considerably deviated from the typical normal cangg (
1997). The distribution of the dependent variable (NLD) for this study shawemilar pattern.
In addition to the skewed distribution, the nature of non-negative integer alsodehés t
application of count data model.

This study made use of a general function of latent demand as follows:

NLD; = f(NFSHNG;, TYPDAY;, SATISFACTION;, WTP;, CONSTRAINTS;, NEGOTIATION;,

COMMITMENT;, AGE;, GENDER;, INCOME;, EDUCATION;, EMPLOYMENT}),
wherei denotes as an individual Wisconsin angler. With an assumption that the number of
latent demand shows a Poisson or negative binomial distribution, this general function for
expected value of latent demand can be expressed as below:

NLD; = exp(NFSHNG;, TYPDAY;, SATISFACTION;, WTP;, CONSTRAINTS;, NEGOTIATION;,

COMMITMENT;, AGE;, GENDER;, INCOME;, EDUCATION;, EMPLOYMENT;, e),
whereerepresents the error term.  This function can be also givey byexp(X;B), where 3
is a vector of the parameter estimates and X is the matrix of the expjaveiables
(Hellerstein, 1991).

The Poisson distribution model strictly assumes that the variance igaevith its mean
(Oh, Ditton, Anderson, Scott, & Stoll, 2005). The negative binomial distribution model is

commonly used to relax the restrictive assumption of equidispersion in the Podeinlbong,
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1997). Thus, the negative binomial model has been widely applied given that thes metan i
often equal to the variance (Hilbe, 2011). Our data also revealed the possibility of
overdispersion because the mean of dependent variable (31.45) was obviously smaher tha

variance (861.42). Accordingly, this study checked overdispersion using likelihood ristio tes
(Long & Freese, 2006). Results of test statisﬁG%(l) = 2(InLyg —InLp) =2(—3061.95
— —7729.53) = 9935.1h < 0.001) confirmed rejection of the null hypothedik): « = 0,

where @ denotes the overdispersion parameter, indicating the existence of oveidisper
Therefore, the negative binomial model was preferred to zero-trunaaitesh® model.
According to Creel and Loomis (1990), the probability distribution for the negative

binomial model is written as:

I(z+! C(z41
L(Z=2)= (Z—/i“)(ax)z(lmx) (2+/o).
T+ (1/)
where I' shows a gamma distribution. Because this study assumed that adl aeopl
constrained to more frequent participation, only non-zero latent demand was inohadie i

model. Accordingly, zero-truncated count data model is appropriate to this stCid

probability distribution for zero-truncated negative binomial model is given by:

F(Z + 1/(1)
Iz + 1Dr(Yy)

LZ=2|Z>0)= (@71 + o)~ @+

a
1—(1+ o) Ya|
In order to assess the influences of other elements derived from partiogoaustsaints
negotiation process on latent demand, this study made a comparison of two diéfevent z
truncated negative binomial models. As presented in Table IlI-4, Model 1 encothpassteof
independent variables representing respondents’ fishing experiences asddioei

demographics, whereas Model 2 involved several factors comprising the cusstegjotiation
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process in addition to all explanatory variables of Model 1.

Results of the two model

estimations showed an identical pattern of regression coefficients eacém two variables of

TYPDAY and AGE.

Table Ill - 4. Results of zero-truncated negative binomial model estimsation

Model 1 Model 2
Coefficient (Z-value) Coefficient (Z-value)

NFSHNG .0042 (4.07%) .0056 (5.06%)
TYPDAY -.0119 (-.56) .0041 (.20)
SATISFACTION -.1109 (-3.05%) -.0734 (-1.90)
WTP .0005 (4.95%) .0004 (4.73%)
AGE -.0013 (-.46) .0002 (.07)
GENDER -.1640 (-1.11) -.0484 (-.34)
INCOME -.0572 (-3.20%) -.0612 (-3.58%)
EDUCATION -.0147 (-.43) -.0212 (-.65)
EMPLOYMENT .0820 (1.11) .0478 (.66)
CONSTRAINTS

Intrapersonal .1879 (5.85%)

Interpersonal 1524 (5.36%)

Structural .1301 (4.09%)
NEGOTIATION

Cognitive -.0636 (-2.16%)

Behavioral -.0577 (-2.00%)
COMMITMENT .0491 (1.52)
Constant 4.0153 (15.58%) 3.6872 (14.20%)
Log Likelihood -3108.86 -3061.95
rR2 .0826 1441

* indicates statistical significance at 5% level

The two models indicated significant associations from the number of previoing fis

participation (NFSHNG) and maximum willingness-to-pay values (WaBut dependent

variable of latent demand. The positive coefficient signs of NFSHNG and WiiiResl that

anglers with more experiences of past participation and higher impodatieeactivity are

more likely to exhibit unfulfilled desires for more frequent fishing. Amonvgise socio-
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demographic variables, INCOME was the only significant explanatory varrabteth models,
implying that anglers who have higher income are less likely to reveat @emand.

Estimation results of Model 2 provided strong evidence that the formation of |lateahde
is closely related to anglers’ constraints negotiation process. TriiBcsigt positive
coefficients of three factors of CONSTRAINTS demonstrated that angleo perceived
stronger impacts of constraints are likely to indicate greater latent dem@odversely, the
negative signs of NEGOTIATION factors showed that respondents with hights ¢éve
negotiation efforts possibly report lower degrees of latent demand. HQuleyeoncept of
commitment failed to reveal a significant relationship with latent demankle difference of
R? values between the two models also indicated the importance of the constraitittinag
process in the assessment of latent demand.

Marginal effects are commonly examined to better understand the assobetiveen an
estimated explanatory variable and its predictive probability, with othepemdient variables
held at a specified value (Hilbe, 2011). According to Cameron and Trivedi (2010), the
coefficients of count data models are largely interpreted as a setigiglas For example, the
coefficient of NFSHNG (0.0056) in Model 2 can be understood as one more time of pagt fishi
trips being associated with a 0.56% increase in latent demand. This resuiticaideth the

exponential conditional mean, which is produced byX¥¥)( According to Long (1997), the
average marginal effects can be also computefl ﬁywherej denotes a continuous regressor.
Accordingly, an additional past fishing trip is expected to generate 0.1618 (0:)28(0)

more trips of latent demand.

67



Conclusion and Discussion

Recent studies (e.g., Sutton, 2007; Upneja, Shafer, Seo, & Yoon, 2001) show a gradual
decline in the number of recreational anglers. Further, this downwaddigrerore alarming in
the Great Lakes with about 30 percent drop in fishing populations over the tgresied from
1996 to 2006 (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2007). With this steady decreaseng fishi
participation, it will be beneficial for fisheries managers to understandhewtriansform
anglers’ latent demand into actual demand. Accordingly, this study anex@mine what
factors affect anglers’ formation of latent demand and how their unfulifitedests can be
converted to effective (or actual) demand.

Based on the estimation results of count data models, this study discloseduhnat le
constraints play an important role in forming anglers’ latent demand. \Howbe latent
demand for more frequent participation was likely to decrease as amgjferts to negotiate the
impacts of constraints increased. The positive coefficient signs of respsrbesitfishing
experiences (NFSHNG) and maximum willingness-to-pay value (Whegaked that their latent
demand was more likely to increase when they indicated a higher level of ineolvientheir
favorite recreation activity. Moreover, this study provided empirical ecel¢hat anglers’
latent demand is negatively associated with their levels of household income.

In general, study results indicated that recreationists’ latent demamwbferfrequent
participation is closely related to their process of constraints negotiatAmong diverse
components in the constraints negotiation process, leisure constrainteweted be the most
influential elements that help form individuals’ latent demand. It can be reasadeisure
constraints serve as critical factors to determine either leisuergmees or subsequent leisure
choices, or both (Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Jackson, 2005a). Therefore, insights into

recreation demand are likely to be broadened by scrutinizing how leisureagussire
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associated with recreationists’ preferences and participation. ®teree of latent demand is
also attributed to insufficient usable resources and faciiitiesir real world (Mannell & Kleiber,
1997). Indeed, a set of independent variables including costs (e.qg., entrancarkees fees,
etc.) and non-price shifters (e.g., qualities of resources, congestion, crovgjeamesreation
demand functions determine the shape of particular demand curves (Loomis & Walsh, 1997).
These variables need to be more fully understood from the perspectives of leisugrtenst

In this sense, recreationists’ latent demand is likely to be best explginsthly the concept of
leisure constraints.

According to the first proposition of Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993), individuals’
decision to participate in an activity is dependent not upon the absence of canditdinpon
the presence of negotiation efforts. Different types of latent demandd@ferred and potential
demand) are known to be fulfilled not through eliminating leisure constraints, but through
exerting diverse negotiation efforts to attenuate the impacts of cors{jiali, 1981). Our
findings indicated supportive evidence that anglers’ latent demand is dindinighethe use of
their cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies. These resulterssistent with the
discussion of Williams and Basford (1992): latent demand is converted to actual demand
provided that various leisure constraints are alleviated by the operation oftiegdirategies.
Dissimilar to the two components of constraints negotiation process (i.e.e lemstraints and
negotiation strategies), the concept of commitment used as a proxy for rmosvatthis study
failed to disclose a significant linkage to latent demand.

It is important to note that the principal responsibilities for the transfasmatilatent
demand into actual demand lie with leisure service practitioners. Our resporegented that

family and work commitments were one of the most important predictors thabcoatio the

69



formation of latent demand. This also corresponds with the results that setvapdrsonal
constraints including family responsibilities revealed highest mean scoiesordingly,

various policies and practices that provide fishing experiences and inforreedbegrefits of
fishing participation to family members may be beneficial for angtelsssen the perception of
those constraints.  Similar to prior research (e.g., Jackson & Dunn, 1991; MeC&rSithale,
1993; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe, 1991), time constraints were one of the most inflresagais
why our respondents did not participate as often as they desire. From thetpargfdeisure
service delivery, greater efforts should be made to help recreation essers mitigate the
pressures of their everyday lives. As noted by Scott (1993), severajenagra strategies that
offer better opportunities to make reservations for leisure facilitieseamatas and provide
accurate information about time requirements may be feasible to réleeugltiences of time
constraints.

The positive linkages from past experiences and willingness-to-pay vallagsrit
demand were also worth noting. It is known that these behavioral aspects ayeadsseiated
with recreationists’ attitudes toward their preferred activitiesniitag, 1999). This study
found that the behavioral dimensions including use experience are likely to reinftivcguals’
habitual engagement in a specific activity and subsequently enhance tHsiofdeesure
involvement. As an indicator to measure individuals’ behavioral intentions, WTP ai&mipl
an important role in determining their attitudinal orientation toward more fnégagticipation
and the quantity of latent demand. An implication learned from these findirgg Isisure
service practitioners can benefit from developing different strat@gierder to facilitate the

conversion of latent demand into actual participation (Scott, 2005).
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Despite the existence of several interesting findings, there stilimematiple study
limitations and future research suggestions. While this study attempteglmyea semi-
experimental design to measure anglers’ latent demand, it revealed vaeasgrement
difficulties that were associated with the hypothetical situations. t 8f sgen-ended questions
were used for our respondents to report their differences between the numbaral grat
desired patrticipation in this study. However, the development of a stdisitake is needed to
enhance its applicability. Similar to previous studies on the constraguisiaten process, this
study provided incomplete information on what specific negotiation strategispecifically
employed within leisure service practitioners’ control. Accordin§dott (2005) and Samdabhl
and Jekubovich (1997), practitioners have steadily become uninterested in consseaantshr
since the conceptual development of negotiation. It may be reasoned that idtdneiced
roles of leisure service organizations given that people continuously paeticigheir favorite
activities by voluntarily making various efforts to negotiate constraintéore research is
required on how practitioners assist their clientele to effectively rm¢gotarious constraints.

In conclusion, this study provided empirical evidence that recreationisst demand for
more frequent participation is better addressed by understanding the &ndnoéwonstraints
negotiation. Study results indicated that participants’ latent demarashs$drmed into actual
participation through exerting diverse efforts to attenuate the perceptiosuséleonstraints.
We hope that this study will be useful for leisure service practitionersttr baderstand their

clientele’s formation of latent demand.
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CHAPTER IV: THE THEORETICAL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN THE

MECHANISMS OF CONSTRAINTS NEGOTIATION AND SERIOUS LEISUR E

Introduction

A wide variety of beneficial outcomes accrue from participation in desirggréeactivities
(Driver & Bruns, 1999; Freudenberg & Arlinghaus, 2010; Manfredo, Driver, & Tarit&96).
Leisure participants formulate or affirm personal and social identitié®inléisure careers,
which are normally classified as a part of leisure benefits (Hagg®vdliams, 1991; Kivel &
Kleiber, 2000). Nevertheless, not all types and levels of leisure involvement oaratioally
produce diverse benefits. Only particular recreation activities and erpesi that challenge
participants and require personal effort and perseverance to overcome wiffiatdtable to
yield these beneficial outcomes (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997).

Despite the presence of various constraints, individuals continuously partioipaizs
enjoy their favorite activities by making various negotiation eff@lé&kson, 2005a).
Negotiation strategies are largely acknowledged as the most tygigaltovavoid or reduce the
impacts of diverse constraints to leisure participation and enjoyment (Jackaompr@, &
Godbey, 1993). The strategies also play an important role in adjusting the inflaénces
constraints and motivations on the ability to participate in leisure acti(tigsbard & Mannell,
2001). For those reasons, negotiation strategies are commonly placeceatéhéncthe
constraints negotiation process, which demonstrates individuals’ decision-madasgiure to
participate in their favorite activities (Jun & Kyle, 2011).

In addressing individuals’ leisure involvement, Stebbins (1992, 1993, 1999) used the two
features of serious leisure mechanism, “the occasional need to perseveeSgmificant

personal effort,” instead of the terminology of constraints negotiation aio &tsure goals
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(McQuarrie & Jackson, 1996). Jackson (2005b) suggested that such perseverancsoaal per
effort to develop a career in an activity can be understood as the core of reystrategies.
From the short-term perspective, this type of negotiation strategiesar@nbidered hard work
rather than playing and having fun (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). However, &esanticipants’
negotiation efforts to overcome different difficulties eventually resytroducing a variety of
personal benefits (Crompton, Jackson, & Witt, 2005; Stebbins, 1982, 1999). Stebbins (1992)
noted that those desirable consequences include personal enduring benefits sfich as sel
actualization, self-enrichment, and self-expression in addition to the Isesfeditquiring
identities with their leisure pursuits such as unique sub-social bonding and<edl
contributing to an activity.

Although the theoretical frameworks of constraints negotiation and serisuseléiave
been independently developed to understand individuals’ leisure behaviors, thergiexase i
connections between two leisure theories, which involve similar transitionsurel€areers
(Jackson, 2005b; McQuarrie & Jackson, 1996). The conceptual similarities are bdsed on t
fact that the most important premise of serious leisure embraces thecpreteanstraints
which restrain participants from attaining leisure goals and the need foruwmmrg negotiation
efforts to acquire desired outcomes in leisure careers (Stebbins, 1992, 2001). nitgaitte
purpose of this study is to better understand recreationists’ benefit tiealigancess jointly
using the mechanisms of constraints negotiation and serious leisure. @htbéairetical
approach is likely to assist leisure service practitioners to broadearasgarof their clientele’s

procedures for leisure involvement.
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Literature Review

Constraints Negotiation Process

Leisure constraints are generally defined as factors perceived oreexeer by
individuals that limit the formation of leisure preferences and inhibit participa their desired
activities (Jackson, 1997). Prior to the early 1990s, a wealth of constesatsch largely
believed that the desire to participate in an activity plays the most impoota in overcoming
the influences of constraints (Jackson & Scott, 1999). Nevertheless, sawdiesd &.g., Kay
& Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe, 1991) suggested that constraints do not
necessarily restrict or preclude leisure participation. Putwiberthere may not be a simple
linear association between constraints and participation becaargge anbmber of individuals
participate in leisure activities while continuously searching for innexatays to alleviate and
overcome the effects of constraints (Kay & Jackson, 1991). Jackson, Crawtbfdpdbey
(1993) argued that participation is not dependent upon the absence of constraints, but upon
successful negotiation of leisure constraints, which is often influencedrimys psychological
(e.g., motivations, personality, preferences) and socio-demograplursféely., gender, age,
income).

The conceptual development of constraints negotiation contributed to the emergirece of
constraints negotiation process, which exhibits the role of negotiatiorgssate individuals’
leisure pursuits.  With multivariate methods such as structural equatiotimyq@&=M),

Hubbard and Mannell (2001) empirically tested the process. Through a comparison of f
competing models (i.e., independence model, negotiation-buffer model, consfietg-ef

mitigation model, and perceived-constraint-reduction model), they disclosetdltatristraint-
effects-mitigation model (see Figure I-3) was found to be superior tuliees. According to

this model, the operation of negotiation efforts triggered by an increaseis té constraints
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and motivations, mitigates the negative relationship between constraints acigaiaon but
intensifies the positive association between motivations and participation.

In order to better understand the systematic process of constraints negoeatoal, s
modifications have been made to the constraint-effects-mitigation modelers®
psychological factors and socio-demographic variables have been atsbiaiddthe model to
examine their effects in the process. For example, Loucks-Atkinson and IM2006&) and
White (2008) expanded the constraint-effects-mitigation model by insertiaddaimonal
construct of negotiation-efficacy, modified from Bandura’s (1994) concept eéffielhcy into
the model. Besides negotiation-efficacy, the influences of differeshpkygical constructs
such as celebrity involvement and identity conflict and facilitation on the gsacere
empirically examined by several researchers (e.g., Jun & Kyle, 2@&1&IScott, 2009).
Serious Leisure Mechanism

Stebbins (1992) defined serious leisure as “the systematic pursuit of awity #aéit is
sufficiently substantial and interesting for the participant to find acdhnere in the acquisition
and expression of its special skills and knowledge” (p. 3). While serious leisgleeiged to
make a significant contribution to the quality of life, there may be also coalldeself-sacrifice
and perseverance in the short-term period (Stebbins, 1982, 1992). The hard work to meet the
challenge of serious leisure is known to generate diverse psychologicishieckiding self-
accomplishment and self-enrichment and provide particular identities atesbwith social
worlds and leisure pursuits (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997; Stebbins, 1992, 1999).

Stebbins suggested six particular qualities of serious leisure participhith are
different from casual leisure: 1) serious leisure participants occégiorad to persevere in the

difficult situations; 2) the participants have leisure careers in theiagatewhich are largely
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associated with their own career contingencies, stages of involvementstemek$iof turning
points; 3) this type of leisure requires significant personal effort anccapph of acquired
knowledge, training, and skill; 4) the participants acquire eight different duraidétedi.e.,
self-actualization, self-enrichment, self-expression, enhanceohsak, etc.); 5) they develop
unique ethos or subcultures which imply the existence of distinct beliefditids, values, ideals,
and traditions; and 6) serious leisure participants indicate strong idaintifi@ssociated with
their activity.

While prior studies on serious leisure theory have largely focused on a variety of
gualitative methods, a growing number of quantitative approachks tag¢chanism (e.g., Gould,
Moore, McGuire, & Stebbins, 2008; Tsaur & Liang, 2008) have recently emerged tstande
individuals’ leisure pursuits. Among these quantitative studies, the work of Galld2008)
is worth noting because the authors developed a measurement scale for ssu@us |IAs a
result, much empirical research using diverse quantitative techniques a¢seelqmeexamine the
associations between serious leisure mechanism and other theories.

Constraints Negotiation Process vs. Serious Leisure Mechanism

Stebbins (2001) defined leisure careers, the second quality of serious leisewdrnas
an enduring personal pursuit or passage “shaped by its own special contingemingsptints,
and stages of achievement or involvement” (p. 9). Individuals’ leisure carearar related
to the third quality of serious leisure, a significant personal effort, comtedton acquiring
particular skills, knowledge, and training (Stebbins, 1999). In this sense, usiiatigea
methods, several researchers have attempted to examine the associsisnseatareers with

diverse facets of leisure pursuits such as preferences, motivations, skidipgeent, and
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constraints negotiation strategies (e.g., Gibson, Willming, & Holdnak, 2002; Hadtingh,
Scholder, & Gyr, 1995; Kane & Zink, 2004; McQuarrie & Jackson, 1996, 2002).

Among the multifaceted components of leisure careers, constraints ar@chynbelieved
to be most important because these factors restrict an individual's abpitydue desired
activities (Jackson & Scott, 1999). Scott and Shafer (2001) noted that individisalee le
careers involve a variety of contingencies, which frequently limit thelityatn progress along
the specialization continuum. Accordingly, career contingencies arelecgito encompass
various constraints that individuals inevitably confront during their leisure paiSisaur &
Liang, 2008). At transitional points wherein individuals attempt to develop thegrsathe
impacts of constraints cause behavioral and attitudinal changes and triggeerdigons of
several negotiation strategies (Jackson, 2005b; Stebbins, 1992). The occasiomal need t
persevere and a significant personal effort, the two qualities of serioug lgisahanism, can be
better understood using the notion of negotiation in the constraints negotiation prdcisss.
reasoned that these two features of serious leisure involve resolving and ongreamnous
kinds of difficulties and obstacles (McQuarrie & Jackson, 1996). Previous studike
constraints negotiation process (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Lee & Scott, 20@8stou
Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008) provided supportive evidence that there is a positive
relationship between constraints and negotiation strategies. Thetb&ofiest hypothesis can

be stated as below:

H 1: Constraints positively affect negotiation strategies.
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Serious leisure is normally characterized by long-term committoenteisure activity
(Stebbins, 1992). The concept of commitment is popularly applied to explain individuals’
consistent behavioral patterns (Havitz & Dimanche, 1997; Kim, Scott, & Crompton, 1997).
Previous studies (e.g., Shamir, 1988; Tinsley & Tinsley, 1986) indicated that contiamance
dedication are the most appropriate dimensions of commitment. Particuladyjdral
consistency involves consistent or focused behaviors over time and a rejectdstdtite
behaviors, and influences membership in social groups (Buchanan, 1985). As a result,
commitment may be better viewed within the scope of serious leisuersard-or those
reasons, Stebbins (1992) emphasized commitment as the core element of saueus leis
mechanism.

Commitment indicates a willingness to exert psychological and physioas on
frequently participating in an activity (Tinsley & Tinsley, 1986). Achkog to Stebbins (1992,
2001), individuals with strong personal and behavioral commitment to their pdedetreities
are more likely to become serious leisure participants, consider thegdlastivities as an
important life interest, and overcome diverse difficulties to continue émunsuits.  In other
words, people with higher levels of commitment to a specific leisure acthoty stronger
efforts and greater intentions to actively negotiate various constraihisiineisure careers.
Shamir (1988) also defined commitment as a motivational state or disposition to cantinue
activity.  Accordingly, the concept of commitment can be believed to be an ajppeopri
surrogate variable of motivations in the constraint negotiation process. d @aas

background, the next hypothesis is presented as below:

H 2: Commitment positively affects negotiation strategies.
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Schlenker (1984) noted that individuals tend to validate whether they develop specific
identities by showing their personal commitment to specific activitis other words, people
become personally committed to their favorite activities, and then pursue a vafebure
behaviors consistent with their self-identity and social identity (HaggandIBams, 1992;
Kuentzel, 2000). The fifth and sixth qualities of serious leisure mechanispuifigue ethos
and self-identification) may fall into these categories of leisure tydrmgicause serious leisure
participants are socially attached to their peer group and seek a stfipergity related to
their activities. Moreover, Shamir (1988) suggested that behavioral commhitreleisure
activity, consistent with the notion of side bets (Becker, 1960), likely engendersedareturing
beneficial outcomes including feelings of self-determination and freedohomfec According
to Tsaur and Liang (2008), behavioral commitment provides serious leisucgppaitis with
durable benefits and personal commitment allows them to develop social worltyidedtself-
identity strongly associated with their favorite activity. Theref these facts lead this study to

hypothesize as below:

H 3-1: Commitment positively affects enduring benefits;
H 3-2: Commitment positively affects social world identity;

H 3-3: Commitment positively affects self-identity.

Stebbins (1993) suggested that new meanings of negotiation can be identified by
comparing the two frameworks of serious leisure and constraints negotiationebeeaoss

leisure needs to alleviate the overwhelming influences of social, psychol@gdgbhysical

79



obstacles. Put otherwise, the occasional need to persevere and signifeamadlpefforts
involve surmounting and overcoming diverse hardships and obstacles (Stebbins, 1992). Thes
two qualities of serious leisure can be understood as substantial elements atinagoti
strategies to relieve the impacts of leisure constraints (Jackson, 2005baiMe@ Jackson,
1996).

Moreover, a vast variety of beneficial outcomes garnered from leisure invahaerve
as important reasons for challenging the influences of constrainte(BriBruns, 1999;
Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). According to the integrated framework of leisonstcaints and
leisure benefits (see Figure 1I-2), proposed by Crompton, Jackson, and Wit (2684duals’
leisure pursuits sequentially proceed to reach diverse leisure benefitsahg of negotiating a
series of constraints at several stages. This integrated approach datestisat individuals’
ultimate end of leisure involvement is the attainment of desired benefiat@noes rather than
participation itself. Stebbins (1992) also noted that serious leisure can mgkéieasit
contribution to the realization of diverse psychological benefits. In this sengs)s personal
efforts to negotiate diverse difficulties in leisure careers likelp individuals realize an array of
durable beneficial outcomes such as self-actualization and self-eantfiackson, 2005b;
Stebbins, 1993). In addition to these personal psychological benefits, individicats’ to
challenge a variety of constraints possibly contribute to forming aimchad§ self-identity and
feelings of social world identity (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997; Stryker, 1987As a result, the

following three hypotheses can be presented:

H 4-1: Negotiation strategies positively affect enduring benefits;

H 4-2: Negotiation strategies positively affect social world identity;,
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H 4-3: Negotiation strategies positively affect self-identity.

According to the identity formation theory (Erickson, 1959; Shaw, Kleiber, & Caldwell
1995), individuals’ identity can be formed from their feelings of self-deterrmmand self-
expression. In other words, the process of leisure identity formation recegreatronists’
preferred self-images that accrue from strong involvement into partieidure activities
(Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). The identity affirmation theory also emphasizat leisure
identities are developed sequentially in the following order: persersdcial (Haggard &
Willams, 1992). In other words, once individuals formulate unique self-identity tiiroug
perceiving various psychological benefits from leisure engagementetieya develop sub-
cultural identity in response to their behaviors and other’s feedback (Dimanshaméahl,

1994). These identities embrace a set of meanings defining who an individual is ay ah a
expectations determining how the individual should behave (Jun & Kyle, 2011). Accordingly,

this study hypothesizes as below:
H 5-1: Enduring benefits positively affect self-identity;
H 5-2: Enduring benefits positively affect social world identity;

H 6. Sdlf-identity positively affects social world identity.

A theoretical model is presented in Figure IV-1 in order to help understand the proposed

study hypotheses.
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identity

Figure IV - 1. Proposed conceptual model for this study

Method

Data Collection

This study made use of Wisconsin anglers as a study population. A saraptgert (N
=10,000) was randomly selected using a computer-generated random sanaokayig from
an emalil list of fishing participants who purchased Wisconsin fishing lisengke 2011 fiscal
year (July 1, 2010 — June 30, 2011). As a cost-efficient data collection method, an online
survey was conducted during the course of four weeks from February to March, 201&lerIn o
to increase a response rate, this study carefully used a modified togal oheshod
recommended by Dillman, Smyth, and Chritian (2009) for the survey proceduresordifgly,
an invitation letter and a set of reminders were sent in three diffeeyes. A non-response
check with several survey items including socio-demographic informaasrcanducted to
determine if our respondents are different from non-respondents. The irdicksed that

there is no significant difference between the two groups (see App&hdix
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After deleting 72 respondents as non-deliverables, the survey procedure yielded 1,637
responses, indicating an effective response rate of 16.5%. Further, 667 casgopmed
with incomplete information in at least one of the indicators in model estimation aseés$ c
were excluded as multivariate outliers during the data scig@natess. For final data analysis,
962 responses were used.
Measures

In order to measure the concept of leisure constraints, this study made dserof a
dimensional approach comprising intrinsic, interactional, regulatory, ardstl constraints.
A tripartite approach embracing intrapersonal, interpersonal, and sttwdns#éraints has been
popularly applied in empirical studies to address intricate relations watlrdepreferences and
leisure engagement (Jun & Kyle, 2011). However, the number of sub-dimensiapsyitoli
vary according to the context of diverse recreation activities (Godbeyf&@dad Shen, 2010).
A sub-dimension, regulatory constraints, was additionally inserted basedwevaoépast
literature on fishing constraints (e.g., Fedler & Ditton, 2001; Ritter, Di&dRiechers, 1992;
Sutton, 2007). The sub-dimensions of intrinsic (e.g., | have too many family res|ues)bi
and interactional constraints (e.g., | can’t find other people who have intenssiimg) were
comprised of two and three measurement items, respectively. StrgetgraFishing facilities
are poorly developed and maintained) and regulatory constraints (e.g., Fedutagions are
too restrictive) also included two items each. The results of explofaidor analysis (EFA)
supported the four-dimensional approach to the concept with 77.5% of total variance explained.
A five-point Likert response format with values ranging from 1 (strodgiggree) to 5 (strongly

agree) was used to measure these items.
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Anglers’ level of negotiation efforts was measured with twelve diffatents modified
from previous studies on the concept (e.g., Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Girgolas, 2007; Jackson &
Rucks, 1995; Jun & Kyle, 2011; White, 2008). Based on results of EFA, this study diassifie
negotiation strategies into five different sub-dimensions. Firstly, weogied three different
items of cognitive negotiation strategies (e.g., | try to push myselfiatdan | encounter some
obstacles in fishing). Diverse behavioral negotiation strategies Vgereategorized into four
different types including financial adjustment (e.g., | try to budget my mphige management
(e.q., I try to organize my schedule), interpersonal coordination (e.g., | tindtpdople with
similar interests), and skill development (e.g., | try to practice to improvishigg skills). A
five-point Likert scale was employed with values ranging from 1 (négds)always), and the
results of EFA revealed the presence of the five sub-dimensions in the conoegotdtion
with 74.9% of total variance explained.

The concept of commitment was measured using a combination of several scaked adopt
from previous studies (e.g., Kim, Scott, & Crompton, 1997; Lee & Scott, 2006; Mclintyre, 1989;
Siegenthaler & Lam, 1992). This scale included four different itergs (el stopped fishing, |
would lose touch with my friends) that were measured on a five-point Likert fovithavalues
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Téwdtseof confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) revealed its unidimensionality and acceptable fit to tagMB&l = 0.987; CFl =

0.989; NNFI = 0.967; RMSEA = 0.76) except for the ratio of chi-square/degree of freedom

(,df = 6.580, p < 0.001).

The different types of beneficial outcomes (i.e., enduring benefits, social ientity,
and self-identity) that are known to ensue from serious leisure involvement weneretkaith

twelve items mainly using the scale developed by Gould, Moore, McGuire teloioirg (2008).
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The construct of enduring benefits was measured with four scale item§&ig&mg has enabled
me to realize my potential). The two constructs of social world identgy, (eshare many of
my fishing group ideals) and self-identity (e.g., Others recognizé ithntify with fishing)

were also evaluated by using three and five different measurement itepesitieely. Each
item used a five-point Likert scale with values ranging from 1 (slyaigagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). The results of EFA indicated the existence of these three faittoi77.2% of total
variance explained. Several descriptive statistics for all indicatdrghe@ internal consistency
of each latent variable are presented in Table IV-1.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Most respondents were males (95.8%) with a mean age of 50.0 years. Almost half
(46.5%) of anglers reported an annual household income of greater than $80,000. Tk majori
of respondents (87%) had college/university or graduate education and aboutd&adthir
anglers (65.2%) were employed on a full-time basis. More than half (53.0%eck fueir
primary residence in urban or suburban areas. The average number ofsmaTd@nts
resided in their counties was 27.6. In terms of fishing experience in Wiscaaisirs wour
respondents fished 33.6 times on average during the last 12 months and inland lakes or flowages
(19.6 times) were their most preferred fishing places, followed by rivestseams (10.4 times)

and Great Lakes (4.3 times).
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Table IV - 1. Descriptive statistics for diverse constructs and measnotéiems

ganbach’s

Second and first-order constructs and observed variables Mean JIpha

Constraints 71
Intrinsic constraints (F1)
| have too many family responsibilities (V1) 3.19 .96
The cost of fishing equipment and supplies is too expensive2 a1 90
(V2) ' '
Interactional constraints (F2)
| can't find other people who have interest in fishing (V3) 2.27 .88
| can’t find other people who have enough time to fish (V4) 2.56 .98
| can’t find other people who have the necessary fishing skigs17

(V5) .78
Regulatory constraints (F3)
Fishing regulations are too restrictive (V6) 242 1.02
Fishing regulations are difficult to understand (V7) 253 1.07

Structural constraints (F4)
Fishing facilities are poorly developed and maintained (V8) 2.20 .94

Fishing facilities and areas are too crowded (V9) 272 1.07
Commitment T7
If | stopped fishing, | would lose touch with my friends (V10) 2.10 .87
If I couldn’t go fishing, | am not sure what | would do (V11) 239 111

Because of fishing, | don’t have time to spend participating in 209 79
other leisure activities (V12) ' '
| find that a lot of my life is organized around fishing (V13) 241 1.02
Negotiation .83
Cognitive strategies (F5)
| try to push myself harder when | encounter some obstacle§ 91

in fishing (V14) 92
I trzlvtgsp;ersst until 1 overcome some obstacles in fishing 3.00 93
| try to swallow my pride when | encounter some obstacles iQ 79 98
fishing (V16) ' '
Financial adjustment (F6)
| try to budget my money (V17) 357 1.04
| try to find inexpensive fishing equipment and supplies 318 106
(V18)
Time management (F7)
| try to organize my schedule (V19) 3.65 .89
| try to drop other obligations and activies (V20) 2.74 .83
Interpersonal coordination (F8)
| try to find people with similar interests (V21) 3.25 .92
| try to persuade my family or friends to go fishing (V22) 3.46 91
| try to meet people who like fishing (V23) 2.87 .96
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Table IV - 1. (cont’d)

Second and first-order constructs and observed variables Mean g.r%?sr?gh S
Skill development (F9)
| try to practice to improve my fishing skills (V24) 3.30 1.04
| try to ask for help with fishing skills (V25) 288 1.02
Enduring benefits .90
Fishing has enabled me to realize my potential (V26) 2.99 .76
Fishing allows me to express my knowledge and expertise (V27) 3.20 .81
Fishing is an important means to express myself (V28) 3.02 .86
My view of myself has improved as a result of fishing (V29) 2.94 .84
Social world identity .88
| share many of the sentiments of my fellow fishing devotees 3.43 vy
(V30) ' '
Other fishing enthusiasts and | share many of the same ideals3 53 72
(V31) ' '
| share many of my fishing group’s ideals (V32) 3.40 72
Self-identity .94
Being an angler is an important part of who | am (V33) 3.41 .97
Other people who know me understand that fishing is a part of
343 1.01
who | am (V34)
| am often recognized as a person devoted to fishing (V35) 298 1.05
Others recognize that | identify with fishing (V36) 3.33 .97
| have many goals related to fishing (V37) 2.96 .95

Second- vs. First-Order Factor Models

As Anderson and Gerbing (1988) recommended, this study made use of a two-step
modeling approach for structural equation modeling (SEM). In order to alssas=gree of fit
of the measurement and structural model, this study adopted five differiedidés: the chi-
square xz)/degree of freedom statistics, Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparativadex (CFl),
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (FNISE
The indices of NFI, CFl and NNFI are commonly recommended to be greater thanah9 for
acceptable model fit (Bentler, 1990). The RMSEA value of less than 0.08 alsdeadina
acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Finally, a non-significant valwdi-square/degree

of freedom ratio suggests a good fit to the data although this statistisaavn to be highly
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sensitive to sample size (Kline, 2005). Prior to examining the measurement thisdstudy
compared several models representing the concepts of constraints and negotiatioder to
specify the underlying structure of each concept, this study developed theeendimodels
including a first-order factor model with all indicators, a first-or@etor model with indicators
portraying aggregated scores, and a second-order factor model. IMigusbows several
first- and second-order factor models to demonstrate the concepts of cansatdinegotiation.
Based on the results of the comparison, the second-order factor modelsrwmreatily selected
as the best options with their superior fits to the data. A comparison ofld&vadices for
each model is presented in Table IV-2.

Higher order factor models are known to be more appropriate when lower order &aetors
highly interrelated (Chen, Sousa, & West, 2005). According to our comparison, résilts
second-order factor models were beneficial to account for the concépitsuoé constraints and
negotiation because these concepts are often conceptualized in a hidrarahiea (Gerbing,
Hamilton, & Freeman, 1994; Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). For example, the second-
order construct of constraints can be conceptualized as a composite of sesteveddir
dimensions such as intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraintse firfthesder
latent variables are likely to vary according to the context of particcliztees, which are
measured by using observed indicators. Nevertheless, a sizable numleerafystudies on
the constraints negotiation process (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001, Jun & Kyle, 2011; Lee &
Scott, 2009) simply aggregated scores of each first-order construct ard asahanifest
variables in data analysis. However, despite the specification cotypésiecond-order factor
models (Koufteros, Babbar, & Kaighobadi, 2009), there are substantial advasftégsdigher

order approach, which effectively illustrates the underlying conceptuatige.
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Vi1

First-order factor model with all indicators

MF1 || MF2 || MF3 || MF4

First-order factor model with aggregated indicators

Second-order factor model

Negotiation

V14 || VA5 | e, V25 MF5 MF9

First-order factor model with all indicators First-order factor model with
aggregated indicators

Negotiation

Negotiation

.85
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development
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management
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adjustment

Cognitive
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V22 V24 | V25

V14 | V15 || V16 || V17 || V18
Second-order factor model
MF: Aggregated mean values of first-order factors

Numbers in the second-order models indicate the factor loadings
Figure IV - 2. Comparison between second- and first-order factor models
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Table IV - 2. Comparisons of several second- and first-order factor models

Construct Model ledf NFI CFl  NNFI  RMSEA
First-order with all indicators 1352.7/27  .559 .563 417 226

Constraints First-order with aggregates 41.3/2 .902 905 716 143
Second-order 131.3/23 .957 .964 .944 .070
First-order with all indicators 1529.8/54  .620 627 544 .169

Negotiation First-order with aggregates 49.6/5 942 .947 .895 .096
Second-order 230.6/49 943 .954 .938 .062

First-Order CFA for Constraints and Negotiation

Once the second-order factor models for the concepts of constraints and negotiation
demonstrated better fits to the data, this study conducted first-order Ckantine the
unidimensionality of each concept. Results indicated that all fit indice®fmtraints (NFI =
0.973; CFI =0.979; NNFI = 0.964; RMSEA = 0.056) and negotiation (NFI = 0.959; CFI =
0.969; NNFI = 0.954; RMSEA = 0.054) were adequate except for the highly significant chi-
square/degree of freedom ratios of 4.008 for constraints and 3.779 for negotiationmslofter
internal consistency, the latent factors seemed marginally relialdedeethe statistics of the
composite reliabilities were greater than 0.6 (Hatcher, 1994). Anderson andg3&©88)
noted that convergent validity is considered to be satisfactorily met when ardisabw
significant factor loading scores. In this regard, convergent validitydem®nstrated because
all t-values of indicator coefficients ranging from 10.13 to 26.49 were highly signtificdn
order to examine discriminant validity, this study conducted a comparisongmetner
variances of each latent factor and the values of squared correlations. sultsea@nfirmed
discriminant validity given that error variance statistics of eash-drder factor were greater
than the squared correlation estimates (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Subdgqienstudy
chose the second-order models for the concepts of constraints and negotiatlda.lV-Ba

displays the results of the first-order CFA which present construabilélr and validity.
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Table IV - 3. Results of first-order confirmatory factor analyses fortcaings and negotiation

Regression Factor Correlation matrices and
Constructs . : t-value C.R. :
weight loadings error variances
Constraints F1 F2 F3 F4
Intrinsic (F1)
V1 726 524 11.32* .66 52
V2 1.000 .651 -
Interactional (F2)
V3 1.406 943 26.49*
V4 1.282 T71 24 55* 17 48 74
V5 1.000 .758 -
Regulatory (F3)
V6 1.000 .902 - 74 A7 A9 .71
V7 1.075 .801 16.65*
Structural (F4)
V8 1.128 .787 10.13* .68 46 .16 48 55
V9 1.000 612 -
Fit indices ledf =4.01,p<.001; NFI=.97; CFI=.98; NNFI=.96; RMSEA =.06
Negotiation F5 F6 F7 F8 F9
Cognitive (F5)
V14 1.232 .854 21.43* 70 66
V15 1.262 .890 21.59* '
V16 1.000 .653 -
Financial (F6)
V17 1.000 .853 - .62 .33 .56
V18 .799 .667 10.60*
Time (F7)
V19 1.000 791 - 68 .37 .44 61
V20 778 .663 11.48*
Interpersonal (F8)
V21 1.000 .646 -
V22 1.026 .643 15.76* 6148 .30 .40 .57
V23 1.279 .801 17.50*
Skill (F9)
V24 1.276 .832 1717 62 54 26 .39 .74 56
V25 1.000 677 -
Fit indices ledf =3.78p<.001; NFI=.96 CFI=.97; NNFI=.95; RMSEA=.05

C.R.: Composite reliability
* indicates significant at the level of .05
Italics indicate error variances
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Measurement Model

The measurement model with the free correlations among the four diffiesewoirder
constructs (i.e., commitment, enduring benefits, self-identity, and social ideritity) and the
two second-order latent variables (i.e., constraints and negotiationxaraged to validate the
underlying unidimensionality. All indices (NFI = 0.904; CFI = 0.933; NNFI = 0.RMSEA

= 0.046) indicated an acceptable model fit to the data except for the ratiesojueine/degree of

freedom 152 =1810.312df = 604,p< 0.001). The six different first- and second- order latent
factors were considered moderately reliable because all statftive composite reliabilities
indicated greater than 0.6. Convergent validity also seemed to be saiigfastbbased on
the fact that-values ranging from 7.67 to 31.10 were highly significant as shown in Table IV-4.
Discriminant validity is apparent given that the statistics of error veggare greater than the
squared correlation estimates between the constructs of interest. Arsmnf squared
correlation estimates and error variances presented in Table V-5 sgpgmdriminant validity.
Structural Model

The measurement model showed an acceptable fit to the data and a sabitfyraind
validity tests provided evidence that diverse observed variables effectiealyured the
underlying constructs. Then, this study proceeded to specify the hypothesizada model.
Prior to performing a path analysis with first- and second- order lateables, nomological
validity should be evaluated by using chi-square difference tests betveetireoretical
structural model and the measurement model (Hatcher, 1994). Provided thatrbere is
significant difference, the hypothesized structural model is geypédxaieved appropriate to
explain the predictive relationships among the latent variables (Andersonbéh€1988;

Kline, 2005). A chi-square difference test between the measurement model and the
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hypothetical structural modeM(Z = 8.12,Adf = 4,p = 0.087) revealed no significant difference.
In other words, the structural model for this study successfully demonstrajgednive
relationships between the underlying constructs. In addition to the support for namalologi
validity, several fit indices of the structural model (NFI = 0.902; CB1932; NNFI = 0.926;

RMSEA = 0.046) were acceptable to account for the hypothesized intermslati

Table IV - 4. Results of measurement model estimation

Second/first-order Unstandardized Factor Composite
L : : ! t-value o
constructs and indicators regression weights  loadings reliability
F1 1.000 .849 -
Constraints F2 .795 422 7.67* 63
F3 1.028 .600 8.40* '
F4 817 611 7.47*
V10 526 513 15.08*
Commitment V11 .865 .664 20.12* 68
V12 .543 547 16.35*
V13 1.000 .837 -
F5 1.000 .665 -
F6 742 .362 7.83*
Negotiation F7 .730 521 8.73* .69
F8 1.131 .807 11.93*
F9 1.271 .831 11.51*
V26 914 .783 25.37*
Enduring V27 1.021 .816 26.64* 78
benefits V28 1.156 .879 28.91* '
V29 1.000 74 -
Social world V30 1.115 .826 25.12*
identity V31 1.090 .842 25.49* .81
V32 1.000 .766 -
V33 1.106 174 28.81*
V34 1.219 .861 31.10*
Self-identity V35 1.255 .884 30.61* .76
V36 1.133 .895 29.57*
V37 1.000 .844 -

* indicates significant at the level of .05
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Table IV - 5. Correlation estimates between latent variables andvarrances

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Constraints .50
2. Commitment .07 .63
3. Negotiation A7 .58 .60
4. Enduring benefits -.02 .66 .56 73
5. Social world identity -.04 .54 .52 .59 .78
6. Self-identity -.07 .78 .61 .76 .67 72

Italics indicate error variances

Study results suggested that negotiation strategies play an importantboliging the
relationships from leisure constraints and commitment to diverse psychologmedicial
outcomes from leisure involvement. As expected, this study found a positiveclip&bageen
constraints and negotiation (HA= 0.15,t = 3.416). Commitment also positively affected
anglers’ efforts to negotiate leisure constraints (4 2:0.59;t = 11.179) and showed significant
positive associations with enduring benefits (H 3-£:0.53,t = 10.986) and self-identity (H 3-
2:=0.53t=11.324). Negotiation was significantly associated with the thresreliff types
of psychological benefits, namely, enduring benefits (H440.25,t = 5.322), social world
identity (H 4-2:5 = 0.15,t = 3.327), and self-identity (H 4-B8:= 0.09,t = 2.647). Furthermore,
enduring benefits positively affected self-identity (H %% 0.35,t = 9.334) and social world
identity (H 5-2:4 = 0.16,t = 3.262). The construct of self-identity also exhibited a positive
relationship with social world identity (H §:= 0.50,t = 6.848).

The three different types of psychological beneficial outcomes indicaigt anagnitude
of associations with a set of explanatory latent variables. More than 75%aofoeam self-
identity was explained by negotiation, commitment, and enduring benefits. laiBiralmost

half of the variance in enduring benefits was accounted by the two diftenestructs of
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negotiation and commitment. The standardized regression coeffiarehsgj@ared multiple

correlations(Rz) of the structural model are presented in Figure IV-3.

Discussion and Conclusion

Individuals’ fulfillment of desired leisure benefits is known to be closelgaated with
the extent to which they challenge various leisure constraints (Jackson, RROBizIl &
Kleiber, 1997). With an integrated model of leisure constraints and bese#t&igure I-2),
Crompton, Jackson, and Witt (2005) suggested that diverse beneficial psychologmalesutc
that accrue from leisure involvement are attributable to various leisus&a@orts and
subsequent efforts to negotiate the impacts of constraints. This study ineedadine how
leisure participants acquire diverse psychological benefits by myemtigotiation efforts to
overcome the effects of leisure constraints. Further, several fesesafe.g., McQuarrie &
Jackson, 1996, 2002; Stebbins, 1993) noted that various negotiation efforts to overcome leisure
constraints are the most important elements of serious leisure involvemeabrdiAgly, this
study attempted to investigate recreationists’ benefit realizptmsess using an inter-theoretical
approach between constraints negotiation process and serious leisureismecha

Overall, this study provided empirical evidence that the systematic protbsnefit
realization can be better understood by incorporating the two major ldisonges of constraints
negotiation and serious leisure into a combined framework. According tosthts ref the
structural model, several latent factors derived from the two theorresmganingfully
interconnected to each other. The second-order construct of leisure cansichaatting the
presence of hardships and difficulties in individuals’ serious leisure carasrsignificantly

associated with negotiation strategies (H 1).
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Note: Bold lines indicate significant paths at the level of .05
Dotted line indicates an insignificant path at the level of .05
Figure IV - 3. Path coefficients and squared multiple correlations ofriegtal model
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As a proxy variable of motivations in the constraints negotiation process, the datent f
of commitment which is known as an important element of serious leisure mechanismlpos
affected negotiation efforts (H 2) as well as enduring benefits (H 3-1)etiadentity (H 3-3).
The higher order concept of negotiation strategies that implies the pearssve difficult
situations and significant personal efforts in serious leisure careeeded\strong connections
to all of the three types of psychological leisure benefits (H 4-1; H 4-23H 4Finally, this
study disclosed intimate interconnections among desired outcomes from sesiags le
involvement. The structural model demonstrated that personal enduring bareefitsitively
related to self-identity (H 5-1) as well as social world identity (H.5-Results also showed that
self-identity associated with serious leisure careers positiviggtatl individuals’ sub-social
identity (H 6).

Several discussion points emerge based on these study findings. Ourstesuéd that
negotiation strategies to endure various difficulties and defy severalaiatsgventually are
key elements that help recreationists accomplish desired benefits andigonctive leisure
identities. Previous studies on the process of constraints negotiatibedeaconsensus that
individuals’ level of participation is dependent upon the extent of negotiation efféftavever,
this study witnessed another substantial role of negotiation strategibglihatalize diverse
beneficial outcomes and develop unique leisure identities.

Stebbins (1992) emphasized that some recreationists’ hard work and perseverance
stimulate individuals to develop their perceptions of self-identity and sodtaddiegness as
well as feelings of self-accomplishment and personal psychological lsenefur structural
model demonstrated that negotiation efforts to challenge diverse leisgteagus positively

affect the accomplishment of several leisure benefits. This resaisdedoe consistent with
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the argument of Crompton et al. (2005) that the use of negotiation strategies isitiéssed
when various benefits from leisure engagement are able to compensate inglipiesaverance
and efforts to attenuate the impacts of constraints. Accordingly, awafigsychological
beneficial consequences can be better predicted by understandingemitiesactions among
several important components in the constraints negotiation process.

Furthermore, the structural model used in this study illustrated that theptafc
negotiation efforts is placed at the center of both major leisure theofiés. cognitive and
behavioral negotiation strategies served as mediators which connect bedereationists’
commitment to an activity and diverse psychological benefits from seamusd involvement.
These strategies also acted as conciliators which attenuate the iofpamtstraints on the
realization of various leisure benefits. Put otherwise, this finding supportesi\thaety of
negotiation strategies determine the extent to which recreationilste tbair desirable
consequences while balancing the potential counter impacts of constraints ancdhoemt it
more frequent participation. Taken together, study results found thatithesdersure
mechanism involves the need for various negotiation efforts that arrange thentitas of
constraints and commitment and facilitate to realize individuals’ leigla¢ed goals. Based
on this importance of negotiation strategies in serious leisure careers, Ja€G&) (oted that
the terminologies of Stebbins (1992, 1999), who characterized the serious leiSuamisrac
through the two qualities of “the occasional need to persevere” and “a sighersonal effort”,
can be replaced with “the adoption of leisure constraints negotiation strategies

Study results demonstrated that individuals’ leisure identities with antpaetnd a peer
group are generated by their self-images that are formed with the sédsesse personal

benefits such as self-expression, self-determination, and self-acioaliddannell & Kleiber,
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1997). Our structural model showed the process of identity development fredesélfy to
sub-social identity and supported the theory of identity formation and affimatiThese
outcomes from serious leisure involvement were found to be closely related to swntria a
specific activity as well as negotiation efforts. This study also prdsdeportive evidence
that higher order factor models are beneficial to specify the undedgmgeptual structure of
leisure constraints and negotiation strategies. The hierarcpalsech is known to be more
useful provided that several lower order factors indicate modest to highdéwelselations as
shown in our data (see Table IV-2). Further, results disclosed potential dkavwbat several
lower order factor models treat aggregated mean scores of first-ordeuctmas indicators.
Despite the presence of these contributions, several study limitations @amedrésearch
suggestions are worth noting. This study made use of leisure constsaimésnaost typical
career contingencies which recreationists often face during the coursmos$ $eisure
involvement. Nevertheless, life transitions embrace a wealth of positive diveeggents and
experiences (e.g., birth of a child and loss of a spouse, emigration and immigratitagerend
divorce, etc.) that substantially change their leisure careers (Jackson, 2Qfi68&; Sitafer,
2001). In order to better understand the mechanism of serious leisure, other keysconcept
which include these life transitions and career contingencies are needeltionao leisure
constraints. Another important weakness of this study is the use of cctissaedata.
McQuarrie and Jackson (1996) stated that recreationists’ negotiation sgateggrious leisure
careers are less likely to be invariant over time. As Hubbard and Mannell (200&std, a
longitudinal study design with panel data is believed to be more advantageousstagate a
complete picture of how and when the constraints negotiation mechanism pethesr

leisure careers. Lastly, while several types of psychologicalibkenefre examined in the
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frameworks of serious leisure and constraints negotiation, this study sleddylitt on economic
benefits which are classified as important outcomes from lgmuseliits (Driver & Bruns, 1999).
Future research with economic benefits is expected to provide a moreagiciae of
recreationists’ benefit realization process.

In conclusion, this study provided useful opportunities to better understand recsgsitioni
systematic process of benefits realization by exploring the coratdptdges between the
mechanisms of serious leisure and constraints negotiation. We hope that thigilbtashst
leisure service practitioners to implement diverse practices and palibieh encourage

recreationists’ leisure engagement and facilitate their benefzagah.
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The goal of this dissertation was to provide a comprehensive understanding of how
participants with desires for more frequent participation make use of asgostrategies to
mitigate the influences of diverse constraints, determine their continueg@ment in favorite
activities, and realize beneficial outcomes from their leisure involvemé@ifite following
section will present limitations of previous studies on the constraints negopadicess and
advantages of the framework of participants’ constraints negotiation. oMerehis chapter
will include brief summaries of the three different research essays \@@radlssuggestions for
future research and leisure service delivery practitioners.

Limitations of Past Studies

Previous studies on leisure constraints paid much attention to examining howndiffere
types of leisure constraints are negatively associated with leisfezgirces and leisure
participation (Jackson & Scott, 1999). However, the concept of constraints negotiat
suggested a new viewpoint that constraints do not necessarily restrict or papgcipation
(Jackson, Crawford, & Godbey, 1993). In other words, constraints can be overcome and
negotiated by using diverse negotiation efforts (Kay & Jackson, 1991; Scott, 194/ Bime&n,
& McCabe, 1991). As a result, the conceptual development of negotiation provided the
theoretical background for the constraints negotiation process (Jackson, 2005a) dingdcor
the process, negotiation strategies play an important role in alleviatowgi@oming the effects
of constraints on leisure pursuits (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). This prdsess a
demonstrates that individuals’ negotiation strategies reinforce the p@stveiation between
motivations and participation (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). A growing body of literatureeon t

constraints negotiation process has contributed to a comprehensive understanding of how
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individuals’ efforts to negotiate constraints are related to their lewgagement and how
diverse psychological concepts function in the process for negotiatingatotsst

Despite these significant contributions, prior research focusing on reaistsi
constraints negotiation process shed little light on their ultimate golEsofe involvement
(Crompton, Jackson, & Witt, 2005). In other words, previous literature mostlyezsssd of
participation that represent direct outcomes derived from negotiatimmusaonstraints as a
final dependent variable (Jackson et al., 1993). However, the adoption of leisuipgiamic
as an ultimate end in the constraints negotiation process showed a limited piéndividuals’
heterogeneous goals of leisure pursuits (Jackson & Rucks, 1993). Dissimilasgeqbive
participants with desire to initiate participation, a large percentage@nt participants are
likely to have interest in more frequent participation and stronger leisure invaingGilbert &
Hudson, 2000).

According to the hierarchical model of leisure constraints (see Hij)rgroposed by
Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey (1991), the second phase demonstrates how current garticipant
develop a higher level of specialization. Based on this model, partgigla@ady negotiated a
set of constraints in their decision-making process for initial leisutipation. Even after
their attainment of the initial goal (i.e., participation), neverthelestscipants are continually
affected by a variety of constraints. Different from the first pfasesing on initiating leisure
participation, the second phase shows that participants are still coadtazad need to
constantly negotiate those constraints to progress toward a higher sptcralvel.

Further, current participants are possibly eager to pursue diverse bieaefitbeir
habitual leisure engagement while negotiating a series of cons{irivsr & Bruns, 1999;

Jackson, 2005b; Stebbins, 1993). According to the integrated model of leisure constraints and
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benefits (see Figure I-2), proposed by Crompton et al. (2005), individualsel&éshaviors (i.e.,
participation) are not the ultimate goal. Rather, benefit realizdtrongh stronger leisure
involvement is a more significant goal of their leisure pursuits. This Inatgtesuggests that
the presences of constraints and various efforts to overcome several corfsdrantaportant
implications associated with diverse benefits at personal and social leVélstefore, a more
comprehensive understanding of leisure involvement can be drawn from antedegualy
framework that can combine leisure constraints with benefits. Nelest) these beneficial
outcomes commonly sought by participants have rarely been incorporated in previoss studie
examining the process of constraints negotiation.

It is known that frequent participation is a direct means to reaching a lhegkéof leisure
involvement (Ditton, Loomis, & Choi, 1992; Scott & Shafer, 2001). Accordingly, the
application of various leisure goals associated with participants’ déssfeavioral consequences
likely contributes to broadening our knowledge of the constraints negotiatiorsgroda other
words, taking into account several variables representing participant® iotentions and
recreation demand for more frequent participation may be beneficial to otonmately
understand their courses of leisure pursuits. Further, a new insight into thaiotnst
negotiation process is possibly engendered by considering sewv&ratdesychological
outcomes as the final goals of leisure involvement (Crompton et al. 2005). asaesl that
participants are known to pursue diverse leisure benefits by way of chafjehgerse leisure

constraints.
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Summaries of Three Independent Essays

Essay 1: The Roles of the Constraints Negotiation Process in Predgf Intentions to
Participate More Frequently

A sizable body of previous literature (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jun & Kyle, 2011,
Lee & Scott, 2009; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; White, 2008) provided supportive
evidence for the negative associations between leisure constraintgtariggten.

Accordingly, constraints are likely to wield negative influences on behaunbeations. It is
also known that individuals’ perceptions of constraints trigger the operation of riegotia
strategies in cognitive and/or behavioral ways (Jackson, Crawford, & Godbey, 1993
Nevertheless, there have been a few research efforts to examine how tHéetentdi
negotiation strategies are associated with individual dimensions of leisuteacusgi.e.,
intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural).

Several researchers (e.g., Huang, 2009; Hung & Petrick, 2012; Mannell & Loucks-
Atkinson, 2005) noted that individuals’ behavioral intentions for future participatiorkehg 1o
be determined through negotiating the influences of various constraintsghtlofithe fact that
the concept of commitment is generally characterized by individuals’ cemsisthavioral
patterns, this essay made use of this concept as a proxy variable fotiomdivathe constraints
negotiation process. Collectively, this essay is devoted to understaratingpeehensive
framework that depicts how the two different types of negotiatioregiest are associated with
leisure constraints and commitment as well as behavioral intentions fofnexuent
participation.

With a data set including the total responses of 917 Wisconsin anglers, this essgyeempl
structural equation modeling to examine a set of predictive relationships amoipentatént

variables in participants’ constraints negotiation process. Empirnie@lses generally
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supported that recreationists’ behavioral intentions for more frequent jpatitci is better
viewed using the constraints negotiation process. As expected, the twentiffieategies for
negotiating leisure constraints were closely related to their futteetions. Likewise, the
concept of commitment played an important role in addressing recreaiesffisits to assuage
the impacts of leisure constraints as well as behavioral intentions wwpzgimore often.

Of the three different types of leisure constraints, structural constuagne significantly
connected to future intentions in both direct and indirect manners. Dissomsiguctural
constraints, other two kinds of leisure constraints (i.e., intrapersonal and isoeger
constraints) were only indirectly related to recreationists’ intenfimna higher level of leisure
involvement via various negotiation strategies. Moreover, this essay desbehst strong
connection from cognitive to behavioral negotiation strategies. In sum,a¥isipn of diverse
policies that intend to minimize the influences of intrapersonal and interpecsmsataints is
recommended to facilitate recreationists’ higher levels of leisureverant.

Essay 2: The Influences of Diverse Components in the Constraintedbtiation Process on
Latent Demand

Non-participants generally indicate two distinct types of re@patemand: latent and no
demand (Jackson & Dunn, 1988). No demand is revealed by individuals who have no interest
whereas latent demand is exhibited by people who would like to participate invéay bat do
not actually participate due to several constraints (Kotler, 1973). &Bitnihon-participants,
participants are commonly categorized as having three different fornesnaindl: full, actual,
and latent (Wright & Goodale, 1991). In addressing participants’ recreanuande \Wall
(2981) uniformly considered all participants actual (or effective) demand badhe current

level of participation in an activity. However, several studies (e.g., Risba & Crompton,
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1988; Scott & Mowen, 2010; Wright & Goodale, 1991) noted that there is heterogeneoas nat
of actual demand among participants as a result of the interactioreebdtwvels of desires and
participation. For participants, latent demand characterizing the extehic¢h people with
interest do not participate seems to be evident because they mostly indicatedine# to
increase levels of participation in preferred activities and reach fubuaém

Participants’ latent demand can be more accurately understood with tlegviyeoof
constraints negotiation (Jackson & Dunn, 1988). Among diverse components in the censtraint
negotiation process, constraints which limit to reaching an individual'déatland are
considered the most important factors to predict latent demand. With a diagreahm
framework to demonstrate the formation of latent demand, Davis and Prentice (1965habte
different types of latent demand are determined by intricate interabtivween motivations and
negotiation. Wall (1981) also emphasized that individuals’ latent demand fdledfthrough
various efforts to negotiate constraints.

This essay aimed to examine how diverse components derived from participants’
constraints negotiation process are associated with latent demand. ¥fitpla ef 714
Wisconsin anglers, this essay made use of count data models. The deperaldetofdatent
demand was measured using a three-step approach. Specifically, respoedefitst asked
to report the number of fishing trips taken; then, asked levels of agreement¢wvethls
statements in terms of leisure constraints to more frequent participatialhy,fasked to indicate
their desired number of fishing trips assuming four different hypothettoatisins.

Results suggested that a variety of leisure constraints play an importantfoytaing
anglers’ latent demand. However, anglers’ efforts to negotiate thetsnpfdeisure constraints

decreased their unfulfilled interests in stronger leisure involvement. sithig found that
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latent demand was more likely to increase when our respondents showed highef leasis
fishing experiences and willingness-to-pay values. This essay alddqut empirical evidence
that anglers’ latent demand is negatively associated with their levels séhad income.
Essay 3: The Theoretical Connections between the Mechanisms of Caastts Negotiation
and Serious Leisure

Several researchers (e.g., Jackson, 2005b; McQuarrie & Jackson, 1996) notedetlaae ther
close associations between the two theoretical frameworks of constraiotisti@y and serious
leisure. The conceptual similarities result from the fact that thet rmportant premise of
serious leisure embraces the presence of constraints which restti@ipgoas from attaining
their leisure goals and the need for continuous negotiation efforts to acquiesl deggomes in
leisure careers (Stebbins, 1992). Scott and Shafer (2001) indicated that indiv&dsiais’
careers involve diverse contingencies that are considered to encompasty afeolestraints.
The core qualities of serious leisure, the occasional need to perseveregmficarsi personal
effort, can be also better understood using the notion of negotiation because theatures fe
help recreationists overcome various difficulties and constraints (Ma@@&adiackson, 1996).

According to Stebbins (1992, 2001), individuals with strong personal and behavioral
commitment to their preferred activities are more likely to overconezsk difficulties to
continue leisure pursuits. Tsaur and Liang (2008) suggested that behawongtment
provides leisure participants with durable benefits whereas personal woemhallows them to
develop social world identity and identify themselves strongly with the chogseityact
Moreover, Crompton et al. (2005) noted that individuals’ leisure pursuits sequentialggitoc
reach diverse leisure benefits by negotiating a series of constraintsther words, individuals’

ultimate end of leisure involvement is the attainment of desired beneiitames rather than
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participation itself. The identity formation and affirmation theory (Ean, 1959; Shaw,
Kleiber, & Caldwell, 1995) suggests that individuals develop sub-cultural identitgpomese to
their behaviors and other’s feedback after formulating unique self-idémtitygh perceiving
various psychological benefits from leisure engagement.

In order to better understand recreationists’ process of benefit realizatitiy yising the
mechanisms of constraints negotiation and serious leisure, this essaysaafistauctural
equation modeling approach with a data set of 962 responses. Results provide@lempiric
evidence that the systematic process of constraints negotiation iy cedagtd to the
framework of serious leisure involvement. The second-order constructurelemnstraints
indicating the presence of hardships and difficulties in individuals’ leisueersawas
significantly associated with negotiation strategies. As a proxghbltarof motivations, the
latent factor of commitment positively affected negotiation efforts dsawenduring benefits
and self-identity among the three different beneficial outcomes. Likenegotiation
strategies revealed strong connections to the three types of leisurésberighally, this essay
disclosed intimate connections among desired outcomes from serious leisure inmblveme

Conceptual Framework of Participants’ Constraints Negotiation Process

Despite the popularity of academic work examining leisure constraints jsHenied
information about how current participants with desire for reaching a highéofeve
specialization effectively assuage the effects of constraint®fdincal participation. Previous
studies have also paid little attention to recreationists’ process to atiainltineate leisure
goals other than participation itself. Accordingly, this dissertatimmgted to present a
systematic framework of how participants negotiate leisure consttaipgsticipate more
frequently and how they acquire diverse beneficial outcomes from leisure imasite Overall,

study results indicated that participants with desire for more frequeitipation employ
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diverse negotiation strategies to attenuate the influences of leisureagdsdor continual
engagement in an activity. From the viewpoint of serious leisure mechdhesnalso made
substantial efforts to realize beneficial outcomes from their leismodviement by way of
negotiating the overwhelming impacts of constraints and hardships.

This dissertation proposed a theoretical framework to better understand padicipa
constraints negotiation process and their benefit realization mechanism asistlogvshaded
area of Figure 1-4. This conceptual framework was modified from sehexaletical models
including the hierarchical model of leisure constraints (Figure I-1), thgratesl model of
leisure constraints and benefits (Figure 1-2), and the constraintseffettjation model (Figure
[-3). In order to better delineate a holistic picture of participants’ cngt negotiation
process, several concepts such as future intentions for more habitual engagemlerdrae
beneficial outcomes from leisure involvement were included into the frameworkdor thi
dissertation.

The three independent research essays provided empirical support for theuabncept
framework used in this dissertation. The first essay was dedicatddrassing the framework
that participants’ future intentions for more frequent participation arendepéupon their
negotiation efforts to challenge constraints. Study findings from tmndeessay showed that
the cognitive and behavioral negotiation strategies serve as importaahtd@émreduce the
disparities between desired and actual level of participation (i.e., lateahdgm Using the
incorporated theoretical frameworks of constraints negotiation and serswe Jehe third essay
offered ample information about the mechanism of benefit realization thraagtele
involvement. Collectively, the conceptual framework of this dissertatemeae to allow

leisure researchers to broaden awareness of the dynamic process ointem&tgatiation.
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Recommendations for Future Research

This dissertation focuses on the development of a theoretical framework and saobseque
empirical examinations of explanatory relationships among diverse elemegarticipants’
constraints negotiation process. Accordingly, it is expected that thistdigseprovides
meaningful opportunities to broaden our insights into the importance of negotiation efforts i
current participants’ leisure pursuits. Nevertheless, several stuges should be directed to
the following theoretical and methodological areas: 1) the refinement ofghgite approach
for the measurement of leisure constraints; 2) the adoption of a longitudinal stigty 8gthe
utilization of more comprehensive concepts representing life transitions; dg\tekopment of a
structured measurement scale for latent demand; and 5) the inclusion of econafiis o
the constraints negotiation process.

First, the tripartite approach to the concept of leisure constraints afjgrotassified into
the three different dimensions of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structurahicts\sis
commonly applied in empirical studies (Jackson & Scott, 1999). Because of the popihliarity
dissertation made use of the approach in the first and second essays. Neve@bdlasg
Crawford, and Shen (2010) pointed out critical drawbacks of the three-dimensionalaonstr
structure. For example, several previous studies (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 200MgrRay
Godbey, Crawford, & von Eye, 1993) often reported high correlation statistiesupatty
between intrapersonal and structural constraints and low internal congisi¢ine three
dimensions. In reality, relatively low reliabilities, ranging from 0®®2.86, in each sub-scale
of constraints were witnessed in our data used in the first essay (see lgbleNModerately
high correlation statistics among several dimensions comprising the concepstfints were
also revealed during the analysis procedure for the third essay (retasléolV-3). These

problematic situations are likely to be resolved when researchers makeansalternative
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measurement approach to the concept (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). The utilization of a
set of higher order factor models to avoid the measurement concerns will be aggestisn
for future studies.

Second, quantitative analyses for the constraints negotiation process wiyebasesl on
the use of cross-sectional data (Mannell & Iwasaki, 2005). Cross-sectaiaadith the
application of multivariate techniques are advantageous to demonstrate #me@@s
interconnected linkages among diverse elements in the constraints negotiatiss.proce
However, recreationists’ attitudinal and behavioral patterns are likely tmelwver time
(Jackson, 2005b). Nevertheless, there are only a few longitudinal approach®sréo |
constraints (e.g., Jackson & Witt, 1994; Wright, Rodgers, & Backman, 2001). By using a
longitudinal study design with panel data, those studies found that the magnitudes@f leisur
constraints on participation are vary according to specific time periodthér words, a
longitudinal approach can be beneficial to more accurately view the operations ciotsstr
negotiation in the context of everyday life (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001).

Third, Scott and Shafer (2001) noted that the awareness of career contingensias play
important role in better understanding the close relationships betweenpaatstperceptions
of constraints and their mechanisms of leisure involvement. In the thay ésis dissertation
made use of leisure constraints as the most typical career contingenciesegreationists
often face during the course of serious leisure involvement. Beside® lemstraints,
nevertheless, life transitions involve a wealth of positive or negatrents and experiences (e.g.,
birth of a child and loss of a spouse, emigration and immigration, marriage and daorcthat
sufficiently alter their leisure careers (Jackson, 2005b; Scott & Shafdr).200lore extensive

concepts which include these life transitions and career contingenciesedszlrior future
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studies to better understand conceptual bridges between the two mechanisms oftsonstrai
negotiation and serious leisure.

Fourth, the second essay in this dissertation utilized a semi-experimergaltdaseasure
anglers’ latent demand, which was based on the recommendations of prior resgarch (e
Richardson & Crompton, 1988; Wall, 1981). Nevertheless, several measurememsonce
associated with the hypothetical situations were apparent. In pastib@aise of open-ended
guestion formats brought some concerns in terms of reliability and validitytheff studies will
be beneficial to develop a structured scale and utilize an econometric approsamie t
accurately measure the demand.

Finally, the third essay focused on several different types of psycholaggald benefits
while examining the conceptual connections between the two frameworksoofsseisure and
constraints negotiation. However, the essay paid little attention to econorafdéd)evhich are
commonly believed as another important type of beneficial outcomes frondumals’ leisure
involvement (Driver & Bruns, 1999; Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). More research is needed t
illuminate the effects of leisure constraints and negotiation strategithe formation of
economic benefits.

Management Implications

This dissertation suggests multiple management and policy implicatiorts drasiee
support for the proposed conceptual framework that demonstrated participantsimisnstra
negotiation process for a higher level of leisure involvement. As Scott (20@5l) fiesearch
on leisure constraints can potentially help practitioners to understand why popgtaups do
not make greater use of agency offerings and provide directions about how thallay
conditions that inhibit involvement” (p. 279). Despite this obvious fact that leisureaiotst

studies are closely associated with leisure service delivery, previmissshave shed little light
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on practical implications to improve the quality of leisure service (Jackssecoft, 1999). In
this sense, the concept of leisure constraints has been largely believetttitiopers to be an
esoteric academic topic (Godbey, Crawford, & Shen, 2010). Accordingly, thigtalissewill
discuss several management and policy implications by addressing theiffiereat main
concerns: 1) time constraints, 2) dynamic characteristics of constramu 3) practitioners’
viewpoints toward recreationists’ negotiation efforts.

First, time scarcity is considered as one of the most important factors eamstrain to
individuals’ leisure involvement (Mannell & Zuzanek, 1991; McCarville & Smale, 1993y Sha
Bonen, & McCabe, 1991). Because leisure participation inevitably requirsadhfce of
time, this type of leisure constraints is commonly believed as necessalitians for leisure
engagement (Godbey, 2005). The data used in this dissertation also provided supportive
evidence that time constraints are placed at the core of leisure aasstrahccording to Scott
(2005), a variety of factors including family responsibilities, work commitsyea@onomic
downsizing, and changing gender roles contribute to the emergence obtisteamts.

It is important for leisure service practitioners to recognize how rganess allocate their
limited time resources by using diverse negotiation strategies to mitigaeffects of the most
prominent constraints, time constraints. For instance, some recreatwaibkely to employ
cognitive negotiation strategies (e.g., ignoring their gender rolesysqiresumably utilize
behavioral strategies (e.g., rescheduling their work shift). In thisd:egarious kinds of
efforts that help attenuate recreationists’ perception of time consteaimtequired from the
course of service planning. Several marketing and programming options recdechiy

Scott (1993) are worth noting: 1) provision of comprehensive opportunities to make reasrvat
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for services, 2) provision of attractive opportunities for more brief and setitelitexperiences,
and 3) provision of accurate information about time requirements.

Second, the heterogeneous influences of leisure constraints have been extensively
examined by prior studies (e.g., Hultsman, 1993; Nadirova & Jackson, 2000; Scott & Munson,
1994). Itis known that the impacts of particular constraints vary acrossedtffacets of
leisure involvement. Jackson and Dunn (1991) indicated individuals’ distinctive pensepti
leisure constraints. According to their work, expenditures for preparing egpiiamnd supplies
were found to be the most important factors which restrict non-participatitstion of
participation whereas current participants were less likely to rdpofirtancial constraints as
reasons for ceasing participation. The intensity of several constimelso dependent upon
diverse segments of population (Scott & Jackson, 1996). For example, some olds fitha
low income do not participate in a specific activity due to lack of companions wailg m
housewives between the ages of 25 and 45 stated family responsibilities a®#ténfloential
constraints.

These dynamic characteristics of leisure constraints requesetleewice practitioners to
make use of appropriate management options. Specifically, service yleliganizations
necessitate an enhanced understanding about what facets of leisure aaeednsttheir
clientele’s leisure pursuits. It is reasoned that there are appanganitibs between different
factors: some constraints limit taitiating participation whereas others assisteasing
involvement. A better awareness of group diversity in the perception ol@sastraints was
also emphasized by Scott (2005). For instance, efforts to mitigate thexagffuef particular

constraints to older females should be different from those to adolescents.
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Finally, a substantial number of people continuously participate in their aativities
despite the existence of leisure constraints (Jackson, Crawford, & Godbey, 1988) the
three different research essays, this dissertation provided empirical@iti@t negotiation
efforts play an important role in mediating the relationships betweendaisunstraints and
several concepts associated with participants’ stronger leisure imantemNevertheless, this
concept of negotiation may lead leisure service practitioners to be confusethairouates
(Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997). Put otherwise, a large percentage of practitiopatsare
misunderstanding that recreation resource users actively make varioustagefforts
regardless of their management strategies to reduce the effectstadiotsisn participation.
However, it is particularly important to acknowledge that overall resbpiitiss to relieve the
influences of leisure constraints and facilitate their clientele’stefformitigate the perception

of constraints are within leisure service practitioners’ control.

115



APPENDICES

116



Appendix A: Non-response check

Socio-demographic features of non-respondents and respondents for each essay

. h Non- Essay | Essay I Essay IlI
Socio-demographics respgndents (n=917) (n=714) (n=962)
(n=85)

Age

Mean (SD) 48.9 (13.6) 50.3 (12.6) 49.5 (12.3) 50.3 (12.4)
Gender

Female 5 (6.0%) 38 (4.2%) 32 (4.5%) 42 (4.4%)

Male 79 (94.0%) 864 (95.8%) 682 (95.5%) 907 (95.6%)
Income

Less than $20,000 3 (3.7%) 27 (3.1%) 20 (2.8%) 29 (3.2%)

$20,000 ~ 39,999 9 (11.1%) 87 (10.0%) 69 (9.7%) 94 (10.3%)

$40,000 ~ 59,999 13 (16.0%) 168 (19.4%) 136 (19.0%) 174 (19.1%)

$60,000 ~ 79,999 18 (22.2%) 180 (20.7%) 133 (18.6%) 185 (20.3%)

$80,000 ~ 99,999 15 (18.5%) 110 (12.7%) 90 (12.6%) 113 (12.4%)

$100,000 ~ 119,999 8 (9.9%) 111 (12.8%) 104 (14.6%) 124 (13.6%)

$120,000 ~ 139,999 5 (6.2%) 82 (9.4%) 72 (10.1%) 79 (8.7%)

$140,000 and above 10 (12.3%) 103 (11.9%) 90 (12.6%) 115 (12.6%)
Education

Some high school or less 2 (2.4%) 9 (1.0%) 3 (0.4%) 10 (1.0%)

High school graduate 7 (8.2%) 108 (11.9%) 82 (11.5%) 113 (11.8%)

ig&%lco"ege”ec“”'ca' 33(38.8%) 371 (40.8%) 285 (39.9%) 401 (41.9%)

University graduate 33 (38.8%) 272 (29.9%) 215 (30.1%) 274 (28.6%)

Post graduate school 10 (11.8%) 150 (16.5%) 129 (18.1%) 160 (16.7%)
Employment

Homemaker 0 (0%) 5 (0.5%) 5 (0.7%) 6 (0.6%)

Student 3 (3.5%) 16 (1.7%) 11 (1.5%) 16 (1.7%)

Unemployed 2 (2.4%) 15 (1.6%) 11 (1.5%) 19 (2.0%)

Retired 16 (18.8%) 196 (21.4%) 125 (17.5%) 198 (20.6%)

Employed, part time 6 (7.1%) 48 (5.2%) 38 (5.3%) 49 (5.1%)

Employed, full time 55 (64.7%) 582 (63.6%) 478 (66.9%) 614 (63.9%)

Other 3 (3.5%) 53 (5.8%) 46 (6.4%) 59 (6.1%)
Residence

Urban/Suburban 39 (47.0%) 486 (53.3%) 385 (54.1%) 506 (52.8%)

Rural 44 (53.0%) 425 (46.7%) 327 (45.9%) 452 (47.2%)
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Appendix B: Questionnaire

Section 1. For questions 1 — 8, please tell us about your fishing activity and experce.

1. Have you fished during the last 12 months?

0 Yes O No (If No, please skip ahead to Question 4)
2. How many times have you gone fishing during the last 12 months?

B Farm ponds or stock tanks: TIMES

B Rivers or streams: TIMES

B Great Lakes: TIMES

B Inland lakes or flowages: TIMES

3. Have you mostly fished in Wisconsin waters during the last 12 months?
0 Yes 0 No

4. How many days did you spend on your typical fishing outing? DAYS

5. How would you compare your knowledge of fishing regulations, fish habiat$ishing
techniques to other anglers in general?
O Less knowledgeable O Equally knowledgeable O More knowledgeable

6. How would you compare your fishing ability to other anglers in geheral
O Less skilled O Equally skilled O More skilled

7. As an angler, which of the following best describes you?
O A CASUAL ANGLER: a person whose fishing is incidental to other outdoor interests,
who may not belong to a formal fishing club, who may read an article on fishirigaala
newspaper or on the web but does not subscribe to any fishing magazine, and for whom
fishing is an enjoyable yet infrequent activity
O AN ACTIVE ANGLER: a person who travels infrequently away from home
specifically to fish, who may or may not belong to a local fishing club, who substobe
general interest fishing magazines, who participates in but does not preseatseamd for
whom fishing is an important but not exclusive activity
O A COMMITTED ANGLER: a person who travels frequently away from home
specifically to fish, who subscribes to fishing magazines that focus on skills prresqui
who leads local fishing clubs, who purchases ever-increasing amounts of fishimgeali
and for whom fishing is primary activity
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8. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree witbfahese statements as to
why you do not fish more frequently.
Strongly Strongly

| want to fish more often, but ~ disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree

| have too many family responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5

| don’t have enough time 1 2 3 4 5

Other leisure activities take up my time 1 2

3 4 5
| don’t have the necessary fishing skills 1 2 3 4 5
| can’t catch enough fish to suit me 1 2 3 4 5

The cost of fishing equipment and
supplies is too expensive

| can’t find other people who have
enough time to fish

| can’t find other people who have
interest in fishing

| can’t find other people who have the
necessary fishing skills

Fishing regulations are too restrictive 1 2 3 4 5

Fishing regulations are difficult to
understand

| am not aware of fishing opportunities
close to home

| don’t have adequate transportation 1 2 3 4 5

=
N
w
N
(&)

| can’t get enough information for fishing

Fishing facilities are poorly developed
and maintained

=
N
w
(6

Fishing facilities and areas are too
crowded

Other(Please describe): 1 2 3 4 5

Other(Please describe): 1 2 3 4 5

Section 2. For questions 9 — 13, please read and consider the hypothetical ages in each
guestion. These scenarios deal with your perceptions of particulapostraints which limit
your fishing participation. Please assume that other constraining factor&hich are not
mentioned in each question would be the same with your opinions irdited in question 8.

9. |Iffishing expenses were not an issuend other factors were the same with your opinions
indicated in question 8,
B How manymore timeswould you have gone fishing during the last 12 months?
TIMES

10. If family responsibilities and/or work commitments were not importarnt issuesand other
factors were the same with your opinions indicated in question 8,
B How manymore timeswould you have gone fishing during the last 12 months?
TIMES
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11.1f you knew someone who was willing to go fishing with you at any timend other factors
were the same with your opinions indicated in question 8,
B How manymore timeswould you have gone fishing during the last 12 months?
TIMES

12.1f you knew fishing facilities that were well managed and maintaiad and other factors
were the same with your opinions indicated in question 8,
B How manymore timeswould you have gone fishing during the last 12 months?
TIMES

13.1f you had no constraints on more frequent fishing listed in questio® above,
B How manymore timeswould you have gone fishing during the last 12 months?
TIMES

Section 3. For questions 14 — 16, please give us information on your responses torfgshi
constraints and commitment to the activity.

14. Please circle the number that indicates how often you adopt these to fishfterare

For more frequent fishing participation, ~ Someti-
} Never Rarely mes Often Always

| try to ignore some problems resulting from 1 2 3 4 5
my fishing activity
_I try to persist until I overcome some obstacles 1 5 3 4 5
in fishing
| try to push myself harder when | encounter

e 1 2 3 4 5
some obstacles in fishing
| try to swallow my pride when | encounter

2 1 2 3 4 5
some obstacles in fishing
| try to budget my money 1 2 3 4 5
| try to find inexpensive fishing equipment and 1 2 3 4 5
supplies
| try to find fishing places | can afford 1 2 3 4 5
| try to organize my schedule 1 2 3 4 5
| try to drop other obligations or activities 1 2 3 4 5
| try to find people with similar interests 1 2 3 4 5
I_try_ to persuade my family or friends to go 1 5 3 4 5
fishing
| try to meet people who like fishing 1 2 3 4 5
| try to practice to improve my fishing skills 1 2 3 4 5
| try to ask for help with fishing skills 1 2 3 4 5
Other(Please describe): 1 2 3 4 5
Other(Please describe): 1 2 3 4 5
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15. Due to various constraint factors that limit frequent fishing participatesepted in
Question 8 above, what did you typically do for your fishing activity during thd Zasnonths?
3 | fished frequently at my most preferred fishing site regardless o thotors
3 I reduced frequency of fishing at my most preferred fishing sites
O | went to other substitute fishing sites in Wisconsin
O | went to other substitute fishing sites in other states
O | quitted fishing and participated in other types of outdoor recreation adivitie

16. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with ¢éaebeoftatements
regarding your fishing commitment.

Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree
If.l stoppe.d fishing, 1 would lose touch 1 5 3 4 5
with my friends
If I couldn’t go fishing, | am not sure 1 5 3 4 5

what | would do

Because of fishing, | don’'t have time to

spend patrticipating in other leisure 1 2 3 4 5
activities

Most of my fr_lenc_js are in some way 1 5 3 4 5
connected with fishing

I co_ns!der myself to be somewhat expert 1 5 3 4 5
at fishing

| find that a lot of my life is organized 1 > 3 4 5

around fishing

Section 4. For questions 17 — 20, provide your opinions regarding how fishing makgou
feel and how often you will go fishing. We are also interested in youeasons for fishing.

17. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with éaekeoftatements
regarding your future intentions for more frequent fishing participation.
Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree

If I have chances, | intend to go fishing

more often over the next 12 months 1 2 3 4 >
| am determined to go fishing more often

1 2 3 4 5
over the next 12 months
| will go fishing more often over the next
12 months if my family or friends want 1 2 3 4 5

to do

18. Overall, how satisfied are you with fishing in Wisconsin during the last 12 months?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very satisfied Extremely
satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied
1 2 3 4 5
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19. Which of the amounts listed below best describes your maximum willingness doosiee
your most typical fishing trip cost (i.e., sum of gas price, parking fee, boat amatédunch fee,
lodging fee, license fee, bait fee, etc.) before you wouldn’t have takenghe tri

O $0 0 $1 0 $3 0 $5 0 $10 0 $20
0 $30 0 $50 0 $75 0 $100 0 $150 0 $200
3 $300 3 $500 0 $750 3 Other Please specify):$
20. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with éhebestatements.
Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree
B_»elng involved in fishing has added 1 5 3 4 5
richness to my life
Flshlng has enabled me to realize my 1 5 3 4 5
potential
Fishing allows me to express my 1 5 3 4 5

knowledge and expertise

Fishing is an important means to express

1 2 3 4 5
myself
My view qf myself has improved as a 1 5 3 4 5
result of fishing
Fishing prov]des me with a profound 1 5 3 4 5
sense of satisfaction
I share.ma.my of the sentiments of my 1 5 3 4 5
fellow fishing devotees
Other fishing enthusiasts and | share
. 1 2 3 4 5
many of the same ideals
! share many of my fishing group’s 1 > 3 4 5
ideals
Being an angler is an important part of 1 5 3 4 5
who | am
Other people who know me understand
e 1 2 3 4 5
that fishing is a part of who | am
| am often recognized as a person
devoted to fishing 1 2 3 4 >
ch_ers recognize that | identify with 1 2 3 4 5
fishing
| have many goals related to fishing 1 2 3 4 5
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Section 5. For questions 21 — 27, please help us to know about you. The information you
provide will remain strictly confidential and you will not be identified with your answers.

21. How old are you?

22. Are you:
O Female O Male

23. What is your annual household income before taxes?
3 Less than $20,000 3 $20,000 ~ 39,999 3 $40,000 ~ 59,999
3 $60,000 ~ 79,999 3 $80,000 ~ 99,999 3 $100,000 ~ 119,999
3 $120,000 ~ 139,999 3 $140,000 and above

24. Which of the following best describes the highest level of education you have completed?
O Some high school or less [ High school graduate Some college/Technical school
3 University graduate O Post graduate school

25. Which of the following best describes your present employment status?
O Homemaker 0 Student O Unemployed
O Retired O Employed, part time O Employed, full time
O Other(Please specify):

26. How would you describe your primary residen&®eck one)
O Urban/Suburban O Rural

27. How many years have you resided in your coufifyfess than 1 year, please write 1)
YEARS
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