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• Work Unit Location

. Headquarters of the Northeastern Research Station is in Newtown Square,
Pennsylvania. Field laboratories are maintained at:

O

Amherst, Massachusetts, in cooperation with the University of Massachusetts

- Burlington, Vermont, in cooperation with the University of Vermont

Delaware, Ohio

Durham, New Hampshire, in cooperation with the University of New Hampshire

Hamden, Connecticut, in cooperation with Yale University

Morgantown, West Virginia, in cooperation with West Virginia University

Parsons, West Virginia

" Princeton, West Virginia

Syracuse, New York, in cooperation with the State University of New York,
- College of Environmental Sciences and Forestry at Syracuse University

.. ' Warren, Pennsylvania

The U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits,discrimination in all its programs and
activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, _ex, religion, age, disability, political beliefs,

' sexual orientation, or marital or familystatus. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.)
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at
(202)720-2600(voiceandTDD).

,

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-
• W, Whitten Building,1400 IndependenceAvenue, SW, Washington,DC 20250-9410, or call
• (202)720-5964 (voice and TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES IN THE Census projections suggest important increases in a wide

OUTDOOR RECREATION PARTICIPATION OF range of racial/ethnic groups in the years ahead. To the _ _ _ '_RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUPS: AN EXAMPLE FROM extent possible, future analyses should include Whites, m

i,.,.,,,ois ,.frican,,m rican.,, ianH,spanic-Native Americans, and other important racial/ethnic _ t3
groups. The small sample size for some racial/ethnic groups
in general surveys of the population makes it difficult to _

JohnF. Dwyer leam very much about these groups. In some instances it _ N __-_1 _

• may be desirable to sample a higher proportion of the g ,, _ O _"ResearCh Forester, USDA Forest Service, North Central population for some groups.

.,-,.._.Research Station, 845 Chicago Avenue, Suite 225,
Evanston IL 60202. Using census definitions for racial/ethnic groups has the " _ _ t,o

advantage of providing linkages to census data and _ __O- ._fl

• projections; but there may also be reasons for using other _ _. _Abstract: Much of the initial research on the outdoor definitions as well, to include sub-groups of census _

recreation participation of racial/ethnic groups focused on categories. Census definitions of groups facilitate the use ___iNbetween-group differences in percent participating in an of cohort-component projection models for predicting _" t_

activity. This tended to focus research, policy, and future participati°n bY racial/ethnic gr°ups (Dwyer 1995)" _ _ _ to

management on between-group differences at the expens_ With the Illinois data the definitions of racial/ethnic groups
of a more comprehensive look at the participation patterns did not strictly follow census definitions. Hispanic was
of racial/ethnic groups. This paper suggests a more considered a separate racial/ethnic category, where the to _ _-

comprehensive approach that focuses on similarities as well census definition" considers Hispanic as an ethnic group _'_" _ _"
as differences between groups along several dimensions Of that can include individuals from all races. ", O_ °°
participation. It also looks at participation rates while I_/.
taking into account age, residence, household income, Incorporating New Ways of Looking at Participation _I_t-___
gender, and.household size. Rates

Introduction In comparing participation rates among groups it may be __
• useful to look beyond simple comparisonsof activity _ k.o

Much of the early research on the outdoor recreation participation rates to (1) the ranking of activities by percent / .

participation patterns of racial/ethnic groups focused on of the group participating, (2) average number of activities _ t_'. _
between-group comparisons of activity participation rates engaged in by members of the group, and (3) percent of the _ _ p.Q,_

(i,e., percent of the group participating in an activity) group that does not participate in any of the activities. __ _ 7'

e

. (Cheek et. al. 1976; Miller and Guerin 1962: Washbume Rankings of activities by the percent of the group O
That research has been effective in pointing out to participating are often similar across racial/ethnic groups. _.. _1978).

managers and planners the need to consider different The significant between-group differences in activity r_l:l."_ /
approaches to meeting the outdoor recreation needs of participation rates are often with those activities that rank _ _

particular racial/ethnic groups. However, the research towards the bottom of the list for all groups in terms of _ _presented a less than comprehensive picture of the percent participating. Thus examination of activity t,oO__
participation patterns of racial/ethnic groups (including rankings helps put in perspective differences and _ _ t-t-

'similarities and differences), similarities in group activity participation rates. It may also _ ° _O
' be helpful to look at the average number of activities that ,,, t._

We are moving int0 the new millennium where we each group engages in, as well as the percent of each grOup __._
' anticipate a great deal more racial/ethnic diversity in the that reports no participation in any of the activities being _.

U.S. population. In order to address the recreation resource considered. This will provide an indication of the breadth

management issues associated with these changes, it seems of activity participation by particular groups, and avoid the hi_ O__.m

appropriate to consider broadening and extending our tendency to (1) focus attention on activities where there are
analyses .of the participation patterns of racial/ethnic significant differences in participation, or to (2) I--,-rt",,

What follows are several suggestions for looking characterize groups by their differences from others. _O O_groupS.
at outdoor recreation participation that can lead to new and Looking at participation rates from different perspectives _. __ ",

•better insights into outdoor recreation participation patterns such as those outlined above can provide a more to
by racial/ethnic groups. In a number of instances these comprehensive view of the similarities and differences in
suggestions are illustrated using random phone interviews participation patterns than will be the case with just
with Illinois residents in four separate years (1987, 1989, pointing out significant differences in percent participating
.1991, and 1996), a total of 3,966 individuals, in activities.

Considering a Wider Range of Racial/Ethnic Groups Comparisons of outdoor recreation participation rates for
pairs of racial/ethnic groups by Illinois residents (i.e., the

The range of racial/ethnic groups considered should be traditional approach) reveal significant differences that
wider than in the past where much of the attention was span 25 out of 30 activities (Table 1). This appears to

. given to" comparison of African Americans and Whites. represent a large number of significant differences that span
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a sizable portion Of the activities. However, other what was observed with activity participation rates.
interpretations may be made using alternative approaches. Bringing this perspective into the analysis of participation
Significant differences in participation rates between pairs focuses the question of between-group differences more on
of racial/ethnic groups are limited to 58 out of the 270 the question of who participates in an activity rather than
comparisons that were made, or just slightly more than one the amount of activity by participants. Comparisons of days
out of five. This puts a somewhat different perspective on of participation by participants from each group are often
the comparisons between racial/ethnic groups. Widely difficult to make for many activities, given the small
rangir_g sample sizes might have complicated the pattern of number of participants on which to base comparisons.
results. In some instances small sample sizes may have
limited our ability to detect significant between-group When we look at average number of days that Illinois
differences. Additional data may reveal more significant participants engage in an activity across racial/ethnic

differences between groups. In other instances, large groups (Table 2), the differences do not appear to be as
amounts of data may have made it more likely that small large or the patterns as regular as with percent of the group
differences between groups are reported as significant, participating in an activity (Table 1). Acrossthe 30

outdoor recreation activities, the group with the highest
When Outdoor recreation activities were ranked in order of meandays of participation in an activity varies widely.
percent participating 'within each racial/ethnic group, the This pattern may be due, in part, to relatively small sample
rankings were similar across groups. Pleasure walking, sizes for participants from some of the racial/ethnic groups.
pleasur e driving, and picnicking were ranked in the top This is a reflection .of small numbers of individuals from
three in all but the "other" category, which had a small these groups in the sample, in conjunction with their low
sample size, When the mean number of activities engaged participation rates in some activities. This may call for

-in by individuals in each racial/ethnic group are compared more intensive sampling of some groups.
(footnote of table 1) there is little variation among groups
(means range from 5 to 6 activities). When we look at the The mean days of participation across all 30 activities
percent of each group that reports it engages in none of the (footnote of table 2) suggests that individuals in each of the
30 outdoor activities (footnote of table 1), the results range racial/ethnic groups engage in a Significant amount of
from 4 to 9 percent of the individuals in each group. In outdoor recreation activity. What differs most between
both of .the above instances, Whites tended to have the groups is the percent of the group that participates in

highest participation; but the differences between groups particular activities. The mean days of participation across
are not particularly striking. Once again, moving beyond all activities by racial/ethnic groups ranges from a high of
focusing on significant differences in activity participation 39 for African Americans a low of 27 for Asian Americans
rates between groups reveals a substantial amount of (footnote of Table 2). The African American group, which
similarities in participation patterns between groups. This has the highest average days of participation, is the group
,is a Useful context in which to view the significant with the smallest average number of activities participated

• differences that are found, and to develop comprehensive in. In this instance, the relatively high numbers of days of
outdoor recreation policies and programs, participation by African American participants more than

outweighs their lower group activity participation rates.
Looking at Average Number of Days of Participation by Average days of participation in pleasure walking and
Those Who Participate pleasure driving by African American participants were

especially high relative to other groups. These are two
When racial/ethnic groups are compared in terms of the activities where participants often had a large number of

' averagedays of participation by activity participants, days of activity(Table 2).
differences between groups are often much smaller than
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Table 1. Recreation activities of Illinois adults, percent participating by race

•Activity White Black Hispanic Asian Other

(3230) (484) (145) (84) (23)

Pleasure walking 75+ 69- 70 69 70

Pleasure driving 65+ 54- 61 61 44

Picknicking 53 55 65+ 67+ 30--

OutdoorP0oiswimming 48+ 29-- 46+ 33 57

Bicycling _ 43 40 43 41 39

Non-po01 swimming 31 + 12-- 34+ 23 39

Fishing- ' 30+ 15- 21 19 26
Softballorbaseball 24-- 37+++ 41+++ 14-- 30

Motorboating 28+++ 6-- 11- 10- 17

Runningorjogging 28 34 38 42 44
Golf. • 23+++ 7- 10- 11- 9

Tennis 14+- 16+- 18+ 32+++ 9

Outdoorbasketball 16-- 25+ 30+ 24 22

Tent camping !5+ 5-- " 11 19+ 4

Hiking 18+ 7- 14 14 4

Waterskiing 12++ 1- 6 4- 9
Off-road vehicles 11+ 8+. 11+ 1.... 26

.':., Horseback riding 9 11 10 5 17.

Iceskating 11+ 4- 10 14 17

Canoeing 9+ 2-- 6 16+ 9

Downhillskiing 9++ 2- 2- 8 4

Vehiclecamping 9+ 4- 7 5 4

Sailing 7 5 5 6 9

Hunting 7+++ 3+- 2- 0-- 9

Cross-countryskiing 5+++ 1- 2 1- 0-

Snowmobiling 4+ 0- 5 1 4
Soccer 4- 3- 14++ 6 9

Backpacking 4 4 8 8 13

Icefishing 3++ 1- 1 0- 4

Trapping _ 1+++ 0 0- 0- 4

+significantly higher than one other group at the 0.05 level

-Significantly "lowerthan one other group at the 0.05 level
...

%whodo not participatein any activities 3.7 8.9 5.5 4.8 4.3

Meannumberof activitiesparticipatedin 6.2 4.6 6 5.6 5.8

0
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Table 2. Recreation activities of Illinois adults, mean number of days Of activity for participants, by race

Activity White Black Hispanic Asian Other
(3230) (484) (145) (84) (23)

Pleasure walking 85 104+ 86 61 95

-;' Pleasuredriving . 30- 49++ 36 22- 22
..

Picknicking 7 5 7 9 14

OUtdoorpoolswimming 27+ 12- 19 60 34

Bicycling 33 ' 30 22 30 28

Non-poolswimming 16+ 6- 12 9 9

Fishing ' 20+ 11 13 4- 13
Softballorbaseball 17 19 11 15 7

Motorboating 17++ 6- 12 4- 22
J

Runningorjogging 70 73 57 61 112
Golf 22+-_ 10- 9- 9 48

-Tennis 17+ 17+ 18 35+ 3---

Outdoorbasketball 18 61 26 : 19 26

. Tentcamping 7+ 8 5+ 2-- 10

Hiking 9+++ 10 6- 4- 3

Waterskiing 16 4 18 3 35
Off-road'vehicles 40+ 27+ 93+ 25 48

Horsebacktiding 20+++ 7- 3- 4- 21

' IceSkating 8+ 5 2- 4 10
..

Canoeing 9 3+ 2 1- 2 .

Downhillskiing " 25+ 6 2- 4

Vehicle camping 12++ 6 6+- 3-- 4• ,

Sailing 14 3 4 3 2

Hunting 28+++ 14- 7- 48

Cross-country skiing 5++ 2- 2-

" Snowmobiling 17 12 15
Soccer 20++ 2- 18 8 7-

Backpacking 7+++ 19 6 2- 3-

Icefishing 23 5 3 1

Trapping 12' 20 30

+Significantly higher than one other group at the 0.05 level

• ' -Significantly lower than one other group at the 0.05 level

Meandaysforallactivities 31 39 28 27 38

, , ,,

'

°

,
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Table 3. Coefficients from the logistic regression analysis of participation in outdoor recreation activities by Illinois
residents

Run Walk Drive Picnic lrtsh icefish Xcski Dhski Skate PooiSwim OthrSwim Wtrski Boat Sail Canoe

Constam • -1.53" 0.70* .34 -0.16-I.57" -6.3'i -4.81 -5.59 -3.26" -1.10" -1.56" -3.54" -1.81" -'3.25*-4.01"
Race

White
Black 0.15 -0.34* -0.20 0.03 -0.59* -!.41 -!.58" -1.73' -i.38" -0.89* -1.34" -2.12" -1.49" -0.77* -!.31"

Hispmfic 0.03 .0.31 .0.03 0.39* .0.33 -I.41 .0.99 -I.77" .0.45 .0.38* .0.12 -i.09" -i.15" .0.94* .0.48
Asian 0.07 .0.35 -0.39 0.42 .0.90* -5.60 -I.71 -0.27 -0.11 -0.97* .0.85* -I.85" , -1.36" -0.34 0.54
Ottgr " -0.38 .0.18 0.08 -0.06 .0.09 ' i.22 -5.62 -6.16 0.48 0.61 0.31 -0.83 -0.41 .0.26 -0.48

.. Not gi_,en • .0.09 .0.43 .0.06 -0.18 0.23 -5.40 0.24 -5.62 -0.61 .0.74 O.18 0.69 .0.16 -0.42 -4.72
Age

i8-25

- 26-39 -0.75* .0.22 .0.10 0.39* -0.16 -0.36 .0.60* .0.50* .0.55* -0.45* -0.53* -0.58* .0.49* 0100 -0.55*
40-55 -!.09" 0.14 -0.19 0.09 -0.28 -0.95* -0.76* -1.24" -1.03" -!.08" -0.85* -I.41" -0.62* 0.13 -0.85*
56-65 -2.02* .0.23 .0. !6 0.05 .0.25 • -0.70 -1.57' -2.50* -2.69* - 1.66" - 1.35" -3.17" -0.93* -0.44 - 1.74"

>65 -2.50" -0.05 .0.43* • -0.33* - 1.00" -1.62" -3.70* -4.30" -2.87" -2.06" -2.56* -3.16" -1.67" -1.10" -3.55"
, Not given -i.14 i 0.30* -0.20 0.27* -0.10 .0.42 -1.31" -1.13" -1.08" -0.70* -0.70* _0.83" -0.70* -0.04 -0.75*

Residence

Chicago
• N. Sub -0.13 -0.10 0.03 0.06 0.23 I 0.06 0.35 0.08 0.1.2 .0.25* .0.06 0.21 0.51" -0.33 0.65*

S. Sub -0.30* .0.01 0.04 -0.12 0.33* 0.58 -0.07 -0.42 -0.03 0.19 .0.33* 0.24 0.56* -!.14" 0.43
North .0.55* O. 13 0.39* 0.40* 0.48* 0.45 .0.15 0.05 .0.30 .0.02 -0.06 0.62* 0.64* -1.08" 0.72*
Central ." -0.39* 0.1)8 0.49* 0.16 0.78* 0.32 .0.68* .0.45* -0.63* 0.25* -0.26* 0.04 0.52* -I.04" 0.77*

South -0.53* " 0.07 0.73* 0.04 1.05" 0.24 .0.93* - 1.25" -0.92* , O. 15 .0.04 0.29 0.63* -1.15" 0.76*

" Not given -0.71 -0.37 .0.26 .0.74* 0.03 0.32 -0.39 -0.42 -0.85 -0.65 - i.07" -i.17 .0.81 0.07 -0.76
Household Income

<15
15-25 0.1 ! 0.07 0.23 -0.07 0.05 -0.15 .0.21 .0.18 -0.02 0.33* .0.04 -0.05 0.13 0.32 -0.17
26-40 0.20 O.16 0.56* 0.37* 0.30 0.52 0.04 0.43 O. 19 0.53* 0.25 0.24 0.47* 0.36 -0.09
>40 0.58* 0.5 I* 0.82* 0.19 0.27 0.25 0.99* 0.82* 0.76* !.04" 0.71" 0.83* " 0.98* 0.84* 0.24

Not given 0._ 17 0.02 0.29* -0.09 0.01 -0.98 0.59 0.50 0.56 0.33* -0.01 -0.14 0.23 0.43 0.21
Gender

, Male
Female -0.57* 0.72* 0.08 0.19" .0.81" -1.52" O. 16 -0.13 0.06 0.06 .0.23* .0.58* -0.32* 0.23 -0.30*

Household Size
Total 0.03 0.07 0.04 0.25* 0.12" 0. i ! .0.19" .0.20* 0.19" 0.33* 0.13" .0.02 -0.03 .0.1 i 0.04

Adults 0.05 -0. i i -0.02 -0.24* 0.01 -0.12 0.00 0.13 -0.24* -0.34* .0.18* .0.07 -0.11 0.05 -0.03

Bckpck Hike TentCamp RVCamp Golf Ten_m_'s Softball Soccer Bsktball Bikin E HorseRide Snowmob Off-read Hunt T_p
Consl_t ...... -4.36" '2.65" -3.64" -3.71"-2.33" -2.34* -2.12" -5.88 -2.54" -I.28" -2.65" -7.96 -2.99"/-3.95 * -8.38
Race

w_ •
Black -0.22 -I.07" -i.15" .0.56* -1.09" -0.06 0.60* -0.67* 0.63* .0.29* 0.24 -2.79* 0.18 -0.10 0.'60

Hispanic 0.23 .0.46 .0.57 0.07 -0.73* 0.02 0.44* 0.76* 0.45* .0.47* -0.21 .0.03 .0.02 .0.65-5.39
Asian 0.41 -0.63 0.21 .0.74 -0.94* 0.70* -1.21" -0.22 0.06 -0.76* -0.76 -1.61 -2.32" -5.26 -5.49
Other 1.09 -I. 12 .0.96 -0.24 -i.52 -0.33 -_. 16 0.07 0.79 -0.26 0.82 -7.38 i.50" 0.98 2.66*

Not given -5. I I .0.15 -4.37 -3.75 -0.50 -0.34 O.15 0.35 -0.24 -0.66 .0.41 -6.82 -0.78 0.55 -5.75

Age
18-25

26-39 -0.43 0.18 -0.49* 0.05 .0.27 .0.51" -0.58* -0.85* -0.55* -0.34* .0.89* -0.76* -0.57* -0.18 -0.37
40-55 -0.77* 0.16 -I.19" 0.23 .0.77* -0.88* -1.28" -1.46" -!.25" -0.82* -I.!1" -I.17" -I.I1" -0.20 -0.76

56-65 -I.56" .0.77* -2.01" .0.52 -0.84* -!.90" -2.45" -7.79 -2.35" -1.32, -2.63" -2.73" -2.41" -0.17 -I.21
>65 ' -3.19" - !.42" -2.94" -0.33 -0.88* -2.86" -3.36" -3.37" -3.05" -2.34" -2.52" -7.59 -2.64" -I.87" -!.51

. Not g!ven -0.43 0.22 .0.84* 0.09 -0.48* -0.81" .0.82* -I.12" -0.84* -0.74* -1.23" .0.93* -0.74* -0.16 -0.31
• Resklence

Chino
N. Sub -0.12 -0.06 0.22 0.22 0.60* 0.27* O. I I 0.06 0.17 .0.06 0.05 0.75* 0.55* O.17 I. 12

• ' S. Sub .0. i 7 -0.12 0.03 O.17 0.30 -0.23 -_. 17 O. 15 0.05 -0.10 -0.06 0.78* 0.57* 0.46 !.08

North -0.31 0.09 0.13 0.68*. 0.36 -0.34 -0.42* -0.51 -0.14 -0.53* O.! I 0.59 0.48 I. 16" 2.27"
Central 0.09 0.03 0.53* 0.59* 0.27 -0.44* .0.24 -0.56 0.12 -0.19 0.03 0.53 0.93* 1.59" 0.75

South -0.23 -0.18 0.68* 1.24" 0.01 -0.55* -0.15 -0.36 -0.25 -0.59* 0.37 0.20 1.56" 2.02* 2.16"

Not given -0. i I 0.23 -0.11 -0.74 .0.32 .0.95 .0.68 -7.39 .0.05 -0.59 .0.55 !.02 0.18 I. 19" -4.69
House_ld In.me

. <15

15-25 0.49 -0. ! 6 -0.08 -0.02 0.47 0.15 0.19 0.00 0.22 0.2 i 0.49 0.52 0.12 -0.24 -0.79
26-40 0.24 0.27 0.26 0.00 0.98* 0.43* 0.26 -0.14 0.29 0.45* 0.42 0.53 0. I I 0.04 -!. ! 4

>40 0.49 0,39* 0.05 0.14 1.62" 0.63* 0.36* 0.24 0.36 0.92* 0.88* 0.86 0.22 -0.12 -0.73

• Noi given 0.72 0.20 -0.07 -0.17 0.98* 0.56* 0.06 0.39 0.39 0.38* 0.69* 0.30 0.16 -0.08 -0.96

M_
Female -0.65* -0.68 -0.48* -0.17 .0.97* -0.19 .0.79* .0.83* -I.27" 0.04 0.03 .0.37* .0.62* -2.57" .0.84

Household Size
Total 0.06 0.10" 0.12" 0.01 .0.11" 0.07 0.21" 0.31" 0.26* 0.25* 0.10 0.11 -0.01 0.06 ' -0.21
A,h,h¢ -0.03 .0.04 -0.02 O.11 0.10 .0.12 .0.12 .0.29* .0.05 -0.24* -0.25* 0.06 0.10 -0.13 0.22

•Ind_a/essignificanceat the0.05
level

o
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The logistic regress-ion model essentially allows us to With softball, Simple comparisons of mean participation
compare.the activity participation rates of each racial/ethnic rates (Table 1) did not indicate a significant difference in
group with Whites, while accounting for all other variables participation between Asian Americans and Whites.
in the model. In 43 instances out of a. possible 120 the However, With the logistic regression model, Asian
model indicates that there are significant differences Americans were shown to have a significantly lower rate of

•between .the participation rates for a racial/ethnic group participation in softball than Whites, with the other
when compared With Whites,-with all other variables in the variables in the model considered. We suggest that the

•model accounted for. This compares to 40 instances where difference in the results of the two evaluations may be
there were. significant differences in simple comparisons of attributable to age. Participation in softball is significantly
means between whites and each of the other groups (i.e., no higher in the younger age classes than in the older ones.
other variables were accounted for) (Table 1.). Variations - Asian Americans in our sample had a larger proportion of
in the results of significance tests for between-groups individual in the lower age classes than Whites. Given this

.- differences.using logistic regression and the simple paired situation we would expect higher participation rates in
comparisons were largely the result of correlations between softball for Asian Americans. By controlling for age in the
racial/ethnic groups and other variables. Three examples logistic regression, however, the model suggests that Asian
are described below. Americans are significantly less likely than whites to

....... , participate in softball.
With. sailing, simple comparisons of mean participation
rates (Table 1) did not indicate significant differences The coefficients for:the models for predicting participation
between whites and any of the other racial/ethnic groups, rates in individ_ual activities vary markedly across activities..
However, the logistic regression model indicated that The effect of factors other than race/ethnicity in explaining.
African Americans and Hispanic Americans are. differences in percent participating varies with activity.
significaritly less likely than Whites to participate in For example, gender is an especially imporhant factor in
sailing. The confounding factor in this instance is place of explaining participation in hunting. A. person's age is a
residence. African and Hispanic Americans are the groups particularly relevant factor in understanding participating in

• that are most likely to live in Chicago. In turn, Chicago athletic activities. For activities that require a considerable
' residents are more likely to engage in sailing than are amount of space or special resources (i.e., hunting, off-road

.indix/iduals from anyother part of the State (perhaps due to vehicles, camping) place of residence (Chicago, its
. Chicago residents' easy access to Lake Michigan). Given suburbs, other parts of Illinois) is an important factor in

their relative.concentration in. Chicago we would expect explaining participation. Income is important for those
SomeWhat higher participation rates in sailing for African actives that require substantial expenditures for
and Hispanic Americans. In the logistic regression, participation; such as with playing golf, boating, and

• accounting for place of residence and other variables driving for pleasure.
allows differences in participation associated with
i'ace/ethnicity to be evaluated. With all other variables Summary
taken into account -- these groups are significantly less
likely than whites to participate in sailing (Table 3). A new millennium is upon us, and with this transition we

are inspired to be more creative and embracing in our
In. the case of driving for pleasure, a simple comparison of approaches to managing lands and serving people. In
mean parti(:ipation rates (Table 1) indicated significantly anticipation of increased racial/ethnic diversity in our

.. ' lower participation by African Americans when compared population it will be especially important in planning for
toWhites. However, the logistic regressionmodel does not the years ahead that we view race/ethnicity and its

, .indiCate significantly lower participation for African implications for outdoor recreation in a frameworkthat
Americans when compared to Whites. We hypothesize that extends beyond examination of simple differences in

• this difference in the results of the two significance tests participation rates.
•

reflectsthe confounding effects of place of residence and
household income. Specifically, individuals who live In many instances it will be useful to look beyond between-

' outside Chicago and those that have higher incomes tend to group differences in participation rates to other dimensions
have significantly higher participation in driving for of participation, such as rankings of activities by
pleasuri_. Since African Americans are more likely than participation rates, average number of activities engaged in
other groups to live in Chicago and also have lower by a group, and percent of the group that does not engage
incomes than other groups, 'a simple comparison would in any of the outdoor activities studied. Extending the
indicate lower African American participation in driving . analysis to days of participation can also provide a useful
for pleasure. In contrast, the logistic regression model does context for policies and programs. Important measures can
not• indicate a significantly tower participation rate for include; average number of days of participation in an
African Americans than Whites in driving for pleasure - activity, as well as across all activities, and the market share
given that location, income, and the other variables in the (of total days in an activity) attributed to each racial/ethnic
model.are accounted for (Table 3). group. Amount of activity (as indicated by days of

participation) often presents a different picture of
' participationpatternsthan percent of the group that°
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participates in the _ctivity. It is.also useful to look at the expansion and diversification of racial/ethnic groups. It is
portion of the total participation in an activity that is made critical that in the next millennium we focus on

up by a particular racial/ethnic group (market share). This comprehensive policies and programs for meeting the
provides some indication of the relative significance of outdoor recreation needs for all segments of our

" particular groups among current participation in the population.
.activity. This broader analysis will help extend the
discussion of the outdoor recreation participation of Literature Cited
racial/ethnic groups to similarities and differences among
groups, and put the differences that do exist in a broader Cheek; N.H., Jr,, D.R. Field, and R.J. Burdge. 1976.
perspective. It-will also help avoid focusing our attention Leisure and recreation places, p. 99-129. Ann Arbor,
and POlicies • only on differences between groups and Michigan: Ann Arbor Sciences.
characterizing groups by their differences from others.

- • Dwyer, J.F. 1995. Forecasting outdoor recreation
Looking at racial/ethnic differences in the context of other participation: A cohort-component projection model for
variables such as age, residence, household income, gender, Illinois residents. In: Proceedings, 1994 NortheasternJ

and household size will become even more critical in Recreation Research Symposium; 1994 April 10-12, 1994;
obtaining an improved understanding of outdoor recr_;ation Radnor PA: U.S. Department Of Agriculture, Forest Service
participation as racial/ethnic groups increase in numbers Northeastern Forest Experiment Station: 172-175.
and diversity, and extend their influence across the
!andscape. An improved understanding of the role that Miller, E., and G. Guerin. 1962. Participation in

these variables play in conjunction with race/ethnicity will outdoor recreation: Factors affecting demand among
help us anticipate and prepare for meeting the needs of American adults. ORRRC Study Report 20. Ann Arbor,
increasingly diverse customers in the years ahead. Michigan: University of Michigan Survey Research Center.

In sum, It will be increasingly important to look beyond Washburne, R.F. 1978. Black under-participation in
• simple comparison of participation rates to address the wildland recreation: Alternative explanations. Leisure

policy issues of the future - many of which will deal with Sciences 1(2): 175-189.

. .

°
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