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PART 4

THE SETTING OF THE PROBLEM



CHAPTER I
THE USE AND NON-USE OF URBAN
PARXS AS A RESBARCH PROBLEM

The aim of the present research ié t0 describe and analyze
the use of ordinary parks in a single urban situation: the Ottawa—
Hull area, Canada's national capital regicn. A federal capital
with & largely bilirgual population, the study area provides
opportunity for cross—culfural éomparisons, but it cannot bve
assumed to represent other urban areas in North America.

Initially conceived as a study of factors of urban park
use, the research soon became transformed into 2n inguiry of
urban park non-use as well, This is the first, striking fact
about ordinary city parks: how small a fraction of the population
makes use of them; how surprisingly limited is theuknowledge even
that they exist: Jane Jacobs offers a question which, by its
inescapable logic, has become the organizing question of the
present research:

Why are there so often no people vwhere the parks are
and no parks where the peovle are? (Jacobs, 1961, 95.)

This question must strike a sympathetic chord with anyone,
such as the author, who has gone 1o otserve the activities of
a park first hand. It expresses the reaction of one ¥who assuzes,
not that people must be attracted to parks, but that people

belong in then. It is surprising that they are



so frequently empty. The emptiness is, as may be deduced
from Jane Jacobs' question, periodic and recurring. The aim
of research becomes, not only to analyze the use of the parks,
but also to shed light on this problem of empty parks.

The present study has implications for planning and
management of urban parks systems. Existing processes of
planning and management are complex and beyond the scope of
the present study. However, the already complex nature of
urban parks planning and management does not obviate the
need for improved scientific understanding of park use. An
enlightening illustration both of the complexity of exist-
ing management problems, and of the need for more insights to
be gained from scientific research, is the experience of
New York City's vest pocket parks program. The program was
predicated on the simple assumption that vacant lots 1n
"urban core" areas, currently used as Jjunkyards, could be
cleaned up and used as parks. Here is now the program worked:

The Coordinator for Housing for the clty was named to

head a committee which brought together the New York

City Planning Commission, the Department of Real Estate,

the Sanitation Department, the Health Department, and

the Highway Department. The Parks Department was ex-
cluded for . . . its unwillingness . . . to undertake
the maintenance and operation of parks of less than one
acre in size. The Real Estate Department agreed to rent
any vacant lot, in city ownership, which was approved by
the City Planning Commission, to a neighborhood or civic
group for a dollar a year. Several of the anti-poverty
groups throughout the City immediately selected one or
more lots and applied to the New York City Planning

Commission and the Department of Real Estate for their

assignment. As soon as a lease had been completed,
the Sanitation Department maved in and cleaned the lot.



(Even though it had always been the responsibility of
the Sanitation Department to keep such lots cleaned,

in actual practice the Department had not done so.)

The Highway Department agreed to use its staff and
equipment to blacktop the lot, and the Parks Depart-
ment, which by this time had been drawn into the scheme,
provided some help in acquiring equipment.

It took bpetween three months and a year to com-
plete the design and construction in those playgrounds
which actually were constructed. It took something
less than a month for vandalism to destroy the care-
fully conceived designs. (Guggenheimer, 1969, 60-61.)
Tnis experience shows that the creation of parks is not
sufficient to ensure that they will function as parks. The
present research is focussed on the functions of urban parks,
in their social context. The successful planning and manage-
ment of urban parks systems, however complex in 1ts details,
depends ultimately on a clear understanding of the outdoor
recreational functions to be served.

In direct contrast to many of the vest pocket parks of
New York's program, other parks have "succeeded", and thus
stand as models for identifying certain of the positive

elements of this complex research problem. In a chapter on

"The Uses of Neighborhood Parks" of her book The Death and

Life of Great American Cities, Jane Jacobs cites the examples

of Rittenhouse Square in Philadelphia and Washington Square
in New York as successful parks. Other model parks in the
world might include, among others, Hyde Park in London,

Chicago's Grant Park, the Jardin des Tuilleries and the



Jardin du Luxembourg in Paris. Descriptions are available

of the use patterns in some of these "successful' areas.
There 1is, for example, this description of the use of Ritten-
house Square by journalist Joseph Guess:

First, a few early-bird walkers who live beside
the park take brisk strolls. They are shortly joined,
and followed, by residents who cross the park on
their way to work out of the district. Next come people
from outside the district, crossing the park on their
way to work within the neighborhood. Soon after these
people have left the square, the errand-goers start to
come through; many of them lingering, and in mid-morn-
ing mothers and small children come in, along with an
increasing number of shoppers. Before noon the mothers
and children leave, but the Square's population continues
to grow because of people coming from elsewhere to
lunch at the art club and other restaurants around. In
the afternoon mothers and children turn up agaln, the
shoppers and errand-goers linger longer, and school
chlldren eventually add themselves in. In the late
afternoon the mothers have left but the homeward-bound
workers come through--first those leaving the neigh-
borhood, and then those returning to it. Some of these
linger. From then on into the evening the square gets
many young people on dates, some who are dining out
nearby, some who live nearby, some who seem to come
Just because of the nice combination of liveliness and
leisure. All through the day, fthere is a sprinkling
of old people with time on their hands, some people
who are indigent, and various unidentified idlers.

(Jacobs, 1961, 97-98.)
An analogous description of use of the Jardin du
Luxembourg was provided by one of the young would-be writers

of André Gide's novel, Les Faux-Monnayeurs, nearly a half-

century before:



Ce que je voudrais, disait Lucien, c'est raconter
l1thistoire, non point d'un personnage, mais d'un
endroit,-— tiens, par exemple, d'une allée de jardin,
comme celle-ci, raconter ce qui s'y passe-- depuis le
matin juSqu'au soir. Il y viendrait d'abord des bonnes
d'enfants, des nourrices avec des rubans. . . Non
non. . . d'abord des gens tout gris, sans sexe ni age,
pour balayer 1l'allée, arroser l'herbe, changer les
fleurs, enfin préparer la scéne et le décor avant
1touverture des grilles, tu comprends? Alors, l'entrée
des nourrices. Des mioches font des patés de sable,
sé chamaillent; les bonnes les giflent. ZEnsuite il ¥
a la sortie des petites classes, et puis les ouvrieres.
I1 y a des pauvres qui viennent manger sur un banc.
Plus tard des jeunes gens qul se cherchent; d'autres
qui se fuient; d'autres qui s'isolent, des réveurs.

Et puis la foule, au moment de la musique et de la
sortie des magasins. Des étudiants, comme & présent.
Le soir, des amoureux qui s'embrassent; d'autres qui

se quittent en pleurant. Enfin, & la tombée du jour,
un vieux couple. . . Et, tout & coup, un roulement de °
tambour: on ferme. Toubt le monde sort. ILa pikce est
finie. . .

Bt ¢a n'est pas tout; ¢a n'est pas tout! reprit
Lucien avec ardeur. Je voudrais, dans une espece
d'épilogue, montrer cette méme allée, la nuit, aprés
que tout le monde est parti, déserte, beaucoup plus
belle que pendant le jour; dans le grand silence,
1'exaltation de tous les bruits naturels: le bruit
de la fontaine, du vent dans les feuilles, et le
chant d'un oiseau de nuit . . .

(Gide, 1925, 15-16.)
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Parks such as these, surprisingly similar in use despite
their separation in both spacé and time, serve as a soclally
given standard of high quallty urban recreational land use.
They are unusually large, however, and serve city neighbor-
hoods that are unique even by world standards. The general
case is that of local neighborhood or community parks,
ordinary "city parks'", the ones closest to most of the people
most of the time.

The major topics of inquiry to be addressed in this
dissertation are three: (1) How are ordinary urban parks
used? (2) What particular conditions of accessibility and
other social-geographic characteristics of communities affect
the use and non-use of urban parks? (3) What are some
implications of the research results for improving urban
park systems planhing and management? Following the back-
ground material and research strategy outlined in Part 4,
these three major topics are examined in detaill, at the large
scale of analysis of four small parks located in diverse
neighborhoods of the City of Ottawa. The specific findings
of the study appear in Part B, which covers the use of these
four parks and the social-geographic factors affecting park
use. The general implications of the findings both in terms
of a comprehensive model to explain park use, and with
respect to planning and management concerns, are presented

in Part C.



CHAPTER II
BACKGROUND STUDIES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Academic research into urban park use is of recent origin.
The present discussion will be focused on the period since the
publication of ar article by Marion Clawson entitled "Open
(uncovered) Space as a New Urban Resource" (1969). The article
presented numerous research possibilities in the general field
of open space planning and management, as well as some research
questions applying specifically to urban park use. These
specific questions can be paraphrased as follows:
1. How intensively are existing parks, pléygrounds
and similar areas used?
2. What is the demand for parks, playgrounds and similar
areas?
3, What is the range of activities people engage in
after work and after school?
4. What portion of this demand should be met inside
the urban area, and what portion should be met outside?
Bach of these questions is considered in the course of
this dissertation. Other questions posed in the Clawson article
deal with the more general subject of "open space", which extends
beyond the scope of the present study.
The Clawson article lists several tfunctions" of urban open

space areas: to provide light and air to buildings; to'provide per-
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spective and vistas of the urban scene; to provide recreation
in the broadest sense of that term; to provide ecological
protection of important values, such as recharge to ground-
water, or prevention of flood damage in flood-prone areas,
preservation of unique areas, and the like; to serve as
city-forming devices or influences; and to reserve presently
vacant areas for one or more of these uses, or for more
active public uses, such as schools, at some future date
(Clawson, 1969, 140-41). Among the items in this list, the
present research is concerned exclusively with "recreation
in the broadest sense of that term". A broad definition of
recreation can include activities such as dog walking which
occur in urban parks, and also the use of areas such as
vacant lots and sidewalks which are not formally designated

as "recreational' land.

The Need to Establish Prilorities

Riots of 1965 through 1968 in major United States
cities resulted in a reexamination of political priorities
in such areas. Urban parks systems were among the municipal
services to be reevaluated at this time, with the result
that the need for further scientific research into the
subJject became appafent. The City of Los Angeles developed
an instrument for determining neighborhood recreation
priorities following the Watts riot of 1965 (Staley, 1969,

69-74). Existing facilities and personnel were compared
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with "needs" as measured by a2 given community's average rank
on four ordinal scales: youth population, population deunsity,
median family income, and juvenile delinquency rate. It was
unknown at the time whether any of these four variables had any
relationship at all with a community's use of, much less need
for, municipal park services. It is instructive to note that
although Watts ranked highest in "need" among Los Angeles
communities at the time, the facilities and services provided
in Watts were already superior to those in many commmities of
the city, lagging only slightly behind another well-known area:
Beverly Hills. t the time of the Watts riot, eight other Ios
Angeles communities stood in greater comparative need of
recreation services than Vatts.

A comment on the Los Angeles instrument for determining
recreation priorities outlined some of the weaknesses of the
variables constituting the "index of need", and concluded:

. » o Until we approach a point where we can say

that expanding recreation resources in a particu-~

lar way will satisfy a particular set of behavioral

criteria for the persons affected, we have very little

basis upon which to plan recreation programs.

(Hendon, 1969, 189-91.)

It zppears that the point at which it is possible to
allocate urban recreational resources raticnally accordiﬁg

to0 "a set of behavioral criteria" has not been reached at

this writing. Within the past year, authors having returned
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o this question, have had to content themselves with
expressing the theoretical possibility of such rational
criteria for establishing priorities. The idea is presented
in the conditional tense:
factors influencing visitation .
could be weighted, then incorporated along

with observed visitation into a formula to
define an 'index of need'. (Van Doren and Hodges,

1972, 353.)

In contrast to the optimism of researchers in the field,
practitioners of urban park planning may be less convinced
of the feasibility of using research results to help set
priorities:

The amount of open space and its location,

as well as the number and size of indoor

recreation facilities that must be set

aside in relation to acreage or population

density, cannot be computed by simple

mathematics, Too many variables are

involved. (Guggenheimer, 1969, 55.)

Nevertheless, some progreés has been made in recent
years toward answering the practical question: posed in the
latter part of the decade of the 1960's, of determining

priorities for a more rational allocation of urban park

resources.

Background Studies

The ekchange of new insights in this field has been

facilitated by the appearance of an interdisciplinary
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journal devoted entirely to leisure and outdoor recreation

concerns: the Journal of Leisure Research. Several articles

appearing in this journal have helped to shed light on at
least two of the research questions paraphrased above: the
factors influencing demands for urban playgrounds, and the
range of after-work and after-school lelsure activities.

These and other studies related to the same questions are

described briefly below.

Demand for Urbhan Playgrounds

The demand for urban playgrounds in Baltimore, Maryland
was investigated in the framework of an "optimal location
model" in which a function of the number of visitors in a
given playground was used as the dependent variable in a
multiple regression analysis incorporating such variables
as distance, intervening opportunities, and neighborhood
social and economic characteristics (Dee, 1970).

The dependent variable of the Baltimore study was the
"rate of attendance' at urban playgrounds, calculated as
the proportion of children living in an area who visited the
playground being studied on a given interview day. Two
different measures of distance were applied to find the
effect of household distance as a factor of the attendance
rate. Straight-line distances proved less significant than
the minimum number of street crossings required to reach

the playground from a given residential block, in explaining



13

the variation of the observed visit rates. Using the street
crossing measure, the attendance rates tended to decline with
the square of the distance from the playground (Dee and

Liebman, 1970, 145-59). This suggests a possible analpgy
between the demand for urban playgrounds and the "gravity model"
of Newtonian physics. This analogy is discussed in more detail
in Chapter VIII.

Other elements of the demand for playgrounds identified
in the Baltimore study included: the number of backyard wad-
ing or swimming pools in an area, the number of backyard
swing sets, and the distance from the study playground to
the next closest playground, that is, the competition of
another area. Surprisingly, the number of backyard swimming
facilities tended to increase rather than decrease demands
for swimming in the local playground; the effects of back-
yard swing sets and distance to a competing area were in the
expected, negative direction.

Among the most significant of the Baltimore findings
was that income was not related to playground attendance to
a significant degree. There were significant differences in
attendance rates according to the type of playground facility,
the ages of those in attendance, and whether those in atten-
dance were black or white children. No significant relation-
ship was found between the type of facility provided and the
age groups found to bé using the facility, nor between the rate

of attendance at a facility and whether the surface of the
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playground was blacktop or grass.

The tendency of visits to decline with distance away
from a playground was central to the analysis of Baltimore
playgrounds and is the key to the "Hotelling-Clawson" model
of park demand to be discussed in Chapter VIII. This same
relationship has been studied from a slightly different
approach for registrants in the recreation programs of
Columbus, Ohio playgrounds (Mitchell, 1973, 261-66). Al-
though the distance relationship identified in the Columbus
study is possibly spurious (Rugg, 1974), it appears to
support the conclusion of declining visit rates with distance
from a playground. Regardless of the existence of such a
"spatial gradient", the Columbus data in any case show that
urban playgrounds tend o draw visitors up to a maximum
distance of one-half mile, after which attendance rates

decline rapidly.

Range of After-Hours Activities

The range of after-work or after-school activities
is considerable, and therefore there is need for simplifica-
tion of this complex question. Such simplification has
been provided by factor analyses of leisure activities in
four midwestern communities of the United States: Minneapolls,
Minnesota; and River Forest, Glencoe, and Elk Grove Village,
T1llinois. Adult leisure activities in these communities were

found to be patterned according to three underlying dimensions
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called "active-diversionary", "potency', and "status”

(Bishop, 1970). Outdoor recreational activities were

included among those identified with each of the three factors,
as shown in Table 1.

The same list of activities was explored in three of
the same communities, for high school age respondents,
among whom four underlying dimensions of lelsure activities
were identified. An "outdoor-nature" factor resembled the
adults' "status" behavior; the activities of the remaining
"active-diversionary" dimension of adult behavior were
apportioned, for the teen-agers, between a "sports' and an
"adolescent-social™ factor (Witt, 1971). Among the high
school respondents, outdoor recreational activities were
included among the significant variables in all but the

"adolescent-social' factor, as shown in Table 2.

Research Questions

Four questions, paraphrased from an article by Marion
Clawson, were presented at the beginning of this chapter.
It has been shown that the questions of the demand for play-
grounds and the range of activities people engééé in after
work and after schcol have been explored in previous studies.
Not covered in the studies mentioned are questions of the
demands for parks and similar areas other than playgrounds
in urban areas, and of the intensity of use of urban parks of

various kinds. The final question of policy, that is, what
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portion of the demand for urban parks should be met inside
the urban area, depends upon & thorough appraisal of each
of the other three questions.

The present study extends knowledge of urban parks
use and non-use through a detailed analysis of household
outdoor leisure activities and local park use in selected
neighborhoods of Ottawa-Hull. The approach used 1in the
study was initially guided by the so-called "Hotelling-
clawson model of park demand", which is described in
Chapter VIII. The model is essentially a conventional
economic demand schedule, except that distance travelled
is substituted for the price paid to enjoy a recreational
experience in a park.

Previous studies have suggested numerous factors
other than distance to help explain differences in the

demand for urban parks. Indeed, one would expect distance

to be a relatively minor factor in urban areas, where numer-

ous means of transportation are available to most people for

reaching any desired destination. The present study focuses

on one such additional factor: the social characteristics

and possible cultural differences among potential park users

in various neighborhood settings. The Ottawa-Hull area was
especially suitable for this purpose.

The questions posed by Clawson all relate to the
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organizing theme of the use and non-use of urban parks. The

questions are restated below, in the form iIn which they are

to be investigated in the present study:

1.

How intensively are existing parks; playgrounds
and similar areas used? To what extent are they
not used?

What is the "distance-demand" for local parks in
selected neighborhoods of Ottawa-Hull? To what
extent is this a demand for "playgrounds" only?
What are the social characteristics of park
users and potential park users? Where does the
use of parks fit in with more general patterns
of outdoor leisure activities for various seg-
ments of the population? Which social charac-
teristics are most closely related to urban
parks use at present?

What portions of existing and potential demands
for urban outdoor recreation, not currently
being served, can and should be provided for in

local urban parks?

These questions will be examined with reference to four

local parks and the neighborhoods surrounding each park in

Ottawa-Hull.

The parks were selected to reflect similar kinds

of facilities, which therefore had the same physical "attrac-

tiveness", in order to control this source of variation while
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examining the influences of accessibility and social charac-
tepistics in different neighborhood settings. The selectlon
of study areas "and analysis of park facilities are discussed,

respectively, in Chapters III and IV.



CHAPTER III1
SELECTION OF STUBY AREAS WITHIN OTTAWA-HULL

The study of urban park use and non-use is set in an
unusual metropolitan area, offering particular opportunities
for research on this topic. Within Ottawa-Hull, four
communities were selected to represent a variety of social

and geographic conditions in this diverse urban milieu.

The Setting of Ottawa-Hull

As one approaches Ottawa-Hull from any direction,
one immediately has the impression that it is a city of
parks and open spaces. Recreational parks within the city
limits of Ottawa, Hull, Rockcliffe Park Village, and Vanier
occupy on the order of a thousand acres of land, or about
one acre for every 500 inhabitants. Immediately beyond
the city limits to the south lies an enormous Green Belt
of preserved farm and forest acreage; to the north, more
tens of thousands of acres in the Gatineau Park. Still
other wide expanses have been set aside for a Central
Experimental Farm within the city of Ottawa, and for
existing and proposed parkways winding through every

section of the metropolis,

22
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The half-miliion residents of metropolitan Ottawa-
Hull represent a diversity of cultures. A substantial
proportion are fluent in both official languages of Canada,
and many speak other languages as well. A national capital,
Ottawa-Hull enjoys a very high level of cultural amenities
in proportion to 1ts size. It is a destination of inter-
national tourism and a focal point of national and inter-
natiocnal political life. Even the resident population are
largely transients, with cultural backgrounds and experi-
ences 1n other areas across Canada and around the world.

With so much recreational land available and such a
diverse and sophist.cated population, there is potential
for the expression of a full range of urban recreational
behavior in Ottawa-Hull. Ths setting bf the city affords
an opportunity to explore the influence of cultural differ-
ences and other social characteristics on observed patterns

of use and non-use of urban parks.

The Study Areas

Within the Ottawa-Hull metropolitan area, four study
areas were chosen to reflect a diversity of social charac-
teristics. Criteria used in the selection included:
language spoken, socio-economic characteristics, and type

of residential milieu.
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Two communities were chosen 1n ﬁhe older part of the
city of Ottawa, its densely populated "urban core': Centre-
Town and Basse-Ville. Centre-Town was an area of older
single-family, duplex and apartment dwellings inhabited by
people from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, including
Italian, other European, and rural English and French-
speaking Canadian groups. Basse-Ville (or Lower-Town) had
been a homogeneous French working-class nelghborhood, but
it was in process of urban renewal at the time of the sur-
vey. Nevertheless, ‘the study concentrated on the older,
established households: comparatively low value but owner-
occupied single and multi-family homes in a soclally stable
environment prior to urban renewal, with a substantial
development of large institutional land uses, especially
those of the Catholic Church. The portion of the study
conducted in the Basse-Ville area can never be duplicated:
by the summer of 1972 the residences included in the
survey of this area had been torn down.

Two communities were selected in newer areas of
"syburban" residences: Hawthorne Meadows and Bel-Air Heights.
Hawthorne Meadows was located at the extreme southeastern
corner of the Ottawa city limits. It was bordered at the
time of the study by open space and pasture land to the
east and south, but the land was controlled by rallroads

and destined for eventual industrial development. The
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subdivision consisted mainly of middle-level single-family
dwellings inhabited by English-speaking and some bilingual
(English and French-speaking) families. It had recently
been "invaded" by a densely populated rent-to-income pro-
ject of the Ontario provincial government, which was
located at the corner of Russel and Walkley Roads. A
third major traffic artery, St. Laurent Boulevard, completed
the triangular boundary of this unusually well-defined
residential neighborhood. Toward the high-growth direction
of the city, to the west, away from planned industrilal
developments, numerous residential subdivislons sprawl
along the GQueensway. The Bel-Air Heights community was
chosen to represent this reletively affluent, predominantly
English-speaking section of the metropolis.

In sum, the Ottawa-Hull metropelitan area offered
the opportunity to explore park use in communities with
divergent social and geographic characteristics. Ths
four community areas selected to represent these various
residential environments were Centre-Town, Basse-Ville,
Hawthorne Meadows and Bel-Air Heights. The location of the
metropolis, and of each community area selected for study

within the metropollis, are shown in Figure 1.



TS S AL gt g

—__-
-

—

oTyviH

1
\
t

N

. Ottawa:h'ull" -

.....

n Ve -
=~Cclicliffa

——

|
:z
I
i

~~
G
g
) N )

oa-

REAL IR R T ;. BRI

.
[ X4



27

Strategy of Surveys

One park was selected for detailed investigation with-
in each of the four community areas. The ratlonale for park
selection is outlined more fully in Chapter IV: essentially,
the same park functions and park types were studied in
different communities, so that observed differences in the
use of a park would reflect social rather than park differ-
ences.

The use of the selected parks was examined by a park
user survey. Part of the information gained in the park
user survey included the home addresses of the visitors.
This information provided a basis for delineating residential
"zones of influence' around each park. In only one case,
that of Hawthorne Meadows, did the park zone of influence
coincide with political or physical boundaries of the given
community areas.

A household mail questionnaire survey was conducted
of the residential zones of influence of each of the four
parks. This survey provided additional information on the
use of parks and other leisure activities of households,
and served as a basis for analyzing the use of parks in
relation to the social characteristics of households.

The details of the survey procedure are appended
(Appendix II). The survey results are presented and dis-

cussed in Part B of this dissertation.
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Characteristics of Samvle Households

p2abch o Te TR SRR - B SILL—_—=e

The mail questionnaire survey resulted in responses
f£rom households with a wide variety of characteristics. In
this regard, the survey strategy was completely successful.

Responses were received from households of single
individuals as well as from households with more than ten
members. The distribution of household sizes was closely
similar to that of the metropolitan area as 2a whole, as
jndicated in Figure 2. A full spectrum of age groups was
represented (see Figure 3). Nineteen questionnaires were
returned in useable form from the least populated study area,
with substantially higher numbers of questionnaires received
from each of the other three areas. The rate of response was
above 25 percent in 211 four study areas. Although the rates
of return varied from one neighborhood to another, differences
in population density and zones of influence of the selected
parks tended to offset the effects of response rates (see
Table 49, Appendix II). |

Other than to sample representative households in
different residential environments, the major criteria for
the selection of study areas were ethnic and status differ-
ences, as indicated by language spoken and incomes of sample
households. In these respects, the sample was somewhat biased,
but nevertheless a full range of household characteristics

was adequately represented in theé survey returns.
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SURVEY orzava I |
SAMPLE 1966 CENSUS , |
40 4 20,000
|- o -
30 < —_— - 15,000
- -y - = 10,000
10 +— - _ 5,000
- = ¢
0 ] 1 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
Fig. 2. BSigzes of Sample Households
0-5 6-12 15-18 19-24 25-44 45-64 65+
Fig. 3. Ages of Respondents
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Two different measures of language group are avall-
able from the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to
specify the language spoken at home. English was spoken
in 91 households of the sample, French in 21, and both
English and French in 19. Italian was spoken in 5, other
European languages in 5, and non-European languages 1in 4
respondent héuseholds (see Figure 4). The other measure
is simpler, and perhaps more significant: the questionnaire
was filled out either in French or in English. Of the total
of 40 French or bilingual households, only 24 completed the
questionnaire in French. Only 5 of the bilingual houssholds
answered in French. Four of the unilingual French households,
nevertheless answered the questionnaire in English. This
result may reflect the fact that the present adult Franco-
Ontarian population generally attended secondary school in
English, hence may have adjusted to using English in formal
communications. Some bilas was probably introduced into the
questionnaire itself, which was composed by the author,
whose mother tongue is American English.l Taking both
these biases into account, an unusual degree of dedication
to the French language may be assumed to be indicated by a

respondent's cholce to answer the questionnaire in French.

lAn Ttalian-speaking respondent noted three. minor errors
in French syntax in the French version of the questionnaire.
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The incomes of respordent households were well
apportionedngggugh the ranga of values. The modal
income was between 10 and 15,000 doliars, which is in
keeping with the professional characier of basic employ-
ment in the city, and which, unlike the figures available
from Statistics Caﬁéda, measures total household rather
than jus# family income, and includes transfer payments
in addition to taxable income.

The income distribution of those responding in Ffench
was different from that of the overall sample, with heavier
concentrations at both ends of the spectrum: 20 per cent
above $15,000 and 17 per cent below $3,000. The comparison
of sample household incomes is shown in Figure 5.

It turned out that the bulk of park use in the four
study areas was by children. For this reason, the social
characteristics of the.children in respondent households
had to be Ltaken into account as well. Over 60 per éent of
the households in the sample had children of school age
living 2t home. Of this number, about half were attending
public grade schools, one-third separate schools, and one-
sixth institutions of higher.education. Anmong French house-
holds with children, three-fourths enrolled their children
.in separate schools, one~fourth in public schools. Con~
sidering the children's school attendance caaracteristics,

again the mail questionnaire survey was successful in
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Fig. 4. Language(s) Spoken at Home
% of L. 70
households
60 - - 60
50 - — 50
40 - - 40
| I
20 -1 ! : = 20
|
10 = I | =~ 10
0 l Y 0
English Engiish French Other
only & French only
| Some |
W Erench )
Fig. 5. Incomes of Sample Households
no. of - 40
households
/7
30 - Jd \ - 30
\
Vs
7/
20 4 'Y - 20
\
7 \
7
P /
10 - PR L. 10
- rd
0 0
0-§3,000 5-$7,000 10-$15,000
3-$5,000 7-$10,000 $15,000+
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| reachlng a fuil and b'alancévdb i*aﬁge of vrespondent ._}.:yious>e‘-“ o
holds. |

The relationships between f!:hesé and other household
characteristics and park use are taken up in detail in
Chapter VII. Before this theme is resumed the intermediate o
chapters consider the observed patterns of park use in
each stiudy area,‘-fa‘.ﬁé the degree to whilch the observedl use
simply reflects the accessibility of the parks to potential
users.

Meanwhile, 2 prerequisite to describing thé use of
parks is the selection of parks for detailed description and
subsequent analysis. This immediate task is the topic of
Chapter IV, which concludes the preliminary setting of the
problem in Part A of the dissertation. .



CHAPTER IV

SELECTION OF PARKS FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS

In a recent survey of urban parks use, the Greater
ILondon Council)noted these differences in facilitles among
parks in the London system:

The elements making up the existing park system
consist of a set of physical components, which

apart from the actual size of the park, include

scenic and amenity aspects, sports provision,

facilities for young children and special features
such as zoos or bandstands. The size of the park,
together with the amount and variety of facilities
included, determines its function in the system.
-Greater London Council, 1048, 6.

In making this statement, the Council also asserted
that differences in facilities imply functional differences
among the parks in a system. Therefore, the use of urban
parks may be expected to vary according to the "amount and
variety of facilities included" in each park. In the pre-
sent study, this source of variation was controlled by
selecting functionally similar parks for detailled analysis
in different neighborhood areas. Before making the selection,
the particular items of equipment which would indicate function-

al similarities and differences among Ottawa parks had to be

identified.

34
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The Notion of an Urban Parks Hierarchy

A basic assumption underlying the administration of
urban parks is the concept of a "hierarchy" of park types,
from the more general recreational functions to the more
specialized ones, from the local neighborhood park to parks
serving much wider zones of influence. A careful examina-
tion of equipment differences among parks in the Ottawa
system led the author to question the existence of such a
functional hierarchy of park types; the corresponding assump-
tion of a nested hierarchy of zones ¢f influence is like-
wise open to question, but was not investigated as part of
the present study. Terms used to designate the hypotheti-
cal service area hierarchy are familiar: "vest pocket" parks
serving a purely local area of one or two city blocks:
"neighborhood" parks serving perhaps a four to eight-block
area; "community" parks for community areas with thousands,
or even tens of thousands of population; "district" parks
for entire sectors of a city, possibly serving hundreds of
thousands of people; and finally "municipal' parks intended to
serve all ths residents of a city. A similar hierarchy exists
for parks located outside urban areas. '"Regional' parks are
those which serve several municipalities 1n a metropolitan
area. "Provincial" or "state" parks serve visitors from a
number of different metropolitan areas. "National" and
"international" parks are designed to attract visitors from

entire countries, continents, or even the world as a whole.
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Inventory of Ottawa Park Egquipment

An inventory of park acreages and equipment was made
available to the author by the Cttawa Department of Recrea-
tion and Parks. At that time (1970), the contiguous built-up
area of Ottawa-Hull contained about 200 parks, of which 180
were under the jurisdiction of the City of Ottawa Department
of Recreation and Parks. These municipal parks ranged in
size from less than 1/10th of an acre to almost 100 acres,
with over 90 percent between one and ten acres in size.

Among the parks not included in the inventory were larger
"regional" parks of the National Capital Commission. The
inventory was already out of date in 1970, the date of its
compilation being unknown, but certainly no more recent than
1968 or 1969. It contained information on only 67 of the

180 parks in the system. Despite these drawbacks, the in-
ventory undoubtedly constituted the best singie source avail-
able for the area's urban parks at the time, and the number
of observations, 67, was sufficiently high to warrant the
use of statistical methods of analysis.

The equipment data coverdd a large, but not complete
range of park facilities. Wading pools, for example, wWere not
jncluded, being introduced into the parks after the inventory
was drawn up. Trees and sand beaches, important amenities in
the parks which had them, were not listed in the equipment
inventory either. Some other information not directly dealing

with the facilities of each park was also available: whether
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the land was owned by the Department of Recreation and Parks
or some other agency; the acreage of the park; the "district"
in which the park was located; etc. Although this additional
information did not constitute park equipment as such, it

was also considered in the analysis, for whatever extra 1n-
sight it might lend.

Altogether, the information available for the 67 parks
of the Ottawa system covered a total of 36 different aspects
of the parks and the kinds of equipment they contained. TUn-
fortunately, much of the equipment was rare enough that its
distribution in the system as a whole was anything but
"normal™. All the equipment and other "variables" were sub-
mitted to preliminary screening before any further analysis
was undertaken. After this preliminary screening, some of
the variables were eliminated completely,lothers were com-
bined. For example, the number of swing sets for small
children was not normally distributed, nor was the number of
swing sets for older children, but when the two were combined,
the total number of swings in a park turned out to be very
close to normal in its distributilon.

Some variables were considered more important than others
by the author, and thus were retained even'thoﬁgh their dis-
tributions were not normal and could not be normalized.

The variables retained after this preliminary screen-
ing are listed in Table 3. One half of the original variables
weré either combined or eliminated at this stage; 18 remained

for further analysis.
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TABLE 3
LIST OF PARK EQUIPMENT VARIABLES

______—_——————________—_______—————_—————'_—————_—_—-—___—_—

Vg;;ggie Description Measure used
1 swings no., of seats
2 sand box no. of bexes
3 climber no. of climbers
4 other play equipment no. of pieces or
(teeter-totter, senior sets
combination apparatus,
horizontal ladder, play
house, play shelter,
horseshoe pitch)
5 backstop for baseball no. of backstops
6 basketball standards, no., of pairs
volleyball posts
7 other sports equipment:
lacrosse box 1 if present
soccer goals 1 if present
football goals 1 if present
spectators' stand 1 if present
(other sports equipment values summed for
. each park)
8 portable building no. of buildings
9 other buildings no. of buildings
10 community center 1 if present
(field house, community
building, canteen building)
11 coal box, oil tank 1 if present
12 benches no. of benches
13 picnic tables no. of tables
14 parking facility 1 if present
15 bicycle rack no. of racks
16 ownership:
city, school board 1
N.G.C., other Federal 0
17 location:
central city 1
west, south, east 0
18 park scale square root of

park acreage
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These 18 park equipment variables were submitted to
principal components analysis and to: singular decomposition.
(These procedures are discussed in Appendix I.) The seven
dimensions of equipment provision identified by the princi-
pal components analysis appear in Table L.

Principal Components of Equipment Provision

Of the seven "factors" in Table 4, some but not all
were interpreted to indicate distinctive recreational
functions. The first factor was termed "leisure", and was
represented by high loadings of the variables: picnic tables,
parking facility, benches, and large park scale. A second
factor included conventional "playground" equipment: swings,
sand boxes, and climbers. A third included the portable
buildings and coal boxes for "winter use". The fifth factor
was named the "teen~-sports" factor on the assumption (and
subsequently, the observation) that community buildings
attracted teen-agers for social activities, and that there-
fore to call it simply a "sports" function would be in-
adequate and somewhat misleading.

The remaining three factors appeared to reflect dimen-
sions of the equipment problem without direct relevance to
the recreational functions of the parks. The parks located
in the central part of the city, hence those which had been
there a longer time, had a greater varlety of equipment of
all kinds (a "maturity" factor). "Bicycle access" as in-

dicated by the presence of bicycle racks proved independent
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TABLE 4

PRINCTPAL COMPONENTS OF PARKS EQUIPMENT (ROTATED)

Factor Percent Cumul.

Factor Variables Loadings Expl. Percent

I. General Leisure picnic tables -.91
parking facility -.90
benches -.84
park scale -.75 8% 18%
other buildings -.36
noh~-city ownership -.32

II. Playground swings .85
sand box 82
climber al 13% 31%
other buildings .43
basketball, volleyball .36

ITI. Winter Use portable building -.90
coal box, 0il tank -.90 10% 41%
othe; Buildings 37

IV, Maturity other play equipment =.72
other sports equipment -.71 11% 52%
periéhér;l location ST

V. Teen-sports baseball backstops -.84
community center -.68 10% 62%
basketball, volleyball -.56
park scale -.44

VI. Bicycle Access bicycle rack .87
community center .43 8% 70%
other play equipment .36

VII. City Ownership other buildings .54
vasketball, volleyball --46 ™ T%

non-city ownership




41

of the maturity grouping in the factor analysis, but did
not seem to be closely related to any other variables
either; mere access to a park by bicycle did not, in the
auther's view, necessarily imply anything about the
recreational functions which might exist inside the park.
A tendency was noted for parks in "eity ownership" to con-
tain more buildings than parks built on leased land: pre-
sumably this would reflect the confidence of the parks
adnministration that the land would remain in park use . and,
therefore, investments in major facilities such as bulldings
could be justified if the park department owned the land.
A further refinement of the principal components
analysis was carried out by eliminating from consideration
those variables which did not appear to be related to dis-
tinctive park functions. Thus, of the eighteen variables
which survived preliminary screening, only a dozen were
considered to indicate definite park functions. Of these
12 variables, two had to do with winter use of the.parks.
However, full information was not available on winter use
facilities. The small amount of information which was
available suggested that winter use was served without
reference to ("independently of") the summer use functions
of the same parks. Accordingly, since the remainder of
the study dealt primarily with summer use of the Ottawa

parks, the variables "portable buildings" and "coal box"
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were also eliminated from further consideration.

The list of equipment variables thought to reflect
servicé to distinctive summer use park functions was thus
reduced to ten variables. The refined list of ten summer
use variables was then resubmitted to principal components
analysis in order to gain a new set of factor loadings.

The desired result was obtained: this time only the three

desired factors appeared, each with a higher proportion of
explanation than previously of the variance in the correla-
tion metrix. The total explanmation of variance was T1 per

cent. Each variable loaded well (at least .69) on

TABLE 5
FACTORS OF CORRELATION AMONG TEN SELECTED VARIABLES

Factor Percent Cumul.

Factor Variables Loadings Expl. Percent
I. Leisure picnic tables -.94
parking facility -.88
benches -.86 30% 30%
park scale -.T6
II. Playground swings .84
sand box .80
climber . 76 21% 51%
basketball, volleyball .36
park scale -.23
III. Teen-sports baseball backstops .81
community center .T1
basketball, volleyball .69 o0% %
park scale .42

swings .25
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one of the three factors. Unnecessary "noise" from ir-
relevant variables was eliminated, so that a similarly
powerful analysis was achieved with fewer than half the
previous number of factors. The refined factors and the
loadings of the ten variables on these factors appear in

Table 5.

Factors from Singular Decomposition

Singular Decomposition of the same ten variables
resulted in the identification of three closely similar
"factors", accounting for 67% of the varilance in the
equipment data. The "loadings" produced by this method
were somewhat different, however, as indicated in Table 6.
Nevertheless, the similarity of results from two mathemat-
ically different procedures lends further support to the
conclusion of three functional dimensions of equipment

provision, named "leisure", "playground" and "teen/sports".

Park Functions

The results shown in Tables 5 and 6 constitute a
remarkably close verification of the statement by the
Greater London Council, considering the differences in
culture, city size and geographic location between London
and Ottawa. The "leisure" factor represents the "scen-
ic and amenity aspects" of a park. The "teen/sports"

factor includes the "sports provision'
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TABLE 6

FACTORS IDENTIFIED BY SINGULAR DECOMPOSITION

Factor Name Variables Vector Percent
Loadings Explanation

Leisure Picnic tables 0.69
Benches 0.62
Parking facility 0.61 33%
Park scale 0.58
Playground Swings 0.63
Basketball and 0.54
volleyball posts 20%
Sand boxes 0.45 °
Climbers 0.4z
Teen/sports Baseball backstops 0.582
Community center 0.513
Basketball and 12%
volleyball posts 0.35
Sand boxes -0.52

mentioned by the Council. The "playground" factor consists
of "facilities for young children". Each factor in the
principal components analysis includes the '"park scale' as
a constituent variable; the Council referred to "the actual
size of the park". The only aspect not found in the Ottawa
park equipment inventory was "special features such as 2008
or bandstands'; such features are found to a limited extent
(except for zoos) in parks of the National Capital Commission,
and therefore do not appear in the city park inventory.

In short, the result of both analyses was emphatically

to support the conclusion of the Greater London Council:
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"The size of the park together with the amount and variety

of facilities included determines its fumction in the

Pt

system". Three specific funciions have been identified for
the Ottawa parks. The next task is to classify each park
according to the kinds of recreational functions being

served.

Tyves of Parks

Several different procedures were used for grouping
parks into categories. The procedures were based on values
of the original equipmert variables, and on the factor scores
of each pérk on the three functional dimensipns of equipment

provision.

Pregence-or-Abgsence Criterion

"Types" of parks may be identified, in the first
instance, on The basis of the presence or absence of
variables which indicate a2 given recreationallfunction..

Bight of the ten variables can be separated into three
groups-each of which is associated with one of the three
functions only. Swings, sand boxes and climbers indicate

the playground function. DPicnic tables, parking facilities
and benches indicate the leisure function. Baseball back-

. stops and community centers indicate the tTeen-sports funcition.
Each of these eight variables is "diagnostic" of a certain

park function.
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The two remaining variables may be considered "tran-
sitional" ones among the various functions. Small park scale
is negatively associated with the playground function, weakly
but positively associated with the teen-sports function, and
strongly associated with the leisure function.l The role of
park scale reflects the functions iﬁvolved. Only a small lot
is required for children's play equipment. A somewhat larger
1ot size is necessary for a baseball field. A leisurely walk
requires still a larger area. On the other hand, there is no
hard and fast relationship between park scale and use functions.
Children's play equipment can be, and often is, inéluded as an
additional amenity in the largest parks. Small "vrest pocket"
parks can be developed equally well for bench-sitting and dog-
walkiné as for playground use. Not all sports require large
lots, either. The role of park scale may perhaps be best under-
stood as a "permissive" factor, one that permits certain kinds
of activities to be developed, but that does not determine or
restrict the use of an area. Claval wrote, "La nature permet,

1 'homme dispose" (1964, 50). In the present context one might
observe, "L'échelle du ?arc permet, le service des parcs dispose”.

Backetball and volleyball posts constitute the other
transitional variable in that they were positively associated
both with the playground and with the teen-sports functions.

The comments regarding park scale apply to this variable, too.

lpefer back to Table 5 for factor loadings of "park scale".
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Basketball and volleyball are not space-consuming sports.
Purthermore, the equipment required for them is inexpen-
sive and easy to install or remove. An added dimension of
activities can be provided in a small playground by in-
stalling this kind of equipment.

Using the presence-or-absence criterion, a park
which contains one or more of the "dilagnostic" kinds of
equipment for one function, and none of the "diagnostic"
equipment for any other function, is a pure example of
the given functional type. The list of such pure types
is presented in Table 7.

In addition to the parks with only one type of equip-
ment provided, the table also includes a category of "un-
developed" parks. These are parks which, according to the
inventory, had none of the diagnostic kinds of equipment
at this time.

Thirty parks. of the 67. for which data .were
available, could be considered typical of a single func-
tional class of parks using the presence-or-absence
criterion.l

The logical extension of the presence-or-absence

method of classifying parks is to group the remaining 37

1The case of Strathcona Park requires explanation.
This 1s an attractive, tree-lined, leisure use park along
the Rideau River. It was owned by the Department of
Recreation and Parks, but had been landscaped and developed
largely by the National Capital Commission, because of its
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TABLE 7

TYPICAL PARKS

Functional Category Name of Park

I. Leisure Parks 40. Linedenlea
47, Mooney's Bay

II. Playgrounds 2. Ainsley Drive
5. Alvin Helghts.
9, Bel-Alr

13. Bordeleau
17. Cambridge
24, Elmdale
36. Kilreen
41, Lions

43, McCann
51. Parkdale
52. Parkway
fl. Tillbury

ITI. Teen/Sports Parks 7. Balena
11. Billings
20. Carlington
26. Frank Ryan
35. Kaladar
39. Lawson
49, Orlando
60. Strathcona
63. Weston

IV. Undeveloped Parks 18. Canterbury
21. Cecil Morrison
23. Copeland
25. Falrmont
34, Iona
53. Pauline Vanier
65. Woodroffe Ave. Site
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parks in combined functional categories: 1eisure/blay-
ground; 1eisure/teen—sports; playground/teen—sports;

and 1eisure/blayground/teen—sports. The remaining parks
are grouped in their appropriate categories in Table &
The entire urban park system of Ottawa-Hull, showing the
functions of those parks for which data were avallable
according to the presence-or-absence criterion, is 1llus-

trated in Figure T.

Factor Scores Criterion

With these lists of parks identified by functional
type according to the presence-or-absence criterion as a
reference, it is easier to interpret classifications
based upon factor scores on each of the three functional
factors, or summer use park "functions". Whereas the
presence-or-absence criterion tells whether or not the
function might exist (and presumably, does exist) in a

given park, the factor scores criterion goes a step farther

proximity to the many foreign embassies in the area.
Apparently, at the time the inventory was made, there was

a paseball backstop in Strathcona Park owned by the Depart-
ment of Recreation and Parks; otherwise, the equipment in
the park had been provided by the N.C.C. Since the inven-
tory showed only "sports" equipment in the park, it became
classified as a typical sports park by the presence-or-
absence criterion. By the time of the present study, the
backstop, if it ever had existed, had been removed. The
author visited each of the other 66 parks for which data
had been provided, and this was the only one in which there
was such a glaring discrepancy between inventory data and
the actual equipment in the park.
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TARLE 8
PARKS WITH COMBINED FUNCTIONS

V. General leisure-playground VI. General 1eisure-teen/sports
28. Grange 16. Britannia
46. Montgomery Memorial 29. Green Island

67. York St.

VII. Playground-teen/sports VIII. General leisure-playground-
teen/sports

1. Agincourt 12. Bingham Sq.

3. Alexander 14, Brantwood

L, Alta Vista 15. Brewer

6. Anglesea Sq. 22. Champlain

8. Beech St. 45, McNabb

10. Bellevue 48. New Edinburgh
19. Carleton Hts. 54, Plouffe
27. Glebe Memorial 58. Sandy Hill
30. Hampton ’ 59. Strathcona Hts.
31. Hawthorne
32. Heron
33. Hutton

37. Kingsmere
38. Laroche
42, Manor

L, McKellar
50. Overbrook
55. Ridgemont
56. Riverview
57. St. Lukes
62. Westboro Kiwanis
64. wWindsor
£6. Woodroffe
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by indicating the degree to which the given function is
emphasized in the park.

A useful point of departure for a factor scores
classification is to consider those parks which exhibit
the highest scores on each factor. These are presented

in Table 9.

TABLE 9
PARKS WITH HIGHEST FACTOR SCORES ON THREE FUNCTIONAL FACTORS®

Factor Parks Factor Scores
I. Leisure 16. Brittania -5.

47. Mooney's Bay
15. Brewer

|
.

II. Playground 50. Overbrook
48. New Edinburgh
64. Windsor
55. Ridgemont
54. Plouffe

III. Teen-sports 15. Brewer
44, MeKellar
%8. Laroche
50. Overbrook

L]
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@parks listed are those with factor scores greater than
+1.0 or less than -1.0. '
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Do these scores make sense "geographically"? The
parks listed in Table 9 include those in the system with
relatively heavy endowments of equipment. The high scores
of Brittania, Mooney's Bay and Brewer parks, the system's
three largest areas, are to be expected on the leisure
factor. Overbrook park scores highly on both the play-
ground and the teen/sports factors. Although small in area,
Overbrook was an intensively-used park offering a variety
of equipment to a wide range of age-groups of users. Brewer
park is the only other park to appear in two of the three
lists of Table 9. It definitely deserves its place as the
best-equipped sports park in the system. Most of the parks
with high scores on the playground and teen/sports factors
are iiéted in Table B as parks with combined functions. Al-
though this result is logically consistent with having a
high score on one of the functions, it does foreshadow
difficulties to be outlined below. For the present, suf-
fice it to say that the factor scores of these high-scoring
parks do appear to reflect an underlying geographic reality.

One method of classification would be to proceed
directly from the factor scores. The problem is to establish
a cut-off limit or "threshold" below which a park is no longer
considered to serve a given function to a significant degree.
The scoréé are calculated in such a way that the average for
all parks is zero, but since the parks are nof normally

distributed on any of the factors, the zero level is not
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functionally relevant. The presence-or-absence classifi-
cation can be used to determine cut-off levels which are
relevant for each function. In considering the list of
factor scores in descending order, one eventually reaches
a park which does not have the functional type of equip-
ment present at all. This would seem to be a reasonable
cut-off limit for parks in that category, even though other
parks having some of the given type of equipment present
may also appear farther down the list. A factor scores
classification of parks using this kind of cut-off limit
is presented in Table 10.

The classification by factor scores, using thresh-
0ld values, includes 51 of the 67 parks under considera-
tion. OFf the remainder, 7 are "undeveloped" by the presence-~
or-absence criterion, but 9 others are simply different enough
from the high-scoring parks to resist classification. The
full 1list of unclassified parks appears in Table 11.

The example of Strathcona Pérk, expiained above, is
one of those left out of the factor scores classification.
This would seem fo be a desirable exclusion. Balena and
Billings parks were also listed on the inventory as enpty
except for a backstop. Green Island had a backstop and two
benches, but its real function has been to serve as the

site of Ottawa's new City Hall. Kaladar Park had two back-
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" TABLE 10

PARKS WITH HIGHER THAN THRESHHOLD SCORES

ON THREE FUNCTIONAL FACTORS

Lelsure Parks (Score)

Playgrounds

16 Brittania

47 Mooney's Bay
+%¥15 Breuwer
*48 New Edinburgh -0.8 55
#59 Strathcona HEs. -0.4 54

(non-leisure park next 2

-5.9
-4,1 %48
-1.h 464

+50

42
+30
1
13
+ 3
+huk

#Both Leisure park and 28
playsround %15
+Both playgmround and 31
teen/sports park

(Score)

Teen/Spvorts Parks (Score)

Overbrook

New Zdinburgh
Windsor
Ridgemont
Plouffe
Ainsley Dr.
Manor

Hampton
Agincourt
Bordeleau
Alexander
McKellar
Rel-Air

Alvin HEs.
\lta Wista
Carleton Hts.
Kingsmeare
Heron
Riverview
Lions
Westboro Xiwanis
Bellevue
Glekte Memorial
Parkdzle
Sandy Hill
Champlain
Bingham Sq.
Beech St.
Parkuzy
Strathcona HUs.
York StT.

St. Lukes
McCann
Cambhridge

- )
Larecene

¢ Branbuood

Kilr2en
Hutton
MeNabo
Tillovury
Anglecea 3q.
ranse
Brewer

Hawthorne

(non-playground next)

e o @& » o

OOOOOOOO'OOOOOOOOOOO!—-‘!—’!—-’I—'!—’

[eYoRoNoRoXo o

*+15 Brewer
+i44 MeKellar
+38 Laroche
+50 Overbrook .
+32 Heron
20 Carlington
+6L Windsor
+66 wWoodroffe
+30 Hampton
+ 3. Alexander
+14 Brantwood
+42 Manor
26 Frank Ryan
(non-teen/sports park
next)
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TABLE 11

PARKS BELOW THRESHOLD SCORES ON ALL THREE FACTORS

Factor Scores

Parks
Leisure Playground Teen/sports

(minimum acceptable score) (-0.4) (~0.5) (+0.4)

Undeveloped parks
18 Canterbury +0.1 -1.1 -0.1
21 Cecil Morrison +0.3 -0.,8 =-0.7
23 Copeland +0.2 -1.0 -0.3
25 Fairmont +0.3 -0.9 -0.5
34 Iona +0.3 -0.8 -0.7
53 Pauline Vanier +0.3 -0.9 -0.5
65 Woodroffe Avenue Site +0,2 -1.0 -0.3

Others
7 Balena +0.3 -0.9 -0.3
29 Green Island +0.2 -0.9 -0.3
39 Lawson +0.3 -0.8 -0,4
40 Lindenlea +0,2 -0.8 0.7
60 Strathcona +0.1 ~1.2 +0.2
63 Weston +0.2 -1.0 -0.1

stops; Lawson only one; neither had any other equilpment.
Lindenlea had only three benches on its two-acre lot.
Weston Park was another one with only a backstop. In general,
it would appear that all of the parks excluded from classi-
fication by the factor scores criterion were lightly-equipped,
and a few were unusual in other ways as well.

A semblance of hierarchic structure may be found in

the 1list of parks classified by the factor scores criterion.
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The leisure parks are the least numerous, and three of the
five exhibit multiple functions. The teen-sports parks are
somewhat more numerous, and nearly all of them combine the
playground with the teen-sports function. The playgrounds
are the most numerous, and relatively few of them also meet
the criteria for more than this one function.

Unfortunately, though the hierarchic structure seems
to exist for the factor scores classification, the classi-~
fication itself does not meet the requirements of a true
typology. The most obvious problem is the overlapping mem-
bership for many individual parks. If the parks were classi-
fied into the same eight mubtually exclusilve categories as
those established for the presence-or-absence criterion,
the hierarchic structure would disappear.

The factor scores of the parks remain a step more re-
fined than the classification using the presence-or-absence
criterion. If it is desired, as is the case for the present
study, to predict the use of a park according to its func-
tional characteristics, then one could use the factor score
of the park on a given function to predict the use of the
park for that function. This is as far as the matter need
go for the immediate purpose of this study.

There is, however, a more general interest to be served
by carrying the analysis of park types further. The question

of whether or not a functional hierarchy exists has not yet
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been answered. Perhaps still more important, in the long
run, is the relevance of park typology in the design and
execution of systemwide park use surveys. Such surveys

have as an essential prerequisite, the stratification of
parks into types, so that use of the parks can be sampled

in an orderly fashion, and so that the results may be applied
in a general way, either to other existing parks of a given

type, or to proposed new facllities of that type.

Classification by Linkage Analysis

The method of linkage analysis, and subsequent methods
to be discussed below, meet strict criteria for "numerical
taxonomy" or systematic classification, in that within-group
differences are minimized while between-group differences
are maximized. A number of methods are available for these
purposes (Johnston, 1968).

Fourteen different groups of parks were identified by
linkage analysis. These are listed in Table 12. One con-
clusion that may immediately be drawn from the linkage
group classification is that the presence-or-absence cri-
terion had resulted in lumping together parks with quite
different characteristics. Those parks having the "leisure"
function present have become subdivided into linkage groups
IV and VIII. The parks with some playground equipment

and neither of the other kinds of equipment in them
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TABLE 12

RESULTS OF LINKAGE ANALYSIS OF
OTTAWA PARKS

Gﬁg‘fp E%zk Park Name Glléglf‘p P;?f Park Name
I. 1. Agincourt ViI. 6. Anglesea Square
19, Carleton Hts. 45, McNabb
56. Riverview 31. Hawthorne
27. Glebe Memorial
55. Ridgemont ViII. 16. Britannia
48. New Edinburgh 47. Mooney's Bay
II. 39. Lawson IX. 30. Hampton
49. Orlando 64. Windsor
26. Frank Ryan 32. Heron
7. Balena 42, Manor
29. Green Island 14. Brantwood
11. Billings 58. Sandy Hill
63. Weston 37. Kingsmere
20. Carlington 28. Laroche
60. Strathcona 50. Overbrook
15. Brewer 44. McKellar
35. Kaladar 2. Ainsley Drive
61. Tillbury
III. 13. Bordeleau 51. Parkdale
9. Bel-Air
5. Alvin Heights X. 52. Parkway
36. Kilreen
Iv. 65. Woodroffe Ave. 17. Cambridge
53. Pauline Vanier
25. Fairmont XI. 24. Elmdale
34. Iona 41. Lions
23. Copeland
18. Canterbury XII. 46. VMontgomery Mem.
21. Cecil Morrison 67. York Street
4C. Lindenlea 43, McCann
v. 4. Alta Vista XITI. 3, Alexander
62. Westboro Kiwanis 66. Woodroffe
54. Plouffe 57. St. Lukes
vI. 22. Champlain XIv. 28. Grange
10. Bellevue 59. Strathcona Hts.
12. Bingham Sgq.
8. Beech Street

33.

Hutton
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were apportioned among linkage groups III, IX, X, XI, and
XII. Only those parks previously identified as "typical
teen~-sports parks remained intact in linkage group IT.

The next conclusion one would wish to draw from the
linkage analysis would be to "qualify" the linkage groups
according to the apparently dominant or common recreation-
al function which would constitute the "prototype" of each
group. Unfortunately, of the 14 linkage groups, only 4
were entirely subsumed under one of the previously es-
tablished functional classes. In two of the linkage groups
there were members from 3 out of the 4 original functional
classes. Thus, it would appear that not only did the
presence-or-absence criterion group unlike individuals into
the same categories, but also, what is worse, by combining
the individuals together into linkage groups, one ends up
with groups that seem not to be differentiated on the basis
of recreational functions.

A problem with both the presence-or-absence classes
and the linkage groups was that both were unnecessarily
complex. The lack of correspondence between the two
classification systems was overcome, to a large extent,
by combining or"eollapsing" categories. The results of
this exercise are presented in Table 13. The correspon-
dence between the two classification systems is intul-
tively obvious at this level of generalization, and has
also been verified by a Chi-square test to be "signi-

ficant" at better than the .0001 level.
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TABLE 13

COMPARISON OF COMBINED PRESENCE-OR-ABSENCE
CLASSES WITH COMBINED LINKAGE GROUPS
(IN FREQUENCIES OF MEMBERSHIP)

™

Presence-or- Linkage Groups
Absence
Classes ir,1v,vizrx I111,X%X,X1,X11,XIV 1I1,V,VI,VII,IX,XIII

I,III,IV,VI 20 0 0
I,V 0 12 3
VII,VIII 1 1 30

X% = 107, D.F. = 4

The numbers in Table 13 refer to individual parks.

For example, of the 21 parks in linkage groups II, IV or VIII,
20 were also in presence-or-absence classes I, III, IV or VI.
The combined groupings were arrived at by trial and error.

The functional characteristics of the combined groups
would be as follows. Functional "presence-or-absence" classes
I, III, IV and VI include typical leisure parks, typical sports
parks, undeveloped parks, and the combined leisure/teen-sports
category. This would appear to suggest large-scale, open spaces
catering to users older than the playground set.

Functional classes II and V by the presence-or-absence
criterion both have playground equipment, the latter also
serving the leisure function. These woulé‘bibﬂably be small
playground areas catering primarily to young children, with
or without benches for their supervisors to sit on.

Presence-or-absence classes VII and VIII are the two

complex categories which include both the playground and
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the teen-sports functions. The latter also includes the leisure
dimension. This class would perhaps include intermediate size
parks serving 2 mixture of age groups interested primarily in
sports activities.

0f course, it would be preferable to arrive at a simplified
typology of parks without srbitrarily imposing the presence-or-
absence criterion, but by following through more completely the
logic of mathematical procedures for reducing within-group
variance and increasing differences between groups. One such
procedure is ndiscriminant analysis" (see Fisher, 1936).

This form of analysis was useful at this stage of the
study, because of the need to transform the linkage groups
in a2 way that would make them correspond better to the
functional dimensions which had been identified. The dis-
criminant analysis made direct use of the factor scores of
each park on each functional factor as the basis for "rearrang-
ing" the 14 linkage groups. This proved to be a major task,
as it reguired six jterations of discriminant analysis in
order to arrive at stable groups. The results of the discri-
minant analysis at the sixth iteration are presented in
Table 14.

One may question whether, after six iterations, the
groups are not so far removed from their original composi-

tions as to render this result meaningless. The answer %o
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TABLE 14

RESULTS OF DISCRIMINANT ANATYSIS ON
FOURTEEN LINKAGE GROUPS
(after six iterations)

Group No.

I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII XIV

48 60 5 40 54 59 31 47 15 45 62 43 66 28
20 9 2L 55 52 6 16 36 4 67 3
26 13 18 50 8 61 57 56 46 44
27 23 42 12 3% 19 17 38
34 64 22 , 1 14
3 25 41 32
= 53 24 30
65 51
63 2
M 35 37
5 11 58
™~ 29 10
7
49
39

this question depends on whether the discriminant analysis
has brought the groups any closer to the original presence-
or-absence categories. The typical playgrounds of the
original classification are diffused among groups 3, 6, 7,
10, 11, and 12 of Table 14. Therefore, 1t appears that

the discriminant analysis has not brought the groups any
closer to the original categories. The two classifications
can again be made to coincide, by combining them into the
same three general categories: leisure/sports/ undeveloped
parks; playgrounds; and complex playground/teen-sports
parks. This leads to a congruence of the two classification

systems which is somewhat less complete than that achieved

for the original linkage groups.
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Neither the original 14 linkage groups, nor the 14
groups established by discriminant analysis had the kind
of clear functional identities that would be necessary
for them to serve as a basis for a meaningful typology of
parks. The next attempt was to arrive at a smaller, pre-
sumably more manageable number of groups by similar pro-
cedures.

A factor analysis was carried out on the transposed
data matrix. The results showed that there were seven
"factors", or dimensions of group structure, among the 67
parks, which accounted for a remarkable 95 per cent of
variance in the correlation matrix. This seemed to suggest
that there would be 7 distinct park typss. Seven groups
were established on the basis of the "factor loadings" of
each park on each of the "factors". The seven groups were
then submitted to discriminant analysis. The groups proved
unstable through six iterations and so the experiment was

abandoned.

Classification by Congroup

It was tempting to assert, at this point, that there
was no clearly defined order in the data, that the task of
typology continually yielded results which did not fit the
criteria of hierarchic structure, that even the typologies
themselves were difficult to arrive at since they were

based on innately unstable groups. However, a further
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classification method remained to be attempted. Analysis by
the "congroup" method is more flexible than either linkage
or discriminant analysis, because it produces an optimal
grouping for any desired number of groups, based directly

on the original factor scores of individual parks. (See
Appendix I.)

The congrouping of the 67 parks required numerous
steps: a total of 66 steps. Ignoring the early stages,
before most of the parks had been entered into groups,
there are many possible steps at which the process might
have been halted. At step 30, 15 groups were formed, and
the number never exceeded 15. However, this 1s even a
larger number than the number of linkage groups. This shows,
among other things, that the large number of groups created
by the linkage analysis was not accidental, but rather
reflected realistically the true complexity of the park
classification problem.

The classification into 15 groups remained stable, as
new members continued to be added to the groups down to step
46 of the congroup procedure. Step 46 contains a maximum of
"information® in groups, without the groups themselves being
collapsed into a smaller number of larger groups. Unfortunate-
1y, 6 parks were still left out of groups at step 46. Con-
sidering each of these individuals as a one-member group, the

total number of groups at this stage was an unwieldy 21 groups.
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In the following steps, the last remaining individuals

were gradually added to existing groups, while the number
of groups decreased, down to 5 groups at step 59. At this
point, 3 isolated parks remained in addition to the 5
groups. Two of the individuals formed a sixth group at

step 60. Two of the other groups combined at step 61,
leaving a total of five groups again. Finally, at step

62, the last park, Brewer Park, entered into a group. The

composition of the 5 groups at step 62 1is shown in Table 15,

TABLE 15
CONGROUPS OF PARKS (STEP 62)

Group No. Park Nos.

I l,13,9,19,30,32,3,44,4,5,37,10,62,41,56,27,2,42
IT 6,61,28,31,7,11,29,25,49,53,40,23,65,63,21,34,35,
39,18,20,26,60
ITI 8,52,67,17,38,43,57,14,36,45,33,59,12,22:24,58,46,
66,51,15 (Brewer)
v 16,47
v 48,50,54,55,64

These five groups having been established, they were
subsequently combined into four, three, two and finally one
all-encompassing group. The sequence of combinations of

groups 1s illustrated in Filgure 6.
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Referring back once again to the presence-or-absence
groups, one may observe that the typical playgrounds are
divided evenly between Congroups I and III of Table 15.
Typical teen-sports parks and the undeveloped parks are all
included in Congroup II. Congroup V includes a small
group of closely similar parks with complex functions,
while the remainder of the "complex" parks fit into Congroups
T and TII. Since Congroup V is functionally similar to
Congroup I, there would appear to be no loss of interpretive
power in combining Congroup V with Congroup I as in step
63 of Figure 6 . Furthermore, since parks of the various
functional classes "playground", "playground/teen-sports',
and "leisure/playground/teen-sports" are themselves evenly
divided between Congroups I and III, one might as well
proceed to accept the result of step 64, in which Congroup
TIT is combined with Congroups I and V. A lot of detailed
"information" about differences among parks has been lost
by the time one reaches step 64, However, if up to that
point, the groups lack a clear functional identity, there
is no real advantage to having more information if it can-
not be interpreted in a geographically meaningful way.

The categories remaining at step 64 of the congroup
anélysis are indeed very general, particularly considening
that Congroup IV cdnsists of only two parks. These two,

Mooney's Bay and Brittania, are very large, landscaped,
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shoreline parks, quite unlike any others in the s¥stem.
Pollution in the rivers has inbterrupted use of these
remarkable parks in recent years; in the past they would
have been considered at the apex of any hierarchic struc-
ture of Ottawa city park functions.

The only other park in the city system comparable in
scale to Mooney's Bay and Britannia was Brewer Park. It
is interesting and entirely appropriate that Brewer Park
should be classed with the playground-type parks of the
system, rather than as a large leisure use area comparable
to the other two giants. Although located along & shore-
line, Brewer Park had no developed beach area along the
shore of the Rideau River: it had fewer trees than the
other two large parks, containing instead an abundance of
sports flelds and playground equipment. An artificial pond
and beach arza was created away from the river shoreline
in Brewer Park, but it also had to be closed, in 1971,
because of pollution.

The remaining distinction of step 64 was between Con-
group II and the rest of the parks. Members of this group
lacked playground equipment of any kind, and also lacked
leisure equipment. Somez sports equipment was provided in
a few of the parks in this group. Otherwise they were

empty "open spaces": essentially undeveloped parks.
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The congroup procedure has thus led to the apparent
conclusion that most of the parks in the system are "play-
grounds" of one form or another. The major exceptions to
this rule are the two large, distinctively leisure use
parks (at least in the pre-pollution era), and the rela-
tively undeveloped "open space" areas lacking standard
playground facilities. Of these three groups, the play-
grounds are by far the most numerous, open spaces inter-

mediate, and leisure parks the most rare.

Ambiguity of the Notion of an

Urban Parks Hierarchy

The conventional notion of a hierarchyis that levels
exist with more specialized functions being provided in
fewer establishments as one progresses upward through the
hierarchic structure. Furthermore, it might be imagined
in the context of an urban parks hierarchy, that the most
specialized parks atop the hierarchy would also be the
largest in scale, while the most general functions would
be provided everywhere in small parks. There 1is clear
statistical evidence that, among Ottawa parks, the top of
a functional hierarchy exists, or at least used to exist, 1in
the examples of Brittania, Mooney's Bay, and perhaps Brewer

Park.
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Although the two most specialized parks are leisure use
parks, some form of "leisure" activity 1is provided for in
many other parks, including some of the smallest in the
Ottewa system. In defining hierarchic structure, it would
be necessary to specify the precise kind of leisure function
afforded by these two particular parks, i.e., the shoreline
beach and swimming use, as constituting the specialized
function available only in these parks.

The past several years have witnessed the development
of small wading pools in parks throughout the city. Swim-
ming as an activity is now served, to this limited degree,
in every locality, although the quality of the activity is
gquite different from going to the beach of a large shore-
line park. The closing of shoreline parks to swimming use
because of water pollution, has constituted a recreational
crisis striking at the very heart of the city park system,
precisely because 1T has affected the topmost parks of the
"hierarchy" of functional park types.

The simplest, apparently most realistic classification
which resulted from congroup analysis was the.dichotomy be-
tween lightly developed open spaces on one hand, and play-
grounds of various kinds on the other hand. Since there
were fewer open spaces than playgrounds, by the usual canons
of hierarchic structure, one would conclude that the open
space areas constitute a more specialized, higher-order

function. This may be far from the truth, however. At
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least some of these "open spaces" were in fact new park
lands which simply had not been provided with any equilp-
ment yet by the time of the inventory; the addition of more
equipment would turn them into playgrounds. No doubt the
highest order park in the system, except for the shoreline
beach areas, was Brewer Park; yet 1t was classed with the
playgrounds rather than with the open space areas by the
congroup procedure.

The hierarchy of functions is clear, even though the
identification of hierarchic structure within the park
system remains unresolved. The particular leisure functions
of large, shoreline beach parks are of greatest rarity and
highest hierarchic position. The two parks of this type
were developed not only for swimming but for picnicking as
well. Thus visitors could stay a whole day in these parks
if they wished. Brewer Park, the third among the system's
largest parks, was also provided with picnic tables, and
all three were served by automobile parking facilities.
Leisure functions in most other parks were indicated by the
presence of park benches. Even the simple leisure activity
of sitting on a park bench could also be considered of
superior hierarchic position, because of the relative
scarcity of park benches in the system.

Of the other two functions, teen-sports activities

were served in a somewhat smaller number of parks than were
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playground activities. There was also a tendency for sports
equipment to be concentrated in parks of larger scale, where-
as playground equipment was more closely associated with
smaller scale parks. For these reasons the teen-sports
function could be said to occupy a higher position in the
hierarchy of functions than the playground function.

The hierarchy of functions correlates well with the
ages of park visitors. ILeisure uses are commonly sought by
adults, sports activities by younger aduits and teen-agers,
playground activities by younger children. Thus there is a
very strong bias in the provision of park services. The
rarest function (leisure) is that engaged in by the most
numerous segment of the population: those above teen-age.

The grouping of parks into functionally meaningful
categories has been attempted repeatedly in the foregoing
analysis. No single method has yielded a classification
which meets both the criteria for a rigorous typology and
the criteria for hierarchic structure at the same time.

The presence-or—absence criterion led to a logically com-
plete typology, which lacked hierarchic structure. The
factor scores classification was hierarchically ordered,
but the classes were not "types" since the categories

were not mutually exclusive. None of the remaining classi-
fications, by linkage analysis, discriminant analysis, or
congroup analysis, yielded hierarchies.

In this chapter, then, 2 basis has been developed for

what could constitute a functional hierarchy of urban parks,
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but among the parks of the Ottawa Department of Recreation
and Parks for which information was available, such a
hierarchy did not appear to exist in fact.

Perhaps some research should be undertaken to investi-
gate possible ways of establishing a more orderly hierarchy
of park services on the basis of the recreational functions
of parks. Meanwhile, great caution must be observed in the
selection of "sample parks" which might be assumed to "repre-
sent" other parks of a given "type" in a city system: the data
suggest multi-dimensional gradations of park facilities rather

than distinctive park types.

Selection of Parks

The parks finally selected for investigation in this
study were Agincourt, Anglesea Square, Hawthorne and McNabb
Parks. Each park was centrallyilocated in one of the four
neighborhood areas which had be;n selected primarily on the
basis of social characteristics.

By most criteria the four parks were functionally the
same, and they were simllar by whatever criterion one might
choose. They were all classed as "playgrounds" by the
factor scores criterion. They all had both playground and
sports equipment, although McNabb had three benches and was

therefore also a "leisure" park by the presence-or-absence

criterion. The actual presence of a lelsure function
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in McNabb Park was later verified by the author, who
conducted interviews with one oléer couple walking for
pleasure and one family having a picnic. However, al-
though equipment was lacking, the other parks also experi-
enced some uses that could be classified as "leisure"
rather than playground or sports activities. (See Chapter V.)
In conclusion, the analysis of park equipment differ-
ences led the author to rely on the presence or absence of
particular kinds of equipment, as identified either by
original variables or by factor scores on functional
dimensions of equipment provision, as a basis for classi-
fication. No satisfactory typology of parks according to
their functions was arrived at. Within the limits of these
empirical results, the parks selected were indeed function-
ally similar. In the absence of a satisfactory typology it
could not be asserted that they were Or were not members of

the same functional park "type".

Conclusion to Part A

In the foregoing chapters, the subject of study has
been introduced progressively, from the original statement
of the research problem; to the guildance provided by con-
temporary literature related to this problem; to the study
region of the Ottawa-Hull metropolitan area and the selec-

tion within this area of representative communities; and



75

finally to the selection of four particular parks in which
to focus a detailed analysils of urban parks use. In the
following chapters, the use of these four parks will be
described and analyzed, first with respect to the effect
of distance on park visit frequencies, then taking into
account a wide range of social characteristics which

seemed likely to have some bearing on local parks use.
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PART B

THE USE OF PARKS IN FOUR SMALL AREAS



CHAPTER V
R THE USE OF FOUR PARKS

The term "playground" iS‘océasionally used as if

it were synonymous with the term "urban park". Hours of
on-site observation in various parks have convinced the
éuthor that sucﬁfan irterpretation does not do justice
‘to the range of activities which are accommodated in

even the most lighily developed urban park. The four

ttawa pérks selected for detailed study illustrate this.
They 211 contained facilities basically designsd for play-
ground and sports use, but the obsérved use patterns were
complex.

| The guantities of various kinds of use, on the other
hand, appear to reflect the facilities provided in an
urban park. Playground and sports use were the dominant
activities in the four selected parks. Other kinds of
activities occurred during odd times of day ard in low
frequencies. The possible relationship between facilities
provision and use patterns is considered in the concluding
portion of this study. The allocaftion of facilities and
other park resources is of central concern in the plamning
" and management of an urban park system.
However, the four parks under investigation in the |

present study were purposely chosen to have similar

78
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facilities, and therefore the differences in use from

park to park are taken to be the result of other factors.

The present chapter is devoted to the use patferns in

these four parks, to describing the similarities and

differences in use from one park to the other. The use

of a park is taken to include both the number of visitors

in the park at a given time, and qualitative differences

in the way the visitors make use of the park resource.
Interviews were conducted in each of the four selected

parks on two different days, a Wednesday and a Saturday.

Because of limited resources, the interviews took place in

successive weeks rather than simultaneously in each park.

A method of sampling park visitors in a representative way

was developed for this study. The method and other Jetails

of the visitor survey are described in Appendix II.

Numbers of Park Visiltors

There are various measures which can be used to
indicate the quantity of use of a park. One measure 1is
the actual number of users in a park over time. Figures
8 through 14 illustrate the use of each selected park
on each interview day, as indicated by the number of users
in the park over time. Reasons for fluctuations. in use
are noted on the diagrams insofar as the author was aware

of them.
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Fig. 8
Use of McNabb Park, Wednesday, 29 July 1970
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Figures 9 through 1l. Use of McNabb Park, Saturday, 1 August
1970; Anglesea Square, Wednesday, 5 August 1970 and Saturday, 8 August
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Figures 12 through 14. Use of Hawthorne Park, Wednesday,
12 August 1970 and Saturday, 15 August 1970; and Agincourt
Park, Wednesday, 19 August 1970.
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By calculating the total area under the use curves of Figﬁres
8 through 14, it is possible to arrive at the volume of use
of each park on each interview day (see Table 16). For urban
parks, the use volume can appropriately be measured in units
of visitor-hours, or even visitor-minutes, rather than the
visitor-day units commonly applied to non-urban recreation
areas. |

Interviews were conducted with visiting groups as they
left the park. Since the sampling fraction was given by the
survey design (see Appendix II), an estimate of the number
of visits to the park could be made directly from the number
of interviews conducted. Since each group of visitors was
interviewed only once, the actual number of visits would be
somewhat higher than this estimate because of repeat visits
by the same groups of visitors later in the day. Assuming
thet, on each interview day, the average visiting group had
the same length of stay, the same number of group members,
and the same likelihood of making a repeat visit, then
observed volumes of use should be proportional to the number
of visits on each day. The relationship between use volumes
and estimated numbers of visits is shown in Table 16.

The correspondence between observed volumes of
use and estimated visits is very close. If the ob-

served volumes are arranged in descending order
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TABLE 16
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED VISITS WITH
OBSERVED VISITOR-HOUR VOLUMES

McNabb Anglesea Agincourt Hawthorne
Wed  Sat Wed Sat Wed (only) Wed Sat
Observed 2950 930 750 770 280 1100 510
volumes
Estimated _
visits 878 198 139 173 78 558 210

of magnitude, the estimated visits follow exactly the same
descending order except for only one day, the Saturday inter-
views in Hawthorne Park.

If the use of a park were normally distributed over
time, then the "peak use" of the park would provide an
excellent indication of the total volume of visits on a
given day. The "peak use" is the statistic most likely to
be calculated by park department personnel, quoted in news-
paper reports, and so on. However, it is clear from Figures
8 through 14 that the use of these selected parks was
emphatically not normally distributed over time. Neverthe-
less the relationship between peak use and total use was

quite close, as shown in Table 17 .
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TABLE 17
COMPARISON OF VISITOR-HOUR VOLUMES
WITH PEAK USE ATTENDANCE

McNabb Anglesea Agincourt Hawthorne

Wed  Sat Wed Sat Wed (only) Wed Sat
Osgiigzg 2950 930 750 770 280 1100 510
Observed 260 100 0 4 100 60
peak use ca. 75 9 9

If the observed volumes of use are arranged in descend-
ing order of magnitude, the observed peak attendance figures
for each interview day follow precisely the same descending
order. Thus, it may be concluded that peak use, if accurate-
1y observed, is a somewhat better indication of total use
than estimates based on the raising fraction calculated for
a2 sample of park visitors. On the -other hand, the comparil-
son presented in Table 16 would appear to suggest that, if
reliable peak use data were not available, use estimates
based on survey samples could be relied upon, at least to
indicate relative orders of magnitude of use from one situ-
ation to another.

Figure 8 suggests that volumes of use over time
may prove more nearly normal if the quality of type of use

is differentiated. The apparent irregularity of the curve
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in Figure § can be explained by assuming separate normal
curves for pool use and ball playing, respectively. Pool
use peaks generally occur in the early afternoon, the hot-
test time of day. Ball playing generally is done in the
late afternoon when cooler temperatures and more shade pre-
vail. Furthermore, such elements as the length of stay,
the number in the visitor group, and the likelihood of a
repeat visit are not constant in all situations, but depend
upon the kind of activity or set of activities engaged in.
In other words, even to estimate the number of visitors
using a park over time requires a better understanding of

qualitative differences in park use.

Qualities of Park Visits

The obvious distinction between baseball and swim-
ming as forms of activity having different ecological re-
quirements, was mentioned above as an explanation of the
bimodal character of one park use curve. Most park use
situations are not so simple to describe, much less to
analyze effectively. The park user survey produced de-
tailed information on the activities of users and varilous
other aspects of their visits. Most of the information
was in the form of dichotomous, yes-or-no variables.
Relationships among the various aspects of park visits
were explored using the phi coefficient and linkage analysis

of the phi matrixz.
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The linkage analysis of park visit characteristics
was carried out separately for each park on each inter-
view day. The analysis was performed on phi coefficients
of association among all the binary variables included
in the questionnaire responses. Park use activities con-
stitute the focus of the linkage groups. It is useful to
have the other kinds of variables included in the linkage
groups as an aid to interpretation. The complete list of
variables included in the analysis is presented in Table
18.

The linkage groups derived for each interview day were
all different: even in the same parks, there were differ-
ences in the relationships among activities between Wed-
nesdays and Saturdays. The different "activity clusters"
and related variables derived for each interview day are
presented iIn Table 19.

Five distinctive clusters of activities and other
variables could be distinguished. They were grouped under
general headings indlcating the activity constituting the
primary basls of the clusters, but obviously, the detailed
composition of each linkage group varied from park to park
and from day to day within each park.

The first column lists the linkage groups which were
related to child care. In two instances there was a positive

relationship between child care and walking one's dog 1n
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TABLE 18

LIST OF VARIABLES INCLUDED IN LINKAGE ANALYSIS

Code Name Explanation

CHILDCARE "Watching children" or "Caring for children"

WALKDOG Walking or exercising dog in park

SWIMMING Using wading pool for "swimming"

SWINGS Using swings, slides, climbers, and other play
equipment

TABLE Playing table games such as checkers, ping-pong

MEETFRNDS "Meeting friends" or "Getting together with
friends"in park

SPORTS Playing baseball, football or other sports

OTHER Doing nothing, "bumming around", or engaging
in miscellaneous activities not otherwise listed

0-5, 6-12,

13-18, etec Age categories in years

RESPOND Individual responding to questions

FAMILY Member of immediate family of respondent

EXFAM Member of extended family of respondent (cousin,
aunt, uncle, etc.)

FRIEND Friend of respondent, not otherwise related

SITTER Non-relative and non-friend of respondent, usually
a babysitter

RETURN Party interviewed plans to return later to make
another park visit

BFI "Back-and-forth itinerary", that is, the visit is
straight from home to the park and back, without
additional destinations

FRENCH Interview was conducted in French

MALE Individual was of male sex

FOOT; BICYCLE;
CARRIAGE; CAR

RARELY

Mode of transportation used to reach park; car-
riage= baby carriage

Party visits the park less often than once/week
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the park. This could result either from visitors taking

their dogs and young children to the park at the same time,
or from otherwise similar visitors taking either children
or a dog to the park. The age group of young parents (25-
L4) was closely related to this cluster of activities in
several instances; other variables fitting in with

the' cluster to a significant degree in one or more cases
include use of a car to reach the park, the older adult
age group (45-64), use of a baby carriage (reflecting the
presence of the very youngest age group), and a rare fre-
quency of park visits. In general, these clusters in-
volving child care reflect those rare cases of adults
accompanying children to the park, which account for
virtually all cases of adults using the park (unless they
come to walk the dog).

The activity clusters which centered on swimming
would include the greatest numbers of park visits on both
interview days in all parks except Agincourt. The element-
ary school age group (6-12) is strongly associated with the
swimming activity in nearly all cases. Other variables
included on one day or another in this cluster were: back-
and-forth itinerary, use of playground equlpment, travel on
foot to reach the park, intention to return later in the day,
visits by extended family groups, meeting friends, and play-

ing table games. Clearly the core attraction in all cases



92

was swimming, with the 6-12 year-olds the dominant age
group.

A third activity central to several clusters was
meeting friends. This might suggest a "social” function
of the parks, and indeed is often assoclated with the teen-
age group to a significant degree. Other related variables
include: friend of respondent, respondent, interview in
French, table games, and intention to return later.

Related to this same teen-age group in two cases were
sports activities. Participation in sports activities was
another key variable which stood alone in the sense that
no other activities were included in the linkage groups
with sports. Sports were primarily engaged in by males of
teen-age or older, who arrived either on foot or on bicycle,
depending on the park, and who would return later To Agin-
court Park where, on the day interviews were conducted there,
a football practice had been scheduled for 6:00 p.m.

Surprisingly, the activity category "other" turned
out to be a central variable in a number of linkage group
clusters. One of the teen-age interviewers who helped with
the survey on two occasions, noted the term "bumming" or
"bumming around" on her questionnaire forms,4 in the space

marked "other activities". Other interviewers, including

N

The author i1s indebted to Marcia Voelzing for this
contribution.
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the author, often received the answer "nothing" when inquir-
ing about a party's activities in the park. It would seem
that the existence of substantial numbers of park visitors
with no activities, or with non-activities such as "bumming
around", indicated an unfilled potential for facilities and/
or programs to meet the needs of some visitors.

Those engaging in "other" activities tended in some
cases to be males, speak French and ride bicycles, and to be
of teen age. There was only one interview with a dog walker
in Hawthorne Park on Saturday, so the apparently strong re-
lationship with dog walking on that day may be regarded as
coincidental. It is also interesting to note that "other"
activities were negatively related to swimming and playground
activities, though not to a significant degree. Those with
nothing to do apparently avoided the activities for which
facilities were available to some extent. On-site observa-
tion in the parks indicated that the visitors doing "other"
activities constituted-a net liability to the overall quality
of park use. For example, the author repeatedly observed a
situation around 3:00 in the afternoon when teen-age boys
would begin throwing girls and each other into the wading
pool, even though they were too big for the pool and neither
they nor their victims were dressed in bathing suits. Mari-
juana smoking, though rare, was also observed by the author

during unsupervised times, as was "glue-sniffing".
2
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Park Visits and Park Functions

There is a close connection between the kinds of ac-
tivity clusters identified by the linkage analysis and the
recreational "functions" of parks as outlined in Chapter IV.
Swimming and related activities were participated in by the
younger children, mostly 6~12 year-olds, who also used the
playground eguipment. A teen "social" function and a "sports"
function were represented by the activities clustering around
meeting friends and by sports as a distinct activity. Both
meeting friends and sports activities were engaged in primeri-
1y by teen-age park visitors. This would seem to suggest that
even though facilities for teen-agers are grouped together in
the same parks, there are two distinct activity clusters, or
"functions", or recreational interests on the part of teen-
agers which bring them to the parks.

The "leisure" function was not available in any of
the parks selected, except for the small number of benches
in McNabb Park, and so one would expect that activities be-
longing to this function would not be observed in the course
of the user survey. There were, however, two distinct activ-
ity clusters which perhaps fit the broad category of leisure
uses. The "child care" complex of activities included activ-
ities of the adult age group in general. Dog walking was an
activity of some adults which did not depend directly on bring-
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ing children to the park. Other aspects of use of the parks
involving adults were also different. Child care was not
clustered together with particular activities such as swim-
ming or use of playground equipment to any significant degree.
The visitors engaging in child care were relatively infrequent
visitors to the park in one case, and they tended to arrive in
cars. Perhaps a leisure function was being served for these
adults even though facilities were nct expressly provided for
the purpose.

The same might be said of the teen-agers, mostly boys,
who engaged in "other' park activities. Not all such "other"
activities were deleterious ones, previous comments notwith-
standing. There used to be teens in the Jardin du Luxembourg
"looking for each other, or running away from each other, or
seeking solitude, the dreamers"; no doubt this continues to be a
function of even small local parks, and it is a leisure func-
tion, even though, again, facilities have not been provided

expressly for this purpose.

The Hard Core of Park Users

The qualifies of park visits may be understood in per-
spective by noting the clear evidence from the park user survey,
of the existence of a "hard core" population of park users in
each of the four parks. On a scale of visiting frequencies
from 1 to 3, with 3 representing visitors who came to the park

"every day", the average response was 2.7! That is, by far
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the majority of respondents said they came to the park every
day.

The visitors who came every day also stayed for long
periods of time. The:.average length of stay was approximately
50 minutes. Most respondents came to the park for swimming,
and left between 1:00 and 2:00 p.m., to return to a home less
than a quarter of a mile away.

The "hard core" of park visitors. included the 6-12
year-olds, and, to a lesser extent, the teen-agers. Table 20
shows the proportions of each of these two age groups, and
the 0-5 year-olds, the third most numerous age group of users,

who participated in each activity.

TABLE 20
ACTTIVITIES ENGAGED IN BY AGE GROUPZ

Child Meet

Age: Swim Table Sport Swing Dog Care Frnds Other XN

0 -5gyr. 58.9 1.1 2.1 42,1 1.1 12.6 95

6 -12 yv- 69,6 3.1 7.2 29.4 1.4 3.5 9.9 2h.h 513

13-18 yr- 31,9 9.2  20.9 7.4 1.2 11.7 31.3 35.6 163

@Numbers are per cent in age group who participated in each
activity (does not add to 100%). N = total number sampled in age
group.
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The numbers shown in Table 20 indicate the major foci
of activity interests among the most numerous, and most fre-
quent segments of the park visiting population. Swimming
and playground equipment use absorbed.virtually all of the
activities (except "other") of the younger visitors. The
teens also used the wading pool (and complained to inter-
viewers that they needed a deeper pool, "une piscine plus
creuse") but were much more inclined than the younger visitors
to engage in sports activities, meeting friends, etc.

Additional information was obtained on the nature of
hard core park usage by regression analysis in which the
frequency of park visits was taken to be the dependent
varizble. The nominal activity variables were treated as
dummy variables for the purpose of regression, as discussed
in Appendix I.

Considering all 806 park visitors, the activity
variables significantly related to high frequencies of park
visits included swimming, table games, meeting friends, and
"other" activities. Dog walking was significantly related
to low frequencies of park visits. (Since they were engag-
ing in a prohibited activity, dog walkers would have a
motive for evasive responses, behavior, or both.)

The activities basic to the central functions of the
four parks—- use of playground equipment and sports activities~--
were not correlated with high visit frequencies to a signifi-

cant degree. Thus there was a relationship between the less
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common activities and regular visits to the parks.

The results of the regression of various activity
variables on visit frequencies appear in Table 21 . The
relationships are not strong on the whole, with less than
eight per cent of the overall variance of visit frequencies
accounted for by all of the activity variables taken to-

gether.

TABLE 21
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ACTIVITIES AND VISIT FREQUENCY

Activity: Swim Table Sports Play Dog Watch Meet "Other"
Equip Child Frnds

Coefficient 17 .26 -.035 .00 -.75 .05 .15 .15

t (797)% Lo 2.8 0.5 0.1 4.7 0.7 2.7 3.3
Overall Regression Results: Intercept = 2.57
Standard Error = 0,50
F(8,797)%  =8.55
multiple r = 0.28
r = 0.079

aNumbers in parentheses represent degrees of freedom for
significance tests.

A second regression was run to examine reletionships
between the respondent and other members of his group as these
might have a bearing on park visit frequencies. At the same
time the effects of different modes of transportation used to

reach the park were considered.
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There were clear differences in group structure evi-
dent in the first day of interviews (McNabb Park, Wednesday),
which led the author to modify the questionnaire to permit
the identification of relationships among individuals in
the visiting group. For simplicity in questioning, only the
relationship to the respondent of each group member was
ascertained, although it would be entirely possible for the
respondent to be "friends" with two group members who were
"yrother and sister" to each other. Because this variable
was not identified until after the first survey trial, the
data are limited.

Among the possible relationships to the respondent
(immediate family, extended family, friend, and "other'--
usually a babysitter or babysitter's charge), the immediate
family and "other" categories seemed to be most closely
related to high visit rate frequencies.

Of the various modes of transportation used, bicycles
and baby carriages appeared to carry the frequent visitors
more consistently, in contrast to those arriving on foot or
by other modes of transportation such as busses and cars.
Results of this regression appear in Table 22.

Of all the age groups recorded for park visitors, only
one appeared to have a negative relationship with visit fre-
quencies: the group 65 years and above. All age groups lower

than this were positively related to frequency of visits.
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TABLE 22

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG VISITORS AND MODE OF TRANSPORTATION
ON PARK VISIT FREQUENCIESC

Variable: Immediate Extended Friend Baby On Bicycle Baby Car

Family Family Sitter Foot Carr.
Coeffi- 1.68 0.82  1.80 1.87 2.50 1.47 2.34 0.21
Cient L3 L] . -] L] -] . -
t(792)2 3.09 1.11 1.2 2.90 1.43 1.80 2.48 0.09

Overall regression results:

Intercept = 12.99¢
Standard Error = 0.90°
F(13,792)2 = 4.hgb
Multiple r, = 0.26P

r = 0.05P

@Numbers in parentheses represent degrees of freedom for
significance tests.

bStandard Error, F, r and r2 are based on a regression equa-
tion which included activity variables in addition to visitor
relationships and modes of transportation.

CFor this regression, the exponential transformation of visit
frequency was used.

However, the relationships were so small that, in fact, there
were no significant relationships between age of the visitor
and visit frequency. This 1is not to say that all park visitors
come from the same age groups: the mean values for each group
indicate the near-normal distribution of park visitors around
a mean in the 6-12 year age bracket: the "mean" value consti-

tutes a proportion of visitors in the given age bracket, since
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each visitor was scored O or 1 in each age category and since
the categories were mutually exclusive. The proportions of

visitors in each ege category are shown in Table 23 .

TABLE 23
PROPORTIONS OF VISITORS IN EACH AGE CATEGORY
(SELECTED WEDNESDAY VISITOR SAMPLE)

Age Group 65+ U45-64 o5-4l  19-24  13-18 6-12  5- Total
% 0.6 0.3 2.0 0.3 19.7 64.3 12.8 100.0

The sex of visitors was also recorded along with
their ages. Females were scored 0. and males, 1. On this
basis the average score was 0.54, meaning that 54% of the
visitors were male, and 46% female, virtually an even total.
There was also no significant relationship between sex and
visit frequencies.

The interviews were conducted by bilingual interview-
ers so that respondents were free to answer in the language
of their choice. It turned out that the language spoken by
the respondent was quite significantly related to the
frequency of park visits. The relationship was in the nega-
tive direction, i.e., those speaking French had signifi-
cantly lower visit frequencies than these answering in

English.
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The variables which continued to be statistically
significant up to this point were included in a stepwise
multiple regression to sort them out in the order of their
degree of bearing on park visit frequencies, as indicated
by the F-test. Eleven significant variables were identi-
fied. The results of the stepwise regression appear in

Table 24.

TABLE 24
SUMMARY OF VARIABLES RELATED TO HARD CORE USAGE AS
INDICATED BY VISIT FREQUENCIES

Step Multiple

no. Variable name Sign 5 F
r r

1. Will return later® + .37 14 84.82
2. Length of stay + 41 .17 22.83
3. Child care®* - .44 .19 14.11
4, TFrench response - .46 .21 12.79
5. Time of interview - .48 .23 10.47
6. Day of interview2 + .49 .24 8.46
7. Sports activities + .50 .25 10.16
8. Swimming2 - .51 .26 6.39
a. Distance - .52 27 5.20
10. 19-242 - .53 .28 3,32
11. 13-182 - 53 .28 1.80

@Tndicates nominal variable

Because of the possible errors involved in using
nominal variables in a regression equaticn, the eleven vari-
ables listed in Table 24 were cross-tabulated with visit
frequencies with the results tested by Chi-square. The
Chi-square test showed that child care, the day of the
week, and a visitor age of 13 to 18 years were not signifi-

cantly related to visit frequencies at the 5% level of confidence.



103

The 1list of eleven variables was reduced, therefore, to
eight, all with a definitely significant relationship to
park visit frequencies. Together with the frequency vari-
able, they help describe "hard core usage" of a park. The
"hdrd core user" was one who . . .

. lived close to the park,

.. Visited the park every day,

stayed in the park for long periods of time,
arrived early in the day,

made several visits during the day, and
engaged in sports activities.

o © e e D ®
¢ o s ©° 9 o

° L[] L] .

Those who tended not to be "hard core users" include . . .

. . « those speaking French,

. +« « those coming to swim, and

« « « Older teen-agers and young adults.

Some of the variables related to hard core usage were
cénéistehtly significant in the same way in all four situa-
tions, while others were not. The above variables were
included in stepwise regressions on park visit freguencies
in each park separately, with the results shown in Table 25.

The "length of stay" was positively associlated with
frequent visits in three of the four parks, as was the
probability of returning later in the day. Interviews with
frequent visitors also tended to occur earlier in the day
in three of the four parks. In other words, the frequent

visitors came earlier, stayed longer, and then came back

again for more later. If the number of frequent visitors
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seems inordinately large, then consider how imbalanced the
picture would be if, instead of the number of visiting days
per week, the dependent variable had been the number of visitor-
hours per week! In that case, a still smaller number of

visitors would account for virtually 21l of the total park use.

TABLE 25
VARIABLES RELATED TO HARD CORE USAGE
IN EACH OF THE FOUR PARKS®

P P
a Step . .. F to |a Step 5 F to
r mo. Variable Sign enter |» mo. Variable Sign enter
k k
M 1. distance - 39.5 |H 1. child care - 56.1
¢ 2. child care - 11.1 |ja 2. 19-24 -  33.1
N 3. interview time - 11.0 jw 3. return + 24.8
a2 4. length of stay + 9.8 |t 4. French - 8.3
b 5. sports + 5.5 (b 5. length of stay + 6.5
b 6. 6-12 + 2.7 o 6. interview day - 6.5
7. walk dog + 4.4 {r 7. interview time - 4,0
n 8. 2-—12 + 2.2
A e 9. 65+ + 4
1. return + 34.8
B 2, interview day + 15.9 10. male - 2.1
€ 3. interview time - 12.5
e 4., 65+ - 5.8 {A 1. return + 31.6
s 5. French - 6.4 |g 2. length of stay + 24.7
e 6. sports + 5.8 {i 3. swimming - 13.9
a 7. child care + 2.4 |n 4. 65+ - 5.5

a'Only variables with F values greater than 2.0 are listed.
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Among activities, sports turned out to be a source of
relatively higher visit frequencies in three of the four
parks, table games in two of the parks. The results were
mixed for the most prevalent activity: swimming. The swim-
mers in Anglesea Park were more frequent in attendance,
while the swimmers in Agincourt were relatively less so.
Watching children also had mixed results, being a source of
more regular visiting in Anglesea Park but of more irregular
visitng in Hawthorne Park.

Some variables were significant in only one park.

The dog walkers came to McNabb regularly. This 1is possibly
a reflection of the lack of vacant lots, urban renewal
land, or just plain open space in the McNabb area. Some
alternative areas suitable for this purpose were avallable
in each other neighborhood. A conclusion which might be
drawn from this result is that densely developed areas
with little open space available should be provided with
special dog walking facilities, otherwise this activity
will inevitably gravitate toward the local park. This is
in fact a serious matter, as described by James Schmid:
Beck estimates that New York City's dogs
deposit between 15 and 55 tons of feces and more
than 53,000 gallons of urine daily (The Ecology

of Stray Dogs, Baltimore: York, 1973). Dog feces

are a prime source by which eggs of the nematode

Toxocara canis reach humans, especially children.

The resulting humen disease, visceral larva migrans,

is mot readily diagnosed except in its ocular form,

which can cause permanent blindness. . .

(J.A. Schmid, "The Environmental Impact of
Urbanization", Review Paper for Handbook on

Geography and Environmental Education, A.A.G.
Commission on College Geography,~forthcoming).
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Hawthorne Park was the only one in which meeting
friends seemed to have a significant relationship with
frequencies of visits. In McNabb Park, those who used
the playground equipment tended to be the less regular
visitors. These "unique" qualities of the two parks do
not immediately lend themselves to geographic interpre-
tation.

The relationships between visitors! ages and their
visit frequencies also varied from park to park. McNabb
and Hawthorne apparently tended to attract 6-12 year olds
on a regular basis, while this age group was significantly
among the less frequent visitors to Agincourt Park. Teen-
agers were notable only in thelr lack of frequent attend-
ance at Anglesea Park, while the somewhat older 19 to 24
year-olds tended to be less frequent visitors to both of
the "suburban" parks, Hawthorne and Agincourt. The "senior"
citizens" 65 years and older were among the less frequent
visitors to Anglesea and Agincourt parks, but among the
more frequent visitors to Hawthorne Park.

Interpretation of the effects of visitors' ages
requires an initial assumption. The assumption, which
corresponds to Jane Jacobs' question, would be that a
"successful" park would be one in which all age groups were
represented on a more-or-less equal basis. Gilven this
assumption, it 1s encouraging to see age group categories

missing from the list of significant factors, somewhat
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discouraging to see them present, regardless of whether
the association is positive or negative 1n sign.

McNabb and Hawthorne parks would be considered to be
over-concentrated in the elementary school group, accord-
ing to this assumption. Agincourt Park was outstanding in
that it managed to discourage three out of four age groups
to an unusual degree. With respect to Agincourt, 1t should
be mentioned that visitation was light on the day the inter-
views were conducted, and the football season was Jjust be-
ginning. Therefore many of those interviewed were teen-age
football players warming up in the afternoon and intending to
return in the evening for a scrimmage. This was a totally
-different character of use than in the other three parks,
and is accounted for by the oncoming change of season and
corresponding change to fall sports activities. It remains
true, however, that all four parks appeared quite specialized
in the age groups they would attract. Also, for some reason
Hawthorne Park appeared to have a greater appeal for females
than males. It remains to be seen whether the specializa-
tion were simply representative of differences in the age
and sex structures of the four neighborhoods, or'whether
differences in the parks themselves might be construed to
be the major reasons for specialization.

There was a significant tendency for those inter-
viewed in French to be less regular park users, in both of
the areas where French was spoken often enough to permit

the comparison to be made. This finding tends to suggest
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that there might be a different "style" of park use among
the French population. This question is taken up further
in Chapter VIII.

Surprisingly, the results with respect to the day of
the week were not consistent. In Anglesea Park, those in-
terviewed on Saturday tended to be the more regular visitors.
In Hawthorne Park, tThose interviewed on Wednesday were more
regular in attendance. In McNabb Park there was no signifi-
cant effect of day of the week, and in Agincourt Park the
difference was not ascertained. These results may be placed
in context by recalling the apparent general tendency toward
less intensive use of the parks on Saturdays.

The unanswered question is why, in some parks, those
who attended during the week are less in evidence on the
weekend, while in other parks they may be more 1in evidence?
The specific difference here.is between Anglesea Park and
Hawthorne. One possible explanation might be that more
parents in the Anglesea area were at work on Saturday, and
therefore their children were at the park as on any other
day. Perhaps more of a "weekend atmosphere" exists in the
relatively affluent neighborhoods where residents enjoy
more leisure time, and the pace of 1ife on weekends. becomes
tpansformed thereby. It is even conceivable (though this
cannot be verified by the data of the present study) that

some neighborhoods are pleasant and lively enough on week-
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ends to keep people at home, whereas others may be perceived
by their residents as places to flee at the least opportunity.
Regular visitors to the park, the "hard core" clientele,
seemed to be proportionally more in evidence on Saturday in
an urban core park (Anglesea) and less so on Saturday in a
suburban park (Hawthorne). Different parks attracted differ-
ent age groups and seemed to repel some groups: especially
young adults from both of the suburban parks. One inner city
park (McNabb) attracted dog walkers as frequent visitors,

A suburban park (Agincourt) attracted swimmers on a
casual basis, the other suburban park (Hawthorne) attracted
mothers and babysitters the same way; whereas swimming and
child supervision were activities of regular visitors to
Anglesea Park. A suburban park (Hawthorne) had a regular
clientele of visitors who came to '"meet friends", that is,
to meet each other. Playground equipment tended to be used
by infrequent visitors to one of the inner city parks (McNabb).

Some factors, however, remained constant in their ef-
fects on visit frequencies in all four parks, and accounted
significantly for high visit frequencies 1in at least three
of the four parksunder consideration. The itineraries of
visitors were one such factor. In all cases the higher fre-
quency visitors were also the ones who arrived earlier,
stayed longer, and returned again later in the day after
being interviewed. Sports activities and table games were

activities that tended to be engaged in by more frequent
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park visitors. These activities, of course, were provided
as part of the regular park program sponsored and encour-
aged by recreation supervisors; many of the other activi-
ties were of a casual or,at least, unorganized nature.

(It should be noted, however, that organized league games
and other such events were not the subject of the surveys
conducted for the present study). The participation of
"frequent visitors" in these activities reflect, perhaps,
their preference for the particular activities for which
the parks are well suited, by virtue both of design and of .
programs provided. A consistent relationship was found be-
tween language spoken in the interview and frequency of
park visits: those speaking French tending to be less regu-
lar in attendance. With respect to the ages of visitors,
the 6-12 yeér 0ld group were not only by far the most
numerous, they also tended to be the most frequent visitors

in two of the four parks (McNabb and Hawthorne).

Park Functions, Activities, and Use

In the preceding discussion, several different aspects
of park use have been considered. Beginning with the simple
enumeration of park users over time, it was noted that the
observed use curves reflected particular functions, or
clusters of activities, which had peéks at different times

of day. Upon closer scrutiny, 1t was found that the ac-
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tivities of park users could be grouped into clusters which
resembled the equipment functions identified in Chapter IV.
However, the precise activities constituting each func tion
differed from one park to another, and from day to day
within the same park.

In all situations, the phenomenon of a "hard core" of
park users was apparent. The hard core users accounted for
the overwhelming majority of total park use. They were
elementary school-age children or younger teen-agers. They
tended to live close to the parks and to speak English
rather than French.

A distinction must be made between hard core usage
of the parks and the hard core users. Swimming was by
far the most popular activity and was the "hard core" of
the summer park program in this sense. The most frequent
park visitors, on the other hand, tended to be those who
came for sports activities; or to be those who came for
nondescript "other" activities.

When hard core usage was analyzed separately, it became
apparent once again that the use patterns were different in
each park. Of the eight activity variables considered in
the study, only sports tended consistently to attract
regular visitors in all four parks.

In Chapter IV, it was shown that the four parks

selected for detailed investigation were functionally similar
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in terms of their equipment provision. Now, in Chapter V,
we have seen that the use of each of the four parks was
highly variable, both qualitatively and numerically, from
park to park, from day to day even from hour to hour. The
next two chapters are devoted to explaining the observed
differences with reference to park accessibility, and
selected social characteristics of surrounding ﬁeighborhood

populations.



CHAPTER VI
ACCESSIBILITY IN RELATION TO PARK USE

Accessibility includes various obstacles potential
users face in reaching a park. A more accessible park is
one for which such obstacles are reduced. Other things
being equal, one would expect a more accessible park to
be chosen in favor of one less accessible. Other things,
of course, are never equal in reality, since the kinds of
facilities offered, values and tastes of potential users,
and the weather do vary from one situation to another.

Accessibility is primarily a functlon of distance,
relative to the mode of transportation used to reach the
park. The overwhelming majority of the users surveyed in
the four selected Ottawa parks arrived on foot. Thelr
"expenses" were limited to the effort required to travel
the distance to the park on foot. Thus, the primary
measure of accessibility used for the study was the foot
distance to each park. The overwhelming majority were also
coming from home to the park and directly back home &gain.
Contour maps were drawn of each parkis zone of influence,
with foot distances measured in 100 foot intervals from
residential locations to the interview stations located at
the outer corners of the parks. From these maps, the foot

113
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distance to the park from the home address given by each
respondent was estimated, by interpolation, to the near-
est ten feet.

Although the possible differences in park facilities
were controlled by the selection of similar parks in which
to conduct surveys, nevertheless there were alfternative
areas which could be used by potential park visitors for
much the same purposes. Park visitors were asked where they
would have gone 1f the park were not there. Households
responding to the mail questionnaire listed other parks
visited by household members, participation in institutional
alternatives to public recreation such as parish programs
or the Y.M.C.A., and use by younger household members of
streets, sidewalks, backyards and vacant lots as alterna-
tive recreation sites.

Both foot distance to the park under investigation,
and the availability and use of alternative opportunities

were considered as aspects of accessibility in this study.

Foot Distance and Park Use

After some experimentation, the author accepted the
conclusion of the Baltimore playground study (Dee and
Liebman, 1970), and grouped observations of park visitor
distances into categories reflecting the square of the foot

distance required to reach the park. This was accomplished
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by combining the 100-foot distance zones into progressively
larger areas. For each source area, the visit rate was
calculated as the ratio of respondents interviewed in the
park, to the total land area included in the residential
zone from which they came.

The locations of respondent home addresses 1ln rela-
tion to distance from the parks are illustrated in Figures
15,16,17 , and 18. The calculation of visit rates is present-
ed in Table 26. The trends of visit rates in relation to
distance are plotted in Figures 19 and 20. The largest num-
ber of observations was available for McNabb Park; there-
fore the McNabb data were used to compare the distance trend
for the Saturday as opposed to the Wednesday visitors. Al-
though the numbers of visitors in the park on Saturday were
less, the distance relationship was similar considering the
slope of the trend line.

Aside from the distance effect, the magnitude of visits
is indicated by the intercept of the trend lines at zero
distance. It is entirely possible that the differences
recorded in Figures 19and 20 result from differences in the
weather on the given interview days.

Regardless of the intercept of the trend lines, the
particular effect of accessibility, including both distance
and the availability of substitutes, 1s shown by the slope
of the line. Figure 19 shows that the slopes of the trend

lines were quite different in the four cases.
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TABLE 26
RATE OF VISITS PER UNIT AREA
BY DISTANCE TO EACH PARK

Distance
Park / Day
100-400" 400-900" 900-1600' 1600-2500"
McNabb / interviews 27 27 31 13
Wednesday area® 11.6 39.6 103.7 100.9
rate 2.33 0.70 0.30 0.13
McNabb / interviews 11 3 10 4
Saturday area® 11.6 39.6 103.7 100.9
rate 0.95 0.08 0.10 0.04
McNabb /  interviews 38 30 41 17
both days area® 11.6 39.6 103.7 100.9
rate 3.28 0.78 0.40 0.17
Anglesea /interviews 21 26 7 3
both days area® 16.0 40.0 83.0 85.0
rate 1.31 0.65 0.08 0.04
Hawthgrne/interviews 11 24 39 16
~both days area®  16.9 37.6 61.8 32.0
rate 0,65 0.64 0.63 0.50
Agincourt/interviews 7 7 7 8
Wednesday area? 8.5 33.0 88.0 (1arge)
rate 0,82 0.21 0.08 ca. 0.04

bUhit area is 40,000 square feet. Areas measured by a
compensating polar planimeter on base maps scaled one inch to
200 feet.
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Distance-Blasticity of Park Demand

The %elasbicity" of demand is the extent to whicﬁ a
proportional change in cost becomes reflected in a resulﬁi.ng
proportional change in volume of sales of a given commodity.
The concept of elas’r:ici‘ty may be appliéd directly to the
effect of dista.ﬁcé:don the "demand" for, or propensity to
' visit, urbasn varks. As has been previously demonstrated,
(Rugg, 1967, 15) the distance-elasticity of park demand is
the same as the slope of the distance-decay function of park
visit rates, when plotted on a logarithmic scaled "Perfect
elastic‘ity" , or infinite slope of the visit rate curve,
would be represented by a vertical line on the graph: if the
park were even one foot further awéy, no one would visit. |
"Perfect inelasticity”, or no slope of the visit rate curve,
.wo.u.ld. be indicated by a horizoatal line: no matter how mach
further away the park were located, the same proportion o
the population would visit anyway.

To pursue the analogy witli economic goods a step
further, the actual volume of visitors (or volume of good
consumed) presumably has to do with the quality of the park:
and the degree of need felt by the population of potential
visitors. The slope of the demand curve, on the other kand,
depends not on the quality of the park itself, but on the
availability of substitutes for the park. Greater distance-

elasticity of demand indicates a greater prevalence of substitutes.

11p theAcase of a curvilinear distance decay function, of
the form y = ax-P, the elasticity is constant (-b). If the

function were of some other form such as a straight line { =
a - bx, the elasticity would be variable. It could still ve
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Availability of Substitute Areas

of the four examples presented in Figure 19 , the
case of Hawthorne Park represents the closest approximation

to a situation of perfect inelasticity of demand. "By refer-

ring to the map of Hawthorne Meadows neighborhood (figure 17),
one may note that this nzighborhood 1s surrounded by three
busy traffic arteries: Walkley Road, Russel Road, and S¥t.
Laurent Boulevard. _It may be imagined that these arteries
would discouraée use of alternate parks, all of which were
jocated outside these boundaries. Sueh a conclusion is not
entirely warranted by other information obtained in the sur-
vey: several visitors to Hawthorne Park, when asked about
alternative areas they might visit if the park were not
there, mentioned parks &across St. Laurent Boulevard as ac-
ceptable substitutes; furthermore, several visitors to
Hawthorne Park were on "miltiple-destination itineraries"
(Rugg, 1973), which included shopping centres across St.
Laurent.as additional trip destinations. However, to the
eitent that the major roads, especially St. Laurent, deter
park visitors from crossing, it would appear that Hawthorne
Park has monopoly control in its neighborhood, and that with-
out available substitutes{ distance does not reduce visits

in the way that ons might expect.

rezd directly from the slope of the function on a logarithmic
scale, however. For example, the slope of y = a - bx, when
plotted on logarithmic paper, varies from 0 as x —> 0 to
-0 as y — 0. '
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The apparent elasticities of demand for the remain-
ing three parks constitute a puzzle offering no intuitively
obvious explanation. McNabb and Agincourt parks, in opposite
socio-economic neighborhoods, had virtually identical dis-
tance-decay slopes. Anglesea Square, the farthest of all
four parks from the nearest neighboringgzeity park, had the
greatest elasticity of demand with respect to distance.

One possible solution to this puzzle might lie in a
broader definition of substitute areas. Large back yards
with play equipment, or back yard wading pools, or both,
are one form of substitute which was investigated by
Norbert Dee. Vacant lots and city streets comprise two other
kinds of areas which support some of the same functions as
urban parks do. These are larger areas than back yards, and
thus have the capacity to absorb entire neighborhood groups;
they lack the facilities provided in a developed park, however.
It seemed to the author that the "suburban" streets in Ottawa
were less aftractive as play spaces than streets in the older
parts of the city. They lacked sidewalks except along bus
routes, and many were bordered by open storm drainage ditches.
It is also possible that, given the greater emphasis on auto-
mobiles in suburban areas, the traffic may have been more
intense on the suburban streets than in portions of the inner
city. Observations in the field tended to reinforée the idea

that the streets and sidewalks of Basse-Ville were much more
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alive with activity than those of the suburban-style neigh-
borhoods. The McNabb area, similar in its location and
economic character to Basse-Ville, was dissected by several
major traffic arteries (Bronson, Bay, Catherine, Somerset,
and Percy). There appeared to be less use of streets and
sidewalks in the McNabb area than in the area around Angle-
sea Sguare.

In contrast to streets and sidewalks, vacant lots were
more prevalent and better suited to use as park substitutes
in the more "suburban" areas around Agincourt and Hawthorne
Parks. Substantial use of vacant 1lots was observed by the
author in the area around Agincourt Park. Few vacant lots-
remained in the area close to Hawthorne Park; vacant land
in this area was on the periphery of the bullt-up portion
of the neighborhood, in contrast to the park with its al-
most perfectly central location.

No information was obtained in the park user survey
that could be used directly to assess the relative signi-
ficance of streets, sidewalks, vacant lofts and back yards
as substitute "park" areas. Visitors were asked what they
would have done if the park were not there, but use of streets
or vacant lots was not generally volunteered as a response.
Many visitors to Anglesea Square cited the "Patro" or
patronage of the Catholic Church as the alternative they

would use. Therefore, visitors in that area did have a clear
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institutional substitute, which could help explain the
higher elasticity of demand for Anglesea Square. Also
MacDonald Gardens, a large "leisure use" facility owned by
the National Capital Commission, was but two blocks away
from Anglesea Square.

Information on the use of alternative areas was con-
tained more specifically in the household snrvey results.
The frequency of park visits by households provided a basis
for an interpretation of the role and importance of substi-
tute areas through the information provided in this survey.

Use of Alternative Areas by Households

Two measures of local park visit frequency were ob-
tained from the household survey: visits by children under
13 years, and visits by teen-agers aged 13-18. These two
frequency measures were used as dependent variables in
regressions which considered distance and a number of possible
substitute areas as explanatory variables. The regression
results are presented in Tables 27 and 28.

High frequencies of visits to parks by children were
related to four major alternatives, but all in a positive
direction. Back yards and streets were used by the more
frequent park visitors. In the Basse-Ville area, perhaps
in anticipation of urban renewal, children who visited parks
regularly went to Lafontaine (in Hull) or to MacDonald

Gardens as well as to Anglesea Square. The net effect of



128
TABLE 27

ALTERNATIVE AREAS AND DISTANCE IN RELATION

TO CHILDREN'S PARK VISIT FREQUENCIES2

Step A Coeffi- oStd. F to
entered Variable cient error remove
1. b back yard 54 .16 11.7
2. b street .95 .19 24.7
3. b Anglesea Square .97 27 12.7
4. b Iafontaine Park (Hull) 1.17 .28 18.0
5. b Agincourt Park CT7 .22 12.8
6. b Hawthorne Park (teen visits)l.23 47 6.7
7. Db DlMacDonald Gardens .94 .36 6.8
8. b McNabb Park 1.73 .49 12.4
9. b Britannia Park -.49 A2 1.3
11, teen park visit frequencies .24 07 10.5
12. b Weston Park -1.15 049 506
13. b Le Breton (people's) Park -.98 .42 5.5
14. distance .00 .00 2.7
15. b Agincourt Park (teen visits)-.39 .35 1.3

aStepwise multiple regression results at step 15.
Overall results: intercept=.01, muliiple r=.82, F(15,128)=17.4.

bIn.dicates nominal variable.

TABLE 28

ATLTERNATIVE AREAS AND DISTANCE IN RELATION

TO TEENS' PARK VISIT FREQUENCIESC

Step

Coeffi- Std. F to

entered Variable cient error remove
1. b Hawthorne Park 2.49 AT 28.5
2. b McNabb Park 2.19 .29 56.3
3. b Agincourt Park 1.81 .52 32.3
4. child's park visit fregq. 27 .07 13.2
5. b Le Breton (people's) Park 1.67 .39 18.4
6. b Anglesea Square .61 .26 5.6
7. b Britannia Park -1.08 .40 7.2
8. no. days at summer camp - .02 .01 6.5
9. b Weston Park .93 .48 3.8
10. b street - .35 .19 3.3
11. b Copeland Park 13 43 2.9
12. b Agincourt Park (children's
visits) 37 .23 2.6
14. distance .00 .00 o7

CStepwise multiple regression results at s

Overall results: intercept=-.06,multiple r=.84,
bIn.d.ica.tes nominal variable.

tep 14.
F(14,129)=22.17.
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the use of such alternative areas was that distance from

the four selected parks was virtually ineffective in ex-
plaining overall park visit frequencies of children in
households. The regression coefficient of the distance term
amounted to .0001l.

The teen-agers with high visit frequencies were more
likely to have younger children in the same household also
with high park visit frequencies. Whereas the children used
back yards and streets as complementary areas, the teen-agers
apparently used them, plus sidewalks and vacant lots, as true
substitutes in that the use of such areas was negatively re-
lated to park visit frequencies among the teen-agers. Summer
camps were also a substitute for the teen-agers, with the
number of days spent at summer camp negatively, and rather
~strongly related to frequencies of park visits. Again, the
effect of distance was negligible (coefficient = .00007).

For both children and teen-agers, visits to Brittania
Park were negatively associated with high overall park visit
frequencies. This result supports the previois conclusion
that this park offered a more specialized kind of recreation-
al function.

The regression results contradict, in part, the idea
that alternative recreation areas constitute substitutes, or
competing opportunities, in the economic sense, to the local
neighborhood park. For household children, visits to the

selected parks were positively associated with visits to
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other parks and the use of back yards and city streets as
play areas. Apparently there were enough other opportuni-
ties available that the overall visit rates to parks were not
affected by distance.

Park visits by teen-agers, by contrast, reflect a
clear pattern of substitution of other kinds of recreation-
al facilities for local parks. Again the pattern was not
influenced by the distance of a household from the selected
park. The teen-agers who used back yards, streets, side-
walks and vacant lots tended to visit local parks less fre-
quently, as did those who spent time at summer camps away
from home.

It appears that whatever influences a household to
send its children to local parks regularly, also encourages
visits to other kinds of recreational areas. The observed
use frequencies among children, who constituted the hard
core clientele of the selected parks, must reflect variables
other than distance and the availability of substitute areas.

This conclusion cannot be applied to the use of a
particular local park. As the dasa from the park user sur-
vey clearly show, there was a definite trend of declining
visit rates with foot distance from all but one of the four
selected parks. Nevertheless, the household survey showed
constant overall park visit rates at each distance from the

selected parks, other things being equal. In the Hawthorne
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Meadows neighborhood, where there were no other local parks
available, the visit rate did not decline.

The general conclusion to be drawn from these results
is that households with children have some particular level
of need or desire to use public parks; the need is met by
apparently rational decisions to use local parks according
to physical proximity; however, the need is variable among
households and reflects different propensities to use public
parks as well as alternative areas such as back yards and
city streefs.

The rational allocation of public park opportunities
requires an understanding of those characteristics of house-
holds which affect the 1ikelihood that they will or will
not include children who are "haprd core" park users. This
problem is addressed in Chapter VII, which concludes Part B

of the dissertation.




CHAPTER VII
HOUSEHOLD LEISURE PATTERNS AND OTHER SOCIAL

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARK- USERS

What are the chances that a given household will in-
clude "hard core" park users? In the previous chapter, it
was shown that the answer to this question was not found
in the accessibility of a household to any of the four
selected parks. The present chapter examines the social
characteristics of households, including particularly
patterns of household leisure activities. A regression
analysis format is used to find which attributes and
behaviors of households seem most closely related to high
frequencies of visits to local parks. On the basis of the
findings of the present chapter, a tentative model of park

use is elaborated in Chapter VIII.

Patterns of Household ILeisure

Just as urban parks may be conceived to comprise a
functional hierarchy, patterns of leisure activities may be
ordered in an analogous way. The leisure opportunities of
households depend upon a hierarchy of segments of lelisure
time, which presumably govern not only the durations, but

also the structure and functions of the kinds of leisure

132
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activities chosen by the household members. The annual vaw-
cation 1is the highest order of time period for all except
"petired" households, followed by weekends . and "holidays",
down to the short periods at lunch time, after school and

in the evening which recur on a daily basis throughout the
year. The questions about leisure activities included in
the questionnaire were organized according to this rubric.
(No attempt was made either to verify or to deny the exist-
ence of such a leisure hierarchy, as was done with respect
to the parks hierarchy.) A very large number of activities,
and of aspects of activities were covered by day, by season
and by year. The problem at this stage was to ldentify
patterns of related activities, and to choose measures which
would indicate the participation by a household in one or

more general patterns of leisure activities.
Vacations

The first several questions of the household question-
naire related to vacations: in the year prior to the survey
(1970), in the year of the survey (1971), and ideal vacations.
The open-ended questions were coded according to the kind of
activity engaged in and the geographic location of the vaca-
tions. The most common activitieé included no vacation,
touring and sightseeing, staying at a summer cottage, camping,
visiting relatives and friends, and relaxing at home.

Figure 21 compares the frequencies of responses for each
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type of activity for both years of actual vacations, and
for the ideal vacations.

The most striking difference between the actual and
ideal vacations was the large number of respondents with
"no vacation" in each year, in contrast to the negligible
number who considered that no vacation was an ideal situ-
ation. Visiting relatives and friends was also listed
less frequently as an ideal than as an actual vacation ac-
tivity. Touring and sightseeing, the most common vacation in
the two years, was even more popular as an ideal activity.
Apparently, time and money constraints limited the vacation
activities of many respondent households: either they were
unable to take a vacation or they reluctantly accepted the
hospitality of relatives and friends. Less constrained house-
holds engaged in vacation activities resembling closely the
image of ideal vacations described by respondents as a whole.

Further differences appeared between actual and ideal
vacations with respect to their geographic locations. Where-
as only a minority of respondents attained these objectives,
the overwhelming majority of ideal vacations were located 1in
Western Canada, all across Canada, or even morese. outside
Canada altogether. Thes dramatic difference between experi-
ence and ideals in the location of wacations is illustrated
in Figure 22. Using this i1llustration, it is possible to

distinguish those vacations which people presumably would
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Fig. 22. Locations of Real and Ideal Vacations. Real vacations
shown for 1970 (top line) and 1971 (bottom line).

REAL IDEAL

Maritimes

Ontario Provincial Parks

Rural Ottawa-Hull

Québec Provincial Parks

New York, New England, U.S. general
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Caribbean

World in general
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Great Britain —
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rather not take but do, from those which they would rather
téke but cannot.

The places respondents would most like to visit are
Canada in general (including visits to the Yukon and the
Northwest Territories, and trips across Canada), Europe in
general and the world in general. The Caribbean Islands,
or Antilles, are another place respondents would most like
to be, especially in the winter. In contrast are the places
of low desire but high participation: the rural area surround-
ing Ottawa-Hull (including the Outaouais, Rideau Waterway,
Mississippi River, Thousand Islands, etc.); the Maritimes;
New York, New England and the Eastern Seaboard of the United
States (including Miami and Fort Lauderdale); and the Pro-
vincial parks of Quebec and Ontario. In interpreting these
differences, it must be recalled that travelling and sight-
seeing is but one of several possible vacation activities.
Those who preferred to spend vacations at home, were well
aware and appreciative of the high level of recreational
resources available for these purposes in the Ottawa-Hull
region, and neighboring regions of eastern North America.

French-English differences were explored in all re-
spects having to do with vacation itineraries. Very little
difference was found, except for the tendenéy'of French
respondents to place a higher value on visiting friends and

relatives as a form of ideal vacation, with a consequent
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lower evaluation of camping as a vacation activity. Pre-
ferred locations for ideal vacations were the same between
the French respondents and the overall population, except
that France rather than the Caribbean occupied fifth place
on the list.

_ Specific dates were recorded for vacations during the
year of the survey. Thus, both the timing of the vacations
and their length were known, in addition to the qualitative
aspects of activities and locations. Figure 23 shows the
distribution of mid-dates of respondent vacations in 1971.
The vacations wére concentrated in the summer, the modal
rid-date being around August lst. Thus, the timing of
vacations coincided with the period of maximum use of

local urban parks.

Fig. 23. Timing of Summer Vacations

(no. of
households)
20 4
10 4
0
May- July Aug. Sept.
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Weekend Recreational Behavior

The questionnaire contained an inventory of possible
outdoor recreational activities commonly engaged in on week-
ends at various seasons of the year. Respondents were asked
to indicate not only which activities in the list were en-
gaged in, but also which were their favorite actlvities,
either of themselves or of other members of ftheir households,
at each season. Only those activifties engaged in by 20 or
more households in the sample were subsequently analyzed.

On the basis of responses to this series of queétions,
it was possible to classify respondent households according
to a typology of weekend recreational behavior. This was
accomplished through 2 "phi" correlation matrix of activities
which was submitted to linkage analysis. The results of
this analysis were quite interesting in themselves, and
proved subsequently to be a useful tool for further analysis
of other aspects of recreational behavior.

Golfers, horseback riders, gardeners, nature students,
picnickers, those who drive for pleasure, and campers were
isdlated by tﬁé analysis . as constituting separate, or in-
dependent, categories of weekend recreationists. Other
activities were combined with one or more different activi-
ties in distinctive patterns. Surprisingly, a high correla-
tion existed between those playing hockey in winter and

those riding bicycles for pleasure in the spring and fall,
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and many respondents in this category also listed such
activities as ice skating, toboganning, swimming in the
summer and skiing in winter as among their activities.
Skiing, 1t should be noted, had the lowest degree of re-
lationship to this category, with a typal releVancy of only
0.15. It is therefore properly considered a separate cate-
gory similar to golfing or gardening.

Surprisingly, canoeing and water skiing were linked
together in a single category. These two activities represent
incompatible uses of water for recreation when they occur 1n
the same area, but apparently many of the same people do both.

Sportsmen who engaged in fishing in the spring and sum-
mer often continued with hunting activities in the fall.

An interesting complex activities apparently depended
on cottage ownership. Those who visited cottages during
avtumn weekends, also visited them in the summer and to a
lesser extent in the spring of the year. Most of the same
people were snowmobile enthusiasts in the winter, and many
enjoyed cruising in power boats in summer. Since the key to
this complex was clearly cottage ownership, it indicated
some wealth and, above all, the investment of wealth in
private recreational facilities and equipment. Snowmobiles
and power boats are also expensive and imply that their
owners had established themselves in a second home away from

the city.
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The final group is again somewhat surprising, as it
links the active sport of hiking in the spring, summer and
fall, with "passive" attendance at outdoor concerts and plays.

Separating skiing as a distinctive activity category,
there appear to be thirteen different categories of weekend
recreational endeavor practiced by the sample of Ottawa
households. Thase categories are identified along with the
activities of which they are comprised, in Table 29. Since
the 1ist includes aspects of behavior and the behaviors are
related within households, the categories constitute at the
same time, a set of behavioral categories which typify the
households themselves. Whether or not a household belongs
in one or another category depends upon the method used to
define membership. A simple approach 1is to use the variable
with the highest typal relevancy in a given group. Most of
these, it will be noted, are summer activities, although
many such summer activitles are closely related to other
pursuits engaged in at other tTimes of the year.

The number who participate in a given activity do not,
of course, necessarily reflect the degree of their commit-
ment. Thus, a similar analysis was performed on the list of
favorite activities as distinct from the list of activities
merely engaged in. A few surprising differences resulted
in the patterns of variables associated with each category,
and some were split. The associatlons of favorite activities

reflect motivational categories in the sense that respondents



142

£G°0 sfeTd pue £5.190U00
J00PIN0 JFUTPUSLIE JoummS
£8°0 SUTNTY uumgne
¢8°0 Furity Surads
¥8°0 SUTHTY aoumms JIONTH T6°0 £fpngs sanjyeu UWUMgNE
26°0 Apngs eangeu Futads auspnyg
98°0 Furdweo wmane ¢6°0 £pngs sangBU JoumMS aanjen
.L8°0 Surduweo Furads
68°0 Surdweo asummns Jadurep G6°0 Futuepaed Jurads
G6°0 Jutuspard Joumms J9UDPIBYH
L9°0 SuTATIpP uwumgne
8°0 SUTATIP J94UTM OINSBOTJ 96°0 yoeqesaoy Jutads JOPTY
L8°0 SutaTap Sutads JI0J 96°0 H{OBUOSIOY JOoWWNS IOBQOSJIOJ]
88°0 SUTATJIP JoumIns JOATIQ
G9°0 SJUTLTHS Jo9BM Joumms
GL°0O Furyotuotd uumane 26°0 Sureourdo FJUuTads PoOLUSTIO
L8°0 Furyotuotd Futads £6°0 Suteourd Jsumms -JI998H,
L8°0 SUTHOTUOTd Joumms JIONOTUOTJ
GT°0 JurTys outrdre JO4UTM  (IOTTHS)
6%°0 1eoq Jamod TG0 SUTWWTMS Joumms
UT JUTSTNIO Joumms ¥9°0 Surtuuefoqog IoqUTM
ov*o 89.TSTA 8981400 Butads 89°0 JuT)BIS 90T JI99QUTM
8°0 BUTTTQOWMOUS JI84UTM 69°0 SUTTOLOTq Joumms
98°0 S4TSTA 9884900 Joumms 18°0 £o3100Y I9QUTM
68°0 81TSTA 9583400 UUMiNE JI958L4.0D 06°0 SutrTofotq Futads 9QSTATIOV
06°0 SutTofoTq uumgne Texousayn
TL°O Sutrquny wmagne
68°0 Jutysty Jurtads 86°0 JT109 Sutads
06°0 Sutysty Jeumms uewsjtodg 86°0 JTo3 aoumms JOJTOH
mmﬂMMMMMHmm soTqeTIe) ad Ay, mmﬁMMMMMﬁom soTqQRTIBA odAy,

HOIAVHIL TVNOILVIUDMY ANANIEM JO0 SHJIATL

6¢ dIAVT



143

expressed their preferences among the activities listed.
While the result is a step away from the purely behavieoral
observation of the presence or absence of a given activity
for a given household, it is a step closer, perhaps, to the
social preferences (or "demands" in the economic sense) for
the activities.

In the categories defined by favorite activities, the
golfer remains a golfer, the camper a camper, the gardener
a gardener, the hopseback rider a horseback rider. The
driver for pleasure finds this his favorite activity in the
spring, summer and fall, but not in the winter. The skiier
becomes somewhat more strongly associated with the "water-
oriented" recreationist than with the '"general activist",
but still at a low typal relevancy such that skiing remains,
in effect, a separate single-variable category. The cottager
does not really enjoy snowmobiling as a favorite activity,
but does derive maximum enjoyment from hunting, and among
winter activities, tends to prefer driving for pleasure.

The general activist appears in a more refined light
as one who enjoys bicycling most in the spring, summer and
fall, and hockey in the wintertime. The remalning activi-
ties formerly associated with these have been displaced to
other categories.

Two winter activities, snowmobiling and toboganning,

were both preferred by those who enjoyed picnicking most in
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the spring, summer and fall. Hiking in the spring was a
favorite activity of those who most enjoyed nature study,
whereas summer and fall hikers were more inclined to pre-
fer attending outdoor concerts and plays. Fishermen were
identified as a separate interest group, since hunting was
favored more often by cottagers than by fishermen in the
list of favorite activities.

The most common activities were isolated as a new
category by the favored activity criterion: swimming in
summer and ice skating in winter.

The results of the linkage analysis of favorilte ac-
tivities are presented in Table 30 .

The highest typal relevancies were first derived
for the following variables: summer golf; autumn bicycling;
summer canoeing, kayaking, rafting; summer horseback riding;
summer gardening; summer nature study; summer fishing;
autumn cottaging; summer pilcnicking; summer driving for
pleasure; summer camplng; and summer hiking. It may be re-
called that winter skiing was a distinctive activity for
which none of the preceding variables was a good predictor.
The list of favorite activities. leads to essentially the
same results. Driving for pleasure, hiking and picnicking
were preferred more in the autumn than in the summer, but

this may simply reflect the lower number of alternatives
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available in the fall. Among the activities originally
listed in the~Bgeneral activist" category, summer swimiing
and winter ice skating were separated into a new category
through analysis of favorite activities. These are so
widespread that it might prove useful to include each as

a further diagnoétie or "indicator" variable of distinctive
weekend leisure activity patteras. Thus, a total of 15
varisbles are retained from the original list of 42, each
representing a distinctive type of weekend leisure activity

independent of other types.

Dailv Outdoor Recreational Activities

A classification of daily leisure activity patterns
was also nmade on the basis of linkage analysis. Ten daily
activity vectors were analyzed in conjunction with 34 other
binomiéls from the household questionnaire. The resultant
grouping is not a "pure” linkage analysis of daily activities.
On the other hand, closely related activities arelstill neces-
sarily grouped together. Only those which were more closely
related to other kinds of variables, such as recreational
equipment or T.V. viewing patterns, than t0 other daily
asctivities would be isolated. This mixing of variables had
the advaniage that. interpretation of the broader significance
of the activity variabtles was possible without further analysis.

The results appear in Table 31.
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Table 31
LINKAGE GROUPS OF DAILY ACTIVITIES

. Typal i Typal
Variables Relevancies Variables Relezgncies
I Iv
hockey stick .80 tent .87
baseball and bat .79 sleeping bag 87
basketball .18
fishing tackle 13
ice skates .13 v
hockey uniform .65 watch television 12-2 .86
attend public school .63 watch T.V, 10 a.m.-12 .72
attend university .59 wateh T.V. 2-4 p.m. .58
+walk the dog .58
shotgun or hunting rifle .51
bathing suit .45 Vi
toboggan or sled 44 visit Vincent Massey .84
skis .33 visit Exp. Farm .84
car 32
watch television 8-10 pm .28
bicycle .17 VIiI
+backyard barbecue .15 visit Rockeliffe Park .82
- visit Gatineau Park .82
English spoken at home .89
questionnaire in English .89 VIII
bilingual household .80
III +walk to and from work .80
+snow play (snowman,igloo).82
+hide-and-go-seek .68
+accompany young children
to park .64

+use play equipment or
swimming pool in own

yard .60
attend separate school .55
watch T.V. 4-6 p.m. .50

+sunbathe in afternoon .50
French spoken at home 33
watch T.V. 6-8 p.m. .28

watch T.V, 10-12 p.m. .28
take off-season vacation .18
+go for walk (without dog).l2
+sit quietly on veranda .12

*Indicates daily outdoor recreational activity
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The first linkage group consisted of 17 vectors of
which 2 were daily activities: dog walking and backyard
barbecues. Of the remainder, most were various kinds of
recreational equipment. Households engaging in these acti-
vities also tended to have ch&ldren in public school, or
university, or both. A general image of suburban affluence
emerges, which happens to include dog ownership (hence, dog
walking) and private backyards for barbecues. This first
category is dramatically geographic in its implications for
recreational land use.

A second linkage group includes numerous activities:
snow play; neighborhood games such as hide-and-go-seek;
accompanying young children to parks; using play equipment
or wading pools in one's back yard; sunbathing on summer
afternoons; taking walks without dogs; and sitting quietly
on one's veranda. Only one equipment variable is included
in this group: backyard swing sets. Other variables in-
clude children attending separate schools, taking off-season
vacations and speaking French at home. It is clearly a
group based upon families with children. The fact that
some of the families take off-season vacations is an indi-
cation that the group is based independently of financial
considerations.

The only remaining activity is walking to and from work.

For some reason, this activity was linked with bilingual
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households. However, the correlation between the two was

a low 0.28. The two variables were each independent of all

" others, and fell together only because the method of link-
age analysis requires that every variable combine with at
least one other, even if the correlation between them be low.
The other linkage groups did not contain daily recreational
activities. They will be considered further among "other
social cheracteristics” in a subsequent analysis.

The overwhelming importance of television as a factor
affecting participation in daily leisure activities was demon-
strated for the Montréal suburb of Jacques Cartier (Ia Plante,
1969). Therefore, households were questioned as to the time
of day during which they would ordinarily watch T.V., and
these results were analyzed along with the linkage analysis
of daily outdoor recreation activities.

The bimodal frequency distribution of viewing hours

is illustrated in Figure 24.

Fig. 24. Television Viewing Habits
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The general pattern was not equally followed by all
groups of the respondent population. The affluent house-
holds which owned a variety of recreational equipment, were
more likely than others to watch T.V. between 8 and 10 p.m.,
that is, in the late evening. The families with more chil-
dren were more likely to watch television from 4 p.m. to
8 p.m., and then resume watching from 10 p.m. to midnight
(presumably after the children were in bed). A separate
group of mid-day T.V. watchers was identified: those house-
holds with the T.V. on between 10 a.m. and 4 p.m. This
group did not include any other variables in the linkage
analysis. An examination of the original phi correlation
matrix from which the linkage analysis was derived, shows a
minor positive correlation with play equipment in the back
yvard, and slight negative correlations with toboggan owner-
ship and having completed the questionnaire in English.
Although these are not adequate for definite conclusions to
be drawn, they seem to reinforce the common conception that
daytime television viewing is more prevalent among house-
wives who stay at home and their small children who are not
yet old enough to attend school. Whatever reasons may ex-
plain daytime television viewing, the fact that it occurs
in some households may certainly be understood as a factor
having a negative influence on possibilities for outdoor

recreation.
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To summarize the findings with respect to television,
there appear to be three distinct viewing patterns. There
are those who watch primarily during "prime hours" from
8 to 10 p.m., those who watch from 4 to 8 p.m., and those
who watch television during the daytime until 4 p.m. The
three distinctive time periods are late evening, after
school hours, and during school hours respectively. The
ages and school status of children would appear at least
hypothetically to have a direct bearing on viewing habits.
Pre-school age children and their mothers may watch T.V.
during school hours. Younger children may watch television
after school, but probably go to bed by 8 p.m. Older school
children and adults may watch television later in the evening.
For each of these age groups, the choice at each given time
of day may be whether to watch television or engage in some

- form of outdoor recreational activity.

Household Leisure and Use Of Local Parks

In the above discussion, variables have been identi-
fied which describe the characteristic activity patterns
of sample households with respect to vacation, weekend and
daily outdoor recreational behavior. It remains to explore
relationships between these activity patterns and park use,
taking into account social, economic and other differences

among the households in the sample.
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Vacations and Use Of Local Parks

There were two kinds of variables used to describe
vacations: nominal variables describing activities and
locations of the vacations, and interval varilables de-
scribing the time of year and number of days available for
the vacations. Two separate analyses were carried out to
establish relationships between the vacation behavior and
park use, appropriate to the kinds of variables available.
In the first analysis, the interval vacation variables were
included along with information on summer camp attendance,
frequencies of visits to parks, and household incomes. These
variables were submitted to principal components analysis,
with the results which appear in Table 32.

The set of variables included in the analysis was
rather loosely correlated, as indicated by a low percentage
of explanation for the analysis (61 per cent). In the first
factor, summer camp participation was positively associated
with visits to teen and children's parks and with a later
mid-date of vacation. All of the variables loaded positively
on the first factor, suggesting that some households were
"outdoor enthusiasts" who were more likely than others to
visit parks of all kinds and to take their vacations later
in the summer when the weather would be better.

The second factor demonstrated a negative relationship
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TABLE 32

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF VACATION AND PARK USE VARIABLES

- Factor
Factor Variables Loadings
I. Outdoor nid-date of stay at summer camp 0.77
Enthusiast number of days at summer camp 0.72
teens' park visit frequencies 0.48

mid-date of vacation 0.46

children's park visit fregquencies 0.41

frequency of regional park visits 0.39

income 0.33

number of days on vacation 0.07

TI. Vacations number of days on vacation 0.75
vs. mid-date of vacation 0.58

Park Use income 0.51
frequency of regional park visits 0.31

number of days at summer camp -0.16

mid-date of stay at summer camp -0.28

teens' park visit frequencies -0.39

children's park visit frequencies -0.57

III. Park Use +teens' park visit frequencies 0.60
vS. children's park visit frequencies 0.54
Summer Camp frequency of regional park visits 0.42
income 0.24

number of days on vacation -0.05

mid-date of vacation -0.09

mid-date of stay at summer camp -0.39

number of days at summer camp -0.57
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between park and summer camp use on the one hand, vs. vaca-

tion opportunities and income on the other hand. This was

a second-order relationship since all of the variables had

previously loaded positively on the first factor. In other

words, within the "outdoor enthusiast" category were some

households devoting more time and money to vacations, where-

as others emphasized use of summer camps and local park opporfunities.

The third factor distinguishes summer camp from park use.
In other words, the third order relationship differentiates
these two tendencies within one of the directions of the second
factor.

Taking the three factors together, all of the variables
describe an aspect of participation in outdoor recreation; but
within this general context those with better vacation oppor-
tunities tended to be less likely to visit local parks frequently.

A second analysis made use of the chi-square method to
identify relationships between high or low park visit frequencies
and various kinds of vacations. Cross tabulations of activity
choices with park visit frequencies appear in Table 33. How
the vacation was spent during the year of the survey was not
significantly related either to children's or to teens'
park visit frequencies. Visits to regional, distinct from
local parks were related to vacation activities at the 5 per
cent level of confidence by the chi-square test. Unusually

high rates of visits to regional parks were more common
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TABLE 33
VACATION ACTIVITIES AND PARK USE™

Frequencies of Visits to Urban Parks

Vacation

. Children's Teens' park Frequencies of
Activity park visit visit household visits
Choices frequencies frequencies +to regional parks

1 25 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

touring 0 3 3 11 4 1 3 4 5 6
cottage 4 4 3 0 11 0 4 ¢ 2 O
visiting 0 3 2 0 0 2 1 1 2 1 7
camping 2 7T 5 1 1 1 2 O 77 3
stay home 0 3 0 1 0 2 O 0O 1 1 2
water-based 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 21 2 1
Chi-square 15.2 9.0 27.3

D.F, 10 15 15
significance N.S. N.S. 5%

@3ource: questionnaire survey of households.

TARLE 34
VACATION LOCATIONS AND PARK USEP

Frequencies of Visits to Urban Parks

Vacation

Children's Teens' park Frequencies of
Location park visit visit household visits

frequencies frequencies to regional parks
Choices

1 2 3 1 2 3 4 1 2 3
Canada (gen.) 4 911 2 4 6 2 1416 5 8
Ottawa 0O 3 1 1 0 2 O 01 3 0
urb.Ont.oth. 1 01 0 01 0 0 0 0 2
urb.Qué. 0 2 0 1010 0 0 0 4
rur.0tt-Hull 111 0 110 0O 3 2 2
Georgian Bay 1 0 0 0 0 0 O 1 0 1 O
rur.Ont.oth. 17 3 113 0 110 1 3
rur.Qué. 111 0 0 0 O 1 210
Maritimes 0 0 1 0O 0 0 O 2 0 2 1
West.Canada 0 1 1 0 0 0 O 0 2 2 1
Chi-square 16.7 not 51.7
D.F. 18 computable 21

significance N.S. 1%

bSource: household questionnaire survey.
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among "travelling" vacationists: those who engaged in tour-
ing and sightseelng, or visiting relatives and friends while
on vacation.

Table 34 presents the cross tabulations between park
visit frequencies and the geographic location pf vacations
ih the year of the survey. Again, only viéigg to regional
parks were significantly related to vacations (at the 1 per
cent level of confidence). The households with high visit
frequencies to regional parks were the only ones to visit
other urban areas in Ontario or Quebec while on vacation.l

The results of the chi-square analysis showed an,
apparent geographic scaling of park use and vacation be-
havior. Household vacations which involved travelling and
visiting relatives closer to home were related to regional
park visits. These vacations were intermediate on a loca-
tional scale. Most vacations were farther away from home
and of course, local park visits took place closer to home.
These results are interesting for the purpose of understand-
ing general leisure patterns, even though the regional and
farther distant patterns of vacation travel were not shown
to be significantly related to local park use frequencies.

The two analyses, by principal components and by chi-
square, both j1lustrate a gap between tThe leisure worlds of

adults and children. Vacation choices were clearly 2 part

of the adult world. The children concentrated their activi-

1The number of vacations outside of Canada was too
small to include them in the analysis.
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ties in local neighborhood parks. The longer the time
spent on vacations, the less use was made of local parks,
and vice-versa. Somewhere intermediate between these two
poles were various outdoor leisure activities at a regional
geographic scale: visits to regional parks, time spent at
summer camps, visits with relatives and friends in nearby
cities.

The remainder of this chapter is concerned with the
"ehildren's world" of lelsure as indicated by frequencies
of visits to local parks. Vacations and visits to regional
facilities were not directly related to children's park
use2 behavior. The possibility remains open that other és—
pects of household leisure patterns, involving more routine
activities closer to home, might be more closely related

to the use of local parks.

Weekend Activities and Park Visits

The 15 variables selected to describe distinctive
patterns of weekend outdoor recreational activities were
included in a series of regressions with children's park
visit frequencies as the dependent variable. Of the 15
variables, eight had some bearing on park visits: ice skat-
ing and skiing in winter; and swimming, camping, nature study,
bicycling, horseback riding, and driving for pleasure in
summer. The eight variables were resubmitted to regression

along with income and distance.
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Although income was shown in factor analysis (Table 32)
to be unrelated to visits to any but regional parks, and
distance was shown previously not to affect park visit fre-
quencies, these two variables were considered indispensable
in the interpretation of social and geographic influences on
park use. Therefore they were reintroduced here and repeatedly
in subsequent regression equgtions to confirm, without doubt,
the independence of park visit frequencies from these two
critical variables.

_ The results of the regression of eight weekend activity
variables, income and distance on children's park visit |
frequencies are presented in Table 35. Yhen the eight variabl;s

were considered together in a single equation, only three proved

significant by t-test: ice skating, swimming, and camping.

TABLE 35
WEEKEND ACTIVITIES AND CHILDREN'S PARK VISITS?

Variable Coefficient T  Partial r
winter ice skatingb b 0.99 5.4 42
winter alpine skiing -0.29 -1.4 -.12
summey swimmin 0.43 2.1 .18
summer camping b 0.54 2.8 .24
summer nature study -0.3%6 ~1l.5 -.13
summer bicyclingb 0.32 1.3 11
summer horsebackP -0.,12 ~0.7 -.06
summer driving® -8 . 89 -:OL.G -.%3
income .02 4 .03
distance 0.00 0.1 .00

Overall results: multiple r =.59; r° =.30; F(10,133) = 7.2

aDependent variable: children's park visit frequencies
bIn.dica.tes nominal variable
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Daytime Leisure Activities and Park Visits

Ten of the daytime leisure activities listed in the
household questionnaire produced sufficient responses to be
ratained after preliminary screening. These ten were the
subject of a linkage analysis described previously. Since
the number of variables was relatively small, all ten were
included again in the regression on children's park visit
frequencies. Income was included once more as an additional
independent variable.

The regression results indicated that only two daytime
leisure variables had a possibly significant relationshiﬁ
with park visit frequencies: neighborhood games such as hide-
and-go-seek; and snow play such as building snow men or igloos.
None of the other daytime activities, which included accompany-
ing young children to the park, nor income was significantly
related to the park visit frequenciles of household children
according to the t-test.

Neighborhood games and snow play were, of course, two
of the list of activities suitable for elementary school and
younger teen age groups. More surprising was the result ..
that other daytime activities were not related to park visit
frequencies. Use of play equipment in one's back yard was
not related either positively or negatively to park visit
frequencies, nor was accompanying young children to the

park.
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Televisicn Viewing

The impact of television on leisure pursuilts has been
widely noted. Among adults, T.V. Viewing was the single most
time-consuming use of leisure hours, except for "yisiting",
in 1955 (Robinson, 1959, 76). This should be qualified in
that white collar employed women and housewives spent more
time eating than watching T.V., acéording to the research
cited, and all classes of employed men spent more time watch-
ing T.V. than any other leisure activity, and figures were
not presented for T.V. viewing habits of children. In any
case, television viewing is of unquestionable importance 1in ,
the allocation of the leisure time budgets of all groups in
contemporary society.

Results of the regression of children's park visit
frequencies on T.V. viewing hours are presented in Table 36.
The variables income and distance were added to the regres-
sion to provide some interval measurements, and also to
retest the previous conclusion, that neither income nor
distance had a significant influence on park visit frequen-
cies. The results again show the lack of such influence.

Two significant viewing periods of the total day's
viewing opportunities are isolated by this preliminary re-
gression. From 12:00 noon until 2:00 p.m., there is an
apparent negative relationship between park visit frequencies

and television viewing; from 4:00 p.m. until 6:00 p.m. a
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TABLE 36
EFFECTS OF TELEVISION VIEWING HOURS ON CHILDREN'S
PARK VISIT FREQUENCIES '

Variable . Coefficient T Partial r
.V, 10:00-12:00 M. 02, . 0.1 .01
b7V, 12:00- 2:00 P.M. -.90 -2.5 -.21
bp,v, 2:00- 4:00 P.M. -.25 -0.8  =.07
bp_ V. 4:00- 6:00 P.M, 1.32 6.5 .49
by y. 6:00- 8:00 P.M. .20 1.0 .09
bp.V. 8:00-10:00 P.M. -.21 -1.0 -.09
bp ¥, 10:00-12:00 P.M. -.14 -0.8 -.07

income .03 0.7 .06
distance ‘ -.00 -0.9 -.08

Overall results: multiple r = .553% r2= 265 F(9,134) = 6.5

bIndicates nominal variable.

still stronger relationship appears in the positive direction.
The interpretation of these relationships seems to be that
some households watch T.V. in the afternoon and therefore the
children may stay home in front of the T.V. rather than visit
the park on some days; other households perhaps send their
children to the park during the afternoon, and then turn the .
T.V. on when the children return from the park, betwéen 4:00
and 6:00 p.ﬁ. If this interpretation is valid, then it can-
not be asserted that television either does or does-not de-

tract from "wholesome" outdoor recreation such as visiting
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a local park. It depends whether the T.V. is used as a
substitute for going to the park, or whether it is used to
complement park visits in the overall household program
for keeping the children occupied. Apparently. watching
T.V. from 4 to 6 p.m. and going to the local park are both
reflections of some other underlying factors which encour-

age households to organize their use of time in this manner.

Other Social Characteristics in Relation to Park Use

A long series of regressions were run which tested
virtually all the information available from the household
questionnaire survey for its possible relevance to frequencies
of children's visits to local parks. These visit frequenciles
were taken as the dependent variable on the basis that they
stood for a set of interrelated variables, all of which in-
dicated what was termed "hard core" usage of 2 park. The
interrelated variables ihcluded the timing and duration of
park visits, whether a repeat visit would be made later on
the same visiting day, and the frequency of visits by the
visitor to the park. Oflthese variables, only the frequency
of park visits was avallable from the household survey results.

This portion of the study ineluded a great deal of sift-
ing and sorting of information, much of which would not be
profitable to report in detail here. The following include
the cases in which some positive results were obtained for

the park use model of Chapter VIII.
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Thcome and Distance

As before, income and distance were frequently included
in the regression equations because of their importance in
many other aspects of geographic and economic life. 1In most
cases, the effects of these two variables were negligible.
(Household income was correlated with children's park visits
with a coefficient of only 0.05, distance with a coéfficient
of less than 0.01). However, it remained possible that in
subsequent multiple regressions involving other variables,
either income or distance might have an important effect in

explaining residual variances.

Recreational Equipment and Language of Response

The equipment variables used to seek relationships with
park visit frequencies were selected according to the linkage
analysis of daily activities described above (Table 31 ).
Also included in the regression were the language in which
the questionnaire was completed, the daily activities "snow
play" and "hide-and-go-seek", and two vacation variables:
the number of days spent on vacation in the year of the sur-
vey, and the number of days spent by children away at summer
camp the same year. (See Table 37).

With this set of variables, the language of response to
the questionnaire did not appear significant, nor did the
vacation data, nor did almost anything else, except possession

of a bicycle as a kind of recreational equipment. There are
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TABLE 37

RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT IN RELATION TO
CHEILDREN'S PARK VISIT FREQUENCIES

Variable Coefficient T Partial r
bresponse in French .23 1.0 .09
number of days on vacation -.00 -0.7 -.06
number of days at summer camp -.01 -0.9 -.08
b neighborhood games (nide-znd-seek) .45 1.8 .16
Y snow play (build snow men, igloos) .38 1.6 14
Bquipment Variables
D picycle .55 2.5 .21
b CaI' -12 O . 5 005
bback yard swing set .22 0.9 .08
b sleeping bag «36 1.9 .16
p pathing suit -.42 -1.6 -.14
.bice skates ’ .29 1.3 .11
toboggan or sled .40 1.6 14

Overall results: multiple r = .66; r2= .38; F(12,131) = 8.4

bIpdicates nominal variable.
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several variables which might be interdependent and hence
might account for the lack of explanatory power afforded

by any one of them in the regression equation. For what-
ever reason, bicycle ownership stands out above them‘all

as a significant explanatory varilable.

The test of recreational equipment variables showed
that the relationship between swing sets in the back yard
and frequency of children's park visits was not only weak,
but that it also tended to be in the positive direction.

The conclusion of Dee and Liebman is therefore not supported
either by the data on household activities or by the data on
household equipment collected in the present survey. If a
choice must be made between their study and the present one,
it could be argued that the present data were more reliable
since visit frequencies and household equipment and activi-
ties observations were made for the same households. In the
Baltimore study, swing sets were counted in the areas around
each park, sc that there was no necessary connection between
the use of playgrounds and the equipment owned by a given
individual household. |

With regard to the other kinds of recreational equip-
ment inventoried in the household survey, it is of further
interest to note that both swing sets and automobiles had
the weakest of all the relationships with park visit fre-

quencies, while sleeping bags, sleds and bathing suits were
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almost significant by the T-test. Although neither sleeping
bags nor sleds would be used in most local parks, thelr
possession might indicate an "sutdcors" orientation in a
household which would tend to result in higher park visit
frequencies. Possession of bathing suits appeared almost
significant as well, but in the negative direction, even
though wading pools were provided at each of the parks under
study. Households interesteéd in swimming apparently would
go elsewhere if they could, leaving theilr children to visit
the local park less regularly. These results were statis-
tically weak, but they do lead one to conclude that a wide
variety of equipment, not just the back yard swing set, may
have some relationship with household decisions to visit

or not to visit local parks.

Household Size and Age Composition

A regression considering the composition of households
was run, with the number of household members, the number
of members under age six, and the number age 6-to 12 among
the independent variables. Also included were alternative
play spaces: streets, sidewalks, back yards, vacant lots,
and the Central Experimental Farm (a facility visited by
many young children and their parents). The results of fthe
regression are shown in Table 38.
The results of this regression are interesting in several

ways. First, it may be noted that the "alternative” areas,
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TABLE 38
HOUSEEOLD SIZE AND AGE COMPOSITION
AND VISIT FREQUENCIES

AN

Variable Coefficient T Partial r
bExperimental Farm visits .20 1.3 J1
number in household .04 0.9 .08
number age 6-12 years 46 5.4 .42
number under 6 years -.12 -0.9 -.07
bplay on sidewalk 23 1.1 .09
bplay in street .49 2.5 21
bplay in back yard .67 3.8 .31
bplay in vacant lots .13 -0.6 -.05

Overall results:

miltiple T = .74; To= 525 F(8,135) = 20.6

bInd:.cates nominal variable.
including the Experimental Farm as well as sidewalks, streets,

and back yards, are positively associated with park visit
frequencies 1in every case (although not all of the relation-
ships appear to be statistically significant). In other words,
rather than competing with local parks, these areas appear
to exercise a complementary influence; or possibly there
aré other characteristics of households which increase de-
mands for play spaces of all kinds. This result corroborates
the finding of Chapter VI concerning alternative areas.

It might be expected that larger household units would
tend to use parks more because of possibly crowded living

quarters. This was not verified to a significant degree by
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the regression summarized in Table 38. Far more significant
was the number of children age 6 to 12 in the household.
Thus, if the size of the household membership was not a
significant factor, on the other hand the number of»children
in this one age group was definitely a factor. It might

seem on the surface that this would be a spurious correlation,
since the question asked in the survey was specifically direct-
ed at the park visits of the 0-12 year-olds. There are two
reasons why this relationship is not spurious. First, the
dependent variable was the frequency of park visits, and

thus the interpretation of the relationship is that, indeed,
households which experience "crowding" in the sense of hav-
ing larger numbers of children within this age group, tend

to make more frequent use of the local park. Second, the
results for the 0-5 year-old age group show an effect in

the opposite direction (though not a statistically signifi-
cant one): in regard to this younger group, & larger number
of children seemed to reduce the visit frequency. Thus, it
was not the size of the household in general nor even the
total number of children in the household which acted to
generate high visit frequencies to parks: it was specific-
ally the number of children in the 6-to 12 year age group,
that is, the number of elementary school age children, which

produced this effect.
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This and the other characteristics which affect
children's park visit frequencies apparently result also in
greater propensities to use so-called "alternative" open
space play areas. In interpreting Table 38,. it would be
difficult to justify_a conclusion that the act.of using a
street to play in, makes one more likely to visit the local
park frequently; 1% is easier to assume simply that :the two
kinds of behavior are correlates, perhaps deriving from
causes that are similar or the same. Adopting the latter
interpfetapion, it is of immediate interest to note which
kind of alternative area is used by this elementary school
age population of active park enthusiasts. Streets and
backyards recorded significantly high T values (ﬁhe cautions
noted earlier applying once again to these dichotomous
variables), whereas sidewalks and vacant lots did not. In
the suburbap landscape of the newer subdivisions in munici-
pal Ottawa, sidewalks were provided only along major streets,
on the apparent essumption that all the suburbanites would
travel in cars or on bicycles, .  ‘or the traffic would be
light enough so that the streets could serve the sidewalk
function. Therefore, for many of the responding households,

both vacant lots and sidewalks would be located farther from

home than either back yards or streets. For such households,
the tendency of the children to play in back yards or in the

street would indicate that they simply stayed close to home.
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On the other hand, sidewalks are ubigquitous in the older
cope areas of the city. If the younger children made
regular use of sidewalks for play there, the effect would
presumably still be strong enough to make this variable as
significant as back yards and streets in relation to park
visit frequencies. Therefore; it is reasonable to conclude
from these results that young children apparently prefer
yards and streets to sidewalks and vacant lots as play
spaces. Perhaps, in general,'one could say they prefer, or
at least make more frequent use of rectangular spaces offer-
ing room to run around in, near the supervision either of
parents .oor of park personnel. Perhaps sidewalks . are
the wrong shape, considering the other spaces which tend to
be more heavily used. Perhaps supervision is important,
because it is one essential difference between a vacant

lot and eipher a park or a private yard.. These conclusions
seem reasonable to the author, who has two children in this
age category, but they are not directly supported by evi-

dence from the survey.
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Schools Attended and Language Spoken at Home

Any possible relationships between "ethnic" factors
and frequencies of children's park visits were expected to
be revealed by questionnaire data on whether children
attended public or separate schools and on what language(s)
was (were) spoken at home. The only significant relation-
ships with park visit frequencies appeared for both public
and separate school attendance (again demonstrating that
the elementary school population contains the "hard core"
of park visitors). None of the language groups seemed to be
related significantly to visit frequencies, although there
was a slight tendency for bilingual (French and English)
hous eholds to visit parks less frequently and for "other
European" language groups (other than English, French,
bilingual or Italian) to visit more frequently. Tahe net
effect of type of school attended could not be determined
in this regression, since the effects of the age composi-
tion of each household were not controlled. It is also
possible, since this was a multiple regression, that
differences in language groups were masked to some extent
because of interrelationships between language and type of
school attended. The hypothesis of a relationship between
language group and park attendance cannot be completely
abandoned because it was already verified by the park

visitor data.
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More Equipment and Leisure Variables

Several equipment variables had been excluded from
consideration previously, because they did not rank in
importance among the equipment categories identified in
linkage analysis. There were other variables describing
aspects of vacations, summer camp schedules, seasons of
visits to regional parks, and visits to regional and pro-
vinecial parks which had not previously been considered.

No particular hypothesis was attached to any of these, but
nevertheless a regression was run to test them for possible
significance. The results of this regression are shown in
Table 39 . A discovery was made by this process which
would not have been made otherwise. It turned out that
there was a significant relationship between household own-
ership of a baseball and bat and frequency of children's
park visits! 1In subsequent tests, this variable continued
to show up as the strongest among the equipment variables
as a predictor of visit frequencies.

Another discovery resulting from this regression was
the identification of particular regional parks which
attracted visitors from households having high frequencies
of visits to local parks:the Experimental Farm and the
Gatineau. The other regional parks, Vincent Massey and
Rockeliffe Park, apparently did not attract these visitors

to a significant degree. Based on this result, it would
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TABLE 39
REGRESSION OF OTHER EQUIPMENT AND LEISURE VARIABLES
ON CHILDREN'S PARK VISIT FREQUENCIZES

Variable Coefficient T Partial r
number of days on vacation .00 0.3 .03
mid-date of vacation -.01 -0.2 -.01
attended summer caméb -.08 -0.3 -.03
number of days at summer camp -.02 -1.5 -.14
mid-date of stay at summer camp .20 1.2 JA1
possess baseball and bat’ .68 2.5 .22
possess basketballp ' 01 0.0 .00
possess tentb ' . e22 . 1l.1 .10
possess fishing tackleb A7 0.7 07
possess rifle or shotgun® .31 1.1 .10
possess hockey stickP .43 1.5 .13
possess hockey uniform® -.02 -0.1 -.01
possess skis? -.05 -0.3 -.02
visit Experimental FarmP ) .15 3.2 .28
visit the Gatineau Park® -.44 -2.0 -.18
visit Rockcliffe Park® .10 0.4  -.04
visit Vincent Massey Park® .28 1.3 12
visit regional park in winter ° -.16 -0.6 =.06
visit regionzl perk in spring? .01 0.0 .00
visit regional park in 'summerb .22 1.0 .09
visit regional park in autumm® -.18 -0.8 -.07:
frequency of visits to regional pks-.07 -0.9 -.08
visit Mot Tremblant Park (Ouébec) .24 0.8 .07
visit La Vérenirye Park (Québecl =-.55 -~ -1.6 = =.14-
visit Algonguin Park (OntariolP -.03 -0.1 -.01
visit Adirondack Park (New YorkP -.36 =13  -.12

Overall results: muitiple r = .66; r2= 2303 F(26,117) = 3.4

bIndicates nominal variable.
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appear that the weakness of the relationship noted earlier,
between visits to regional parks and children's park visits,
might be strengthened by considering only the regional parks
attractive to children.

Another "accidental" discovery resulted from the
author's mistake in setting up a computer run on visit fre-
quencies. It so happened that the mistake resulted in visits
to the Experimental Farm being considered as the dependent
variable, with household size and age composition, and use
of areas such as streets, sidewalks, back yards and vacant
lots entered as independent variables. This would not have
been done intentionally, since whether a household visited
the Experimental Farm or not constituteda dichotomous vari-
able unsuited to use as a dependent variable. Nevertheless,
it 1s interesting to note that the 6-12 year age group did
not appear to be significantly related to visits to the
Experimental Farm, but a negative tendency did exist such
that households in which children played on sidewalks tended
not to visit the Experimental Farm. Also, the size of the
household was positively related to visits to the Experimental
Farm to a "significant" degree. Because of these differences,
1t is clear that although the high frequency visitors to local
parks may tendvto be the same ones who visit the Experimental
Farm, there were reasons for visiting the Experimental Farm
which differed from reasons for visiting local parks. Al-

though, as mentioned, one could not draw valid statistical
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conclusions from this regression on a dichotomous dependent
variable, it does seem reasonable to infer that the re-
lationship between visiting the Experimental Farm and high
local park visit frequencles was not spurious. Visits to
such areas as the Experimental Farm and the Gatineau Park
would appear to be aspects of a general leisure style which
might indeed be related to one's propensity to visit local
urban parks.

More Alternatives to Local Park Visits

In an open-ended question, responding houseﬁolds were
asked to 1list alternative private or semi-public organiza-
tions or areas which provided similar recreational oppor-
tunities to the city parks system. A long list of such
opportunities was compiled for use in coding these responses,
and the more frequent among them were introduced as independ-
ent variables of possible significance in the frequency of
children's park visits. Also, in the same regression, attend-
ance at sports events as spectators was considered, as were
the ages of household members.

Not a single variable in the whole list proved signi-
ficant. This probably reflects, again, the "spreading out"
effect of using many interrelated variables in the same
equation. Still, the result is surprising. There was no
marked tendency for households who "only use parks for out-
door recreation" to be frequent park visitors, indeed the

slight relationship which did exist was negative in sign.
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Frequency of park visits and participation in parish ac-
tivities were almost perfectly independent of one another.
Only the YMCA seemed to rival the parks system to anywhere
near a significant degree. Among spectator sports, basket-
ball and hockey approached, but did not reach, a significant
jevel of influence on park visit frequencies.

Conclusion to Part B

In the foregoing chapters, the useé of four selected
parks and alternative play spaces has been described and
analyzed with respect to accessibility, household leisure
patterns and other social characteristics of sample households..

The analyses have shown that the use of three out of
the four selected local parks was affected by accessibility,
but that the use of parks 1in general was not influenced by
the accessibility of sample househoids to the parks. Appar-
ently, accessibility influenced the choice of which park to
visit, but the overall number of visits to be made depended
upon other factors.

Tn a search for such additional factors of park demand,
the leisure patterns of respondent households were consider-
ed. Vacation choices turned out to be unrelated to frequen-
cies of local park visits. Among weekend leisure activities,
ice skating, swimming and camping were related to higher

frequencies of visits to local parks, even though the latter was
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not an available activity within the parks themselves.
Among daytime leisure activities, neighborhood games such
as hide-and-go-seek and snow play in the winter were posi-
tively associated with high park visit frequencies. Fre-
quent park visitors tended not to watch television between
12:00 and 2:00 p.m., but were more likely than non-visitors
to watch television from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.

Various other characteristics of households were also
considered in relation to park visit frequencies. Income
was consistently found not to be significant. The kinds of
recreational equipment associated with local park use were
relatively inexpensive: bicycles and baseball bats. A&
household with a larger number of children between the ages
of six and 12 was more likely to send them to the park
every day, than a household with fewer of them. Otherwise,
the size of the household was not related to its frequency
of visits to local parks, except for visits to the Experi-
mental Farm by larger families.

The 1list of influential variables was arrived at
piecemeal by regressions covering particular themes. It
remains to put all the explanatory variables together in a
model of park use. Not yet considered are differences in
park use which derive from the different neighborhood set-

tings being investigated. Once the characteristics of in-
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dividual households are accounted for, remaining differences
between neighborhood areas presumably reflect more general
attributes of the local geographic environment. Also, the
regressions included up to this point have used the fre-
quency of visits to children's parks as the dependent
variable. The hard core usage of parks included both
elementary school age and secondary school, or teen-age
visitors. The model to be developed for children's park
visits will be tested and modified with respect to teen
park visit frequencies.

Part C of the dissertation also includes a second
chapter. The empirical results, presented in the form of
models of park use, are presented in Chapter VIII. The
interpretation of the results as they apply to general
issues of urban park system planning and management are
the topic of Chapter IX. The author's personal viewpoint
on the broader implication of these issues is contained in

a brief Epilogue.




PART C

CONCLUSION




CHAPTER VIIT

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION: STATISTICAL MODELS
TO EXPLAIN PARK VISIT FREQUENCIES

The use of local neighborhood parks in the four se-
lected study areas of Ottawa-Hull can be fairly well pre-
dicted or "explained" by taking into account the various
characteristics and behaviors of households shown to be re-
lated to such use.

The major limitation of such a model is that, even
though it be mathematically sound and provide a thorough ex-
planation of observed park use frequencies, it speaks to only
half of the organizing question posed at the outsef of the
study: "Why are there so often no parks where the people are
and no people where the parks are?" The absence of most
people from most parks mqst of the time is a cultural prob-
lem which is inevitably ignored in any statistical analysis
which takes existing patterns of park use as the variable
to be explained.

The limitation does not apply to a broader interpre-
tation of the social and land use implications of observed
park use. Such an interpretation is presented in Chapter
IX as a general conclusion to this dissertation. The

present chapter is so limited, however, as it deals exclu-

sively with the explanation of observed patterns of park use.
180
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A Model of Park Demand

| A simpte~model for analyzing the demand for a park
facility was suggested by Harold Eotelling in the late

1940;3 and subsequently elaborated (Clawsoﬁ, 1958; Clawson
and Knetsch, 1966)2 Tt is often presented in the form of

a graph in Whicﬁxéﬁe vertical axis is a per capita rate 6f
visitation to a park, and the horizontal axis measures the
cost of a vigit at various distances away from the park. Such
graphs were used in the anélysis of park visits in Chapter v
of this dissertation.

The graphic form of the Hotelling-Clawson model may
readily be translated into a simple mathematical formuia such
as the following: |

Vecd™ | (1)
where V is the number of visits per czpita pver time

period from a given source area to a
given recreation area,

D is the distance-~cost to reach the recreation
area from the source area,

n is the expoment of distance, equivalent to
-the "distance-elasticity of demand® for the
recreation area, and

¢ is the constant reflecting both the aut“actlveness
' of the recreation zrea and the emissiveness
of the source area.
The formula, or its graphic equivalent, is a demand
schedule in the conventional economic sense. Ii predicts

the amount of the "good" (recreation area visits) that

will be purchased if available at a given "price®
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(cost—distance)° It is analogous to the "gravity models"
often encountered in geographic literature, but loglcally
different: "The critical point is that gravitational attrac-
tion works both ways, each body attracting the other. .
Not so with recreation travel." {Wolfe, 1970, 85. )

For purposes of statistical analysis, it is conven-
ient to modify the mathematical form of the model into a
regression equation. It is generally necessary to take the
logarithm of visit rates in order to fit observations to a
straight regression line. In logarithmic form, equaticn (1)
becomes:

log V. = logc - nlogD+ € (2)

where € is the error term.

Equation (2) is the mathematical equivalent of plot-
ting a graph on logarithmic scales (for example, Clawson
and Knetsch, 1966, 73). In this form, the equation has
the advantage that The "elasticity" of demand may be read
directly from the slope of the regression line (n ). Also,
the "attractiveness" of the recreation area may be read
directly as the intercept or base constant of the regression
equation (log c)l.

The logarithmic form of the equation, ‘Equation (2) ,
brings one through Chapter V of the dissertation, the analy-
sis of park accessibility in relation to park visit rates.
The other variables assumed to have effects on visits to a

given park, or to parks in general, would be subsumed under

1Although there is no theoretical intercept in a log-
arithmic equation, in practice 2a point is reached at which
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the constant term of the equation (log c¢). Assuming mutual
independence of effects of such variables as park type,
social characteristics,and the weather, they can be included
specifically in the equation by multiplying them together,

or in other words by adding the logarithms. It 1s therefore
convenient to expand Equation (2) to allow for any number

of desired variables affecting the overall "attractiveness"
of the park--its physical qualities, the weather, and attri-
butes of the population of potential users making them more

or less desirous to w¢e the facility. The equation becomes

log V = log bl + 1log by + - - o F log b, - Alog D+¢€ (3)

where log bl + log b2 + . . . + log bn = log c.

Aithough incorporating numerous other variables, the
equation remains a simple linear regression of the visit rate
on distance when presented in the form of Equation (3)-.
There are two limitations to this study. First, it has been
shown that the visit frequencies of household members to
local parks in general, were not affected to a significant
degree by their distance from a particular park. When the
distance term drops out of the equation, it becomes a simple
product of conditional probabilities rather than a regres-
sion equation. Second, many of the variables to be included
in the equation were binomials. Either to multiply binomials

or to take thelr logarithms 1s meaningless.

one is so close to The park that no further estimate of visit
rate is possible.
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Considering these limitations, it was necessary to
modify the form of the regression still further, by assign-
ing coefficients to each of the explanatory variables, there-
by making the equation a multiple regression. As a multiple
regression equation, the mathematical model used in this
study to explain park visit frequencies is no longer a model
of park demand in the sense of eguations (1), (2), and (3).
The theoretical possibility still exists that the results
obtained in this study can be used as a basis for develop-
ing models of urban park demand that will incorporate ex-
plicit measures of such factors of the attractiveness of
parks as park type, user type, and the weather.

Thus, although an explicit model of park demand is
not feasible in this study, it is nevertheless possible to
develop an explanatory model of park visit frequencies using
a multiple regression equation. Such an explanatory model
contributes to the eventual formulation of an economic model
of local park demand in that specific variables are identi-
fied which contribute to greater or lesser propensities To
visit local parks.

Two different measures of park visit frequencies were
obtained through the household survey for visits to local
parks: visits by children, and visits by teen-agers from
respondent households. The information on these and other

variables was obtained in four different residential areas.
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The variables associated with high visit frequencies were
different for each age group and were also different in

each community surveyed.

Children's Park Visits

The explanation of children's park visits is of pri-
mary importance to models of park use, since the six to
12-year-olds were the dominant age group in all four select-
ed parks. When grouped together in the same regression
equation, not all of the variables identified in Chapter VII
as being individually related to children's park visits,
turned out to be independent of other variables enough: to
be retained in the final analysis. Stepwise multiple re-
gression was used to sort out the most significant ex-

planatory variables. The results of this regression were

Ve = .17 + 44N, + JUIB + J71H + .58T1 + .818 (1)
- .64T, + .37C + .O00D + .OLT + €

Ve is the frequency of children's park visits,

No is the number of children age 6-12 in the household,

B is the possession of a baseball and bat,

H is participation in neighborhood games such as
hide-and-go-seek,

T, is watching television from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.,

S~ is attending basketball games as a spectator,.

To is watching television from noon to 2:00 p.m.,

C  is camping on summer weekends,

D is distance from the selected park,

I is income

The overall explanation of children's park visits pro-
vided by this equation was 62 per cent, with an F ratio of
29:1. This highly significant ratio had been still higher

before including income and distance in the equation.
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The list of wvariables included in the equation suggests an
orientation to outdoor activities in general (camping, hide-
and-go-seek), to sports (possession of baseball and bat,
attendance at basketball games), and to activities popular
among children (television viewing from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.,
but not from noon to 2:00 p.m.).

RBecause the variables used in the equation were most-
1y dichotomous, another check was made by chi-square to find
out whether each vafiable was individually related to fre-
quencies of children's park visits to a significant degree.
The check resulted in rejecting the null hypothesis for all
of the explanatory variables except basketball games and
television viewing from noon to 2:00 p.m.

A simpler regression equation, leaving out the vari-
ables basketball games and mid-day television viewing,
accounts for 60 per cent of the variance in children's park
visits, with an F ratio of 40:1. The simplified equation
is:

V, = .10 + .UIN, + .59B + .7OH + .4OT + .37C +€ (5).

This analysis of children's park visitsreinforces
the earlier conclusion of a separate "children's world" of
leisure, as indicated by these household activities, which
was not significantly related to .any social characteristics
of household adults, except :insofar as they may have parti-

cipated with the children in weekend camping expeditions.
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Other than variables describing leisure activities,
the only social characteristic with a significant bearing
on frequencies of park visits was the number of children
in the six to 12 year-old age group. There are two possible
interpretations of the significance of this variable.
Either households with more children tended to send them
out of the house more often, or the children took turns
visiting the park so that, from a large family, there would
be at least one park visitor every day. From a plot of
residuals for this variable, it appears that there was a
tendency for the frequency of visits to be overestimated in
households with more children. Therefore, the visits by
each child were not totally independent of visits by the
other children in the household. This confirms the inter-
pretation that households with more children in the six to
12 year-old age range tended to send them to parks more

frequently than did the smaller households.

Children's Park Visits by Neighborhood

Separate regressions were run for the responses in-
dividually in each neighborhood where the survey was con-
ducted. Also, the two "urban core" neighborhoods were com-
bined as were the two "suburban" neighborhoods to explore
differences which might exist between the two kinds of geo-
graphic areas. A different "mixture" of varilables turned

out to be significant in each different situation.
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McNabb

Tn the zone of influence of McNabb Park, six vari-
‘ables were significantly related to frequencies of chil-
dren's park visits: number of children age six to 12,
attending basketball games, and weekend camping were
important in this area, in conformity with the overall
results. Variables not significant for all neighborhoods,
but important in the McNabb area, irne luded a positive effect
from public school attendance and a negative one from week-
end bicycling and from attendance at hockey games as a

spectator (Table 40).

TABLE 40

VARIABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FREQUENCIES
IN THE McNABB AREA

Variable Name Regression T Partial
Coefficient T
weekend camping .83 2.7 57
weekend bicycling -.95 -2.2 -.49
no. days summer camp -.01 -1l.1 ~-.28
neighborhood games A1 0.2 .06
baseball and bat .65 1.7 <39
no. 6-12 years .45 2.8 .58
no. 0-5 years .75 1.3 .33
attend public school .96 2.1 AT
attend hockey games -.67 -2.1 -.47
attend basketball games 2.30 2.5 .55
watch television 12-2 -1.44 -1.6 -.38
watch television 4-6 Ryal 1.6 .38

Overall results: multiple r = .93; r= .86; F(12,15) = 7.6
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Anglesea

The number of children age six to 12 was also import-
ant in explaining visit frequencies to Anglesea Square.
Public school students were more likely than separate school
students to be frequent park visitors in this predominantly
French Catholic area. There was a negative relationship
between attending basketball games and park visit frequencies,
the opposite of the relationship observed for the sample as

a whole (Table 41).

TABLE 41

VARIABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FREQUENCIES
IN THE ANGLESEA AREA

s Regression Partial
Variable Name Coefficient T r
weekend camping -.19 -0.61 -.12
weekend bicycling -.03 -0.08 -.02
no. days summer camp -.66 -1.98 -.37
neighborhood games 43 0.82 .16
baseball and bat .53 1.15 .22
no. 6-12 years 1.14 3.33 .55
no. 0-5 years —22 -0.55 -.11
attend public school T35 2.81 .48
attend hockey games .54 0.83 .16
attend basketball games —5.05 -2.14 -.39
watch television 12-2 -.50 -1.32 -.26
watch television 4-6 .19 0.56 A1

Overall results: multiple r = .86; = .T4; F(12,25) = 6.0
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Urban Core Areas

The significant variables associated with park visit
frequencies in “inner city" or "urban core" situations were
sought by combining the samples from the two areas of this
type: McNabb and Anglesea, Three variables were signifi-
cant: the number of children, and the two television varil-
ables. This result is both surprising and interesting,
since television viewing habits were not significant in
either area individually. The combination of the two samples
required that the explanation of park visits would be based
on elements shared in common in two different cultural areas.
The "common denomimator" turned out to be television (Table

L2 ).
TABLE 42
VARIABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FRBQUENCIES

IN URBAN CORE AREAS
(McNABB ANWD ANGLESEA SAMPLES COMBINED)

Variable Name Regression T Partial
Coefficient T
" weekend camping 0.33 1.53 21
weekend bicycling -0.03 -0.10 -.01
no. days summer camp -0.02 -1.57 -.21
neighborhood games 0.47 1.46 .20
baseball and bat 0.45 1.55 .21
no. 6-12 years 0.39 3.44 .43
no. 0-5 years 0.09 0.57 .08
attend public school 0.55 1.54 .21
attend hockey games -0.19 o -0.78 -.11
attend basketball games 1.01 1.65 .22
watch television 12-2 -0.78 -2.46 -.32
watch television 4-6 0.61 2.62 .34
2

Overall results: multiple r = .82; r°= .67; F(12,53) = 9.1
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Agincourt

Only two variables proved significant in explaining
visits to Agincourt Park: the number of children in the
six to 12 age bracket, and participation in neighborhood

games such as hide-and-go-seek (Table 43 ).

TABLE 43

VARIABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FREQUENCIES
IN THE AGINCOURT AREA

. Regression Partial
Variable Name Coefficient T r
weekend camping 0.21 0.74 0.12
weekend bicycling -0.34 -1.06 -0.17
no. days summer camp 0.00 0.23 0.04
neighborhood games 0.91 2.90 0.43
baseball and bat 0.38 1.26 0.20
no. 6-12 years 0.58 3.85 0.53
no. 0-5 years 0.20 0.88 0.14
attend public school 0.03 0.11 0.02
attend hockey games 0.33% 1.37 0.22
attend basketball games 0.79 1.79 0.28
watch television 12-2 -0.25 -0.42 -0.07
wateh television 4-6 0.44 1.47 0.23

Overall results: pgultiple r = .83; r2= .69; F(12,38) = 6.9

Hawthorne

Visits to Hawthorne Park could not be explained by

any of the variables tested, to a significant degree.

The

standard variables which were used in the regressions for

all four neighborhoods produced a coefficient of determina-

tion of 59 per cent for the overall regression results,
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nearly as high as the explanation provided for all of the
areas taken together (Equation ). However, the standard
error of estimate in the case of Hawthorne Park visits was
approximately twice that obtained for the other three neigh-

pborhood samples (Table 44).

TABLE 44

VARTIABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FREQUENCIES
IN HAWTHORNE MEADOWS

Variable Name Regression T Partial
Coefficient r
weekend camping 0.34 0.46 <17
weekend bicycling 0.74 0.72 .26
no. days summer camp 0.02 0.29 11
neighborhood games 0.41 0.36 .14
baseball and bat 0.30 0.45 17
no. 6-12 years 0.60 1.55 .50
no. 0-5 years -0.02 -0.03 -.01
attend public school -0.17 -0.20 -.07
attend hockey games 0.26 0.29 Q1
watch television 12-2 -0.41 -0.26 -.10
watch television 4-6 -0.00 -0.00 -.00

Overall results: multiple r = .77; r°= .59; F(11,7) = 0.9

Suburban Areas

The results for the two suburban areas taken together
were the same as for Agincourt Park alone: two variables
were significant, the number of children and their partici-

pation in neighborhood games (Table U45).
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TABLE 45

VARTABLES RELATED TO CHILDREN'S VISIT FREQUENCIES
‘ IN SUBURBAN AREAS
(AGINCOURT AND HAWTHORNE AREA SAMPLES COMBINED)

- Regression Partial
Variable Name Cooftioient T »
weekend camping 0.37 1.65 .21
weekend bicycling -0.02 -0.07 -.01
no. days summer camp -0.00 -0.08 -.01
neighborhood games 0.86 3.17 <39
baseball and bat 0.31 1.30 A7
no. 6-12 years 0.55 4,59 .52
no. 0-5 years 0.12 0.57 .08
attend public school -0.15 -0.63 -.08
attend hockey games 0.39 1.82 .23
attend basketball games 0.67 1.49 .19
watch television 12-2 -0.41 -0.87 -.11
watch television 4-6 0.39 1.55 .20

Overall results: multiple r = .81; r2= .64; F(12,57) = 8.6
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Neighborhood Comparisons

One variable above all explained the visit frequencies
of children in the survey: the number of children in the
household. Other than this, There were various contribut-
ing factors depending upon the neighborhood situation of
the parks.

One difference among neighborhoods not previously
mentioned was in the average frequencies of visits in each
neighborhood sample: from a high of 1.68 in Hawthorne
Meadows; £to 1.11 and 0.98 respectively in Centre-Town and
Agincourt, to a low of 0.66 in Basse-Ville. These average
figures are surprising in that they contradict the common
jdea that heavier use is made of parks in urban core neigh-
borhoods. Differences in the intensity of use of the four
selected parks were not systematically investigated in this
study. However, based on the park visit frequency data of
the household survey, there was, 1f anything, a tendency
toward less use of parks in the urban core areas. If
actual park use intensity is greater in such areas, 1t can-
not be explained by household prefgrences, but wmust be the
result of other factors such as population density, especially
the density of children and the number and location of avail-
able facillities.

In addition to the sizes of young families and differences
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in crowding and avallabilifty of facilities between the

urban core and suburban areas, "eultural" differences did
exist in the variables related to park visit frequencies

in the four neighborhood areas. Some of the differences

ape difficult to explain. Why, for example, did those who
attended basketball games from Rasse-Ville tend to be in-
frequent park visitors, whereas those who attended hockey
games in Centre-Town visited parks less and those who
attended basketball games visited parks more? Why did
public school attenders visit parks more frequently than
others both in Basse-Ville and in Centre-Town, and yet when
both areas were combined this relationship lost its statils-
tical significance? Why were the television viewlng
patterns more important in the core neighborhoods than in
the suburban areas in explaining park visit frequencies?
These and the other contrasts that appear in the different
results for each neighborhood area certainly stimulate one's
imagination about possible cultural differences, but in
themselves they do not provide 2 satisfying description of the
behavioral differences among the neighborhoods, much less

of the cultural basis that would explain such differences in

behavior.

Teen Park Visits

A variable screening procedure similar to that used

for the younger children's park visits (Chapter VII) was
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used to identify household characteristics closely related
to the park visit frequencies of teen-agers, those from

13 to 18 years of age. The theme of results from the analy-
sis of children's park visits was the isolation of the
children's leisure world from the adult world. The results
of the analysis of teen park visits can all be interpreted
within the theme of progressive socialization of teen-agers
to the socially differentiated world in which adults pursue
their leisure interests.

After the most influential variables were selected,
they were submitted to stepwise multiple regression result-
ing in the following squation:

Vi = -.12 + .78N; + .50P (6)
+ .21V + .48V - .33NSN - .O0D - .56TN
+ 48c + .08T + .34DG + e

where Vi = frequency of visits by teen-agers,

Nf = number of teen-agers in the household,

P = public school attendance,

Ve = frequency of children's park visits from
the same household

v = use of vacant lots as play spaces,

SN = snow play such as building igloos or snow-
men,

D = distance to the selected park,

TN = possession of a tent,

C = weekend camping,

I = household income,

DG walking a dog, and

an error term.
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The equation produced 59 per cent explanation of the
observed differences in teen park visit freguencies, with
an F ratio of 19:1.

As with children's park visits, the variables influenc-
ing teen park visits were largely dichotomous. A chi-square
check on each variable failed to show that distance, income,
or dog walking were significantly related to the dependent
variable.

Excluding the variables distance, income and dog walk-

ing, the equation becomes simplified:

- J4UTN + 42Cc + €

This equation still explains 57 per cent of visit frequency
differences, with a higher F ratio (26:1).

The results of the regression of teen park visits in-
clude more social characteristics of a non-leisure kind:
public school attendance, distance, and income. The leisure
behaviors included in the equation also are of a different

quality from those in the children's equation.

Number of 13 to 18-year-olds

As with the younger children, the teen-agers tended
to visit local parks more frequently if there were more of

them in the household. The plot of residuals against this
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variable also showed the same pattern, which for the children's
visits was interpreted to mean that the different household
members in the given age group did not make their decisions
independently of each other. In both cases, 1t would seem

that larger families were more prone to make use of local

parks.

Public School Attendance

After the number of teens living in a household, the next
most important variable was whether or not they attended public
schools. This effect was considerably stronger among the
teens than was the case among the younger children, suggest-
ing a progressive "socialization" or at least specialization
of park visiting functions as the children grow older. This

theme is evident in relation to other variables as well.

Frequency of Children's Park Visits

The park visitor survey demonstrated that many teen-
agers accompanied younger brothers, sisters, or neighbors'
children to the park as a household duty, or for hire.
Therefore, one can justify the claim that a high frequency
of children's park visits in many households coﬁld encourage

higher visit frequencies among the teens in such households.

Use of Vacant Lots

Whereas the younger children tended to play in back
yards or in the street, teens would congregate on sidewalks

and in vacant lots. Presumably the sidewalk gatherings
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would constitute a social function, while vacant lots
might accomodate sports and related activities. In any
case, it was quite interesting to note this fundamental
difference in choices of alternative play areas between the
two age groups. The teens, being older, were more free to
travel some distance from home, and to get along without
adult supervision.

Of the two kinds of areas used by teen-agers, the
stronger relationshlp was that between use of vacant lots
and parks. Again the relationship was in the positive
direction; rather than competing with parks, the vacant
iots seemed to complement them, since the lots were used

by the more frequent park visitors.

Snow Play

A possible link between the younger children and teen-
agers was the significance for teens of snow play. This
does not in itself seem a remarkable finding, except that,
of the entire list of weekend and daily recreation activi-
ties, this one variable turned out to be of greatest signi-
ficance. The effect of "snow play" was 1n the negative
direction. If the other variables affecting teen park visits
reflect a progressive socialization toward criteria prevalent
in the adult world, might it be that this seemingly minor
variable could indicate cases of less rapid sociallzation,

hence less willingness to mix with peers in a public place
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such as the local park?

Distance

The variable distance entered at an earlier stage
for teens than it had for younger children, and with great-
er statistical significance. Again the phenomenon of
socialization may be observed, since there is a progrgssive
increase in the "economic rationality" of park visit frequen-

1" iI‘—

cies among teen-agers as distinct from the comparative
rationality" of visits by younger children. Countless studies
of adult recreation behavior have demonstrated that the in-

fluence of distance is very prevalent in the adult world.

Tent Equipment and Weekend Camping

The next two variables in the equatlon were SO close-
ly related that it seems reasonable to discuss them together.
The obvious question is, why should possession of tenting
equipment have a negative impact on park vislt frequencies,
whereas weekend camping as a household activity had a positive
effect?

The result was not anticipated, and therefore, no
questions were posed in the questionnaire to find out what
essential difference might exist between those who owned
tents and those who went camping on weekends. One possible
explanation is that, actually, two distinct kinds of activi-

ty are involved. Most people who g0 "ecamping" on weekends
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nowadays, do so in recreation vehicles designed to provide
the comforts of home in the wilderness. The possession of
a tent might indicate the less prevalent type of camper

who prefers to "rough it", without standard household
amenities. If this interpretation is a valid one, then the
regression results indicate that it was the "softer"type of
mechanized camping household which produces teen-agers with
high park visit frequencies. Those who prefer the rigors
of more primitive camping apparently were not satisfied by
the opportunities provided in local parks.

A second possible interpretation is the difference
between family camping and peer group camping. Presumably
there might be fewer families who camp together in tents,
whereas teens might be more likely to use this form of
accomodation if they were on weekend expeditions away from

their families.

Income

Progressive socialization is still further apparent
in the fact that the income variable is positively related
to higher teen park visit frequencies. Apparently, the
youth of less affluent households tend to stay home from the
parks more as they reach teen-age. This possibly reflects
their need to earn money as soon as they are old enough to
do so. Some support for this suggestion was given by the

details of "itineraries" among those park visitors who were
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not going straight back and forth from home to the park.
Some of the teen-agers interviewed were on their way to or
from work. Presumably there were others who never came to

the park if it was not on thelr way home.

Summary

Simpler models are, of course, to be preferred, pro-
vided that they convey substantially the same degree of
explanation of the dependent variables. Two such simple
mocdels were derived in this chapter.

Children's park visit frequencies were explained by
the number of children in a household, possession of a
baseball and bat, joining in hide-and-go-seek, watching
television in the late afternoon, and going camping on week-
ends (Equation 5).

Teen park visit frequencies were explained by the
number of teens in a household, public school attendance,
park visits by younger children in the household, use of
vacant lots in the neighborhood, and going camping on week-
ends, but not engaging in snow play or owning a tent (Equa-
tion 7).

With regard to both groups of park visitors, the amount
of variation in visit frequencies that could not be explained

by the independent variables was about 40 per cent. Nelther
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income nor distance contributed substantially to fthe ex-
planation of different visit rates in eilther case. Higher
percentages of explanation were possible in each neighbor-
hood considered individually. Different leisure patterns
were evident from one area to another, as well as between
"urban core" and "suburban" neighborhoods. Average visit
frequencies were higher in suburban than in coré neighbor-
hoods, where daytime television viewing appeared to be a
significant deterrent to park visits in some households.
However, the cultural differences which were shown to exist
among neighborhood areas could not readily be explained on
the basis of the survey results.

Finally, the models of park visit frequencies present-
ed in this chapter cannot be considered models of park
demand in the economic sense. A model of demand would have
to be based on distance or some other measure of the cost
of a visit. Distance was not significantly related to over-
all park visit frequencies among children, and only slight-
1y related, if at all, to differences in park visits among
teen-agers. Furthermore, an economic model of park demand
could consider only distance or cost as the independent
variable, while the other factors in the situation would be
assumed to affect only the zero-price or zero-distance in-
tercept of demand.

In other words, although some specific variables were

identified in the regression analysis, and the comparison
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of different neighborhoods also supported the existence of
significant cultural differences in the use of local parks,
it would be premature to draw any conclusions regarding
differences in demand for local parks among various segments
of the population.

The interpretation of demand is necessarily based on
intuition at the present time, although the patterns of
use and the variables related to local park use are helpful
as a guide in making such an interpretation. The final
chapter to follow 1s pased on the empirical results of this
study, but it also includes interpretations which go be-

yond the immediate 1limitations of the data.



CHAPTER IX
GENERAL CONCLUSION: PERSPECTIVE ON THE USE OF
URBAN PARKS IN OTTAWA-HULL

Specific conclusions concerning the variables in-
fluencing urban parks use in the four study areas have been
presented in the context of the regression analysis of
Chapter VIII. The purpose of the present chapter is to in-
terpret these and other specific findings in light of the
more general questions raised at the outset of the study.

The essential question posed at the outset was that
phrased by Jane Jacobs: "Why are there so often no people
where the parks are and no parks where the people are?"
Various refinements and extensions of this question were
noted based on the author's interests and contributions
from existing literature. The factors of urban parks use
and disuse were hypothesized to include park types, park
use patterns, leisure patterns and other characteristics of
potential visitors, and accessibility. The analysis of
park use was pursued in depth in four small areas, where it
was also possible to observe and describe actual park uses

in detail.
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Parks Without People

The description of urban parks use 1is intimately related
to the question of park functions and park types. Following
the present study, one can conclude that more research 1is
needed to establish behaviorally meaningful categories of
park functions, and that the existence of distinctive park
types which presumably would exhibit particular recreational
functions is by no means assured. The descriptive ground-
work of the research subject of urban parks use has yet to
be laid, and to this extent any more "theoretical” conclu-
sions are premature.

Recreational Functions of Parks

A finding of the present study which is also supported
by other research ani’comments in the literature, was that
the urban parks of Ottawa-Hull provided opportunities for
a relatively small number of distinctive recreational
functions, including the playground function, sports and
other activities commonly enjoyed by teen-agers, and a
general leisure function. However, the three functions could
not be clearly applied to any given recreational park, and
when the attempt was made to group park user activities to-
gether into functional patterns, using the results of the
park user survey, the results included other functions than
these three, and they were not consistent from one park to

another.
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The recreational functions evident in the park user
survey included child care and "other activities", neither
of which could be reconciled with the previously adduced
factors of equipment provision. However, this is entirely
consistent with the previous findings, in the sense that
no special equipment was provided for these functions: in
the case of child care, the relevant equipment was the play-
ground equipment used by the children, while the "other"
activity group indicated, according to the interpretation
suggested in Chapter V, precisely the lack of facilities or
opportunities suited to the park visitors in question, who
therefore lacked anything to do in the park except "bum
around". This is not to say that some equipment ought not
to be provided that would enhance these functions. It is
a loss to a city playground if benches are not provided for
adults who might come to care for their children if it were
comfortable to do so. As mentioned earlier, the overwhelm-
ing majority of children visitirg parks did so without adult
supervision, thereby increasing the burden of park person-
nel. The atmosphere of a children's park is dignified and
made more safe and secure when adults are pl;esent° The
apparent relationship found in Chapter V (Table 19), be-
tween child care and low frequencies of park visits is
perhaps explained to a large extent by the lack of facilities
in the parks to attract and accomodate parents, nursemaids,

or baby-sitters.



208

There 1s a less obvious solution to the problem of
providing facilities for those engaging in "other" activi-
ties since this function appears to be so nebulous. The
study indicated numerous possibilities which might be ex-
plored. The "other" activity participants tended to be
French, male, on bicycles and, in one park, to be teen-
agers. Males also tended to be assoclated more wifth sports
activities in several parks, so presumably at least part of
the "other" user category includes males not interested in
sports as such. They were on bicycles and bicycle racks
were unrelated to the kinds of equipment used for particular
park activities as identified in the analysis of park equilp-
ment variables of Chapter IV. One possibility would be to
develop bicycle paths as a kind of park facility that would
appeal to a part of the group of "other" users. The fact that
those on bicycles who did "other" activities tended to speak
French in parks where the majority spoke English, might indi-
cate that a part of the problem of "other" users might go
deeper than just a lack of suitable facllities.

Another obvious improvement in park facilities would be
to respond to the most frequent comment of park users when
asked how the existing park facilities could be improved.
There was virtual unanimity in calling for "deeper pools"
in the four parks where the survey was conducted. The present
wading pools obviously limit the sizes of the children who
can make appropriate use of them. The larger children tended

to use them destructively, if at all, for pushing each other
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into the pools with their clothes on. Teens and young
adults could be expected to flock to local parks if more
ample swimming facilities were provided; and those already
visiting the parks would be provided with an opportunity
for recreation of a kind formerly available only in large
shoreline beach parks.

The activities clustered around swimming corresponded
fairly well to the playground function derived in tThe parks
equipment analysis. The "teen-sport" function of .the equip-
ment analysis was subdivided into a sociability and a sports
cluster in the analysis of park user activities, which gives
credence to the compound nature of this function. The "lei-
sure" function of the equipment analysis might at least in-
clude the "child care" and "other" activity clusters found
in the park user survey, although none of the four parks
where surveys were conducted actually had significant amounts
of leisure use equipment.

Of all the functions, clearly the existing hard core
was the use of wading pools and playgrounds by children in
the six to 12 age group. The pre-school age children were
not frequent park visitors, and the teen-agers represented a
small proportion of total visitors. Young adults, older
adults and retired people were almost totally absent from
the four park areas. Such use patterns reflect a common

cultural attitude, among both French and English Canadians,
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that local parks are for children. The attitude fosters
policies of equipment provision and park management in
general which reflect a narrow view of the role of parks in
urban society, with the result that virtually everyone,
except those in the 6-12 age group, is under-served if not

unwelcome in local parks, most of the time.

Recreational Dysfunctions of Parks

Whether one analyzes the equipment available in parks,
or the activities of park users, the insights to be gained
into existing and potential recreational functions of urban
parks are limited to the staftus quo. The hous ehold survey
provided large amounts of information on other forms of out-
door recreational activity, most of which proved to be un-
related to the existing system; one might almost say the
system is substantially irrelevant. Moreover, to the ex-
tent that bringing the population together in recreational
settings where all can participate is a desirable goal, the
typical playground area can be viewed as dysfunctional in
that it isolates the children, and therefore fosters the
development of urban recreational patterns emphasizing
differences between people, rather than their common human-
ity and sense of unity.

A particularly advanced form of recreational dys-

function is the organized sports phenomenon which dominates
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much of the area, though less of the use of urban parks.

Tn this study, those who engaged in sports tended to be
very regular in attendance, but tended not to engage in
other activities which were available in the same parks.
They were isolated, both from the majority of other park
users, and from the majority of other park uses. The sports
activists, furthermore, were :male teen-agers on the whole,
a group also identified with "other" activities in at least
one park.

Competition is a value about which different people
may disagree. The opinion has recently been advanced that
competition is both a symptom, and a cause of social malaise
(Crew, 1973, 72). But, regardless of whether or not some
would condone competition as a healthy and desirable element
in park activities, there is no reason at all why competi-
tive sports should be the only recreational function avall-
able to teen-agers or any other segment of the population,
in a parks system which should serve recreational needs of
the population as a whole. To some extent the sociability
function, with facilities provided in the form of canteens
and community centers, or as in Agincourt Park, by opening
adjacent school buildings to evening teen-age programs,
constitutes an existing functional choice for teen-agers.
Development of individual and casual sports: swimming 1n
deep pools, bicycling along special paths, tennis, horse-
back riding . . . the possibilities for expansion of park

opportunities for the teen-age group seem almost
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limitléss when contrasted with the existing emphasis upon
organized competitive sports. Were these possibilities
fully developed, they would attract others besides just
teen-agers, and in this way would contribute to the over-
riding goal of bringing all segments of the population to-

gether in parks.

Non-park Recreational Functions

The lesson of the study is, unfortunately, not so much
that parks are "dysfunctional"; this could be cured by cor-
rective action. Rather, parks would seem to be largely ir-
relevant to the leisure activities and preferences of most.
of the people most of the time. ILeisure patterns were identi-
fied in the household questionnailre survey aécording to a
hierarchy of time segments, within which households were asked
whether or not they engaged in various outdoor recreational
activities, some closely related indoor activities (such as
attendance at sports events), and .. the major indoor leisure
activity: television viewing. '

In the questionnaire responses, about 40 per cent of
the households indicated they made at least some use of near-
by parks for younger children, and about 25 percent regis-
tered at least some use of parks by teen-agers. Thirty-two
per cent of the households had teen-agers living at_home and

33 per cent had one or more elementary school age children.
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In other words, virtually every household with young children
made at least some use of local parks, and most of those with
teen-agers made some use of them. Given that many households
had both teen-agers and younger children at home, these fig-
ures nevertheless indicate that perhaps half of all the sample
households made at least occasional use of local urban parks.
Any lack of participation in parks is therefore not ascrib-
able to lack of awareness of them, although it is important
to consider the large numbers of households, perhaps over
half of those surveyed, which made no use at all of local
parks.

Compared with the large number of potential users, very
few were in any of the four selected parks at any one time.
The peak use of any of the parks was the hot Wednesday after-
noon in McNabb Park, when approximately 250 visitors were
present at one time. The zone of influence of McNabb Park
inciuded about 3,000 households. Assuming an average house-

hold population of 3 to 4 individuals, the per capita

attendance in McNabb on that peak day was roughly between
2 and 4 per cent of the potential users.

The use of McNabb Park was typical of the use of all
four areas: primarily young children, without adult super-
vision or accompaniment, using playground equipment and

wading in the pool, comprised mostly of a hard core of
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children who came early, stayed for long periods of time,
and often returned later in the day after taking time for
a meal in early to mid-afternoon.

Most of the kinds of activity investigated in the
household survey involved adults to some extent, and few
of these activities made use of local parks. To put it
bluntly, urban parks cannot hope to serve any larger.a
segment of the "recreation market" (or "demand" or "need"
for outdoor recreation), unless adults become involved in
using the parks.

To involve adults requires that the entire concept
of urban recreation be reevaluated so that parks are located,
designed and managed in such a way that they become attrac-
tive to potential adult users. The study revealed numerous
patterns of household leisure activities which constitute
the "products" adults "demand" in their leisure time, many
of which could be provided for in local urban parks.

The first question which might be raised in relation
to general leisure activities is the relationship between
urban parks and vacation behavior. The data from the present
study indicated no relationship between park use and any
of the several possible kinds nor destinations of vacations.
The data on ideal vacations indicated that for the respon-

dent population as a whole, there were two major unfulfilled
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amblitions: toﬁring or sightseeling was the more importaﬁt,_
but the other, perhaps surprisingly, was relaxing, doing
nothing, - - - staying home. No doubt a suitable develop-
ment of lodal parks would encourage more interest in fthe
alternative of staying at home. A further opportunity in
the Ottawa-Hull area is for jocal parks to serve the needs
and enhance the experiences of out-of-town visitors attrac-
ted to the city as a vacation trip destination.

The study did not provide any indication from respon-
dents directly, of the precise kinds of activities they
would desire for a relaxing vacation at home. An indirect
approach to this idea would be to consider the activities
commonly engaged in on vacations away from home in order
to duplicate them locally. If a man's home is his castle
during the working year, could it not also become his
cottage during his vacation? When relatives visit from
other cities, are they taken to .local parks for visiting
and picnics? And what 1s there to prevent the development
of campsites within municipal parks for use by local families
on hot summer evenings as well as by visitors who prefer
this form of accomodation? Such an emphasis in local, noft
just regional parks of Ottawa-Hull would challenge the
assumption that travel 1s a necessary ingredient of—the annual

vacation. It would be of further direct social benefit
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in providing a vacation-like atmosphere for the large pro-
portion of city residents who will continue to be unable
to afford the time or the money necessary to enjoy a con-
ventional vacation of a week or more away from work.

A special case of vacations is the summer camp vaca-
tion generally enjoyed only by the children of a household.
The author is aware from informal sourcesl that the over-
all market for children's overnight summer camps has declined
with the increase in family camping of recent years. It also
bears noting that among the commeﬁ%s on ideal wvacations from
the @uestionnaire survey, there were several mentloning a
desire to spend more time with one's family, whereas only
one respondent expressed a desire to be away from his family
more. These apparent changes in behavior and attitudes to-
ward summer camping for children corroborate the author's
view that recreation planning for the future will involve
bringing people of all ages together rather than maintain-
ing conventional separations.

The factor analysis of Table 32 showed that summer
camps and urban parks are both complementary and competing
facilities: complementary in that "outdoor enthusiasts" are

attracted to both; competing in that the choice to use a

lIncluding conversations with Edward W. Robinson,
President, Mid-Atlantic Region, American Camping Associlation.
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summer camp away from home requires that one not use local
urban parks during the same period, ard vice-versa. The
two kinds of facilities also share the characteristic fthat
they serve children in isolation from families.

Both far-away places and local parks might expect their
numbers of clients to increase to the extent that they can
provide opportunities for parents to participate with their
children, as in family camping. In such a new direction of
activities, local parks have an advantage over resident
camps because of the high cost of maintaining whole family
groups away from home for extended periods of time.

There were several kinds of weekend activities that
appeared to be somewhat related to frequencies of local park
use, but in the final analysis only weekend camping proved
statistically significant. The behavioral significance of
family camping is that, even though the statistics indicate
that family campers also tend to be park users, family
camping is a gqualitatively different activity which draws
people together rather than keeping them in separate groups.

Of much greater importance in the long run was the find-
ing that fourteen other types of weekend recreational behav-
ior besides family camping were not related to urban parks use.
In other words, the city park system was substantially irrele-
vant to: the golfer, the cyclist, the deep water swimmer,
the skiier, the canoeist, the hor$eback rider, the gardener,

the student of nature, the fisherman, the cottager, the picnicker,
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the pleasure driver, and the hiker.

Several of the above activities require linear, rather
than compact rectangular-shaped recreation areas. They con-
stitute various forms of "trail use" whether on bicycle, on
skiis, in a canoe, on horseback, in a car or on foot. The
acreage required for a "linear park" would not be substan-
tially more than that needed for conventional parks of
rectangular shape; 1t would be distributed differently and
would accomodate qualitatively different activities currently
1imited to weekend time periods.

In Otbtawa-Hull, the National Capital Commission has
taken the lead in developing linear parks for various modes
of transportation, from ice skates to bicycles. The ob-
vious success of these endeavors shows that such recreation-
al functions, once restricted to peripheral areas, can
profitably be developed within cities, and should constitute
a major item on the planning agenda of munilcipal recreation
agencies. Parcelsof proper linear shape are . readily avail-
able for acquisition in most North American cities (See
Brooks, 1969).

One would expect that local urban parks would accomodate
much, if not most of the range of outdoor recreational ac-
tivities engaged in during the afternoon and evening of ordi-
nary work and school days. This must not be an accurate ex-

pectation, according to the survey results. Only such
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ubiquities as "snow play" and "hide-and-go-seek" turned out
to have a significant relationship to frequencies of park
use, and these were so related not necessarily because they
took place in parks at all, but probably because they were
common among the elementary and high school. age groups who
happened to make the greatest use of the parks also.

There 1s always some question about responses to dog
walking as an activity, since it is forbidden in city parks.
Perhaps more use was made of local parks for dog walking
than respondents were willing to admit. In any case, it is
undesirable from the children's standpoint to use their
parks for dog walking. Special areas need to be set aside
for the canine population. It is useless to ignore the
problem.

The first linkage group of daily outdoor recreational
activities contained backyard barbecues as well as dog walk-
ing. This activity was definitely absent in all four of the
parks of the study. Simple facilities could easily be pro-
vided which would attract local residents and their guests
from the confines of small back yards to spacious park land
and convenient play equipment for evening plcnics.

Numerous daily outdoor recreational activities were
included in a linkage group with the variables "snow play"

and "hide-and-go-seek", although only the latter were signi-
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ficantly related to park use frequencies. The other ac-
tivities would be suitable for local parks, but did not
account for park visits on a regular basis among the house-
holds surveyed: accompanying young children to the park,
using play equipment or wading pools in one's back yard,
sunbathing on summer afternoons, taking walks without dogs,
and sitting quietly on one's veranda. These are activities
that involve mothers and other responsible adults together
with children.

Central Park, developed by the National Capital Com-
mission in the Glebe area of Ottawa, is on a scale compar-
able to local city parks, but is linear in shape and con-
tains leisure use attractions: pathways, trees, benches,
and a small lagoon. The park attracts sunbathers, many of
them mothers with pre-school age children, on summer after-
noons, and couples and families taking walks in the evening.
It is one example of a local park with facilities to attract
adult users, and which therefore attracted a wide variety
of people and activities in direct contrast to the city
parks selected for systematic study.

The linkage analysis isolated one other activity as
independent from the rest of the dally outdoor recreational
activities discussed above: walking to and from work. It
is probably fair to say that, at the time of the study,

any use of urban parks for this purpose was purely accidental.
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Even bicyclists were complaining at the time that the
transportation network did not reflect their particular
needs. Yet at the time there were already a number of
respondents who regularly walked to and from work. (The
number using bicycles for this purpose was so small that
the variable was not considered in the analysis.) Again,
a need existed for linear parks, but not just those oriented
along waterways or other accidental opportunities provided
by nature and history: there was and remains a need for
linear parks connecting residential with emplioyment areas.
With a little planning, the journey to work could become

a pollution-free recreational pleasure for anyone, without
regard to their economic means. Since walking to and from
work is a daily activity, it is potentially the greatest
single form of "trail use" as measured by frequencies of
participation.

Urban Parks Use in Relation to
Television Viewing Habits

The survey results contained numerous surprises, not
the least of which was the dual nature of the relationship
between television viewing and parks use. Significant re-
lationships were noted between the two forms of recreational
activity, but the relationships were either negative or
postive, depending on the time of day when the television
was being watched. It would seem that in those households

with the television on in the early afternoon, the children
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were less likely to visit local parks regularly, whereas
in households with regular park visitors, the television
was very likely to be on during the late afternoon. Thus,
the television was both a source of competition among in-
frequent park visitors, and a source of complementary ac-
tivity among regular park visitors.

Despite these pelationships, television proved largely
irrelevant to park use, especially during the "peak" view-
ing hours in the evening. Thus, once again there was evidence
of a lack of adult involvement in the use of local parks.
The observed patterns of television viewing in the evening
hours served to distinguish among more or less affluent
hous eholds, those with and without children, and those with
more or less recreational equipment in the&lir possession.
These were all fascilnating differences among households that
one would hope to have some effect on patterns of parks use;
but none was found.

Since television viewing occupies the largest propor-
tion of leisure time of any single activity, it can be taken
to indicate the overall "phythm" or timing of available

leisure for society as a wholel. Mothers with babies must

lipe term "rythme de vie" was suggested to the author
by Jean de la Plante, Information Officer, Montreal Service
des Parcs, in 1970, as oné of two factors he felt were signi-
ficant in explaining the ngpfiuence" of, or attendance at parks:
at any given time. The other factor was "température", which
can be translated either as "the temperature" or as "the
weather”.
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remain at home in the early afternoon, for "nap" time.
Employed adults are preoccupied during working hours, which
are generally between early morning and late afternoon ex-
cept for weekends and vacations. The overall pattern of
television viewing appeared from the survey results to
consist of a small peak early in the day, followed by a
decline to a minimum shortly after noon, then a rise to the
major peak between 8 and 10 p.m. It is indicative of the
isolation of urban parks use from the "mainstream" of the
flow of leisure time in society, that the timing of park
visits was almost exactly the opposite of this television
viewing pattern. If the babies with their mothers or nurse-
maids came regularly in the morning, and if more adults

came to the parks each evening, the timing of park use would
more nearly resemble the full utilisation patterns such as
those described by André Gide or Joseph Guess for the Jardin
du Iuxembourg or Rittenhouse Square. There would be a
gradual crescendo building from the opening of the park in
the morning until well into the evening, when finally fthe
use would begin to taper off.

Given such large potential for urban parks use, SO
1ittle fulfilled in virtually all urban parks of North
America, the central issue 1is not to explain existing use
patterns, but rather to reevaluate current approaches, and

to develop new criteria for urban parks system planning
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that can more adequately respond to the range of existing

and future leisure needs of urban societies.

Developmental Criteria

Tn the foregoing discussion, numerous suggestions have
peen made which would have the effect of bringing about
significant qualitative changes in patterns, functions and
frequencies of urban parks use in four selected neighborhood
areas of Ottawa, and, to greater or lesser degree, in Ottawa-
Hull and other urban areas of North America .and the world.
In the following discussion, selected park system planning
criteria will be considered with reference to this broad
scientific and human concern for the implications of func-
tional change in urban parks systems. These criteria
include: space standards, park use ecology, park demand,

and the sizes and shapes of park areas.

Space Standards

It follows from all previous conclusions that the use
of per capita space standards as a gulde to urban park plan-
ning is much too simplistic an approach, even if it were
true, as for example in Newark, New Jersey, that use of this
approach could indicate glaring examples of deficienciles
in an entire city, or in one or more neighborhoods of a city.
After investigating factors of park equipment provision,

interviewing park visitors and questiloning households, the
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author emphatically agrees with Elinor Guggenheimer's
assertion that "too many variables are: involved". It is
equally conéeivable that a city or neighborhood could en-
joy an excellent quality of park service on a single tract
of modest proportions, or that vast areas might be set aside
as parks but never used at all for recreational activities.
The Ottawa-Hull metropoliftan area contains on the order
of 1000 acres of municipal parks, not counting the Central
Experimental Farm or the "pegional" parks of the National
Capital Commission (all within city 1imits). If one includes
the Gatineau National Park, there 1s more than ample acreage
in Ottawa-Hull and its region to exceed standards for local
and regional park systems. The problem 1s not that acreage
is scarce, but that the functions of municipal parks are
t00 narrowly restricted in this region. The question 1is,

acreage for what?

Park Use Ecology

The present study has contributed an in-depth analysis
of factors of park use in four selected neighborhoods, for
only one type of urban park. Cultural differences among
the neighborhoods were indicated by the results. The models
of park use derived in this way should be extended to other
areas and other park types so that their general validity
can be assessed. Meanwhile, this first step in research has

led to the identification of a wider field of inquiry with-
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in which to frame further studies: the use of urban parks
by adults. The existing ecology of many urban parks 1s
sterile. More attention should be paid in future to
examples of park use involving wider participation from
society as a whole. The number of such examples may be
relatively few, but they are of vital significance to the
future of urban parks systems. Tn building the parks of the
future, virtually a1l existing interests of complex urban
societies will be affected: witness the involvement of plan-
ning, real estate, sanitation, health and highway agencies
in New York's vest pocket park program. The basic require-
ment of park system modification is the growth of innova-
tive attitudes both among park administrators and among the
public at large, who can visualize and demand improved park
services, despite piecemeal objections from multifarious
reluctant interests. The range of possible alternatives
for park system development can be further clarified and
extended by more systematic research into park use ecology.
Tn his description of Rittenhouse Square, Joseph Guess
mentioned the following recreational activities: walking
for pleasure, walking to and from work, strolling and linger-
ing on the way to shopping places, accompanying small children
to the park, eating lunch at adjacent restaurants, after

school children's play activities, dating, watching others in
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the park, and "idling". All of these activities could exist
in each of the parks of this study, but in fact all were
either completely absent, or present only to a very limited
degree.

Add to the above, the activities of a truly "cultured”
park, the Jardin du Luxembourg in 1925: the paths are washed
each day, the grass watered, the flowers tended and the bushes
trimmed; nursemaids mind the children; workers come to the
park before returning home in the evening; lunch is consumed
in the park as well as in adjacent restaurants; youth arrive
for dates, but also seek solitude; the park is a destination,
not just a short-cut, for shoppers; for others, strolling
through the park is an end in itself. These, too, are ac-
tivities which potentially exist in every urban neighborhood,
but which can only be realized if local parks provide
opportunity.

Park Demand

The results of the study have indicated a definite
spatial gradient of park use both in terms of visit rates
per unit area, and in terms of declining visit frequencies,
in some but not all of the situations examined. Hawthorne
Park seemed to be in a monopoly position in its neighborhood,
such that distance away from the park did not appear to
reduce visit rates, at least up to the neighborhood boundaries.

In all four study areas, the household surveys did not
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indicate any decline in visit frequencies among younger
children, but there was a slight decline among the teen-age
park user population. The data collected in the present
study were not sufficient to permit an estimate of the
actual "demand" for the parks in the full economic sense
of the term. The results would seem to support a conclu-
sion, however, that the availability of substitute areas
might be the major factor accounting for declines in visit
rates with distance, among a sub-population of park users
with an otherwise inelastic demand for children's park
facilities.

This conclusion follows from the observation that
visit frequencies were fairly constant among households with
young children at all distances from each selected park,
whereas park user data showed declining visit rates with
distance in three of the four park areas. This difference
in presults is reconciled by the deduction that households
at greater distances were using other than the four selected
parks.

It may be recalled that Norbert Dee also found, in
his study of the use of playgrounds 1in Baltimore, that the
distance of tke nearest alternative playground had a
significant effect on attendance at the playground being

considered. Accepting this same conclusion, as interpreted
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for the results of the present study, it would appear that
most, if not all, of the potential children's demand for
parks has been met in the four selected areas.

From the travel distance information of the user sur-
veys, a distance of 1/2 mile would seem a realistic limit
to the zone of influence of a park to be used by elementary
school aged children. Rational planning of such facilities
.. would therefore involve allocating the resource (play equip-
ment and wading pools, in this case) such that every house-
hold with young children would be within 1/2 mile of the
desired facilities. The remainder of the problem is simply
to provide enough quantity of the facilities to accomodate
the number of expected users.

By this criterion, the zone of influence of each set
of children's facilities would be somewhat less than a square
mile. If it were followed, there would be considerable
opportunity for rationalizing existing facilities in the
Ottawa~Hull area. For example, the zone of influence of
Agincourt Park as identified in the park user survey in-
cluded an area of less than a square mile, but contained
5 smaller children's varks. The zone of influence of Angle-
sea Square included only two other parks with playground
equipment, and of McNabb Park, no alternative facilities,
even though these parks served comparable areas with consider-

ably denser population distributions.
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As a general rule, it would seem there might be much
needless duplication of children's park facilities, but
this conclusion does not imply a suggestion to withdraw ex-
isting park lands from the system. The study has indicated
many elements of potential demand for urban parks not cur-
rently served by the system. Not all such needs must neces-
sarily be met together in each park area. Just in terms of
travel distance as one criterion, without greater volumes of
the variety of possible uses to study, the distance relation-
ships of "child care", dog walking, teen social functions,
not to mention the wide range of possible adult activities
remain in doubt. There are, furthermore, criteria to be
considered in allocating park resources which extend beyond
economic "rationality" in the sense of optimizing travel
distances to parks for various purposes. These include such
considerations as the viability of various mixtures of ac-
tivities in the overall ecology of parks use, the role of
parks as an agent for bringing together various segments of
society, possible inequalitiles in levels of park services
provided in different neighborhood or community areas,
cultural differences in park demand, and so oOn.

The basic assumption of a "distance-demand" approach
to park planning is the disagreeability, or costliness, of
tpavel to reach a park. If one accepts this assumption,

then there can be no ambiguity in responding to Marion
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Clawson's research question: "what portion of this demand

[ for parks, playgrounds, and simllar areas] should be met
inside the urban area, and what portion should be met out-
side?" TIf travel is unpleasant, the greatest benefits

would result from providing as much as possible of all
recreational opportunities within the urban area where they
are readily accessible. Indeed, since pollution from auto-
mobiles is an added social cost of travel, the ideal situa-
tion for maximizing recreational benefits to society would
be to provide the full range of opportunities within walk-
ing distance of each urban household. The research question
should be phrased differently to be consistent with the
assumption that distance means costs: not, what portion of
demand should be met inside the urban area, but rather, what
portion of demand can be met there? It would appear that,
even with existing limited resources, more of the demand
could be met than is presently being met.

Of course, not all travel is unpleasant or costly,
and so the question of optimum location of facilities be-
comes ambiguous. Even were the facilities identical 1n
other respects, some would prefer to enjoy them in the Alps
rather than in the Gatineau. A motor tour across Canada,
far from unpleasant, constitutes an ideal vacation in the
opinion of many. Such perceptions of travel can offset

the behavioral significance of distance "parriers" as well
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the economic significance of travel "savings", and lead

to consideration gf what Clawson and Knetsch have termed
the entire "recreation experience'". The geographer's
special concern for location leads to examination of the
areas through which travel takes place, as well as the
source areas of potential park users and the destination
areas of park use. In other words, a full understanding of
recreational experiences requires a broader definition of
recreational environment, to include lines of travel, areas

of activity, and points of origin and destination.

The :Sizes and Shapes of Recreation Areas

On the one hand, the urban park system of Ottawa-
Hull contains areas which could be more fully utilized if
their recreational functions were transformed. On the other
hand, the existing, generally rectangular or "compact" par-
cels of land in the system are not well-suited to several
of the kinds of recreation activity for which demands are
potentially significant. The recreational possibilities of
the system would be expanded considerably if there were
more "linear" areas in which travel of some form or other
would be the primary recreational activity: walking, dog
walking, hiking, bicycling, horseback riding, canoeing,
ice skating and joggingare among the numerous possibilities.
There is need to identify available areas which are or can
be protected from frequent interruptions of street cross-

ings, and which originate and/or terminate at locations
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accessible to potential users; for example, those who al-
ready prefer to walk to and from their place of work, and
those who would prefer to do so if conditions were improved.
Linear parks would supplement the existing system of
rectangular or compact areas which serve more stationary
or spatially confined activities. A relationship was found
among Ottawa city parks between park scale and the kinds of
facilities provided in them, fthough no clear hierarchy of
parks could be defined. Although rationalization of park
sizes and facilities is a future possibility, the existing
sizes and functions of parks probably reflect historical
accidents and complex administrative decisions largely in-
dependent of the criterion of recreational needs. Perhaps
there would be more opportunity to plan for specific park
sizes if the kinds of functions to be provided by a given
park were known in advance. However, even if this were
possible, it would seem unlikely, since it is difficult to
imagine that the Department of Recreation and Parks could
exércise control over the sizes of land parcels which might
be available for acquisition in particular areas.
Presumably there are certain minimum areas necessary
to the provision of certain types of park facilities. Per-
haps these minima are smaller than one might suppose: even

on the busiest days, the parks of the present study always

had large unused areas at any given time. Beyond such mini-
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mum levels, if they exist at all, other criteria must
assume greater importance than park size: especially, the
shape of the park, the kinds of recreational functions it

provides, and its location relative to potential users.

The Need for Systemwide Sampling

At the inception of this research, the original model
was.'an explanatory one including four hypothetical factors
of existing urban parks use: the park type, base population
characteristics, distance or accessibility, and the weather.
The weather was excluded from consideration because of a
lack of suitable data, although its importance 1is ungquestion-
able, particularly as a factor of variations of levels of
park use over time. The accessibility factor was considered
with particular reference to its importance in estimating
"distance-demand" for the parks of this study, with the
tentative results which were outlined above. The study fur-
ther considered the complex gquestions of park characteristics
and base population characteristics. The need to extend the
present study to a systemwlde analysis 1is particularly ur-

gent with regard to these latter two factors.

Park Types

In Chapter II, an attempt was made to identify specific
park types based on recreational functions accomodated in

each of the 67 parks for which equipment data were avallable.
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Although three functions were identified, it seemed after
repeated attempts at classification by a variety of pro-
cedures, that rather than constituting distinctive types,
the parks merged into one another in a continuous fashion.
Therefore, it would not be realistic to speak of the effect
of a given park "type" on the nature or amount of park use.
Rather, the presence or absence of equipment serving a
particular function might be used as a basis for anticipat-
ing the presence or absence of that kind of use of the park.
The shape and size of a park can also be considered, along
with kinds of equipment provided, in assessing the function-
al nature of the park.

Of equal significance in the analysis of park functions
are the activities actually engaged in by park users, which
are combined into distinctive clusters that constitute the
real "functions" of the park in terms of behavior. The
results of the park user survey, reported in Chapter V,
verified the existence of such behavioral "funetions" or
activity clusters, some of which corresponded to the kinds
of equipment provided in the parks; but there were also
activity clusters_present for which no equipment was pro-
vided.

The survey design of the present study was such that
the park type was assumed constant from one area to thke

next, in order to control for social differences in park
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use patterns. Thus, more detailed investigation of effects
of park characteristics on use€ patterns was not possible.
Such investigation could have been attempted on the basis
of supervisors' estimates of park attendance, except that
these estimates were not considered accurate enough to be
relied upon. Future studies can profitably focus on de-
riving accurate use estimates for entire park systems, and
simultaneously on analyzing in depth the use of a selected
set of parks chosen for differences 1in facilities and func-
tions.

Rase Population Characteristics

The effects of base population characteristics on park
use have been summarized in detail in Chapters VII and VIII.
Two separate sets of factors were identified, one for child-
ren's park use, the other for teen-agers' use of parks. The
number of children 1in the appropriate age category in each
household was the most important explanatory variable in
each case. In agreement with the findings for Baltimore
playgrounds, the results of this study indicated that in-
come did not significantly influence park visit frequencies.
Other social variables such as language spoken at home,
were likewise of little effect. The only conventional
social variable of impor tance was attendance at public rather
than separate schools, and this effect was 1limited to the
pelatively less numerous teenage visitor population. On fthe

other hand, the park user survey did indicate that those




236

who responded 1in French visited the parks less frequently
than those who answered the questions in English. Finally,
although the parks were presumably similar in recreational
functions, teen-age park visitors were shown in the user
survey to have significantly different frequencies of visits
from one park to another.

More important in ex@laining differences in visit
frequencies were some Very specific household characteris-
tics associated with the ages of household members and thelr
preferred lelsure activities. Did the children posSsess a
baseball and bat? Did they wateh T.V. in the early after-
noon, or go to the park and return home later to watch T.V.
in the late afternoon? Did they go camping with their
ramilies on weekends? Did they camp in a tent? Did they
participate in neighborhood games such as hide-and-go-seek,
build snowmen and igloos in winter? The existence of a
sub-population of regular or "hard core" park users was
clearly shown in the four parks of this study. The apparent
lack of relationship between this sub-population and most
conventional socio-economilc variables is of great significance,
assuming that the same conclusion would hold for all the parks
in the system. Since there were definite differences in
park use behavior among the four culturally different neigh-
phorhood areas selected for tThis study, the concept of "eulture"
requires a broader interpretation if these differences are to be
explained. The author suspects that the land use pattern

is a major factor for children, who apparently are indiffer-
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ent to the status positions of their elders.

General Considerations

In general, the model presented at the beginning of
this study proved useful in organizing the inquiry into
factors of urban parks use. It was, in this sense,
"verified", although within each general factor some sur-
prising results were obtained for specific variables. The
immediate research need is to press the analysis further to
entire urban parks systems. The differences in park use
isolated in four small areas need to be explored more wide-
ly to determine their general significance.

With more data available in accurate and usable form,
for entire parks systems, it 1s also possible to investi-
gate effects of the weather on park use patterns, with
respect both to park functions and to levels of attendance.
This factor 1s directly Involved in the more general research
question of the timing of park use, and the practical
question of how to bring about a fuller utilization of the
park resource through time. -

The present study has demonstrated that there are
both a research gap in understanding the use and non-use of
urban parks, and a soclal gap in the lack of full utilization

of this significant urban land resource. The practical
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difficulties of park visitor and potential visitor sampling
have been overcome in the course of this exercise. Further,
larger-scale investigations can profit from this experience,
to yield, in return for modest efforts, large benefits to

the quality of urban life,



EPILOGURE

v~

‘The general question of uiban park use is inseparable
from the many realmsdof human endeavor gﬁd aspirations. In
 the world of the 20th Century, the vast majority of people
in urbanized sggieties spend the greatest portion of their
lives in 2nd around the city. This urban milieu provides
}mankind with unprecedented potential $o0 master the environ-
ment,'enabling fantastic, some would sayAexéessive levels
- of living in the material realim.

terizl comfort in cities is maintained at the price
of environmental deterioration in the countryside and steadily
iﬁcreasing levels of stress and pollutién in the cities
themselves. The process cannot continne indefinitely, without
£inally defeating the material goals of urban civilization.

A contemporary.trend of human values is toward a2 more
balanced equilibrium between human material wanis and the
preservation of, or retwrn to, the enduring values of thg
. petural environment. As the values become translated into
spec¢ific 1land use practices and policies, the city will be
transformed to provide residents with increasing Qpportunities

for rurzl-style living.
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Given the land use and administrative structures
of Norih IEferican cities, ‘such a change in land use
policies is likely to be implemented through the agencies
of municipal and regional recreation end p_a.rk suthorities.
The treditional city park, providing social participation
and cooyez‘a‘tioﬁi. and statutory freedom from the urba.n‘ |
1and market with all that this i:;piies, can be developed

to meet this urgent social imperative of our time.
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APPENDIX I
NOTES ON STATISTICAL METHODS

Most of the variables to be treated in the study were
nominal in character, requiring special treatment and cau-
tious interpretation of results. Some methods specifically
designed for nominal variables were used: linkage analysis
of phil coefficients and chi-square tests. .Singulér de-
composition and aqalysis of variance are among the few
methods available for treating a mixture of nominal and in-
terval variables. Factor analysis., and linear regression
were also used to analyze some of the data, even though the
assumption of normally distributed continuous variables
underlying the use of the latter methods was not always ad-
hered fo. 1In the following sections of this appendix, the
use of statistical methods is reviewed and, where necessary,

explained for each step of the investigation.

Factor Analysis

The first use of statistical methods was made in
Chepter IV, in considering the functions of the urban park
system of municipal Ottawa. In this portion of the study,

the author followed procedures closely similar to those out-

lined in Ecologie factorielle et atiributs gfographiques
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(Racine and Cavalier, 1972). Principal components analysis
was used to probe into the unknown dimensions of variation

in the provision of park facilities. The principal components
analysis was not viewed as an end in itself, but as a means

of achieving a more réfined typology of parks than would have
been possible without the analysis. Since a few of the vari-
ables used in the prinéipal components analysis were dichoto-
mous, the results of the analysis were checked by a "singular
decomposition" of the park equipment variables. Singular
decomposition is a factoring method developed and programmed
by John S. Lewis. It avoids constructing a correlation matrix
as the basis for factoring, and therefore does not require that
the original data be in the form of normelly distributed con-
tinuous variables. The factors resulting from principal com-
ponents analysis appeared again in the results of singular
decomposition. The factor analyses were successful in identi~
fying dimensions of equipment provision which could be inter-
preted as "functional" dimensions, that is, equipment provided
for particular kinds of activities by specific sets of park
users. The fact that the parks could not readily be clas-
sified on the basis of their functions was not the fault of
the classification methods attempted, but rather the result

of the nature of the data: parks were simply not provided with
equipment in a systematic way. If they had been, the data
would have confirmed the existence of distinctive types cor-
responding to the administrative categories previously men-—

tioned. Indeed, the implications of this portion of the study
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are both to question the existence of distinctive "types"
of urban parks, and by extension the functional meaning of

administrative categories of all recreational parks.

Msthods of Classification

Once the factors of park equipment were ildentified,
several methods were used to group the parks into types, or
classes, including linkage analysis, discriminant analysis,

and congrouping. (The presence-or-absence criterion was

also used, but need not be elaborated upon here.)

Linkage Analysis

Linkage analysis was developed by L.L. McQuitty as a
convenient method for grouping variables. The procedure
used here was called "elementary" linkage analysis by its
founder (McQuitty, 1957). McQuitty considered linkage
analysis to be similar to factor analysis, except that it
was based on a different theory-of "personality" (or, more
generally, of group structure). A major difference is that
no external "cause", or factor is ascribed to the observed
group of related variables. Each group constitutes a "type",
and for each such type there is a “"prototype". The follow-
ing definitions are provided by McQuitty:

. . . A typal structure is defined as one in which

every member of & type is more like some member of

that type (with respect to the data analyzed) than

he is like any mewmber of any other Type. (McQuitty,
1957, 209.)
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The prototype:
Operationally, it may be defined as the centroid
of the characteristics possessed by the members,
or it may be defined as the characteristics

possessed in common by all members of the type.
(MeQuitty, 1957,209.)

In practice, elementary linkage analysis becomes
rooted in the existence of "reciprocal pairs" of variables,
thése with & correlation coefficient between the pailr high-
er than any of the coerficients between either member of the
paif and any other variable of the matrix. To use McQuitty'’s
terms, the paired‘variables are "more like" each other than
they are "like" any other variables. As individual variables
continue to be linked with the variables which they most
closely resemble, the inevitable result is that the number of
"linkage groups" is the same as the number of original re-
ciprocal pairs of variables. )

To apply linkage analysis to park ciassification, iv
was first necessary to transpose the data matrix.. QOther-.
wise, linkage groups of variables would be obtained. By
transposing the data matrix, one can obtain a matrix of
correlation coefficients of parks with parks, rather than
variables with variables. This new correlation matrix was
a 67 by 67 matrix. It contained, unfortunateiy, no less
than 14 reciprocal pairs of parks. Thus, 14 groups were

identified by the linkage analysis.



Discriminant Analysis

"compacting"®

Diécriminant analysis 1s a method of
groups previously identified by some other procedure. It
is especially useful as a second stage after linkage analy-
sis. Linkage analysis groups individuals wilth their near-
est neighboring iqdividual on a given set of attributes (or
vice-versa). There is no guarantee that the individual will
be placed with a group that the individual resembles more
closely than other groups. In discriminant analysis,‘a
"eentroid" position is calculated for each existing group;
then the distance of every individual from the centroild
position is calculated. Individuals are replaced in the
group they most closely resemble, necessitating a further
calculation of the centroid positions, and so on, until the
groups become "stable", i.e., every individual resembles
the group it 1s in more glosely than any other group. Put
another way, within-group différences have been minimized,
while between-group differences have‘been maximized. The
number of groups to be formed and the membership of each
group has been specified in advance, and is therefore arbi-
trary within the logic of the replacement procedure. For
grouping parks in Chapter IV, the original groups.were
identified first by linkage analysis, and later by a factor

analysis of the transposed park data matrix. In both cases,
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the groups resulting from disciminant analysis were so far
removed from the groups originally submitted to the analy-
sis, that, in the author's opinion, the original justifica-
tion‘for the group structure waé no longer valid. 1In other
words, the groups which had been formed were mathematically

sound clusters, but logically they were arbitrary.

Congrouping

The "congroup" program was written by Peter M. Neely.
By this method,'each park is compared with all other parks
at each step in a process of agglomeration into increasingly
large groups. The method allows for two groups to be com-
bined into one, and this may occur before some individuals
have joined any group at all. Except for this difference,
the grouping criterion is the same "nearest neighbor" prin-
ciple used in linkage analysis. The successive combination
of individuals with groups and of groups with other groups
continues until all indiyiduals are finally Jjoined into a
single, all-embracing whole.

There are several possible stages of a congrouplng

process at which there 1s some "objective" reason to con-
sider that the groups formed at that stage are optimal.
One such stage is the point at_which the maximum aumber of
groups has been formed. At this point, the classification
has the greatest amount of "information", or degree of dis-
crimination among the different groups. Another kind of

optimum is achieved when the last individual enters a group:
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at this point, the amount of information contained is still
likely tp be great, and the classification is complate.
Another stage of interest is that immediately before, or
immediately after the number of groups suddenly becomes much
smaller than it had been. For the purpose of Chapter IV, the
first stage considered was.that at which all parks had en-
tered a group. Brewer Park proved so unlike any others in
the system, that it did not enter a group until step 62 of
the process. Since the groups formed at step 62 were Giffi-
cult to interpret according to park equipment functions, it

was necessary to consider the subsequent steps as well.

Phi Coefficient

In order to make use of procedures such as principal
components analysis, or even the maéhematically much simpler
method of linkage analys;s, some kind of correlation matrix
was required. The data of the study were primarily nominal
variables, but there was.a method.available for producing a
kind of correlation matrix among dichotomous data vectors:
the phi coefficient.

The phi coefficient is closely related o0 two other
statistics well-known to geographers, chi-square and tne

>

product-moment correlation ccefficient. The mathematical

describad in detail by J. P. Guilford and Benjamin Fruchter
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of "phi" to other statistics, it may be useful to specify
the definition of "phi" both in standard mathematical
notation and in Fortran computer language.

Given variables X and Y, both binary data vectors,
there are four possible outcomes of an observation: 0,0;
0,1; 1,0; and 1,1. These may be summarized in a two by

two table as depicted below:

Veriable X

Variable Y
0 1l
0 D B B+D
1 E A A+E
D+E A+B N

In the above table, A, B, D and E constitute fre-
quencies of observations in each cell of the matrix. The
row and column totals of the matrix are, respectively, B+D,
A+E and D+E, A+B. Using this notation, phi is defined
mathematically thus:

A.D - B.E

phi =

A (A+B)(D+E) (A+E) (B+D)
The product AD is the number of observations of 0,0 times
the number of 1,1's. In other words, it denotes positive
relationships between the two vectors. Similarly, the

product BE denotes negative relationships. In general, the
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- numerator is analogous to the "covariance" term of a product-
moment correlation coefficient. The denominator is equival-
ent to the product of the étandard deviations of the two
vectors. Hence, phi is the binary equivalent of a product-
moment correlation coefficient. In practice, if the phi
formula is applied to data, and if the formula for Pearson's
"p!' ig applied to the same data, the result is an identical
"eoorrelation® coefficient, according to Guilford and‘Fruchtér.
The computational procedures are different for the two

statistics however. The following 1s the procedure for cal-

culating phi expressed in FORTRAN: L

D9 7 u-_-'-l,.?"l ‘
DG 7 I=J,M :
ID =0 !
IC =0 '
IB=20
IA=0
B 6 I=1,)
IE(c(I,Jg.Eo.o..AND.c(I,L).EQ.O.) ID = ID + 1
IR(c({1,J).20.0..28D.0(I,1).5Q.1.) IC = IC + 1
1R{c(1,J).%q.1..4%D.C{I,L}.EQ.0.) IB = IB + 1
IF(C(T.3).B9.1..450.0{I,1).5Q.1.) IA =I&A + 1

6 CONTINGE
A = FLGAT{(IA)
B = FLOAT(IB)
E = FLgAT(IC)
D = FLEAT{ID)

ANTY = (4%D) - (B=E)
DENGM = SO,R"'(((.-;-}-B)E(_A-D)x(.—\.-FJ) (B3+D)))
P = ANUM/DENZM
IF(P EQ2.0) P = 0001
PEI(:J,IU =P
PHI(L,J) = ..PI\U ,.Ll)
= 1.00000

1 i
“Tn this FORTRAN program, "C(I,J)" are the input data.
The program as listed hers was obtained from J. B. Racine,
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It.remains to consider the relationships between the
"phi'" coefficient and the chi-square statistic. The numera-
tor of "phi" is clearly rooted in the comparison of.observed
with expécted values (as is the chi-square). The expected
values in each matrix cel; are obtained by multiplying row
and column totals: (A+B)(A+E) + (B+D)(D+E)/N°, for the cases
of agreement 0,0 and 1,1; and (B+D)(A+E) + (D+E) (A+B) /N2, for
the cases of disagreement.

Taking only the cases of agreement, the observed minus
expected values would be as follows:

(a+D)/N - [(&+B) (A+E)N2 + (B+D) (D+E)/N2]

Collecting terms,

N (4+D) - (4+B) (A+E) - (B+D) (D+E)

N2

2(AD - BE)
N° :

Thus, the numerator of the phi coefficient is identical to
the comparison of observed minus expected values of chi-
square. The major difference between the two statistics is
that this comparison is divided, in chi-square, by the ex-
pected value, whereas the denominator of "phi" is the pro-
duct of all the row and columa totals.

In practice, it is conventional to show the "phi" or

and probaply originated in the Department of Psychology,
McGill University, Montreal. The mathematical result of
tha operations of this program is identical to that of the
definition of "phi" given by Guilford and Fruchter.
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its relative the "contingency coefficient" at the end of a
computer printout of a chi~square table. The phi coefficient
is based partially (in the numerator) on the principle of
chi-square, but also, like Pearson's "r", it indicates the
precise degree of relationship between two variables.

"Phi" is significant only if the underlying relation-
ship is significant. Chi-square is the test of significance
of phi, according to Guilford and Fruchter. In other words,
chi-square is to "phi" as the T-test is to Pearson's "r",

To complete this discussion, it is interesting to note
the simple hand calculations which can be used to arrive at
phi. The relationships between phi and chi-sguare are

remarkably simple:

X'= w¢

&
clD'”"'ITI"'

and

Multiple Regression Using Dummy Variables

Once the dependent variable was clearly identified as
the frequency of park visits, indicating "hard core park
usage", the method of muitiple regression was convenient to
use in exploring relationships between other variables and

this one crucial dgependent variable. As in principal com-
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ponents analysis, multiple regression is based on coefficients
of correlation between variables, and therefore the assumptions
of continuous variables with normal distributions apply. How-
ever, it is common practice to include nominal or dichotomous
variables in regression equations, provided that the results
are interpreted with care.l

If a dichotomous variable is included as an independent
variable, the effect is to divide up the sample population
into two groups: those with or without the attribute in
question. The coefficient of the dichotomous variable is
not meaningful in the usual sense, since it cannot affect
the slope of the regression line. Rather, it becomes a "shifg"
variable, which indicates the degree to which the average in-
dividual possessing the attribute scores higher or lower than
the non-possessor of the attribute on the given dependent
variable. Conceptually, one can imagine two regression lines
parallel to each other, with the "dummy variable" determining
which regression line one is on.

The mathematical significance of such a "dummy", or
dichotomous variable is determined by the "F-test", which is
the basis of stepwise multiple regression. The F-test is
also used in the analysis of variance. In fact, analysis
of variance is mathematically identical to regression using

dummy variables. For this reason, the fundamental equations

lUse of nominal, or "dummy" variables in regression
equations is discussed in Suits (1951) and Chew (1958).
Economic applications are discussed in Goldberger (1966).
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presented in Chapter VIII are based on sfepwise multiple
regression results, in which each variable, whether
dichotomous or continuous, was tested for significance by
the F test at each stage. Varlables which were not signi-
ficant at the 5 per cent confidence level or better by thev

P test were not included in these equations.



APPENDIX 11

DATA GATHERING PROCEDURES

A pioneer attempt to apply Clawson's approach to the
study of urban, as distinct from rural or regional parks,
wés carried out under the auspices of the Greater London
Council, in England, in 1958. A large number of toplcs
were dealt with by the Greater London Council, on the
basis of closely related surveys, one of visitors to "open
space" (urban park) areas, others of base populations of
potential visitors from various London neighborhoods and
schools. The detailed report of research findings was,
however, premature in the sense that serious sampling diffi-
culties were encountered in both sets of surveys. The
méjor sampling difficulties were: (1) there was no system-
atic basis for selecting-the parks in which surveys were
conducted; (2) there was no reliable sampling procedurs
available for interviewing park visitors in those parks;A
(3) the returns from the neighborhood surveys were heavily
weighted toward the upper end of the economic spectrum.
Serious attention was given to‘each of these problems in
the design of surveys for the present study. Only four

parks were selected, each having essentially th2 same type

255
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of equipment as the other three. A sampling procedure was
developed which gave a valid sample of visitors in a "free-
access” area, based on the geographic controls on park
entrances and exits. Two of the four communities selected
for thas household survey were "urban core" areas with
correspondingly dense populations. Therefore, a great many
more households were sampled in the relatively lower socio-
economic areas, with the result -that a balanced sample was

obtained despite the lower rates of response in these areas.

Park User Survey

The park.user Survey was conducted in the summer, and
through the fall and winter of 1970~-7T1l. Only a small part
of what was observed during this period has been reported
on in this dissertation. The remainder provided the author
with a better intuitive grasp of the subject, but insuffi-
cient hard data was collected to extend the analysis beyond
The particular seven successful interview days in the summer
use season. For example, it proved impossible to replicate
the sampling method devised for summer park use in the sub-
zero temperatures of the winter use season: the author could
not last more than a half-hour standing at the access points.
Nevertheless, full days were spent observing the use of the
four selected parks at each season of a full énnual cycle.

The problem of sampling visitors to a free-access area
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was recognized by a survey team from Michigan State Univers-
ity in 1960. At the time, they were conducting a survey
of the uée of the Cook County Forest Préserve, in Illinois,
as part of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-

sion study of Qutdoor Recreation Needs in Urban Areas (1952).

Tacking any better solution, the Michigan team conducted
their survey on the road leading to the most popular forest
preserve area, with no consideration of the hundreds of
other possible visitor access locations. A similar proced-
ure was later used by the Greater London Councll for the
pedestrians arriving in London parks. Closest To a repre-
sentative sample probably was achieved by Norbert Dee in his
study of Baltimore playground users. His approach wés to
try to interview everyone in the playground. This, of course,
could not work in a larger park area with many visitors and/
or many access locatilons.

Two major problems involved in gaining a relizble sample
of large numbers of visitors toc a free-access area are that
() the total population of visitors is unknown; and (b)
entrances and exits along the park perimeter are diffused
in an unknown way. In the survey of Ottawa park visitors
conducted in 1970 as part of this study, and presumably in
other similar situations, it was possible to overcome these
problems. The basis of the method described below was,

above all, direct observation in the field of the arrivals
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and departures of park visitors.

An ordinary city park generally occupies part or all
of one or more city blocks. In éuch a case, although
theoretically everyone arrives wnerever they wish aloﬁg the
perimeter of the park, in practice neafly 2ll of the visit-
ors will arrive and enter the park at a street corner loca-
tion. This is because there are relatively few dwellings
located across the street from the park. Everyone else
follows the grid street pattern to reach the park, and thus
reaches the park at one of the street corners. Given free
access, the visifor will then folldw approximately a straight
line course from the street corner, diagonally across the
park., to the point in the park which has the equipment or
other feature which attracts the visitor to the park (a
wading pool, for example). When the visitor leaves, the
séme pattern is followed ih reverse order. Whether the
sample is taken of visitors as they arrive or as they leave,
the geographic control point for interviews is usually at
each street corner.

In actual sampling, some provision must still be made
to include those few visitors who came across the street
directly from homes facing the vark {legally they were also
required to cross at street corners,»but in practice there
were exceptions to this rule). Thus, the interviewer

stationed at a given point would also have responsibility
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for the section of park perimeter nsarest fo his station.
Various cther contingencies might arise in special situa-
tions. For example, a high rise building with many young
children as residents across from a park could generate itsi
own stream of park visitor traffic. Another contingency
which did arise for one of the selected parks was lack of
visitors arriving at one of the corners. The "hinterland"
of a corner of Anglesea Square was in the process of urban
fenewal, so that many buildings had been tqrn down. The
corner also did not provide convenient access to facilities
within the park. After one entire day of infterviewing, not
one interview had been completed at that corner, so 1t was
subsequently eliminated as an interview station.

In sampling the use of an area, it is imperative to
" know the ftofal population'from which the sample has been
dfawn. This again is a difficult problem in free-access
areas. In an urban park, where many of the users tend to
be small, active children, if the number of users is great-
er than about 50, it is impossible to achlieve a precise
count from the ground. The population willl not stand still
long enough! A solution for treeless areas might be to |
take air photographs; however, most parks are not treeless.
Remote sensing techniques could theoretically be used ©o
spot visitors under trees, but they would be unable to

distinguish visitors from their pet dogs.
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An adequate procedure for estimating the tofal poqu
lation of visitors in the park at a given time, meanwhile,
is to calculate the difference between the number who have
entered and the number who have left the park up to that
time. This 1s a simple matter, assumiﬁg that patteras of
access to fhe park have been determined alreédy for the
purpcse of visitor sampling. Another method compatible with
sampling at the park perimeter is to inquire during inter-
views what has been the lengfth of a party's stay in the'park,
l(If interviews are conducted with visitors as they arrive, |
one would ask how long the party expects the visit will last.
This would, of course, produce less reliable information than
if the visit were already completed.)' The use period might
then be divided into very small "moments" (five or ten minutes
each) during which each visiting party claims to have been
present or absent from the park. The use curvé would then
be calculated by adding together the membership of each
visiting party present at each "moment”.

The sampling and use estimation procedures'described
avove could be applied at all interview stations for all -
-visitors entering and,/or leaving the park. This would con-
stitute complete coverage of the user population rather
than more limited ”sampling“. Unless the resources avail-
able for the survsy were very great, complete coverage would

not be feasible, and a sampling procedure would be reguired.
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Sampling consists of planned reductions from the total
populatiqn to a given, known sampling fraction according to
a statistically valid procedure: random, stratified, system-
atic or a combination of these. An example of a rahdom
procedure for park visitor sampling would be to station an
interviewer at a giveﬁ exlit 1ocation.on1y at randomly
selected times. A systematic procedure would be to inter-
view every so many visitors or visiting parties passing a
given exit location, and/or to do this at regﬁlarly spaced
intervals of time. In this context, a stratified sample

nterview

[
Il

would consist of allocating equal proportions o
time to each exit location. Another possibility for strati-
fication would be to conduct interviews on different days

of the week, and/or at different times of day, since use
patterns change over time.

The actual procedure used to sample visitors to the
four selected parks in Otftawa was a systematic, stratified
sample of visitors to each of the four parks during the
summer use season. It was ;ystematic in that, on_heavy use
days, every other or every third party was interviewed at
each exit location. It was stratified such that an equal
amount of time was spent at each exit lccation on a rotating
basis, with each locaticn covered at least soms time during

each interviewing hour. Also, because of the structure of
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leisure time, which affords most households a greafer
'opportunity to be away from their immediate city neighbor-
hoods on weekends, it was anticipated that significant
differences might exist between weekday and weekend day
park'use. Therefore surveys were conducted on both Wednes-
days and Saturdays. Unfortunately, in one park (Agincourt),
the planned interviews for Saturday coincided with the last
day of the supervised park program season. This was also

a cool day. So few visitors came that the planned inter-

views could not be carried out. Thus, the total number

O

f interview days turned out to be seven rather than eight.
There was also a tendency toward fewer visitors to be
present in the other three parks on Saturdays. However, in
these other three situations there were améle visitors present
to carfy out the planned surveys.

Because of limited staff available to conduct the park
user survey, each week was devoted to a different park, with
resﬁlting differences in the weather conditions prevaiiing
on each interview day. It has been assumed by the author
that the weather might affect the magnitude of visits on a
given day, but that the characteristics of the visits, such
as the activities engaged in, mode of transportation used
to reach the park, and so on, would not be significantly
affected by changes in the weather. This assumption was

necessary in order to complete the analysis. but the possi-



ibility that the weather might have affected some aspects
of visits other than the sheer magnitude of visitors in
the park at a given time, must bé borne in mind. -

The small number of staff used to assist the author
in The survey was recruited ad hoc by reassignment from
other duties and by the use of volunteers. Thus, the number
of interviewers available on a given day was variable.
Despite this problem, a remarkably stable sampling fraction

was achieved for each interview day.

Sampling Fractlions

It will be recalled from Chapter V that the park user
survey procedure involved selection of a number of access
points, or, since interviews were conducted with visitors
leaving the park, "exit locations", the number of which was
determined by the geographic controls on circulatioﬁ near
the park periphery. Since the number of exit locations was
objectively given, and since the number of interviewers was
always less, on a given day, than the number of such loca-
tions, only a fraction of the exit locations could be covered
at any oﬁe time.

In order to cover all exit locations at least part of
the time (and also to discourage visitors from long, distract-
ing conversatlons with interviewers), interviewers were rotat-

ed from one exit location to the next at regular intervals of
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time. This meant that some proportion of.every hour of
interview time was not spent interviewing, but rather in
travelling from one control point to the next.

In some parks, on some days, there were so many
visitors combared to available survey personnel, that not all
the visitors leaving a given exit location during a given
time period could be interviewed. In such situations it
was necessary to interview every third, every fifth, or some
other fraction of the parties passing by a given exit point.

An estimate of the sampling fraction achieved on a
given day could be made, based on the above considerations.
The proportion of the total population of visitors on that
day which "should have been" intefviewed would be the product
of the proportion of those passing the control point which
were approached for an interview, and the proportion of
each hour spent actually interviewing as opposed to travel-
ling from one control point to the next,.iggg the propor-
tion of all exit locations being covered at any one time.

The utility of knowing the "sampling fraction" is that
it is the inverse of the "raising fraction". Starting from
the number of park users sampled, it is possible to calculate
the total number of users who visited the park on the given
interview day. Note, however, that the sampling_fraction
provides information only on the proportion of users who
"should have been" interviewed. If several parties left in

close succession, or refused to be interviewed (the actual



efusal rate was a low 5 per cent), or spent so much time
being interviewed that the interviewer missed the next party
that was to be interviewed, then the number actually inter-
viewed would be less (as it invariably was) than the number
which "should have been" interviewed. The true sampling
fraction would therefore be lower than the estimated sampling
fraction, and hence .the -estimated total number of visitors
to the park would be lower than the actual Total.

Estimates of ftotal use baéed on sample data and the
"paising fraction® will be discusseé further, below. For
the reasons noted above, such estimates are invariably con-
servative.

The calculation of the sampling fractlon also depends
upon whether the use is to be measured as the total number of
visits cccuring on a given day, or the total number of
visitors using the park that day. If a wisitor came more
than once, the former number would be larger than the latter.
Use estimated as the total number of vis;ts would therefore
be further underestimated by the interview procedure used
in this survey. In this survey, each vigiting party were
asked whether they intended to return again later in the day.
Frequently, the answer was affirmative. When and if They
did return, they were asked not to repeat an interview.

Visitors could circumvent the policy against repeat

interviews, if they wished, by going to another intervieyer
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the nexf Time they left the park. A few such cases were
discovered when it was foﬁnd that two or more interviews
were with respondents who gave identical home addresses.
The regular‘pattern of rotation of the interviewers, being
predictable, also provided'opportunity for park users so
inclined, to bias the results in other ways, for example
by leaving past an exit location where there was no inter-
viewer stat;oned at the time.

Despite the numerous deficiencies which have been
mentioned, the park user survey was unquestionably success-
ful in obtaining a representative'sample of park users in
each park on the given interview days. The numbers of inter-
views completed and of individuals comprising the parties

interviewed are presented in Table L46.

TABLE 46

VNUMBERS OF INTERVIEWS COMPLETED AND OF INDIVIDUALS
SAMPLED BY DAY OF WEEK AND BY PARK

Wednesday Saturday
Interviews Individuals Interviews Individuals

McNabb Park 117 303 33 80
Anglesea Sguare 33 ) 70 23 &5
Agincourt Park 31 69 - -

Hawthorne Park 62 146 36 73
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Giﬁen that a stratified systematic procedure was used -
to select respondents in the park user survey, and since
with minor ekceptions there is no reason to believe that the
results were biased by use of the systematic rather than a
more nearly random procedure, tThe results of the survey may
be regarded as statistically valid, at least for relatively
simple statistical tTests of signhificance. This conclusion
can be justified with reference to a graph of "Student's
TV which tests the significance of standard errors and many
other common statistics. The significance levels of the
Student's T graph begin to level off at between 5 and 10
degrees of freedom, and become virtually horizontal at be-
tween 20 and 30 degrees of freedom. The minimum number of
interviews conducted was 23 in Anglesea Square, on a Satur-
day. If there were, for example, a correlation between two
vériables obtained from the Saturday interviews 1in Anglesea
Square, the number of degrees of freedom of the correlation
coefficient would be 21. A similar coefficient would not
be more or less statistically significant if it had been
based on 100 obéérvationsl

The actual sampling fractions which "should have been®
achieved, along with the conserwvative estimates of total
park use based upon these idealistic sampling fractions,

are summarized for each interview day in Table &7. This table
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shows that, although there were wide discrepancies in the
numbers of interviews completed from one day to another,

and despite differences in numbers of staff available and
numbers of exit locations to be staffed, there was a sur-
prisingly similar sampling fraction from déy to day. The

one major exception was Agincourt Park, which because of rel-
atively few exit locations and light use, was more sub-

stantially covered than the others.

TABLE 47

SAMPLING FRACTIONS AND ESTIMATED TOTAL VISITS TO SELECTED PARKS
BY INTERVIEW DAY '

Parties Interv. Est'd
Sought time Exits Visits
per hr. cov'd B

Park Name Day

MeNabb  7/29(wed) 1/3 L0/60  3/5 2/15 13 878
8/1 (sat) 1/1 50/60 1/5 1/6 17 198

Anglesea 8/5(wWed) 1/1 50/60 2/7 5/21 2k 139
8/8 (sat) 1/1 48/60 1/6 2/15 13 173

Agincourt 8/19 (wed) 1/1 48/60 2/4 2/5 40 78

=

Hawthorne 8/12 (wed) 1/3 50/60 2/5 1/9 11 558
8/15 (sat) 1/1 50/60  1/5 1/6 17 210
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The field surveys of urban parks use in Ottawa resulted
in estimates of total use based on the "raising fraction" of
ths sampies, as discussed above. At the same time, while
the interviews were being conducted, the author counted the
actual number of visitors in the selected parks on approxi-
mately an hourly basis. The two kinds of information may
now be compared as a test of validity of park use estimates
calculated according to the "raising fraction" of each
samplé.

When interview traffic was too heavy, counts of The
visitors in the park wsre not feasible. 1In lighter use
periods, counts could be made at intervals even more fre-
quent than hour by hour. There was thus, unfortunately, an
inverse relationship between actual peak use times and the
accuracy of user counts. Furthermore, as has been pointed
out previously, the larger the number of visitors, the
more difficult the task of achieving an accurate visitor
count, because of the energetic movements especilally among
the younger park users.

Nevertheless, the user counts and peak use estimates
made during the visitor surveys were the best available
measure of use. The relationship between these counts and
estimates from the survey based on 2 given raising fraction”

has already been discussed (see Chapter V).
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Use Estimates by Park Supervisors

It was conventional practice in the Ottawa park system
for supervisors to record use in terms of numbers of visitors
in the park at peak hours. These records cculd constitute
a basis for comparing rates of use throughout the park systém,
assuming that the estimates of peak use made by the supervisors
were accurate. The following table compares the figures pro-
vided by park supervisors for the days when interviews were
conducted, compared with the figures independently arrived
at by the author on these same days. There was, as is obvious
from the figures, no consultation between supervisors and

the author in this regard.
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P PEAX USE FIGURES: PARK SUPERVISOR

ESTIMATES VS. ESTIMATES BY AUTHOR

Yeliabb Angiesea Agincourt Hawthorne
Wed Sat Yed Sat Hed Sat Wed S2%
Sungrf%sor
HORN 43 closed T3 a7 29 22 closed 25
A@g g5 closed 151 154 220 76 closed 35
EZVE 62 closed 406 none 93 none <closad none
Author
MORYN 16 25 20 12 55 5 55 35
AFT 260 100 75 90 49 3 100 60
EVE 100 27 80 12 84 - 30 nons




Numerous discrepancies appear in the two sets of
figures. Two days designated by the park supervisors as
"elosed" to park use were two of the days during which use
was the highest as observed by the author. The supervisors
did not consistently overestimate peak use nor did they
consistently underestimate the figures in comparison with
the author's observations: the supervisors' estimates were
high in two parks and low in the other two.

Supervisors' estimates of use were made available to
the author for the entire 1970 park use season. If these
estimates could be considered reliable, a great fund of
useful informstion would therefore be available. However,
in comparing the observed attendance with supervisors' esti-
mates in the four selected parks, the author concluded that
the figures supplied by supervisors could not be relied upon
to~indicate actual levels of park use. This conclusion does
not imply criticism of the supervisors' efforts. The author
also experienced difficulty in attempting to count users,
especially at peak times, as has been noted. The responsi-
bilities of a supervisor in & crowded park are far more
distracting than those of an interviewer. It would seem
that spescialized personnel must- be assigned to the task if
accurate use figures are to be achieved on a systemwide dbasis.

Thne form which supervisors wsre required to £ill out

is quite detailed, covering age distributions and activities
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visitors in addition to their total numbers. A sample

Fy

o}
form is appended. Given that supervisors apparently were
unable to estimate total numbers of visitors accurately,
the detail required in this form might be a source of

frustraticn to a supervisor.

Measuring Distances

The method of estimation of "spatial gradients" for
the four parks was simple, in keeping with the modest means
available for the study. First, a "zone of influence" of
each park was ildentified according to the addresses provided
by visifors interviewed. The outer 1limits of each zone of
influence were placed along major streets in such a way as
to include all but cne of the respondents' addresses. In
other words, the visit rate from outside the identified
"zone of influence" was essentially nil.

| Within each zcne of infliuence, ﬁhe locations of speci-
fic respondent addresses were interpolated from the Ottawa

City Directory, which specifies addresses at street inter-

sections, and plotted on a base map provided'by the National
Capital Commission at a scale of 1":200'. Disténces were
measured on this same base map along streets and sidewalks.
It was further assumed that children could cut through
neighbors® back yards to reach the park, unless a fence .
prevented them. No attempts were made to plot the actual

routes followed by children to reach the park. However, the
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careful  distance measurements made by the author, 1f some-
what arbiltrary. are cértainly closer to actual distances
walked than could be estimated using concentric circles of
straight-line distances, and are also closer to the truth
than estimates based only on street distances.

The maps of respondent address locations and walking
distances (which also apply to biecycling distances, the
only other significant means of transportation used to reach
these parks) were used to estimate the distance of each
respondent's home from the interview location (the edge of
the park). These distances were estimated to the nearest
10 fest.

The contour 1ines were further used as a basis for
dividing the zones of influence into a number of "distance
zones" within which rates of visitation could be estimated.
After some experimentation, zones were selected which .
reflected a factor of distances squared: 100 to 400 feet,
400 to 900 feet, 900 to 1600 feet, 1600 to 2500 feet, and
2500 to 3600 feet from each park. Distances less than 100
feet were not considered; any visitors coming from this
distance as well as the small areas included in this "zero"
distance zone, were lumped into the first zone (100 to 400

feet). Depending on the park being considered, there were

few if any residences located within 100 feet of interview

locations. The main reason for consolidating close-in ob-
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servations in this way was simply for convenience,’since
results were plotted on logarithmic graphs, and to consider
distances less than 100 feet would require consideratioﬁ of
an additional order of magnitude (from 10 to 100 feet) for
which there would be insufficilent data of insufficient
accuracy.

Visit.rates should properly have been calculated as a
ratio of park visits to population residing within each
disﬁance zone. It proved far simpler to measure The area
included in each zone, and to calculate the visit rate as
a ratio of visits per unit area. Again, in a more substan-
tially funded project the proper calculations could have
'been made. The method used for the present study could not
take into account local variations in non-residential land
use or in residential population density. Nevertheless,
the method was fast ard simple, and did provide a general
idea of visit rates, and consequently of the effects of
distance on these rates. In fact, the resﬁlts obtained were
clear enough, as evidenced by Figufes 19.and 20, that fur-
ther refinement of the method could hardly lead o any‘spb—

stantial modification of the conclusions derived therefrom.

Household:® Survey

The sawmpling procedure for the household survey was

raightforvard; it did not require cvercoming such sampling

ct

s

difficulties as exist for visitors to free-access public parks.
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The procedure used does constitute a minor improvement com-
pared with some other studies. ‘Rather than accept a census
division és constituting the study area, the procedure was
to plot the addresses of the park users who were interviewed,
and to draw a boundary line around the area containing these
addresses as constituting the "zone of influence" of each
park. Within these zones of . influence, househclds were

seiected at random from the Ottawa City Directory, 19715 a

5 per cent sample was selected in ﬁhis way using & table
of random numbers for the selection.

The households selecfed were sent mail éuestionnairesa
Each questionnaire was given & code number for identifica-
tion. After two wseks, a follow-up letter was sent To those
households which either had or had not returned the question-
naire, or had removed the code number before returning the
questionnaire. The response rate achieved by this proced-
ure was surprisingly good: 35% of the households which re-
ceived questionnaires returned them.

Table 49 shows the number of households listed, the
number of gquestionnaires sent, and information on the return
of questionnaires from each area.

The response to the mail guestionnaire survey was
surprisiﬁgly good, as shown by Table 49. The response rate .
was a high 38.8%. The return is especially successful con-

sidering that, because of higher population density in the
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TABLE 49
HOUSEHOLD SURVEY QUESTIONNATRE RETURNS

McN2bb Anglesea Hawthorme Agincourt

Number of households

in zone of influence 2932 3121 735 1947
Number of households
in sample 148 154 37 100
Returned by post
office 22 18 0 5
Net sample 126 136 37 95
Responses received 33 48 19 53
(26%) (36%) (51%) (56%)
Useable guestionnaires 28 36 19 51
% of sample) (22%) (26%) (51%) (54%)

lower income areas, these areas were weighted more heavily
in terms of the number of questionnaires sent. The high.
interest shown by these rates of return demonstrates that
urban parks are a subject of lively concern, and that a
survey of this kind can succeed. The questionnaire is
appended. It was a long questionnaire, 12 pages in all,
requiring over 200 separate responses, which makes the
survey return still more gratifying.

Not all of the responses could be used as sources

of data, unfortunately. Five from the NcNabb area, twelve



277

from the Anglesea area, and two from the Agincourt area
either were in letter form, or contained so little informa-
tion on the questionnaire that they could not be used.
Palancing this loss somewhat was the receipt of eight
quesfionnaires fully completed, from which the address code
had been removed. The net loss was 1l questionnaires, SO
that in the final analysisl36% of those who received question-
naires returned them in usable fdrm. Relative lack of
education and socio-economic distress appears to have taken
a toll, not only in the response rate, but also in the rate
of usable questionnaires provided by respondents.

Household questionnaire forms were coded by address.
This provided a.double advantage: when the questionnaire
was returned the authcr could keeb track of those who had
and had not responded. A part of the high rate of return
might stem from the fact that the follow-up letter which
was sent (also appended) implied that such a record was kept.
A second advantage of address coding was that the distance
of each responding household from the sample park could be
ascertained. Thus, frequencies of park Visits could bhe
compared to the distance of each household from the park,

as were the visit rates obtained from the park user survey.
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OTPAWA CITY PARK USE sURVEY - ANQUEPE SUR L'UTILISATION DES PARCS
time: la 1b 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b

1. Number of persons in group of visitors/ nombre de persomnes dans
le groupe de visiteurs:

5. Is the visit directly from nome to the park and back?/ Btes-vous
venus directement de chez vous, et allez-vous retourner directement
b Y .

maison en sortant du rc? .
a la mais 1 sortant pa yes Ooui noDnon

If KO, describe itinerary/ siNON, précisez 1'itinéraire:

3, Your address/ votre addresse:

4. At what time did you Tirst enter the park today?/ Heure de votre
premiére arrivée dans le parc aujourd ‘thui:

will you be coming back agein?/ Allez-vous revenir?

If YBS, why are you leaving now? yes[:Soui no‘:]non
Si OUI, pourguoi sortez-vous maintenant?

5. How often do vou visit this park?/ Fréquence des visites a ce
narc: every day every week [:}less often
tous les jours chaque semaine moins fréquemment

6. If this park were not here, what would you have done instead of
coning here?/ Si ce parc n'existait pas, qu'est-ce que vous auriez
fait au lieu de venir ici?

7. Group table/ tableau du groupe  AGES-M AGES-F
7/ f /LSS

immediate family/famille t

other relative/parent

friend/ami

other/autre:

on foot/a pied

bicycle/bicyclettie

carriage/carrosse

other/autre:

swimming pocl/piscine

table games/jeux de table

sports

swings, slides/balangoires,
glissoires/etc.

walk dog/promener le chien

watch children/surveiller
les enfants

meet friends/réunion ¢‘'amis

other/autre:

3. Equirements ou programmes d€sirés/ facilities or progrzmmes
desired:s



UNIVERSITE D'OTTAWA = UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA
FACULTE DES ARTS m FACULTY OF ARTS

OTTAWA 2, CANADA

DEPARTEMENT DE GEOGRAPHIE DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY

2 Auvgust 1971

Dear resident of Ottawa-Hull,

The enclosed questionnaire is designed to provide
more knowledge, and a better understanding, of the use of
urban parks in Ottawa-Hull. The results of this important
survey will appear in a Ph.D. dissertation being prepared
for the School of Graduate Studies of the University of
Ottawa. TYour full cooperation in filling out and returning
the enclosed questionnaire is cordially invited.

Your household has been chosen at random for
inclusion in the survey. By participating, you will help
assure that your neighborhood is accurately represented
in the survey results.

When you have completed the enclosed questionnaire,
please return it in the envelope provided, if possible, by
August 16th. Thank you very much for your cooperation and

assistance.
Sincerely,
Robert Rugg
(fran ¢sais au verso)
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G) A préciser, quels types 4'équipements sportifs et réeréatifs
manquent le plus dans votre communauté, & votre avis?

H) Dans 1'espace réservé, faites-moi vos autres commentaires au
sujet de l'utilisation des parcs urbains d'0ttawa-Hull.

I) S*'il vous plailt, indiquez le niveau approximatif du revenu total

de 1l'ensemble de votre ménage durant les douze derniers
mois.

moins de $3,000

de $3,000 & $5,000
de $5,000 3 $7,000
de $7,000 & $10,000
de $10,000 % $15,000
plus de $15,000

w o~ H O

Avant de remettre le questionnaire, veuillez noter la date ici:

jour mois

Merci de votre participation!



USE OF URBAN PARKS RESEARCH TROJECT

Household Questionnaire Survey

The questionnaire is in three parts. To answer
each question, simply circle the number next to
the answer you wish to give, or, if necessary,
write your answer in the blank space provided.

Part I- OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES

4) Did you take a vacation last year (during 1970)?
1 yes 0 no
If yes, please describe how you spent the
vacation, and where.
How spent:
Where spent:

B) Have you taken, or do you intend to take a vacation this year
(during 1971)° 1 yes 0 no
If yes, please describe how this vacation has been
or will be spent, and where, and the dates you were or
will be on vacation this year.
How spent:

Where spent :

Dates: from to —_—
day month day month

C) What would you consider to be an ideal vacation?
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D) Les personnes de votre ménage sortent-ils régulidrement pour

aller voir les compétitions sportives, soit de plein
air, soit 3 1l'intérieur?

1 oul 0 non

Si oui, quel genre de sport vont-ils voir, et 3 quel
endroit? Genre de sport:

BEndroit:

E) Indiquez, s'il vous plalt, les heures de la journée durant

F) Quelle

personnes &gées:

de moins de 6 ans
de 6 2
de 13 & 18 ans
de 19 2 24 ans
de 25 & 44 ans
de 45 & 64 ans
de 65 ans et plus

lesquelles les membres de voire ménage sont & 1'écoute
de 1la télévision.

Nous n'avons pas de télévision
de 10:00 a.m. & midi

de midi 3 2:00 p.m.

de 2:00 p.m, 2 4300 p.m.

de 4:00 p.m. 2 6:00 p.m.

de 6:00 p.m. & 8:00 p.m.

de 8:00 p.m. & 10:00 p.m.

de 10:00 p.m. & minuit

oW H O

Commentaire:

est votre opinion des possibilités pour les loisirs de
plein air & votre voisinage, pour chacun des groupes d'age
suivants?

Des possibilités . . .

s pour‘les excellentes bonnes moyennes pauvres %ggiig' szgs
I bas

4 3 2 1 0 x

12 ans 4 3 2 1 0 x

4 3 2 1 0 x

4 3 2 1 0 x

4 3 2 1 0] x

4 3 2 1 0 x

4 3 2 1 0 x
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D) Winter weekend activities. The following is a list of outdoor

recreation activities commonly engaged in on weekends
in winter. Please look over the list, then circle the
numbers of the activities engaged in by you or by other
members of your household last winter.

1 ice skating 6 tobogganing
2 hockey 7 ice fishing
3 alpine skiing 8 snowmobiling
4 cross-country skiing 9 driving for pleasure
5 snowshoeing 10 nature study

11 other (please specify):

Now, please go back over the list, and underline the
name of your favorite winter weekend activity. If

other members of your household have favorites that

are different from yours, underline their faworites, too.

E) Spring weekend activities. DPlease repeat the same procedure
for the following list of outdoor recreation activities
commonly engaged in during the spring.

1 golf 10 picnicking

2 nature study 11 camping

3 fishing 12 visit to cottage

4 gardening 13 power boating

5 hiking 14 canoeing, rafting, or
6 bicycle riding kayaking

7 horseback riding 15 rowing

8 motorcycling 16 sailing

9 driving for pleasure 17 kite flying

18 other (please specify):

Please be sure you have circled the numbers of all the
activities engaged in by you or any other members of
your household during the past spring season, and under—
lined your household favorite or favorites.
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Quelle(s) école(s) est-ce que fréquentent les jeunes
personnes de votre ménage?

Quelle langue parlez-vous i la maison?

1 anglais 2 frangais 3 autre (précisez):

B) Outre l'utilisation des parcs, participez-vous aux activités

C) s*il y

paroissales, au programme du Y.M.C.A., etc.? Etes-vous
membres de clubs privés tels les clubs de chasse, de
péche, de golfe, de temnis, de canotage? Fréquentez-
vous les entreprises commerciales telles que les locations
de bAteaux, les pistes de go-carts, etc.? Les gens de
votre ménage participent-ils & n'importe quel autre
organisme qui vous permet de vous livrer aux loisirs

de plein air?

1 activités paroissales
2 programme du Y.M.C.A. -
3 elub(s) privé(s) (précisez de quelle activité il glagit):

4 entreprises commerciales (précisez le type dtactivité):

5 autres organismes (précisez):

6 Nous ne participons aux loisirs de plein air que dans
les parcs publics.

a deg enfants ou des adolescents chez wvous, jouent-ils
ou se réunissent-ils souvent

. o« o sur le troittoir? 1 oui 0O non
e o« o dans la rue? 1 oui 0O non
. . . dans la cour de derriére? 1 ouil 0 non

o o o dans‘des loté vacants
pres de chez vous? 1 oui 0 non
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F) Summer weekend activities. Please repeat the same procedure

once again for this list of summertime activities.

1 swimming 15 hitchhiking for pleasure
2 picnicking 16 rock climbing
3 camping 17 canoeing, rafting, or
4 visit to cottage kayaking
5 visit to summer resort 18 rowing
6 gardening 19 sailing
7 nature study 20 water skiing
8 golf 21 cruising in power boat
o tisning 22 attending outGoor
10 hiking 23 kite flying
11 bicycle riding 24 other (please specify):
12 horseback riding
13 motorcycling

14 driving for pleasure

G) Fall weekend activities. Finally, please repeat the same

procedure for this list of outdoor recreation activities
available in the autumn season.

1 hunting 9 camping

2 hiking 10 visit to cottage

3 bicycle riding 11 rock climbing

4 horseback riding 12 canoeing, rafting, or
5 motorcycling kayaking

6 driving for pleasure 15 rowing

7 pature study 14 kite flying

8 picnicking 15 other (please specify):
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Si vous n'avez visité aucun de ces parcs, pourquoi?

Si vous en avez visité, dans quelle(s) saison(s) de
1l'année avez-vous fait la plupart des visites?

1 en hiver 2 au printemps 3 en été
4 en automne 5 pas de saison spéciale, tout
le long de l‘année
Quelle a &té la fréquence des visites cette année?

1 peu souvent (une ou deux fois seulement)

2 une fois ou deux par saison

3 une fois par mois environs (dans la saison indiquée)
4 au moins une fois par semaine " " " "

B) Les gens de votre ménage ont-ils visité 1l'un ou plusieurs des
pares provinciaux suivants au cours des cing derniéres
années (années 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971)?

1 Mont Tremblant 3 Algonquin
2 La Vérendrye 4 Adirondack (N.Y.)

3eme Partie— AUTRES INFORMATIONS

A) Renseignements sur le ménage. Quel est le nombre total de

personnes qui habitent chez vous actuellement?

Sur ce total, combien sont
des personnes igées de 65 ans et plus? . . .
des adultes entre 45 et 64 ans? . . . . . .
des adultes entre 25 et 44 ans? . . . . . .
des jeunes de 19 3 24 ans? . . . o ¢ o o o .
des jeunes de 13 2 18 ans8? . « 4 ¢ « 4 . o
des enfants entre 6 et 12 ans? . . . . « . .
des enfants de moings de 6 ans? . . . . . . .



H) If there are children in your household, did any of them
attend an overnight summer camp last summer (1970)?

1l yes 0 no

If any of your children are attending overnight summer
camps this year (1971), please give the dates when
they have been or will be away at camp:

from to .
day month day month

I) Daily outdoor activities. Aside from the activities available
on weekends listed above, some outdoor recreation
activities are commonly engaged in on weekdays. They
may occur in the early morning, at lunch hour, or in
the late afternoon or early evening. Please circle
the numbers corresponding to those activities engaged
in by you or by other members of your household on
ordinary weekdays.

1 walk the dog

2 go for a walk (without dog)

%3 picnic lunch near place of work

4 accompany very young children to park

5 summer park program for school-age children

6 summer day camp

7 walk to and from work

8 ride bicycle to and from work

9 sunbathe on sunny afternoons
10 backyard barbecue
11 sit guietly on balcony or veranda, or in yard
12 use play equipment or swimming pool in own yard
13 neighborhood games such as hide-and-go-seek
14 snow play such as building snowman or igloo
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S'ils n'ont visité aucun de ces parcs au cours des
douze mois passés, pourquoi?

(La réponse faite, passez & la question D)

Sfils ont visité 1'un ou plusieurs de ces parcs, quel
est le but principal de leurs visites, normalement?

garder des enfants
rencontrer des amis
participer aux sports organisés

participer aux autres activités organisés
autre but (préciser):

(S I S I VR o

BEn quelle saison(s) ont lieu la plupart des visites?

1 en hiver 2 au printemps 3 en &té
4 en auntomme )

Durant cette période, quelle est la fréquence moyenne
des visites?

1 peu fréquent

2 une fois ou deux par mois environs
3 une fois par semaine environs

4 presque tous les jours

Par quel moyen de transport se rendent-ils dans le parc?
a pied
2 bicyclette

en autobus
en auto

v o~

autre (précisez):

D) Les gens de votre ménage ont-ils visité l'un ou plusieurs des
pares régionaux suivants au cours des douze derniers mois?

1 Ferme Expérimentale Centrale et Arboretum

2 1la Gatinean ~ 5 Rockeliffe
3 Green Creek 6 Shirley's Bay
4 Tac Leamy 7 Vincent Massey
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J) The following types of equipment are among those used fof

certain outdoor recreation activities.

Please indicate

the types of equipment possessed by you or other
members of your household, by circling the appropriate
numbers.

W 0~ o0V P~ NN

S5 k6

car

bicycle

swing

backyard swimming pool
baseball and bat
basketball

fodtball uniform
sleeping bag

tent

camper or camp trailer
fishing tackle

shotgun or hunting rifle

canoe, rubber raft, or
kayak

Part II- USE OF PARKS

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

rowboat
sailboat

motor boat
bathing suit
ice skates
hockey stick
hockey uniform
toboggan or sled
snowshoes

skis
snowmobile

others (please specify):

25
26

4) Are there any children under the age of 13 in your household?

If not, please go on to question B.

If so, did they

visit any of the following local neighborhood parks
during the past year?

[« AW I SR L I \ L

Agincourt
Ainsley
Anglesea Square
Bordeleau
Copeland
Dundonald
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10
11
12

Hawthorne

Lafontaine (Hull)
MacDonald Gardens
McNabb

Weston

other local neighborhood

park (please specify):
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B) En réfléchissant aux parcs de votre voisinage en général,
tels les parcs cités dans la question A, comment les

qualifiez-vous?
trées  assez peu Pzgu%u

bien~-connus 3 2 1 0
facilement

accessibles 3 2 1 0
de grande taille 3 2 1 0
beaux 3 2 1 0
bien-équipés 3 2 1 0
sous-utilisés 3 2 1 0
bien-surveillés 3 2 1 0
de confiance 3 2 1 0
encombré (il y a .

trop de monde) 3 2 1 0

Commentaire:

C) Y a-t-il des adolescents chez vous, c'est-d-dire des jeunes gens
2gés de 13 3 18 ans? Sinon, passez i la question D. Si
oui, est-ce qu'ils ont visité 1l'un ou plusieurs des pares
suivants durant 1l'année passée?

1 Agincourt 9 Hawthorne
2 Ainsley 10 Lafontaine (Hull)
3 Anglesea Square 11 LeBreton Flats ("people's
4 Bordeleau park")
5 Brewer 12 MacDonald Gardens
6 Britannia 13 McNabb
7 Copeland 14 Mooney's Bay
8 Dundonald 15 Moussette (Hull)
16 Weston

17 autre (précisez):




If they did not visit any of these parks during the
past year, why not? '

(After giving reason why rnot, go ou to question B)

If they did visit one or more of these parks during
the past year, did they usually go by themselves,
or with someone else? (Circle more than one answer
if necessary.)

by themselves
with adults from our household
with teenagers from our household
with neighbors

with a babysitter
other (please specify):

T« 2T ) DY R A R \V N

During what season(s) of the year did most of the
visits take place?

1 winter 2 spring 3 summer 4 fall

About how often did they visit the park during this
(these) season(s)?

1l rarely
2 fairly often (about once a week or so)
3 often (nearly every dzy)

How did they travel to get to the park?

in a pram (baby carriage) or stroller
on foot

other (please specify):

1
2
3 on bicycle
4
(

circle more than one answer if necessary)

286



-5

S'ils n'ont visité aucun de ces parcs au cours des
douze mois passés, pourquoi?

(Ayant répondu pourquoi, vous pouvez passer & la question B)

S*'jls ont visité 1l'un ou plusieurs de ces parcs, vont-ils
d'habitude seuls ou accompagnés? (Si nécessaire, indiquez
plusieurs réponses.)

1l seuls

2 accompagnés par des adultes de notre ménage

3 " m n adolescents de notre ménage
4 " " nos voisins

5 " " yne gardienne

6 autre (précisez):

Durant quelle(s) saison(s) de 1'année ont eu lieu la
plupart des visites?

1 en hiver 2 au printemps 3 en été
4 en automme

Quelle a été la fréquence des visites durant cette

période?
1 peu fréquentes
2 assez fréquentes (une fois par semaine environs)
3  trés fréquentes (presque tous les jours)

Par quel moyen de transport se sont-ils rendus dans
le parc?

1 dans une voiture d'enfants

2 3 pied

3 & bicyclette

4 autre (précisez):

(Indiquez plusieurs réponses s'il y a lieu)
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B) Thinking in general about the parks in your neighborhood, such
as those listed in question A, how would you describe

them?

very fairly slightly aﬁozll

well~-known

=

easy to get to
large in size

scenic, attractive

under-used
well-supervised

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

safe and secure 2
2

OOOOOOOOO

3
3
3
3
well—equipbed 3
3
3
3
3

T L

crowded

Comments:

C) Are there any teen-agers in your household, that is, young
people from 13 to 18 years of age? If not, please g0
on to question D. If there are teen-agers in your
household, did they visit ore or more of the following
parks during the past year?

1 Agincourt 9 Hawthorne

2 Ainsley 10 Iafontaine (Hull)

3 Anglesea Square 11 TeBreton Flats (™people's park")
4 Bordeleau 12 MacDonald Gardens

5 Brewer 13 McNabb

6 Britannia 14 Mooney's Bay

7 Copeland 15 Moussette (Hull)

8 Dundonald 16 Veston

17 other (please specify):
287
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J) La liste suivante est composée de certains équipements: ée
loisir de plein air. Lesquels appartiemment 3 votre

ménage?
1 automobile 14 chaloupe
2 bicyclette 15 bateau a voile
3 balangoire 16 canot-automobile
4 piscine privée 17 costume de bain
5 baseball avec baton 18 patins
6 ballon panier 19 baton de hockey
7 +tenue de football 20 +tenue de hockey
8 sac de couchage 21 toboggan
9 tente 22 raquettes
10 camion ou rowiotte 23 skis
de camping 24 moto-neige

11 articles de peche sftres (précisez):
12 fusil de chasse

25
13 canot, radeau en
caoutchou, ou kayak 26

otme Partie— L'UTILISATION DES PARCS

A) Existe-il des enfants de moins de 13 ans 4ans votre ménage?
Sinon, passez & la question B. Si oui, est-ce qu'ils
ont visités 1'un ou plusieurs des parcs de voisinage
suivants durant les douze mois passés?

1 Agincourt "7 Hawthorme

2 Ainsley 8 TIafontaine (Hull)

3 Anglesea Square 9 MacDonald Gardens

4 Bordeleau 10 NcNabb

5 Copeland 11 Weston

6 Dundonald 12 autre parc de voisinage

(précisez):
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If they did not visit any of these parks, why not?

(After giving reason why not, go on to question D.)

If they did visit one or more of these parks, what was
(were) the usual purpose(s) of their visits?

wt P~

babysitting
getting together with friends
organized sports

other organized activities
other (please specify):

During what season(s) of the year did they go to the
park, and about how often?

Season: 1 winter 2 spring 3 summer 4 f£all

Frequency: 1

2
3
4

rarely

about once or twice a month(in season)
once a week or so (in season)

nearly every day (in season)

How did they travel to get to the park?

1

Ul

on foot

on bicycle

bus

car

other (please specify):

D) Did anyone in your household visit any of the following regional
parks during the past year?

1 Central Experimental Farm and Arboretum
2 Gatineau 5 Rockcliffe

3 Green Creek 6 Shirley's Bay
4 Lac Leamy 7 Vincent Massey

288



4

H) S'il y a des enfants chez vous, ont-ils fréquenté une colonie
de vacances l'an dernier (amnée 1970)?

1 oul 0 non

Si des enfants de votre ménage participent 3 une colonie
de vacances cet &t& (année 1971), entre guelles dates
seront-ils partis de leur demeure?

du au
jour mois jour mois

I) Loigirs de tous les jours. En plus des activités de fin de
semaine, plusieurs sortes d'activités de plein air se
poursuivent durant les journées ordinaires de travail
ou d'école, tres tét dans la matinée, par exemple,

3 midi, ou dans la soirée. Parmi les activités suivantes,
indiquez celles qui sont pratiquées soit par vous-méme
soit par les autres personnes de votre ménage.

promener le chien

se promener i pied (sans chien)

pique-nique prés du lieu de travail
accompagner les trés jeunes enfants au parc

pour les écoliers, le programme a'été offert
par le service des parcs

camp d'é&té journalier
marcher au travail & pied

(G I VI

aller au travail & bicyclette

O 0 3 ®

bain de soleil en aprés-midi
10 "barbecue" dans la cour de derriére
11 se reposer au balcon, 3 la véranda, ou dans la cour

12 utiliser des équipements de jeux d'enfants ou une
piscine dans la cour de derrigre

13 jeux d'enfants du voisinage tel le "cache-cache"

14 jeux de neige, par exemple, construire un borhomme
de neige ou un igloo
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If you did not visit any of them, why not?

If you did visit at least one of these parks during
the past year, were the visits concentrated in any
particular season(s) of the year?

1 winter 2 spring 3 summer 4 fall

5~ not concentrated (spread evenly through the year)

About how often did the visits take place?

1 rarely (just once or twice during the year)
2 once or twice per season

3 about once a month (in season)

4 once a week or more (in season)

E) Have you or any other members of your household visited any of
these provincial parks during the past five years?

1 Mont Tremblant 3 Algonquin
2 La Vérendrye 4 Adirondack (N.Y.)

Part III- OTHER INFORMATION

A) Household information. What is the total number of people
currently living in your home? ____ Of this number,
how many are

ngenior citizens" 65 years and over? . . .
adults between 45 and 64 years old? & .+ .
adults from 25 to 44 years 0ld? . . . . .
young adults from 19 to 24 years old? . .
teen-agers from 13 to 18 years old? . . .
children from 6 to 12 years 01d? . . . « .

very young children under 6 years o0ld? . .
289
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F) Activités de fin de semaine en &t&. TFailtes la méme chose
encore vis-3-vis des possibilités en été.

1 natation 15 partir en autostop
2 pique-nique ("le pouce”)
3 camping 16 grimper aux rochers
4 visite au chalet 17 canotage
5 visiter un hotel de 18 chaloupe

plaisance 19 Dbiteau 2 voile
6 jardiner 20 sgki nautique
7 étude de la nature 21 promenade en canot-
8 golfe automobile
9 piche 3 la ligne 22 concert et théatre

de plein air
23 cerf-volant
24 autre (précisez):

10 promenade 3 pied
11 promenade & bicyclette
12 promenade & cheval

13 motocyclette
14 promenade en auto

G) Activités de fin de semaine en autorme. Encerclez et sou-

AacL iy luos A L e ——————

lignez de la méme fagon.

chasse 9 camping

promenade & pied 10 visite au chalet
promenade & bicyclette 11 grimper aux rochers
promenade & cheval 12 canotage

promenade en auto 13 chaloupe
étude de la nature 14 cerf-volant

1

2

3

4

5 promenade & motocyclette

6

T

8 pique-nique 15 autre (précisez):
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What school(s) do the children and teen-agers attend?

What language is usually spoken in your household?

1 English ~ 2 French 3 other (please specify):

B) Aside from visits to public parks, do any members of your
household participate in parish activities, the Y.M.C.A,
program, etc.? Are you members of private clubs such
a2s hunting, fishing, golf, temnis, or canoe clubs, or
do you patronize commercial outdoor recreation enterprises
such as boat rentals, go-cart tracks, etc. on a regular

basis? Do you participate in any other organizations
which provide you with opportunities for outdoor recreation?

1
2
3

0

parish activities
Y.M.C.A., program

private club(s) (please specify the nature of the
activity with which the club(s) is (are) concermed):

commercial enterprises (please specify the nature of
the activity):

other organizations (please specify):

We only visit public parks for outdoor recreation.

C) If there are children or teen-agers in your household, do they
often play or congregate

. on the sidewalk? 1 yes 0 no
. in the street? 1 yes 0 no
. in the back yard? 1l yes 0 no
. In vacant lots near

your home? 1l yes 0 no
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D) Activités de fin de semaine en hiver. Les loisirs de plein

air qui peuvent se pratiquer durant les fins de semaine
en hiver apparaissent dans la liste suivante. En
regardant la liste, encerclez les chiffres qui corres-—
pondent aux activités auxquelles vous avez participé
(ou les autres membres de votre ménage) l'hiver passé.

1 patin sur glace 6 toboggan

2 hockey 7 péche d‘*hiver

3 gki alpin 8 moto-neige

4 gki de fond 9 promenade en auto
5

raquettes 10 étude de la nature
11 autre (précisez):

Maintenant, parmi ces activités, soulignez celle qui
vous intéresse le plus. Si les autres personnes de
votre ménage préférent d'autres choix, soulignez leurs
choix également.

E) Activités de fin de semaine au printemps. Faites encore la
méme chose par rapport & cette liste des activités
disponibles durant le printemps.

1 golfe 10 pique-nique

2 &tude de la nature 11 camping

3 péche & la ligne 12 visite au chalet
4 jardiner 13 canot-automobile
5 promenade & pied 14 canotage

6 promenade 2 bicyclette 15 chaloupe

7 promenade % cheval 16 bateau 2 velle

8 motocyclette 17 cerf-volant

9 promenade en auto 18 autre (précisez):

N'oubliez pas de souligner les activités de choix.
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D) Do you or any other members of your household regularly attend
sports events, whether indoors or outdoors?

1l yes 0 no
If yes, what kind of sports do you go to see, and where?

Kind(s) of sports:

Place(s) seen:

E) Please indicate the times during the day when the members of
your household are most likely to be watching television.

Do not watch television

from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon
from 12:00 noon to 2:00 p.m.

from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.

from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

from 8:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

from 10:00 p.m. to 12:00 midnight

S oWV S~ WD HO

Comments:

F) What is your opinion regarding the quality of outdoor recreation
opportunities in your neighborhood for each of these
age groups?

Quality of Outdoor Recreation
Opportunities . . .

. « o for these don't
age groups: excellent  good fair poor none Xnow

children under 6 yrs. 4 3 2 1 0 X
children 6-12 yrs.
teen-agers 13-18 yrs.
young adults 19-24 yrs.
adults 25-44 yrs.
adults 45-64 yrs.
"senior citizens"

I N
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N
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201



Projet de recherche sur

1'UTILISATION DES PARCS URBAINS

Enquéte aupres des ménages

Le questionnaire est composé de trois parties.
Pour répondre aux questions, vous n'avez qu'a
encercler le chiffre qui correspond ala
réponse correcte ou, s'il y a lieu, 2 écrire
les informations requises sur la ligne réservée

3 cette fin.

13re Partie— LES LOISIRS DE PLEIN AIR

A) Btes-vous parti en vacances l'an dernier (année 1970)7?

1 oui 0 non
Si oui, qu'est-ce que vous avez fait durant

les vacances et & quel endroit les avez-vous passées?
Activité:
Endroit:

B) Etes-vous parti, ou allez-vous partir en vacances cette année-ci

(année 1971)7 1 oui 0 non
Si oui, que faltes-vous cette année et & quel

endroit?
Activité:
Endroit:
Entre quelle et quelle dates étes-vous en vacances
cette année? 5, au
jour mois jour mois

¢) Quelle serait pour vous la vacance idéale?
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G) Specifically, what types of park facilities or recreation
opportunities do you feel to be most lacking in your
community?

H) Please use the following space for any other comments you may
wish to make regarding the use of urban parks in Ottawa-
Hull. |

I) Would you please indicate the approximate level of total income
received and spent by your household as a whole during
the past twelve months?

less than $3,000

between $3,000 and $5,000
between $5,000 and $7,000
between $7,000 and $10,000
between $10,000 and $15,000
over $15,000

UVt~ v O

Before returning the questionnaire, please note the date on which
you completed f£illing it out:

day month

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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UNIVERSITE D'OTTAWA UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA
FACULTE DES ARTS i FACULTY OF ARTS

OTTAWA 2, CANADA

DEPARTEMENT DE GEOGRAPHIE DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY

le 2 aout 1971

Aux résidents d'Ottawa-Hull.

Le but du présent questionnaire est de me fouwrnir
plus de connaissances et de compréhension sur 1'utilisation
des parcs urbains 4'Ottawa-Hull. Les résultats de 1'enquéte
seront compilés dans une thése de doctorat ingscrite & 1'Bcole
des Etudes Supérieures de 1'Université d'Ottawa. I1 va sans
dire que votre participation est treés importante, ainsi, Je
vous invite & remplir le questionnaire.

Votre ménage a &t& choisi au hasard. Ceci fait
que, en participant a 1'enquéte, vous contribuez a ce que
- yotre quartier soit bien représenté dans 1'étude entreprise.

Quand vous aurez complété le présent questionnaire,
veuillez me 1'expédier dans 1'enveloppe affranchie ci-jointe
avant le 16 aout.

Merci 3 1'avance pour votre attention et de votre

précieuse collaboration.

Robert Rugg

(English on reverse side)



UNIVERSITE D'OTTAWA =
FACULTE DES ARTS LRI

OTTAWA 2, CANADA

DEPARTEMENT DE GEOGRAPHIE

19-VIII-1971

Dernidrement vous
avez probablemsnt regu un ques-
tionnaire au sujet de 1l'utili-
gation des parcs urbains 4'Ottawa-
ull.

Jusqu'd maintenant, le
nombre de réponses est trés en-
courageant; toutefois, certains
n'ont pas encore répondu au ques-
tionmnaire. Comme j'attache une
grande importance a votre parti-
cipation, j'aimerais savoir si
vous avez regu un questionnaire;
sinon, il me fera plaisir d'en
expédier un autre. Vous pouvez
obtenir une autre copie simple-
ment en me retournant la présente
lettre.

Stil n'est pas le cas,
je vous demande de comprendre
toute 1l'importance de votre par-
ticipation et de me retourner le
plus t6t possible (pour le ler
septembre? le questionnaire que
vous possédez. Il viendra complé-
ter 1'enquéte déjd entreprise et
les résultats vont constituer une
partie intégrale du rapport ulté-
rieur.

Enfin, si vous avez déja
expédié votre réponse, je regrette
1tinconvénient de ce rappel et je
vous remercie encore une fois de
votre gricieuse collaboration.

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA
FACULTY OF ARTS

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY

. Recently, you pro-
bably received a questionnaire
to be filled out in connection
with my study of the use of
urban park® in Ottawa-Hull.

So far, the results of the
survey have been very encour-
aging, but to date I have not
received your reply.

Needless to say,
your participation is just
as important as that of others
to the success of the suryey.
If you have not already done
so, I hope you will find time
to answer your questionnaire
in the near future (by Sept-
ember 1st).

Meanwhile, if I can
be of assistance in providing
you with another copy of the
questionnaire, let me know by
returning this letter in the
enclosed envelope. You will
receive an additional copy
of the questionnaire by return
mail.

Finally, if you have
already completed and returned
the questionnaire, please
excuse this reminder, and
accept once again my thanks
for your very helpful par-
ticipation.

K gy

Robert Rugg
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DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS
CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF OTTAVWA

-

214 Hopewell Avenue, Ottawa, Ont.

X18 2Z5
PLAYGROUED LEADERS YEEKLY REPORT
 PLAYGROUND WEEK ENDING _ ;
DATLY Mon. Tue. Wed. Thu. Fri. = Sat. Sun. ‘Weekly,
ATTENDANCE total
* o o » o o e s @ * o & s o » o e s o @ i
=P 0 S0 =P 0 = S0 2P0 S p o i s
. 49 . . - -l * % G
= <58 we  ZuR 2¥5 485 <88 <85
Boys
under 13
Girls
wader 13
Boys A e
15 %o 18 | B
Girls . o i
i3 o 18 ?
Adults - : : : : : o N .
Spectators o
& visitors
weather
Handicapped
children

USE OF PLAYGROUND
BQUIPT.ZFACILITIES

ball diamonds _
building | . | S o
wading pool

pasketball cris. o - |
voileyball area ' ' ‘

svings

‘small games
arts & crafts
play balls
“other:
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Column
no.

1-3

9-10
1i-12
13

19

20
21

22

23-25
31~-33

54
35

- 37
38
39
40
A1

296

Park User Data

Variable Range
interview nuxber
park number _ . HcNebb = 1
Anglesea = 2
Agincourt = 3
Hawthorns = 4
day of interview Wed = 1
. Sat = 2
hour of interview 03-20
number in party
itinerary back-and~-forth: 1
mlti-destination: O
length of stay 0-5 minutes:0
) 6-10 " 1
11-i5 ¢ 2
16-20 " 3
21-30 " "4
31-50 " 5
51-75 " 6
76-100 ¢ 7
101-182 "o 8
C 181+ " 9
plan to return later? yes:l
frequency of visits daily:3
weekly:2

"less often:l
lanzvgge in which interview conducted:French 1

distance from respondent's home (in f

card no.
sex

age 65+
45-64

25-44
19-24
13-13

6 -12

age under &

English O
Zagisn

female: o
meies 1
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Park User Data {(cont'd)

Column Variable
no. _
42 respndent
43 immediate family of respondent
44 extended family of respondent
45 friend of respondent
46 other relationship to respondent
47 cn foot
48 bicycle
49 baby carriage
50 other mode of itransportation
51 swimming
52 table games
3 sports
54 swings, slides, etc.
55 walk dog
55 watch children
57 " meet friends

58 other activities
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0031100309011
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0051100=10080
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0101101010020
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6111101110031
0121101210011
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0131101310031
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0141101411041
0161101411041
0141101411041
0151101511011
0161101411021
0161101411021
0171101711011
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0181101111031
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0201102011031
0201102011031
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02211022110703

023110??110]1
0241102412071
0241102412021
0251107212041
025110°512041
0751107512041
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0261102417071
0261102412021

PARK USER SURVEY DATA |
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0271102712011
0281102812011
0?291102912070
0791102012070
0291102012070
0291102912070

. 0291102012070

0791102012070
0291107912070
0301103012021
0301103012021
0311103112021
0311103112021
0321103212051
0321103212051
0321103712051
0321103212051
0321103212051
0331103312051
0331103212051
0331103312051
0331103312051
0331103312051
0341103412021
0341103412021
0351103813041
0351103513041
0351103513041
0351103513041
0361103413021
0361103413071
0371103713061
0371103713041
0371103713041
0371103713041
0381103813011
0391103013011
0401104013021
6401104013021
0411104113041
0411104313041
0411104113041
0411104113041
0421104213021
0421104213021
0431104213071
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0461104213031
0441104413031
0441104413031
0451104513071
0451104513071
0461104413081
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0600
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0AS]
0661
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0791
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Housenold Data

Carda Col.
no. 1no.

Variablie Range

1 1-3 interview number
card no. 1

neighborhood: MclNabb(l), Anglesea
Hawthorne(4)

W O ~3

how spent vacation last year:

10-11 wherz spent vacation last year:

PO O OO~ O

- 1
FBoo-aow

12
i3
14
15
16
i7
18
ig
12 how spent vacation this year
13-14  weere spent vacation thisg year
15-16 nuzmber of days on vacation this ¥y
17 mid~date of vacation: 0

Lol

{2), Agincourt(3),

1 if completed questionnaire in Frenca

no vacetion

touring

covtage

visit relatives
camping

relax, home
water-based activily.
land-based {e.g.,ski)
indoor activities
resort

Canade in general ,NWT

Cttawa

urban Ontario

urban Québec.

raral Ottewa-Hull
region

Georgian Bay area

other rural Oatario

rursl Québec

Meritimses

Western Canada

World in general

New York, New England,
other U.S.

ezst cozst U.S.

interior U.S.

west coast U.S,,Hawail

Caribbean

UQKO
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Housenold Data {cont'd)

Card Col o <7
no.  moO. Variable Range
1 17 © mid-dste of vacation (cont'd) 5 Sept.l-15
7 Oct.-Yov.
18 1 if an oz:—season vacation (Dec.—Anr17)
19-20 how svend ideal vacation; aidltlonal
categories: what we now do 10
chanbe routine 11
exit civiliz. 12
family Hogeth. 13
exit winter . 14
nesd noney 15
21-22 where spend ideal vacation
23-28 winter weekend activities- 1,2,3,6,8,9 on guestionnzire
259-34 favorite winter weekend activities from above 1list
35-46 spring weeﬁenﬂ activities- l,2,§,4,5, ,7,9,10,11,12,14
47-58 favorite svring weekend activivies from cbove 1ist
59-~-T4 summer weekend activities- 1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11,12
14,17,20,21,22
2 13 interview number
4 card numoer 2
7-22  faverite summer weekend activities from zbove 1ist
23-30 autumrm weekend activitios- 1,2 ,D, ,7,8,9,10
31-38 favorite autumm weekend activities from above list
39 1 if attended summer camp last year
40-41 number of days at summer camp this year
42 mid'date of summer camp (vacation date code)
43-52 daytime leisure activities-~ 1,2,4,7.5,10,11,22, 13, 14
1 qvcstlonnair
3-87 equipment variables- 1,2,%,5,6,8,9,11,x2,17,18,
19,20,21,23 on guestionnaire
68-73 parks visited by children in housenoTQ—

park nos. 2,3,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14 on gquestvionnaire

———-—-———..—.-—-—-—-—-——-.——--—.-——.—--—.—.——-__—.—
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Household Data (conttd)
Card Col. T . ’
ble Range
no. no. aria g
3 1-3 interview numper
4 card no. 3
T~12 children accompanied to the park by . . .
(guestionnaire lists 6 possibilities)
13-16 seasons of most frequent visits: winter 13
soring I4
summer 1
. : autum 16
17 FREQUENCY OF CHILDREN'S PARX VISITS
18221 mode of itransportation used beby carriage 1l
A oz foot 1S
bicyclie 20
other 21
22-30 answers to guestion II-3 (opinion of parks
in the neighborhood)
31-34 comments following question II-B
35-43 parks visited by ‘teen-agers in household-
park nos. 1,5,6,7,9,11,13,14,16
44-49 reasons for visiting the park: add 5- unorganized
: sports
6~ skazting, hockey
to guestionnaire choices
50-53% seasons of most frequent visits
54 FREQUENCY OF TEEN PARX VISITS
55-58 mode of transporiation used on foot 55
bicycle 56
bus 57
© car 58
59-62 regional parks- 1,2,5,7
63-66 | seasons of visits to regional parks
67 frequency of visiis 0 regionsl parks
68-71 visits to provincial parks.
T2-73 numbar in household

T4-80 age groups, number in each group, eldest o youngesi



Cerd Col.

315

Household Datz

(cont'd)

Vari o
no. 1o. ariable Range
4 1-3 interview number
4 card no. 4
7-S schools attended public 7
separate 8
university 9
10-15 languages spoken in home Engiish 1
Frinch il
English
and Frenchl?2
Italian i3
other Buropean 14
non-suropean 15
16-30 institutional alternatives: just parixs 0
parish 1
TMCA . 2
golf course 3
tennis clud 4
fishing 5
ete.
31-34 2lternetive play spaces: s»reot zidewalik, etc,
(questlo“nalre Part III-C)
35-38 spectator sports attendance: hockey 35
cas&euball 35
footbell 37
baseball 38
30-45 television viewing hours
46~-52 answers to gquestion III-F (quality of outdoor
recreation opportunities ;n the neighborkeod
5358 gznswers to open-ended question I1I-G:
lack swimming peol 535
¥ tennis courts 54
o community cenire
" leisure park 56
. " Jo-it—yourself
park cpportunities 5
d8n't know what's
lacking 58
59 nousehold income

6C-563

o~

distance of houset

rold from selected park

=\
aJ

55

7



1t
112
113
114
121
hi-d
n23
n24
n31
n32
n33
n3s
nél
042
ns&3
066
051
nS2
053
054
n6l
0e?
ne3
064
n71
72
073
1074
1081
Ing2
1n83
Ings
1091
1092
1093
1094
3101
3102
3103
104
3111
n1le
2113
B114
0121
0127
0123
0124
0131
03137
0133
0334
0141
0147
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Park Beouinment Data

The variable list.for park eguipment data

in Table 3, page 38 of the main study.
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Why are there so often no parks where the people are, and
no people where the parks are? Jane Jacobs' question is takén
up in a micro-geographic study of four local neighborhoods of
metropolitan Ottawa-Hull. Other research contemporary with
this study has shed scme light on guestions cf the denand for
urban playgrounds and the range of after-work and after-school
activities. Two guestions which have received less attention
are the timing and ihtensity of loczl park use, and the broad
policy issue of the portion of demand for parks, playgrounds
and similar areas vhich should be met in maniecipal park systems.
The present study draws some new conclusions with respect to
each of these gquestions, through exenining similarities and
differences in freguencies of park use among each of the four
local neighborhoods.

To control the sample conditions, parks were ‘selected in
each peighborhood which had the same kinds of recreatiocnal
equipment provided. Thus, differences in use of the parks
resulted from neighborhood differences rather than from the
gualities of the parks themselves. In the process of analyzing
the recreational equipment of parks, it became apparent that
the municipal park system of Ottawa, the largest system in the
metropolitan area, could not be said tc e composed of
distinctive park types arranged in a nierarchy.

Two surveys were conducted: a survey of park users, and
a surveyngéfﬁouséiblés'in the ZOnes of influence surrounding
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Abstract p.2

to the‘park declined with distance away from the park in three
of the cases, but not in the fourth case. The household survey
showed that visit rates to all local parks were unaffected by
the distance of the househcld from the selected park.

Among the veriables which did sigqificantly affect the
park visit rates of households were the number of children in
the household and certain key aspects of their leisure habits:
whether they owned 2 baceball znd bat, whether they participated
in neighborhood games such as hide-and-go-seek, whether they
watcred television from 4:00 to 6:00 in the afternoon, and whether
they weat camping on suzmer weekends., Conventional socio-eccnomic
variables 3id not appear to influence park visit rates, except
'iﬁaﬁong teen~agers, WRO Vere mOTre likely to visit parks if they
attended public rather than sepzrate schools. Nevertheless,
separate analyses of each of the four neighborhood}samples showed
significant differences in park visiting behavioer from one neigh-
borhood to another, déifferences that could not be accounted for
by individual household cherzcteristics, and therefore seemed
related rather to broadsr cultural pattérns znd land-use charac-
teristics of each neighborhood. Statistical models to explain

park visit freguencies, based on the housenold survey results.

3

2

explained 60 percent of the variznce found in the park visit

¥

substentially higher explanation

was achieved in each neighborhood considered individually. In no
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caee was income significantly related to local park visits.
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Lpproximately cne-half of respondent households made no
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use of lccal parks at 21l. Only between two and
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