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11. Satisfaction with Leisure Activities

by Dick A. Francken, W. Fred van Raaij,
and Theo M. M. Verhallen

Summary:
The objective of this study is to explain leisure satisfaction as determined
by the perceived discrepancy between the actual and desired situation, and
the internal and external barriers that block the attainment of the desired
situation. Data from 176 households on eleven leisure activities are the base
for this study. Optimism of outlook proves to be higher for the high satis-
faction group than for the medium and low satisfaction groups. The high
satisfaction group is also characterized by the lack of a perceived discre-
pancy between the actual and desired situation regarding their leisure activi-
ties. No internal or external barriers block the high satisfaction group to
reach the desired situation. These respondents seem to perceive their leisure
activities to be under their own volitional control.
The other groups show a different pattern. The low satisfaction group seems
to be the victim of their own habits and inclinations. They want to reduce
the time spent on some leisure activities but they are not able to control
their own situation and to alter their habits. The medium satisfaction group
feels the external constraints of time, money, or circumstances blocking
their wish to spend more time on (some) leisure activities. They control
their leisure activities only within situational boundaries.
The results of the breakdown and discriminant analysis show that internal
barriers create more dissatisfaction than do external. Or, dissatisfied con-
sumers report more internal than external constraints.
Leisure dissatisfaction is not evenly distributed over the three socio-econo-
mic levels. Respondents of the middle socio-economic level report most
dissatisfaction. Respondents of the low socio-economic level are more
extreme in their reports; they have the lowest frequency of medium satis-
faction scores. The relationship between leisure satisfaction and socio-eco-
nomic level ist not completely clear and deserves further study.

1. Introduction
Consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction are of great concern to both con-
sumer researchers and institutions representing the consumer interest. The
goal of consumer policy is the prevention of consumer dissatisfaction and
complaints and change in the marketing practices that arouse dissatisfaction.
However, consumer satisfaction is a relative index that mainly depends on
the expectations and aspirations of the consumers concerned. It also depends
on consumption levels in the past of the consumer himself and on the con-
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sumption levels of relevant others, with which a consumer wants to compare
himself.
Easterlin (1974) found that a positive association exists between "happi-
ness" and income within a country. Between countries, however, no posi-
tive association could be found. This may mean that within countries, people
compare themselves with (sectors of) their fellow-countrymen. They feel
happy when they discover a positive income difference with relevant others
(reference groups) and unhappy when they are confronted with a negative
income difference. This confirms the relative income hypothesis as proposed
by Duesenberry (1952). Between countries, however, people in one
country do not use the other country as a comparison standard. So it may
happen that, on the average, Cubans are as happy as U. S.-citizens, while the
Cuban real GNP per head is only one-fifth of the U. S. real GNP per head.
Similarly, consumer satisfaction indices across countries seem a meaning-
less comparison of the state of consumer affairs in those countries. While
the economic and, in particular, the market structures differ across coun-
tries and consumer expenditures and consumption levels vary considerably,
consumer satisfaction indices may show no significant differences. Within
countries we may find a positive association between consumer satisfaction
and socio-demographic variables such as income and education.
This may give indications for consumer protection policy, as to where the
major dissatisfaction is located. However, as an indication of improvement
after the establishment of consumer protection measures, it seems to be
an unreliable indicator.
Consumer (dis)satisfaction is commonly defined as the discrepancy between
expectation and actual situation. An expectation of product performance
may have been built up based on advertising claims. A product which fails
to fulfill expectations gives rise to dissatisfaction, due to either the exagger-
ates advertising claims or the deficiency, of the product itself. A measure
of consumer satisfaction with regard to a specific product, brand, or type
may be useful for marketing purposes to increase specific consumer satis-
faction. Another discrepancy between expectation and actual situation is
related to reference groups, with which we compare ourselves. Consumers
may feel satisfied as a result of their relative overprivileged position or un-
satisfied because they experience relative deprivation. If they compare them-
selves with next-higher status reference groups, consumers may continually
feel dissatisfied, except, maybe, after an improvement in consumption level
before a new, higher-status reference group has been adopted. Improvement
of consumption level has a short-term positive effect on consumer satis-
faction, both because we have not yet adopted a new reference level, and
because the past consumption level is still vivid in the memory.
Olander (1977a) argues convincing by that "measures of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction are almost unusable as a basis for setting priorities in public
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consumer policy". Consumer satisfaction may not only indicate a good
market system that satisfies consumer needs and wants but may also be a
sign of consumer resignation and the lack of confidence that the situation
may and can improve.
Consumer dissatisfaction, similarly, may indicate a bad market system that
does not satisfy consumer needs and wants, but may also be the starting
point for improvement, when consumers no longer accept the present prac-
tices of businessmen and the unacceptable poor quality of products and
services. This state is called "creative dissatisfaction".
The objective of this paper is to explain the satisfaction measure, not as
an absolute index but as determined by the perceived discrepancy between
the actual and desired situation and the internal and external barriers that
block the attainment of the desired sutuation. Leisure activities are the area
of interest in this study, and empirical data on time spent on leisure acti-
vities are employed to demonstrate the explanatory variables that determine
leisure satisfaction.

2. Measurement of satisfaction
Consumer dissatisfaction basically arises when a discrepancy between desired
and actual situation is encountered. Several ways are open to reduce the
discrepancy. First, one may cognitively reduce the importance of the area
in which the discrepancy is encountered. Second, one may reduce one's
desires and wants, making the desired situation more similar to the actual
one. A reduction in aspiration level may accompany this mechanism. Third,
one may try to overcome the constraints of barriers that prevent the situation
developing in the desired direction. An analysis of these barriers may show,
where the consumer experiences problems in reaching the desired situation
and becoming more satisfied. The barriers are internal or external to the
consumer. Internal barriers are personal capacities, abilities, knowledge, and
interest that inhibit reaching the desired state. External barriers are the con-
sumer circumstances, lack of money, lack of time, geographical distance,
lack of transportation means, family circumstances, lack of facilities that
block paths to the desired situation.
A distinction that can be made within internal barriers is between capacity
and interest barriers. Internal capacity barriers refer to knowledge, age, and
physical constraints (stamina); internal interest barriers refer to need, interest,
concern for health and personal development.
In order to validate the barrier measures, we have to measure consumer
satisfaction as a dependent variable. However, a simple rating will not do the
job, for reasons mentioned above. In this study, we employed Cantri l ' s
(1965) self-anchoring striving scale. A person is asked to define, on the
basis of his own perception, the two extremes or anchoring points of the
scale. He is asked to define the top and the bottom of the scale. The top of
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the scale is the "most ideal" situation, as defined by the respondent himself.
We also ask how probable it is that these extreme situations will become a
reality. Then, after the respondent has defined the top and the bottom of
his scale, scoring a "10" and a "1" respectively, he is requested to rate his
present position on this 10-point scale. This satisfaction measure is still a
relative measure and cannot be used to compare consumer groups, but it
can serve as a useful criterion variable when one is trying to analyze the
determinants of leisure satisfaction.

2.1 Sample
In a panel study of 176 household in the city of Breda (The Netherlands),
as part of a study of information processing and decision making with regard
to vacation and leisure, a number of questions were asked regarding their
leisure activities. The 176 households were selected from 1971 Census data,
updated to 1977 for the city of Breda by the municipal Sociographic Bureau.
The information related to leisure activities was collected in the second phase
(April, 1978) of the panel study.
The panel consisted of household from three socio-economic levels and
corresponding neighborhoods in Breda. 58 Households were drawn from a
low socio-economic level neighborhood (Haagpoort — Tuinzigt); 54 house-
holds from a middle socio-economic level neighborhood (Brabantpark); and
64 households from a high socio-economic level neighborhood (IJpelaar).
To compare the three socio-economic levels, Table 1 gives the distributions
of sex, age, education, and household income of the three groups.
Note that the average age of the middle socio-economic level is higher than
that of the other levels. Education and income are distributed as expected.
A positive correlation exists between these variables and the socio-economic
level.

r""

Table 1 Sociodemographic characteristics of the three Socio-economic levels

socio-economic levels
low middle high

sex;
male
female

(1) 44.6%
(2) 55.4%

age:
< 25 (54-60

25- 34 (44-53
35- 44 34-43
45- 54
55- 65

> 65

24-33
14-23

r 2-13

5.3%
22.8 %
25.8 %
1 7.9 %
18.6%
9.6%

42.4 %
57.6%

6.8 %
13.6%
13.6%
30.6 %
23.8 %
11.6%

45.6 %
54.4 %

6.5%
20.3 %
23.8 %
23.8 %
22.7%
11.4%
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education:
lower 1- 3) 82.0 %
middle 4) 6.8%
higher 5-8) 11.2%

income:
lower 2- 4
middle 5 — 6
higher 7-9
missing

41.9%
35.2%
17.5%
5.4%

44.1 %
27.1 %
28.8%

20.4 %
37.3%
40.6 %

1.7%

19.0%
26.6 %
54.4 %

8.9%
17.7%
77.1 %
6.3%

N. B. The coding of the variables is shown between parentheses. For "age"
the years of birth are given.

2.2 Leisure activities
The first question asks for the number of hours per week the respondents
spend on eleven leisure activities. This is a self-report of the respondent.
Table 2 gives the average number of hours spent on each activity for the
three socio-economic levels. Note that the activities on which people spend
most time are watching TV and relaxing at home. This is found for all three
socio-economic levels, although respondents of the high socio-economic
level spend significantly less time on viewing TV. Activities with intermediate
time expenditure are recreation sports, hobbies, home and car repair, gar-
dening, visiting friends. Respondents of low socio-economic level spend more
time on car and home repair/gardening but less time on visiting friends, a
bar, or the movies. Little time is expended on competition sports, visiting a
theater — concert — museum, and social work. Interestingly, respondets
of a low socio-economic level report a higher total number of hours spent
on the eleven activities.

2.3 Questionnaire
After giving the number of hours spent on eleven leisure activities, the respon-
dents indicate how much more or less time they want to spend on each of
the eleven activities. This has been measured on a 5-point scale (much more
time, more time, precisely right, less time, much less time). A considerable
number of respondents want to spend more time on recreation sports (43 %),
hobbies (35 %), visiting a theater, concert, or museum (35 %), relaxing at
home (26 %), recreation (24 %), and competition sports (21 %). Respondents
want to spend less time on viewing TV (15 %), especially those who already
spend three hours or more on this activity.

We postulate that respondent who want to spend more or less time on a
leisure activity experience dissatisfaction, especially when barriers or con-
straints block spending the desired number of hours on a leisure activity.
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For each of the activities for which the respondent gives an answer not in
the "precisely right" category, a third question was asked about the reasons
(constraints, barriers) why the respondent spends too little or too much time.
Fifteen barriers were presented but the respondents were free to indicate
other constraints. Table 3 gives the frequently mentioned barriers.

Table 2 Average number of hours per week spent on eleven activities for
three socio-economic levels

socio-economic level
Activities low middle high

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10

11

competition sports
(football, hockey, tennis,
sailing, etc.)

mental sports
(chess, bridge, puzzles, etc.)

repair of home, car; gardening

hobbies (models, weaving,
music, pottery)

recreation sports (hiking,
biking, jogging, swimming,
etc.)
relaxing at home (reading,
listening to music)

watching TV

visiting a theater, concert,
museum

visiting friends, a bar,
the movies

.recreation (day trips, visit-
ing a recreational area or
park)

.social work (church,
school, political, party)

total

.49

2.02

3.88

4.30

4.75

6.35

14.75

.05

1.75

2.30

.98

41.62
(N = 58)

.74

1.69

1.98

4.04

3.98

6.52

11.85

.30

3.81

1.43

1.50

37.84
N = 54)

.33

2.26

2.76

4.56

4.97

6.92

8.00

.78

3.78

1.08

1.86

37.30
(N = 64)
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The self-anchoring scale starts with a description, requested from the respond-
ent, of how he perceives the ideal kind of leisure, and how likely it is, in
his opinion, that this ideal will become a reality. Similarly, the next question
is on the kind of leisure furthest from the ideal and the likelihood of attaining
that state. The likelihood scales have five positions (very likely to very un-
likely). The most kind of leisure gets the rating "10" and the kind of leisure
furthest from the ideal the rating "1". The respondent rates his present level
of leisure on this self-anchored 10-point scale. This resembles a school grading
scale with which the respondents are familiar, where "4" means unsatis-
factory, "5" means doubious, and "6" means satisfactory.

Table 3 Barriers/Reasons for spending too much or too little time on an
activity

1A Internal capacity barriers
not enough knowledge
difficult to learn
too old
too young
unsuitable activity

2A External barriers
no facilities in the neighborhood
too far away from home
family and social constraints
feelings of necessity, obligation
bad weather

1B Internal interest barriers
no need, desire, or interest
boring activity
(not) good for my health
(not) good for my education/de-
velopment

2B Time and money barriers
not enough time
not enough money
does not possess the necessary
equipment

Figure 1

expectations:
optimistic pessimistic

satisfaction

negative

positive

creative true
dissatisfaction dissatisfaction

true
satisfaction

resignation
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2A Optimism and pessimism
Optimism and pessimism of outlook and expectation may bear a relation
to the current evaluation of one's own satisfaction. Creative dissatisfaction
is the combination of a low satisfaction score together with a high probabi-
lity of reaching the most ideal type of leisure (optimism). Resignation may be
the combination of a moderately high satisfaction score together with a high
probability of reaching the type of leisure furthest from the ideal (pessi-
mism). The more reliable satisfaction scores are the combinations of low
satisfaction and pessimism; and high satisfaction and optimism. Four pos-
sibilities emerge from the above discussion and are presented in Figure 1.
Olander (1977b) has already given these four possibilities as an argument
that simple satisfaction may be an unreliable index for consumer protection
policy. In order to determine whether the four groups of Figure 1 can be
distinguished Table 4 gives the relationship between the self-anchored satis-
faction scores and the optimism and pessimism scores, the probability re-
spectively that the ideal situation and the situation furthest from the ideal
be reached.

Table 4 Satisfaction rating and optimism I pessimism (satisfaction rating 7
omitted; cell entries are proportions of N = 64, N = 54, andN = 58,
respectively),

A. High socio-economic level (H):
satisfaction optimism pessimism

negative (1—6) .16 .14
positive (8-10) .27 .09 N = 64

B. Middle socio-economic level (M):
satisfaction optimism pessimism _________

negative (1-6) .09 .26
positive (8-10) .17 .20 N = 54

C. Low socio-economic Level (L):
satisfaction optimism pessimism _____

negative (1-6) .12 .17
positive (8-10) .19 .12 N = 58

Respondents who perceive it likely or very likely that the ideal kind of
leisure will become a reality are labeled under "optimism1'and respond-
ents who perceive it unlikely under "pessimism". From Table 4 we may
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conclude that true satisfaction (optimism plus positive satisfaction rating)
IS higher for group H (high socio-economic level): a proportion of .27 as
compared with .17 and .19 for the other groups. True dissatisfaction (pes-
simism plus negative satisfaction rating) is higher for group M (middle socio-
economic level): a proportion of .26 as compared with .14 and .17 for the
other groups.
Resignation (pessimism plus positive satisfaction rating) is also higher for
group M: a proportion of .20 as compared with .09 and .12 for the other
groups.
Creative dissatisfaction (optimism plus negative satisfaction rating) is higher
for group H: a proportion of .16 as compared with .09 and .12 of the other
groups.
A result not expected are the high true dissatisfaction and resignation propor-
tions in group M, both porportions considerably higher than in group L.
Group H seems to be the "better-off" group with higher proportions of
creative dissatisfaction and true satisfaction.
We compute the ratio of true satisfaction and total positive satisfaction.
This ratio for groups H, M, and L is respectively: .75, .46, and .61. This
means that 25 %, 54 %, and 39 % of the reported satisfaction can be attri-
buted to a resignation effect. The ratio of true dissatisfaction and total
negative satisfaction is .47, .74, and .59 for groups H, M, and L, respecti-
vely. This means that 53 %, 26 %, and 61 % of the reported dissatisfaction
can be attributed to a creative dissatisfaction effect.

2.5 Breakdoum Analysis
In order to locate groups with high or low satisfaction ratins, the data of
171 respondents of the sample of N = 176 are broken down into subgroups.
Figures 2a und 2b give the total breakdown patterns. The first split separates
the respondents who think that the ideal kind of leisure will become a reality
(N = 18; optimism; response categories: very likely/likely) from those that
do not think so (N = 90; pessimism; response categories: maybe/unlikely/
very likely). The average satisfaction rating of the former group is X - 7.4
and of the latter group X = 6.7.
A second split (Figure 2a) separates two groups: those who want to spend
more time on three or more of the eleven leisure activities (++) and those
who mention two times or less the wish to spend more time on leisure acti-
vities (+). Another second split (Figure 2b) separates two other groups.-
those who want to spend less time on leisure activities for one or more of
the eleven activities (——) and those who do not mention the wish to spend
less time on any leisure activity (—). We observe that the ++ and —— groups
report a lower average satisfaction rating than the + and ) groups. Dissatis-
faction arises when the actual state deviates more from the desired state.
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Figure 2a Breakdoum Pattern of sample. Leisure satisfaction is the depend-
ent variable. The third row refers to the wish to spend much more
(++) or more (+) time on leisure activities. The fourth and fifth
row refer to the presence (+) or absence (—) of internal and
external barriers.

internal

N=24

X=6.3

N=14

X=6.6

internal

N=l l N=4

7=6.2 fX=7

41

.2

exte
N=37

Tnal
N=0

external

N=35 J N = 3

X=6.3 |X=7.0
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Figure 2b Breakdown* Pattern of sample. Leisure satisfaction is the depend-
ent. The third row refers to the wish to spend less (*~ —) or equal
f_J time on leisure activities. The fourth and fifth row refer to
the presence (+) or absence (—) of internal and external barriers.

iN-171

pessimism

N = 81

X=7.4

N = 15

x=e>.7
N = 66

X = 7.b

N-20

X = b.4

N = 70

X = 6.8

internal
N=14

X=6.2
N=6
)C=6.8

internal
N=21

X = 6 2
N=49

X = 7.1

external
N*14
X = 6 4

N=l
X=10,0
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The third split is performed for the internal and the external barriers. We
observe an interesting pattern. In seven of the eight cases, the absence of
internal barriers corresponds with a higher satisfaction rating. In six of the
seven cases, the absence of external barriers corresponds with a higher satis-
faction rating. High satisfaction groups are characterized by the absence of
external and/or internal barriers, small deviation of desired state of leisure
activities from actual situation, and an optimistic outlook. Low satisfaction
groups are characterized by the presence of external and/or internal barriers,
and a pessimistic outlook.

2.6 Discriminant Analysis
In order to validate the results of the breakdown analysis, a three-group
discriminant analysis has been performed. The three groups are the low
satisfaction (rating 1 throught 6), medium satisfaction (rating 7), and high
satisfaction (rating 8 through 10) groups. These three groups consist of
N = 50, N = 55, and N = 55 respondents, respectively. The discriminant
analysis employs a direct method, selecting variables that contribute to
discrimination between the three groups. The predictor variables included
are: (1) sex, (2) age, (3) education, (4) income, (5) occupational status of
the respondent, and (6) optimism — pessimism rating, similar to the first
split in Figures 2a und 2b.
The respondents are clustered, on the basis of time spent on leisure activities,
into five groups: (7) passive leisure, (8) competition sports, (9) social work,
(10) solitary activities, and (11) recreation. Dummy variables are included
in the predictor set, indicating whether a respondent belongs to one of these
five clusters. Four dummy variables with a 0/1 coding are sufficient to
classify all respondents, because respondents cannot belong to more than
one cluster. Further predictor variables are (1) the degree of desire to spend
more time on leisure activities, (13) the degree of desire to spend less time
on leisure activities, (14) the presence of absence of internal barriers, and
(15) the presence or absence of external barriers. Table 5 gives the univariate
F ratios of the predictor variables.
From this table we note that six predictor variables are significant at p < 10.
The F ratio of the other variables is insuficient for further computation to
include them in the predictor set.

130



Table 5 Group means and F ratios for the predictor variables.

Predictor
variable

( l)sex
( 2) age
( 3) education
( 4) income
( 5) occupation
( 6) optimism —

pessimism
( 7) passive

leisure
( 8) competition

sports
( 9) social work
(10) solitary

activities
(11) recreation
(12) spend more

time
(13) spend less

time
(14) internal

barriers
(15) external

barriers

F -ratio

.73
5.38 (a)

.13

.80

.00

2.84 (c)

.22

.04
—

.62

.28

5.44 (a)

3.22 (b)

3.07 (b)

2.80 (c)

Group 1
Low
satisfaction

1.66
35.5
4.12
6.32
5.36

1.62

.20

.32
—

1.12
1.20

1.50

1.72

1.56

1.22

Group 2
medium
satisfaction

1.55
34.0

3.96
5.95
5.33

1.56

.d

.33
-

.80
1.00

1.44

1.82

1.64

1.20

Group 3
high
satisfaction

1.58
27.3

3.96
6.40
r .M

1.40

.25

.29
—

.80

.91

1.73

1.91

1.78

1.38

N = 50 N = 55 = 55

F- io (2; 157) = 2.35
F-os (2; 157) = 3.05
F-oi (2; 157) = 4.73

(a) significant at p < .01
(b) significant at p < .05
(c) significant at p < .10
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The major variables that predict leisure satisfaction are, in order of impor-
tance: the wish to spend more time on leisure activities; age; the wish to
spend less time on leisure activities; internal barriers; an optimistic outlook;
and external barriers. The results of the discriminant analysis are displayed
in Figure 3. Two discriminant functions form the axes, explaining 82 % and
18 % of the variance. Centroids of the three groups are also shown in Figure
3. The high satisfaction group (Group 3) is characterized by a higher age,
and a higher optimism score. This group does not wish to spend more or
less time on leisure activities and does not perceive external or internal
barriers to reaching the desired level of activities. The low satisfaction group
(Group 1) is characterized by a lower age; and a lower optimism score. This
group wishes to spend less time on some leisure activities but perceives in-
ternal barriers to reaching this goal* The medium satisfaction group (Group
2) also has a lower age and optimism but not as low as Group 1. This group
wishes to spend more time on leisure activities, but perceives external bar-
riers to reaching this goal.

Figure 3. Graphic display of discriminant analysis resulte

Group 3
(high sat is I.« lion)
0 -.3

age
optimism

wish to spend
less timr

internal
barriei s A

0 Group 2
(medium satisfaction)

external
barriers

wish to spend more time
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Jhc presence of external barriers coincides with the wish to spend more time
j»n leisure activities, whereas the presence of internal barriers coincides with

c wish to spend less time on leisure activities. Thus, external barriers seem
to block the wish to spend more time, whereas internal barriers seem to block

c wish to spend less time. Time, money, circumstances and the absence of
facilities limit people's leisure activities to developing in the desired direction
|Group 2). Similarly, internal interest and capacity barriers inhibit a reduc-
tion of time spent on leisure activities. Habit formation, addiction, or lack
of self-control seem to be the internal factors that contribute to the mainte-
nance of an undesirable situation of spending too much time on certain
leisure activities (e. g. TV viewing), especially for Group 1.
From this analysis, we may conclude that leisure satisfaction is high for
consumers of a relatively higher age (See Table 5 and Table 1) and more
optimistic outlook. They do not perceive a discrepancy between their actual
and desired number of hours spent on leisure activities. Consumers with low
leisure satisfaction have a lower age and a pessimistic outlook. They perceive
internal barriers that block them from spending less time on some leisure
activities. Consumers with medium leisure satisfaction perceive external
barriers (time, money, circumstances) that block them from spending more
time on some leisure activities.
Employing these six predictor variables, how succesfully can we classify ihe
respondents into the three groups of low, medium, and high satisfaction?
Assigning respondents at random to three groups of equal size leads to a
correct classification of 33.3 %. The discriminant analysis provides 50.6 %
correct classifications. Table 6 gives the classification results.

Table 6 Classification of respondents in three satisfaction level groups

Predicted:
Actual: Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 N

Group 1 (low satisfaction) 25
(50 %)

Group 2 (medium satisfaction) 19
(34.5 %)

Group 3 (high satisfaction 1 1
(20 %)

14
(28 %)

21
(38.2 %)

9
(16.4%)

11
(22 %)

15
(27.3 %)

35
(63.6 %)

50

55

55

160

The percentage of correct classification is higher for Group 1 and Group 3,
respectively, 50 % und 63.6 %. Leaving out the more ambiguous medium
satisfaction group (Group 2), the percentage of correct classification increases
to 73.2 %, compared with a random assignment of 50 %.
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