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A B S T R A C T

This study analyzes whether the relationship between serious leisure and recreation specialization differs for
federated sportspeople with and without physical disabilities. Sportspeople with and without physical disabilities
in the Basque Country (Spain) (n ¼ 370) completed a questionnaire assessing the component dimensions of two
constructs, “serious leisure” and “recreation specialization”. The Serious Leisure Inventory and Measure (SLIM)
and the Recreation Specialization Index (RSI) were used in the analysis. Results showed an association between
these concepts in competitive sports in both samples. However, the magnitudes of association between the total of
both concepts were higher in the group with physical disabilities. Regarding perceptions about their sports
practice, the group without physical disabilities showed higher levels of specialization but there were no sub-
stantial differences between their levels of serious leisure participation. In conclusion, seriousness and speciali-
zation were found to be key issues for sportspeople's practice of leisure, regardless of their physical condition.
1. Introduction

The theoretical concepts “serious leisure” and “recreation speciali-
zation” have emerged in contemporary research in social sciences in
recent decades. They have focused on complex leisure activities which
significantly influence different aspects of people's lives (Liu, 2012).
These activities require a combination of abilities, knowledge, and
experience (Lee and Scott, 2013) to explore their various, highly inter-
related facets in a fulfilling way (Stebbins, 2005). “Serious leisure is the
systematic pursuit of an amateur, hobbyist, or volunteer core activity that
is highly substantial, interesting, and fulfilling and where, in the typical
case, participants find a career in acquiring and expressing a combination
of its special skills, knowledge, and experience” (Stebbins, 1992, p. 3).

A greater involvement with and commitment to the discipline often
leads toward a greater level of specialization, together with improvement
and a better understanding (Stebbins, 1992) of the perceived benefits
derived from the practice (Cheng and Tsaur, 2012). The adjective
‘serious’ relates to qualities such as ‘sincerity, importance, or care’
(Elkington and Stebbins, 2014). In this type of leisure activity, a specific
relationship is established between the person and the activity which
shows how important and central leisure practices can become for
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people. Serious leisure is defined by six characteristics or qualities
(Elkington and Stebbins, 2014; Stebbins 2001, 2007): (a) perseverance,
(b) personal effort, (c) unique ethos, (d) leisure career, (e) durable ben-
efits, and (f) identification with the pursuit (see Table 2 for a description
of each quality). These qualities distinguish serious leisure practices from
other activities. As Stebbins (2008) suggested, all these qualities must be
examined when studying any leisure activity, as it is not always apparent
whether an activity is a serious leisure activity.

Recreation specialization (Bryan, 1977) is a construct that describes
the variation in experiences, aspiration, commitment, relationships,
and/or economic investment related to a leisure practice, segmenting
participants into differentiated groups (Salz et al., 2001) within the same
leisure practice (Jett et al., 2009). Recreation specialization is a contin-
uum of behavior ranging from the general to the particular which is re-
flected in the equipment used and skills developed through a particular
leisure practice. Participants are located on a continuum that ranges from
the minimum interest in participation to the maximum specialization and
high involvement in recreational practice (Bryan, 1977). Each level of
specialization involves particular behaviors and equipment (Bryan,
2000). People progress through different stages of development,
engaging in increasingly specialized behaviors and changing their types
bruary 2021
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of engagement with recreational activities. In this respect, specialized
people have different needs than beginners. As the level of specialization
increases, participants become more exclusive in their preferences and
more dependent on their leisure practice (Weekley, 2002).

Specialization is part of the process of engaging in higher levels
serious leisure (Stebbins, 2005, 2007, 2012); in consequence, the theory
of specialization contributes to the understanding of the construct
“serious leisure” (Scott, 2012). When participants engage in any leisure
activity, through continued participation, they will gain a high level of
skills, knowledge, and experience, namely, higher levels of serious lei-
sure that lead to a more advanced level of recreation specialization
(Tsaur and Liang, 2008).

Several studies have found an association between the two con-
structs when analyzing them together in the context of various leisure
practices (Lee and Scott, 2013; Tsaur and Liang, 2008; Yang, 2011).
Some authors have shown this complementarity in specific sports
practices such as volleyball and softball (Liu et al., 2013; Liu, 2012),
motorcycling (Cheng and Shih, 2013), scuba diving (Liu et al., 2012),
and tennis (Tsai, 2018).

Given the level of social and psychological benefits provided by sports
(Chalip et al., 1984; Eime et al., 2013; Kang et al., 2017), previous studies
have investigated various sports practices in specific demographics and
used the serious leisure framework to apply to people with physical
disabilities (Hutzler et al., 2016), women (Kang et al., 2017), and elderly
individuals (Park et al., 2016). The specialization framework itself has
been employed on people with disabilities (Freudenberg and Arlinghaus,
2009), women (Nourbakhsh, 2008), and elderly individuals (Ricciardo,
2004). However, no relevant studies have been conducted on these two
constructs regarding sports practices and comparing different social
groups. This study analyzes the component dimensions of both constructs
for two social groups, and the results were then used to identify
Table 1. Characterization variables of sportspeople with physical disabilities (Gd) an

Total Gd

N n

Gender Male 254 11

Female 116 19

Age Between 16 and 20 years old 95 9

Between 21 and 25 years old 87 8

Between 26 and 30 years old 52 9

More than 31 years old 125 10

Level of education Without formal education 23 21

Primary education 22 20

General certificate education 64 23

Vocational education 94 40

Bachelor's degree 150 20

Master's degree/doctorate 8 5

Employment status Pre/retired 23 20

Disability pension 26 26

Unemployed 29 11

Student 156 11

Employed 123 57

Sport type Individual 96 50

Team 219 34

Individual/doubles 55 54

Duration of practice �4 years 95 59

>4 years 269 73

Frequency of practice <4 h/week 83 54

�4 h/week 280 77

X2 ¼ Chi-squared; p ¼ significance value.
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differences between the groups in terms of seriousness and specialization
in sports practice.

This study analyzes whether the relationship between serious leisure
and specialization differs for sportspeople who are members of a feder-
ation with and without physical disabilities. The hypotheses to be tested
are: (H1) A positive relationship exists between serious leisure and rec-
reation specialization, and this relationship will be stronger among the
group of sportspeople with physical disabilities. (H2) The group with
physical disabilities will show higher levels of both serious leisure and
specialization regarding sports practice after controlling for the effects of
demographic differences between the groups.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Participants

The study population included amateur sports federation members
living in the Basque Country (Spain). This was aimed at including
sportspeople with and without physical disabilities for comparison pur-
poses. The sample was composed of 370 sportspeople, 138 of whom had
physical disabilities (Gd) and 232 of whom did not have any disabilities
(Gn). Table 1 contains a description of the sample.
2.2. Study design

Researchers contacted university sports clubs to recruit sportspeople
without disabilities. Some sportspeople were also contacted directly. In
both cases convenience-based sampling was used. In order to identify
sportspeople with a physical disability, contact was initially made with
the relevant disabled sports federations, which in turn enabled re-
searchers to reach both club members and sportspeople competing un-
attached, thus accessing the study universe for the specified geographical
d without physical disabilities (Gn).

Gn χ2 p

% n %

9 86.2 135 58.2 31.62 <.001

13.8 97 41.8

7.1 86 37.1 174.21 <.001

6.3 79 34.1

7.1 43 18.5

1 79.5 24 10.3

15.9 2 0.9

15.2 2 0.9 97.26 <.001

17.4 41 17.7

30.3 54 23.3

15.2 130 56.0

3.8 3 1.3

15.2 3 1.3 136.18 <.001

19.7 0 0.0

8.3 18 7.8

8.3 145 62.5

45.6 66 28.4

36.2 46 19.8 140.54 <.001

24.6 185 79.7

39.1 1 0.4

44.7 36 15.5 37.14 <.001

55.3 196 84.5

41.2 29 12.5 39.16 <.001

58.8 203 87.5
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area. Literature suggests that sportspeople with physical disabilities have
a higher motivation to play sports and a greater commitment to serious
leisure, including an enhanced identity and a sense of freedom, power,
and confidence (Jessup et al., 2010). In both groups, participants were
members of a sports federation. Contact with them was made in
2015–2016 (either in person or by email). The studies involving human
participants were reviewed and approved by Ethics Committee of the
University of Deusto. For this study, written informed consent was ob-
tained from the participants in compliance with the principles in the
Declaration of Helsinki. Participants were provided with information
about the characteristics and objectives of the study and the confidential
treatment of their data. Parental consent was obtained for participants
aged <18 years. Participants were then asked to answer a questionnaire.
This could be in either paper or online format. In the case of Gd, this could
not be done on paper because of mobility problems, and a paper format
was only used for Gn. They were also informed that they could withdraw
from the study whenever they wanted. Data collection was performed
over an 8-month period.

Nobody was rejected for the study, but some responses were dis-
carded because of incomplete data that would have precluded mean-
ingful statistical analyses in 11 cases (4.7% of all contacted participants).
Table 2. Serious leisure characteristics and dimensions evaluated by the SLIM.

Serious leisure
characteristic

Dimension Description

Perseverance Perseverance The need to per
pursuit of a goa

Personal effort Effort Based on acquir

Leisure career Progress This reflects a co
skills, knowledg

Contingencies This reflects a se
special continge
achievement or

Durable benefits Enrichment The process of i
resources.

Actualization The full use and
and potential in

Expression- abilities Expressing skills
from serious par

Expression individual The expression o

Image An individual's

Satisfaction The act of satisf
profound and de

Enjoyment The act of satisf
enjoyable and fu

Re-creation The process of r
through serious

Financial return The pursuer rec
expertise resulti

Social attraction Participation in,
social world.

Group accomplishment The participant
needed and bein
efforts to accom

Group maintenance The participant
needed and bein
the serious leisu
develop and tha

Unique ethos Unique ethos The existence of
sentiments that
leisure social wo

Identity Identity A distinguishing
with a pursuit.

α ¼ Internal consistency, Cronbach's alpha.
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2.3. Instruments

An ad hoc questionnaire was designed which included sociodemo-
graphic identification variables (age, sex, studies, employment status,
and presence or absence of physical disability) and sports activity (type of
sport, duration of practice, and frequency). Additionally, two standard-
ized tools were used in the evaluation of leisure-related variables.

2.3.1. Serious leisure
This construct was evaluated and measured using the Serious Leisure

Inventory and Measure (SLIM) (Gould et al., 2008). This tool consists of
18 ‘dimensions’ derived from the six distinguishing ‘characteristics’ of
serious leisure (see Table 2). Each dimension is in turn composed of three
items. The items are formulated on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1,
meaning “totally disagree” to 5, meaning “totally agree”). A higher score
indicates higher levels of serious leisure. Based on the 18 dimensions, the
leading author of the instrument (Gould et al., 2011) derived two com-
posite indexes called the ‘measure’ and ‘inventory’. The measure index
combines six of the dimensions: perseverance, effort, progress and con-
tingencies, unique ethos and identification; reflecting, from them, the
different levels of seriousness that can be manifested by the population.
The inventory index combines the 12 durable benefits dimensions (see
α

severe through adversity in the serious
l-directed behavior over time.

.79

ing knowledge, training or skill. .76

ntinuum of changing patterns related to
e and ability.

.83

rious pursuit that is shaped by its own
ncies, turning points, and stages of
involvement.

.77

ncreasing one's intellectual or spiritual .84

realization of one's talents, capacities
the pursuit.

.75

, abilities and knowledge developed
ticipation.

.78

f one's own individuality or personality. .74

concept of self, or of one's role. .84

ying one's own desires in a way that is
eply fulfilling.

.82

ying one's own desires in a way that is
n.

.69

enewing or regenerating one's self
leisure participation.

.82

eives remuneration for products or
ng from serious participation.

.82

and association with, a serious leisure .68

develops a sense of helping, being
g altruistic from participation in group
plish a serious leisure goal.

.79

develops a sense of helping, being
g altruistic from efforts to ensure that
re group is maintained, continues to
t it remains a cohesive unit

.83

distinguishing ideals, values or
are shared by members of a serious
rld.

.82

condition of sameness of an individual .76
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Table 2). Unlike the measure index, the inventory index is not considered
to be a cumulative indication of the level of serious leisure, but rather a
quantitative inventory of results that vary according to the level of
involvement and progress in the practices performed (Gould et al., 2011).
Following Gould et al., each of the two composite indexes is calculated by
summing the coded responses of the items representing the relevant di-
mensions, followed by rescaling to a standardised range. The Spanish
adaptation of the 54-item version (Romero et al., 2017a) was used in this
study. It demonstrated adequate psychometric performance, with inter-
nal consistency coefficients ranging from .68 to.84. Table 2 presents the
component dimensions of the SLIM and the internal consistency achieved
for each of them.

2.3.2. Recreation specialization
This was evaluated by the Spanish-language adaptation (Romero

et al., 2017b) of the Recreation Specialization Index (RSI) (Salz et al.,
2001). This index consists of four items, derived from four characteristics
related to specialization (orientation, experiences, relationships, and
commitment). Each item has four response options, corresponding to the
four levels of specialization. These options consist of statements that
describe the relationship of each participant with their sports practice,
with the options going from less specialized (coded 1) to more special-
ized (coded 4). The instrument generated a composite rating index, so a
higher score would indicate a higher level of recreation specialization.
The internal consistency was .70 in the original study (Salz et al., 2001)
and .68 in the study outlined here.

2.4. Analytical strategy

For a more intuitive understanding of the index scores obtained from
both measurement instruments, a decimal transformation of the scores
was performed. To do this, the items were added together: taking as an
example the perseverance dimension of SLIM which is composed of three
items and the possible scores would range from a minimum of 3 to a
Table 3. Spearman Correlation between the SLIM's dimensions and the RSI's dimens

SLIM's dimensions RSI dimensions

Orientation Experience R

Gd Gn p Gd Gn p G

Perseverance .27 .27 .999 .09 .15 .574 .

Effort .35 .18 .090 .23 .07 .130 .

Progress .21 .18 .773 .15 .09 .574 .

Contingencies .25 .11 .181 .12 .09 .779 .

Personal enrichment .26 .22 .695 .05 .08 .781 .

Self-Actualization .36 .27 .356 .18 .29 .282 .

Self-Exp-Hab .41 .30 .245 .09 .25 .127 .

Self-Exp-Ind .29 .17 .242 .18 .16 .849 -

Self-Image .13 .03 .353 .09 .14 .640 .

Self-Satisfaction .29 .21 .431 .10 .10 .999 .

Self-Enjoyment .33 .07 .011 .09 .03 .578 .

Re-creation .24 .14 .338 .09 .10 .925 .

Financial return .11 .07 .710 .29 .06 .027 .

Group attraction .21 .16 .633 .06 .09 .780 .

Group accomplishment .39 .15 .016 .12 .06 .577 .

Group maintenance .24 .15 .388 -.07 .15 .041 .

Unique ethos .20 .13 .507 -.02 .13 .164 .

Identity .49 .39 .252 .39 .27 .213 .

SLIM Measure index .47 .30 .064 .26 .18 .438 .

SLIM Inventory index .44 .27 .071 .18 .21 .773 .

Note – In bold, statistically significant correlations (p � .05). For correlations greater
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maximum of 15. To obtain the decimal scale we have proceeded as fol-
lows: (

P
xi – 3) * 10/15.

To test H1, a Spearman correlation analysis was conducted on the
component dimensions and on the general indexes of the tools for both
groups under study. Additionally, differences between the two groups
were calculated regarding independent effect —rGd vs rGn— for each
dimension; the significance of these differences was assessed using
Fisher's Zr (Steiger, 1980) and Preacher's (2002) application in this case.
For testing H2, since the groups were not equivalent with respect to the
sociodemographic variables (Table 1), analyses of covariance (ANCO-
VAs) were used to compare group means of SLIM and RSI indexes and
subscale scores, while controlling for the effects of the sociodemographic
variables.

SPSS statistical software (version 22.0) was used for all data entry and
analysis, and Preacher's (2002) application was employed in some ana-
lyses. The value of p used to define statistical significance was p < .05.

3. Results

3.1. Socio-demographic characteristics

The chi-square test showed significant differences in sociodemo-
graphic variables (see Table 1). This needs to be borne in mind when
reviewing the relationships between the concepts and the differences
between the groups. Most of the sportspeople with physical disabilities
were aged>31 years old, whereas most sportspeople without disabilities
were aged between 16 and 20 years old. The level of education was
higher among sportspeople without disabilities, although it should be
noted that most of them were students at the time of data collection,
which is characteristic of their age. Additionally, the sportspeople with
disabilities included in the sample had a higher employment rate.

As for their sporting characteristics, there was a preponderance of
team sports in the group without physical disabilities—basketball, rugby,
handball, hockey, and football—compared to mostly individual and/or
doubles sports for sportspeople with physical disabilities—athletics,
ions.

elationships Commitment RSI Total

d Gn p Gd Gn p Gd Gn p

22 .09 .218 .30 .11 .066 .30 .23 .487

13 -.06 .078 .30 .17 .203 .33 .14 .062

20 .16 .703 .25 .01 .023 .27 .16 .287

16 .10 .573 .26 .06 .057 .26 .13 .212

13 .18 .636 .15 .04 .305 .19 .19 .999

11 .10 .925 .39 .11 .005 .35 .30 .606

07 .14 .514 .21 .19 .847 .26 .33 .479

.12 -.04 .457 .16 .26 .334 .18 .22 .700

02 -.18 .062 .18 .04 .190 .14 .03 .306

07 .15 .455 .30 .04 .013 .25 .18 .498

11 .13 .851 .30 .02 .007 .27 .09 .085

23 -.02 .019 .23 .00 .030 .26 .09 .105

20 -.06 .015 .10 .19 .396 .24 .10 .183

05 .09 .711 .26 .09 .105 .14 .16 .850

14 .18 .705 .22 .07 .157 .30 .16 .172

22 .17 .631 .06 .10 .710 .14 .21 .505

31 .12 .065 .16 .04 .263 .20 .15 .634

18 .14 .705 .44 .38 .505 .51 .42 .289

32 .13 .064 .45 .18 .005 .50 .30 .027

17 .11 .572 .33 .18 .138 .37 .30 .467

than r > .20, p < .01.
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mountaineering, Olympic shooting, and slalom. A majority of both
groups had been practicing their sport for >4 years and usually trained
>4 h a week.
3.2. Relationship between serious leisure and recreation specialization

Table 3 shows measures of association between the dimensions of the
SLIM —serious leisure—and the RSI —recreation specialization—both
for the group of sportspeople with disabilities (Gd) and for the sports-
people without physical disabilities (Gn), along with their respective
index scores. The probability value (p) is also provided.

Generally, the magnitudes of the correlations between the dimensions
of serious leisure and recreation specialization were higher in the group
of sportspeople with physical disabilities (Gd) compared to the group
without physical disabilities (Gn). Only a few cases showed statistically
significant differences between the two groups (e.g., association between
the SLIM's “enjoyment” dimension and the RSI's “orientation” dimension:
rGd ¼ .33, rGn ¼ .07, p ¼ .011).

Following the overall analysis, two of the dimensions of the RSI
(“orientation” and “commitment”) presented a larger number of signifi-
cant associations with the SLIM dimensions and scored higher among
sportspeople with physical disabilities. The SLIM dimensions that dis-
played the strongest relationship with the total index of the RSI were
“identity” (rGd¼ .51, rGn¼ .42, p¼ .289), “actualization” (rGd¼ .35, rGn
¼ .30, p¼ .606), “effort” (rGd ¼ .33, rGn¼ .14, p¼ .062), “perseverance”
(rGd ¼ .30, rGn ¼ .23, p¼ .487), “express abilities” (rGd ¼ .26, rGn ¼ .33,
Table 4. SLIM and RSI sub-scales in both groups: Means and effect size comparison.

Total (n ¼ 370) Gd (n ¼ 138)

M SD M S

RSI*

Orientation 6.00 1.66 5.60 1

Experience 5.19 1.93 4.98 2

Relationships 6.45 1.53 6.00 1

Commitment 5.45 1.66 5.36 1

RSI total 5.46 1.45 5.23 1

SLIM*

Perseverance 7.95 1.91 8.17 1

Effort 7.66 1.91 8.01 2

Progress 8.54 1.78 8.46 1

Contingencies 7.17 2.10 6.93 2

Personal enrichment 7.87 2.27 7.61 2

Self-Actualization 7.25 1.80 7.29 2

Self-Exp-Hab 7.11 1.91 7.31 2

Self-Exp-Ind 5.62 2.32 5.64 2

Self-Image 6.11 2.39 6.11 2

Self-Satisfaction 7.74 1.91 7.75 1

Self-Enjoyment 8.61 1.65 8.56 1

Re-creation 7.45 1.99 7.07 2

Financial return 2.17 2.94 1.64 2

Group attraction 7.31 1.85 8.00 1

Group accomplishment 7.85 2.12 7.68 2

Group maintenance 7.75 2.23 7.63 2

Unique ethos 7.14 2.09 6.98 2

Identity 6.55 2.20 6.38 2

SLIM measure index 7.50 1.34 7.48 1

SLIM inventory index 6.90 1.23 6.85 1

M ¼Mean; S.D.¼ Standard Deviation; FG ¼ F-statistic for the effect of group (Group va
of semipartial eta square.

* All indexes spanning from 0 to 10.
$ Corrected for the effects of the sociodemographic factors (see Table 1).
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p¼ .479), and “group accomplishments” (rGd¼ .30, rGn¼ .16, p¼ .172).
The SLIM measure index was significantly associated with the four sub-
dimensions of the RSI and the RSI index, for both groups of sportspeople,
and the inventory index was significantly associated with three of the
four subdimensions (“orientation”, “experience”, and “commitment”)
and the RSI index as well.

Regarding the total indicators for serious leisure and recreation
specialization, moderate associations were found that were statistically
significant. In the case of the measure vs. specialization model, there was
a statistically significant difference in the magnitude of the association
detected in the groups of sportspeople (rGd ¼ .50, rGn ¼ .30, p ¼ .027),
although this was not the case for the inventory model (rGd ¼ .37, rGn ¼
.30, p ¼ .467).
3.3. Difference between serious leisure and recreation specialization in
sportspeople with and without physical disabilities

Table 4 outlines the comparison of means, which shows the different
perceptions of both population groups. Table 4 also shows the results of
the ANCOVA F-tests for our main factor, the type or group of sports-
people, corrected for the effects of the sociodemographic variables (FG),
and the respective p-values and effect sizes - Cohen's d coefficients
derived from the transformation of the values of semipartial eta squared
output from analysis.

Concerning the RSI, once the effect (FG) of covariates has been
controlled for, only in two dimensions has the effect been statistically
Gn (n ¼ 232) Group Effect$

D M SD FG p d

.92 6.26 1.43 4.07 .044 .22

.06 5.31 1.84 9.84 .002 .34

.61 6.71 1.41 2.54 .112 .17

.83 5.50 1.55 0.21 .650 .06

.65 5.60 1.30 8.46 .004 .31

.84 7.82 1.95 0.54 .464 .09

.01 7.46 1.83 5.52 .019 .26

.84 8.58 1.74 1.25 .264 .13

.46 7.31 1.84 3.76 .053 .21

.59 8.03 2.05 4.30 .039 .22

.08 7.23 1.62 0.07 .795 .02

.04 6.99 1.83 0.93 .337 .11

.61 5.61 2.14 0.86 .354 .11

.79 6.11 2.12 2.31 .130 .17

.98 7.73 1.87 0.24 .625 .06

.60 8.64 1.67 0.01 .945 .00

.21 7.68 1.82 4.43 .036 .23

.64 2.49 3.07 0.12 .733 .02

.88 6.90 1.71 2.91 .089 .18

.23 7.96 2.05 2.26 .133 .17

.46 7.82 2.09 0.38 .539 .06

.56 7.23 1.76 0.04 .844 .01

.61 6.66 1.91 1.89 .170 .14

.40 7.51 1.31 0.19 .668 .06

.36 6.93 1.15 0.83 .363 .09

riable); p¼ significance value; d¼ Cohen's d coefficients derived from the values
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significant. As for the total specialization index, the differences observed
were also significant (p ¼ .004, d ¼ 31); additionally, a higher degree of
agreement in specialization was observed in the group without disabil-
ities (Mn ¼ 5.60 vs Md ¼ 5.23). Note that the effect size of the corrected
model is moderately high (.61), while that of the group is moderately low
(.31); however, the effect size of the group is practically half that ob-
tained by the set of variables.

Regarding the SLIM, a statistically significant difference between the
groups has been observed in only three cases: Effort (Mn ¼ 7.46 vs Md ¼
8.01, p¼ .019, d¼ .26), Personal Enrichment (Mn ¼ 8.03 vs Md¼ 7.61, p
¼ .039, d ¼ .22) and Re-creation (Mn ¼ 7.68 vs Md ¼ 7.07, p ¼ .036, d ¼
.23). As to the general SLIM indexes, no statistically significant differ-
ences were found between the two groups.

4. Discussion

There are several studies that have shown the existence of a relationship
between serious leisure and recreation specialization in specific sports
practices (Cheng and Shih, 2013; Liu et al., 2012, 2013; Tsai, 2018). The
uniqueness of this study lies in determining whether there is also a rela-
tionship between these two constructs in “competitive” sports practices and
among different social groupswhich in this casewere sportspeoplewith and
without physical disabilities. The transitional nature of serious leisure and
recreation specialization requires studying them in diverse social and per-
sonal contexts, various sportspractices, anddifferent social groups (Romero,
2016).

Regarding the analysis of the relationship between serious leisure and
recreation specialization, results showed that there was a significant as-
sociation between both concepts. This correlationwas notable in both the
measure and inventory models, considering the average effect size in the
social sciences (Richard et al., 2003). Moreover, correlations were higher
in people with physical disabilities in both the component dimensions
and the indicators of the constructs. Therefore, the hypothesis that there
was a relationship between serious leisure and recreation specialization,
which was higher in Gd than in Gn, was confirmed. These results
corroborated the explanation provided by Stebbins (2007) that special-
ization is part of the seriousness process and that the notion of speciali-
zation contributes to the understanding of the construct of serious leisure
(Scott, 2012). Serious leisure is a continuous concept, a continuum; it is
not a static construct (Stebbins, 2007), because the experience of
sportspeople reflects their circumstances. As sports practice evolves with
the person, changing one's experiences, it is also essential to study these
practices from the perspective of the continuum of specialization (Bryan,
1977). The strong identity of sportspeople with their sport was also seen
to be important. This dimension of the SLIM was significant and showed
relationships in all the dimensions of the RSI for both population groups.
As Stebbins (2007) explained, identity works as a characteristic that
encompasses the other elements that define serious leisure, where par-
ticipants in serious practices tend to identify deeply with the activities
they perform.

Concerning the comparison among groups, in the case of the RSI it was
observed that peoplewithout disabilities aremore invested in the sport they
engage in and attachmore importance to the relationships obtained from it.
Additionally, corroborating the results obtained in the individual di-
mensions, this group also showedhigher scores in the general specialization
index. As explained above, the diversity of participants in the same leisure
practice can be distinguished based on the different orientations, experi-
ences, relationships, and commitment developed toward it (Bryan, 1977;
Jett et al., 2009).

As for the SLIM, three dimensions showed significant differences be-
tween the two groups: “effort”, “personal enrichment” and “re-creation”.
Sportspeoplewithphysical disabilitieshadhigher scores in the perceptionof
“effort” in their particular sport. The social tendency toward sedentary
behavior and loneliness was seen as an important threat to sports practice.
This tendency was found to be even greater in the group with physical
disabilities: their difficulties with moving around and the amenities
6

available at homemay lead them to neglect both social contact and physical
activity (Romero et al., 2014). Consequently, the effort regarding their sport
and the influence of their peers were greater in sportspeople with physical
disabilities. In contrast, the other two dimensions that showed significant
results, “personal enrichment” and “re-creation”, were valued more highly
by the groupwithout disabilities. These results indicated that this group had
higher scores for recreation, which is related to the sense of renewal or
regeneration through sports participation (Gould et al., 2008; Stebbins,
2001).

Concerning the SLIM measure and inventory models, no statistical dif-
ferences were observed, which indicates that sporting activities constitute
serious leisure for both groups. The hypothesis that the group with dis-
abilities exhibit ahigherdegreeof specializationandahigher levelof serious
leisure was not corroborated, since sportspeople without physical disabil-
ities showed greater specialization. Additionally, the level of serious leisure
regarding their sport, as analyzed in the SLIM, few variables differed be-
tween the samples. These results indicate that sports competition constitutes
serious leisure for practitioners, regardless of their physical condition.
Moreover, this construct may be a distinctive quality of sportspeople who
are members of federations, whether they have physical disabilities or not.
Serious leisure is an intrinsic feature of peoplewhoengage in leisurepractice
(Tsaur and Liang, 2008). The involvement in a sport to acquire the skills and
abilities that the practice itself requires (Stebbins 1992) is inherent and in-
dependent of the physical condition of the people who practice it.

There was one primary limitation in this study. It was found that the
sociodemographic profile of the groups studied (sportspeople with and
without disabilities) differed from each other in key aspects such as the type
of sports they engaged in and the duration and frequency of their sports
practice. ANCOVA has been used to control for the effects of these variables
and to isolate the specific effect of the group of sportspeople. The analyses
reflect that in some contrasts the effect of the corrected model was signifi-
cant showing an influence of the set of variables and showing that the socio-
demographic variables also have an effect on the results in the SRI and in the
SLIM. Given that there is not much evidence in the literature addressing the
differences between athletes with and without disabilities in the expression
of serious leisure and specialized recreation, our purpose has been explor-
atory. This is why, in addition to the composite indices of both constructs,
the theoretical dimensions of these constructs have been explored. This
procedure has led us to another limitation and that is having to carry out 25
hypothesis contrasts and, with it, the probability of finding false positives
due to chance. This, without a doubt, should lead us to be cautious in
interpreting the results found. Nevertheless, we believe that these findings,
with which theywill be carried out in the future, will allow us to establish a
line of research that has not been addressed until now.

5. Conclusions

The results of the study showed that, while differences were found
between both groups regarding the different dimensions of the two
constructs (for example, that sportspeople with physical disabilities
showed greater effort or that sportspeople without any disabilities had
greater re-creation); in general terms, there was an association between
serious leisure and recreation specialization in both groups. This asso-
ciation was higher among sportspeople with physical disabilities, who
showed greater attachment to their sport. This leads to the conclusion
that the dimensions that form the construct of serious leisure and rec-
reation specialization can be combined to provide a more complete
measurement and explanation of participation in leisure activities (Lee
and Scott, 2013). The research and development of the recreation
specialization theory contributes to the understanding of the serious
leisure construct (Scott, 2012), as it represents a process that entails a
progression in behavior, skill, and commitment (Scott and Schafer,
2001).

Stebbins (2012) argued that an important component of the serious
leisure practices is the tendency toward specialization, as measured by
Bryan (1977). The importance of this research lies in the analysis of this
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relationship within a sample with diverse sets of sportspeople who engaged
in different federated sports. Therefore, despite the physical condition and
competitive nature of these practices, the levels of serious leisure and
specialization are key issues in sportspeople's experience and practice,
whichopensupafieldof study in this specific area.This could contribute to a
better understanding of competitive sport practices based on leisure-related
theories and to expanding comparative studies among different social
groups.
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