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The article addresses the questions, What do children 
in urban areas do on Saturdays? What types of organi-
zational resources do they have access to? Does this 
vary by social class? Using diary data on children’s 
activities on Saturdays in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale 
metropolitan area, the authors describe the different 
types of venues (households, businesses, public space, 
associations, charities, congregations, and government/
tribal agencies) that served different types of children. 
They find that the likelihood of using a charity or 
business rather than a government or tribal provider 
increased with family income. Also, the likelihood of 
using a congregation or a government facility rather 
than a business, charity, or household increased with 
being Hispanic. The authors discuss the implications 
for the urban division of labor on Saturdays and offer 
research questions that need further investigation.

Keywords:	 urban communities; stratification; organi-
zations; consumption; quality of life

This article examines what children in a met-
ropolitan community do on Saturdays and 

which venues they use for these activities. The 
goal is to describe the interface between the 
household and organizational sectors, by exam-
ining the affiliation of different types of 
households and children with different types 
of venues. The research builds on the work of 
McPherson (1983); Lareau (2002, 2003); 
Marwell (2007); Small (2009); Allard, Tolman, 
and Rosen (2003); and Watkins-Hayes (2011), 
who examined urban residents’ ties to organiza-
tions and the impacts of these ties on their lives. 
There is a considerable literature on what chil-
dren do in their leisure time (e.g., how much 
they play or watch sports or shop or engage in 
cultural activities); however, we need to under-
stand better why and how families utilize dif-
ferent venues or providers that provide these 
activities in their communities. Experiences 
vary in quality by venue. Kids can shoot hoops 
at the park or they can play in a Catholic Youth 
Organization (CYO) basketball league. Because 
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not everyone has access to the same experiences and venues, not everyone will 
have the same life chances later on. To even the playing field, we need to under-
stand the barriers and opportunities that different families face to access the 
organizations that provide valuable activities for their children.

After reviewing the literature on what children do in their leisure time, we 
review the organizational literature on the different goals and incentives of busi-
nesses, nonprofits, and government service providers. We then offer a theory that 
says that families will select venues based on their preferences and what they can 
afford. At the same time, organizational establishments are following their own 
strategies, striving to achieve organizational objectives. We assert that the end 
result, to borrow from McPherson (1983), is an ecology of affiliation where dif-
ferent segments of the community patronize different types of establishments.

This article contributes to public policy as well as the urban ecology and strati-
fication literatures. It offers an explanation for why different population subgroups 
should connect to different types of organizational venues based on organizational 
incentives and families’ resources. The results show that interventions must oper-
ate at two levels—the household and the organizational. Simply empowering 
households with vouchers and information may not be enough to enable them to 
access providers that others use. One must also incentivize providers to serve 
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families that are marginalized because of income, race, or ethnicity. Realigning 
families’ affiliations with organizations and venues is a complicated task.

The data for the article came from a random-digit-dial phone survey of 1,036 
households with children between the ages of 5 and 12 in the Phoenix-Mesa-
Scottsdale, Arizona metropolitan area. The Institute for Social Science Research at 
Arizona State University collected the data in fall 2003 and winter 2004 (excluding 
holiday weekends). They asked for diary data on children’s activities on the previ-
ous Saturday. In the course of reporting diary data on how their children spent 
their time, respondents identified the establishments that provided them with dif-
ferent kinds of services and activities and the auspices of these establishments.

What Children Do in Their Leisure Time?

There is a great deal of research on children’s activities outside the home after 
school and on weekends. Hofferth and Sandberg (2001), looking at children’s 
time diaries for 1997, found that children between 6 and 8 and between 9 and  
12 years of age spent the bulk of their time sleeping and at school. In their free 
time, they mostly watched television (12.8 and 13.6 hours per week, respec-
tively), played (11.9 and 8.8 hours, respectively), engaged in sports (5.3 and  
6.4 hours, respectively), and visited friends and relatives (3.5 and 3.5 hours, 
respectively). Looking at time diary data for 2002, Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 
(2006) found that children between 5 and 11 years of age had, on average, 38.3 hours 
of “free time” a week. Again, most time was spent watching television (13.9 hours), 
playing (10.5 hours), visiting friends and family (2.3 hours), and playing sports 
(2.2 hours).

Research has also found that different categories of children do different 
things. Boys were more involved in group sports (Timmer, Eccles, and O’Brien 
1985), while girls were more likely to take dance or cooking classes (Medrich  
et al. 1982). Younger children spent more time going to church than older chil-
dren (Timmer, Eccles, and O’Brien 1985; Hofferth and Sandberg 2001), and 
whites spent more time in sports than minorities (Medrich et al. 1982; Hofferth 
and Sandberg 2001). Family structure also seemed to affect what children did in 
their leisure time. Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie (2006) found that children 
between 5 and 18 from single-mother households spent less time on home com-
puter activities, religion, sports, art, and reading and more time watching televi-
sion than children from two-parent homes. Hofferth and Sandberg (2001) found 
that children from working female–headed families tend to spend less time in 
church, less time in play, and more time at daycare centers than children from a 
male breadwinner/female homemaker family.

The literature has also shown that social class is important in explaining what 
children do in their leisure time. Lareau’s (2002, 2003) in-depth study of fifteen 
U.S. families emphasized the importance of social class rather than other factors, 
such as race or ethnicity, in explaining families’ access to institutional resources. 
Drawing on Bourdieu (1977), Lareau argued that those with more financial 
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capital could pay for better schools, ballet classes, movies, tutors, and coaching. 
She also found that those with cultural capital, which often accompanies financial 
capital, were better able to know what will and will not benefit their children. 
Cultural capital also enabled families to negotiate more effectively with those 
who administered and provided services. These cultural frames were rooted in 
the lived experiences of those who were upper, middle, and lower class and influ-
enced the tactics or strategies of parents as they sought to find worthwhile experi-
ences for their children (see Galaskiewicz et al. 2012).

At the aggregate level, research has shown that race and class affect who has 
access to amenities. Small and McDermott (2006) found that race matters more 
than class in explaining where organizations are located. Poorer areas had more 
hardware stores, grocery stores, convenience stores, pharmacies, banks, credit 
unions, restaurants, and laundries than less poor areas; however, as the propor-
tion black increased there were fewer of these facilities (although more childcare 
establishments). The poverty effects seemed to be contingent on cities’ economic 
conditions and location, being stronger in the South and West.

Research on “healthy communities” has found that recreational facilities are 
not as available to poor and minority children as they are to middle-class and 
white children, although parks are (L. Moore et al. 2008; Sister 2007). Research 
also found that not all residents have access to healthy food. Moore and Diez 
Roux (2006) found that, in the three states they studied, grocery stores were 
more common in poorer areas and in minority and mixed areas than in white 
communities, but wealthier and white communities had many more supermar-
kets (see also Morland et al. 2002; Powell et al. 2007). Other research looked at 
the location of full service and fast food restaurants and found that the latter 
clustered around schools (Austin et al. 2005; Kipke et al. 2006); however, 
research linking socioeconomic characteristics of neighborhoods and restaurant 
types has been mixed (see, for example, Powell, Chaloupka, Bao 2007).

Numerous researchers have examined the consequences of participating in 
different leisure-time activities. While leisure time may not be as important as 
time spent at home or in school in explaining future gains or losses, we suspect 
that this “free time” exacerbates whatever advantages or disadvantages a child 
realizes from home and school (see McFarland and Thomas 2006). In this 
respect, we agree with Medrich et al. (1982) that out-of-school/out-of-home life 
involves far more than leisure. Studies have found that after-school activities 
increased academic achievement (Valentine et al. 2002; Marsh and Kleitman 
2002; Cooper et al. 1999), reinforced parental ideologies (Dunn, Kinney, and 
Hofferth 2003), and contributed to less delinquency in minority schools 
(Hoffmann and Xu 2002). Extracurricular activities have also been shown to help 
with adolescent social integration, which is a strong predictor of adult social inte-
gration (Spady 1970; Otto 1976), and to increase future civic involvement (Hanks 
and Eckland 1978; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995; McFarland and Thomas 
2006). Also, the relationships formed with the staff of after-school programs pro-
moted positive youth development (Kahne and Bailey 1999).



54		  THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

The Three-Sector Society

While inequities among population subgroups are apparent, there has been little 
research on why they persist. In addition to family preferences and resources, 
another possible explanation is that the incentives that govern organizational 
decision-making drive providers to serve some population segments more than 
others (Weisbrod 1998). In other words, the auspices of organizations could 
affect which segments of the community are served. Unfortunately, only a few 
researchers have looked at this (see Medrich et al. 1982; Schlesinger and Dorwart 
1984; Olfson and Mechanic 1996; Blustein and Hoy 2000; Kushman 1979), and 
the studies have been highly descriptive.1

Building on Hansmann’s (1996) seminal work, our analysis distinguishes 
between for-profit enterprises, nonprofit organizations, and governmental organ-
izations. Hansmann (1996) argued that the most important difference among 
these types of organizations is the nondistribution constraint (NDC). The NDC 
means that nonprofit and governmental organizations are prohibited from dis-
tributing residual earnings to private persons, while for-profits are legally obli-
gated to earn reasonable returns for owners (Kahn 1997). This builds in an 
incentive for for-profits to maximize revenues and minimize costs, which sug-
gests that for-profits are likely more efficient than their nonprofit and govern-
ment counterparts (Weisbrod 1988). It also follows that for-profits are more 
likely to charge premium prices, externalize costs, skimp on quality, and exploit 
workers as long as these practices contribute to the bottom line. Social costs (or 
benefits) are not their concern (Weisbrod 1988).

Government organizations and agencies are bound by the NDC, mandated to 
be public regarding and sensitive to equity issues, and expected to be nondis-
criminatory. Legislative, executive, and judicial bodies prescribe public policies 
that these organizations are obligated to act upon. Legal mandates dictate what 
public organizations can do, the methods they can use, the prices they can 
charge, and whom they should serve (Wamsley and Zald 1973; Bozeman 1987; 
Rainey 1997). Because they are not autonomous, public sector managers are 
preoccupied with enforcing and following rules, not with making choices. 
Although there have been calls for more managerial discretion (M. Moore 1995), 
most public sector managers have less autonomy and authority than their private 
sector counterparts. At the same time, public sector managers must be aware of 
the political implications of their actions, public scrutiny, and their reliance on 
governmental appropriations (Rainey 1997, 73–74). In contrast to for-profits, 
which are institutionally obligated to serve private interests, government organi-
zations are institutionally obligated to serve the public interest.

In the United States, all nonprofit organizations are bound by the NDC, and 
they enjoy tax-exempt status; however, there are important distinctions among 
them. Charitable organizations are legally bound to pursue a public purpose, 
while many associations are not. Associative organizations are bound by the 
NDC, but the organization is tightly controlled by its membership. These organi-
zations are characterized by their exclusivity and the fellowship benefits they 
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provide to members (Hansmann 1996). Obvious examples of this type of organi-
zation are country clubs and social clubs, but labor unions, homeowners associa-
tions, business leagues, professional associations, mutual insurance companies, 
cooperatives, credit unions, and veterans’ organizations are also nonprofit organi-
zations that primarily benefit members. Social welfare organizations are also 
membership organizations, but typically they are oriented toward some public 
purpose rather than the benefit of a select group of individuals. Many are 
involved in advocacy and lobbying. Examples include the Sierra Club, the 
National Rifle Association, and the American Association of Retired Persons, and 
these often are involved in political advocacy.

Charitable organizations are distinct from other types of organizations, 
because they are allowed to receive tax-deductible contributions from individuals 
and corporations. The two most common types of charitable organizations are 
private foundations and public charities. The former typically funds activities 
from an estate or company; the latter typically provides services and relies on 
public support.2 Charitable status imposes a number of constraints on these 
organizations in addition to those that the NDC imposes. First, they must be 
organized exclusively for a charitable purpose as described in IRS Section 501(c)(3). 
The purpose can be “charitable, religious, educational, scientific, literary, testing 
for public safety, fostering national or international amateur sports competition, 
and preventing of cruelty to children or animals” (IRS 2012a). According to the 
IRS (2012a), “The term charitable is used in its generally accepted legal sense 
and includes relief of the poor, the distressed, or the underprivileged; advance-
ment of religion; advancement of education or science; erecting or maintaining 
public buildings, monuments, or works; lessening the burdens of government; 
lessening neighborhood tensions; eliminating prejudice and discrimination; 
defending human and civil rights secured by law; and combating community 
deterioration and juvenile delinquency.”

Second, “A section 501(c)(3) organization must not be organized or operated 
for the benefit of private interests, such as the creator or the creator’s family, 
shareholders of the organization, other designated individuals, or persons con-
trolled directly or indirectly by such private interests. No part of the net earnings 
of a section 501(c)(3) organization may inure to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual. A private shareholder or individual is a person having a 
personal and private interest in the activities of the organization” (IRS 2012c). 
The deduction requires that the revenues used by the charity do not benefit the 
donor directly but produce goods and services that yield external benefits to the 
larger society. The deduction is both a subsidy for a socially valuable good and 
recognition that gifts have a public, not private, purpose. Thus, there is an expec-
tation that donor-supported charities will be public, not private, regarding. This 
distinguishes them from associative organizations.3

Third, “Section 501(c)(3) organizations are restricted in how much political 
and legislative (lobbying) activities they may conduct” (IRS 2012b). They may not 
attempt to influence legislation as a substantial part of their activities (i.e., lobby) 
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and they may not participate in campaign activity for or against political candi-
dates. Nonetheless, foundations and public charities can conduct educational 
campaigns, sponsor get-out-the-vote efforts, meet with public officials and legis-
lators, and testify before executive and legislative bodies. Of all the constraints on 
charitable organizations, the restriction on their political and legislative activities 
is the most nebulous.

Despite their label and the public benefit requirement, charitable organiza-
tions have no legal obligation to be charitable, that is, provide relief to the poor, 
distressed, or disadvantaged (Simon, Dale, and Chisolm 2012). IRS rulings and 
court decisions have suggested that redistribution is a criterion for charity status 
in certain circumstances; however, it is difficult to pin down a specific legal 
requirement for redistribution.4

Are charities redistributive in practice? Wolpert (1993, 1996) found that very 
little money raised by nonprofits in cities and suburbs crosses city/suburban bor-
ders and that the bulk of nonprofit organizations’ services were amenities, not 
redistributive goods. Clotfelter (1992) showed that only a small number of non-
profits serve the poor as primary clientele. Schlesinger, Mitchell, and Gray 
(2003) found that nonprofit HMOs were somewhat more likely than for-profits 
to open access to services, give money to local community organizations, and 
make facilities available to charities. Schlesinger and Dorwart (1984) and Olfson 
and Mechanic (1996) found that it is government-run facilities (rather than non-
profit or for-profits) that are more open to indigent or nonpaying mentally ill 
patients. In contrast, Blustein and Hoy (2000) found that enrollees in nonprofit 
Medicare health plans tended to be of a higher socioeconomic status, while those 
enrolled in for-profits tended to be of a lower status. Finally, Kushman (1979) 
studied daycare centers in North Carolina and found a three-tier system: govern-
ment provides services to poor, one-parent families; for-profits serve families 
with two parents working; and nonprofits are in between.

Figure 1 provides a summary of our discussion. Government organizations are 
incentivized to ensure social welfare. They are strictly accountable, forbidden to 

FIGURE 1
Differences among For-Profits, Associative Nonprofits, Charitable  

Nonprofits, and Government Organizations

Constraints:

	 Reporting	 Non-	 Public-	 Legal/
	 requirement	 distribution	 benefit	 political
		  constraint		  mandates/
				    redistributive/
				    nondiscriminatory
For-profit businesses	 X	
Associative nonprofits	 X	 X
Charitable nonprofits	 X	 X	 X
Government organizations	 X	 X	 X	 X
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distribute earnings, and must have a public purpose. In addition, they are 
expected to be redistributive and nondiscriminatory, and they are bound by legal/
political mandates and rules. For-profits are incentivized to serve primarily the 
private interests of owners and have only tax-reporting requirements. Nonprofits 
are more complicated. Charities, like government organizations, are incentivized 
to provide public benefit, while associative nonprofits are not and serve mostly 
members’ needs.

A Theory of Organizational Affiliations

To explain why children and parents use one type of establishment or another for 
their Saturday activities, let us start with a simple choice model. Marketing prac-
tice assumes that consumers, as they evaluate the products of different providers, 
calculate the costs and benefits that they might realize. There are functional and 
emotional benefits and monetary, time, energy, and psychic costs. The consumer 
examines the value ratios for two competitors, V

1
 = Benefits

1
 / Costs

1
 and V

2
 = 

Benefits
2
 / Costs2. If the ratio V

1
 / V

2
 > 1, then the consumer will select provider 

one; if the ratio V
1
 / V

2
 < 1, then the consumer will select provider two; if the ratio 

V
1
 / V

2
 = 1, the consumer will be indifferent and numerous other factors may 

then influence the decision.
Assuming that families know what benefits their child the most and they have 

good information on all providers, the key variable in their decision is the family’s 
financial resources.5 Obviously, families that have more financial capital have 
access to a broader array of options to choose from, that is, since they can absorb 
more costs, they can base their choice more on benefits rather than on cost. In 
contrast, families with less financial capital have limited choices. As family income 
decreases, costs become more salient. This, in turn, shrinks the choice set.

If businesses, which in our case are mostly stores, recreational facilities, and 
restaurants, seek out the middle to high end of the market, middle- and upper-
income families will be able to afford their services. Thus, very low-income families 
are less likely to spend their leisure time patronizing businesses and will be drawn 
to venues that they can afford. Government providers are the obvious providers of 
choice. As described above, because they are public regarding, barriers to con-
sumption should be minimal.6 However, because government services need to be 
accessible to all, quality may suffer, for example, classes may be larger, services are 
standardized, equipment may be more worn, and so on. Thus a reasonable expecta-
tion is that poorer families will patronize government agencies (because they can 
afford them) rather than businesses (which they cannot), while wealthier families 
will patronize businesses (because they can afford them) rather than government 
agencies (which provide an inferior experience). This hypothesis is consistent with 
the research by Schlesinger and Dorwart (1984), Olfson and Mechanic (1996), and 
Kushman (1979), but is not consistent with Blustein and Hoy (2000).

It is more difficult to make a prediction about who nonprofits serve. On one 
hand, associative nonprofits, which in our case mean neighborhood associations, 
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are more like for-profits and may serve members primarily. Because they benefit 
members and rely on dues, they are more sustainable if they recruit middle- and 
upper-income families. In this respect, they are similar to businesses, even 
though they provide collective goods, for example, an attractive landscape and 
security, for the neighbors. Given the importance of fees, we expect that associa-
tions are not as common among the poor.

Charitable nonprofits are more like government organizations. In our case, we 
looked at mostly sports clubs/leagues, Ys, Boys’ and Girls’ clubs, congregations, 
museums/theatres/zoos, and scouting. Because of the legal requirement that they 
have a public purpose, they may choose to fulfill this mandate by being redis-
tributive and affordable for the poor, similar to government organizations. 
However, unlike government organizations, they also have to support themselves 
with fees, contracts, gifts, and grants (Frumkin and Galaskiewicz 2004). One 
option to support themselves in this way is to provide services at premium prices 
to middle- and upper-income households and then use the profits to provide 
services to lower income families at reduced rates or for free. In other words, the 
surplus they raise from commercially successful ventures will be used to cross-
subsidize less profitable, but socially beneficial, enterprises (James 1986). This 
means that charities serve everyone, but unlike government organization, affilia-
tions with charities, in the aggregate, should be unrelated to family income. Of 
course, our expectations are premised on the assumption that there is redistribu-
tion either among or within charities (e.g., wealthier Y branches subsidize Ys in 
poorer areas, and wealthier parishes subsidize poorer parishes).

Data and Methods

To answer the research question and test the relationship between children’s 
class background and their activities and their providers, we examined survey 
data that contain unique information on the activities of a random sample of 
children. We subcontracted the data collection to the Institute for Social Science 
Research at Arizona State University. They conducted a phone survey of 1,036 
parents, guardians, and caretakers of children ages 5 to 12 in the Phoenix-Mesa-
Scottsdale metropolitan area. The phone survey asked for a diary of a child’s 
activities on the previous Saturday (see, for example, Bianchi and Robinson 1997; 
Harvey 1999; Robinson 1999).7 The survey was conducted between September 
2003 and February 2004 using random-digit dialing of landlines. Each of the 
27,788 dialed numbers received at least ten calls on varying days of the week and 
times of the day and up to twenty calls if an answering machine reply gave a 
reason to believe that it was a residential number and not a business number. The 
cooperation rate was 55 percent (Edwards 2004).8

Upon reaching a residential household, interviewers continued with the sur-
vey only if at least one child between 5 and 12 years of age had lived in the 
household for at least five days a week. Only 6.8 percent of all reached numbers 
met this criterion, but the estimated response rate among eligible households 
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FIGURE 2
Breakdown of Households

(i.e., those with children of the given age range) was 22.7 percent.9 Because a 
significant proportion of the population in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metro-
politan area is Spanish-speaking, we translated the survey, and Spanish-language 
interviews accounted for about 19.4 percent of all 1,036 completed surveys. No 
data collection took place during the weeks of Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New 
Years. If there were two or more children 5 to 12, interviewers requested a list of 
children and randomly selected one of them. In the next step, interviewers asked 
to speak to an adult with the best knowledge of what the selected child did on the 
previous Saturday. In 93 percent of the interviews, the child’s parent gave the 
answers; for the remainder, the answers came from legal guardians, grandpar-
ents, aunts/uncles, or older siblings.

Once the adult with knowledge of the child’s activities was on the phone, 
interviewers asked for a diary of the selected child’s activities for the time 
between midnight on Friday and midnight on Saturday of the previous week.10 
Of course, a child could participate in more than one activity outside the home. 
Figure 2 shows that 840 households (out of the 1,036) said that their child had 
activities outside the home; 196 said they did not. We then asked if the activity 
benefited the child, the child was simply accompanying the adult, or the activity 
benefited both the child and the adult.11 Of the 840 households that had activities 
outside the home, 658 responded that the activity either benefited the child or 
benefited both the child and the adult.12

Altogether there were 1,256 activities that were outside the home and that 
benefited the child or the child and the adult. Table 1 presents the range of 
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics: Types of Activities, Venues, and Children/Household Variables

Nonmissing 
Observations Mean SD Min. Max.

Types of activities (N = 1,256)
  Socializing (e.g., visiting, party, sleepovers) 1,253 .169 .375 0 1
 � Shopping/personal care (e.g., doctors’  

  visits, haircuts)
1,253 .143 .350 0 1

  Eating 1,253 .133 .340 0 1
  Play 1,253 .125 .331 0 1
  Team sports (e.g., soccer, baseball) 1,253 .123 .328 0 1
 � Individual sports/physical activity  

  (e.g., hiking, biking, go-karting)
1,253 .109 .312 0 1

 � Spectator events (e.g., movies, festivals,  
  sporting events)

1,253 .070 .256 0 1

 � Miscellaneous (e.g., animal care, travel,  
  helping parent at work)

1,253 .053 .223 0 1

  Educational (e.g., tutoring, museum trips) 1,253 .021 .143 0 1
 � Religious (e.g., church attendance,  

  religious education)
1,253 .021 .143 0 1

  Dual sports (e.g., tennis, boxing) 1,253 .011 .105 0 1
  Arts/performances 1,253 .010 .101 0 1
  Hobbies/games 1,253 .006 .080 0 1
  Cheerleading 1,253 .005 .069 0 1
Types of venues (N = 1,256)
  Business 1,234 .369 .483 0 1
  Household (other than respondent’s) 1,234 .233 .423 0 1
  Government/tribe 1,234 .159 .366 0 1
  Charity 1,234 .113 .316 0 1
  Public spaces (e.g., street, desert, mall) 1,234 .050 .219 0 1
  Out-of-town provider 1,234 .036 .188 0 1
  Congregation 1,234 .032 .177 0 1
  Neighborhood association 1,234 .008 .090 0 1
Child variables (N = 1,036)
  Child female 1,032 .464 .499 0 1
  Child’s age 1,036 8.507 2.285 5 12
  Child Hispanic 1,018 .392 .488 0 1
  Child non-Hispanic, non-white 1,018 .095 .294 0 1
Household variables (N = 1,036)
  Number of children 1,036 1.689 .873 1 7
  Years living in Phoenix metro area 1,035 15.694 12.414 0 75
  Caregiver not married 1,028 .193 .395 0 1
  Family income in $1,000s 1,036 64.570 49.233 –.292 250
  Caregiver worked last Saturday 1,017 .165 .372 0 1

NOTE: The figures for family income were computed after we imputed values where there 
were missing data.
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activities in which the children participated outside the home and the proportion 
of times each activity was mentioned. The activities mentioned most were social-
izing, shopping, and personal care (e.g., doctors’ visits, haircuts, etc.), eating, 
playing, and team sports.

The interviewer then asked whether the activity was organized by an organiza-
tion.13 If the activity was, we asked if the provider was a business, a voluntary 
association, a church or congregation, a nonprofit, a government agency, a 
school, or something else and for the exact location. We then asked several ques-
tions about the provider and the parent/guardian/child’s satisfaction with the 
provider (see Galaskiewicz et al. 2012). If the activity was at a household, we 
asked questions about who was there and the relationship between this house-
hold and the respondent/child’s household. We did not get the other household’s 
address. If the activity was at “some other location,” we asked for the cross streets 
or address of the venue. Often respondents mentioned public parks or “the 
street.”

Two issues arose. First, many of the organizational providers (e.g., a youth 
soccer league, a corporate sponsor, a girl scout troop) were not located or head-
quartered at the site where the service was delivered (e.g., a city park, a parade 
route, a history museum). This led us to verify the names, addresses, and auspices 
of the providers that were mentioned and to make sure that we had both the 
name of the site and the provider’s name if the two were different.14

Second, we noticed that respondents misidentified the auspices of many 
organizations. For example, different respondents identified the zoo as a public 
agency, a nonprofit, and a business. To correct this, we searched for this informa-
tion ourselves by doing online research, calling organizations, and going to the 
Phoenix area. This resulted in coding venues into new categories. Table 2 
presents a cross-classification of how respondents described the venue and our 
recoding. There was not a problem for neighborhood associations, churches, and 
businesses. Some activities that charities provided were reported as provided by 
voluntary associations or schools instead of nonprofits, but that was not necessar-
ily inaccurate; however, 16 of the 132 activities provided by charities were 
reported as provided by businesses. Respondents also erroneously coded twenty-
two activities that government agencies provided as being provided by voluntary 
associations or nonprofit organizations. As a result, we changed our categories 
somewhat. We kept codes for business, churches/congregations, and government 
agencies as they were, but we recoded voluntary associations and nonprofit 
organizations into neighborhood associations and public charities, depending on 
whether they had 501(c)(3) status (which many respondents would not know). In 
almost every case, the organizations identified as voluntary associations by 
respondents were indeed public charities, so this was a necessary change. We also 
checked the auspices of schools and assigned them to the appropriate category.

We also decided to reexamine the “unorganized” activities that were provided 
at “other locations” and to assign a provider name based on the activities and site 
the respondent described. This meant going to maps and sometimes physically 
visiting sites to see what was located at a particular address. These were unorgan-
ized activities that took place at various locations in the family’s neighborhood or 
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around the city but not at another household or as part of an organized program. 
The child may have been riding his or her bike down the street or in the desert, 
going for a walk or playing a pick-up basketball game in the park, or swimming 
or playing at an apartment complex pool. We coded the venues as either busi-
nesses, churches/congregations, government agencies, neighborhood associa-
tions, or charities depending on who owned the property. At times, however, 
none of these categories applied (e.g., riding a bike in the street or desert), and 
so these were coded as public spaces.

Table 1 also presents the proportion of all activities that were provided by dif-
ferent venues. The three most popular were businesses, households (other than 
the respondent’s), and governmental/tribal facilities. Charities ranked fourth, 
followed by public spaces, out-of-town venues, congregations, and neighborhood 
associations. Surprisingly, the latter two accounted for only 3.2 percent and 
0.8 percent, respectively, of all activities.

Finally, parents or guardians provided data on the household and child during 
the phone interviews. The key variable in our analysis was household income, and 
we imputed values where we had missing data.15 Guided by the literature on 
children’s leisure time activities, we collected data on the child’s age, gender, and 
race/ethnicity (Hispanic, non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic other), the number 
of children in the household, the number of years the family lived in the Phoenix-
Mesa-Scottsdale metro area, whether it was a single-parent household,16 and 
whether the respondent worked at all the previous Saturday. The descriptive 
statistics are in Table 1.

The data have several strengths and weaknesses. They are cross-sectional, 
limited to one metropolitan area, and dated. We can draw generalizations for the 
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan area about what children did on Saturdays, 
and the demographics for our sample are comparable to family household char-
acteristics in 2005.17 However, researchers know that urban realities in the west-
ern United States are different from those in places such as Chicago or in East 
Coast cities (Myers 2002), so we certainly cannot say anything about what chil-
dren do outside the West. Future research will also need to determine if findings 
in Phoenix apply to other southwestern cities, such as Los Angeles, San Diego, 
Las Vegas, Tucson, and Albuquerque. Finally, the Phoenix area itself may be very 
different today than in 2003–2004.

Analysis

Table 3 is a cross-tabulation that shows a statistically significant relationship 
between family income and children’s activities (χ2 = 55.3; df = 21; p < .001). By 
looking at a cell’s contribution to the χ2 statistic, we can see which income groups 
were affiliated with different activities. We focus on cells where the contribution 
to χ2 is 1.0 or greater. Children from upper-income families ($110,001–$300,000) 
were more likely to engage in sports-related and miscellaneous activities. 
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FIGURE 3
Multiple Correspondence Analysis with Population Segments as  

Row Variables and Activities as Column Variables

Children from upper-middle-income families ($60,001–$110,000) were more 
likely to engage in sports-related activities as well and were less likely to shop/
engage in personal care, play, or just socialize. In contrast, children from families 
that earned $20,001 to $60,000 (lower-middle-income) were more likely to shop/
engage in personal care, play, or socialize and less likely to play sports. Similarly, 
children from families earning under $20,001 (low income) were more likely to 
play and socialize and less likely to engage in sports-related activities, attend 
spectator events, or engage in miscellaneous activities. Children at all income 
levels engaged in educational/art/performance/religious activities and eating at 
comparable rates.

Figure 3 presents a multiple correspondence analysis (Clausen 1998) in which 
the child’s gender (male/female) and race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic white/non-
Hispanic other/Hispanic) and family income (four categories as in Table 3) are 
row (or population) categories, and the seven activities (excluding miscellaneous 
and missing activities) are the column (or activity) categories. The entries in the 
input matrix are simple counts from the cross-tabulation of each row variable and 
the column variable. Correspondence analysis is a descriptive technique for 
detailed exploration of relationships between variables in a contingency table.18 
The relationships between variable categories (profiles) are interpreted by look-
ing at the distances between them on the map. The closer the row profiles (in our 
case male, female, Hispanic, white, other, and the four income categories) are to 
one another on the map, the more similar their distributions across column 
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profiles (the seven activities in our case) and vice versa. The association between 
rows and columns can be inferred from the map by examining the angle between 
two lines, one going from the point of origin to a row profile (e.g., Hispanic child) 
and the other going from the point of origin to a column profile (e.g., government 
provider). The angle between the lines corresponds to a cosine that is a visualiza-
tion of the correlation coefficient (Hsung and Breiger 2009). Smaller angles 
indicate positive correlations, a right angle indicates zero correlation, and large 
angles correspond to negative correlations. Points toward the center (zero-zero 
coordinates) represent categories that contribute very little to the inertia; that is, 
values in the cells simply reflect row and column marginals.19

The model in Figure 3 fits the data reasonably well. The total inertia is 0.341, 
and the eigenvalue associated with the first dimension is 0.137, which is 40.2 per-
cent of the total inertia (variance). This dimension captures differences in activi-
ties across family income, with lowest and highest income categories at the 
opposite ends of the axis. For example, upper-middle-income and, to a lesser 
extent, upper-income families and non-Hispanic white children engage in sports, 
while lower-income and Hispanic children engage in play. The eigenvalue associ-
ated with the second dimension is 0.093 and explains 27.4 percent of the vari-
ance. This dimension captures differences along gender lines. The map shows 
that males fall somewhere between sports and play, while females engage in 
developmental activities, such as educational, art, performance, and religious 
activities, and shopping and personal care. Eating was in the center, because 
eating was something that everyone was equally likely to do.

Table 4 presents the cross-tabulation of family income and different venues: 
public spaces, charities, neighborhood associations, government/tribal facilities, 
other households, congregations, businesses, and out-of-town providers. There is 
a statistically significant association between family income and venue (χ2= 69.8; 
df = 21; p < .001), and the table again shows the relative contribution of each cell 
to the chi-square statistic. Again, we focus on cells where the contribution to χ2 
is 1.0 or greater. We see that low-income families are unlikely to use public 
spaces, businesses, charities, or out-of-town providers and more likely to use 
government providers or households. Like poor families, lower-middle-income 
families are less likely to use charities and more likely to use households. Upper-
middle-income families are more likely to use public spaces or charities and less 
likely to use households or government. Upper-income families are more likely 
to use out-of-town providers and charities and less likely to use government or 
neighborhood associations. All income strata were equally likely to use 
congregations.

Figure 4 presents results from a correspondence analysis in which character-
istics of the child and his or her family were again row variables and venue forms 
constituted the column variable in the input matrix. The total inertia for this 
model is 0.339, the eigenvalue associated with the first dimension is 0.142 and 
explains 41.8 percent of the total variance, and the eigenvalue associated with the 
second dimension is 0.073 and explains 21.6 percent of the variance. As in the 
analysis of activities, the first dimension in this figure captures differences across 
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FIGURE 4
Multiple Correspondence Analysis with Population Segments  

as Row Variables and Venues as Column Variables

family income. The second dimension also seems to tap a gender dimension. 
Children from low-income families and Hispanic families are more likely to use 
government/tribal agencies, and Hispanics tend to affiliate with congregations. 
Children from lower-middle-income families and non-Hispanic other race chil-
dren used household providers. Females tended to use businesses or neighbor-
hood associations. Whites and upper-income families used out-of-town providers, 
public spaces, and businesses. Finally, upper-middle-class families tended to use 
charities and public spaces. The latter finding is a result of the open spaces on 
the edges of the metropolitan area and the popularity of off-road vehicles.

Given that the use of venues by different population segments is probably due 
to the activities that different venues provided, we examined which organizational 
forms provided which types of services/activities. Indeed there is a division of 
labor among charities, neighborhood associations, nonprofits, for-profits, house-
holds, public spaces, and government organizations. In Table 5 we present the 
percentage of different activities provided by different venues. Looking at cases 
where the venue provided at least 20 percent of the activities of a given type, we 
see that businesses are important providers of food services, shopping and per-
sonal care, and, to a lesser extent, spectator events. Congregations accounted for 
the bulk of educational/art/performance/religious activities; family households 
were the sites for social activities and play; government/tribal agencies provided 
sports activities, spectator events (e.g., Arizona State University sports), educa-
tional/art/performance/religious activities, and play opportunities; and charities 
were an important provider of sports. The correlation between activity and venue 
makes it imperative that we control for the former in our next analysis.

Table 6 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression. Multinomial 
regression is the most suitable statistical tool for testing hypotheses about 
choosing one provider rather than another, because it is designed for estimating 



TA
B

L
E

 5
C

ro
ss

-T
ab

ul
at

io
n 

of
 A

ct
iv

it
y 

Ty
pe

s 
an

d 
Ve

nu
e 

Ty
pe

s

Ve
nu

e:

A
ct

iv
ity

:
Pu

bl
ic

 
Sp

ac
es

C
ha

ri
ty

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
G

ov
er

nm
en

t/
Tr

ib
e

H
ou

se
ho

ld
C

on
gr

eg
at

io
n

B
us

in
es

s
Tr

av
el

M
is

si
ng

To
ta

l

E
at

in
g

 0
  

1
 0

  
0

  
9

 1
15

4
 0

 2
16

7
(p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
(0

.0
)

(0
.6

)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(5

.4
)

(0
.6

)
(9

2.
2)

(0
.0

)
(1

.2
)

(1
00

.0
)

Sh
op

pi
ng

/p
er

so
na

l c
ar

e
 0

  
4

 0
  

2
  

6
 0

16
7

 0
 0

17
9

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(0
.0

)
(2

.2
)

(0
.0

)
(1

.1
)

(3
.4

)
(0

.0
)

(9
3.

3)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(1

00
.0

)
Pl

ay
10

  
1

 6
 5

6
 8

0
 0

  
5

 0
 7

16
5

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(6
.1

)
(0

.6
)

(3
.6

)
(3

3.
9)

(4
8.

5)
 0

(3
.0

)
 0

(4
.3

)
(1

00
.0

)
So

ci
al

iz
in

g
 0

 1
0

 1
 1

2
16

7
 5

 1
3

 0
 4

21
2

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(0
.0

)
(4

.7
)

(0
.5

)
(5

.6
)

(7
8.

8)
(2

.4
)

(6
.1

)
 0

(1
.9

)
(1

00
.0

)
Sp

ec
ta

to
r 

ev
en

ts
 0

 1
1

 1
 1

9
  

2
 0

 5
5

 0
 0

 8
8

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(0
.0

)
(1

2.
5)

(1
.1

)
(2

1.
6)

(2
.3

)
(0

.0
)

(6
2.

5)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(1

00
.0

)
E

du
ca

tio
n/

ar
ts

/p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

/r
el

ig
io

us
 0

 1
0

 0
 1

8
  

4
27

  
5

 0
 1

 6
5

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(0
.0

)
(1

5.
4)

(0
.0

)
(2

7.
7)

(6
.2

)
(4

1.
5)

(7
.7

)
 0

(1
.5

)
(1

00
.0

)
In

di
vi

du
al

/te
am

/d
ua

l s
po

rt
s/

ch
ee

r
46

10
2

 2
 8

9
 1

0
 7

 4
7

 0
 8

31
1

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(1
4.

8)
(3

2.
8)

(0
.6

)
(2

8.
6)

(3
.2

)
(2

.3
)

(1
5.

1)
(0

.0
)

(2
.6

)
(1

00
.0

)
M

is
ce

lla
ne

ou
s

 6
  

0
 0

  
0

  
9

 0
  

6
45

 0
 6

6
(p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
(9

.1
)

(0
.0

)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(1

3.
6)

(0
.0

)
(9

.1
)

(6
8.

2)
(0

.0
)

(1
00

.0
)

M
is

si
ng

 0
  

0
 0

  
0

  
0

 0
  

3
 0

 0
  

3
(p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(1

00
.0

)
(0

.0
)

(0
.0

)
(1

00
.0

)
To

ta
l

62
13

9
10

19
6

28
7

40
45

5
45

22
1,

25
6

(p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

(4
.9

)
(1

1.
1)

(0
.8

)
(1

5.
6)

(2
2.

8)
(3

.2
)

(3
6.

2)
(3

.6
)

(1
.8

)
(1

00
.0

)

69



70		  THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

TABLE 6
Coefficients from the Multinomial Logistic Regressions

Dependent Variable: Venue (Reference Category: Charity)

Independent Variables
Business: b 
(robust SE)

Congregation: 
b (robust SE)

Household: 
b (robust SE)

Government/Tribe: 
b (robust SE)

Child female .417 –.406 .485* –.071
  (.286) (.484) (.283) (.262)
Child Hispanic –.120 1.155** –.012 .527*
  (.315) (.556) (.327) (.291)
Child other race/ethnicity –.573 .295 .243 .125
  (.567) (.728) (.493) (.482)
Child age –.033 –.007 .021 –.094
  (.060) (.110) (.065) (.061)
Number of children .083 –.148 –.016 –.030
  (.151) (.264) (.161) (.153)
Years living in Phoenix 

metro area
.011 –.031 .010 –.008

  (.010) (.019) (.010) (.010)
Family income in $1,000s –.001 .000 –.004 –.007***
  (.003) (.005) (.003) (.003)
Caregiver not married .905** .620 1.064*** .647*
  (.377) (.647) (.395) (.350)
Caregiver worked last 

Saturday
–.343 –.234 –.198 –.926**

  (.432) (.633) (.376) (.370)
Eating/shopping/personal 

care/spectator eventsa
2.718**** –1.977 –3.065**** –1.562***

  (.465) (1.236) (.461) (.499)
Educational/art/ 

performance/religiousa
–1.129 2.122*** –3.979**** –1.071**

  (.694) (.710) (.695) (.534)
Individual/dual/team 

sports/cheerleadinga
–1.360*** –1.849** –5.440**** –1.780****

  (.426) (.796) (.458) (.358)
Constant .338

(.708)
–.451

(1.269)
2.695****
(.699)

3.092****
(.684)

Log-likelihood –881.12  
N of activities 1,067  
Wald chi-squared 830.26****  
Pseudo R2 .411  

a. Reference category is “play” and “socializing.”
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01. ****p < .001 (two-tailed tests).
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models where dependent variables are nominal variables with three or more 
categories. The dependent variable in our case is the type of venue. The multi-
nomial regression models the log odds of categorical outcomes as a linear combi-
nation of independent variables. The multinomial logistic function is an extension 
of a logit function. A set of coefficients is estimated for each category of the 
dependent variable, except the one that is chosen as a base category.20

The units of analysis were the activities that the children engaged in. The 
dependent variable is a multinomial response variable that took on seven values: 
public space, charity, neighborhood association, government/tribal, household, 
congregations, or business. Out-of-town providers (travel) and missing cases 
were excluded because we were unsure about the auspices of the providers. 
Informed by our literature review, the independent variables were household 
income, the race/ethnicity of the child (Hispanic/non-Hispanic other/non-
Hispanic white), the child’s gender and age, the number of children in the house-
hold, the number of years the family lived in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metro 
area, whether the caregiver was single, whether she or he worked that previous 
Saturday, and whether the activity was education/art/religious, play, socializing, 
sports, eating, personal care, or a spectator event. We excluded activities that 
were miscellaneous or had missing values.

A constraint on our model is that every venue (the categories of the multino-
mial dependent variable) had to provide every service to at least one child. 
However, from Table 5, we see that congregations did not provide spectator 
events, play activities, or personal care; neighborhood associations did not pro-
vide eating, personal care, or educational/art/religious activities; and there was no 
eating, personal care, socializing, spectator events, or educational/art/religious 
activities in public space. This means that we had to collapse either venues or 
activities, or eliminate some. We decided to drop two venues—public space and 
neighborhood association—because they provided so few activities (see Table 1). 
We also collapsed spectator events, personal care (e.g., haircuts), shopping, and 
eating, since, for the most part, they were commercial transactions and provided 
by businesses. Since we did not want to lose play, we folded socializing and play 
together because both were informal activities.

Because activities were not independent (the same children participated in 
multiple activities), we used the cluster option in Stata and estimated robust 
standard errors. Socializing/play was the reference category for the activity dum-
mies, and charity was the reference category for the multinomial dependent vari-
able. In columns 1 through 3, we see that charity providers were not any more or 
less likely to serve rich or poor families than were businesses, congregations, or 
households. Looking at the comparisons between government and charities (col-
umn 4), however, we see that as family income decreased, families were more 
likely to use government providers than charities. Looking at the controls, we see 
that single caregivers were more likely to use businesses or other households than 
charities, and caregivers who worked on the previous Saturday were more likely 
to use charities than government. We also see that Hispanics were more likely to 
use churches or government agencies than charities, although the latter was sig-
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nificant only at the .10 level (p < .070, two-tailed test).
Looking at activities, we see that businesses were more likely to provide eat-

ing, personal care, and spectator events than play and socializing activities in 
comparison to charities, but charities were more likely to provide sports than play 
or socializing opportunities in comparison to businesses. Congregations were 
more likely to provide educational/art/performance/religious activities than play 
or socializing in comparison to charities, but charities were more likely to provide 
sports than play or socializing opportunities in comparison to congregations. 
Finally, charities were more likely to provide eating, shopping, personal care, and 
spectator activities, developmental activities, and sports than play and socializing 
activities compared to both households and government/tribal agencies. The 
centrality of charities in providing sporting activities is fairly clear.

We subsequently redid the analysis in Table 6, substituting different venues 
for the reference category, which initially was charity. This enabled us to create 
an ordering among the venues for those with more or less income (detailed 
results available upon request). Table 7 summarizes the findings and speaks 
directly to our hypotheses. Focus on the upper right off-diagonal cells; each cell 
contains the logistic regression coefficient describing the increase in the log odds 
ratio of using venue i (e.g., a business) rather than j (e.g., a congregation) with a 
$1,000 increase in family income, controlling for family and child characteristics 
and the activity. There are only two statistically significant results. As family 
income increased, children were more likely to use businesses than government/
tribal venues (b = .007), and less likely to use government/tribal venues than 
charities (b = –.007).

The second finding fit our expectations: wealthier families were more likely to 
use businesses than government providers, while poorer families were more 
likely to use government providers than businesses. The first finding was sur-
prising, since we had expected that income would be unrelated to the use of 

TABLE 7
Coefficients from the Multinomial Logistic Regressions with Family Income (Upper 

Right Off-Diagonal) and Hispanic Ethnicity (Lower Left Off-Diagonal) as the 
Independent Variables and Venue Type as the Dependent Variable (with Different 

Venues as the Reference Category)

Reference Category

Choice
Business: 

b (SE)
Congregation: 

b (SE)
Household: 

b (SE)
Government/
Tribe: b (SE)

Charity: 
b (SE)

Business –.000 (.005) .003 (.003) .007** (.003) –.001 (.003)
Congregation 1.275** (.558) .003 (.005) .007 (.005) –.000 (.005)
Household .108 (.288) –1.167** (.559) .004 (.003) –.004 (.003)
Government/tribe .667** (.269) –.007 (.005) .539** (.253) –.007*** (.003)
Charity .120 (.315) –1.155** (.556) .012 (.327) –.527* (.291)  

*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01 (two-tailed tests).
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charities—because of cross-subsidization, we thought both the rich and the poor 
would be served by charities. Instead, the wealthy chose charities over govern-
ment, while the poor affiliated with government rather than charities. This is 
consistent with correspondence analysis results, and we discuss this further in the 
conclusion.

Further Analysis of Race/Ethnicity

Our theory speculated that residents’ affiliations with different providers would 
be driven by costs and perceived quality. In the analysis discussed above, we saw 
higher-income families’ aversion to government providers. In an exploratory 
analysis, we examined an alternative basis for differentiation: race and ethnicity. 
If income alone is dictating who uses what, controlling for income, and race and 
ethnicity should have little or no effect on choice of venue.

Using the same results that were shown in Table 6 and again alternating the 
reference categories, we come up with the results in the lower left hand off-
diagonal cells in Table 7, which assess the impact of being Hispanic or non-
Hispanic non-white on families’ choices. First, being non-Hispanic non-white 
had no effect on the choice of venue. There is no doubt that this is because this 
was a residual category that included blacks, Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Native 
Americans. Thus, we do not present these results. Second, when we compared 
Hispanics to non-Hispanic whites, we found that independent of income, child 
and household characteristics, and activity, Hispanics were more likely than non-
Hispanic whites to use congregations or government/tribal agencies rather than 
businesses, households, or charities; while businesses, households, and charities 
remained the domain of non-Hispanic whites.21 Given that these results were 
independent of family income, they are provocative. These results are also con-
sistent with the correspondence analysis results and are discussed in the 
conclusion.

Conclusion

This article describes the ecology of affiliation in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale 
metro area, looking at what children did on Saturdays during the school year and 
the organizations and venues they utilized. We drew on the recent work in eco-
nomic sociology, institutional economics, and organizational ecology to describe 
in a single-case metropolitan community the affiliations of different population 
subgroups or market segments with different venues.

We found that the poor and Hispanics were more likely to use government/
tribal venues than businesses or charities, while middle- and upper-income fami-
lies and whites were more likely to use businesses or charities than government/
tribal venues. Hispanics also preferred congregations over businesses, households, 



74		  THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

and charities; while non-Hispanic whites preferred businesses, households, or 
charities over congregations. Finally, Hispanics favored government venues over 
households, while whites favored the latter over the former. Both the regression 
analyses in Tables 6 and 7 and the correspondence analysis in Figure 4 support 
these conclusions.

We expected and found that lower-income residents were more likely to use 
government providers than businesses, and wealthier families were more likely 
to use businesses than government providers. Looking at Table 4, however, we 
see that this effect is mostly due to the fact that families earning $20,000 or less 
did not use business vendors and relied heavily on government/tribal providers, 
and upper-middle-income and upper-income families stayed away from govern-
ment facilities. Thus, the effects are not strictly linear. We argued that businesses 
charge fees, which create barriers to entry for low-income families, and thus 
poorer residents are kept out of their facilities. At the same time, wealthier fami-
lies avoid public venues where services are supposedly inferior because more 
people utilize government providers.

So far we have assumed that governments provide inferior services compared 
to businesses. That is, services provided by government are cheaper because they 
are inferior to those provided by businesses. Since the wealthy have more dispos-
able income, they naturally avoid the low-end provider. In our analysis, we did 
not control for the quality of the service provided, but we can examine the effects 
of auspice on family members’ satisfaction with services their children received. 
With a measure of adults’ satisfaction with the child’s provider as the dependent 
variable, we can regress this measure on the various auspices of providers. 
Galaskiewicz et al. (2012, 257) examined the factors that contributed to parents/
guardians’ satisfaction with the providers’ of their children’s organized activities. 
In Table 8, model 1, we reproduced the results in Galaskiewicz et al.’s (2012) 
Table 4.22 We then added provider auspice to model 1. Model 2 shows that none 
of the substantive effects changed from what Galaskiewicz et al. (2012) found. 
More importantly, parents who utilized a government provider were somewhat 
more satisfied than those that used a business, charity, or church, but none of the 
differences was statistically significant. Thus it does not appear that government 
provided an inferior product or service. If middle- and upper-income people did 
not use government facilities, it may be due to some other explanation.

We expected that charities would serve a broad range of people, earning rev-
enues from the wealthy that would cross-subsidize programs for the poor. 
However, we found that upper-income families preferred charities over govern-
ment providers, just as they preferred businesses over government venues. In 
other words, charities’ clientele was the same as that of businesses—middle- to 
upper-income families. A probable reason for our results is that many of the 
charities in our sample were sports clubs, teams, and leagues. Table 5 showed 
that 102 of the 139 charities in our study were sports-related; we subsequently 
found that 82 of these 102 were sports clubs or associations.23 From our discus-
sions with informants, we discovered that many functioned more like associative 
nonprofits than charities, relying heavily on dues, fees, and volunteers.
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Indeed, looking at revenue sources for the 196 public charities that provided 
recreation and sports services in the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metro area in 
2004, on average, 26.7 percent of their revenue was from dues.24 This is in con-
trast to revenues of 2.7 percent from dues for all reporting operating human 
services in 2005, which includes recreational and sports services (Wing, Pollak, 

TABLE 8
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression (N = 650  

Activities Organized by Organizations)

Dependent Variable: Parents’ Satisfaction with Provider

Independent Variables
Model 1: b 

(Robust SE)
Model 2: b 

(Robust SE)

Control variables  
  Child female .006 (.018) .005 (.019)
  Child’s age .003 (.004) .003 (.004)
  Child Hispanic –.018 (.023) –.019 (.023)
  Child non-Hispanic, non-white –.066 (.027)** –.067 (.026)**
  Number of children –.008 (.012) –.007 (.013)
  Years living in Phoenix .003 (.001)*** .003 (.001)****
  Single parent .022 (.023) .023 (.023)
  Family attends church .011 (.020) .013 (.021)
  Parent(s) work full-time .069 (.030)** .071 (.030)**
Financial and cultural capital variables  
  Caregiver’s years of education .008 (.004)** .008 (.004)**
  Family income (in $1,000s) –.000 (.000) –.000 (.000)
Activity variables  
  Activity is free .016 (.026) .005 (.027)
  Religious/art/performance/educational .079 (.037)** .068 (.042)
  Team/dual/individual sports/cheerleading .064 (.019)*** .044 (.025)*
Social capital variables  
  Family in metro area –.027 (.019) –.026 (.019)
  Friends in metro area .021 (.019) .022 (.019)
  Ties to organization .089 (.025)**** .083 (.027)***
Auspice variables  
  Business provider –.039 (.030)
  Church provider –.018 (.048)
  Charity provider –.011 (.031)
  Constant .515 (.067)**** .553 (.073)****
N of activities (max. = 650) 609 606
N of children (max. = 372) 347 345
F 6.41**** 5.54****
R-squared .111 .116

NOTE: Model 1 comes from Galaskiewicz et al. (2012, 257), Table 4.
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01. ****p < .001 (two-tailed tests).
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and Blackwood 2008, 183). Therefore, this type of charity will be more accessible 
to middle- and upper-income parents who have the means to pay these dues, but 
it will discourage the participation of lower-income children. Given that other 
research has found that charities are often not redistributive, these results are not 
completely surprising.

We found that governments and congregations were the preferred provider of 
Hispanics and that businesses and charities were the preferred provider of 
whites. That the results were independent of income makes them all the more 
intriguing. Since our theory is premised on institutional incentives and family 
resources, it has difficulty explaining why race or ethnicity should impact affilia-
tions. It could be that Hispanics prefer religious rather than secular venues, but 
it is difficult to explain why non-Hispanic whites prefer charities and business 
over congregations and why Hispanics are drawn to government providers. Thus, 
we may be required to look at other factors to explain our findings.

It may be necessary to introduce spatial factors into our analysis. The unspo-
ken assumption in this article is that it does not matter where things are located. 
The model assumes that venues are distributed randomly across the metropolitan 
area, and transportation costs have little or no effect on what venues parents 
choose. Yet a core idea of Wilson’s (1987) discussion was that there are many 
neighborhoods in metropolitan areas that are “organizational deserts”; that is, 
organizations that would provide basic services to a community are simply not 
present. This was also the conclusion of Small and McDermott (2006). In the 
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan area, it may be that businesses or chari-
ties are not located in areas where Hispanics or poor people live, but congrega-
tions and government facilities are. It is true that minorities in these situations 
can drive to facilities outside their neighborhoods, but it adds a cost. Thus, to 
explain why residents utilize the organizational resources they do, researchers 
need to examine data on what organizational resources are located nearby.

Alternatively, prejudice and discrimination can play a role. Groups within the 
metropolitan area may have a preference for exclusivity. In other words, both 
wealthy and poor families, Hispanic and non-Hispanic white families may prefer 
not to associate with people who are different from themselves. This pattern is 
found often in network studies of friendship (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and 
Cook 2001) and is labeled a homophily effect. This would mean that segments of 
the community may avoid venues that are “home territories” for other groups 
(Lofland 1973).25 These avoidance strategies may be aimed at specific establish-
ments, but they could be used in the decision-making process to eliminate types 
of organizations that are perceived to be somebody else’s.

Establishments may also contribute to this. If exclusivity is important to cus-
tomers and users, vendors that seek the patronage of certain groups may actively 
discriminate to exclude others. While discriminating on the basis of income is 
commonplace among businesses, it seems distasteful if charities do so. However, 
discrimination on the basis of race or ethnicity is illegal. Yet Feagin’s (1991) classic 
description of the indignities suffered by middle-class blacks in department 
stores and restaurants illustrates how racial prejudice still plays out in public 
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venues and creates barriers to entry that have nothing to do with ability to pay. 
Whether businesses or sports-related charities in the Phoenix area favor white 
over Hispanic users is certainly worthy of further investigation.

In summary, we, like previous researchers, found that different segments 
within the community affiliate with different types of providers. We also found 
that family income and organizational auspice can explain to some extent who 
matches up with what. However, ability to pay alone does not explain all our 
results, and it seems necessary to broaden our inquiry to take into account other 
factors that could explain the patterns we found in our case community.

Notes
1. Whether auspices matter is still hotly debated. Almost 30 years ago Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore 

(1982) found stark differences among public, Catholic, and other private schools, with the Catholic schools 
outperforming publics in terms of student achievement. More recently, Weisbrod (1998) found that reli-
gious nursing homes and facilities for the mentally handicapped provided much better care than secular 
nonprofits and for-profits, and in a meta-analysis Steinberg and Gray (1993) found that for-profit hospitals 
tended to provide inferior care, at higher costs, and were guilty of fraud more than nonprofits. Yet others 
have found little or no differences among forms (e.g., Clarke and Estes 1992; Hannan and Freeman 1989), 
and DiMaggio and Anheier (1990) and Ferris and Grady (1989) said that it depends on the industry stud-
ied. Schlesinger (1998) argued that one needs to model the interaction of ownership and external condi-
tions to find consistent results.

  2. While foundations are technically charitable organizations, we exclude them from consideration 
and focus only on what the law labels “public charities” (Simon, Dale, and Chisolm 2012, 269). The latter 
are different from foundations, because they are broadly (or publicly) supported. Hence, we refer to these 
simply as charities.

  3. It is important to remember that some charities are really “associative organizations in disguise.” 
That is, they are supposedly open to the public, but they often are quite exclusive and dominated by mem-
bers, e.g., the local symphony orchestra (Hansmann 1996).

  4. The situations of housing and Internet services and hospitals are exceptions and the Internal 
Revenue Service has set conditions for 501(c)(3) status. See Simon, Dale, and Chislom (2012, 277) for a 
more thorough discussion.

  5. The reader may balk that we assume too much. We agree and encourage others to weaken our 
assumptions and then see how our predictions might change.

  6. Ideally, this should be true, but governments, too, charge fees, and these increase in recessionary 
periods (Hou and Moynihan 2008). Given that governments also outsource their services to private ven-
dors, government services may not always be cheaper than those provided by the private sector. This is an 
important empirical question to consider.

  7. Although many studies interview children (e.g., Timmer et al. 1985; Bianchi and Robinson 1997; 
Hofferth and Sandberg 2001), we decided against interviewing them because, with adult respondents, the 
pretests were averaging 20 minutes and interviewing children would add considerably more time. We also 
wanted to get parents/guardians’ evaluations of providers. We also considered asking about Sunday. Our 
pretest taught us that there was more activity outside the home on Saturday than on Sunday and so we 
restricted our questions to Saturday’s activities.

  8. A description of the sampling frame and the methodology is in Galaskiewicz et al. (2012, footnote 1).
  9. The response rate of eligible households takes into account the number of households in the 

Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan area that have children between 5 and 12 years of age. The com-
putation of the response rate among eligible households is in Galaskiewicz et al. (2012, footnote 2).

10. The exact wording was, “I would like to know what [child’s initials] did outside the home last 
Saturday. Begin at midnight on Friday to midnight on Saturday. Start with the morning and then talk about 
what they did later in the afternoon and evening. What was the first thing he or she did [e.g., play at a park, 
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play video games, play baseball, eat out, play soccer, swim]?”
11. The interviewer asked, “Was going to [the household/organization/business/other location] 

designed primarily to benefit the child or was the child just accompanying an adult?” The interviewer 
coded the child as having engaged in a beneficial activity if the respondent answered either “benefit the 
child” or “benefit both child and adult.”

12. Galaskiewicz et al. (2012) found that the greater the caregiver’s education, the greater the family 
income, if the family attended church, and if the parent was single all increased the likelihood that the child 
participated in activities outside the home that benefited them. However, if the child was Hispanic (as 
compared to non-Hispanic white), the odds of the child having a beneficial activity decreased considerably.

13. The exact wording was, “Was this activity organized by an organization such as [child’s initials] 
school, a sports league, the city parks department, or the YMCA, for example?” If the respondent hesi-
tated, we probed, “Did this activity take place in a household or some other location?” The options for the 
interviewer to record were (1) household, (2) organization/business, and (3) other location. The inter-
viewer then asked, “What is the name of the [household/the organization or business] where they went?” 
For organizations or businesses, we then asked, “And where is it located?”

14. If it was an organized activity and we had information on the provider and place, we coded the 
auspices of the venue based on the provider’s auspice, not the place. For example, if a child participated 
in a sports league that played games at a public park, the venue was coded as a charity if the sports league 
was a charity.

15. Interviewers asked for “the total income for the last 12 months before taxes for all members of your 
family living with you there.” They then read income categories (in $10,000 increments) and asked which 
category applied. For values, they assigned the midpoint. There were missing data on family income for 
9.5 percent of the households. We imputed values on the basis of predicted values from the regression on 
the known variables for the respondent (Little and Rubin 1987). These included whether the caregiver was 
single; white or Asian (versus other); there was a full-time worker in the family; the number of cars in the 
family; the education of the respondent; the number of years the family had lived in the Phoenix metro-
politan area; and the number of children in the family (Galaskiewicz et al. 2012).

16. We took license with this variable and coded families where the adults were not married but living 
as if married as not being single households.

17. We can make comparisons to the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale standard metropolitan area. The 
American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that in 2005 the mean family income was $68,480 (in 2003 
dollars) (http://factfinder2.census.gov/rest/dnldController/deliver?_ts=365787001169); for our sample, it 
was $64,570. The ACS estimated that in 2005, 48.8 percent of children between 5 and 14 were female 
(http://factfinder2.census.gov/rest/dnldController/deliver?_ts=365787468785); in our sample, 46.4 percent 
were female. They estimated that in 2005, 68.3 percent of families with children under 18 were a legally 
married couple household; in our sample, 72.2 percent of the family households were a legally married 
couple. Finally, the ACS estimated that in 2005, 61.1 percent of the area’s population was non-Hispanic 
white, 9.7 percent was non-Hispanic other, and 29.2 percent was Hispanic (http://factfinder2.census.gov/
rest/dnldController/deliver?_ts=365785880753). In our sample, respondents were 54.8 percent non-
Hispanic white, 9.1 percent non-Hispanic other, and 36.1 percent Hispanic. Thus, it seems that our sample 
was slightly more Hispanic than what the ACS estimated for the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale metropolitan area.

18. Conceptually, it is similar to principal component analysis but was designed to explore categorical 
data. Correspondence analysis is based on decomposition of inertia, which is a measure of deviation from 
independence and equal to Pearson’s chi-square divided by the number of observations. One of the main 
advantages of correspondence analysis is visual representation of dependencies between rows and col-
umns, which aids in interpreting the magnitude and nature of the relationships between variables in a 
contingency table. Total inertia measures the extent to which the points in the map are spread around the 
centroid. It is directly related to Pearson’s chi-square statistic (Clausen 1998, 14–15). It is decomposed into 
eigenvalues that represent n-dimensional space where variable categories are positioned for a graphic 
display, typically, of the first two dimensions.

19. For detailed information on mathematical procedures used in correspondence analysis, see 
Greenacre (1984), Clausen (1998), Goodman (1996), and Hsung and Breiger (2009).

20. For more on multinomial regression, see Agresti (1996) and Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000).
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21. The difference between non-Hispanic whites and whites in their utilization of government/tribal 
agencies and charities was significant at the .10 level.

22. The number of activities is smaller than in our earlier analyses because the analysis here looks at only 
organized activities provided by organizations. Thus, activities that took place in households and in public 
places or out of town are excluded. See Galaskiewicz et al. (2012) for details on the dependent and other con-
trol variables. The data on parent satisfaction come from an index that measures the extent to which parents 
trusted the staff, rated the staff as competent, and rated their overall experience with the provider positively.

23. The Phoenix Suns, the Diamondbacks, and the Coyotes all had sports associations/teams for youths. 
We did not count these among the 82.

24. These data were provided by the Urban Institute (July 2012). They were taken from their Core 
Files, which includes all 501(c)(3) organizations in the United States in 2004 that filed their financial state-
ments (Form 990) with the IRS. We selected organizations that were headquartered in the Phoenix-Mesa-
Scottsdale area and had a National Taxonomy of Exempt Organization code of N20 to N72 (Wing, Pollak, 
and Blackwood 2008, 232). This includes nonprofit recreation and sports providers in the area and 
excludes alliances and advocacy groups, management and technical assistance groups, professional socie-
ties and associations, research institutes and public policy analysis groups, single-organizations support 
groups, fundraising and fund distribution groups, support organizations, professional athletic leagues, and 
recreation and sports entities not elsewhere classified.

25. We need to acknowledge Okada (2011), which pointed out the importance of this pattern in 
research on people’s dislike of different musical forms.
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