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ABSTRACT

Bryan presented the concept of recreation specialization in 1977. Although a number
of researchers have evaluated and affirmed the validity of his definitions, there has not
been a unanimous conclusion regarding the measurement index of the recreation
specialization. There has been no single additive index that would make equal importance
of the measurement index of the recreation specialization. This study takes bicycle activity
as an example and examines the concept of the recreation specialization. By way of
snowball sampling, there were 261 subjects of bicycle communities selected to do
questionnaire survey. The findings suggest that the mode of specialization in cognitive,
behavioral and affective dimensions could be applied to the recreation specialization of
bicycle activity. The result of this study on bicycle activity reveals that the importance of
the cognitive, behavioral and affective dimensions of recreation specialization is dissmilar,
and their weight therein is distinguished. The cognitive and behavioral dimensions are
more important in the bicycle recreation specialization, among which, variables of * skill”
and “ knowledge” are the most significant.
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