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participation and two measures denoted a subjective evaluat_ion
of the individual’s participation in community and project
activities. Actual participation includes, (1) the total number of
organizations of which the respondents reported bei'ng a
member, (2) a community check list which allowed for a diverse
range of community activities with which the respondelnt was
voluntarily involved, (3) a project check-list which 'Ilsted a
variety of activities in which the respondent has been mvolv_ed
with the project and, (4) leadership positions held in community
organizations. Leadership was also included in the. project and
the community checklist but given a double weight in relation to
other items listed (i.e. 2 points instead of 1). The subjective
measures used in this study included, (5) the amount of
organizational activity that the respondent reported as pertgimng to
his/her most active organization, (6) the amount of actlw'ty the
respondent estimated as pertaining to the developme.nt pr(_)Ject in
his/her community. All six categories were combined mtlo‘an
aggregate participation score. The checklists were empirical
measures of actual participation but the respondents were also
requested to assess their relative participation in both the projt?ct
activities and their “most active community organization.” While
the subjective category generally matched the actual reported
behaviour of the individual, there were instances where the
checklists reflected low actual levels of participation, despite the
fact that the individual felt quite active in that organization or
project. Some individuals had been active in the past and WOLl‘]d.
perhaps, be active again. For various reasons, they were not active
at the time of this survey and therefore, as it was felt that this would
modify the data findings without direct control, the participatory
variable was widened to allow a more subjective element of
participatory behaviour. In other words, it was consid_ered that a
person’s subjective assessment of his/her overall behaviour was as
important to this study as actual behaviour.

For the purposes of more specific analysis relating to
project or community activities separately, the aggregate score
could be re-defined by excluding 1 or more of the above categories
(i.e. project-related findings may only include categories 3 and 6,
above). In these cases, it will be indicated if the aggregate score has
been modified.
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Finding an Aggregate Participation Score

The first stage in the analysis required finding a useful
composite score that represented the "participation" or
“behavioural” variable for this experiment. The 6 sub-categories
listed above did not, because of their unequal weighting, lend
themselves to simple addition of all values. The principal difficulty
was that each category of participation was based on an unequal
response scale. For instance:

Community Activities

20 items maximum (i.e. 20
possible activities)

Project Activities - 12 items maximum (i.e. 12
possible activities)
Most Active Org. - 3 item maximum (i.e. not active,

active, very active)
3 item maximum (i.e. not active,
active, very active)

Leadership Positions - 0-2  (i.e. 0=no membership,

=membership, and
2=leadership )

Total Organizations - Limitless items (i.e. varying
according to individual
membership)

The community and project activity checklist elicited a
response pertaining to actual activities that the respondent was
engaged in over the last two years. A score was given based on
actual indications of activity (total community = 20 and total project
= 12) and fell along a distinct or fixed continuum (respondents
varied between 0 - 20 and 0 - 12 possible points, respectively). The
number of organizations of which the respondent reported being a
member, varied amongst respondents but again, the numbers
resolved themselves along a continuum. Organizational activity (in
most active organization) was a static number on a 3-point Likert
scale indicating perceived involvement in the respondent's most
active organization (1 = not very active, 2=somewhat active and
3=very active) and leadership was scored from 0 - 2, ranging from
no involvement, to basic membership, to any leadership positions
held in voluntary organizations. Given the uneven weighting of
these components, it was clear that an aggregate score could not be
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