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Introduction

Adventure programming is moving towards increasingly inclusive program designs for all clients.  These designs integrate disabled, at-risk-youth, elderly, and other commonly segregated groups with “traditional” clientele.  As integrated groups become more common, and as adventure education continues to legitimize and validate its influence in all aspects life, research into the exact nature of its influences needs to be conducted.   As adventure programming moves towards increased integration of its clientele, the effects of integration need to be measured.  If adventure programs are increasing their integration, one result may be that further integration of community groups occurs as a result.


This survey attempts to measure changes in perceived levels of community involvement as a result of participation in adventure programming.  The author’s original intent was to measure whether integration of adventure programming results in integration in community groups.  The survey in fact measures community involvement regardless of the nature of clients participating in adventure programming.  As a measure of community involvement, the survey is designed to be reliable for all people, regardless age, disability, or other characteristics.


Constructs of community involvement were brainstormed.  They included: levels of involvement in community groups, valuing community and its importance, time spent working with community groups, extent of leadership roles, amount of responsibility in community groups, skills gained through community involvement, school/work performance changes, relationships as a result of community involvement, and recognition received for participation in community groups.  While these items may not be the full spectrum of possible constructs of community involvement, they do tend to indicate the extent to which a person is involved in the community.

Method

A pilot survey was conducted using students from an Applied Statistics class at the University of New Hampshire.  All those surveyed were master’s students in various fields of Kinesiology. The original target construct was “satisfaction” with OE programming.  After consultation with James Neill of the University of New Hampshire, it was decided that the target was too broad.  One of the areas that the first pilot attempted to study as a construct of satisfaction was community involvement.  Neill suggested that community involvement is an underutilized and under-studied area, and it might prove worthwhile to attempt the construction of an instrument to measure quantify it (pers. comm. 11/6/01).  The second pilot instrument had an original goal of measuring “community involvement” and had 24 target questions from a variety of brainstormed constructs of community involvement.  All 24 items were measured on a 1 to 5 Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 3 = neutral, 5 = strongly disagree).  As example of the questions on the survey: #1: I am active in community groups- (See appendix A).  Most of the items were positively worded.  A few were negatively worded to ensure participants use of the entire scale and vigilance in reading pilot questions.    The pilot participants were given the  two weeks of October 8- 22, 2001, to fill out the questionnaire.  The questionnaire was a self-test available on the class’s website.  Instructions were given to print and answer the pilot. Fifteen pilot questionnaires were returned (N = 15).

Results
Of the 15 pilot questionnaires returned, only one had a missing item.   Descriptive statistics revealed that several items, including enjoyment of working with others, team membership, believing community members are important, and having gained skills from participation in extracurricular activities, all had low use of the entire five point scale, resulting in highly positively skewed data. The items listed above were answered using only two scale points on all returned surveys.  Also, a number of items returned a kurtosis beyond the desired range of between +1 and -1.  Both of these factors were considered, but it was decided to table their importance for the time being in favor of analysis of correlations.


The first method used for narrowing the 24 items to a more manageable survey was correlation analysis.  All 24 items were analyzed for correlation.  The resulting correlation table was surveyed for correlations lying within the desired range of between .3 and .9.   Eight items returned twelve or more correlations within the desired range (out of 23 possible).  These eight items are:  #9, leadership role in community; #14, enjoy having a leadership roles; #16, dislike of participating in groups;  #19, made new friends as a result of participation in community groups; #20, belief that community is important; #21, received an award for contribution to community; #23, has mentored someone; #24, has been mentored  (See Table 1).   
Table 1
Means and Standard Deviation for 24 Response Items
	Question Number
	
Variable Name
	Mean M
	Std. Deviation SD

	1
	have gained skills from extr cur.
	1.33
	.49

	2
	member of team
	1.40
	.51

	3
	enjoy wrking with others
	1.47
	.52

	4
	have important responsibilites
	1.47
	.64

	5
	difficulty doing all wished
	1.60
	.63

	6
	members of comm are import
	1.71
	.47

	7
	community is important
	1.80
	.68

	8
	value the contributions of comm.
	1.87
	.51

	9
	goes out of way to help
	2.07
	.96

	10
	friends in same org.
	2.07
	.96

	11
	peers value my contribution
	2.07
	.46

	12
	can make a difference
	2.20
	1.15

	13
	made new friends in comm. groups
	2.40
	1.12

	14
	like to have a leadership role
	2.73
	1.28

	15
	has been mentored
	2.73
	1.34

	16
	involved in comm.
	2.73
	1.03

	17
	have mentored
	2.87
	1.41

	18
	active in comm. Groups
	3.20
	.94

	19
	much time spent
	3.27
	.88

	20
	received recognition for contr.
	3.53
	1.30

	21
	have leadership role in comm..
	3.80
	1.27

	22
	volunteer more than 5 hours/week
	3.87
	.74

	23
	received award
	4.20
	1.01

	24
	dislike participating groups
	4.53
	.64


.  
These items were then analyzed for face validity.  As a result of this analysis, #14, like to have a leadership role in community groups, was eliminated from list of desired items as it matched so closely the face validity of #9, has a leadership role in the community.   Also, responses for #16 were re-coded to account for the negative wording of the original item, now referred to as item #16(r). 

Cronbach’s Alpha for the remaining seven items, including #16(r) was .83.

Further analysis of the alphas revealed that elimination of item #16(r) resulted in an alpha increase to .85.  Thus item #16(r) was likewise eliminated to increase the internal validity of the items.  The final items for the newly proposed questionnaire are: #9, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24.  None of these items were those listed above for having low use of the entire scale, and all were either within the desired ranges for normal distribution, or close enough to warrant their inclusion.


A second attempt to eliminate unreliable measures was made by Neill and the author.  For this attempt, items were analyzed for high face validity, then cross-referenced to other measures they correlated highly with.  This method resulted in the inclusion of six items for the final survey, including items: #1,2, 6,9,10, and 14.  However, subsequent Cronbach’s Alpha analysis revealed a low internal validity- Alpha = .4579, and thus this method and its results were discarded in favor of the original method.

Discussion:

Clearly all 24 of the original pilot items are not reliable in measuring community involvement.  There was too great a range of mean scores, too many items used an undesirable amount of the scale, and Alpha scores were too varied and extreme to indicate reliability.  However, the six resulting questions do tend towards a reliable measurement of community involvement.  Further, on face validity, they seem to measure a variety of constructs of community involvement including leadership, mentoring, friendship, recognition and a value on community.  One possible weakness is that it may measure too few constructs, and mentoring is a repeated construct, though the questions dealing with mentoring do place the participant on either side of the mentoring relationship.   Certainly other possible constructs exist that would offer further insight into community involvement without adversely affecting the Alpha score of the survey.  A second and possibly third pilot should be run, each attempting to add constructs without decreasing the Alpha, in order to add to the validity to the pilot.


Some additional changes might further enhance the reliability of the survey (See Appendix B).  First, all questions should have some mention of the word community to increase the face validity of the questions.  Second, qualitative follow up questions could be added to gain further insight into the nature of or reasoning behind given responses.  For the purposes of quantitative analysis, follow-up questions have not been included in the revised pilot survey.  Third, negative wording might be included to ensure participant vigilance in reading questions and ensuring use of both scales.  The Likert scale can easily and reliably be re-coded for purposes of analysis if negative wording is used.  However, the current questions do not lend themselves to negative wording, thus it has been neglected.  Also, by maintaining the consistent positive wording, a total score for the instrument could be realized (i.e., the sum of all responses) that would allow for statistical analysis between respondents, and between single items and total score.  Finally, where grammatically correct, the word “my” will be included referring to community groups to allow for participant self-definition of community.


This questionnaire could be used for research with a focus on measuring changes in community involvement as a result of any programming.  The results would be most appropriate if the survey were to be given both before and after the programming occurs.  While initially intended for participants typically not included in adventure programming, specifically the disabled, there is no indication that the reliability or validity of the instrument depends on these groups being surveyed.  Also, the original intent for the development of the pilot was for use in researching adventure programming, but as above, nothing indicates that the validity of instrument would be damaged by application by any programming model.  


Certainly community involvement is one of many areas of influence that adventure programming has on typically excluded populations.  This instrument might best be utilized as a part of more comprehensive research design that looks at other areas of influence.  Such areas might include school performance, health, sense of personal ability, and use of mood enhancers.  However, a need clearly exists for the measurement of community involvement.  As programs of all kinds, especially adventure programming, move towards increasing inclusionary practices, inclusion beyond programming will likely see similar gains.  These gains will need to be measured and added to the spectrum of effects that programming offers to its clients. 

Appendix A

Pre and Post Adventure Experience Community Involvement Questionnaire

For all questions, 1 represents Strongly agree: 2 Agree; 3 Neutral; 4 Disagree; 5 Strongly Disagree

1.  I am active in community groups.

1

2

3

4

5

2.  I consider myself involved in the community.


1

2

3

4

5

3.  My peers value my contributions to group settings.


1

2

3

4

5

4.  I enjoy working with others.



1

2

3

4

5

5.  I have important responsibilities to others around me.


1

2

3

4

5

6.  Much of my time is spent working with community groups.


1

2

3

4

5

7.  I value the contributions that community groups make to the community.


1

2

3

4

5

8.  I voluntarily spend 5 hours a week at meetings of civic or social organizations.


1

2

3

4

5

9.  I have a leadership role in a community organization.


1

2

3

4

5


10.  I can make a positive difference to the community around me.


1

2

3

4

5

11.  I go out of my way to help others.


1

2

3

4

5

12.  I often have difficulty finding time to participate in all I wish I could.


1

2

3

4

5

13.  I am a member of a team.


1

2

3

4

5

14.  I would like to have a leadership role in a local club or group.



1

2

3

4

5

15.  Other members of my community are important to me.


1

2

3

4

5

16.  I dislike participating in group activities.


1

2

3

4

5

17.  I have gained skills from my participation in an extracurricular activity.


1

2

3

4

5

18.  Many of my friends are in the same organizations as I.


1

2

3

4

5

19.  I have made new friends as a result of participation in community groups.


1

2

3

4

5

20.  My community is important.


1

2

3

4

5

21.  I have received recognition for my contributions to the community.


1

2

3

4

5

22.  I have received an award from a local organization.


1

2

3

4

5

23.  I have mentored someone.


1

2

3

4

5

24.  Someone has mentored me. 


1

2

3

4

5
Appendix B

Pre and Post Adventure Experience Community Involvement Questionnaire

(Revised)

For all questions, 1 represents Strongly agree: 2 Agree; 3 Neutral; 4 Disagree; 5 Strongly Disagree

1. I have a leadership role in a community organization.

1

2

3

4

5

2. I have made new friends as a result of participation in a community group.

1

2

3

4

5

3. I believe my community is important.

1

2

3

4

5

4. I have mentored someone from my community.

1

2

3

4

5

5. I have received recognition for my contributions to my community.

1

2

3

4

5

6. Someone from my community has mentored me.

1

2

3

4

5
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