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RESEARCH PAPER

Who ought to receive what? An instrument to assess a community’s
preferred strategy for allocating leisure service resources
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All are likely to agree that resources for public leisure services should be allocated
equitably, that is, fairly. Equity is a pseudo-cognate term in that many who use it
assume that everyone has the same intuitive definition of it. This is a fallacious
assumption. There are multiple and diverse interpretations of what is meant by
equity. Since interpretations reflect value systems, they are likely to vary across
communities. This article develops an instrument that will enable professionals to
identify the preferred interpretation in their community. It proposes a taxonomy
of five broad equity perspectives with nine operationalisations of the construct. A
classic scale development procedure was used to measure the nine operational
strategies. The empirical procedures failed to develop measures for two of the
operationalisations but they verified the reliability, dimensionality and validity of
23 items measuring the remaining seven equity operationalisations: Economically
Disadvantaged, Equality, Taxes Paid, Direct Price, Efficiency, Advocacy and
Professional Judgement.

Keywords: equity; allocation; resources; distribution; public services; scale
development

Introduction

Public leisure agencies evaluate their service delivery against three broad criteria:

effectiveness (which is concerned with the end results of a service on a clientele

group); efficiency (which addresses the relationship between inputs and outputs and

measures the amount of effort expended, experience or work involved in delivering a

service); and equity (which assesses the fairness of resource allocation to a service by

investigating ‘‘Who gets what?’’). These criteria were discussed by Crompton and

Lamb (1986), who observed:

There is an emerging recognition that public services should be evaluated first on the
grounds of equity. That is, is every individual being treated fairly? Regarding the other
two measures, effectiveness is more important than efficiency. Thus, in prioritizing
performance indicators, primary concern should be given to equity, then to effective-
ness, and finally to efficiency (p. 168).

Crompton and Lamb go on to note that this prioritisation is the opposite of the one

commonly adopted by public agencies, which is to evaluate service delivery primarily
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by efficiency measures, to a lesser extent by effectiveness measures and rarely by

equity measures. The authors observe, ‘‘Because efficiency measures are generally

more readily available than equity measures, it is expedient to measure public service

delivery only in terms of efficiency’’ (p. 168).

Public leisure service agencies have limited resources so they have to prioritise the

target markets who receive them. This is the equity decision: At which segments of
the community population should the resources be targeted? Only when this question

has been answered should attention shift to effectiveness (‘‘Is the service delivering

the intended benefit to patrons?’’) and efficiency (‘‘Is the service being delivered in

the least costly way?’’).

Equity does not necessarily mean equality, which is a related but different idea.

Both terms derive from the same Latin word, but in the English language each

conveys something different. Equality has to do with sameness in quantity and

quality, while equity has to do with fairness and justice (Crompton & Lamb, 1986).

Every leisure service delivery decision has equity implications because it results in

benefits being conferred on some in a jurisdiction and concomitant opportunity

costs incurred by all others: ‘‘Every time a tax is levied or repealed, every time public

expenditures are expanded or contracted, every time regulations are extended or

abolished, an equity decision has to be made’’ (Thurow, 1980, p. 406). Despite the

pervasiveness of the issue, however, it has remained an under-researched area in the

leisure services literature. This may be because allocation decisions lack glamour

and, for the most part, are hidden from public view. They are frequently mundane
and routine. It is difficult for most citizens to get excited about how new library

books are allocated among branch libraries, how staff are assigned to facilities, how

opening hours at different facilities are determined or how often maintenance crews

are sent to different parks. Nevertheless, the cumulative impact of such decisions on a

neighbourhood can have a major influence on its residents’ quality of life.

A series of papers concerned with equity in the context of leisure services was

published in the late 1980s and early 1990s by Crompton and his associates

(Crompton & Lamb, 1983, 1986; Crompton & Lue, 1992; Wicks & Backman, 1994;

Wicks & Crompton, 1986, 1989, 1990). Additional work on equity in this body of

literature has been reported by Mandel (1996), Talen (1998) and Nicholls (2001).

Mandel (1996) posed the question, ‘‘Can an instrument be developed for a

numerical rating of factors leading to inequity in urban neighborhood park

planning, design and implementation, to produce a meaningful equity ‘score’ useful

in framing neighborhood parks policy planning, design, development and program-

ming?’’ (pp. 4�5). Using the equity implementation model (Wicks & Crompton
1989), Mandel’s question led him to develop an instrument he suggested was capable

of documenting distribution patterns. In both the Talen (1998) and Nicholls (2001)

studies, geographic information systems were used to study accessibility and equity,

and to demonstrate the potential role of equity mapping in planning. The studies

related park access to census tracts in two different communities. Talen found that

Hispanics tended to have less access to parks in Pueblo, Colorado, while Nicholls

reported that less advantaged groups, especially minority and low-income groups,

tended to have better access to park and recreation resources in Bryan, Texas.

Both the Talen (1998) and Nicholls (2001) studies documented relationships

between particular sub-population groups and the distribution of parks. This type of

empirical work is useful, but as Wicks and Crompton (1989) point out in their Equity
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Implementation Model, this is the second stage in the process of integrating equity

into public policy. It has to be preceded by a normative distribution phase, which seeks

to determine the prevailing equity preferences of community members and answer the

question, ‘‘Who ought to receive what?’’ This approach recognises that only when a
community’s prevailing response to this question is known can an evaluation be made

as to whether or not existing resources are allocated ‘‘fairly,’’ as defined by the

community. Public leisure agencies ultimately are responsible to the public they serve.

The traditional government model suggests that the allocation of public services

is implemented by a policy process that operates in the following way: (1) community

priorities and values are articulated by citizens or citizen groups, who (2) influence

elected representatives, who (3) convert the various demands into formal policies,

which (4) agency personnel endeavour to carry out (Nivola, 1979). However, this
classic model has at least three failings. First, it fails to acknowledge the power of

inertia in that many allocation decisions are not made proactively; rather, they are

made by default in that they are a reflection of a community’s history, culture and

traditions. This is captured by the aphorism: ‘‘If it is not broken, then don’t fix it.’’

An allocation process continues ad nauseam unless there is some reason to change it.

Second, widespread citizen apathy and lack of involvement in local government leads

to a lack of concern with allocation issues unless there is a change that directly

adversely affects individuals. Only when their ‘‘Ox is gored’’ will most citizens
become engaged in local government decisions. Third, professionals have wide

latitude and discretion in establishing and interpreting decision rules, which may or

may not reflect the equity preferences of elected officials or citizens.

These caveats lead to a recognition that, while a strong conceptual argument can

be made that decisions on what constitutes equity should be made by the residents of

the community whose taxes support services, citizen apathy and professional

discretion mean that professional judgement may have a deterministic influence on

allocation decisions.

Conceptualisation

Crompton and Wicks (1988) offered a taxonomy of equity perspectives which they

suggested represented the set of alternate criteria available to ascertain the extent to

which the delivery of public leisure services was fair. Their taxonomy specified four

generic perspectives of equity and suggested that each could be operationalised in

one, two or three different ways:
Compensatory equity ‘‘involves allocating resources so that economically

disadvantaged groups, individuals, or areas receive extra increments of resources’’

(p. 290).

Equality ‘‘entails allocating resources so either all residents receive equal input

allocations for leisure services or all residents receive equal benefits from leisure

services, regardless of need, the amount of taxes paid, or the price paid’’ (p. 290).

However, Crompton and Wicks recognised that ‘‘the pragmatic concern in adopting

an equal benefits approach is the difficulty in measuring recreational benefits . . . the
tools are not available to make resource allocation on this criterion a practical

alternative for the leisure manager’’ (p. 292). Coalter (2000) distinguished between

‘‘whether people should participate or should be able to participate � whether the test

is opportunity or outcome’’ (p. 172). An analogy with the educational system helps

40 S.T. West and J.L. Crompton
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clarify the distinction. Students are not guaranteed equal outcomes in terms of

grades or knowledge. Rather, it is expected that they will be given equal opportunities

to learn. Thus, in the context of leisure services it is appropriate to replace the Equal

Benefits operationalisation with Equal Opportunity, which suggests that residents

should have equal access to leisure resources.

Market equity ‘‘entails allocating services to groups or areas in proportion to

either the taxes paid or the fee revenues that they produce’’ (p. 290). This perspective

of equity asserts that the market, not the agency, should determine the patterns of
service distribution. A third operationalisation of this perspective was the least cost

approach, which responds to market forces by seeking out sites where the costs of

delivering leisure services are lowest. This latter operationalisation is one manifesta-

tion of the broader concept of efficiency. For this reason, the broader concept of

efficiency replaced the narrow manifestation of least cost location in the present

study’s conceptualisation. Efficiency emphasises allocating resources so the greatest

amount of overall service emerges from a given level of investment input. Minimising

costs of leisure services per unit of output has multiple manifestations and is not

restricted to facility location decisions. The extent to which services are being

delivered as inexpensively as possible is the main concern.

Demand ‘‘allocates resources on the basis of either use (consumption) or

vociferous advocacy’’ (p. 290). The demonstrated use strategy would mean allocating

most resources to those leisure services that attracted most participants and/or to

those groups that most use a given service. The potential negative implications of this

strategy are illustrated in the following example:

High book circulation may be interpreted as a demand for libraries to provide more
books and other resources. In many cities, library expenditures, staff personnel and new
acquisitions are allocated to branch libraries on the basis of circulation rates (Lucy &
Mladenka, 1980). The higher its circulation, the greater the share of available resources
a branch library receives. If residents of middle- and upper-income neighborhoods read
more, then branches in those neighborhoods receive more resources. (Crompton &
Lamb, 1986, p. 292)

This limitation suggests that a more appropriate strategy would be to expand use to

also embrace demonstrated interest, whereby resources are allocated on the basis of

residents’ interests as expressed in a survey or similar measuring instrument that

would capture latent demand as well as actual use.

In addition to these four generic perspectives, Crompton and Wicks (1988) noted,

‘‘Those responsible for administering leisure service departments have been found to

have a relatively high level of discretion in determining who will receive what
benefits’’ (p. 297). Substantial credence is often placed on professional competence,

which means that variations in resource allocation patterns are frequently

attributable to decisions made by managers. This emphasis on professional judgement

may be entirely appropriate. For example, in his pioneering treatise on carrying

capacity, Wagar (1966, p. 23) commented that, while ‘‘social services can measure

public opinion . . .opinion will seldom be based on a thorough understanding of

availability and productivity of the resource’’ and, therefore, decisions must be made

‘‘by legislative directives and by public servants striving to achieve the public good.’’

The amended taxonomy of nine equity strategies that could be adopted for

guiding the delivery of public leisure services is shown in Figure 1. It differs from the

original Crompton and Wicks (1988) version in four respects: Equal Opportunity

World Leisure Journal 41
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replaces equal benefits; efficiency replaces least cost alternative; use is expanded to

embrace latent demand and is now termed ‘‘demonstrated interest’’; and professional

judgement is included.

Study objective

The purpose of this article is to develop multi-dimensional scales that can be used by

professionals to measure and gauge relative support within their communities for the

alternative strategies shown in Figure 1. That is, to establish a community preferred

leisure service resource allocation strategy and answer the question, ‘‘Who ought to

receive what?’’ In relation to this point, empirical work designed to operationalise
equity perspectives and identify a community’s response to the question, ‘‘Who

ought to receive what?,’’ has been limited to single-item scales used by Wicks and

Crompton (1989) and Crompton and Lue (1992). However, equity perspectives are

multi-dimensional and single-item scales are unlikely to adequately operationalise

them. Crompton and Lue (1992) concluded:

An urgent methodological challenge to be addressed by future research efforts is the
need to develop multi-item scales to improve the operationalisation of the eight equity

Pre-Content Validity
Check

Post-Content Validity
Check

Alternate Equity
Operationalizations

Alternate Equity
Operationalizations

Economically
Disadvantaged

Equal Benefits

Equal Inputs

Equal Opportunity

Equity
Operational

Perspectives

Compensatory

Equality

Market

Demand

Bureaucracy

Amount of Taxes Paid

Direct Price Paid

Economically
Disadvantaged

Equal Inputs

Equal Opportunity

Amount of Taxes Paid

Direct Price Paid

Efficiency

Demonstrated Interest

Advocacy

Professional Judgment

Least cost alternative

Demonstrated Use
(Economic)

Vociferous Advocacy
(Political)

Figure 1. Taxonomy of alternate equity operational perspectives and their associated

operationalizations.
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D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

T
ex

as
 A

&
M

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

] 
at

 1
0:

12
 0

7 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
3 



guidelines. Because the single-item scales used in this study do not provide sufficient
information to estimate their measurement properties, it is difficult to assess the validity
and reliability of the responses . . . single-item measures are often inherently less reliable
than multi-item scales and thus are more prone to random error. (p. 244)

In order for equity scales to be useful, they have to be valid and reliable. That is the

raison d’être for this article. There are widely recognised procedures for developing

scales that meet these rigorous scientific criteria. The next two sections of the article

describe how these procedures were used to develop the multi-dimensional equity

scales. Without this rigour, the results in a particular community would be

challengeable.

Derivation of scale items

The empirical procedures followed a traditional multi-step process for constructing

scale instruments (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2003; Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma,

2003). Stage 1, the definition of the constructs to be measured, adopted the

definitions developed by Crompton and West (2008). These were specified in the

initial generation of items that was derived from both a small sample of the study

population and from a literature review.

Items from the small sample of the study population were derived from in-depth

personal interviews undertaken with eight community members whose character-

istics are described in Table 1. Individuals were sought who had diverse

characteristics in terms of ethnicity, income, education and age. The purpose was

to solicit insights from community members and to record the language used by

them relating to equity. Interviews were tape-recorded and typically lasted 45�60

minutes. All interviewees were users of the city’s leisure services, so they had some

level of experience and knowledge of them. A content analysis of the interviews and

the literature reviewed resulted in the generation of 87 equity items.

The next stage of the scale development process � Stage 2 � requires a content

validity check by experts (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al., 2003).

Hence, the 87 items were reviewed by nine expert judges with experience in scaling

procedures. The judges were either university faculty members (seven) or PhD

Table 1. Socio-demographic status of respondents participating in the qualitative interviews.

Respondent Gender Ethnicity

Age

group

Family

size Education Occupation

1 Male African-

American

60s 2 BS Retired (ex-schoolteacher)

2 Male African-

American

40s 4 MS College coach

3 Male Caucasian 20s 2 HS Maintenance

4 Male Caucasian 30s 1 BS Entrepreneur

5 Female Caucasian 40s 4 PhD Administration

6 Female Hispanic 20s 6 HS Custodial

7 Female Hispanic 30s 3 BS in

progress

Secretary

8 Male Hispanic 50s 2 BS Administration

World Leisure Journal 43
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candidates (two). They were given definitions of the nine equity operationalisations

shown in Figure 1, together with a list of distinctive facets that characterised each of

them, and asked to complete five tasks:

(1) Rate each item as being (Petrick, 2002):

a. Clearly relevant to the equitable (fair) allocation of public leisure services;

b. Somewhat relevant to the equitable (fair) allocation of public leisure

services;
c. Not relevant to the equitable (fair) allocation of public leisure services;

(2) Assign each of the items in the (a) and (b) categories into one of the nine

equity operationalisations consistent with the definitions with which they

were provided;

(3) Review those items in the (a) and (b) categories that did not fit into one of the

nine specified operationalisations and, if possible, suggest additional

operationalisations which these items might exemplify;

(4) Edit and improve the items provided for clarity, readability and/or content;
(5) Respond to the following requests:

a. Indicate any items that may be objectionable to respondents;

b. Provide any suggestions, along with corresponding operationalisations, for

additional items that would improve the content validity of the scale;

c. Offer any other suggestions that might contribute to improving the study.

This process resulted in the initial pool of 87 items being reduced to 68 items and the

wording of some of the remaining items being refined. Of the 19 discarded items,

four were identified as duplicate items by at least one of the judges and the

researchers concurred, while the other items were classified by more than one of the

nine expert judges as ‘‘not relevant.’’

The revised 68-item list was re-sent to the original nine expert judges and four

additional judges at other universities who had published work on equity in the
leisure field � Step 3. This time, however, judges were asked only to assign the items

to one of the nine operationalisations � Economically Disadvantaged; Equal Inputs;

Equal Opportunity; Amount Of Taxes Paid; Direct Price Paid; Efficiency; Demon-

strated Interest; Advocacy and Professional Judgement � and to offer suggestions as

to clarity, readability and/or content. After this iteration, 59 items remained.

However the Economically Disadvantaged and Taxes Paid operationalisations were

represented by 10 and 11 items, respectively. To make the scale more succinct and less

taxing on respondents, the expert judges were asked to identify the six items that best
represented each of these operationalisations. In this way, the list of items was

reduced to 50.

Development of scales to measure the revised taxonomy of equity operationalisations

Stage 4 of the scale-development procedure required a pre-test to assess dimension-

ality and consistency reliability, with the intent of enhancing the scale’s parsimony by

further reducing the number of items. The pre-test was undertaken with data
collected from 273 undergraduate students. An obvious limitation is that they are not

representative of the target population, but using undergraduate students is a

common practice when faced with the temporal and fiscal constraints of collecting

data from the population with whom the instrument will eventually be tested

44 S.T. West and J.L. Crompton
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(Ap & Crompton, 1998; Lee & Crompton, 1992; Mo, Howard, & Havitz, 1993;

Petrick, 2002). Employing a homogenous sample, such as university students,

reduces the variance from intervening variables so that observed relationships are

expected to be a result of the scale rather than extraneous factors (Calder, Philips, &

Tybout, 1982; Lee & Crompton, 1992). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha and exploratory

factor analysis were used to analyse the pre-test data. Interpretations based on the

results of these procedures led to 30 items remaining in the final survey instrument.
Stage 5 of the procedure was to collect data from the target population. Thus, the

instrument was administered in the October�December timeframe to a sample of

residents in a Texas community. A sample of 1000 residents was selected randomly

from the city’s list of residential utility customers. Crompton and Tian-Cole (1999)

reported that a 55% response rate could be expected from samples in which

respondents’ interest in parks and recreation is relatively unknown. This would yield

considerably more than the 300 minimum recommended for performing factor

analysis (Comney & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

A three-stage modified Dillman (2000) technique was used to collect the data by

post. Each sample household was sent a personalised covering letter beneath the city

letterhead, a questionnaire and a reply-paid envelope. A reminder postcard was sent

three days later. Two similar subsequent mailings with similar materials were sent

two and four weeks, respectively, after the first mailing to those who had not

responded. The three mailings produced returns of 311, 63 and 47 usable
questionnaires, giving a total of 423 or an effective response rate, after undeliverable

and unusable surveys were discarded, of 49.4%. These responses were supplemented

by data collected by hand from neighbourhoods defined as being predominantly

minority and/or low-income by the Census Bureau, in order to offset the tendency

for these groups to be underrepresented in postal surveys. Data collectors knocked

on all residential doors in the selected census tracts, requested an adult in the home

to complete the survey and returned later to collect it. Of the 203 homes contacted,

20 refused to participate and 122 of the remaining 183 surveys were collected,

representing an on-site response rate of 60%.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were used to determine the extent to which each

item represented the operationalisation to which it had been assigned. The results in

Table 2 report the alphas for each of the equity operationalisations and show the

alphas that would result if an item within each operationalisation was removed from

it. They indicated that dropping Item 25 would strengthen the Efficiency

operationalisation from 0.57 to 0.61, so it was dropped from further analysis. The

results suggested that the Efficiency, Direct Price and Demonstrated Interest
operationalisations may not adequately be captured by the set of items chosen to

represent them, based on Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) rule of thumb that the

minimum acceptable coefficient alpha is 0.70. The Demonstrated Interest operatio-

nalisation was particularly suspect, since it had the weakest coefficient alpha score, at

0.48. The Demonstrated Interest operationalisation had been conceptualised to

represent interest based both on opinion surveys and usage statistics. However, the

interrelationship between these dimensions did not appear to be clear to respondents.

It was therefore dropped from further analyses. Although the coefficient alphas for

the Direct Price and Efficiency dimensions (0.63 and 0.61, respectively) were below

Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) standard recommendation of 0.70, it has been

suggested that, in the case of a two- or three-item scale, a coefficient alpha of
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Table 2. Cronbach’s coefficient alphas for each of the equity operationalisations.

Equity operationalisations Alpha

Economically Disadvantaged 0.74

Item 7: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods whose residents have limited

transportation alternatives.

0.70

Item 11: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods with the highest crime rates. 0.70

Item 20: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods with the most low-income

residents, because those residents have less money to spend on alternatives.

0.61

Item 24: Use programme fees collected from higher-income residents to help

subsidise low-income residents who want to participate.

0.71

Equal Inputs 0.70

Item 1: Provide the same quality of p&r services in all neighbourhoods of the city. 0.63

Item 8: Maintain all parks and facilities at the same level, even if more funding is

needed for those areas most heavily used.

0.66

Item 12: Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of cost. 0.59

Item 26: Maintain all p&r facilities at the same level, even if more funding is needed

in some neighbourhoods due to more vandalism in those neighbourhoods.

0.65

Equal Opportunity 0.71

Item 2: Provide the same p&r services (e.g., size of park or gym, number of things to

do there � playgrounds, ball fields, pools) in all neighbourhoods of the city.

0.66

Item 21: Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of the

amount of property taxes paid.

0.64

Item 22: Spend the same amount of money in each area of town to provide one

distinctive facility in each neighbourhood (e.g., one area would receive a skate-park,

another a pool, another a golf course, etc.).

0.69

Item 27: Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of

need.

0.60

Taxes Paid 0.84

Item 5: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods whose residents pay the most

property taxes.

0.79

Item 14: Provide equipment and staffing for recreation programmes in proportion to

the amount of property taxes paid by neighbourhoods.

0.79

Item 15: Provide higher quality p&r services to neighbourhoods whose residents pay

higher property taxes.

0.77

Item 28: Provide park maintenance resources in proportion to the amount of

property taxes paid by neighbourhoods.

0.84

Direct Price 0.63

Item 17: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where user fees are likely to

cover the cost of providing staff and equipment to run the programme.

n/a

Item 30: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where they will be used

primarily by residents who can afford to pay for them through user fees.

n/a

Efficiency 0.57

Item 10: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where the cost to maintain

them is lowest.

0.41

Item 16: Build new facilities where land is least expensive. 0.53

Item 23: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where the costs of delivering

services are lowest.

0.41

Item 25: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where other agencies (e.g.,

schools, non-profit organisations) who use them can help pay to operate them (e.g.,

utilities, staffing, maintenance).*

0.61
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0.60 (Cortina, 1993) or 0.50 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) is acceptable as a

minimum standard. Further, it was believed that content-related evidence of validity

could be compromised if those items were deleted. Hence, they were retained in the

subsequent analyses.

Stage 6 of the scale-development procedure was to assess the scale’s dimensionality,

which refers to how consistently the items reflect the operationalisations of equity to

which they were assigned. This was done by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA),

which tests the hypothesis that a particular linkage exists between the observed

variables and their underlying factors (Byrne, 1994). The MPlus statistical program

was used to perform the confirmatory factory analyses because of its ability to calculate

correlations between ordinal indicators, i.e., polychoric correlations. Since responses to

each of the items were limited to a five-point Likert scale, the data were considered

ordinal rather than continuous (Muthen, 1993; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

A series of three CFAs were undertaken using the 26 items that remained

following the reliability analysis. First, eight CFAs were run, one on each of the eight

sub-models, where each sub-model represented one of the a-priori operationalisa-

tions. Second, to allow for comparison with the proposed theoretical model, a CFA

was run with all of the scale items loading on a single dimension, Equity. Third, a

CFA was run on the proposed overall model consisting of eight operationalisations

(those listed in Table 2 with the exception of Demonstrated Interest, which was

discarded) and their items.

The goodness-of-fit indices used were the Tucker�Lewis Index (TLI), the

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the root mean square error of approximation

(RMSEA) and the root mean square residual (RMSR). The chi-square test statistic

Table 2 (Continued )

Equity operationalisations Alpha

Demonstrated Interest 0.48

Item 6: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where existing facilities are

most heavily used.

0.41

Item 18: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where citizens agree to assist

with facility building or maintenance efforts.

0.35

Item 29: Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where they are most desired

according to resident surveys.

0.39

Advocacy 0.74

Item 4: Provide more p&r services to those neighbourhoods whose residents

complain most to the city.

n/a

Item 9: Provide more p&r services to those neighbourhoods whose residents are

most persistent in making requests to the city.

n/a

Professional judgement 0.87

Item 3: Provide p&r services according to decisions made by p&r professionals

because they will be more knowledgeable about the issues involved than taxpayers.

0.84

Item 13: Make decisions on where to add new p&r services based on the opinions of

p&r professionals because they are aware of community interests.

0.79

Item 19: Provide p&r services based on the opinions of p&r professionals because

they are most aware of community growth patterns.

0.82

Note: *Item 25 was dropped to strengthen the Efficiency dimension. Bold values show the alpha values for
the equity operationalizations.
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was not used, as it has been shown to be sensitive to model complexity and too

powerful for ‘‘trivially misspecified’’ models with large samples (Hu & Bentler, 1995;

Muthen & Kaplan, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Yu, 2002).

The CFAs run independently on each of the eight equity operationalisations

suggested that each of them was a good model and would make a contribution to the

overall model. A single CFA with all of the observed variables (26) was run as a

baseline model. The model could not converge as the number of iterations was

exceeded, suggesting that the observed variables were not measuring a single

dimension (Table 3).

A CFA was run on the proposed eight operationalisations of equity (Table 3). All

of the operationalisations (latent variables) were assumed to be positively correlated

at some level as they all reflected a particular component of the concept of equity.

However, the initial CFA run on the eight-operationalisations model revealed that

two of the dimensions, Equal Inputs and Equal Opportunity, were almost perfectly

correlated (1.08), indicating that they could not be differentiated by respondents.

This confusion reflected earlier difficulties reported by expert judges in differentiat-

ing among alternate operationalisations of equality. While these two operationalisa-

tions are conceptually distinctive, the respondents’ inability to differentiate between

them led to them being combined into a single Equality dimension, resulting in a

revised seven-equity operationalisations model.

In the interest of parsimony, the Equality operationalisation was reduced from

the eight items used to measure Equal Inputs and Equal Opportunity to five items.

This reduction in the number of items intended to reflect the Equality operationa-

lisation made the instrument more parsimonious. Items 8, 22 and 26 had both the

lowest corrected item�total correlation scores and R-square values and, thus, were

removed from the model. The coefficient alpha score for the revised Equality

operationalisation was insignificantly affected, changing from 0.82 with all eight

items to 0.81 with the five remaining items. After replacing the Equal Inputs and

Equal Opportunity operationalisations with the Equality operationalisation, 23

items remained in the scale.

A CFA was run on the seven-operationalisations model with encouraging results

(Table 3). Again, the operationalisations were expected to be significantly correlated,

but the output indicated that some of the operationalisations were not significantly

correlated (Economically Disadvantaged was not significantly correlated with either

the Direct Price or the Taxes Paid operationalisation, and neither was Equality with

the Efficiency or Professional Judgement operationalisations). Therefore, the model

was modified by removing the previously assumed correlations between these

operationalisations. The indices reported in Table 3 do fail to meet Yu’s cut-off

Table 3. Fit indices for alternate equity models.

Model CFI TLI RMSR RMSEA

Null model* n/a n/a n/a n/a

Eight-operationalisations model n/a n/a n/a n/a

Seven-operationalisations model 0.93 0.94 0.11 0.07

Note: *The null model could not converge as the number of iterations was exceeded and the eight-
operationalisations model had estimation problems as a result of the high correlation between Equal
Inputs and Equal Opportunity.
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criteria of CFI and TLI greater than or equal to 0.95, an RMSEA less than or equal

to 0.05 and an RMSR less than or equal to 0.07. However, in their evaluation of a

model with a CFI of 0.94 and an RMSEA of 0.06, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001)

concluded that the indices ‘‘all seem to indicate a good-fitting model’’ (p. 721),

suggesting that the appropriate cut-off criteria are subject to debate and discussion.

An additional consideration is the number of observed and latent variables used
in the model because models with a lot of constraints tend not to demonstrate a

strong fit. In CFA, each observed variable is only allowed to relate to a single latent

variable so all other relationships are set to 0. (Each observed variable would

otherwise have a potential relationship with each of the factors.) The more

parameters that are forced to 0, the lower will be the fit indices. In the proposed

seven-operationalisations model, there are 161 (23�7) parameters in which all but

seven were set to 0. As a result, lower fit values were expected. A review of the

modification indices did not suggest any conceptually sound changes that should be

made to the seven-operationalisations model.

After assessing reliability and dimensionality, the final stage of scale development is

to evaluate a scale’s validity (Churchill, 1979; Netemeyer et al., 2003). Construct

validity is an integrated judgement about the extent to which inference about

respondents’ status on a construct based on test scores is appropriate. It involves

assessing evidence of convergent and discriminant validity, as well as content-related

evidence of validity, within the broad context of the intended use of the test.
Convergent validity investigates whether the measures believed to be related are

actually related and whether the measures believed not to be related are actually

unrelated. Discriminant validity determines the extent to which variables that are

conceptually unrelated are also empirically unrelated. To evaluate evidence of

convergent validity, the correlation matrix was analysed for expected outcomes.

Expected outcomes were higher correlations for items within an operationalisation

than for items in different operationalisations, and higher correlations for operatio-

nalisations within a conceptual perspective (compensatory, equality, market and

community benefit) than for operationalisations in different conceptual perspectives.

A majority of the item�item correlations displayed expected results. That is, those

items within an operationalisation correlated more highly with one another than

with other items not within the same operationalisation. Similarly, items in different

operationalisations tended to correlate poorly, or negatively, with one another. A

notable exception, however, was Item 16 (‘‘Build new facilities where land is least

expensive’’). Although Item 16 was more highly correlated with items within the

Efficiency operationalisation than those in other operationalisations, none of its
correlations exceeded 0.32, suggesting that it was not highly correlated with any item.

Other items in the Efficiency operationalisation were Item 10, ‘‘Provide more p&r

services in neighbourhoods where the cost to maintain them is lowest,’’ and Item 25,

‘‘Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where other agencies (e.g., schools,

non-profit organisations) who use them can help pay to operate them (e.g., utilities,

staffing, maintenance).’’ The correlation matrix also indicated that the strongest

correlations among items were within the Professional Judgement, Advocacy,

Equality and Compensatory operationalisations, suggesting that these operationa-

lisations were the strongest in the model.

Correlations among operationalisations were generally consistent with expecta-

tions (Table 4). Because operationalisations were constructed to represent distinctively
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Table 4. Correlations among operationalisations.

Operationalisation

Economically

Disadvantaged Equality

Taxes

Paid

Direct

Price Efficiency Advocacy

Professional

judgement

Economically Disadvantaged � 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.27 0.08

Equality � �0.27 �0.18 0.00 0.07 0.00

Taxes Paid � 0.40 0.36 0.23 0.13

Direct Price � 0.31 0.15 0.17

Efficiency � 0.32 0.12

Advocacy � 0.16

Professional Judgement �
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different operationalisations of the concept of equity, they were not expected to

correlate highly with one another. None of the operationalisations exhibited

correlations greater than 0.40 and only four of the 21 correlations exhibited scores

above 0.30. Operationalisations that were expected to be more highly correlated were

those within the same conceptual perspective, such as Taxes Paid and Direct Price

within the market equity perspective, and results indicated that these operationalisa-

tions were the most highly correlated. Thus, results from both the item�item and

operationalisation�operationalisation correlation matrices suggested that a substan-

tial degree of convergent and discriminate evidence of validity was present.

The other measure of construct validity required respondents to indicate their

level of agreement with the definition of each operationalisation. Single-item

statements were included at the front of the survey instrument and respondents

were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed with each of nine statements

defining the original nine operationalisations of equity. The scores of these single-

item descriptions were correlated with residents’ mean responses on the operatio-

nalised scales. The results are shown in Table 5. With the exception of Efficiency, all

of the single-item operational description means correlated significantly (p B0.001)

with their respective means from the operationalised scale. Those that correlated

strongest were Taxes Paid (0.67), Professional Judgement (0.67), Advocacy (0.63),

Equality (0.61) and Economically Disadvantaged (0.59). Direct Price (0.49) exhibited

the weakest significant correlation.

The ability of a scale to accurately measure the underlying constructs can be

assessed by R-square values and factor loadings, as well as by its fit indices (Table 6).

An R-square value indicates the amount of variation in an item (observed variable)

that can be accounted for by the factor (latent variable). In other words, it is a

measure of the strength of the relationship between the latent and observed variables.

For example, in Table 6, Item 1 has an R-square of 0.648, which indicates that 64.8%

of the variation in Item 1 is attributable to Factor 2, the Equality dimension. The rest

of the variation is due to measurement error. Item 16 had an extraordinarily low

R-square, suggesting that its elimination may improve the model. Reasons for this

were discussed earlier. However, 15 of the 23 items had an R-square score of over

50%, the criterion suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981).

Whereas R-square values look at the contribution of individual items towards the

latent variable (operationalisation), factor loadings look at the magnitude of this

effect and t-tests indicate whether or not they are significant (Table 6). The t-tests

were all significant at the 0.01 level, indicating that all items assisted in the prediction

of their assigned operationalisations, which suggests the scale is valid.

Table 5. Correlations between single-item definition statements and multi-item scales.

Equity operationalisation Description mean Operationalised mean N r p

Economically Disadvantaged 2.93 2.98 487 0.59 0.000

Equality 3.46 3.58 482 0.61 0.000

Taxes Paid 2.25 2.42 497 0.67 0.000

Direct Price 2.86 2.83 502 0.49 0.000

Efficiency 3.97 2.94 499 �0.02 0.694

Advocacy 2.29 2.35 508 0.63 0.000

Professional Judgement 2.93 3.07 502 0.67 0.000
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The strongest relationships among the t-tests appeared to be those of Items 13,

14, 15, 19, 21 and 28, while the relatively weak items, which suggest they could be
improved upon, were Items 16 and 24. When the items were evaluated collectively

within the equity operationalisations they were measuring, the weakest relationships

were in the Efficiency operationalisation, while the strongest relationships were in the

Professional Judgement and Taxes Paid operationalisations.

Conclusion

The measuring instrument shown in Table 7 is a major step forward in assisting

managers to identify a community’s preferred strategy for allocating leisure service

resources. It consists of 23 items measuring seven distinctive operationalisations of

Table 6. R-square values and factor loadings for individual items measuring the seven equity

operationalisations.

Equity operationalisation R2 Factor loadings

Economically Disadvantaged

Item 7 42.5 1.000

Item 11 47.0 1.051*

Item 20 70.0 1.283*

Item 24 34.0 0.894*

Equality

Item 1 64.8 1.000

Item 2 48.8 0.868*

Item 12 60.2 0.963*

Item 21 70.2 1.040*

Item 27 41.5 0.800*

Taxes Paid

Item 5 68.0 1.000

Item 14 66.3 0.987*

Item 15 72.3 1.031*

Item 28 49.3 0.851*

Direct Price

Item 17 38.1 1.000

Item 30 64.1 1.297*

Efficiency

Item 10 62.6 1.000

Item 16 16.9 0.520*

Item 23 52.7 0.918*

Advocacy

Item 4 54.8 1.000

Item 9 74.3 1.164*

Professional Judgement

Item 3 72.1 1.000

Item 13 83.5 1.076*

Item 19 69.7 0.983*

Note: *Indicates a significant relationship indicated by t-tests, at the 0.01 level, between the item and the
operationalisation it represents.
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Table 7. The final measuring instrument comprised of 23 items measuring seven equity

operationalisations.

Item Item description

Economically Disadvantaged

7 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods whose residents have limited

transportation alternatives.

11 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods with the highest crime rates.

20 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods with the most low-income residents,

because those residents have less money to spend on alternatives.

24 Use programme fees collected from higher-income residents to help subsidise low-

income residents who want to participate.

Equality

1 Provide the same quality of p&r services in all neighbourhoods of the city.

2 Provide the same p&r services (e.g., size of park or gym, number of things to do there �
playgrounds, ball fields, pools) in all neighbourhoods of the city.

12 Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of cost.

21 Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of the amount of

property taxes paid.

27 Provide equal amounts of services to all neighbourhoods regardless of need.

Taxes Paid

5 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods whose residents pay the most property

taxes.

14 Provide equipment and staffing for recreation programmes in proportion to the amount

of property taxes paid by neighbourhoods.

15 Provide higher quality p&r services to neighbourhoods whose residents pay higher

property taxes.

28 Provide park maintenance resources in proportion to the amount of property taxes paid

by neighbourhoods.

Direct Price

17 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where user fees are likely to cover the cost

of providing staff and equipment to run the programme.

30 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where they will be used primarily by

residents who can afford to pay for them through user fees.

Efficiency

10 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where the cost to maintain them is lowest.

16 Build new facilities where land is least expensive.

23 Provide more p&r services in neighbourhoods where the costs of delivering services are

lowest.

Advocacy

4 Provide more p&r services to those neighbourhoods whose residents complain most to

the city.

9 Provide more p&r services to those neighbourhoods whose residents are most persistent.

in making requests to the city.

Professional Judgement

3 Provide p&r services according to decisions made by p&r professionals because they will

be more knowledgeable about the issues involved than taxpayers.

13 Make decisions on where to add new p&r services based on the opinions of p&r

professionals because they are aware of community interests.

19 Provide p&r services based on the opinions of p&r professionals because they are most

aware of community growth patterns.

World Leisure Journal 53

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

T
ex

as
 A

&
M

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

] 
at

 1
0:

12
 0

7 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
3 



equity: Economically Disadvantaged, Equality, Taxes Paid, Direct Price, Efficiency,

Advocacy and Professional Judgement.

The generalisable elements of equity research are the conceptualisation and

operationalisation of the construct’s multiple dimensions; not the results that emerge

from the application of an instrument in a particular context. Normative equity

preferences are community specific; they are not generalisable. The results from

application of an instrument are not of general interest, since they will not be
applicable elsewhere.

Every decision that governments make about allocating resources is an equity

decision resulting in winners and losers in the community. This instrument enables

leisure managers and elected officials to empirically answer the question: ‘‘Who

ought to get what?’’ The empirical response has the potential to inform the political

debate and reduce the inflammatory rhetoric that frequently accompanies resource

allocation decisions. The equity issue is complex because different people and

communities have different value systems. Indeed, normative equity preferences are

likely to differ not only among communities, but also among subcultures within

communities, because society is comprised of heterogeneous groups whose perspec-

tives and values are not uniform (Crompton & Lue, 1992; Wicks & Crompton, 1987).

The importance of this measuring instrument is highlighted by Crompton and

West (2008) when they observe: ‘‘Equity is a pseudo-cognate term in that many who

use it assume that everyone has the same intuitive definition of it. This is a fallacious

assumption’’ (p. 36.) The instrument makes it possible to cut through this confusion

and identify explicitly both the predominant definition of equity in a community and

the level of support among various subcultures.
Determining which equity operationalisation should be used to allocate resources

is complicated by: (1) the diverse nature of leisure services; (2) different perspectives

of heterogeneous subcultures within communities; and (3) changes in perspectives

over time. We will briefly discuss each of these complications.

The diversity of leisure services means that the resource allocation strategy

preferred by an individual for one service, such as adult sports, may be different from

that preferred for neighbourhood parks. For example, Wicks and Crompton (1987)

reported that, in Austin, Texas, residents believed in the market equity operationa-

lisation that fees should cover costs of services for athletic programmes. In contrast,

their equity preference for neighbourhood parks was to allocate most resources to

areas where fewest neighbourhood parks existed.

Differences among subcultures based on gender, ethnicity, and income were

reported by West and Crompton (2008) in their study of another Texas city. Females

appeared to be more supportive of strategies directed at assisting the economically

disadvantaged, while African-Americans and low-income residents confirmed the
findings of other studies (Crompton & Lue, 1992; Wicks & Crompton, 1986, 1987) in

disproportionately favouring the compensatory and equality operationalisations,

perhaps because these groups perceived they would receive disproportionate benefits

from these operationalisations.

Communities are organic and, as populations change, so there is likely to be some

shift in a community’s equity sentiments. Further, shifts in the macro political

environment at state or federal level may also lead to changes in individuals’ views.

These shifts suggest that empirical studies using the scales should be replicated

periodically.

54 S.T. West and J.L. Crompton

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

T
ex

as
 A

&
M

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

] 
at

 1
0:

12
 0

7 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
3 



In the past, residents, their political representatives and agency personnel have

been remarkably indifferent toward resource allocation issues. The reluctance to

address ‘‘Who gets what?’’ may be attributable to a desire to avoid arousing the

controversy that such discussions would inevitably create. However, there are reasons

to believe that this ‘‘Let sleeping dogs lie’’ inertia modus operandi may be changing

because of the decreased availability of resources. During times of abundance, there

is no compelling pressure to examine or question the process of how leisure services

are allocated. As long as each group in a pluralistic society receives more, everyone is

likely to remain relatively satisfied. However, as Lucy and Mladenka (1980)

presciently observed three decades ago, ‘‘Equity will be more relevant in a period

of scarcity. Winners and losers will become more evident and more aware of what

they are winning and losing’’ (p. 1). In the many communities where leisure service

resources are being dramatically reduced, the question changes from ‘‘Who gets

what?’’ to ‘‘Who gets to keep what and who loses what?’’ Lowering expectations can

be expected to generate dissent, with some inevitably exclaiming ‘‘It’s not fair’’ when

their services are reduced.

The use of the instrument being developed here provides empirical guidance to

leisure service managers in an era of retrenchment regarding which target markets

and programmes should be subjected to the largest service cuts. Thus, it offers some

protection to the charges of arbitrary unfairness that inevitably accompanies

retrenchment decisions.

A closer scrutiny accompanying retrenchment is often reinforced by the

increasing insistence on transparency in government decision making and the

presence of a plethora of citizen action groups � often neighbourhood-based � that

are willing to contest actions they perceive will lower their quality of life. A goal of

equity research is to encourage dialogue regarding the fairness or equity operatio-

nalisation to be used in the allocation of leisure services. Knowledge of a community

and its subpopulations’ equity preferences and perceptions of their current

application provides a benchmark and point of departure for discussions. Allocation

issues should be confronted explicitly rather than allowed to remain ‘‘the hidden

function of government’’ (Jones, 1980, p. 2) where they are made implicitly. Decisions

regarding capital investments, programme development or retrenchment and pricing

and regulatory concerns can only be rationally made if they are guided by a strategic

policy that incorporates preferred equity perspectives.
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