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FOREWORD .

WITHIN THE PAST FEW YEARS, the relation of man to his environment
has acquired new significance. For centurics, man has viewed the natural
world as his enemy, a dangerous and hostile force, which he had to battle,
conquer, and exploit to build a superior environment of civilization. Recent-
ly, however, dwindling natural resources and mounting pollution, the by-prod-
ucts of our urban, industrial civilization, have forced i reversal of this view.
Man now appears as the enemy of nature, the destroyer and corrupter of the
natural environment on which his civilization is based.

Public concern about contemporary problems of human ecology has found
expression partly in increased interest in environmental education programs
in the schools. Although in the past the curriculuza of some school systems
has included such topics as outdoor education, nature study, or conservation
cducation, current atiention to environmental problems has given fresh im-
petus to the development and expansion of programs in this arca. Through
such programs, it is hoped, children and young people will gain appreciation
of their environment and understanding of the appropriate utilization of all
resources—natural and cultural =which will better cquip them to deal with the
cuvitonmental problems facing society.

In May 1969, the National Education Association responded to the need
for comprehensive environmental education programs and to the intent of
the National Pack Scrvice to make the vast natural and cultural resources of
the Nationa! Park System more responsive to the educational community by
cstablishing Project Man's Environment. Funded under a contract with the
National Park Service of the U. 8. Department of the Interion and adminis-
tcied by the American Association for Health, Physical Education, and Rec-
reaiion, a national affitiate of NEA, the Project Man's Environment sct about
the task of establishing a basis for the development of environmental educa-
tion in the schaol curricula. A major part of this effort was a pilot survey
conducted by the NEA Rescarch Division. Results of this first national survey
of public school programs in environmental, conservation and outdoor educa-
tion arc given in thisreport,

School adninistrators in public school systems cnrolling 1,000 or more
pupils were asked whether their school systems conducted a program in out-
door education, envitonmental education, conservation cducation, interpre-
tive naruralism, or a similar cffort in which a staff person was employed for
the cquivalent of at least onc-half time. Since all school systems answering
affirmatively were included, the survey is based upon a defined universe and,
therefore, is not subject to the sampling variation associated with random
samples.

The NEA Rescarch Division wisies 1o acknowledge with appreciation the
valuable assistance given by Donald E. Hawkin< and Dennis AL Vinton of
Project Man's Envitonment. Special acknowledgment is due Joe Ann
Stenstrom, Elizabeth Moffatt, and Gaye Becker of the NEA Rescarch Dini-
sion staff for their contributions to the study.

The Division als . xpresscs appreciation to the educaters and public school
systems providing the information contained in the study.

Glen Robinson
Jirectot, Rescarch Division
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INTRODUCTION

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION has recently
been undergoing new developments. To the famil-
iar concepts of outdoor education and conservation
cducation have heen added new concerns with pol-
Tution and human ccology. Long-cstablished arcas
of study, such s naturc study in the lower grades,
and sciences in the upper grades, social studics, his.
tory, and geography, have been placed in a new
light when viewed as different aspects of the com-
plex interrelation of man and his environment. In
some cascs, old cducational programs may have
been continued and adapted to new needs. {n oth-
crs, entire new programs may have been devised to
approach environmental education in a new way.
The purpose of this study was to provide informa-
tion about the current status of programs in the
arca of environmental education in the nation’s
public «choolc and specifically abont the use which
such programs make of local, state, and national
park scivices and other similar resources.

The study was designed as a nationwide survey
of programs in cnvironmental, sutdoor, and con-
servation cducation in operation in public schools in
1969-70 and cavered all public school systems in
the United States enrolling 1,000 or more pupils,
These school systems collectively enroll 90 pereent
of all public school pupils in the country. The sur-
vey was limited to school systems which had the
cquivalent of at least onc half-time staff person as-
signed to a program in the area of enviionmental
cducaiion. It included all school «ystems with en-
tollments of 1,000 or more which offered environ-
mental programs at any level Irom prekindergarten
through adult education and met this criterion.

To determine the survey universe, a brief inquiry
asked 7,143 supetintendents of systems with enroll-
ments of 1,000 or more if their systems were con-
ducting programs in environmental education in
which a stalf pecson was employed for the equiva-
Ient of at fcast onc-half time. Responscs seceived
from 5,173, ot 72 percent of those surveyed, re-
vealed 781 systems which met the criteria fot in-
clusion in the survey.

An extensive literature scarch and consultation
\\ilhlcxpms in the field of ecnvitonmental educa
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tion provided the basis for developing an instriment
to survey programs mecting the established criteria.
Educational journals, outdoor publications, and
sclected books yiclded information about features
of specific programs tha* had been conducted by
school systems in the United States. Additional in-
formation and suggestions came from consultants,
all of whom cither had been or were currently in-
volved in environmental education programs. Mate-
rial from these sources was used to prepare a 4-page,
37-item questionnaire on environmental, outdoor,
and conservation education to be answered by
school systems qualifying for inclusion in the sur-
vey.

Response to initial inquiry

Total Number Percent
System size mailed  tesponding  responding
25,000 ot tore purils 186 172 92.5%
3.000-24,999 pupils . 2,878 2,229 7.4
1,000-2.999 pupils .... 4,079 2,772 68.0
Total cvsneriorsiaenie 7.143 5173 12.4%

The 781 systems identified in the initial inquiry
as having programs that met the established critetia
teccived copics of the survey instrument. Of thesc,
702, or 90 percent of those surveyed, returned com-
pleted questionnaires.

Response to questionnaite survey
Total Numbet

Petcent

System size mailed tesponding  responding
25,000 ot mote pupils ) 65 89.0%
3.000-24,999 pupils .. 412 379 92.0
1.000-2,999 pupils ... 296 258 87.2
Tolal wvinninnecnionna 81 02 £9.9%

Responses were analyzed on the basis of school
system size, the grade level at which systems provide
cnvironmental cducation, avd the geographic region
in which systems are sittated. For analysis by sive,
school systems were classified accetding to the total
numbect of pupils enrolied in the system in three
groups as follows:

!\.':rg‘ 23,000 of mott pupils

™ - 3,000-24.999 pupils
Smalt-- 1,000 2,999 pups‘:
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The following table shows the number and percent
of systems in cach group.

Distribution of responses by system size

Size of system Number Percent
Large o 65 92.3%
Medium 379 54.0
Small i, s 258 36.8
Total . 702 100.1%

Analysis of responses according to the grade
level of environmental programs made use of three
catcgotics, defined as follows:

Elementary —programs which provide environmental
education only in some one or more of
the elementary grades, prekindergarien
through grade 6.

Junior-senior high - programs which provide environ-
mental education only in some one ot
more of grades 7 through 12 or to
adults,

Cotnbined- ptograms which provide environmental
education both in some one or mote-of
the elementary grades, ptekindergarten
through grade 6, and in some one or
mote of grades 7 through 12 or 1o
adults,

The following table gives the number and per-
cent of responses in cacit category. The tota! num-
ber repotted herc is less than the total responding
to the questionnaire because some respondents (13)
failed to indicate the grade levels included in their
programs,

Distribution of tesponses by grade level
testriction of program

Grade level testriction Numbet Percent
Hlementary ..o 259 37.6%
Junior seniot high ...... 110 16.0
Combined .v.omeesuseoons 320 460
| (1 [ ——" 689 100.0%

For geographic analysis, the country was divided
into four tcgions:

Nottheast- Connecticut, Delaware, District of
Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Mastachuseits,
New Hampshire, New " ~tsey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode stand, Vermont

Southeast - Alabama, \rkansas, tlorida, Georgia,
Kentecky, Lowitiana, Mississippi, Notth
Carolina, South Carclina, Tennestee,
Virginis. West Virginia

Middie - [Hlinots, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan,
Minncsots, Missoutf, Nebraska, Norih
Makota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin

Q
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West - Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
1daho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah,
Washington, Wyoming

in the table below showing the number and per-
cent of systems in cach geographic region, the
Southcast appears as having considerably fewer sys-
tems mecting the criteria for inclusion in the survey
than other regions. ‘This factor should be kept in
mind when considering the results of regional analy-
sis.

Distribation of tesponses by geographic region

Region Number Percent

Northeast ....eee e 201 28.6%
Southeast ... 50 7.1
1 - 244 34.8
207 29.%

702 100.0%

This report presents results of the questionnaire
survey in six major sections. An initial section, de-
voted to an overview of principal findings from the
survey as a whole, is followed by five sections cach
of which gives detailed findings on some aspect of
cmvironmental cducation programs. General de.
scriptive material occupics the first section of de-
tailed findings; it includes data on the emphasis and
purposcs of programs and basic statistics related to
the scope of programs, such as the number of stu-
dents and teachers involved and the amount of time
devoted to programs. The next section tepotts on
the curticulum and activitics of environmental edu-
cation programs and on related procedures. The im.
portant question of the utilization of sites, includ-
ing park scrvice facilitics, is tr-ated in the following
scution; this material includes data on the number,
size, and accessibility of sites, as well as on the facil-
itics and fcatures of sites and on administrative ar-
rangements pertaining to the use of sites by school
systems. The fast two major sections of the report
concem, respectively, program personnel and the
financing of environmental education programs, A
postscript repotts briefly on needs fot the future
development of cnvitonmental education.

In consideting the findings presented here, it
should be remembered that this survey niptesents a
first effort to collect and report on a nationwide
basis data relating to an area of education cuttently
in a developmental stage. At present thete doces not
cxist a wellcstablished sct of ctitetia fot identifying

1)
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and dlistinguishing environmental education pro-
grams, nor cven, al times, a generally accepted ter-
minology for describing the characteristics of en-
vironmental programs. While these conditions have
necessarily limited what could be accomplished by

<&x
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this study and the conclusions that could be drawn
from it, a sccondary purposc of the endcavor has
been to define some of the procedures and arcas
rclevant for further study of environmental educa-
tion programs,
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OVERVIEW OF MAJOR FINDINGS

CAUTION NEEDS to be used in attempting to for-
mulatc general statements about environmental edu-
cation on the basic of findings in this survey. Possi
bly the single most important general conclusion to
be derived from the study is that there is no general
type of environmental cducation program. On the
contrary, the data repeatedly point to the existence
of a wide varicty of different types of programs.
From the analysis of data it has been possible to
suggest tentatively the outlines of three major types,
distinguished by the grade level of pupils who par-
ticipate in them. These thiree types differ from one
another in emphasis, scope, cutriculum, types of
sites utilized, personncel, and financing. Indications
of diversity within ard apart from these three types
also appcar,

Conscquently, - rimary of the principal findings
from the survey « vhole should be understood
not as an over-alt | 1re of environmental programs,
applicable to most % them in most tespects, but as
the somewhat are .t T amalgam of several quite dis-
tinct types of pree. me. With this qualification in
mind, the follox - :-ints may be notcd.

Summary of Fin tngs

Genets!  <-ription of Programs

A majority of cnvironmental education programs
arc cntitled “Owtdoor Education™ and arc intended
to give pupils a gencral acquaintance cither with the
outdoors or with the over-alt subject of human
ccology. Programs are aimed chicfly at pupils in the
upper clementary grades. Participation in terms of
medians for all programs responding is: 550 clemen:
tary pupils and 20 clementary teachers; 300 junior-
high pupils and 6 junior-high teachers; and 182
scnior high students and 4 senior high teachers.

Over one-half of all programs operate cither all
ycar around or throughout the entire school year.
However, those with ycat-tound operation represent
only onc-fourth of the total, and fot a majority of
programs, scheduling is limited to the regular school
week. In tetms of mediang, the amount of .ime
san on the ptogram by clementary pupilsis 10
ERIC
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days in the classroom and 5 days outside thce class-
room; by junior high pupils, 12 days in the dassroom
and 5 days outside the cassroom; and by senior high
students, 20 days in the classroom and 5 days out-
side the classroom.

The administration of most programs is centralized
within the school system, but a fairly large propor-
tion are administered on a decentralized basis within
the system.

Program Content and Procedures

The great majority of programs combine classroom
study with some type of on-site expericnce and pro-
vide both prior preparation to onsite expericnce and
follow-up activitics afterwards. Discussicns and
rcading, audiovisual presentations, and visits to the
classroom by resource persons arc all widely used
for prior preparation.  Follow-up activitics usually
take the form of oral reports and discussion; the ex-
amination, identification, and usc of specimens
gathered at the site; displays and cexhibits; written
reports andfor cssays; films, stides, and/or trans.
parencics; reading to extend the learning experiences
of the on-site visit; and art activitics,

The curriculum of programs must often focuscs
on the scicnces and applicd sciences. The arcas of
study included in the greatest number of programs
arc conscrvation, ccology, biology, inscct study,
geology, botany, general science, and weather study.

In regard to cudriculum resources, more than half
of all programs make usc of one or more 1ypes of
resonrees available from the National Park Service.
The most widely used types are media resources,
such as films or pamphlets, and resources available
al sites, such as visitor centers, nature trails, historic
walks, or interpretative programs.

The curriculum of the programs is most often
determined by an instructional tcam.  In many cascs,
ficld Iessons are prepated by the teacher for cach
trip, and pupil interests also influence cutticulum
planning.

R
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In most programs, an attempt has been made to
determine attitude change on the part of pupils
toward their environment. Although few programs
give grades, a larger proportion grart academic
credit for work done in the program.

Utilizatien of Sites

The typical program utilizes {in terms of medians)
2 sites in the immediate school environs of a total
of 20 acres, 1 day-use environmental study center
of 77 acres at 12 miles distance from the school
district, and 1 site with resident facilities of 200
acres at 50 miles distance from the school district.
In mos1 cascs, sites in the immediate school environs
are owncd by the school system; however, a large
proportion of such sites arc not owned by the sys-
tem but are used free of charge. Day-usc environ-
mental study centers are usaally used {ree of charge,
and sites with resident facilitics arec most often
leased. In the few instances where school systems
own day-use environmental study centers or sites
with resident facilities, a majority of the systems
have purchased these sites rather than acquiring
them by other means. Sites that are used free of
charge are generally publicly rather than privately
owned. Those in the immediate school environs are
inost often owned by the local government, while
day-use environmental study centers uscd free of
charge arc owned by local or state governments.
Sites with resident facilities are rarely used free of
charge; when they are, they are as likely to be
owned by the federal or state government as by the
local government. In this connection, slightly
fewer than 2 in 5 programs have a National Park
Service arca within 50 miles of the school district.
The utilization of sites not owned or leascd by the
school system is rarely hampered by school sys-
tem restrictions on pupil travel; most systems do
not have such restrictions, and those that do, tend
to provide generous allowances for different types
of trips.

A majority of programs use sites with resident
facilities. Most of these are equipped with slecping
accomodations in the form of cabins or bunkhouses,
cooking and dining facilities, an infirmary, and ad-
ministrative offices. Educational and recreational
facilities most often found at such sites are indoor
meeting rooms, classrooms, a display and exhibit
center, swimming area, and a crafts shop. Most of
these sites have administrative, instructional, and op-
erational personnel residing at them permanently.

ERIC
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Sites not owned or leased by school systems, in-
cluding park service facilities, arc most often char-
acterized by natural features or facilities designed
specifically for the appreciation of outdoors. Fea-
tures of the most widely used types of sites arc
forest, woodland, ponds, lakes, a recreation area,
camp grounds, or a wildland natural area.

Program Personnel

The majority of programs usc the services of reg-
ular school staff, classroom teachers and principals,
with the assistance of a resource person. Part-time
staffing of programs is more common than full-time
staffing.

The great majority of persons in charge of environ
mental programs hold a master’s or higher degree,
but few of them have had preservice training speci-
fically in an arca of environmental studies. A large
proportion, however, have specialized in some area
of the sciences, although nearly as many majored in
cducation or administration. The vast majority of
school systems with environmental programs provide
or support opportunities for inservice training of
personnel, chiefly in the form of workshops, insti-
tutes, or conferencus; staff meetings; inservice train-
ing courses; ficld trips; and reference or library ma-
terials.

Financing

The median program budget in 1969-70 for all
programs reporting this information was $3,000 for
capital outlay and $7,000 for current operating ex-
penditures. Just over onc-half of all programs re-
ccive funds only from local sources, while 4 per-
cent reccive funds from local sources cither alone
or in combination with state and/or fe leral andfor
other sources. The local board of education is the
source from which the great majority of programs
obtain funds.

Future Needs
In addition to increased financial support, a
majority of programs also acknowledge a need for
assistance with instructional materials and inservice
training guidelines in order to develop further.

Analysis of Data

Analysis of data by the grade level of programs
indicates three distinct types of programs: a rather

10



limited program for clementary pupils only, de-
signed chicfly to give them an acquaintance with
and appreciation of the outdoors and naturc; a
largcly academic, classroom-oriented program for
junior-senior high pupils only, focusing pnmdrlly
on scientific and technical aspects of environmen-
tal study; and a more comprehensive program in-
cluding both elementary and secondary pupils,
which attempts t > cover a number of different as-
pects of ccological and environmeatal study. Pro-
grams of the combined clementary and secondary
type together with programs of the clementary-
only type make up the majority of programs in-
cluded in the survey.

As would be expected, the analysis of data by
sizc of school system shows that large school sys-
tems have the most comprehensive programs in
all respects. Over half of the programs in large
school systems are of the combined clementary-
sccondary type.

Analysis of data by gcographic region proves
most meaningful in connection with the utilization
of sites and especially National Park Scrvice re-
sourcces, which are for the most part more exten-
sively used by programs in the West than in other
regions of the country. A unique situation cxists
in the Southeast where, as has already been seen,
fewer school systems have environmental educa-
tion programs mceeting the basic criteria for inclu-
sion in this survey. The programs that do exist in
the Southcast, however, appear to be quite highly
developed, for percentages of Southeastern systems
responding to questions about specific features of
programs tend to run high throughout the survey
in comparison with the other three regions of the
country. This unusual situation deserves further
investigation, but differences have not been re-
ported or discussed in the detailed findings because
of the realtively small proportion of programs in
the country as a whole that are involved.

Implications for Future Research

As an initial effort to survey environmental edu-
cation programs on a nationwide basis, this study

Q 11

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11

cannot claim to have produced information as
complete or precise as could be desired about en-
vironmental education. Certain arcas, such as pro-
gram personnel and the financing of environmental
programs, have been touched on only briefly. In
particular, the important topic of inservice training
needs further investigation. More could also be
learned about the utilization of sites. This study
did not consider the frequency with which school
systems uscd different types of sites, nor the fre-
quency and duration of on-site experiences for pu-
pils. Administrative arrangements relating to the
usc of sites, such as the costs of transportation,
lodging, or equipment, and whether such costs are
borne by the school system or by the pupils, also
lay outside the questions covered by this survey.

In addition, data collected in this survey at several
points suggest the relevance of certain approaches to
the study of environmental education that were not
used in this study. Indications exist that cnviron-
mental education is related to the school curriculum
in a varicty of ways, and more information about
the types of programs could be obtained by deter-
mining whether programs are separate from the reg-
ular curriculum or scparate courses within the cur-
riculum, whether courses are elective or required,
and other such possibilitics. Again, at a nurnber of
points the data suggest that not cnly the types of
sites utilized but also the emphases of programs may
be related to the type of community the school
system scrves. This survey did not attempt to iden-
tify school systems by their location in urban or
rural arcas or to determine the extent to which en-
vironmental cducation programs attempted to ac-
quaint pupils with the environmental opportunities
and problems of their own community or to extend
their knowledge to the awareness of environments
different from that in which they live.

Thesc few points represent only some of the
possible arcas and approaches for further study
suggested by the findings of this survey. Other
possibilities will doubtless occur to the rcader as
he examines the detailed findings.



GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAMS

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION, as a whole, is a
broad field, offering a variety of possible approaches
to the educator. An environmental program is some-
times designed primarily to enhance student appre-
ciation of outdoor activities; in other cases, a pro-
gram may emphasize the study of human ecology.
Some programs offer a general introduction to the
natural world, while others focus upon specific
ecological problems, such as conservation and po!-
lution. With so many possible approaches, deter-
mining the basic emphasis of existing environmental
education programs is fundamental to providing a
general description of them.

A second factor of importance in forminga gen-.
eral picture of such programs is their scope. Quan-
titative measures, such as the number of students
and teachers involved in programs, the amount of
time devoted to programs, or the range of grade
levels they include, contribute to a description of
the extensiveness of environmental study within
the school program.

Information on these two points constitutes a gen-
eral framework within which to view the detailed
features of environmental education programs. Con-
sequently, much of the first part of the survey instru-
ment was devoted to questions designed to yield
data on these topics.

’
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Program Emphasis

A general indicator of program empbhasis is the of-
ficial title of the program. The survey covered pro-
grams in environmental, conservation, and outdoor
education, and respondents were asked to indicate
which, if any, of these three titles they used for their
programs.

Results show that a majority of school systems
call their programs “Outdoor Education.” About
three times as many use this title as call their pro-
grams “Environmental Education.” Those iden-
tifying their programs as “Conservation Education™
represent a still smaller percentage than those wito
use the title ““Environmental Education.” In some
cases (about 1 in 10), a combination of terms, such
as *‘Outdoor and Environmental Education," is used,
while a small percentage of respondents report using
some other, entirely different title,

Not surprisingly, program titles vary with the grade
level of the students at which programs are aimed.
Over three-quarters of the school systems with pro-
grams restricted to pupils in the elementary grades
use the title ‘“Outdoor Education,” while more than
half the programs restricted to the junior-senior high
grades either use the more sophisticated title “Envi-
ronmental Education” or adopt the more specialized

TABLE §.—TITLE OF PROGRAM

Grade level restriction

Title Total Elementary Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5
Outdoor ECacation  .eveeeenienies wene 55.1% 77.2% 19.1% 49.1%
Environmental education ..........eeeeee 18.8 8.9 28.2 24.1
Conservation education  ....ooevviinnnns 13.7 7.3 35.5 11.6
Combination of two or more of the
above ... crarart e ses s s s nsean 8.9 6.3 5.4 11.9
Other 3.6 0.4 11.8 3.4
100.1% 100.1% 100.0% 100.1%
Number responding ...cervevnereiinnnane . 702 259 110 320

Q
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TABLE 2.-INTENT OF PROGRAM

Grade level restriciion

Intent of program Total Elementary Junior- Combined
senior
high
i 2 3 4 5
Education for and in the outdoors ......... 31.3% 37.7% 18.7% 30.5%
Man and his relationship to his cultural,
natural, and physical enviconment 27.9 23.7 20.6 33.3
Development of environmental awareness
and ethics ..ovevevcvriennninnier e eiennnies 14.4 12.5 17.8 14.9
Rational utilization of our environment . 4.8 2.7 11.2 44
Conservation of our natural resources .... 11.0 9.3 17.8 9.8
Pollution control education .....cecccreeeenss 2.3 0.8 7.5 1.9
Nature study and interpretation ............. 8.3 13.2 6.5 5.1
100.0% 99.9% 100.1% 99.9%
Number responding .....ccocvvninnniiiiiiiniiene 689 257 107 315

approach of “Conservation Education.” Combined
programs (thosc which include pupils both in elemen-
tary and in secondziy grades) stand between these
extremes; by far the largest proportion of combined
programs, as in the casc of elementary programs,
have for their title **Outdoor Education,’” but the
proportion of combined programs with this title
(about onc-half) is considerably less than the propor-
tion of clementary programs (over three-fourths); at
the same time, a far smaller proportion of combined
programs arc called “Conservation Education” than
of junior-senior high programs, whilc a considerably
greater percentage of combined than of clementary
programs arc entitled “Environmental Education.”
Thus, combined programs tend to be called cither
“Outdoor Education” or “Environmental Education,”
while elementary programs are usually called “Out-
door Education” and junior-scnior high programs

arc cither “Conscrvation Education” or “Environ-
mental Education.”

More precisc information about the emphasis of
programs comces from a question which presented
respondents with a list of capsule statements and
asked them to indicate which one best described the
basic intent of their programs. Gencral purposes,
acquainting students wiih the outdoor world or with
the over-all subject of human ecology, were men-
tioned by more respondents than specialized program
objectives focusing on a particular aspect of environ-
mental study. The following table of responses shows
that a majority of respondents (59 percent) describe
the basic intent of their programs cither as “cduca-
ticn for and in the outdoors’ or as **man and his re-
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lationship to his cultural, natural, and physical en-
vironment.”

The relationship of responses to the grade level
of programs follows much the same pattern here as
in the casc of program titles. Programs at the junior-
senior high level are distinguished from clementary
and combined programs by more specialized and
technical emphasis. Over 60 percent, both of cle-
mentary and of combined programs, are directed
to cducation for the outdoors or the gencral study
of man in his environment, while these two descrip-
tions account for less than 40 percent of the junior-
senior high programs. Converscly, the intent of
over half the junior-senior high programs is repre-
sented by environmental awarceness and cthics, ra-
tional utilization of the environment, conservation
of natural resources, and pollution control.

However, some differences between clementary
and combined programs also deserve mention. Al
though cducation for the outdoors and man’s rela-
tion to his environment together describe the ob-
jectives of most of both clementary and combined
programs, the balance between these two deserip-
tions of intent shifts with the grade level of the
program. A higher percentage of elementary than
of combincd programs is directed to education for
the outdoors, 38 as compared with 31 percent,
while a greater proportion of combined than of
clementary programs, onc-third as compared with
less than one-fourth, focus on the study of man in
rclation to his environment. At the same time, more

13



than twicc as great a percentage of clementary as
combined programs (13 as compared with 5 percent)
arc devoted to nature study and interpretation. Com-
bining responses in a different way, thercfore, pro-
duces a rather different picture of the emphasis of
combined as compared with clementary programs.
Over half (51 percent) of the clementary programs
have as their intent educaiion for the outdoors and
nature study, but these two purposes describe only
36 percent of the combined programs. On the other
hand, almost half (48 percent) of the combined pro-
grams arc devoted to the study of man in relation to
his environment and the development of environ-
mental awareness and cthics, as compared with 36
percent of elementary programs directed to these
two purposcs.

Responses to the two questions related to piogram
cmphasis, when taken together, indicate that the gen-
cral study of man in relation to his environment is
most widespread among programs including both
clementary and secondary pupils, while the bulk of
programs restricted to clementary pupils emphasize
study of the outdoors and nature, and programs re-
stricted to the junior-senior high level focus on a
variety of topics specifically rclated to the utiliza-

tion of the environment. This pattern of emphasis
scems quite appropriate to the ages of the pupils

involved.

Scope of Programs

Grade Levels Included

Data considered thus far have shown that the
grade levels of programs bear an important relation-
ship to the basic naturc of the programs. For this
rcason, a description of the scope of environmental
cducation programs best begins with a consideration
of which grades and how many grades arc included
in the programs.

15

‘The largest proportion of school systems is included
in this survey have combined programs offering envi-
ronmental education to both elementary and secon-
dary pupils. Programs restricted to the clementary
grades comprisc a slightly smaller, : nd programs re-
stricted to the junior-senior high gr.des a very much
smaller, proportion of the total.

The majority of programs in large systems are
combined programs. In medium size systems, the
proportions of clementary and combined programs
arc morc ncarly cqual. In small systems, programs
restricted to the junior-senior grades represent a
larger percentage of the total than in large or medium
systems; however, cven in small systems, junior-
senior high programs remain by far the smallest pro-
portion of the total,

A morec detailed picture emerges from considering
the specific grades, prekindergarten through adult
cducation, which participate in environmental pro-
grams. If all school systems in the survey are taken
together, it appears that programs are aimed chicfly
at the upper clementary grades. As shown in
Figure 1, over three-fourths of all programs are given
in grade 6, and over onc-half in grade 5, while per-
centages for all other grades are smaller.

Some differences related to school system size ap-
pear in the grade level distribution of programs,
Large, medium, and small systems all show generally
the same pattern of distribution, with the percentage
of programs including cach grade increasing gradually
throughout the clementary grades and then dropping
off in the junior and senior high grades. However,
the percentages for large systems run consistently
higher than for medium or small systems; similarly,
the percentages for medium-size systems gencrally
exceed those for small systems, although the greater
concentration of programs restricted to the junior-
senior grades in small systems alters this pattern some-
what in grades 7 through 12. Differences related to

TABLE 3.—DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS BY SYSTEM SIZE

Grade level restriction Total Large Medium Small
) 1 2 3 4 5
Elementary .o.omveveinmiunnniiniin 37.6% 30.8% 41.5% 33.7%
Junior-senior high  cevveninevennnniie, 16.0 12.3 12.2 224
Combined ...ccovmmrimmnininnimineninnin. 46.4 56.9 46.3 43.9
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number responding .....ccevneirivnieniinnns 689 65 369 255

Q
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system size are most noticeable at the prekinder-

garten and adult education levels, which environ-
mental programs least frequently include. Although
among all responding s sstems only about 1 in 20
includes either the prekindergarten or the adult edu-
cation level, 1 in 10 of the large systems gives its
programs at the prekindergarten level and about 1
in 6 offers environmental education to adults.

This picture, however, observes some important
differences, for it groups together both combined
elementary-secondary programs and programs that
are restricted to one or the other grade level. If pro-
grams are separated on the basis of grade level re-
striction, a different type of pattern is found in each
type of program, as shown in Figure 2. Programs
restricted to the elementary grades are directed
chiefly at grade 6; 87 percent of the elementary pro-
grams include grade 6, while none of the other ele-
mentary grades is included in more than one-half
the elementary programs. Programs restricted to
junior and senior high grades, however, concentrate
on the senior high grades; over one-half of these pro-
grams include grades 10, 11, or 12, while consider-
ably less than half include grades 7, 8, or 9. Com-
bined programs, on the other hand, focus chiefly on

the middle grades, with 70 percent or more includ-
ing each of grades 4 through 8; grade 6 shows the
highest percentage, being included in 93 percent of
the combined programs, while grades 5 and 7 are
each included in more than 80 percent.

This information sheds further light on the basic
differences of emphasis which distinguish the junior-
senior group of programs trom the others and the
more subtle differences that separate the elementary
and combined programs. The junior-senior high
programs are primarily senior high programs and
designed for older students. This distinguishes them
from the group of combined programs, which, al-
though including the same grades, are more likely,
at the secondary level, to be directed at junior high
students. Again, while ¢elementary and combined
programs share a common focus on grade 6, the
combined programs are essentially middle grade pro-
grams, and the fact that a large proportion of them
include grades 7 and 8 may account for the slightly
different emphasis which this group of programs
shows in comparison with the elementary group.

Statistics considered up to this peint relate only
to the question of WHICH grades are included in

TABLE 4.-GRADES IN WHICH PROGRAM IS GIVEN

System size

Grade Total Large Medium Small
1 2 3 4 5

Prekindergarten .....coviiininininienn, 4.4% 10.8% 4.3% 2.7%
Kindergarten .......cccvvvviniinniiiinniens 24.4 29.2 26.0 20.8
Grade 1 ..o e 324 38.5 34.7 27.5
Grade 2 ..o e 32.8 41.5 35.0 27.5
Grade 3 .....ccovvivrviiiiniinini e, 35.8 43.1 38.2 30.6
Grade 4 oo, 43.0 52.3 43.9 39.2
Grade b ..., 56.3 67.7 58.8 49.8
Grade 6 ..o 75.9 81.5 78.9 70.2
Grade 7 ...ovivviinniriiinniniine e 40.9 47.7 40.4 40.0
Grade 8 ......oovivviiiiriiv i, 39.0 49.2 38.2 37.6
Grade 9 ......cocevvirvcvminrnicconsniesensuinies 32.9 46.2 28.7 35.7
Grade 10 ... 36.5 52.3 32.5 37.6
Grade 11 .. 36.1 49.2 32.5 38.0
Grade 12 ..o 35.6 53.8 32.0 36.1
Adult education ..., 6.1 16.9 6.0 3.5
Q Number responding .......coeorevimnnenen. 689 65 369 255

-
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TABLE 5.—NUMBER OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS PARTICIPATING IN PROGRAMS

Item Pupils ___Teachers
Elementary  Junior high  Senior high Elementary  J.nior high Senior high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ALL PROGRAMS
Mean................. 1,583 604 607 63 15 14
Median..,.......ovvvvvennenn 550 300 182 20 6 4
LOW toviinniiininnninnnnss 10 6 4 1 1 1
High ... .ooviviinn, 45,193 7,325 17,000 1,700 125 405
Number responding .......... 440 192 209 404 179 189
COMBINED PROGRAMS
Mean............coiveennns 2,035 692 838 83 17 19
Medirn oieiiiieneneiiennss 800 400 300 30 8 6
LOW civiiiennroeenernnenes 10 6 12 1 1 1
High ...iiiiiieeiniennns 45,193 7,325 17,000 {,700 125 405
Number responding .......... 220 149 137 200 135 125
ELEMENTARY PROGRAMS
Mean.......coveviiinnnns 1,149 44
Median ..........coevuuns 418 16
Low civiiiivninnneiinenes 30 1
High .......coivviivininns 18,000 600
Number responding ......... 208 194
JUNIOR-SENIOR HIGH PROGRAMS

Mean..........ooviivinnnen 267 174 10 3
Median .........c.0veunen 186 60 5 1
Low ...oiiviviivnnnnnnnnes . 20 9 1 1
High .................. . 1,400 2,627 85 54
Number responding ...... . 29 67 25 58
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programs. Another question that deserves an answer
is: HOW MANY grades do programs include? For
cxample, is an clementary program simply a one-
year progranm in grade 6, or a comprchensive program
comprising all the elementary grades? Again, a com-
bined program by definition must include at least
one clementary and one secondary grade, but do
such programs customarily comprise only onc cle-
mentary and onc sccondary grade, or do they cover
all the elementary and all the sccondary grades?

Figur¢ 3 shows on the left side at the top the num-
ber of clementary grades which clementary programs
include and at the bottom the number of junior-
senior high grades which junior-senior high programs
include. For the purposes of comparison, the right
side of the graph shows at the top the number of
clementary grades which combined programs includs
and at the bottom the number of junior-senior high
grades that combined programs include.

It can readily be scen that cach of the three types
of programs represents a diffcreat patteru in the
number of grades included. Programs restricted to
the elementary or to the junior-senior high grades
are distinguished by the tende icy to comprise only
4 small number of grades. However, clementary and
junior-senior high programs also differ from cach
other; the majority of elementary programs (61 per-
cent) arc one-year programs, while & majority of
junior-senior high programs (59 percent) comprisc
cither two or three grades, with the largest propor-
tion (32 percent) comprising three grades. If these
facts are considered in relation to the grade level
disiribution shown in Figure 2, it scems fair to con-
clude that the majority of elementary programs arc
onc-ycar programs, confined chielly to grade 6,
while a majority of the junior-senior high programns
are limited to two or three of grades 10 through 12.

Combined programs cxhibit a different pattera al-
together and can be scen to be more comprehensive
both at the clementary and at the secondary levcl.

TABLE 6.-NUMBER OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS PARTICIPATING IN PROGRAMS; BY SYSTEM SIZE

Pupils Teachers B
ftem Elementary  Junior high  Senior high  Elementary  Junior high  Senior high
] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
LARGE SYSTEMS
Mean ... Sereer e rennnenrtesines 6,216 1,167 2,411 273 36 55
Median .o 3,240 350 280 117 16 10
JOW wviinineisiresieenmnnesnianininiens . 70 40 26 2 2 1
High .o, 45,193 7,325 17,000 1,700 122 405
Number responding w.ocvmeeenue 43 16 22 38 14 21
MEDIUM-S1ZE SYSTEMS
Mean e 1,478 737 598 58 18 13
Median .o 700 480 300 30 9 5
Low i, 15 6 9 1 1 1
High v, 12,733 3,600 5,000 520 125 102
Number responding .....coeeiveeisnns 247 107 98 217 97 85
SMALL SYSTEMS
Mean 429 267 171 17 5 5
Median .. 220 200 100 10
low ... 10 10 4 1 ! 1
High ..... 2,500 1,200 1,150 104 30 54
Number responding 150 69 89 149 68 83
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TABLE 7.-SEASON OF YEAR PROGRAM IS IN OPERATION

Systen size

Grade level restriction

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Season Total -I-:;gc Medium Small Elementary  Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
All year (four seasons) ...c.coienniens 25.2% 36.9% 25.7% 21.5% 15.9% 20.9% 34.9%
All school year (falt, winter,

SPring)  wivavennniiienenninin - 26.6 24.6 27.9 25.4 20.2 44.5 26.1
Summer only .o, 7.6 9.2 6.6 8.6 4.3 8.2 10.4
Summer plus fall and/for spring .. 4.9 10.8 5.1 3.2 4.0 0.9 7.0
One season only within school

year {fall or winter or spring) .. 22.5 4.6 21.7 28.1 41.5 14.5 10.1
Two seasons within school year

(fall and winter, winter and

spring, fall and spring) ........... 13.1 13.8 12.9 13.3 14.4 10.9 11.6

99.9%  99.9% 99.9% 100.1% 100.3% 99.9% 100.1%
Number responding .....c.couuviiivines 698 65 377 256 258 110 318

Since the survey covered all grade levels from pre-
kindergarten through adult education, there are
actually a total of cight clementary grades (PK-6)
and seven sccondary grade levels (7-adult education)
to be considered. Over half (52 percent) of the com-
bined pre:rams include six or more of the elementary
grades, while at the sccondary level the largest pro-
portion (40 perecent) of combined programs includes
six or more grades. By comparison, only 17 percent
of the clementary programs include six or more cle-
mentary grades, and only 5 percent of junior-senior
high programs include six or more secondary grades.

If the total number of grades included in combined
programs is computed, it appears that over half of
them (54 percent) include nine or more grades and
that over one-fourth of them include 13 or more
gradcs,

Nuinber of grades
in combined programs

20r3 14.1%
4or5 . 16.9
6,7,0or8 ... 15.3
9or 10 ... 15.3
1torl12 11.9
13 or more .. 26.6
Number responding voovveieenns 320

From this information, it is possible to put to-
gether a general picture of three different types of
cnvironmental cducation programs in terms of the
Erzl\de levels they reach. The largest proportion of
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cnvironmental education programs include both
some clementary and some sccondary grades. A
majority of these programs include nine or more
grades, with over half of them including six or more
clementary grades and a substantial portion of them

including six or more sccondary grades. Such pro-
grams focus chiefly on grades 4-8. However, there
also cxists a substantial group of environmental
programs which are given only at the clementary
level. Most of these are one-year programs and di-
rected at grade 6. In addition, there is a small group
of programs restricted to the junior-senior high level,
which arc aimed primarily at grades 10 through 12
and offer two or three vears of environmental

study.

Number of Pupils and
Teachers Participating

Another measure of the scope of programs is the
number of pupils and tecachers who participate in
them. Although some respondents to the survey
did not answer the questions concerning enrollment
and teacher participation, the following data give a
limited picture of the scope of environmental pro-
grams in terms of the numbers of participants.

All responding programs together enroll a median
of 550 clementary pupils, 300 junior-high pupils,
and 182 scnior-high pupils, and involve the partici-
pation of a median of 20 clementary teachers, 6
junior high teachers, and 4 senior-high teachers.



FIGURE 1

GRADES IN WHICH PROGRAM IS GIVEN
(PERCENT DF ALL PROGRAMS)
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GRADES IN WHICH PROGRAM IS GIVEN

FIGURE B

(PERCENT DF ALL PROGRAMS AS RESTRICTED BY GRADE LEVEL)
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TABLE 8.-SCHEDULING OF PROGRAM

System size Grade level restriction

Scheduling of program Total i.arge Mecdium  Small Elementary  Junior- Combined
senjor
high
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Regular school week only .............. 66.7% $4.0% 67.6% 71.0% 83.5% 67.9% 52.4%
Out of regular school hours only

{school vacations and/for weck-

ends and/or summer vacations) 7.1 9.2 6.2 8.3 3.1 8.2 9.7
Regular school weck and summer

vacalion e, 12.5 21,5 13.6 8.6 9.4 6.4 17.2
Regular school week plus time out

of regular school hours within

school year (school week plus

weekends and/or school vaca-

(313, 0) J 5.9 4.6 5.8 6.3 2.0 14.7 6.2
Regular school week and summer

vacation plus time out of schoo!l

hours within school year

(school week and summer vaca-

tion plus school vacations and/

or weekends) i . 1.7 20.0 6.9 5.8 2.0 2.7 144 _

99.9% 99.9% 100.1% 100.0% 160.0% 95.9% 99.9%

Number responding ....ccmirevnnnnnnes 696 65 376 255 255 109 319

The typical combined program cnrolls a median
of 800 clementary pupils, 400 junior high pupils,
and 300 scnior high pupils. A median of 30 cle-
mentary teachers, 8 junior high teachers, and 6
senior high tcachers participate in combined pro-
grams. By comparison, programs restricted to the
clementary grades enroll a median of 418 pupils
and involve the participation of a median of 16
teachers, while programs restricted to the junior-
scnior high grades enroll a median of 186 junior
high and 60 scnior high pupils and involve the par-
ticipation of a median of 5 junior high teachers and
1 senior high tcacher. Thus, combined programs are
more cxtensive in the number of their participants
at both clementary and secondary levels than are
scparate clementary and sccondary programs.

Because the survey comprised school systems of
widecly diffcrent sizes, a more meaningful picture of
the scopce of programs can be obtained by consid-
cring the number of pupil and teacher participants
in relation to school system size. In large systems,
which cnroll a total of 25,000 or more pupils, the
mcdian program enrollment is 3,240 clementary
pupils, 350 junior high pupils, and 280 scnior high
pupils; the median number of teachers participating
is 117 clementary teachers, 16 junior high teachers,
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and 10 senior high teachers. Medium-size systems,
cnrolling between 3,000 and 25,000 pupils, have 4
median program carollment of 700 clementary
pupils, 480 junior high pupils, and 300 scnior high
pupils; the median number of teacher participants
is 30 clementary teachers, 9 junior high teachers,
and 5 senior high teachers. In small systems, with
total enrollments between 1,000 and 3,000, pro-
grams cnroll a median of 220 clementary pupils,
200 juntor high pupils, and 100 senior high pupils;
these programs involve the participation of a median
of 10 clementary teachers, 4 junior high and 2
scnior high teachers.

In relating the number of program participants
to the size of school systems, it is advisable to keep
in mind the varied methods which mnay be used to
include environmental study in the school program.
Environmental education may be a part of the re-
quired curriculum or a voluniary activity in the
form of cither clective courses or an extracurricular
program out of school hours. Thus, the number of
pupils enrolled in a program may be an index of the
availability of the program or an index of pupil in-
terest in the program. Again,.in cases where envi-
ronmental education is part of the required curricu-
lum, the restriction of the program to certain grade
levels may mean that only a small portion of the
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total systein cnrollment will be involved in the pro- (b} schuol vacations, (c) weekends, and (d) summer
gram in any onc ycar, although the program may vacation.
ultimatcly rcach all pupils in the system as they
move through the grades.

Time Devoted to Programs From responses to the first question, it appears
that a majority of programs operate cither yvear-

A third mcasurce of the scope of programs is the round (all four scasons) or throughout the entire
tim< they involve. Two questions in the survey re- school year (fall, winter, and spring). About one:
lated to the times at which programs were in fourth of the responses fall into cach of these two
opcration. Onc qucstion asked respondents to in- categorics. Only 8 percent of the respondents in-
dicate in which of the four scasons of the year dicated programs during the summer only, but over
(fall, winter, spring, and summer) their programs onc-fifth (23 percent) reported that their programs
operated. The other question asked at what times operated only during one scason within the school
the program operated: (a) regular school week, year (fall or winter or spring).

TABLE 9.-AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS EACH PUPIL SPENDS 1IN PROGRAM

ftem In classroom Qulside classtoom
Elementary  Juniot high  Senior high  Elementary  Junior high  Seniot high
_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ALL PROGRAMS
Mean e 2 36 55 6 10 18
Median .vieiieniens 10 12 20 5 5 5
Low wveeceien snine 1 i 1 1 1 1
180 180 200 200 130 180
Number tesponding eeecrvcecseaeness 356 163 185 449 178 176
COMBINED PROGRAMS

MEIN  eeoeeuaaenenensnsesssesssssesseens 21 29 12 6 i
Mediant .ovvvvvivniiinnrnnrcerssearsinenes 10 10 12 5 5 5
Low .iieerens cornvesnane crerrens | 1 1 1 1 |
High cemiiemumeeesnicinnmisressien nis 180 180 200 50 90 90
Numbet tesponding w...coceeeecens 133 125 195 211 135 110

ELEMENTARY PROGRAMS
Mean e snsnnnse oo 22 ces . 5 ces

MediIN v et 10 e vee 5 . .
1 - ces 1 . ces

THER cvieeriennercennns . 180 60
Number responding .oecvineenne 166 - v 229 . .

JUNIOP.-SENIOR HIGH PROGRAMS

cas 67 72 s 20 ’2
{0 43 . 5 10

- 1 1 ses 1 }
[ T 4 Y U SO . 180 190 ces 130 15u
Number responding .oceonvvecaerecn eee 30 8 . : )| 61
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FIGURE 3

NUMBER DFf GRADES WITHIN EACH GRAOE LEVEL AT WHICH PROGRAM IS GIVEN
(PERCENT OF ALL PROGRAMS A8 RESTRICTED BY GRADE LEVEL)
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TABLE 10.—PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

System size Region
Type of admir Istration Tolal Large  Medium — Small  Noth-  South.  Middle  West
cay a3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Decentralized within the school .
SYHEM  wivvvniinininnsimmeersnessions 30.7% 29.0% 32.3% 28.6% 45.1% 26.0% 23.2% 26.6%
Centralized within the school
L 3% 113 11 ST 51.4 58.1 504 51.2 39.5 52.0 65.8 45.8
In cooperation with other
school systems .o 12.¢ 6.5 12.9 12.7 8.7 16.0 7.2 20.7
Other .ccvvvvenviiiiinn 5.7 6.5 4.3 7.5 6.7 6.U 3.8 6.9
100.1% 100.1% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Numberresponding ... . 685 62 37 252 195 50 237 203

The times of ycar at which programs operate is
clearly related to the grade level of the programs.
Combined programs have the most extensive opera.
tion; the largest proportion of them (35 percent}
opcrate yecar-tound. In contrast, the largest propor-
tion of junior-scnior high programs (45 percent)
opzrate throughout the school year, while clemen-
tary programs have the most limited operation, with
their largest proportion (42 percent) operating only
al onc scason within the school year.

Large systems have programs with more exlensive
opcration than medium or small systems. A much
larger percentage of prograias in large than in medi-
um of smatl systems operate year-round. Conversely,
the percentage of programs that operate during only
one scason within the school ycar is n. ch higher in
medium and smali systems than in Jarge systems.

In regard to scheduling, most programs arc limited
to the regular school week. Two-thirds of the re-
spondents indicated that their programs operated
during the regular school week only. Onc program
in 8 opcrates during the regular school weck and
summer vacation, and in addition 8 percent opcetate
at these 1wo times as well as in time outtide regulat
school houts during the school ycat {i.c., school va-
cations and weckends), making a 1otal of one-fifth
of all programs that opcrate during the school week
and summer vacation with or without the use of ad-
ditional time during the school ycar. However, only
a small percentage of programs (6 pereent) uscs
time out of school hours within the school ycat
(school vacations and weckends) in addition to the
tegulat school week. Few programs (7 peteent) op-

crate entircly oulside regular school hours {i.c., dur-
ing school vacations, weckends, and summer vaca-
tionk.

Differences in scheduling of programs bear some
rclation to grade level. Although a majority of all
three types of programs classified by grade level op-
cratc during the school week only, the size of the
majority varics grcatly, from over four-fifths for
clementary programs, to more than two-thirds for
junior-senior high programs, to little more than one:
half for combined programs. 1In view of the large
proportion of combined programs that operate year-
round, it is not surprising to find that a considerable
percentage of these programs (32 percent) operate
during summer vacation as well as during the regular
school week; almost onc-half of these (14 percent}
usc tlime outside school hours within the school
year in addition to the school week and summer va.
cation. Junior-senior high programs, the largest pro-
portion of which operate throughout the school ycar,
naturally do not use the summer vacation to the ex-
tent that combined programs do; however, 15 per-
cent of these programs use time outside school hours
within the school year in addition to the regular
school week.

Differences related 1o the size of school systems
arc even morc striking.  Fewer than half the pro-
grams in large systems die limited to the regular
school week, while over one-fifth of them operate
during both the schoul week and summer vacation,
and an additional one-fifth use time outside school
hours within the school ycar as well as the school
week and summet vacation.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Another question approached the matter of time
differently. ‘This question asked respondents to state
the average number ¢f days cach pupil spends in the
program. Because environmental education custom-
arily includes on-site experience, such as ficld trips,
weckend or summer camp activity, in addition to
regular classroom instruction, respondents were asked
to give both the number of days a pupil spent in the
classroom and the number of days spent outside the
classroom. Amounts for clementary, junior-high, and
scnior high pupils were recorded separately.

Results show that most of the pupil’s time is spent
in classroom activity and that older pupils spend a
greater amount of time in the classroom than younger
oncs. The median number of days that clementary
pupils spend in the classroom is 10; for junior-high
pupils, the miedian is 12 days; and for senior-high
pupils, it is 20 days. The median amount of time
spent outside the classtroom is 5 days for all grade
levels.

If responses are analyzed by the grade level of pro-
grams, somc interesting differences appear at the
junior and scnior high-school levels. Although
clcmentary pupils in programs restricied to the
clementary grades spend about the same amount of
time both in and out of the classroom as clemen-
tary pupils in combined programs, junior high and
scnior high pupils in programs that operate only in
the sccondary grades customarily spend more time
in the program than junior high and senior high
pupils in combined programs.

The over-all saluce of these data is somewhat
limited by the varicty of ways in which environ:
mental cducation may be presented. Study of the
environment may be integrated with the matcrial
of other courses (for instance, the science progtam)
which meet every day throughout the school year.
tn this case, the pupil spends some part of every
school day on classwurk related to the program; if
these courses carry daily homework assignments,
he will also spend some part of cvery school day on
work outside the classroom that is related to the
program. This is apparcently the casc in somce pro-
grams where respondents indicated that pupils spent
180 days both in the classroom and out of the class-
room. In other cases, environmental education may
be represented by a scparaie course mecting onc ot
morc times a week throughoult the year or through-
out one scmester, ot it may be a special unit of work
within another course, invohing intensive work fot
st\tlnl wecks. Some ptograms may tevolve chiefly

&
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around sclected ficld trips with special class activi
tics before and after. In other programs, activity
out of the classroom may include independent
pupil work on special projects or group aclivitics
before or after school, such as scien ‘¢ clubs or na-
ture study groups. Such differences, and consequent
diffcrences in the apportioning of pupil time in the
program, arc present, though not visible, in the cal:
culation of over-all means and medians of days
spent by pupils in widely different types of pro.
grams.

Data related to the temporal scope of programs
corroborate other evidence fer three different types
of environmental education programs distinguished
by grade level. Combined programs tend to be the
most comprchensive in that a larger portion of them
operate on a year-round basis and utilize time out-
side the regular school week. Elementary programs
arc the most limited, operating chicfly within th-
regular schoo! week and often at only one scason of
the school year. Programs offered only at the junior-
senior high level appcar to be of a different kind al.
together, representing a more intensive approach
within a traditional academic framework. These
programs tend to operate throughout the school
ycar, utilizing chic{ly the regular school week but
also in somc cascs weekends and school vacations
during the year, and involving a greater amount of
classtoom work by students.

Program Administration

A final descriptive factor that may help to explain
some of the diversity among programs that has al-
ready been seen and will be seen in data to follow is
the differing basis of program administration.

About onc-half of all programs arc administered
on a centralized basis within the school system,
aboult 3 in 10 have decentralized arrangements, and
about | program in 8 is administered in coopceration
with other school systems. Not surprisingly, cen-
tralized administration is most prevalent among large
systems, while a higher percentage of medium and
small than of laige systems opetate their progtams in
coopcration with other school systems.

Decentralized arrangements are most common in
the Northeast: centralized adinistration prevails
most heavily in the middle scction of the country;
and a higher percentage of schoul systems in the West
than in other regions administer their programs in
coopetation with other school systems.

20



PROGRAM CONTENT AND PROCEDURES

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION offers a wide
range of possible learning expericnces for pupils.
The environment may be studied scientifically
through various academic disciplines. Or pupils may
Iearn about the practical use of natural resources
through the study of such subjects as agriculture
and forestry, or about the use of the environment
for pleasure through the development of skills in
outdoor sports. Cultural and social imphications of
human ccology can contribute to the study of his-
tory, or an appreciation of nature can he enhanced
through art activities. Other skills, such as raathe-
matics or English composition, may also be used in
studying the cnvironment.

Pupils can learn about the environment through
a variety of media and activitics in the classroom or
through an cxtended expericnce in outdoor living.
Ficld trips undcrtaken for specific purposes can pro-
vide pupils with an opportunity to apply their class-
room learning or to bring back to the classrooin new
cxpericnces and ideas for further study.

In surveying environmental education programs
throughout the country as a whole, it is essential to
dctermine the nature of the expericncces, activitics,
and arcas of study that make up the content of pro-
grams. Accordingly, a numbcr of questions in the
survey instrument were dirccted to this purpose.
Other questions were designed to iltustrate related
procedurcs in such arcas as curriculum planning and
resources, and pupil evaluation.

Pupil Activities and Experiences
Utitization of Onsite Expetience

Study of the environment can profitably be ap-
proached through cxpetiences on sites outside the
classroom in addition to cegular classroom instruc-
tionh. Such expericnces may take the form of an ex-
tended period spent in residence at a particular site,
a scrics of visits duting the day to sites without re-
maining overnight, or scparate fickd trips for part or
all of a day to visit a particular site of relevance to
the curticulum. Three questions in the sunvey con-
&rmed the utilization of such onsite expetiences.
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One question preseated respondents with a list of
possible types of pupil experience and asked them to
indicate which ones were used in their programs.
The list included: (a) onsite resident expericnce
(overnight); (b) scquential day visit program; (c) se-
lected ficld trips; (d) classroom experiences.

Responses show that a majority of programs use
somc form of on-site experience in addition to class-
room instruction, Less than 3 percent of respon.
dents indicated that their programs were confined
(o classroom expericnce. However, one-fourth re-
ported that vhey use onssite experiences without
classroom instruction; 15 percent use onssite resi-
dence experience only. About 3 programs in 10 usc,
in addition to classroom study, on-site expericnces
that arc limited to day visits {ficl trips and scquen-
tial day visits); | programin 6 is limited to classtoom
experience plus sclected ficld visits. Twenty percent
of all programs usc on-site resident experience in ad-
dition to classroom cxpericnee and ficld tiips, and
14 percent include all four types of experience.

Types of pupil expericnces relate to the grade
level of programs. The largest proportion of clemen:
tary programs (31 percent} involve on-site resident
cxperience only, and 20 percent use classroom ex-
periences and ficld tips in addition to resident ex-
perience. The largest proportion of junior-senior
high programs (40 percent) in keeping with their
morc traditional, academic orientation are limited to
classroom experience and sclected ficld trips; 19 per-
cent include sequential day visits in addition to class.
room expericnce and fickd trips. Combined programs,
as might be cxpected from their distinguishing gen-
eral characteristics, arc more comprchensive in the
types of experience they offer; 22 percent of them
include all four types of cxperience, and 23 percent
usc resident expericnce in addition to classroom ex.
perichee and fickd wrips.

I on-site cxperiences arc used in conjunction with
classroom work, it is impottant to consider the ways
in which such activitics are incorporated into the
regular class program. Two other questions in the
survey dealt with this topic. These concerned, re-
spectively, priot preparation fof on-tite cxperience
and follow-up activitics.
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TABLE 11.-TYPES OF PUPIL. EXPERIENCES

Grade level restricticn

Experience Total Elementary Junior- Combincd
scnior
high
1 2 3 4 5
Classroom experience only  weeieiinens, 2.5% 2.0% 5.5% 1.9%
On-site resident experience only e 15.2 31.0 3.7 6.0
Resident expericence, scquential day visits
and/ar sc ‘Kctcd ficld trips oiverinninnns 5.4 7.1 1.8 4.7
Scquential visits and/or ficld trips 6.1 6.3 7.3 5.0
Qassroom and field Uips  .oooveriiniiirennnas 16.5 6.7 40.4 16.1
Qassroom, ficld trips, and sequential
VSIS wrvnennii e srvsesinnnesnns 12.1 5.9 19.3 4.6
Qlasstoom, field trips, and resident
[3.023 313 11X SO SRS 19.5 20.0 10.1 22.8
Qlassroom, sequential visits andfor
resident experience .oeniiminiiiiionn 8.5 13.8 1.8 6.9
All types of experience covinevntnnniainnns 14.4 1.5 10.1 21.8
100.2% 100.3% 100.0% 99.8%
Number responding ..oeivenmniisn. 693 255 109 316

The overwhelming majority of respondeats in-
dicated the usc of both prior preparation and fol-

low-up activitics. Only 5 percent reported that they

had no prior preparation activities and only 7 per-

cent indicatad that the question on follow-up activ-
itics was not applicable, cither because they be-
longed to the very small minority of systems that usc

no on-site experiences or because they do not en-

gage in these activitics. Slightly fewer junior-senior

high programs usc prior preparation and follow-up
activitics than do elementary and combinced pro-

grams.

Q

PROGRAMS USING PRIOR PREPARATION
Number
Petcent tesponding
Elementary .. 98.8% 257
Junior- seniot hngh - 8.7 104
Combined ............... 948 o
Total e ereernnees 91.6% 683

PROGRANMS USING FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES

Number
Petcent responding
Elementary ......... 96.1% 257
junior-scniot Ingh . 85,2 lo&
mbined ............... 93.9 310
Totdl v 93.3% 636
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Fach of these two questions presented a check-
list of possible activitics and asked respondents to
indicate which ones they used in their programs.
Among prior preparation activitics, discussions and
teading in class are used in nine-tenths of all pro-
grams, audiovisual presentations in more than three
(ourths, and visits by resource persons in about twe
thirds, Visits of resource persons are most heavily
used in combined programs and least in junior-
senior high programs. Junior.scnior high programs
also use audiovisual presentations to about the same
extent as discussions and reading, while discussions
and 1cading arc used in a greater percentage of cle-
mentary and combined programs than are audio-
visual presentations.

Among follow-up activities, oral repotts and dis-
cussions have the widest use, being utilized in &85
percent of all responding programs. About three-
fourths of the programs have activitics which use
specimens gathered in the on-site experience, dis-
playe of exhibits, and written reports or cssays.
Films, slides, and transparencics: reading to cxtend
learning cxpetiences of the or-site visite; and art ac-
tivitics are also among the follow-up activitics which
more than haif the programs use.
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Since the types of activitics used must be adapted
to the age and interests ¢f pupils, it is not surpris-
ing to find some variation of responses related to
the grade level of tae program. The most notice-
able diffcrence occurs in regard 1o art activitics,
which arc used in a large proportion of clementary
programs (61 percent) and combined programs
(53 pcreent), but in only a small percentage of ju-
nior-senior high programs (17 percent). The pro-
portion of junior-senior high programs using read-
ing to extend learning expericnces (fewer than 4 in
10) is also much smaller than the proportion of
combined or clementary programs (about 6 in 10
for both) using this activity. The two types of ac:
tivities wiilized by the largest proportion of junior-
scnior high programs are the examination, identifi-
cation, and use of specimens; and films, slides, or
transparcncics. Action programs, such as conscrva.
tion projects, do not stand among the most widely
uscd follow-up activitics, but they arc used in a
greater percentage of combined and junior-senior
high programs than of clementary programs.

Areas of Study and Activily

To dctermine the subject-matter content of pro-
grams, the survey instrument included a checklist
question of 39 items representing different subject-
malter arcas, specialtics, skills, or activities which
might be included in environmental education pro-
grams. An additional item provided respondents
with the opportunity to indicatc additional areas of
study; however, only 6 percent did so.

Although the items were listed alphabetically in
the questionnaire, they were grouped into catego-
tics of related topics for convenicnce in reporting.
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A large number of the items on the list represent
branches of the sciences which have a direct relation
to study of the environment, such as biology, bot-
any, or geology. Applicd sciences, such as conserva-
tion, agriculture, or forestry, com rise a sccond cat-
cgory. A third group consists of rclated studics,
such as chemistry and physics, geography and his-
tary, which do not utilize environmental expericnces
as dircctly as the first group. Various sports and
recrcational activities make up anather group, while
a fifth category represents the arts, including items
such as art, creative writing, drama, and music. The
assignment of items to different categorics is, of
course, arbitrary and might in some cases be dis-
puted; the system of categorics is intended only 1o
scrve as a general means of distinguishing the various
aspects of program content.

Responses show that mosi programs have a
scientific orientation. Figure $ shows the items
ranke 4 by the percentage of response for cach and
identificd by the category to which cach belongs.
1t can readily be scen that the light and lightly
shaded arcas which represent, respectively, the en-
vironmental sciences and the applicd sciences pre-
dominate toward the top of the graph and that the
darker arcas representing related studics, sports, and
arts predominate toward the bottom. The range
above 70 pereent is wholly occupied by the emviron-
mental sciences with the exception of the top-rank-
ing applicd science, conscrvation. Between 50 and
70 percent, applied sciences and environmental
sciences togeth:r represent the dominant element.
Related studics predominate L2tween 40 and 50
pereent, and art activitics between 30 and 40 per-
cent, Sports activitics are dominant only between
20 and 30 percent, although isolated items in this
category stand much higher.

TABLE 12.-TYPLS OF PRIOR PREPARATION USED

Grade level restriction

Type of prepatation Total Elementary Juniot- Combined
scnior
high
1 2 3 4 5
Discussions and reading in class ........... £9.9% 93.4% 76.9% 91.5%
Audiovisual presentations inclass ... i6.0 5.9 i3t 7.1
Visit to classroom by resource persons . 6625 642 54.8 29
10,1373 OO PN 151 148 17.3 145
Numbet tesponding ......ccovmmnniiicreicieanas 613 257 108 510
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



30

TABLE 13.—TYPES OF FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES USED

Type of follow-up

Grade level restriclion

activities Total Elementary Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5
Oral reports and discussions ..o 85.3% 89.9% 67.4% 86.9%
Examination, identification, and use of
specimens gathered ., 4.5 70.0 73.9 7194
Displays and exhibits  ..oiiieiiiinninennn 73.6 73.7 64.1 75.9
Written reports and/or cssays 73.6 76.9 62.0 75.3
Films, slides and/or transparencics ..., 63.1 57.9 73.9 64.3
Reading to extend learning experiences .. 55.3 57.9 359 59.1
ATt aclivities i, 50.9 60.7 17.4 529
Action program (i.c., conservation
Project) conimiineiniininnnenm s, 45.0 312 45%.7 51.2
Structured lessons e, 334 36.0 21.1 347
Sound tecotding ..ocvnniiniinininionnn, 18.0 13.0 13.0 23.7
Drama  ccienivnnneieens e 12.3 1.8 1.1 14.8
Other i 58 6.1 7.6 4.5
Number tesponding .ouiieesumecteniiinens, 640 247 92 291

To compare percentages within categorics, the
table groups items by categorics and ranks them by
vercent within categorics. As might be expected,
broad arcas of study show higher percentages with.
in each group than specific subjects or activitics.
For cxample, a highet percentage of respondents
checked the general area of study “conservation™
than the specific subject “forestry* in the applicd
sciences, while in the sports area, morc indicated
that their programs included the general activity
“recreation™ than any of the specific sport skills.
Similarly, a higher percentage checked specific sub-
jects or activities, such as biology or art, than spe-
cialitics like marine biology or sculpture. This ten-
dency for more programs 1o include the more gen-
cral arcas of study and activity, while predictable,
also indicates that many of thesc programs arc di-
rected to general rather than specific objectives, as
the descriptions of progtam intent have already
shown.

In considering the separate categorics, the envi-
ronmental sciences deserve special attention because
of the inclusion of most of them in a2 majority of
progtams. These fall into three groups: the top
group comptrises ecology, biology, insect study, ge-
ology, botany, genetal science, and weathet study,
Q
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all of which are found in a substantial majority of
programs; limuology, zoology, and astronomy make
up a middle group and are included in a large pro-
portion of programs: marinc biology, marine zool-
ogy, and occanography arc the sciences least fre.
quently included in programs.

Among the applicd sciences, after the top-ranking
gencral subject of conseivation, forestry, and map
and compass stand highest; health, agriculture, and
home cconomics are included in far fewer programs.
Geography, mathematics, social studics, and his-
tory arc the related studics mast often included in
programs: chemistry, physics, and psychology arc
morc rarcly included.

In the arca of sports, more programs include rec-
rcation and physical education than the morc spe-
cialized sports skills and activitics listed, while art
and creative writing arc the two arcas of arts activ-
ity that are most frequently used in progtams.

Analysis of responses by grade level of program
shows a number of differences that distinguish ele-
mentary and combined ptograms from juniot-senior
high progtams. In the arca of environmental sci-
ences ate sevetal subjects that a much larget percent.
age of clementary and combined programs than of

Vel



junior-senior high programs include. These are in-
scct study, general science, weather study, and as-
tronomy.

‘

. Grade level restriction

fle- Junior- Com-
men- senior bined
tary high
Insect study .vvennnnns - 81.0% 50.0% 82.8%
General science ......... 76.7 52.7 81.5
‘Weather study ........... 723 48.2 76.5
Astronomy ..vveieinns 55.4 21.8 49.%
Number responding .. 258 110 319

A similar phenomenon occurs in the group of re-
lated studics, where a much larger percentage of cle-
mentary and combined programs than of junior-
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senior high programs include mathematics and so-
cial studics,

Grade level restriction

Ele- Junior- Com:
men- senior bined
tary high
Mathematics .oovvvinennie 48.8% 23.6% 54.9%
Social studies ....coeen, 41.1 20.0 51.2
Number responding .. 258 110 319

In the arca of the arts, nonc of the activitics or
subjects is included in more than a fourth of the
junior-senior high programs, while art and creative
wiiting arc part of the content of more than 60 per-
cent of both clementary and combined programs.

TABLE 14.-AREAS OF STUDY AND ACTIVITIES INCLUDED IN PROGRAM

Atea Percent of Atea Percent of
ptograms programs
I 2 1 2
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE APPLIED SCIENCE
Ecology wivrinmimiimnienninene 86.8% Conservation ...cueniesnvienssessenss 95.6%
Riology ccomvecrnicreisiinniisiinniens. 79.1 Forestry  .vvncecnnimninninnceinninnes 69.8
Insect study  civicvcerievenecsiniianes it.¢0 Map and compass  ..ccvieiiinns 65.5
Geology  creinmninminieenensionenas 76.8 Health  cieiccicinnneceicinneninenas 52.1
Botany .ccewvens . 755 Agriculture ceeeeenens 333
General science  civiceieiccnnrennss 5.4 Hom: conomics wverrieuererienses 12.7
Weather studv  acennrvcicenianens 104 SPORTS
Limnology .eosieiemisnaesiions - 61.8 Recteation ....... Vererssanssiersarees 67.0%
Zoology  .cecrernnn tressassensearns 546 Physical education it
ASHOROMY  oorseserenrsvenes 4 1 Hunter sifety e 2.5
Matine biology  wrcvreeessursens 35.3 Angling and €asting ....eeeeererene 225
Marine 200logy  wwocecrrecsires. 25.0 Canoeing and water safety ....... 20.3
Octanography cccceicccovee e 153
ARTS
RELATED STUDIES PV | SOOI 5%1%
GEOgrAPhY oovvciriccsrcresrensann, 49.8% | Qreative wtiting  wcceevvvrecrvenrans - 542
MathemMatics coercnemnecrerneasnne 1.8 Reading s
Social S1edies . ovivennecnenseinenns 428 MUSIC e e 35
HISTONY cevvnrvreriverrienasnences sremenne Li %] English . - 2.3
CREMIBIY  eeseeeercenscesnneceas 225 Drama - 219
PRY SIS e eevrensn e 12.4 LAtETature  wovvcvmcrireenceernnianne 19.3
Psychology  .oceviiiiiciinanna . 6.3 Sculptate e 9.4
Numbet tesponding .....ooovren. 699 Numbet tesponding «...coneerne 699
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FIGURE 4

PERCENT OF ALL PROGRAMS INCLUDING EACH AREA OF STUDY OR ACTIVITY
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TABLE 15.--USE OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE RESOURCLS, BY SYSTEM SI1ZE

Resource Total large Medium Small
1 2 3 4 5
Use of National Park Service media resotrces such as films,
PAMPRICES v e 711.3% 1.4% 12.4% 69.3%
Visitor centers, nature trails, historic walks, interpretive
PrOEIAMS, ClC. woviiniiiiniiiite i ssessssasnis assersin s 52.8 71.4 52.9 46.7
Lectures by visiting National Park Service personnel i, 40.5 47.6 37.6 43.1
Technical assistance in developing local environmental so-dy
arcas or utilizing existing environmental study areasin
the National Park System covinnnennnencnenen, TN 35.8 50.0 33.5 35.0
Ex(crimtnul instcactional materials being developed in the
NEED program (National Environmental Education
Development) i, Srerens rsessninennenan 24.5 45.2 25.3 16.8
Other s e vt s [P Casresanine 5.0 1.8 5.0 5.1
Numbcet responding v, U reeerins e 400 42 221 137

However, among sports activities and applicd sci-
cnces, the gencral arcas of health and physical edu-
cation are much more heavily represented in clemen-
tary and combined progeams than in junior-senior
high programs, but a much larger proportion of ju-
nior-senior high programs include the specific top-
ics, agriculture and hunter safety.

Grade level testriclion

Ele- Junior- Com-
men- seniot bincd
tary high
Health wveocviiiniiecaes 57.8% 31.8% 55.2%
Physical education ... 5.1 22.7 16.4
Agriculiure .ovennnniens 25.6 51.8 339
HHunter safety ..cneene 20.2 482 273
Numbet responding .. 258 t10 319

Thesc findings enlarge the general pictuee, al-
rcady cstablished, of different types of programs
distinguished by grade kevel. The clementary and
combincd programs, being designed for younger pu-
pils and intended (o give them a genetal acquain.
tance with the emvitonment, include a broader rangt
of subjects and activitics. Programs dirccted only
at the junior-senior high kevel, on the other hand,
are more likely to be limited to subjects that form
part of the t1aditional high-school curriculum, such
as biology, botany, or agriculture, and to specific
activitics of interest to oldet pupils; they are bess
hkely 1o include tangentially telated subjects ot to
“eay-erative activitics as 2 method of keamning.
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School system  size also beaws a relation to the
arcas of study and activity included in programs,
Since large systems have a grcater number of pupils
to serve and more extensive resources with which to
serve them, it might be expected that they would
offer more comprehensive programs. This supposi-
tion is confirmed by the fact that most of the arcas
of study and activity on the list arc included in a
higher pereentage of programs in large systems than
in medium or small systems. In the emvironmental
sciences, related studics, and the arts, percentages
arc almost invariably highet for large systems than
for medium-size systems, and for medium-size sys-
tems than for small sysiems. Percentages for medi:
um-size systems sometimes conform more closcly
to those for large systems and sometimes to those
for small systems I a few cascs, the percentages for
medium-size systems actually exceed thosce for large
systems, but never by more than 3 percentage points,
Differences on the whole tend to be of less magni-
tudce than those noted in the grade-level analysis.
The greatest differences occut in regard Lo zookogy,
astronomy, history, mathematics, social studics, and
all the areas of the arte.

This pattern is broken by scveral itemes among the
applicd sciences and sports activitics. Although the
percentages for latge sy siems are the highestina
number of cascs, and health oducation in particu-
lar is included in a much larger proportion of the
programs in large systems, conscrvation and fores-
try are about a< widely, or more widely, studied in
the progtams of medium and small systems as in the
programs of large «ysteme. The propottion of small
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TABLE 16.-USE OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE RESOURCES, BY REGION

>

Resource Total Northeast  Southcast  Middle  West
t 2 3 4 5 6

Use of National Park Service

media fesources such as

films, pamphlets .oovnniiniinnn, 71.3% G66.1% G1.1% 66.0% 80.0%
Visitor centers, nature trails,

historic watks, interpretive

Programs, €16, weeevnenienenn 52.8 6.5 615 34.0 56.1
Lectures by visiting National

Park Service personnel .......... 40.5 25.7 61.5 24.7 555
Technical assistance in develop-

ing local envitonmental study

areas or ulilizing existing en-

vironmental study arcas in the

National Park System . 3ng 22,9 56.4 28.9 13.9
Experimental instructional mat-

etials being developed in the

NEED program {National kn-

vitonmental Education

Development} ovveevereennies verierne 24.5 19.3 53.8 25.8 20.0
Othet e st 5.0 1.8 5.1 10.3 39
Numbet responding coeriiesiesien 400 109 39 97 155

systems including agriculture in their programs is
similar to the aroportion of large systems and con-
sidcrably greater than the proportion of medium-
size systems. In the area of hunter safety, the
percentage of small systens including this specialty
is greater than the percentages of bath medium and
large systems.

Large Medium  Small

systems  systems  systems
Couservation ....uvevenee 92.5% 96.6% 94.9%
FOrestry coommvmemesnins 38 685 0.7
Agriculture cainciene. 40.0 26.7 +1.4
Hunler safety . .covere 26.2 28.% 13.6
Number responding .. 65 3is 256

These findings reflect another factof related 1o
school system size: small school systems are most
often located in rural communitics and consequent-
ly show a comparatively greater degree of interest
in areas of study and activity that have particular
relevance to tural life. In regard to agriculture and
hunter safety, a contributing factor is that these are
typically secondary-school specialitics, and small
school systems have a greater concentration of pro-
grams restricted to the junior and seniot high grades.

Regional differences in areas of study tend to re-
flect the geographic features of different regions of
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the country. Predictably, programs in the middie
section of the country represent the highest percent-
age of programs including agriculture and the lowest
percentage including oceanography. Limnology is
most widely studied in the Notrtheast and foresty

in the Midd!le states and West.

Curriculum Resources and Pianning
National Park Service Resoutces

Important resources for the development of cur-
ticulum in cavitonmental programs, and especially
for the utilization of on-site experience, arc pro-
vided by the National Park Senvice. In addition to
the services available at sites, such as visitor centers
and nature trails, the National Park Senvice can as-
sist schootl systems by providing resource persons
to lecture in the classroom ot by giving technical
guidance in the developrrent or utilization of sites

for environmental study. Media resources, such as
films or pamphlcts, developed by the National Park
Senvice are availabke for use in the classroom, and
the National Environmental Ed-sxcation Develop-
ment (NEED) program is developing experimental
instructional materials designed chielly fot clemen-
tary and secondary pupile.
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Results of a question asking respondents which
of these resources they used in their program show
that the most widely used is media resources. Seven
responding systems in 10 use this resource. In ad-
dition, over half use visitors centers, nature trails,
and other resources of this type. Lectures by visit-
ing National Park Service personnel and technical
assistance in the development and utilization of en-
vironmental study arcas arc less widely used. One-
fourth of all responding systems participate in using
the experimental materials of the NEED program.

Large school systems tend to use National Park
Service Resources to a greater extent than medium
or small systems, especially in regard to visitor cen-
ters and other such resources and in regard to tech-
nical assistance in developing and utilizing environ-
mental study areas. Large school systeras also show
a higher percentage of programs using NEED in-
structional materials; 45 percent of the large sys-
tems responding indicated that they use these ma-
terials.

Regtonal analysis shows a more extensive use of
National Park Service resources in the West than in
other regions of the country. The percentage of
programs in the West is higher than in the North-
cast or Middle states in regard to the use of media
resources, lectures by visiting Park Service person-
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nel, and technical assistance in the development and
utilization of environmental study arcas.

Differences related to the grade level of programs
are not particularly meaningful in connection with
this question but tend rather to reflect ‘the nature
of the three types of programs as revealed by other
data. In general, combined programs, being the
most comprehensive, tend to use National Park Ser-
vice resources to the greatest extent, while junior-
senior high programs, having a more academic, class-
room-centered orientation, usc National Park Ser-
vice resources least.

Although thesc data indicate a fairly extensive
usc of certain types of National Park Service re-
sources in environmental education programs, the
fact that 43 percent of those surveyed did not re-
spond to the question suggests that a large number
of school systen,s may not be aware of the re-
sources available to them from the National Park
Scrvice,

Determininy the Curriculum
In view of the wide range of different expcri-

ences, arcas of study, and activitics that may be in-
cluded in environmental education programs, it is

TABLE 17.—USE OF NATIONAIL PARK SERVICE RESOURCES, BY GRADE LEVEL

RESTRICTIONS
Total Elementary Junior- Combined
Resources senior
high
i 2 3 4 5

Use of National Park Service media

resources such as films, pamphlets 71.3% 68.5% 62.3% 75.5%
“Zisitor centers, nature trails, historic

walks, interpretive programs, etc. 52.8 47.6 50.9 58.2
Lectures by visiting National Park Service .

personnel e 40.5 46.9 34.0 a:
Technical assistance in developing local

.. ~ironmental study areas or utilizing

existing environmental study areas in

the National Park System ................. 35.8 36.4 24.5 3G
Experimental instructional materials

being developed in the NEED pro-

gram (National Environmental Edu- i

cation Development) ...ccocoininnnn. 24,5 25.9 18.9 s
Other oot e 5.0 3.5 7.5
Number responding ... ccovienieenicnicians 400 143 53 14
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TABLE 18.—METHOD OF CURRICULUM DETERMINATION

System size Grade level restriction

Methed Total Large Medium  Small Elementary  Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
By an instructional team ..o 67.1% 71.9% 69.3% 62.7% 73.0% 47.2% 69.2%
Field lessons prepared by the teach-
er for each trip  veieviiiiniinene 51.4 51.6 53.5 48.4 43.8 53.7 57.1
Student interests ....cocorininniiirnines 49.3 57.8 51.6 43.7 43.4 54.6 53.7
By the school system ..o 33.9 51.6 35.8 26.6 33.6 13.9 411.3
By the state department of educa-
(1071 SO OTPUUU 9.0 6.3 8.6 10.3 7.8 13.9 8.6
Other i, 14.1 10.9 14.7 14.3 12.9 18.5 13.7
Number responding ....coveveinnierennenne 690 64 374 252 256 108 315

relevant to ask how the curriculum of such pro-
grams is determined. The survey instrument put
this question to respondents with a short checklist
comprising the following items: (a) by an instruc-
tional tcam; (b} ficid lessons prepared by the teach-
cr for cach trip; (c) student interests; (d) by the
school system; and (c¢) by the state department of
cducation. These are not, of course, mutually ex-
clusive metheds of determining curriculum; differ-
ent ones may be used at different times or at differ-
ent levels of curriculum planning. For example, the
over-all curricubim may be determined at the school
system level, but flexibility within this determina-
tion may allow for special lessons prepared by the
tcacher or activitics dictated by student interests.
The distribution of responses indicates that in a
number of cases more than one method of curricu-
lum determination is used. Other possibilitics alsn
exist in addition to the items on the list, and 14
percent of respondents indicated that they use other
mcthods of determining curriculum.

Combining different disciplines in the sciences,
social sciences, and arts, together with aspects of
physical education, into a single integrated program
logically calls for the mstructional team approach
to determining curriculum. ‘Fwo-thirds of the re-
spondents indicatea that they do in fact use this
mecthod, a greater proportion than reported using
any of the other methods listed. Since elementary
and combined programs tend to be more compre-
hensive in their content, it is not surprising that
such programs use the instructional team approach
to ulgrculcr extent than junior-senior high programs

<
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which tend to operate more within the traditional
academic curriculum.

About half the respondents indicated that in their
programs {icld lessons are prepared by the teacher
for cach trip, and a similar proportion reported
that student interests influence the deteymina-
tion of curriculum in their programs. Not surpris-
ingly, pupil interests arc a determining factor in a
greater percentage of programs including older pu-
pils (combined and junior-senior high programs)
than of programs restricted to the clementary
grades. Less explicable is che fact that individual
teacher preparation of ficld lessons also character-
izes a smaller percentage of elementary than of ju-
nior-senior high or combined programs.

The curriculum of programs is rarely deicrmined
by the state department of education, but about a
third of the respondents reported that the curricu-
lum of their programs is determined by the school
systent. Predictably, a much higher percentage of
programs in large than in medium or small school
systems have their currictiltum determined at the
system level. In this connection it may be recalled
that a greater percentage of large than of medium
or small systems have their programs administered
on a centralized basis within the school system. A
much higher percentage of clementary and com-
bined programs than of junior-senior high programns
also have their curriculum determined by the school
system. This may perhaps be explained by the
greater comprehensiveness of the content in elemen-

=
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tary and combined programs and the attendant com-
plexities in curriculum-planning and decision-mak-

(¥
ing.

Evaluation of Pupil Progress

A final aspect of program procedures that de-
serves attention is the approach to evaluating pupil
progress. Depending on the objectives of a pro-
gram, pupil progress may be evaluated on different
bases and in different ways. If the emphasis of a
program is primarily academic, pupil progress is ap-
propriately evialuated on the basis of acadenic per-
formance and recognized thrqugh the giving of
grades and the granting of academic credit for work
completed. On the other hand, the aims of a pro-
gram may focus on the developmeat of new atti-
tudes and values on the part of pupils and in this
case evaluating pupil progress is a matter of attempt-
ing to determine attitude change.

Both these approaches to evaluating pupil prog-
ress were covered in the survey instrument. A two-
part question asked whether pupils (a) received a
grade in the program, and (b} received academic
credit for work in the program. Another question
asked whether any aticmnpt had been made to de-
termine changed attitudes on the part of pupils
toward their environment.

In response to the first question, the junior-senior
high programs very clearly reveal their academic ori-
entation in contrast to elementary and combined
programs. Approximately 4 junior-senior high pro-
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grams in 5 give both grades and acadenmic credit. At
the opposite extreme stand the clementary programs,
among which ordy 1 in 3 carries academic credit

and only | in 10 gives grades. Combined programs
stund between these extremes but conform to the
patteen of the clementary programs; about half of
the combined programs carry academic credit but
less than a third of them give grades. These ilier-
ences in the approach to evaluating pupil progress
mirror precisely the differences in program emphasis
that distinguish junior-senior high programs from
clementary and combined programs and elementary
and combined programs from cach other.

In contrast to the varied responses concerning the
academic evalvation of pupil progress, a substantial
majority of all three types of programs have at-
tempted to determine attitude change on the part
of pupils toward their environment. This majority
is somewhat smaller, but still large, in the case of
junior-senior high programs.

Thus, a majority of school systems whose pro-
grams include pupils at the secondary level give aca-
demic standing to their environmental education
programs by granting credit for work done in the
program, but few of them, apart from the minority
restricted to the junior-senior high level, actually
grade pupil performance. A large proportion of all
programs, however, regardless of their particular em-
phasis or objectives, are concerned with the attitude
oi pupils toward their environment and attempt to
measure pupil attitude change.

TABLE 19.-EVALUATION OF PUPIL. PROGRESS

Grade level restriction

Method of evaluation Total Elementary Junior- Con.bined
senior
high
1 3 4 5
Pupils receive a grade in program 31.2% 11.1% 79.4% 31.3%
Number responding .........cccovvieniinnnn, 682 253 107 310
Pupils reccive academic credit for
PIOETam oot 49.5% 32.2% 80.6% 52.3%
Number responding .....cocvveveviiinnnnen, 660 242 108 298
Attempt made to determine pupil
attitude change 70.6% 71.8% 63.6% 72.3%
Number responding .oo.ovevieniiiicnninen, 666 245 110 300
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SITES UTILIZED IN ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

PHYSICAL FACILITIES and resources are perhaps
mote important and more problematical in environ-
mental education than in any other area of study.
Unlike textbooks, art supplies, musical instru-
ments, and even some types of athletic equipment,
the environment cannot be brought into the school
building or the clussroom without losing much of
its character as environment. Instead, pupils must
be taken to the environment. This necessity places
unique demands on the school system providing en-
vironmental education. Yet the nature of environ-
mental education is such that the resourceful edu-
cator has many opportunities to acquaint pupils
with their environment through the utilization of

a wide variety of public and private institutions,
areas, and sites in the vicinity of the school system.

A major purposc of this survey was to study the
use which school systems make of public park facil-
itics and other similar sites in environmental educa-
tion programs. The preceding sections of the report
have established the general outlines of environ-
mental programs in terms of their emphasis, scope,
content, and procedures, and have revealed that the
overwhelming majority of them utilize some type of
on-site experience. This information provides the
basis on which to consider the needs and opportuni-
ties for the utilization of sites by environmental
programs and the extent to which such programs
are using different types of sites.

Description of Sites and Their Use
Number, Size, and Location of Sites

To provide a general description of sites used by
school systems, the survey instrument classified
sites into threc categorics in terims of their use, un-
der the labels of sites located in iinmediate school
environs, day-usc environmental study centers, and
resident facilities. The descriptions in the survey
instrument read as follows:

Environmental study programs usually use one or more of
three types of sites: (a) immediate school environs (within
walking distance of the school), (b) day-use environmental
study center (i.c., outdoor education center, day camp, na-
ture center, environmental school), and {c) resident facilities
(i.e., resident outdoor s~hool, school camp).

Y
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For cach of these three types of sites, respondents
were asked to state the number of sites used, the ap-
proximate total acrcage of sites, and, for the last
two, the number of miles distant from the schoo!
district.

The table shows responses for all reporting sys-
tems, From this it can be scen that the typical
school system uses, in terms of median numbers,
two sites of approximately 20 acres in the immedi-
ate school environs, one day-use environmental
study center of approximately 77 acres 12 miles
from the school district, and one site with resident
facilitics of approximately 200 acres 50 miles from
the school district.

Some additional details serve to enlarge this pic-
ture. Despite a median of only two sites in the im-
mediate school environs, almost 2 school systems in
10 use 10 or more sites in the immediate school en-
virons. A similar proportiou uses more than three
sites in the category of day-use environmental study
centers. On the other hand, nearly three-fourths use
only one site with resident facilities, In regard to
acrcage, more than onc-fourth of responding systems
have sites of 50 or more acres in the immediate
school environs; slightly less than one-fourth use day
study centers of 200 or moie acres; and more than
one-fourth use sites with resident facilities consisting
of 500 or more acres. Ninety percent of the systems
report day-use centers within 50 miles of the school
district and about 85 percent reported sites with res-
ident facilitics within 100 miles of the district.

The number, size, and location of sites vary with
the size of the school system. Tables present data
scparately for large, medium, and small systems.
Some of the most salicnt points are summarized here.

Large school systems use, in median terms, 10
sites of 10 acres in the inumediate school environs,
two sites of 152 acres 20 miles from the school dis-
trict in the category of day-use environmental study
centers, and two sites with resident facilities of 200
acres 48 miles from the school district. However,
considerable variation exists in the characteristics of
sites utilized by large school systems:
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TABLE 20.—NUMBER OF SITES USED IN ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY PROGRANMS,

TOTAL
Immediate  Day-use environ- Resident
Number of sites school en- mental study tacilitics
virons center
! 2 3 4
1 site 36.4% 51.5% 72.4%
2 SIES i e 14.6 17.0 1-+.9
3 sites v e 11.9 11.5 6.8
4.5 SILES  wirciiieri e e 10.5 7.9 4.0
6-9 SItes o e e 9.0 4.3 0.3
10 or more sites  .oiviiiiiii 18.5 7.9 1.7
100.0% 100.1% 100.1%
Mean 6 3 2 .
Median i 2 1 1
LOW (it 1 1 1
High e, 98 80 50
Number responding ..o v vvviccevvensienn.. . 335 305 355

Although the size of sites in the immediate
school environs is generally limited, nearly one-
fourth of large systems report 50 or more acres
at these sites.

The greatest proportion of large systems, about
2 in 5, reported use of only onc day-use environ-
mental study center, but 1 in 5 reported using
10 or more such sites.

Nearly one-third of the large systems reported
less than 25 acres at day-use centers; and one-
third, 200 or morce acres.

While few large systems, about 1 in 8, have day-
use centers within 10 miles of the school district,
morc than 4 in 5 reported such sites less than 50
niles away.

More than two-{ifths of the large systems use
only onc site with resident facilities, but one-
fourth use four or five sites of this type.

The acrcage of sites with resident facilities used
by large systems tends to be either between 100
and 200 acres or 300 or more acres.

Fewer than 1 large system in 8 has sites with resi-
dent facilitics closer to the school district than 20
miles, but more than 4 in 5 have such sites within
100 miles.

For mediumesize systems the general picture de-

termined by medians is: three sites of 15 acres in
the immadiate school environs; one day-use cnviron-
mental study center of 60 acres 10 miles from the
school district; and one site with resident facilities
of 200 acres 50 miles from the district. This gen-
eral picture needs to be tempered with awareness of
the following points:

o
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One medium-size system in 3 has only one site
in the immediate school environs, but 1 in 5 has
10 or more.

One-third of the medium-stze systems has less
than 10 acres at sites in the immediate school en-
virons, but more than a fourth have 50 or more
acres at such sites.

Nearly one-half of the medium-size systems uti-
lize mnore than one day-use cnvironmental study
center.

One medium-size system in 3 reported 200 or
more acres at day-use centers;and 1 in 6, between
100 and 200 acres.

Over a third of the medium-size systems have day-
use centers within 10 miles of the s~hool district,
but for another third such sites are 20 or more
miles away; however, over 92 percent of medium-



size systems have day-use centers within 50 miles °
of the district.

e Nearly three-fourtas of the medium-size systems
use only one site with resident facilities.

e About I system in 4 reported less than 100 acres
at sites with resident facilities, but more than 1 in
4 also reported 500 or more acres, and slightly
less than 1 in 5, between 300 and 500 acres. °

e Only 1 system in 6 reported sites with resident
facilities less than 20 miles from the school dis-
trict, while nearly 2 in % use sites of this type at .
a distance of 50 to 100 miles; however, for more
than 4 medium-size systems in 5, sites with resi-
dent facilities lie within 100 miles of the district. °

The corresponding general picture for small sys-
tems is, in terms of medians: two sites of 27 acres
in the immediate school environs; one day-use en-
vironmental study center of 100 acres 12 miles
from the school district; and one site with resident
facilities of 123 acres 41 miles from the district, In .
conncction with small systems, the following points
are to be noted:

e Necarly one-hatlf of the small systems have only
one site in the immediate school environs.
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More than one-fourth of the small systems re-
ported less than 10 acres at sites in the immediate
school environs, but more than a fourth also re-
ported 50 or more acres.

Small school systems arc almost cvenly divided
between those that have only one day-use center
and those that have more than one.

About one-third of the small systems reported
less than 50 acres at day-use centers, but more
than one-fourth, 200 or more acres at such sites.

Nearly 2 small systems in 5 reported day-use cen-
ters within 10 miles of the school district.

Four small systems in 5 use only onc site with
resident facilities.

For one-fourth of the small systems, sites with
resident facilities have less than 50 acres, but
another one-fourth reported 500 or more acres
at sites of this type.

One-fifth of the small systems have sites with
resident fucilities within 20 miles of the school
district, while one-third reported such sites be-
tween 50 and 100 miles away; however, for about
four-fifths of the small systems, sites of this type
arc located within 100 miles of the district,

TABLE 21.—SIZE OF SITES USED IN ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY PROGRAMS, TOTAL

Immediate school environs Day-use environmental study center Resident facilities
Size Percent of Size Percent of Size Percent of
programs programs programs
1 2 3 4 5 6
Less than 5 acress  ......... 15.4% Less than 10 acres ......... 7.9% Less than 50 acres .......... 17.9%
B-9 acres ., 15.4 10--24 acres ooonvveeciiinenn 16.8 50-99 acres e 13.2
10-19 acres  .ovvviviinrrnnnnn, 17.8 25-49 acres ..o i3.1 100-199 acres .....cevvnnne 17.1
20-29 acres  ..ovviinnineenns 10.1 50--99 acres .cceeriiiiiines 16.8 200-299 acres .o.oveiinnnes 9.3
3049 acres v 13.2 100-199 acres woviviiennnnn 21.5 300-499 acres ..o 16.1
50 Or more acres ...eireenes 27.7 200 or more acres .....ee 23.8 500 or more acres ....uoiee 265
99.6% 99.9% 100.1%
Mean 53 acres [Mean ..o [45 acres | Mean ....oovviiiiiniinnenes 499 acres
Median .vvniiiniiinninenn, 20 acres [ Median . 77 acres | Median e, 200 acres
JOW vrivniin e 1 acre Low e, l acre Low s 2 acres
High e 900acres |[High v, 998acres | High ., 8,600 acres
Number responding ......... 286 Number responding 214 Number responding ... 280
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TABLE 22.—LOCATION OF SITES USED IN ENVIROMENTAL STUDY PROGRAMS,

TOTAL

Day-use environmental study centers

Resident facilities

Distance Percent of Distance Pe cent of
from school programs from school programs
1 2 3 4
Less than 5 miles ..o 17.1% Less than 10 miles  .oovininiinnncs 5.3%
-0 miles v 17.1 10-19 miles ..o, 12.2
10--19 miles i, 28.8 20--29 miles i 12.2
20--29 miles  coverirniii e 14.1 30-49 miles i 19.1
30--49 miles .o 12.0 50-99 miles ...ococciminiiiiiniennns 35.7
50 or more miles .....ccceniirviiennnns 105 100 or more miles  ......oceveriienins 153
99.6% 99.8¥%
Mean e 20 miles Mean e 57 miles
Median ..cccriiiinmieiiineie i, 12 miles Median .o 50 miles
LOW v e 1 mile LOW i e e 1 mile
High e 225 miles High o 310 miles
Not responding  «vovcrniiieiinienans 257 Not responding  ....ocvvvveriieninaes 360

A comparison of these data shows that large sys-
tems have a greater number of sites with smaller
total acreage in the immediate school environs than
medium-size and small systems. This is to be ex-
pected since large systemis comprise a greater mum-
ber of schools and are for the most part situated in
urban arcas. Similarly, it is not surprising that large
systems utilize a greater number of day-use environ-
mental study centers and sites with resident facili-
ties than smaller systems, nor that a larger propor-
tion of medium-size and small systems than of
large have suchsites in closer proximity to the
school district. A greater proportion of large sys-
tems than of medium-size or small systems also
have a larger amount of acreage available at day-use
centers and sites with resident facilities.

A comparison of medium-size and small systems
shows a greater proportion of medium-size systems
using more sites in the immediate school environs
and a greater proportion of small systems with a
larger amount of acreage at sites in the immediate
school environs. Small systems also tend to have a
greater amount of acrcage at day-usc centers than
medium-size systems, but this picture is reversed in
regard to the acreage of sites with resident facilitics.
The distribution of responses with regard to the
number of day-usc centers and sites with resident

facilities does not differ greatly for medium-size
and small systems. Nor do medium-size and small
systems differ greatly in regard to the location of
day-use centers relative to the school district. On
the other hand, a greater proportion of medium-size
than of small systems use sites with resident facili-
ties at a greater distance from the school district.
Among all three groups of school systems, however,
there appears to be general agreement that 50 miles
is the maximum feasible distance for a site to be
used for day visits, while 100 miles is the maximum
appropriate distance for sites to be used for resident
experience.

A final point to be considered in connection with
these data is that for cach part of the question there
was a fairly lurge number of nonrespondents. It
may be that the nonresponding systems do not use
the particular type of site in question,-especially
since other data have shown that programs vary a
great deal in the type of on-site experience they in-
clude. However, it is also possible persons complet-
ing the questionnaire failed to respond to this ques-
tion because they did not have the required informa-
tion at hand.
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Administrative Arrangements
for the Use of Sites

In follow-up of the question concerning the num-
ber, size, and location of sites, the survey instru-
ment asked responaents about administrative ar-
rangements regarding the use of each of these types
of sites. The question offered a checklist of pos-
sible arrangements involving owning, leasing, or
using sites free of charge.

Responses show that in the case of sites in the
immediate school environs, a majority of school sys-
tems (about 3 in 4) own the property, although a
substantial proportion (about 2 in 5) reported using
sites free of charge. In the case of day-use environ-
mental study centers, however, a majority (more
than 6 in 10) indicated that sites are used free of
charge, and none of the other items on the list of-

fers serious competition to this type of arrangement,

On the other hand, sites with resident facilities are
most often leased, chiefly from private organiza-
tions, such as the YMCA or the Boy Scouts, from
the state government, or from private camps.

School systems that owned day-use environmen-
tal study centers or sites with resident facilities
were asked to indicate whether such properties were
(a) purchased, (b) donated by busincss or industry,
(c) donated by an individual, (d) willed, or (e} ac-
quired by other means. Results show that purchase
is unquestionably the major means of acquiring day-
use centers and sites with resident facilities that are
owned by school systems.

METHOD OF ACQUISITION OF DAY-USE
CENTERS AND RESIDENT FACILITIES
OWNED BY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Purchased ....cicvininieninniinivnnninieninenn 70.4%
Donated by business/findustry 14.1
Dcnated by individual 15.5
Villed 8.5
Other 16.9
Number responding ....cocvvivrisicicniiinnenininnn 71

School systems that indicated they used sites free
of charge were also asked to name the owner or
benefactor making these sites available for use.
From this it appears that most of the sites which
school systems use free of charge are publicly
owned and belong to local, state, or national park
systems or similar governmental agencies. Sites in
immediate school environs, when used free of
charge, are most often the property of the local
municipal or county government; more than three-
folurths of the respondents using such sites free of
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charge reported such ownership. Day-use environ-
mental study centers, which are the type of site
most often used free of charge, usually belong to
local or state governments; half the respondents
using sites of this type free of ch: rge indicated they
were local government property, >ut only slightly
{ewer (40 percent) reported using state-owned sites,
Sites with resident facilities are much less frequent.
ly used free of charge than the other types of sites.
Half the school systems that do use such sites with-
out charge use local government facilities; facilities
of state and federal governments are also used by
one-half of this very sm.Il minority.

Responses to this question indicate fairly exten-
sive utilization of local and state resources, espe-
cially in the area of day-use environmental study
centers. Another question asked specifically about
the availability of sites belonging to the National
Park Service: “Is there a National Park Service area
(i.e., National Seashore, National Park, etc.) within
50 miles of your school system?”

Slightly fewer than 2 respondents in 5 answered
affirmatively. However, a number of respondents
answering negatively indicated that their programs
used National Park Services areas more than 50
miles away. Many regional differences exist. A ma-
jority of school systems in the West have National
Park Service areas within 50 miles, as compared
with a much smaller proportion in the Northeast,
and only a small minority in the Middle states.

SCHOOL SYSTEMS WITH NATIONAL PARK
SERVICE AREAS WITHIN 50 MILES

Percent

having Number

such areas responding
37.3% 665
39.5 190
66.7 48
12.2 230
57.4 197

Another factor affecting the utilization of sites is
school system regulations regarding pupil travel. If
the school system sets limits on the distance pupils
may travel, the use of sites and opportunities to
give pupils on:site experiences can be seriously re-
stricted. School systen: restrictions may thus limit
the extent to which environmental programs utilize
national, state, and local park service facilities.
Therefore, respondents were asked specifically
whether their school systems imposed restrictions

{Continued on page 48)
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TABLE 23.-NUMBER, SIZE, AND LOCATION OF SITES, LARGE SYSTEMS

IMMEDIATE SCHOOL ENVIRONS

Number of sites Approximate acreage
F oS sorimriiri i e e 21.7% Less than 5 acres ... e 17.6%
2 sites 8.7 5--9 acres .o, 23.5
3 sites 13.0 10-19 acres 23.5
45 sites ce 20--29 acres 5.9
6--9 sites 4.3 30--49 acres 5.9
10 Gr MOre Siles  covviiivniirirerr e s 52.0 50 OF MOFE ACTES wvvrvivirieiiein i e 23.5
99.9% 99.9%
Mean . 22 Mean i 119
Median .o 10 Median ...oocciin 10
LOW i e e e 1 LLOW i e e 2
High Y8 High e 900
Number responding ......cooooovimniinniiiiinnnn, 23 Number responding ..., 17
DAY USE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY CENTERS
Number of sites Approximate acreage Miles from school district
1 Site covevviiimiiieiiiienins 38.9% l.ess than 10 acres 12.5% [ess than 5 miles .......... 4.5%
2 sites prererns 16.7 10-24 acres  ..oovennes 16.7 5—-9 miles .oovieiiiiinnen, 8.7
Isites i, 11.1 25-49 acres A, 1019 miles  ....occcoes 30.4
L B 11 U TR 1(.1 50-99 acres .o 8.3 20--29 miles  .............. 21.7
6-9sites  orviiiviiininns 2.8 100-199 acres ... 29.2 30—-49 miles  .iiiieinnnn 17.3
10 or more sites ......... 19.4 200 or more acres . 33.4 50 or more miles .......... 17.3
100.0% 100.1% 99.7%
7 Mean v 187 Mean e 29
2 Median ......ovieennes [52 Median .....ccovvviniiiinin 20
t Low i 5 LOw i, 1
80 High .. 700 High i 100
Number responding ..... 36 Number responding . 24 Number responding ...... 23
RESIDENT FACILITIES
Number of sites Approximate acreage Miles from school district
1 site iniiiniiiinernn e, 42.1% Less than 50 acres 6.9% lL.ess than 10 miles 2.9%
2sites v, 15.8 50--99 acres .o 6.9 10--19 miles 8.8
Fsites i 13.2 100--199 acres ... 34.5 20-29 miles 11.8
4--5sites  .....oviniiennnn 23.7 200-299 acres ... 6.9 30-49 miles 26.4
6--9sites  ..ooiiiiinnin N 300-499 acres ... 20.6 50-99 miles 32.3
10 or more sites 5.3 500 or more acres . 24.1 100 or mere miles 176
100.1% 99.9% 99.8%
Mean coiviiiennns 4 Mean 404 Mean ... 64
Median 2 Median ....c.ococeienn 200 Median .. 48
fow . 1 lLow .. 10 LOW i 6
High woeeeicreennrnnrin e 33 High 1,500 High ceoeenrincreeieieneann, 250
Number responding ... 33 Number responding . 29 Number responding . ... 34
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TABLE 24.—NUMBER, SIZE, AND LOCATION OF SITES, MEDIUM-S1ZE SYSTEMS

IMMEDIATE SCHOOL ENVIRONS

Number of sites Approximate acreage

D B 1T 2 OO OURIUPPU Ut 31.6% 155 than B acres vovevvciiviivirsienn e
2 SI1ES  tivvcerrrriern s 14.2 B=0 ACTES  vocvvrviiiermrsnitim e rercan s msnn e s
FSIES i e e 8.9 1019 acres  .ovveeiiiiiiiiiiii e
F-BSItES  civiiiiiii 11.0 20--29 2CT€5  tiiiierinirr s
B9 SIS wrririicriin i e e 12.6 30--49 2CKCS  tiviiiriinr e s
10 Or More SItes «ocoviviiiirienniin i 21.6 50 OF MOTE ACTES .vvviirirminrivnricrrsniie e rrnsnns

99.9%

Mean o e 6 Mean
Median v e 3 Median oiviviivii
LOW i 1 LOW i e
High 59 HIgh e e e
Number responding ..o, 190 Number responding ..o

2 sites
3 sites
4-5 sites
6-9 sites
10 or more sites .........

Mean
Median

Low ....
High

Number responding ...

Number of sites

Isite v
2 sites
3 sites
45 sites
69 sites

DAY USE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY CENTER

54.7%

17.1

10.0
1.0
3.5
1.6

99.9%

170

72.9%

15.8
8.4
1.5
0.5
1.0

100.1%

20
203

Approximate acreage

Less than 10 acres
10-24 acres
25-49 acres
50-99 acres
100199 acres
200 or more acres

Mean
Median
| 753 T oS

Number responding .

8.7%
19.0
14.3
20.6
16.7
20.7

100.0%
136
60

1
998

126

RESIDENT FACILITIES

Approximate acreage

Less than 50 acres
50-99 acres
100199 acres
200-299 acres ...
300-499 acres ...
500 or more acres

Mean  oivieiiieinnns

| 7«3 S

15.0%
11.9
16.4
10.1
18.9
27.7

100.0%

540
200

Miles from school district

Less than 5 miles ..........
5~9Gmiles ...
1019 miles
20--29 miles
30—-49 niles
50 or more miles ..........

Miles from school district

l.ess than 0 miles
10-19 miles
20-29 miles  ...ovnenns
30-49 miles
50-99 miles  ...cocennrnnn
100 or more miles ...

Number responding .....

18.3%
16.9
31.0
135.4
12,6
7.7

99.9%

4.8%
12.0
11.5
18.3
38.5

14.9

100.0%
56
50
210
208

O
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TABLE 25 -NUMBER, SIZE, AND LOCATION OF SITES, SMALL SYSTEM

IMMEDIATE SCHOOL ENVIRONS

Number of sites Approximate acreage
L SIle it rsaa e 46.7% Lesi than 5 acres .o, 11.6%
2 SI0ES  cerreriiriiiin i e e e e et 16.4 B=Q ACICS  ioivvivtirrnniniriiiiisninrrraa s srassisss s irarens 15.2
FSHES e i e e i3.9 T0—JG ACTES  trrverriniiiriieries e e 13.4
BB SILES  tevriiviiier e e 11.5 20—29 ACTES  voovvvvvieriririierenrirees e, 10.7
B—D SILES  wevriiieririiiieriiis s 4.1 B0-4F ACTES  oerieririeruiiniieiririri e 20.5
10 Or MOTE SItCS  coeviriiivinieriiieniieireieeniee s 7.4 BO OF MOKE ACTES crvireereriiinniieeiiiiersiienieriesoarns 28.7_
100.0% 100.1%
Mean o e 3 MEAN i e 51
Median oo 2 Median coviiiiisne e 27
LOW et e e s 1 LLOW 1t et e s 1
High e 75 High e s e 600
Number responding cciiivviviiniinan 122 Number responding ......oocoirieiinnin, 112
DAY USE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY CENTER
Number of sites Approximate acreage Miles from school district
1 Site coviiiiiiiiiiiininans 50.5% f.ess than 10 acres . 4.1% Less than 5 miles .......... 18.5%
2sites i 17.2 10--24 acres ..o 12,5 5-9 miles ..o 18.6
35ites  ovvveriiniernieninin 14.1 25-49 acres ..o 15.6 10-19 miles  wvovvverennn, 25.0
45 SIES  ereeriiiiirinenne 8.1 50—-99 acres  .......... 12.5 20-29 miles .o 14.1
6-9sites  cvniieienienninn 6.0 100--192 acres ... 28.1 30-49 miles .............. 9.7
10 or more sites  .......... 4.0 200 or more acres . 26.6 50 or more miles .......,.. 13.0
99.9% 100.0% 99.9%
Mean e 3 Mean 145 Mean 21
1 Median ... 100 Median 12
] low .o 1 Low ... 1
35 High ... 640 High .......... 150
Number responding ..... 99 Number responding . 64 Number responding ..... 92
RESIDENT FACILITIES
Number of sites Approximale acreage Miles from school district
Isite e 81.6% Less than 50 acres . 26.1% Less than 10 miles ..... 6.8%
2sites v 13.2 50-99 acres  .......... 17.3 1019 miles  «ovverneeeren 13.6
Jsites  coreireiicniieiiinienn 1.8 100-199 acres ... 13.0 20--29 miles  .ooeiinnienn 13.6
4-5sites  ererinieienns 1.8 200-299 acres ... 8.7 30-49 miles  .oooeirinnnnne 18.7
6-9Sites  riereiiiicirenens B, 300--499 acres  ..... 9.8 50-99 miles  ..evininnnn 323
10 or more sites ... 1.8 500 or more acres . 25.1 100 or more miles ... 15.3
100.2% 100.0% 100.3%
Mean i, 2 Mean e 456 Mean ciicieiininne, 58
Median ........ccocinirienenee 1 Median  .oeveiieiniien, 123 Median o, 41
LOW i e 1 Low .ceiinnereniens 5 Low e, 1
Iligh e 50 High v 5,000 High i, 310
Number responding ..... 114 Number responding . 92 Number responding ... 118
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FIGURE S

FEATURES OF SITES NOT OWNED DR LEABEO
(PERCENT OF ALL PROGRAME)

oy INSTITUTIONS FOR THE PRESERVATION

[[JnaturAL s1ves AND UTILIZATION DF NATLRE

N AFPrectarion oF ouroooes [l CULTURAL s1Tes
0 2 S0 75

FOREST 716 ]
WDODLAND 59.6 |
POND OR RESERVOIR 6.9 |
RECREATION AREA 52,0 R\\“\\\Vu\\\\\\\\\\‘
LAKE S0.4
CAMP GROUNOS 48.2 N \
WILDLAND NATURAL AREA  46.8
PAR® az.8
HISTORIC SITE 36.3
NATURE CENTER 364
PLAYGROUND 3%.8 NN
RESIDENT CAMPSITE 35.4
FOREST PRESERVE 3%.1
BEACH 3.2
GRAZING LANOD 34.0
FARM 30.3
WILDLIFE PRESERVE 30.e
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FABLE 26, ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS YOR USE OF SHES

Administrative Immediate school Day-usec envirc Resident

arrangemcent cnvirons meatal study ¢ ilities
1 2 3 i

Used free of charge 41.0% 62.2% 11.1%
Leased from state government 1.3 9.0 22.2
lecascd fiom federal government 0.5 1.8 8.0
Leased from private camps e, 2.4 4.8 22.0
leased from church or religious organizations  ......... 1.6 33 17.3
leased from pwivate agency or organization (YMUCA,

Boy Scouts, €1€.) v srnisiesicrsnni e 3.0 8.7 35.7
Leased lrom private individual  cii s i 1.6 2.4 3.9
Owned by the schoal system e 73.9 234 &5
Owned jointly by more than one school system 1.6 1.5 2R
Number responding ..., 368 333 387

on the distance pupils might travel to sites not
owned or leased by the school system. However,
tewer than 3 systems in 10 have such restrictions,

It might be though that restrictions of this type
would be more common in the case of young pu-
pils, but analysis of responses by gmdc level of pro-
grams shows almost no diffcrence in the proportion
ol systems restricting pupll travel among programs
dcugncd for clementary pupils, those for junior-
senior high pupils, and those that include both
groups. On the contrary, travel restrictions appear
to be a matter of administrative convenience and
are morc commonly found in large than in medium-
size or small school systems. However, even in large
systems, fewer than 2 respondents in 5 reported
school system restrictions on the distance pupils
may travel to environmental study areas.

SCHODL SYSTEMS RESTRICTING TIIE DISTANCL
PUPILS TRAVEL TO SITES NOT OWNED
OR LEASED BY SYSTEM

Percent
havirg Numbet
testeiclions  responding
TOTAL e 22.2% 6648
\\ STEM SUZE A
Lar rernre e tevanee crebnen 3.3 59
W;-m - 29.3 362
SR e 231 247
GRADF LT VEL R[ﬂll(:ﬂ().\'
Elementary .. e 0.6 245
,I'umiot setvior lngh ........ 2.5 t0s
0 cmbined e e aeeee 24 v
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Respondents reporting restrictions on pupil travel
were asked to indicate the maximum distance al-
lowed for cach of the following types of trips:

(&) short walking trip: (b) onc-half day trip; (<) full
day tripiand (d} overnight trip. No morc than about
half of those reporting the cxistence of restrictions
responded to any part of this question. The highest
response was for full-day and half-day trips. This
suggests the possibility that travel restrictions may
more often he imposed on these than on other types
of trips.

Distance allowances tend to be generous for
the type of trip. Short walking trips tend 1o be re-
stricted to | or 2 miles, while nearly one-half of
these reponding indicated that their school s)s
tems permit 30 of more miles for a half-day trip
and approximately 2 in 5 that 100 or morc miles is
allowed for a full-day or an overnight teip.

Facilities ang Features of Sites
Resident Sites

Use of sites with resident facilities provides an
oppottunily to give pupils an extended cxperience
in outldoor living and 2 mote intense encountet
with the phenomena of the natural world they are
studying. Sudh tites, however, have ¢pecial require-
ments fot staff and facilitics because they must pro-
vide for the daily needs of resident groups as well
as offer cducational and recreational opportunitics.
Because of the special impottance and conditions

Ab
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pertaining to resident sites, the survey instrument SCROOL SYSTEMS USING RESIDEN'E SHES

included several questions relating specifically to 5

the features of such sites, L:i’;;':l‘. Number

ident sites Tesponding
TOTAL e 63.03 691
It has alrcady Leen seen that a large number of et 1oy a

cmvironmental programs include on-site resident ex- ?:::Hlbln 61.6 o5

perience cither separately or in combination with Medium oo 66.7 375

other types of expericnce. In accordance with this SMall ccniiiinsens 8.1 254

is the finding that 63 percent of the programs use GRADE LEVEL RESTRICTIONS

resident sites. Usc of resident sites varics with the Elementary co.eivecesenvvenernesnnne 78.8 255

grade level of programs, Since junior-senior high {‘u“i‘l’:_'""i“' high v, 30.0 110

programs tend to have a more formal, academic ap- OmMBINCd eovneniinrisiirisiens 61.& 317

proach, it is not surprising to find that a much REGION

smaller proportion of them than of clementary or §0l12035! S PR 51.5 198

combined programs usc resident sites, A substan- \;::;:“:‘m gﬁlg ,,:8

tial majority of combined programs usc resident WESL cvermoommns sssesseesssmsssesnoenns 71.3 206

sites, but the pereentage of clementary programs

using resident sites is higher. In this connection it

should be recalled that a comparatively large propor- Respondents who used resident sites were asked

tion of clementary programs offer on-site resident to report on the fadilitics available at these sites.

experience only, This question took the form of a chedklist, arranged,

like other long checklists in the questionnaire, with
the items in alphabetical arder. For dlarity in tc-

Differences in regard to the use of resident sites porting, the items have been classified into two
alse appear on the basis of school system site and groups depending on whether they refer to residence
geographic region. A higher percentage of large and  facilitics or to educational and recreational facilitics.
medium-size than of small school systems usc resi- From responses in the category of tesidence facili-
dent sites, but the diffcrence is not very great and tics, it appears that the sites used by a majority of
may bein part a refllection of the difference due to school systems are cquipped with slecping accommo-
gtade level of programy. More important are the dif: dations in the form of cabins or bunkhouscs, cooking
ferences among different geographic regions, The and dining facilitics, an infirmary, and administrative
pereentage of school systems using resident sites is offices. Sites which offer slecping accommodations
highet in the Middlc states and West than in the in the form of teats or tent sites were mentioned by
Fast, with the highest pereentage occuring in the a much smaller number of respondents. In the arca
West, In this regard it is interesting to recall that of cducational and recreational facilities the most [re-
the West is also high in the percentage of school sys. quently mentioned items were indoor mecting rooms,
tems reporting National Park Scrvice areas in closc classroom(s), disEIay and cxhibit center, swimming
proximity to the school district. arca, and crafts shop. Facilitics designed for iore

Q
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TABLE 27, OWNER OR BENEFACTOR OF SITES USED $REE O (HARGE

Immediate  Day-use enviton- Ruid:r:
Ownner ot benefactor ;fhool en-  mental study facilitics
vitonhs centers
1 ] 3 '
local (city ot county) government ... 16.%7% 49.7% 50.0%
S1a18 ROTEHAMEN s 116 40.1 0.0
Federal government  ..oniiiienneiiins 53 96 20.0
Private individual or oreanization ............. 211 1858 20.0
Number responding .oeeeeeeevireieee e 95 157 30
vay

(
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TABLE 28. MANIMUM DISTANCE ALLOWED FOR PUPIL 1RAVEL BY SYSTEMS HAVING RESTRICTIONS

Distance allowed Percent of systems

Distance allowed Percent of systems

1 2 1 2 »
SHORT WALKING TRIP ONE-MALF DAY TRIP
1 mile 46.8% Lcss than 20 miles  ............. 24.3%
2 miles i 31.9 20-29 miles ... 27.3
S ormoremiles  oervrieininen. 21.3 30-49 miles 21.2
100.0% 50 or mote miles ..., e 215
Mean 2miles 100.1%
Median i 2miles Mean 31 miles
LOW i Cevreerrereenis I mile Median i, 26 miles
High oo oo 20 milcs LOW v 2 miles
Number tesponding ..onnnni 47 High e, 90 miles
Percent of thuse with Number tesponding .o, 66
PESIRICUONS Levivieniiinnsininne 24.1%
Percent of those with
FOSTHCUIONS wvvivvieiniinnniinenee 33.8%
FULL DAY TRIP OVERNIGHT TRIP
Less than 40 miles  oovveenenes 15.7% less than 40 miles v, 3.0%
40.-59 miles  .ieenieinenenn 26.5 JO-59 miles oiveiiiiinininieiees 34.4
60-99 miles .oicireininniieins 20.6 60-99 miles wrevirinnnninninnes 219
100-199 miles .covvererinnnnennennne 30.3 100-199 miles cevveriiriineiinnnnnnns 25.1
200 ot motc miles  aeeeeieninns 6.9 200 or mote miles  weiniiinie 156
100.0% 100.1%
Mean cvneiieiernieeseiimiennn R3 miles Mean 123 miles
Median cviiineinieninn, cervenee 73 miles Mcdian 74 miles
| ST PRPPN 4 miles low .. 30 miles
High cereericrcennees 300 miles High e, 500 miles
Number responding ceereece.. Vees 102 Number tesponding ............. 32
Percent of those with Petcent of those with
FESTTICHONS weviservvenvrreronereces 52.3% TESLEICHONS vorereerronsronressenes 16.4%
specific educational putposcs, such as a library, na- EDUCATIONAL AND RECREATIONAL
turc center, ot scicnce laboratory, were less often FACILITIES
mentioned. INAOOT MECLINE TOOMS +eooeceererecrerrerecsiserasnatossnans 61.1%
CIaSSTOOMIS) corerriiirerorrccontiionnnsesseensarsonsonssssersasaese 133
Display and exhibit centet ... . 11.7
Swimming atea ......conveiennnn. rererereaeaenbene 39.6
FACILITIES AVAILABLE AT RESIDENT SIML Crafts ShOP trceiiierneieoreieeresarnesreesnene s e tssesaese LYR
BABRATY oo aeriicecrinenirre s et aieenis . 29.6
RESIDENCE FACILITIES N2UUTE CONTET cenrnrirereirereeinseesreneesenssrensiessssssvarne - 29.2
Auditorium ....cceeene crerersrsien messsresernisesse 280
Dining Aafl e 86.3% AMPhIIMAtEt (oooeereecerecrrirnin e ercseeninnes 273
Kitchen . 23.6 AMustam ............ ieteerereerreieestaeneesaeeensntsreen 16.2
Cabins S 63.7 Science labotatory ............. - 16.2
Runkhouses ot dotmitoties 6.0 Animal room ... . 125
Infirmary . s2.1 Farm buildings ... 12.0
Administrative of fices .cvevniierineeerearicre 50.5 L8, T2 P T - 6.9
teeomseeranrasssnrenantes S $2.5 Fatetarinm 5.8
TENIS OF 1ENL SILES onerrennerrricisimeresenisenterononsnsanans 20.1 20O ooeeeeeeerterencerenatesisasasraresinensanass sssnnsesssarariess . 4.2
T @ tstore ... .- . 150 Number responding 432
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Large school systems usc more extensively
equipped resident sites than medium-size or small
systems. For almeost all the items on the list, per-
centages of large systems are higher than percent-
ages of medium-size and small systems. Percentages
of mediumssize systems also usually exceed those

51

for small systems. This pattern occurs in the case of
residence facilities but is more obvious in the arca
of educational and recreational facilities. [n the
arca of residence facilities, only two differences are
worthy of note: (a) a higher per -entage of large

than of medium-sizc or small systems use sites

TABLE 29.-NUMBLR OF STAFF RESIDING PERMANENTLY ON PREMISES OF RESIDENT SITES

Type of staff

Number of staff Admini- Instruc- Opcra- Admini- Instruc- Opera-
strative tional tional strative tional tional
2 3 4 5 6 7
All systems Large systems
None  .oivennns Cenrannsasenninen . 32.8% 47.3% 28.6% J2.0% 40.0°; 24.0%
| I e retsrsisnenuanntnens ™ 40.2 5.0 8.3 10.0 [ R.0
ST PP 18.3 4.1 10.0 16.0 12.0 12.0
. PPV 5.0 5.0 12.0 8.0 8.0 16.0
4 e e 1,2 4.6 13.3 4.0 8.0
59 ... R 2.0 18.2 17.5 24.0 8.0
10 of Mote .coviiiiiiiinnnnnnnnses - 0.4 15.8 10.4 s 16.0 24.0
99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mean . 1 4 4 1 6 6
Median cviciiiininieen veererans 1 1 3 1 2 3
Low iriiecraininiens Cranersseies . 0 0 0 0 0 0
High e ivsinnsenen 10 52 40 19 10
Number responding .....oveee 11 241 241 25 25 25
Medium-size sysiems Smali systems
NORE e et 29.2% 45.8% 26.47% 10.3% 52.8% %
I ot ecncernssess i 41.7 4.9 i.6 375 6.9 9.7
SOV 20.8 2.8 9.7 13.9 1.2 .7
5.6 19 3.0 2.8 42 16.2
1.4 56 146 v 4.2 12.%
0.7 182 21.6 5.6 16.% 12.5
10 Of MOLE ooverrcsncvearerirroniens 0.1 12.1 1. 1L $.2
100.1% 100.3% 100.0% 100.1% 100.2% 100.0%
Mean . 1 4 4 1 b b
Median ... ST 1 3 1 0 2
FOW roecereceieneecensernnmnrners s 0 Q 0 )] 0 0
High ceicennicrcnnrrneic e eens 10 52 30 6 13 25
144 12 72 12

Numbet responding ............. 144
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TABLE 30.-1YPLS OF SITES USED, BY REGION

Tyfe of site Northeast Southeast Middle West
1 2 3 4 5

NATURAL SITES
FOrest i, 68.4% 72.7% 66.5% 79.71%
Woodland 73.5 68.2 558 50.0
Pond or Teservoir .o, 66.5 43.2 56.8 52.2
Lake 49.0 47.7 583 42.3
Beach ..ovinnne 35.0 22.7 22.7 33.5
Mounlain e 31.6 38.6 0.5 35.%
Canyon 3.2 9.1 5.3 52.7
Scashore ... 25.8 18.2 0.5 28.6
Estuary 18.7 27.3 4.9 12.6
Desert  cvvnenesnien, SRR 1.3 23 0.5 12.6
Number responding .o, 155 44 206 182
SITES FOR TUHE STUDY OF

URBAN ECOLOGY
TUMP e, 25.2% 13.6% 17.0% 14.8%
Industrial site 13.5 15.9 12.1 149
Inner city s Tereeseenie 5.8 9.1 i.8 6.0
Sewage plant e FRVPURRIR . 181 29.5 22.8& 17.0
Number tesponding  .oeeeniioniann 155 +H 206 182

equipped with cabins; and (b) an infirmary is avail-
able at a greater percentage of sites used by large
and mcdium-size systems than in the casc of small
systems,

System size

Latge Medium Small
Cabins coveuenncncrersinenen 762%  61.9%  62.0%
Infirmary «.oovveesiessonrenns LER] 56.7 134
Number tesponding ..... 42 bE ¥ 143

In regard to educational and recreational facilitics
a considerably greater percentage of large than of
medium-size or small systems usc siles that have in-
door mecting rooms, a swimming arca, crafts shop,
nature center, museum, farm buildingy, ot a roo.
Fot three of these items ~-indoor meeting rooms,
crafts shop, and nature venter—the percentage of
mcdium-size systems is also strikingly greater than
the percentage of small systems.

Systern size

Latge. Medium Smafl

indoot meeling rooms .. R3.3% 66.4% 54.5%
Swimming atea ... 52.4 39.7 38.7
Qalts shop coeccinnenenns 579 41.% 259
Libtary oveeceiiviresneseencs 29 30.4 243
Nature center 416 $2.4 ir2
Museum ............. . 383 16.6 105
Fatm buildings ............. 26.2 13.4 3.6
700 ccvvvannriiceinenremiennns 143 36 2.1
@ mber responding ...... 42 247 143

Fadilities found at resident sites also vary in re-
lation to the grade level of programs which school
svstems offer. School systems with programs re-
stricted to the junior-senior high level differ consid-
crably from systems with clementary ot combined
programs in the types of faciliiics at their resident
sites. A much smaller proportion of systems with
junior-senic e high programs usc sites that have dining
halls, kitchens, infirmarics, or administrative offices.
At the same time a larger pereentage of systems with
junior-senior high programs have resident sites
cquipped with tents or tent sites. However, school
systems with junior-scnior high programs use resi-
dent sites with cabins or bunkhouscs to about the
same extent as school systems with clementary or
combined programs, and the percentage of systems
with junior-senior high programs using sites with the
latter two types of facilitics i« much greater than the
percentage of systems with junior-senior high pro-
grams that use tents ot tent sites.  These factors in-
dicatc that a gicater proportion of systems with ju-
nior-senior high programs use camp sites that pro-
vide a genuine cxperience in outdoot living, while
systems with clementary or combined programs. by
fat the latgest proportion of systems in the sunvey,
usc sites that provide more of the amenitics of civili-
2ation. This possibility is corroborated by the fact
that a much smaller proportion of the systems with
juniot-senior high p.ograms than of the others use
sites that have indoor meeting rooms.

LRIC
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Grade level restriction

Ele. Junior. Com-

men- senior bined

tary high
Dining hall woviieriivcninnnnn 96.0% 59.4% 80.7%
Kitchen 91.5 56.3 79.2
Cabins ooooeviviereee 64.7 59.4 62.5
Bunkhouses or dormitories  65.7 53.1 62.0
Infirmary e, e 587 28.1 49.0
Administrative offices ....... 55.7 344 47.4
Tents or tent sites ............. 12.9 314 26.0
Indoor meeting rooms ...... 0.1 50.0 599
Number responding ......... . 201 32 192

It may also be noted in the preceding table that
responscs for systems with combined programs tend
to represent, as is frequently the case in such anal-
yscs, a middle ground between systems with clemen-
tary programs and those with junior-senior high pro-
grams but in general conform more closely to the
responscs from systems with elementary programs.

Certain other differences in facilitics related to
grade level reflect differing interests of younger and
older pupils. A much smaller proportion of systems
with junior-scnior high programs usc sites that have
a display and exhibit center or a crafts shop than of
systems with elementary or combined programs.
On the other hand, 2 much greater percentage of
systems with junior-senior high programs use a site
that offers a swimming arca. Again, although the
difference is less and the percentage for all three
types of programs smaller than in the casc of the
facilitics just mentioned, a larger percentage of sys-
tems with junior-senior high or combined programs
than of systems with clementary programs have a
resident site equipped with a science laboratory.

— _ Grade level testriction

kie- Junior- Com-
men- senior bined
tary high
Display and exhibit area .. 45.8% 15.6% 42.2%
Swimnming ares ..cocoeeveeen. 35.8 53.1 1.
Crafts shop ... R 428 15.6 35.9
Science labotatory ............ 109 188 20.8
Number tesponding .......... 2l 32 192

Respondents who used resident sites were also
asked to state the numbet of administrative, in-
structional, arid opetational personnet who reside
pesmanently on those sites. For each of these three
categotics of personnel, a2 majotity of school sys-
tems responding indicated staff in permanceat resi-
dence at sites they use. About two-thirds reported
administrative personnel; slightly over one-half, in-
structional personnel; and almost three-fourths, op-
& ~tional personnel.

O
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The largest praportion of respondents (411 per-
cent) reported onc administrative person residing
on-site. In regard to instructional and operationat
personnel, a more varied situation exists, reflecting
differences in the types of sites ¢sed. The number
of operational personnel required at a site depends
on the size and facilitics of the site, and responscs
understandably show a considerable spread. The
median number of operational personnel for all sys-
tems is three, but over a fourth of the respondents
reported five or morce, while another fou:th reported
three or four, and slightly less than a fifth reported
onc or two. In the casc of instructional personncl,
the need for staff in permancent residence will de-
pend on whether a continuous program is in opera-
tioa at the site. If so, probably a staff of several
persons will be required rather than onc or two in-
dividuals. Thus, fewer school systems repaorted that
their resident sites have instructional staff in resi-
dence than is the case with administrative and op-
crational personncl, but thosc that did report in-
structional personnel in residence mentioned a
larger number of persons. Over onc-third of the re-
spondents reported five of more instructional staff
in permancnt residence at sites, while less than one-
fifth reported fewer than five.

Small school systems differ from medium-size
and large systems in that fewer of them use resident
sites where staff reside permanently and the number
of personnelin residence at the sites they usc is
smaller. Large and medium-size systems do not dif-
fer greatly except that a higher percentage of large
systems reported a greater number of operational
staff in residence at sites. This may perhaps be ex-
phained by the morc extensive facilities characteriz-
ing sitcs used by large systems.

A final point to be noted in connection with the
data above is that far fewer respondents answered
this question than indicated they used tesident sites.
It may be that some of those not responding in-
tended this to be interpreted as an indication that
the sites they use do not have staff in permanent
residence.

eatures of Sites Not Owned or Leased

Sites which school systems do not own ot kate
represent the public patke, institutions, recreational
arcas, and other public facilities uscd in envitonmen.
tal education programs. 1t has already been scen
that most of the sites not owned ot leased by school
systems are public tather than private property. To
determin- the types of public facilities that school
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svstems use in environmental education nrograms,
the survey instrunient presented respondents with

a checklist of 39 featuwies of sites and asked them to
indicate which ones were found at sites utilized in
thuir programs but not owned or leased by the
school system,

The items in the checklist were presented in al-

phabetical order in the questionnaire but for conven:

icnee in reporting may be grouped into six cate-
gories. The two lurgest categories are (a}) sites with
natural features such as forest, lakes, or scashore,
and (b) sites specifically designed for the apprecia-
tion of outdoors such as parks or camp grounds. A
slightly smaller group is made up of institutions de-
signed for the preservation and utilization of nature;
these inchude institutions such as farms, fisheries, or
wildtife preserves, Three other categorics, cach
having only a few items, are scientific institutions,
cultural sites, and sites that can be used for the
study of wiban ceological problems.

Figurce 5 shows the most widely used types of
sites ranked by the pereentage of school systeins
using them and identificd as to the category to
which they belong. From this it can be scen that
sites with natural features predominate at the top
of the graph and have the widest usage, while sites
designed for the appreciation of outdoors represent
a middle group, followed by institutions for the
preservation and utilization of nature. 1his graph
shows all the types that are utilized in 30 percen:
ot more of the responding programs. Scientific in-
stitutions, sitcs for the study of urban ccology,
and, with one exception, cultural sites, do not ap-
pear on the graph since less than 30 pereent of the
respondents reported using them.

The following table shows all of the items on
the checklist, grouped by catcgory and ranked
within categorics, by percentage of response.

FEATURES OF SITES NOT OWNED OR
LEASED BY SCHOOL SYSTEM

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SITES DESIGNED FOR THE APPRECIA-
TION OF OUTDOORS

RECreation ated soveeeenncvnnimnnnnnnicecsiienen 52.00%
Campyrounds .. 18.2
Patk e e e S1.8
NAIUTE CONLET voviivniinniiiniieniiinirensi, sose 36.1
Playground ......... 35.8
Resident campsile i 354
SPOTES A1CA wonniir e s 25.9
1ay camp Sile oiinninieiiiiennnisrenreiien, 2:]’:
Vest pocket park ... . 5.
Mall po ........ ‘ ............................................. 3.6
INSTITUTIONS FOR THE PRESERV'A-
TION AND UTILIZATION OF NATURE
Wildland natural area ..cconiieniniiinniinainine. 16.8%
. Forest presenve ewinnes 35.1
Grazing land ......oeniies 310
FaIm e esness e 30.3
Wildlife prescrve ... 30.2
Fishery cvunnncnnmn 208
Fairground .oveveenininniann S 7.0
SITES FOR STUDY OF URBAN
F.COI.I()(;\' ;
Sewage plant coiiinisinimaee Crenee 20.37%
l)um;t.. ............ . 18.2
Industrial site .. 135
JHNCE CILY tninnnicinenniennntonnienerennisise 6.8
SCIENTIHG INSTITULIONS
Arborelum coeiiicnnen eorssesnns O 19.4%
Aquarium ..... 140
700 cicoeneens TS 13.6
Botantical garden 10.6
CULTURAL SITES
HistOtIc SITe covniinniinncrcnisini s PR 36.3%
Archeological site .. 15.3
Monument ............ 9.2
Indian rescevalion c..civvniiieinninanie. 6.6
Numbes responding cveeriicnniinicineeninenns 387

The pattern of response found here appears to re-
flect the influence of several different factors. One
is the over-all availability of sites. Sites of a type
generally available throughout much of the coun-
try logically tend to be utilized by a greater num-
ber of school systems than sites {ound only in cer-
ta.n geographic regions or types of communitics.
Sites with forest or woodland, or ponds or lakes,
thus have wider usage than those characierized by
mountains, canyons, scashore, ot other geographi-
cally limited featurcs. By the tame token, charac-
teristically urban sites, including both thasc that are
relevant to the study of uthzn ccological problems
and urban types of outdoor areas, such as the vest
pocket park and mall, are used by only a small pro-
portion of school systems.

Another factor can be scen in the tendency for a
larger number of school system: to utilize hatural
sites and outdoot recreation are s that can be used
for a widet range of purpases than sites which lend
themsehves Lo specific types of programs of areas of

K
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study. This is to he expected, but may also imply
additional underlying causes. One possible cause is
the cost and administrative complexity of pupil
trips which may make it imprectical for some school
systems to provide visits to sites that contribute to
only one aspect of their pupils’ study. Another pos-
sible explanation is the rather general purposes to
which most programs arc dirccted. In this connee-
tion, a third factor is to be mentioned. The primary
purpose of many programs is to stimulate the in-
terest of pupils in, and provide them with opportun-
ities to enjoy, the outdoors rather than to study the
interrelation of man and his environment. This may
help to explain why cultural sites and sites appro-
priate to the study of urban ccology arce not widely
used and also why somc of the institutions for the
preservation and utilization of naturce are less widely
used than natural sites or sites designed for the ap-
preciation of cutdoors.

Onc rather surprising finding, in view of the sci-
cntific emphasis of programs, is the limited extent
to which scicntific institutions arc used. 1t secms
strange, for example, that 76 percent of the pro-
grams include the study of botany but only 11 per-
cent of the respondents reported that the sites they
usc include a botanical garden. 1 is not clear wheth-
cr the limited use made of scientific institutions is
caused hy the lma\ailahilil) of such institutions, ad-
ministrative difficultics in connection with using
them, or a failure on the part of school sysiems to
take advantage of their opportunitics.

Consideration of responscs as a whole has alrcady
shown the influence of geographic factors on the
types of sites utilized. Analysis of responses by
geographic region confirins this, especially with re-
gard to natural sites. Whilc it hardly represents a
ditcovery Lo teport that mountains, seashores, and
estuarics are not found in the middle section of the
country, of that canyons and descris rarely appear
anywhere outside the West, differences of this type
are of interest because they reveal the extent to
which school systems are and are not utilizing the
potential of the particular geographic regions where
they are sitnated. School systems in the Weet in
patticular are making cxtensive usc of the rich nat.
ural resoutces of the region for environmental
study. Among ptograms in the West, 80 pereent
use sites with forest land: 56 percent, mountains;
and 33 percent, canyone. The percentage of pro-
grams which include the desert among their sites is
undcrstaadably much smaller, and it is perhaps sut-
prising that as many as 13 percent of Western pro-
grams utilize sites with this feature, The Northeast
]:]{IC patticularly extensive use of woodlind (74

od

55
percent) and ponds or reservoirs (67 pereent), and
jhe middle section of the countiy surpasses other
regions in the pacentage of programs whose sites
are characterized by lakes (38 pereent). On the
other hand, despite the Fact that the Eastern see-
tions of the country indude arcas which offer the
opportunity Tor wsing mountain sites, only about a
third of the Easten programs do so. Similarly,
less than 30 percent of the programs in cither the
East or West utilize sites on the seashore.

In addition, geographic factors influence differ-
cnees in the case of several other items. A higher
perecentage of programs in the Middle states and
West use sites which feature grazing land. Again,
although percentages are guite small for all regions,
nearly twice as many programs in the West as in any
other region use an Indian reservation as a site, and
the higher percentage of programs in the Middle
states than in Northeastern or Western sections us-
g the fairground as asite probably reflects the
more extensive study of agriculture in this part of
the country. On the other hand, while it might be
expected that the heavily urbanized Northeast
would show a more extensive use of sites appropri-
ate for the study of urhan ecology, with one excep-
tion this is not the case.

Differences in features of sites as related to size
of schoul system tend to reflect chicfly the urban
location of large systems.  Although, as<in most
cases of analysis by system size, percentages for

System size

large Medium  Small
SETES FOR THE STUDY Ot
URBAN ECOLOGY
Sewage phnl crvsenssstisenrenrenens R.6% 19.0% 20.0%
Dump ..o 161 180 191
Industrial me 250 14.2 9.3
InRee City covveviccceciecircecieneiee. 23,0 1.0 1.9
SCIENTIHIC INSTIIUTIONS
Arbotetum ... e 35.1% 0 1857% 16.3%
\qlnnum e . 268 13.6 11.2
700 .ovveenne R L 13.0 &R
Boumul ntdm vreeirrerasaeiesrarans 25.0 29 9.3
CULTURAL STELS
Historical $ite .ooeoiiiiniencicinee 27.9%
Monument ............ 6.0
SIHES DESIGNED FOR THHE
APPRECEATION OF OUT.
DOORS
Puk o crcrenrtenveeenrne .. 807% 38T 36.3%
Nature center ........ YA 36.1 0.7
Day tarn{- T T 3 . 164 28.7 19.5
\nt poc ket pn\. ..... v 123 1.7 3.7
BRSO STOUUYSIURIUMOUUUI § 2. | s 1.4
Number cesponding ... 56 316 215
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large systems arc generally higher than for medium-
size or small sy~tems, the greatest differences occur
in regard to features that are distinctively urban,
‘This is observable not only with regard to most of
the items in the category of sites for the study of
urban ecology, bui also for all of the scientific in.
stitutions listed, historic sites and monuments, and
certain of the sites designed for the appreciation of
outdoors, including park, nature center, and, to a
lesscr extent, day camp site. The vest pocket park
and mall, also characteristically urhan, are also uscd
by a greater proportion of large systems, although
percentages are siatler and differences less.

The grade level of programs also influences the
types of sites used. Elementary programs tend to
usc sites that are adapted to the emphasis of their
programs an the outdoors and naturc in contrast to
junior-senior high programs which make more cx-
tensive use of sites suited to their more academic

purposes. Combinced programs, being the most com-

prehensive, tend to resemble elenentary programs

in their usc of sites relating to the outdoors and nat-

urc and to junior-scnior high programs in their usc
of sites contributing to more sophisticated and spe-
cialized study of the environment.

Thus, in the category of sites designed for the ap-
preciation of outdoors, higher percentages of cle-
mentary and combined than of junior-senior high
programs utilize most of the sites listed. The
greatest differences appear in regard to recreation

Grade level testriction

Ele-  juniot- Com.

men- senior  bined

tary _  high
Recteation area ..., e 51.0% 37.8%  56.5%
Camp grounds 329 367 47.3
Park covccvevsrenenns weivee 206 45.6 1.7
Paygound coovceiiiieninn, 350 256 39.9
Resident campsite ....ooveienenecens 7.1 17.8 529
SPorts ated ...ocounieiicinrninin 28.6 12.8 26.5
Number tesponding ............... 206 90 283

RIC
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arcas, camp grounds, and resident campsites. Play-
grounds and sports arcas show smaller, but still

large differences of this type. A curious reversal

of this pattern, however, occurs in the casc of parks,
which are much more widely utilized in junior-sen-
ior high than in clementary programs.

On the other hand, percentages of junior-senior
high and combined programs excced thosc for ele-
mentary programs using sites in the category of
scientific institutions, sites for study of urban ccol:
ogy, and ccrtain items in the category of institu-
tions for the preservation and utilization of nature.

Grade level testriction

tle-  Junior- Com-
men-  senior  bined
tay _ high
SCIENTIFIC INSTITUTIONS
Arbotelum oo 16.0% 24.4% 20.8%
AQUatiUM s 10.2 . 17.3
200 s 7.3 15.6 18.0
Botantical garden ..... 6.3 11.1 13.8
SITES FOR THE STUDY OF
URBAN ECOLOGY
Sewage plant iieniiinne 8.3% 3l1.1% 254%
Dump ococeee. . 9.7 354 19.1
Industrial site ........ 6.8 15.6 180
Inner ity wonnimnieienin., 4.4 12.2 7.1
INSTITUTIONS FOR TilE
PRESERVATION AND
UTHLIZATION OF NATURE
Farm coniiiinnceninne racranes 204%  344%  35.7i%
Fishery o t4.1 289 23.3
Fairground ..c.encnininniennn 29 14.4 7.8
Number responding uuvieisnne 206 90 283

One item shows a noticeably higher percentage
of combined than cither clementary or junior-sen-
ior high programs. This is the historic site, for
which percentages by grade level are as follows:
clementary, 32.5 percent: junior-senior high, 27.8
percent; combined, 42.4 percent. This is in keeping
with the fact that a higher percentage of combined
programs include social studics among their arcas of
study and adds to the evidence fot their more vaiicd
utilization of sites.

A
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PROGRAM PERSONNEL

NO LESS THAN in the arca of physical facilities
and resources, environmental education programs
have unique needs in the arca of staffing. The
breadth and diversity of experiences, activitics, and
arcas of study that environmental programs may
include predicate a comparable breadth and diver-
sity of staff. Depending on the comprehensiveness
of the program and its specific aims, personnel of
widely differing types of expertise may be needed,
not only as tcachers, but also as resource persons,
to plan curriculum, coordinate activitics, preparce
for the utilization of sites, and guide or assist ac-
tivitics at sites.

Data presented carlier have shown that a major-
ity of programs usc an instructional tcam to plan
curriculum and bring together different disciplines
and activitics into a coordinated educational pro-
gram. The assistance of resource persons from out-
side the school system may also be required. tn
the preceding section of this report, it has been
scen that environmental programs usc a number of
different types of sitess effective development and
utilization of these sites for educational purposes
may call for the assistance of experts and techni-
cians from local, statc, or national park scrvices or
other agencics concerned with environmental ques-
tions. If the program includes, as most of them do,
resident on-site expetience for pupils, there will al-
so be a need for supporting personnel to provide
for the daily nceds of pupils while in residence at
the sitc. These and other factors influence the
number and types of personnel who participate in
cnvironmental education programs.

Although it was not possible within the limits
of this study to investigate matters pertaining to
personnel utilized in environmental education pro-
grams with the same thoroughness as the utiliza.
tion of sites, the suriey instrument included a few
questicns telating to the numbet, types, qualifica-
tions, and training of personnel participating in
programs. Results of these questions provide some
genetal infotmation about the staffing of environ-
mental programs and their use of resource persons

O _outside the school system.
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Number and Types of Personnel
Types of Personnel Participating in Programs

Because cnvironmental programs frequently uti-
lize the scrvices of persons outside the school svs-
tem in addition to regular staff, a discussion of pro-
gram personnel best begins with a consideration of
the full range of typces of personnel participating in
programs. The survey instrument approached this
question by means of a checklist of 31 items repre-
senting persons in different types of positions who
might take part in environmental programs, An
additional item provided respondents with an op-
portunity to add other types of personnel not on
the list. About 5 percent did so.

{n the guestionnaire. itrms on the checklist were
in alphabetical order, Howaver since they repre-
sent several distinct groups of personncl, they have
been rearranged into these groups for reporting. In
addition to regular school staff, composed of such
persons as classtoom teachers, the school system
may have a special staff for its environmental pro-
gram with a director of outdoor education, a camp
director, camp teachers, or other similar types of
personnel. Another distinct group is composed of
resource persons, such as curriculum expeits, tech-
nical experts, and the like, who may come cither
from within the cducational system or from out-
side. A special group of resource personnel, how-
cver is represented by emvirenmental specialists con-
nected with government agencics, such as the Na-
tional Park Service, the State Department of Con-
setvation, ot Forest Service. Finally, two other
groups include persons providing supportive ser-
vices, such as cooks, nurses, or libratians, and those
serving as assistants, such as student teachers,
teacher aidcs, ot volunteers.

The following table reports responses by groups,
ranking items within groups by percentage of
response.



TYPES OF PERSONXEL PARTICIPATING of the respondents reported classroom teadhers
IN FROGRAMS participating in programs; 38 pereent, principals;
SPECIAL PROGRAM STAFE and 52 percent, resource persons of an unspedified
Camp dIFCCROT i s ssesreereens 46.9% type. These three types of personnel are the vnly
:}i“‘dof 0{]001(10‘" cducation ... 36.2 ones listed which more than one-hall the respon-
AMP LCAChCr i 25.5 T 1. s . . .
l'hysEcaI cducator o " 255 dents indicated as participating in their programs.,
PRANner oo 6.7
From about one-fourth to somewhat more than
REGULAR EDUCATION STALY a third of the programs use special program staff
:,3'""0"1"' BEACRET st ?-‘73'?% and various specific typss of resource persons.
\U;::ﬂior ) e 197 Over 306 percent of responding school systems have
State Depariment of Education personnel 17.2 camp dircctors or directors of outdoor education,
Somewhat smaller percentages of programs use
RESOURCE PLRSONNEL _ b Res of prog
Resource person ) 51.5% other types of special staff (camp teachers and
Naturalist evrenrcenen. 29,4 physical educators), certain types of resource per-
CUrtICUNUIM EXPOIL covnncrissesi s mnas s 277 sonnel (naturalists and curriculum experts), and
College and university professor ot in- p A Gabists f ¥ A
SUEUCROT seveenesseonsssemsssnssonsssstessersones 20.% civironmental specialists from the Forest Service
lechnical expert vnenenceens ®.0 or the State Departinent of Conservation, or Park
Service. In regard to environmental spectalists, a
ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALISIS 5 ; s
FOTEst SEEVICE PEISONNC] woveereerrsveremserrereenns 32.5% greater pereentage of programs use the services of
State Department of Conscrvation person- personnel including state and local persons than
el e e 23.5 National Park Service p(‘rsnmwl. This is in kccping
Park personnel ..vnnciiiniinen 24.0 . . o
National Park Scrvice personnel . 12.2 with the greater proportion of programs utilizing
U. S. Government technician ... . 8.0 state ur local government-owned sites than National

W dCIviC as.
SUPPORTING SERVICES Park Serice arcas

Cook coivcerann. 42.1%

Nurse ....... 19.3 . .

Libtarian oo 18.7 In the category of supporting services, about 2

(P}’:ndu;ce counselor 16.5} programs in 5 reported using the services of cooks

ysician ... . R 6.
o] ps)(hologui s e and nurses, .1ppm\|m.ach) the samc prnpnmnn as
lmphcc np(‘f.l(llln of a camp program |)\ rcpurllng

ASSISTANIS a camp dircctor. Other school systems may, of

Student aides coovireiiiininin s 34.9% caurse, operate camp programs although they do

Student teacher ..o, e 0.7 L .

Teacher 2ides o o 234 not have a staff member specifically designated as

Stud:ntlcounscloc 22.7 camp director. Other types of assistants are less

Civic volunteer ... R 18.4 fre - s Only ;

PT A volunteer coeeniiiiiienneisecsessnn e 169 qll(‘n'll) used. )nl) about | program in 6 uses

the services of volunteers,
Number responding ....covervencinicirenienienens 674
Large school sy stems, as might be expected,

From this it can be scen that most programs rely  show a higher percentage of programs using spe-
on rcgulat school staff with the assistance of some cialized 1y pes of personnel than medium size ot
type of resouzce personnel. Ninety-four percent small systems. Although little difference on the

FABLE 31.--TYPES OF ENVIRONMENTAL SPLUIALISES, BY RLGION

tmvironmental specialists Nottheast Southeast Middle West
1 2 3 4 5

Forest Service personnel 20.5% 43.5£% 25.1%  49.2%
State Department of Conservation personnel ... 226 1.7 345 13.9
Park personnel 237 313 25 214
National Park Service personnel .. 79 s 34 219
U.S. Government technician 6.8 12.% .9 &t

Numbet responding bt e s 190 48 235 Pyl
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TABLE 32.- NUMBER OF FULL.

PROGRAMS, BY SIZL OF

TIME AND PART-TIME PERSONNEL
SYSTEM

ASSIGNED TO

Number of

All programs

large systemis

Medium systems

Small systems

E MC ystems,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

personnel Full-  Part- tull.  Part. Full.  Part- ?‘_.u-llﬁ- Part-
time time time  time time lime lime time
1 2 3 1 5 6 7 8 9

None ouvinnnes en 51.0% 22.5% 32.7% 28.8% 50.0% 21.2% 56.9% 22.7%
| O 15.3 18.6 15.4 13.5 15.7 15.7 14.7 24.2
2 6.3 10.0 1.5 11.5 5.2 10.5 6.6 9.0
KBt IO 6.6 9.0 9.6 11.5 6.6 9.8 6.1 7.1
59 cvrerieiennenns 8.5 11.6 5.7 7.6 9.7 9.8 7.0 15.1
1019 viiiiineeenens 6.2 14.1 2.6 .7 5.2 14.1 6.6 15.7
20 of MoOte  .eeeens 6.2 14.2 15.4 19.2 7.5 19.0 1.9 6.2
Mean i ] 12 & 26 5 13 3 6
Mcdian  coeeereennn 0 2 2 2 i 2
Low .. vveraane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Igh  cvieiceniinne 150 500 91 500 150 150 81 70
Number responding 569 52 306 211

basis of system size appcars in the pereentages of
programs involving the participation of classtoom
tcachers or principals, a much higher percentage of
large than of medium-size or small systems reported
camp dircctors and camp teachers, and a much
higher petcentage of large and of medium-size sys-
tems than of small systems has a director of cut-
door education. Certain other differences appear
to reflect the tendency to centralized administra-
tion of programs in large systems. 1t will be remem-
bered that a greater proportion of large systemns ad-
minister |hcn pregrams on a centralized basis and
that curricutum is determined by the school system
in a greater proportion of programs in latge systems.
Conscquently, it is not surprising to find a much
highcr percentage of large than of medium-size ot
small systems reporting that their programs involve
the participation of a planner ot of a school system
supenvisor.

Similarly, large systems are more inclined to use
the services of persons in the category of resoutce
personnel than are medium-size or small systems. A
much higher percentage of large and medium-size
than of small systems usc resource persons of un.
specified 1ype, while the percentage of large sys-
tems using the scrvices of naturalists, cutriculum
cxperts, of college and university pcrcunncl greatly
ncccds percentages for cither medium-size or small

3

System size
large Mecdium  Small

SPLCIAL FROGRAM STALE

Camp ditector wvevineivecrirnnecons 56.5%  IR.I% 299%
Director of outdoor education 16.8 43.2 23,0
Camp teacher eeeeriiienierveninne 16.8 26.4 189
Fhysical educator . 339 26.6 18,9
Plannet ..oeviicirninincnnens 22,6 5.7 1.1
RLGULAR EDUCATION STAYE
Classtoom teacher cneenvenns 95.2% 93.2% 943%
Principal vovenvvsaeennns 58.1 60.1 541
Supenisor ....... .- 184 20.7 .1
State lkpar(ment of Educa-

tion persannel .. . 19.4 19.3 13.5%
Number tesponding ... 62 368 2414

With t~gard to supporting services, differences
related to system size appear to reflect primarily
the larget percentage of large systems that operate
and stafl camp programs. Orver half the large sys.
tems reported camp directors, and nearly one-half,
camp teacher; similarly, slightly over a half of the
large systems reported that their programs invohe
the participation of a cook or 1 nursc. Percentages
for these two items arc noticeably greatet for large
than for medium-size or small systems, The per-
centage of medium-size systems that reported the
participation of a ni.rsc in programs is also much
greater than the percentage of small systems. In
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TABLE 33.-NUMBER OF FUIL-TIME AND PART-TIME PERSONNEL ASSIGNED
TO PROGRAMS, BY GRADE LEVEL RESTRICTION

Number of Elementary Junijor senior high Combined
personnel Full- Part- Full- Part- Full- Part-
L time timce time tin_I_e time time
_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
53.3% 21.0% 50.0% 29.0% 48.8% 21.2%
7.1 11.0 22,0 36.0 19.6 18.4
4.8 10.0 9.0 11.0 6.8 9.6
7.1 9.1 9.0 7.0 5.6 10.0
5:9 L 11.4 11.9 5.0 9.0 7.2 11.6
10-19 i 6.6 18.6 3.0 7.0 7.2 12.8
20 or more ..oiienie 9.5 18.6 2.0 1.0 4.8 16.4
Mean 6 13 2 3 4 15
Median 0 4 1 1 1 3
Low 0 0 0 0 0 0
High 150 305 21 40 91 500
Number responding 210 100 250

this connection it may be recalled that among
school systems using resident sites, a much smaller
percentage of small than of medium-size or large
systems reported an infirmary at their sites. Among
the other supporting services listed, the most not-
able difference is in regard to physicians, who par-
ticipate in nearly one-fourth of the programs in
large systems.

Assistants of all types, predictably, are used in a
larger percentage of programs in large systems than
in medium-size or small systems. Differences be-
tween medium-size and small systemns are less great,
except in the case of student teachers who are em-
ployed in a much greater percentage of programs in
medi m-size than in small systems.

System size

Large Medium Small
RESOURCE PERSONNEL
Resource person .....vvenenionnes 59.7% 57.1% 41.0%
Naturalist vooeveeeeeennniinicnnn 46.8 30.7 23.0
Curriculum expert 45.2 30.7 18.9
College and university pro-
fessor O inStructor ......ueueue 33.9 19.6 18.0
Technical expert ..cccccvveeniinnns 11.3 8.2 7.0
Number responding .......ccounne 62 368 244

The grade level of programs naturally influcnces
the types of personnel that participate in them.
Here the academic, classroom-centered character

Q
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System size
Large Medium Small

SUPPORTING SERVICES

Co0K vrvviriinnirininnrenieniennn - 54.8% 44.0% 36.1%
NUTSE Lovvvnvinnennntinsnin 53.2 43.5 29.5
Librarian ..c.ceene s 22.6 20.4 15,2
Guidance counselor 25.8 16.6 12.7
Physician . .cvveieeininnne 24.2 7.1 0.8
School psychologist 8.1 4.9 3.7
Number responding .............. 62 368 244

of programs restricted to the junior-senior high
level manifests itself very clearly. Ninety-four per-
cent of junior-senior high programns use classroom
teachers, but no more than about a third of them
use any of the other types of personnel listed. The
differences between junior-senior high programs on
the onc hand and elementary and combined pro-
grams on the other are so consistent and so great as
not to require reporting in detail. A few points of
particular interest may be mentioned. First, al-
though a large proportion of elementary and com-
bined programs involved the participation of school
principals (68 percent of clementary programs and
60 percent of combined programs), very few junior-
senior high programs do (24 percent). This lack of
administrative invclvement in programs restricted
to the junior-senior high level suggests that these
programs may not, strictly speaking, be programs
at all but rather represent an extension of courses
in science or applied scicice by the classroom

le



teacher to include environmental topics and se-
lected onssite experiences. Another point of in-
terest is that approximately one-third of junior-sen-
ior high programs use a resotrce person of unspeci-
fied type, as compared with slightly over a half of
clementary and of combined programs, while no
more than at most 1 junior-high program in 6 makes
usc of any of the other types of personnel listed in
the categories of resource personnel, special pro-
gram staff, supporting services, or assistants.

In general, responses of elementary and com-
bined programs do not differ greatly. At a few
points, however, clementary programs differ from
combined programs in their personnel, because a
greater proportion of the former type are confined
to on-site resident experience and operate what in
cffect arec camp programs. Thus, a considerably
larger percentage of elementary than of combined
programs employ camp directors, cooks, and nurses,
and a somewhat larger percentage camp teachers.

System size

Large Medium_  Small
ASSISTANTS
Student aides ovveiivviiinrciiinn 48.4% 35.1% 29.9%
Student teacher ....cooiivviirinrins 46.8 34.5 20.9
Teacher aides ......c.cocvvirerenninens 38.7 21.2 22.5
Student counselor 37.1 23.6 17.6
Civic volunteer ..... 24.2 18.5 16.8
PTA volunteer ....coocvveriuneerinnns 30.6 17.7 12.3
Number responding .....cocvvene 62 368 244

On the other hand, a larger percentage of com-
bined than of elementary programs, 36 percent as
compared with 25, make usc of a curriculum ex-
pert. This is in kecping with greater comprehen-
siveness of content noted in combined programs.

61

Grade level restriction

Elementary Combined
51.2% 34.4%
329 26.0
57.9 37.7
55.6 34.7
Number responding ........... 252 308

Environmental specialists connected with govern-
mental agencies deserve special attention, because
response patterns obscrved previously in system-
size and grade-level analyses do not prevail to the
same extent here. Both differences related to sys-
tem size and those related to grade level tend to be
smaller. The percentage of small systems utilizing
the types of personnel in this category often ex-
ceeds the percentage of medium-size systems and
sometimes appraoches or even exceeds the per-
centages of large systems. A sumilar phenomenon
characterizes grade-level analysis. The extremely
farge differences which distinguish clementary and
combined programs from junior-senior high pro-
grams in regard to the use of other types of person-
nel do not appear here, and in one instance the per-
centage of junior-senior high programs exceeds the
percentage both of clementary and of combined
programs. Although the dilferences are small, a
higher percentage of junior-senior high than of cle-
mentary of combined programs, and a higher per-
centage of programs in small than in medium-size
or large systems, make use of the services of State
Department of Conservation personnel.

These differences may perhaps be explained by
some factors mentioned earlier. Small systems are
usually found in rural areas and tend to exhibit a

TABLE 34.-MIGUHEST DEGREE HELD BY PERSON IN CHARGE OF PROGRAM, BY SYSTEM SIZE AND BY

GRADE LEVEIL RESTRICTION

System size

Grade level restriction

Highest degree held Total Large Medium Small Elementary  Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1.ss than bachelor’s degree 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.9%
Bachelor’s degree 17.4 11.5% 13.8% 23.9 15.7 324 13.2%
Master's degree 66.1 41.5 68.5 67.2 61.4 60.2 68.2
Education specialist or professional

diploma based on 6 years of col-

lege study .cccovnvvrioniiiniviinnn. 9.4 21.% 10.0 5.7 13.2 3.7 8.1
Doctor's degree ..oovvvcivieiiniiinins 6.8 19.7 .7 2.4 3.3 2.8 10.5
Number responding ........o..e. i 657 61 349 247 242 108 296
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TABLE 35.-MAJOR AREA OF COLLEGE STUDY Of PERSON IN CHARGE OF PROGRAM,
BY GRADE LEVEL RESTRICTION

Major area of Total Flementary Junior: Combined
colleye study senior
high
1 ) 2 3 4 5
Outdoor, conservation, or environmental
studies, forestry, ecology, or wildlife 7.0% 4.9% 6.7% 9.2%
Health, physical education, or recreation 9.5 14.7 6.7 6.3
Riology or geology ....ccciiiiininininiinens 19.5 8.5 39.4 214
Other sciences, including chemistry,
physics and mathematics  .oocccovvieres 19.7 17.4 19.2 21.4
Social studies or geography ..o, 4.9 4.0 5.8 5.2
Education ..o, 22.8 339 6.7 19.9
Administration ..., 11.0 14.3 2.9 10.7
Other i 5.6 2,2 12,5 5.9
) 100.0% 39.9% 99.9% 100.0%
Number responding .......occccviviiiirinnennns 610 224 104 271
comparatively greater degree of interest in the as- domivantly rural character of the arca and thie fac-
pects of environmental study that have practical tors discussed in connection with system-size and
relevance for rural life. Similarly, junior-senior grade-ievel analysis.
high programs are more inclined to emphasize tech- System siz
nical study of conservation and related subjects. Large Medium Small
A reinforcing ‘fac'lor is the somewhat greater con- ENVIRONMENTAL
centration of junior-senior high programs in small _ SPECIALISTS
systems. Two exceptions secem to confirm rather Forest tervice personnel ........ 38.7% 30.7% 33.6%
th fute th iect . Park pers li State Dopartment of Con-
an contutc these conjecturcs: fark personnel in servation personnel . ... 22.6 25.5 26.2
general and National Park Service personnel in Park personnel ......coniicinnenes 37.1 236 213
particular participate in a considerably greater per- National Pi"lk Service 006 109 ILs
) <. . . S persennel ......... (TP o . .
cemdg?lof ptrograms in large than in medium-size U. §. Government technician . 12.9 6.8 8.6
ems. .
or smatf systems Number responding ....ccoce... 62 368 244
Regional differences are also of interest in con: Grade level restriction
nection with the utilization of environmental spe- Ele:  Junior. Com-
cialists. A much larger proportion of programs in men- enior bined
the West than in the Middle states or Northeast in- an.. M
volve the participation of Forest Service personnel Forest Scrvice personnel ........ 36.1% 28.2% 31.2%
and National Park Service personnel. In connection ~ State Department of Con-
ith the f it should ! alled that the W servation personnel ...., 24,2 30.1 26.0
with the tormer it should be recalled that the West Park personnel ........ s . 206 204 276
was distinguished by the high proportion of its pro- National ark Service
, ilizi i Ar i p personnel ..vonviviniiniinninn 13.1 6.8 13.3
grams Ull‘l?lllg si.cs characterized by forest land. U. 5. Govrnment techmseier 1 o8 21
In connection with the latter, a large proportion of Numbr 1espondi 252 105 308
systems in the West reported a National Park Ser- PORCINE wrvvvrere
vice arca in close proximity to the school district,
and the West also showed a tendency to make Number of School System Personnel
greater use of curriculum resources available from Assigned to Programs
the National Park Service. On the other hand, a
greater percentage of programs in the middle sec- The preceding data refer to all types of person:
tion of the country than in the West or Northeast nel who may participate in environmental programs
usc the services of personnel from the State Depart-  regardless of whether or not they are school sys-
ment of Conservation. This may reflect the pre- tem personnel. Another question concerns the

El{fC‘ 60
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number of school system personnel assigned to
programs. Number of staff was a criterion for in-
clusion in the survey, and, therefore, by definition
all programs have at lcast the equivalent of one-
half time person assigned to them. More precise
information about the number of staff assigned to
programs was sought by a question which asked re-
spondents to state separately the total number both
of full-time and of part-time personnel assigned to
their programs.

Responses show that part-time staff are more
widely used than full-time staff. Slightly less than
one-half the respondents reported one or more full-
time staff, but over three-fourths reported onc or
morc part-time staff. Of those that reported full-
time staff, the largest proportion reported one per-
son assigned to the program full time. Responses
relating to numbers of part-time staff show greater
variation. Although over onec-fourth of the total re-
sponding reported one or two part-time persons,
nearly as many reported 10 or more persons in the
part-time category.

The number of program personnel naturally is re-
lated to the size of school system. Large school sys-
tems have more full-time program personnel than
smaller ones, while smaller systems rely n:ore heav-
ily on part-time than full-time personnel. Two-
thirds of large systems use full-time personnel and

63

stightly less than three-fourths, part-time personncl.
Medium-size systems, on the other hand, are evenly
divided between those that have full-time personnel
and those that do not, while neaily 4 in 5 of them
have part-time personnel. In contrast, less than half
the small systems responding have full-time program
personnel, while more than thice-fourths have part-
time personnel. Again, the median number of pro-
gram personnel in large systems is two full-time and
two part-time persons; in medium-size systems, one
full-time and three part-time persons; while the ma-
jority of small systems do not have any full-time
personnel, and the median number of part-time per-
sonnel is two.

Differences also appear when the number of pro-
gram staff is related to the grade levels of programs.
Combine programs, as would be expected from
their broader scope and more compreheasive con-
tent, tend to have larger staff than programs re-
stricted to the elementary or junior-senior high
level. Slightly more than half the combined pro-
grams have full-time staff and nearly 4 in 5, part-
time staff; the median number of personnel assigned
to combined programs is one full-time person and
three part-time persons. Junior-senior high programs
are cvenly divided between those that have full-
time staff and those that do not, while about 7 in
10 have part-time staff. Programs at this level have
a median of one full-me person and one part-time

TABLE 36.—TYPES OF INSERVICE TRAINING PROVIDEL TO PROGRAM PERSONNEL,
BY GRADE LEVEL RESTRICTION

Types of inservice Total Elementary Junior- Combined
training senior
high
1 2 3 4 5

Workshops, institutes, conferences ........ 64.3% 63.0% 53.8% 69.8%
Staff meetings ..o, 58.6 66.7 31.7 62.0
Inservice training courses  ..oooveiiniiniinens 51.4 52.3 26.0 59.7
Field trips woocciinnininmmniniininnnnn, 50.5 45.7 38.5 58.7
Reference flibrary materials  .oovvinnnnnns 46.8 42.4 42.3 52.1
Staff exchanges .......coimionnmnenn o 25.5 27.6 9.6 29.5
Research and demonstration projects i3 14.4 11.5 21.6
Time off and reimbursement for higher

cducation .. 12.5 7.4 14.4 15.7
Time off for higher education, no re-

imbursement ..., 4.7 33 4.8 5.9
Correspondence courses  ..oonvininnininnnn 1.8 3.3 2.9 0.3
Other  wiiniens st s 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.6
Number responding .o.ovvniininiinnnnininns 664 243 104 305
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person assigned to them. On the other hand, cle-
mentary programs show greater diversity in staffing.
Slightly more than half of the eleinentary programs
have no full-time staff, while ncarly 4 in 5 have part-
time staff with a median of four part-time persons.
Yet in spite of the fact that a majority of clemen-
tary programs do not have any full-time staff, over
a fourth of them have five or more full-time person-
nel. This divergence in the staffing of elementary
programs may relate to the existence of that sub-
group of clementary programs that are camp pro-
grams and would logically require a full-time staff,
while the majority of elementary programs reflect
the more restricted scope of the group as a whole in
comparison with junior-senior high and combined
programs,

Qualifications and Training of Personnel

Turning from quntlldlI\C to qualitative uspects
of staffing leads to questions about the academic
qualifications, preservice preparation, and inservice
training of personnel assigned to environraental edu-
cation programs.

Qualifications of Persons in
Charge of Programs

Two questions in the survey instrument concerned
the academic background of persons in charge of
environmental education programs. One of these
asked respondents to indicate the highest degree
held by the person in charge of the program. The
other was an open-ended question, asking, *“What
was the major area of college study of the person in
charge of the program?”

From responses to the first question, it appears
that about two-thirds of the persons in charge of
cnvironmental education progriams hold master’s
degrees, while the remaining third is divided about
cvenly between those who hold a bachelor’s degree
or less and those who hold an education specialist
or professional diploma or a doctor’s degree.

Large school systems show a greater proportion
of persons with advanced degrees in charge of pro-
grams. The percentage of persons holding master’s
degrees is smaller in large than in medium-size or
small systems, while higher percentages in large than
in medium-size or small systems hold specialist or
professional diplomas or doctor’s degrees. About
onc-fifth of the persons in charge of programs in
large systems fall into cach of the latter two cate-
gories. Small systems show the highest proportion
of persons with bachelor’s degrees or less (about
~neyfrurth).

highest proportion of persons with bachelor’s de-
grees or less (about one-fourth).

When responses are related to grade level of pro-
gram, relatively little difference appears among cle-
mentary, junior-senior high, and combined prog-
grams in the proportion of persons in charge who
hold master’s degrees. However, a much larger pro-
portion of the persons in charge ofjunior -senior
high programs (one-third) than of those in charge of
clementary or combined programs hold a bachelor’s
degree or less. Education specialist or professional
diplomas arc held by a slightly higher percentage
of persons in charge of clementary than of junior-
senior high or combined programs, while doctor’s
degrees are held by a somewhat greater percentage
of those in charge of combined than of junior se-
nior high or clementary programs. One person in
10 among those in charge of combined programs
holds a doctor’s degree.

Classifying responses to the open-ended question
into groups of related subjects shows that few of
the persons in charge of environmental programs
(7 percent) have specialized in arcas of environment-
al study. On the other hand, about one-third
majored in education or administration, while about
one-fifth specialized in biology or geology, and an-
other fifth in other sciences, including chemistry,
physics, and mathematics.

The background of persons in charge of programs
in dilferent size school systems does not vary great-
ly, but grade-level analysis of responses reveals some
noteworthy differences. The largest proportion of
junior-senior high programs, about 2 in 5, are
headed by a person who majored in biology or ge-
ology, while 1 in 5 is headed by somcone who
specialized in another arca of scientific study. In
contrast, the largest proportion of elementary pro-
grams, about one-third, are headed by a person
whose major are~ of college study was cducation.
A much smaller percentage of those in charge of
clementary programs as compared with junior-se-
nior high programs majored in biology or geology
(9 percent as compared with 39 percent), while
the percentage of those majoring in health, physical
education, or recrcation is about twice as great
among those in charg. of clementary programs as
among those in charge of junior-senior high pro-
grams (15 percent as compared with 7 percent).
Taken together nearly one-haif of all persons in
charge of clcmcntary programs majored cither in
cducation or in health, phy sical education, or rec-
reation, This difference in the prior training of per-
sons responsible for clementary and for junior-
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senior high programs accords with the basic differ-
ence in emphasis between the two types of programs.
The background of persons in charge of combined
programs, however, does not conform to either of
these patterns but is more evenly distributed among
biology or geology, other sciences, and education;
approximately one-fifth of the persons responsible
for combined programs majored in cach of these
areas,

Combining the results of these two questions
shows that while the majority of persons in charge
of environmental education programs are academ-
ically well qualified as educators, few of them have
had preservice training specifically in environmental
studies. Altnough the background of persons in
charge of elementary and junior-senior high pro-
grams is appropriate for the types of programs cur-
rently being offered at these levels and a substantial
proportion of persons in charge of combined pro-
grams have had training in the sciences, a majority
of programs of all three types lack the leadership of
a person with preservice training as an environment-
al specialist. For this reason, the question of inser-
vice training for program personnel is of particular
importance.

Inservice Training

The survey instrument approached the subject of
inservice training by way of the following question,
accompanied by a checklist:

Does your schoo! system provide or support any of the fol-
lowing types of educational opportunities for development
and inservice training of personnel involved in this program?

Nearly 9 respondents in 10 indicated that their
school systems made available some type of oppor-
tunity for inservice training of program personnel.
‘The percentage of respondents reporting inscrvice
training available was somewhat greater in large
than in medium-size or small systems, while a con-
siderably higher percentage of systems with elemen-
tary or combined programs than of systems with
junjor-senior high programs provide opportunities
for inservice training.

Percent providing Number

inservice training responding

Total ivnniriirieniiisisinn s 88.0% 664
System size

Large cocvniiiiiiniiiniiins 95,1 61
Medium 87.0 362
Small i 87.6 241
Grade level restriction

Elementary wuuvrennriinicnnn 89.7 243
Junior-senior high 74.0 104
Combined ..........coceveree, . 92.1 305

Q :
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The types of inservice training mast lrequently
reported were workshops, institutes, conferences;
staff meetings; inservice training courses; and field
trips. All of these types were mentioned by more
than onc-half of the respondents. Reference and
library materials represent a resource for inservice
training which stightly less than half the respondents
reported is provided by their school systems,

(@1}

From the table it can also be seen that over half
the systems with combined programs provide inser-
vice training through workshops, institutes, confer-
ences; staff meetings; inscrvice training courses;
field trips; and reference or library materials. The
first three of these types of inservice training are also
provided by a majority of school systems with ele-
mentary programs. However, the three most fre-
quently mentioned types of inservice training pro-
vided by systems with junior-senior high programs
are, in order, workshops, institutes, conferences;
reference or library materials; and field trips. Of
these, only the first was reported by a majority of
respondents in junior-senior high programs.

Large school systems, as might be expected, show
a higher percentage providing various types of inser-
vice training than medium-size or small systems. 'T'he
greatest differences occur in regard to staff meetings,
inservice training courses, and reference or library
materials which are provided by a considerably
greater percentage of lurge than of medium-size or
small systems.

‘Thus, it appears that program staff in large school
systems and systems with combined programs have
the best opportunities for inservice training. At the
same time systems with combined or elementary
programs tend to provide inservice training oppor-
tunities in the form of various group learning ex-
periences, while systems with junior-senior high pro-
grams rely to a comparatively greater degree on pro-
viding resources for individual learning,

Finally, in considering these findings, it should be
remembered that they refer only to general types of
educational opportunities for school personnel which
the system provides or supports. They do not indi-
cate the extent to which such opportunities are
heing utilized or what specific measures are being
taken to provide necessary inservice training for the
staff of environmental programs. Therefore, they
more properly represent an indication of the types
of opportunities that exist for the further training
of personnel assigned to environmental programs
than a report on the present status of inservice
training in environmental education.



FINANCING ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
PROGRAMS .

THIS GENERAL STUDY of environmental educa-
tion programs would not be complete without some
consideration of the financial basis on which they
rest and which ultimately determine what they can
accemplish. Because of the other aspects of en-
vironmental programs which required coverage in
this survey, it was not possible to treat the subject
of finance in any but the most cursory fashion.
information was sought only on two basic points:
the annual budget of programs and the principal
sources of funds. Even on these two points reliable
data proved difficult to collect because the varying
methods of incorporating environmental study in
the school curriculum result in varying methods of
financing, sometimes obscuring funds for environ-
menial education within other budget arcas, and
also because, as responses indicated, in many cases
the persons responding did not have the information.
What is presented here, then, is a limited picture

of the financial background of environmental edu-
cation based on the best information obtainable

in this survey.

Annual Program Budget

Respondents were asked to give the amount of
budget for their programs for the school year 1969-
70, recording separately the amounts for capital
outlay and for current operating expenditures.
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Only 99 respondents recorded a figure for capi-
tal outlay. Based on these figures the median
amount of capital outlay budget for all responding
programs is $3,000. A greater number of respon-
dents (419} recorded an amount for current oper-
ating expenditures; the median for all reporting
systems is $7,000.

Large school systems show a median of $75,025
for capital outlay and $49,500 for current expen-
ditares. For medium-size systems, medians are
$2,500 for capital outlay and 810,000 for curcent
operating expenditures. For small systems, medians
arc $2,500 for capital outlay and $2,600 for current

operating expenditures.

Elementary and combined programs have larger
budgets than junior-senior high programs both for
capital outlay and for current operating expendi-
tures. Although data for capital outlay zre dubious,
representing only a small number or the programs
surveyed, the over-all budgetary picture related to
the grade level of programs is not inconsistent with
what has been established about these groups of pro-
grams previously. For current operating expendi-
tures, combined programs have a median budget of
$11,000; elementary programs, $7,000; and junior-
scnior high programs, $5,000.

TABLE 37.—~CAPITAL OUTLAY BUDGET FOR PROGRAMS FOR THE SCHOOI. YEAR, 1969-70

_System_size

Grade level restriction

Item Total lLarge Medium Smalf  Elementary Jun}'or Combined
senjor
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Mean ., $ 59932 § 206360 §$ 51,035 § 14,071 § 75,179 $ 4,594 § 72,783
Median ..., 3,000 75,025 2,500 2,500 5,000 1,500 3,000
LoWw o, 100 1,000 300 100 150 200 100
High i, 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,000,000 151,000 1,000,000 37,000 1,500,000
Number tesponding ........ 99 4 -50 35 24 19 55
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TABLFE 38.—CURRENT OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR PROGRAMS FOR TIIE SCHOOL YEAR, 1969-70

System size _ Grade level restriction
Item Total large Medium Small Llementary  Junior Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Mean i $§ 43,007 §102,994 § 29,158 § 47,078 $ 35226 § 12,297 $ 61,392
Median ., 7,000 49,500 10,000 2,600 7,000 5,000 11,000
Low s 100 150 100 100 100 100 150
High i 2,500,000 890,000 1,000,000 2,500,000 1,539,562 184,000 2,500,000
Number responding .... 419 42 226 151 154 64 191

Source of Program Funds

To determine the sources from which funds for
programs were obtained, the survey instrument
presented respondents with a checklist of possible
sources, which was compcsed of four parts, desig-
nated ‘'local sources,” *state sources,” “federal
sources,” and “other sources.” In cach part several
items were listed, plus a blank for respondents to
write in additional sources appropriate to that part.
The part labled ““‘other sources” included such sources
as business and industry and foundation grants.

Responses to differen. parts of the question show
that just over onc-half of the programs receive funds
from local sources only. About 1 programin 6
receives funds fre n a combination of local and fed-
cral sources, and about 1 in 10 from a combination
of local and state sources.

LEVELS OF SOURCES FROM WHICH PRO-
GRAM FUNDS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED

Local only .....coivviveniinniniinninnn. 50.4%
Local and other ...cvvvrvviniiiiinnnnnn, 39
Local and state .......ccconen. 9.6
Local, state, and other ...ccccevveenns 1.8
Local and federal .....ccccvviiveevnennn, 17.4
Local, federal, and other ............... 3.1
Local, state, and federal ............... 5.4
Local, state, federal, and other...... 3.0
State only ... 0.4
Federal only ............. 3.9
Federal and other 0.4
State and federal 0.6

99.9%
Q Number responding ......ccevevnviininnes 668

ERIC
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Altogether 631 respondents, 94 percent of the
total responding to the question, indicated that
their programs reccive funds from local sources.
‘The vast majority of these (85 percent) named the
board of cducation as a source. None of the other
local sources listed is mentioned by anywhere near
so large a percentage. The most frequently men-
tioned among the other local sources are, in order,
tuition and fees (38 percent), parent-teacher as-
sociations (24 percent), and student fund-raising
projects (21 percent). All threc of these represent
cfforts from within the school system itself to raise
funds for its program rather than indicating outside
sources from which funds might be received.

Fewer respondents, 139, or 21 percent of the
total responding to the question, indicated the re-
ceipt of funds from state sources. The state depart-
ment of conversation or natural resources and the
state department of education are cach mentioned
by approximately half of these.

Fedecral sources, however, contribute to more
programs thanstate sources; 224, or 34 percent of
respondents to the question, indicated that their
programs reccive funds from such sources. The
principal federal source is the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, which was mentioned by
81 percent of those receiving federal funds.

The smallest proportion of respondents, 83, or
12 percent, reported receiving funds from other
sources. Of these, 52 percent reported funds re-
ccived from business and industry; and 40 percent,
grants from private foundations.

€9



‘I'he table below reports responses to this ques-

tion in greater detail,

SOURCES FROM WHICH PROGRAM FUNDS
HAVE BEEN OBTAINED

local Sources

Board of education ...c.cccocerveiiiinininne 84.6%
County government ....., 7.3
Municipal government - 4.0
Public agencies and organizations ... 14.4
Private agencies and organizations ... 15.5
Private individuals  ..cceniiininniiiininns 15.1
Parent-teacher associations  ........... 24.2
Student fund-raising projects .......... ... 21.2
Tuition and fees ..ccoovvveeiniineiinonn 38.2
Other o, 2.4
Number responding ......oooceoivvninnnnns 631
State Sources
Departments of conservation/natural

TESOUICES  wivvrerrrmnsierersisensisers soirene 47.5%
Departments of education .... 51.1
Other . 13.7
Number responding ........oceniinnniiiiinns 139
Federal Sources
ESEA i 81.3%
NDEA 21.0
| )0 ] o SN 2.7
Higher Education Act, TR 9.4
Other i, 6.7
Number responding .......ccccunvininninnn, 224
Other Sources
Business and industry  .....coovviieiininnn 51.8%
Grants from private foundations ......... 39.8
National organizations ........c..onners 8.4
Other i e, 18.1
Number responding .......cocoiviniirnncn 83

Analysis of responses shows some variation re-
garding the receipt of funds from federal sources.
A considerably higher percentage of large than of
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medium-size or small systems, and a considerably
higher percentage of combined than of elementary
or junior-high progranis indicated receiving funds
from federal sources.

Differences also appear in regard to the federal
acts under waich program funds have been obtained.
Altho*'gh by far the largest proportion of school
systems in ail three size groups reported receiving
funds for environmental programs under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, a greater
percentage of medium-size and small systems than of
large systems indicated funds reccived under the Na-
tional Defense Education Act, while a higher per-
centage of large than of medium-size or small sys-
tems have obtained funds under Title I of (he High-
er Education Act.

Even greater differences appear when responscs
are related to the grade level of programs. A much
smaller percentage of junior-senior high than of cle-
mentary or combined programs have obtained funds
under ESEA, while the percentage of junior-senior
high programs that have received funds under NDEA
is much greater than the percentage of either elec-
mentary or combined programs. The percentage of
junior-senior high programs reporting funds received
under Title I of the Higher Education Act is also
greater than percentages for the other two types of
programs.

These data on the sources of funds do not permit
detailed conclusions about the funding of environ-
mental education programs, for they do not show
the extent to which programs rely on each type of
source. However, they clearly indicate that local
sourccs are of prime importance in financing environ-
mental education programs in gencral and that chief
among these sources is the local board of education,

TABLE 39.—-LEVEL OF SOURCE FROM WHiCH PROGRAM FUNDS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED

System size

Grade level restriction

Large Medium Small Elementary Junior- Combined
Level of source senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Local e 85.7% 95.9% 94.7% 95.6% 96.0% 92.8%
SHate vvviine e e 19.0 21.0 2!.(; 15.1 26.3 23.5
Federal ..o 46.0 34.5 28.8 25.1 24.2 44.0
Other v e 12.5 14.1 8.6 8.0 18.2 13.7
Number responding «coevinvveeninvininenienne 63 362 243 251 99 307
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TABLE 40.—-FEDERAIL SOURCES 'ROM WHICH PROGRAM FUNDS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED

System size

Grade level restriction

Faderal source Large Medium  Small Flementary Junior- Combined
senior
high
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ESEA i e 93.1% 82.4% 74.3% 82..5% 45.8% 86.7%
NDEA e 10.3 224 229 12.7 45.8 20.7
EDPA i nn . 4.0 1.4 8.3 3.0
Higher Education, Title I ......ccovieniininnns 20.7 8.0 7.1 9.5 20.8 74
Other v 10.3 4.8 8.6 6.3 16.7 5.2
Number respouding ......coenvenniniiierneirennns 29 125 70 63 24 135
o v
>
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NEED FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMEN'

LOOKING TOWARD the future, the survey asked lfonal materials and with inservice training guide.
respondents to indicate what types of assistance lines,

were needed to develop or further develop their

programs. An accompunying checklist idetified

10 possible types o1 assistance that might be . ; .
P P fe fhat mig Combined programs, shich have been scen to

needed. \ . -~
1c the most comprehensive end ambitious, and
large school systems, in which a majerity of the
programs arc combined programs, show the great
Not surpti,ingly, in view of the data presented cst awarcncss of need for assistance with future de-
in the preceding section of this report, the need velopment. Percentages of large systems respond-
mentioned by the greatest number of respondents ing to items on the checklist are generally greato
is finaacial aid from outside the school system. Fi- than pereentages of medium size or small system .
nancial aid from the school system ranks second Similarly, pcreentages for combined programs toid
among needs. However, over half the respondents to be larger than those for clementary or junio-
also indicaied a need lor assistance with instruc- scnior high programs.

TABLE 41.-TYPLS OF ASSSTANCE NELDED 10 ODLVELOP UR FURTHER DEVELOP FROGRAMS

— - L ——

Syslem size ~ Grade level restriction
Type of assistance Total Large Medium  Small Elermentaty Junior. Combhine.d
senior
high
1 ~ 2 3 4 5 6 7 o
Financial aid from outside the
school system e 62.4% 76.2% 6L8% 55.1% 56.3% 36.4% t
Fi ial aid the school
Bt AR Y WY 663 51.2 513 a7 458
Instructional materials ... 52.1 60.3 50.8 51.% 50.8 465
Inservice training guidelines . 51.4 50.8 539 419 54.2 3986
Cutticulum plans cviviaiion 47.2 49.2 18.3 449 5.4 376 3i.3
Community involvement/
ERTTIY FH T J SR, 458 571 45.% 422 39.9 43.6 sto
Reszarch and evalvation
help . . 434 2.4 5.8 L1LR 124 2.7 4.7
ldentification and planning
of rtsources for eaviron-
mental study uses ... 39.% 540 40.2 33.9 3.0 368 42.2
Pubdic relations advice ..., 20.5 125 19.8 22.% 193 23.% 20.5
Minpower tesources through
vocational training pro-
LT 1111 S 129 143 13.7 11.4 10.% 7.9 15.9
1617, ORI 4.7 9 4.7 38 5.0 6.9 39

Numbet tesponding vvovens 657 63 358 236 93t 10% 302

ERIC (8
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A few points are particularly noteworthy. Over
half the large systems indicated a need for assis-
tance with the identification and planning of re-
sources for environmental study uses and for re-
scarch and evaluation help. Again, more than half
the combined prograns, and ncarly onc-half the
programs in large systeras indicated a necd for as-
sistance with curriculum plans. ‘The relatively
large percentage of large systems, and to a lesser ex-
tent, cf combined peograms, which indicated need
for community involvement and assistance is prob-

O
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ably a reflection of the urban location of (arge
school systems and the different types of school-
community relationships which prevail there.

‘Taken together, responscs to this question show,
in addition to a basic nced tor financial assistance,
fairly extensive need for assistance in develeping
various aspects of curriculum and instruction,
especially on the part of those school sy:tems
attempting to offer comprehensive programs in en-
vironmental cducation.
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