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Chapter }

INTRODUCT 10N

During the summer of 1973, approximately 3200 youth in the United
States participated in the third year of the Youth Conservation Corps (YcCC)
Pilot Program. As in the previous two years, the Institute for Social
Research at the University of Michigan has had a role in evaluating the
overall effectiveness of the YCC program from the point of view of the
participants.! in addition, the role was expanded this year to jnclude
the development of a computerized system for the rapid feedback to camp
staffs of the data provided by enrollees during the first two weeks of
camp. The use of this system was part of an experiment to determine

- whether such infcrmation is helpful to camp staffs in managing their camps.
This experiment is described in Chapter Six. In the present chapter, we
describe the objectives of the YCC program and the design of our research
to evaluate the attainment of these objectives.

The legislation establishing the YCC (P.L. 92-597) lists three pur-

poses for the program. It should provide (1) ''...gainful employment during
the summer months <} American youth, representing all segments of society,
in the healthful outdoor atmosphere,..'" (2) [provide] "an opportunity for

understanding ard appreciation of the Nation's natural environment and
heritage,' and (3) "further the development and maintenance of the natural
resources of the United States by the youth, upon whom will fall the ult]-
mate responsibility for maintaining and managing these resources for the
American people.'

These three objectives were further refined in a supplement to the
Memorandum of Und~rstanding between the Departments of Interjor and Agri-
culture. These are presented below. )

To accomplijsh :the purpose of the Law, the Departments will stress
three equally important objectives:

(1) Accomplish needed conservation work on public lands.

(2) Provide gain?ul employment for 15-~through-18-year-old
males and females from all social, economic, ethnic and
racial classifications.

IR. Marans, B. Driver, and J. Scott, Youth and the Environment: An Evaluation

of the 1971 Youth Conservation Corps.

J. Scott, B. Driver, and R. Marans, Toward Environmental Understanding: An
Evaluation of the 1972 Youth Conservation Corps.
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(3) Develop an understanding and appreciation in partici-
pating youths of the nation's natural environment and
heri tage.

These objectives will be accomplished in a manner that will provide the
youth with an opportunity to acquire increased self-dignity and sel f-
discipline, better work with and relate with peers and supervisors, and
build lasting cultural bridges between youth from various social, ethnic,
racial, and economic backgrounds.

ANALYS|S STRATEGY

By agreement with the sponsoring agencies, the Institute's evaluation
has focused on assessing the impact of the program on the enrollees (objec-
tives 2, 3, and the objectives implied in the paragraph following number
three), as opposed to measuring enrollee impact on the environment. In
addition to measuring degree to which these objectives were attained, we
have tried to account for differences in attainment by relating various
measures of enrollee and camp characteristics to the outcome measures.

This approach to the research is summarized .below in the table of constructs.
]

In trying to explain differences in attainment, we have employed a
three-step analytic procedure. The predictor measures are divided into
three groups. The first set includes characteristics of enrollees such as
their sex, race, etc. As a set they are used to predict an outcome (satis-
faction, knowledge, etc.). This is done by including them all in a multi-
variate analysis which attempts to explain variation in the outcome variable.
The particular analysis technique is called Multiple Classification Analysis
(MCA). It is a form of multiple regression with a few additional advantages.
Unlike linear regression, MCA can handle both continuous variables (such
as age) and discrete variables (such as race) at the same time. Thus the
technique is highly appropriate for analyzing the YCC data. For any analysis,
the output of MCA includes a measure of the amount of variance that can be
accounted for in the outcome variable, e.g., Corps member satisfaction. This
measure is referred to as the Multiple R-squared. The output also includes
two statistics for each of the predictor or’explanatory variables in the set.
One is eta, a measure of the predictive power of the measure taken by itself,
and the other is beta, a measure of the predictive power of the measure when
the other measures are taken into account. The contept of ''taking into
account'' or 'controlling for other variables' is very important. Sometimes
apparent differences are associated with a measure, but they disappear when
another factor is '‘taken into account."

Characteristics of enrollees are considered first, because they repre-
sent the ''given'" -- the unchangeables with which YCC must work. Thus the
first analytic question asks whether there are differences |n satisfaction
or learning which are associated with differences in-sex, race, grade in
school, or other background measures. Having answered this question, a



RESEARCH ON THE YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS PROGRAM

1971 = 1973
CONSTRUCTS
PREDICTORS - EVALUATION CRITERIA (QUTCOMES)
| Organizational Characteristics (Chapter 3) [H. Environmental Education - Formal Learning

(Chapter 5)
A. Objective - camp types, programs

and settings; aggregate camper |V, Perceived Learnings (Chapter 4)
characteristics

A Ecology
B. Perceived - camper-staff inter-

personal relations and partici- B. Use of tools

pation; ratings of camp and

program components (. Working with others == peers,

co-workers, people of different

# (. Data Feedback Process ((hapter 6) racial=ethnic backgrounds
I, Individual Characteristics (Chapter 2) # V. Perceived Value of Learnings for Home

Environment (Chapter 4)
A, Demographics and Background

.....

VI. Satisfaction/Worthwhileness of Summer
5B, Verbal Ability Experience (Chapter k)

* Added in 1973 Program Evaluation
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second one is asked of the data: do any camp characteristics account for
differences which the characteristics of individuals do not? In this

second step, the camp characteristics and enrollee characteristics are
considered simultaneously. This helps separate out the real causal fac-
tors from the apparent causal factors. For example, an apparent difference
between four- and eight-week camps could be associated with the types of
campers who attend the four-week sessions vs. those who attend the eight-
wieek sessions. In such a case, the most reasonable interpretation of the
differences would be to say that it is the types of enrollees in th. partic-
ular camp that makes the difference, not the length of session.

A third set of measures that are examined are the characteristics of
the camp environment that are derived from average enrol lee ratings of ’
factors such as quality of staff, quality of interpersonal relations
between campers and staff, and enrollee participation in camp decision-
making. *

THE SOURCE OF DATA

The data for this report were collected in self-completed tests and
questionnaires designed and printed by the Institute and administered to
groups of enrollees in each camp by the camp staff. There were three
separate sessions. (1) A pretest of environmental knowledge was given
within the first three days of camp. (2) During the first part of the
second week of camp, a questionnaire on staff-camper relations and camper
participation in camp governance plus a short test of verbal skills were
given. Finally, (3) during the last week of camp two instruments were
filled out by enrollees: a post-test of environmental knowledge and a
questionnaire asking for their assessment of camp quality and their self-
assessment of how much they had learned in the several learning areas.
Care was taken to protect the confidentiality of respondents; a code was
used to match up the different instruments provided by each respondent.?2
All of the instruments were returned to the Institute for computer pro-
cessing.

In addition to responses from Corps members, information was collected
through mail questionnaires sent to camp directors and from site visits
made to 17 of the camps by the research staff. This information was used
in analyzing enrollees' responses to the program. Before the camps opened,
an inventéry for each camp was assembled. This included information on
dates of operation, size, agency sponsorship, residential character, and
sex of Corps members. These variables were also used in analyzing enrollees
responses.

p

ZThe code was a combination of birthdate and number of brothers and sisters.
This was a bad choice. A number of youth did not give the same birthdate on
all four of the questionnaires (the year of birth was the most frequent prob-
lem). Also, the number of siblings sometimes changed in the course of the
summer.. We think now that this is not a good way to achieve the goal of con-
fidentiality, given the resulting problems this method generates.

10
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This report on our findings is presented in the following chapters.,
Chapter 2 describes the young people who participated in the program and
Chapter 3 describes the characteristics of the camps tuey attended. Chapter
4 describes their satisfaction with the program, their impressions of the
quantity and quality of the work accomplisheq, and their feelings about
how much they learned during the summer. Chapter 5 describes the Environ- _
mental Knowledge test and the performance of enrollees on the test. Chapter
6 describes the data feedback experiment. Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes
our findings and presents some recommendations for the future.

1i
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Chapter 2

CHARACTERISTICS OF CORPS MEMBERS

This chapter describes a number of characteristics of th: young peo-
ple who participated in the 1973 Youth Conservation Corps (YCC). The
data provide a partial answer tu the question of whether or not the program
has been open to young people of all social, economic, and racial back-
grounds. The measures are used in later chapters in analyzing differences
in enrollee response to various aspects of the program.

The legislation establishing the YCC stipulated that, "The Corps shall
be open to youth of both sexes and youth of all social, economic, and racial
classifications..." In the first two years of the program, we concluded
that participants in the program represented a reasonable cross-section of
teenagers throughout the United States. However, there was Ssome degree of -
under-representation of girls, Blacks, and youth from very large cities.

In 1973 the percentage of girls in the program was much larger than in
either of the previous years. Table 2-1 shows the data. In the first year
of the program one-third of the participants were girls. This increased to
42 percent in 1972 and in 1973 almost one-half (48 percent) were female.

The 1973 figure is almost identical to the percentage of 15-19 year old

females in the nation as a whole.

The data on family income show that there was a broad range of economic
backgrounds represented in YCC. A four category distribution of 1973 family
income for YCC and for all "primary. families'" in the U.S. in 1972 is shown
in Table 2-1.1 A comparison of the two distributions suggests that YCC over-
represents the income categories between $5,000 and $15,000 and under-repre-
sents the extremes on either side of this range. Assuming that the overall
range would shift upward with 1573 Census data and that the range would be
even higher for families with 14-18 year-old children, we estimate that only
the over $15,000 category is seriously under-represented. We conclude that
YCC did indeed attract participants from a broad range of economic backgrounds,
al though teenagers from the wealthier families were less likely than others
to participate.

Exact comparisons with national income distributions are difficult; data for
1973 are not yet available from the Bureau of the Census; and even then, the
standard tables which are produced do not present the relevant tabular break-
downs. The appropriate reference group would be families whith had a teenage -
child between the ages of 14 and 18. The closest comparison we can make is
with the 1972 income distribution for all "primary families."” For this group
the median income was $10,815; interpolating from the trend line of annual in-
creases in income, we estimate that this might have risen to $11,500 by summer
of 1973. For the group with teenage children, we would project a median income
in excess of $12,000 for those families where the age of the head ‘is 35-54--0l1d
enough to have teenage children. This figure is somewhat higher than the median
family income of $10,990 for the 1973 enrollees.

_7_
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Table 2-1

Characteristics of Corps Members
(percentage distributions of corps members responding during the
summers of 1971, 1972, and 1973)!

AlY U.S., Age ——Y(C
15-19 19702 971 1972 1973
""—' % b4 3
Sex of Corps Members
Male - 63 58
Female v 37 b2 e
. Total % and (N) 100 100 100 100
(2300) (3188) (3032)
Race and Ethnic Background
White 81 ‘ 83 82 80
Black 13 9 7 7
American Indian * 4 6 5
Spanish surname ) 2 3 5
Others (including Oriental) 1 2 2 2
Total % and (N) . 100 100 100 100
: (2275) . (3120) (3027)

Place of Residence
Large city of more than 4

00,000 people / 9 1 (13)
Medium sjze city of 100,000

to 500,000 people 10 12 1 (12)
Suburb of medium or large clty Not . 9 9 10 (11)
Small city of 25,000 to 100,000 Available

people 17 17 18 (17)
SmaLl_;own of less than 25,000

people 31 28 31 (28)
Rural area or Indian reservation _26 25 20 (19)
Total % and (N) 100 100 100

(2265) (3141) (2751)3

*Less than .5 percent.

]Perccntnges are adjusted to exclude corps members not answering ques-
tians, More complete data on sample slzes In 1971-1973 appear in the Technical
Notes Appendix.

“Census data for all 15-19 year olds in 1970, Sex: Burcau aof the Census,
United States Summary, Vol. 1, 1970, pp. 276-277. Race: Census Report PC(2)~1A.
See the Technlcpl Notes Appendix for a discussion of the racial breakdown.

3In 1973 data on place of residence and aqe were collecled on the bagk
page of a test of verhal skills administered in the second week of camp,  Re-
turns on these Instpumants was much Tower than for other questionnalres.

hNumbers 1n parentheses are the percentages based on those in 7-day

residentlal camps, ‘.3
[ 3
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Table 2-1 (cont.)
Characteristics of Corps Members

(percentage distributions of corps members responding during the
summers of 1971, 1972, and 1973)

All Primary YCC

Families 1972° 1971 1972 1973
% b4 %

Family lncome6
Under $5,000 19 1 8 i
$5,000-9,999 27 3] 24 32
$10,000-14,999 27 29 28 35
$15,000 and over 20 26 30 22
Don't know % _—}— —!—9_ __‘-\.
Total % and (N) 100 100 100

(2098) (3211) (3256)
Age
14 ] ] 2
15 Not 29 28 27
16 Available 3l 35 34
17 27 27 28
18 or 19 9 9 -3
Total % and (N) 100 - 100 100

(2288) (3167) (2783)3
Schooling Completed
7th grade ¥ -- --
8th grade 2 | |
9th grade Not 17 17 16
{0th grade /luaLZabZe 3’.’ 33 3’.’
11th grade 33 33 34
12th grade 14 16 15
First year of college ¥ _* _®
Total % and (N) ) 100 100 100

(2286) (3157) (3033)

*Less than .5 percent.

SCurrent Population Reports, P-60, No. 90, December, 1973. Table 28:
Data on primary famillies,

6The second two columns are based on data provided by enrollees in
Uof M questionnalres, In 1973 famlly Income data were collected by the
agencles. Based on these data, the medlan Income for each of the three
years 1s §11,500 In 1971, §11,950 In 1972, and $10,990 in 1973,

L
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On the racial dimension YCC in 1973 had about the same percentage of
non-vhites as there are nationally. The 1970 Census shows that 19 percent
of the 15-19 year olds are non-white, while 20 percent of the YCC partici-
pants were in this category. However, the representation of particular
minorities did not reflect the national picture. The percentages of American
Indian and Oriental youth were larger than the national rates while the
percentage of Blacks was one-half the national rate (see Table 2-1).

Another dimension associated with differences in backgrcund is the size
of the community where an enrollee resides during the school year. The

data are shown in Tah! . Over the three years of the program, there has
been a small shift - .. " ‘ger percentage coming from urban areas; as in
past years, howeve. the lees come predominantly from small cities and
rural areas and not je metropolitan areas. Some of this can be
attributed to the existence of non-residential camps which must draw their
enrollees from areas near the camps. Twenty-one percent of the campers

--attended day-camps (non-residential) and another 12 percent were in 5-day
“residential camps. Since almost all camps are located in rural areas such

as national forests and parks, one-third of all the campers had to be drawn
from the areas that typically surround the camps. Rarely do such areas in-
clude large metropolitan centers. When enrollees in 7-day residential camps
(approximately 2200 of them) are analyzed separately (see Table 2-1, numbers
in parentheses in 1973 column), the distributions for place of residence shift
slightly to show a larger percentage coming from urban areas.

A related question is whether this distribution by "place of residence'"
matches the national distribution. Unfortunately, the Census does not use
“he same urbanization measure which we used and we have had difficulty making
the comparison. Taole 2-2 presents the data which we do have. Column one
shows the national distribution for people of all ages, mapping the Census
data onto our own urbanization measure. Column two shows the distribution
of YCC youth who were in 7-day residential camps. If one assumes that the
category '""unincorporated parts of urban areas'" that is used by Census is
properly matched with one of the first three categories, then the two dis-
tributions match fairly closely, with the "small town' category being over-
represented in YCC at the expense of "rural."

Mirroring the national picture, Blacks in YLC came mor~ frequently from
the cities than did whites == almost one-half of all the Blacks in the resi-
dential camps came from cities of 100,000 or more. So urbanization gives us
na clue as to the type of Black that is under-represented in the program.

In summary we find no evidence that there are rural/urban types of youth who
were not represented in the program. Inasmuch as this factor is important
to people responsible for the program, more accurate census-type information
will have to be collected.

Unlike previous years, we are able to describe the 1973 enrollees as to
their verbal ability, In order ‘o better understand performance of campers
on the environmental education test, we had camp staffs administer a test
ot verhal skilla at the beginning of camp.  This is the vocabularly skills

1o
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Table 2-2

Place of Restidence by Race for
Enrollees in 7-Day Residential Camps

—YCC 7-Day Residentfal Camps—

u.s. Pop‘ Black White Spanish
Place of Residence All Ages' Total Only Only Surname
Large city of more than
500,000 people 16 13 23 12 18
Medium sjize city of .
100,000 ta 70 Np Jsple 12 12 25 1 15
Suburb of ‘
T city --a 1 5 12 13
Small city of 25,000 to
100,000 people 17 17 20 17 23
Small town of less than
25,000 people 21 28 20 30 28
Rural area or Indian
reservation 27 19 7 18 3
Unincorporated parts of
urban areas 7 _::P -.b --b --b
Total % and (N) 100 100 100 100 100
(1638) (1z2h)  (1291) (74)

lU.S. Dept. of Commerce, Statistical Abstract ¢ e U.S. 1973. Table 18.

3Not & -ategory for Census.

bNot e‘:ategory for U of M study.

portion of the General Aptitude Test Battery. The test can be thought of as

a measure of general academic ability. The average academic ability of enrollees
who had just completed the ninth grade were comparable to the national average.
But the average of those who had completed the tenth grade and higher was
consliderably above the national norms (by 1/3 to 1/2 standard deviation). What
this ‘indicates Is that typical YCC enrollees--at least those who have completed
grade 10, 11. or 12--were academically among the better students In thelr grade
level, The i=mlicatlions of this point for learning and test performance are
discussed 'n Thapter 5.

The ¢-~s an the characteristics of enrollees are presented because there
Is a ree¢ > wvaluate how well the program did In meeting the legislative

requ:remert. . ''openness to all.'" The particular judgment one makes depends
on how one .= nks about the issue. The Congressional Act creating the YCC states
two things.=xout the population to be served. in the Introduction it says that
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the gainful employment of ''American youth, representing all segments of
society' is good. Later it stipulates that, ''the Corps shall be open to
youth of both sexes and youth of all social, economic and racial classi-
fications..." The main criterion appears to be the ''openness' of the pro-
gram to all. We interpret this to mean that youth between the ages of 15

and 18, of both sexes, and from all backgrounds should feel that the program
is open to them in the sense that If they are interested in participating,
and they meet the minimum qualifications, then they have as good a chance

as any other teenager of being selected to participate. By this interpre-
tation, the proof of the program's openness does not lie entirely in the
numbers of different subgroups who are in the program. First of all, there
is the matter of attractiveness. It is implicit in the program's description
that a YCC candidate will be Interested in three things: gainful employment
at the current YCC w. je rate, living and working outdoors, and development
and maintenance of the natlon's natural resources as they are manifested in
National Forests, National Parks, and public domain lands. But it is doubt=-
ful that these things have universal appeal among all groups of youth. Many
urban youth may have no desire to spend eight weeks In the woods. |ndeed, we
have talked to some urban Black youth for whom the non-urban environment of

a National Forest holds little appeal. On a different dimension -- economics =-
we know of one Indian tribe where many teenagers prefer to work in a nearby
tourist tow~ -utlier than joln YC{ because they can earn much more money.

The me relez:.z7t criteria to be considered in judging the program's
openness is -+ reuitment procedure which is used to generate the pool of
applicants, ::d v .election procedure by which some applicants a-e accepted
and others :-!pc.. Recruitment procedures varied quite a bit around the
nation. But . - - il procedure Involved a YCC representative going to a
high school ar: - -:ribing the program In a school assembly. Given the number

of available »er<inral and the size of the Pilot Program, such presentations
were made i* onle oo omall fraction of the total number of schools in a state.
In some casts there was no assembly and a school counselor was asked to dissem-
inate the bisic faz:-+ about the program. In either case, the school counselor
was asked t helz w.irh the recrultment by spreading the word and coordinating
the applica .= pro.:55. One of the implicit criteria for selection into the

program is “f the soplicant have an interest in conservation or in learning
about devel-: wr ard maintenance of natural resources. This alone limits the
number of y. .iri vhar a counselor may consider as possible candidates (and

thus encour> - o~ discourage them to particls+te. Another critericn clearly
eliminates i~ 1vi als who have broken the law ~ who are known to have used
drugs. The- . re some assumptions which @2 counselor must make on the
basis of th: -.upl®. tion form. To be considere: for YCC, an enrollee must
secure a re. ceendation from an adult (typlcall a teacher or counselor).

This person © . to rate the applicant on f .e characteristics: '""Academic
rating, Depr v 17 s, Relationship with others, Leadership ability, Ability
to take directiars.'  Inevitably, these several :riteria result in 'better"
youth being appra:c * 1 and/or selected. By "better' is meant those who stand
out as beinqg i<te ~dy enthusiastic, cooperative, and -~ as our data on verbal
skills show - - a% - average academically. Inevitably, all of these many fil-
ters have the - --: of Timitlng interest and participation of some qroups of

teenagers,



_13_

The point of all this discussion is to underScore the difficulty of
evaluating how '"open' a program such as YCC is to youth of all backgrounds;
and that such a judgment has to consider not only the presence of youth from
many different backgrounds, but also the extent to which the program was
made known to all groups, the nature of the program (its appeal, if you will),
and the requirements laid doWn for the selection of participants. '

_ From our perspective, we think the program has done a gond job in ob-
taining the participation of teenagers of both sexes and teenagers from a
broad spectrum of social, economic, and racial backgrounds. A notable ex-
ception concerns Black youth. It is not clear whether this is due to limita-
tions in recruitment or more simply to a lack of appeal of YCC to these youth.
As an aside, we find it refreshing to find a federal program which is aimed
both at middle class Americans as well as various underprivileged or deprived
groups in society,

-



Chapter 3

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CAMPS

An important part of our evaluation of the Youth Conservation Corps is
understanding the effects of different camp and program characteristics on
corps member responses. In order to present some jdea of the types of dif-
ferences that existed in camps during 1973 and to lay the groundwork for the
analyses which follow, this chapter will describe a number of camp and p* aram
characteristics.

For purposes of our study, a total of 100 camps are considered. A camp
in American Samoa and one in Puerto Rico were not included in our inventory.
Nine of these 100 camps held two consecutive four-week sessions. |In the
discussion to follow, these are considered as single camps.

Table 3-1 shows some of the characteristics of these camps. About one-
half (48) of the camps were conducted by the U.S. Forest Service within the
Department of Agriculture; the other half (52) were conducted by five different
Bureaus within the Department of the Interior. Each of the six Sponsors con-
ducts approximatelv the same number of camps as they did in 1972.

The camps varied in size from one small camp of five enrollees in Wyoming
to a very large operation of 73 enrollees in California. The mode was a camp
with 20-30 campers. The length of the summer program was nine weeks in the
single session camps, although a few camps ran a few weeks shorter or longer.
In the eight double-session camps each session lasted four weeks.

About one quarter of thz camps were non-residential. In non-residential
camps enrollees were transported daily from plck-up.points near their homes to
work sites a short distance away. There were two types of residential camps,
5-day and 7-day. |In the former, campers stayed at the camps during the week,
and returned home on the weekends. Of necessity, these camps drew their en-
rollees from communities relatively near the camps. In contrast, enrollees
at the 7-day residential camps came for the entire season (with maybe one
furlough) and came from areas anywhere within the state. Facilities at the
residential camps varled greatly. Among those used were college campuses,
boarding schools, ski lodges, army posts, training centers, former vacation
resorts, and wilderness locations. The living accommodatjons ranged from
dormitories, cabins, and trailers to tents.

Eighty-nine of the camps were co-educational. The number of coed camps
has increased steadily over the three years, starting witk one-half of the
camps ir 1971, increasing to 80 percent in 1972, and to 8% percent in 1973,
Typical'v, coed camps had approximately equal numbers of boys and girls.

—.]5..



-16-
Table 3-1
Characteristics of Youth Conservation Corps Camps - 1972 and 1973

Number of CampsI

Sponsoring Agency 1972 1973
Bureau of lIndian Affairs 8 6
Bureau of Land Management 8
Bureau of Reclamation 6 6
Bureau o Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 19 18
National Park Service 13 14
Forest Service 47 48

Sex Composition

Coed 78 89
Giris only 5 b
Boys only 14 7

Size of Camps {number of corps members)

5-14 5 4
15-20 20 12
21-29 26 41
30-39 25 25
h0-50 21 12
51-73 -- 6

Duration of Camp Sessions

4 weeks 12 9
5-7 weeks

8 weeks B weeks 85 91
9-10 week:

Tye of Camp

Residential - § day 52 19
Residential - 7 day . 18 53
Mon-residential 26 28

'Excludes a co=n in American Samoa and one in Puerto Rico. Camps with two
(onsecutive four-week sessions are considered as single camps.

20
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We discussed earlier the distribution of minorities in the overall pro-
gram. A related issue is the extent to which minorities were distributed
within the many camps. Table 3-2 shows the data. The sic. ic that : rsed

lable 3 .

e Ve ((“;(,ﬂ C)J“ N}'Zl: te EVI o L". [v el 1' n C(\"":' G

Percent White Number: of Camps
20-39 5
Lo-59 9
60-79 23
80-89 : 33
90-94 14
95-100 15

is the percentage of enrollees in a camp who identified themselves as White

(as opposed to American fndian, Black, Spanish surname, Oriental, or '"other").
The relevant question is this: in how many of the camps was there a sufficient
number of youth of _ different racial background to make cultural exchange
possible? There is no single fraction which is a cutting point; too much de-
pends on the paiticular individuals jnvolved. But we can say that only 7

camps were entirely without minorities, and another eight had only one person
of a minority background. So, in most of the camps we think there was at least
the opportunity for cultural exchange.

Camper Ratings of the Staff. Enrollees were asked to rate the staff in
their camp on five different dimensions. The ratings scale had five points,
ranging from exce'lent to poor. The questions are shown in Figure 3-1, along
with the average camp-level ratings.

Overall, the camp ratings are very high, indicating that the enrollees had
considerable respect for the quality of the staff in their camp. Comparisons
of the 1973 data with the 1972 .data are interesting. All of the 1973 ratings
are somewhat higher. Rating. of the staff as work leaders and on their commit-
ment to YCC are not much higher (10 percent of a standard deviation). But on
items C-E--concern and knowledge of the environment and ability to help you
learn about the environment--the ratings are all 1/4 of a standard deviation
higher in 1973. This suggests that a greater effort may have been made in
1973 to select staff for their environmental awareness and concern. Of course,
some of the differences between the two vears could be attributahble to the
Fact that a different set of campers did the ratings. However, it is certain-
ly reasonable that camp directors would have learned from th= 1972 season some
of the characteristics that make far the best statf, and wo.ld have been able
to make better selections the following vear.

Enrollees were also usked to rat- other aspects of the program, including
varicus aspects of the environmental w.lucation program, the cuality of their
fellow=corps members, the coordinatior botween wark and educ: tioh, the qual ity

A
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Figure 3-1

cweip Mean Seores . cwniper Ratings of the Staff
Here are some questions about how you would rate specific parts of the Youth
Conservation Corps.

- 0
c 0
o 0
:l—) >~ © - b
(O] — [e) — o
X CU o] @ O
ud > [ TN I8 a.
How would you rate the Regular Staff: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
A. as work leaders? | __+l_-“ 4 1 4
B. as to their commitment to the overall
objectives of the YCC program? L i ] 1 4
C. as to their concern about the environment? { ;FJ 1 ) 3
D. as to their knowiedge of the environment? L I ] i -
E. as to their ability to help you learn
about the environment? L ;" { | 1

NOTE: Dashed line shows the range of camp means for camps with scores between

the 10th and 90th percentile. The vertical mark on the dashed line shows the
overall mean of all camp ratings.

of the living and recreational facilities, and the extent to which the camp
was seen as a close-knit community. Most camps averaged between good and
excellent. Details of these ratings can be found in Appendix B. The
Appendix on post-season reports to camp directors.

Interpersonal Relations and Camper Participation. Two additional charac-
teristics of the camps were important correlates of corps member responses to
the program in the first tws vears. These ar- the extent to which corps mem-
bers said they participatec in camp governancs and the ratings they gave to
quality of interpersonal relations between campers and staff. These were
assessed again in 1973. Six questions were asked about each of the concepts;
tiey were asked in the final week of camp. The six items on staff-camper
interpersonal relations are shown below.

ltems in the Interpe:sonal
Relations (IR) Indox

=-How often is the behavior of the camp taff friendly and
suppartive?
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--To what extent do you consider individual members of the
staff as friends? -

~-~-To what extent does the staff give positive rather than
negative comments or criticisms in discussing the work of
camp members?

-~ To what extent do you feel free to talk to members of the
staff? '

~-To what extent does the staff treat you as an individual
rather than just another member of the group?

Next to each question was a line divided into equal parts with diametrically
opposite responses appecaring at the two ends. Corps members were asked to
place an "X'"'" at the point along the line which best described their camp
according to the dimension. (See the Appendix for the actual questionnaire.)
The questions in the index consider the corps members' perceptions of the
staff's friendliness, supportiveness, and willingness to communicate with the
campers. They also ask about the staff's respect for each, camper as an individ~
ual and about the quality of the comments that are made in discussing the work
of campers.

Responses to these questions were scored on a 21-point scale. For each
camper an Interpersonal Relations Index (IR) was calculated by taking a mean
of ratings for the six items. Then, for each camp, a summary measure of in-
terpersonal relations in the camp was calculated by taking a mean of 1R index
scores for all of the enrollees in that camp. The average camp rating on in-
terpersonal relations was 16.5. Eighty percent of the camps had ratings between
14.5 and 18.3. This is illustrated In the scale below. The average score was
1/4 standard devia“ion higher in 1973 than in 1972.

.

Average Camp Ratings on Interpersonal
Relations Between Staff and Enrollees

I..-;}..l
] 11 21
Low Medium High

We will discuss this index further in the chapters that follow.

The six items c¢n enrollee participation In camp decision-making are shown
on thz2 fellowing page.

3
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Items in the
Enrollee Participation (P) Index

--How often does the staff ask fur and use your ideas about
program matters such as work assignments and topics to be
studied?

--How often does the staff ask for and use your ideas about
non-program matters such as discipline and free-time activi-
ties?

-~To what extent is the s.aff willing to try new ways of doing
things in order to improve the corps program?

--How much are you involved in making decisions about running
the camp and its programs? .

-~How often do the staff and corps members meet to discuss
camp problems?

--To what extent is the staff willing to share information
with corps members about the camp and its operation?

There are three concepts being measured here. One is the general flexibility
of the staff; are they willing to do things differently if the situation de-
mands. Second is whether information on camp operation is shared with the
enrollees and, related to this, whether times were set aside to discuss camp
problems. The third concept is the actual involvement of enrollees in deci-
sion-making with respect to work assignments, topics studied in environmental
education, free-time activities, discipline policy, and general running of
the camp. -

Responses to the six questions were made on a 2l-point scale of opposites
(see the Appendix for the actual questionnaire). An average participation index
score was calculated for each camp, using the same procedure described above
for the IR index. The average camp rating was 13.9, with B0 percent of the
camps having a score between 11.3 and 16.6. This is illustrated on the scale
below. The average rating was 40 percent of a standard deviation higher than

in 1972.

Camper Participation in
Camp Decision-Making

1 i ]

reenaduenname

] 11 21
Low Medium High

po
i
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As we will see in later chapters, a camp's rating on this measure is an
important predictor of some of the outcomes of interest in the YCC program.
This was true in prior years as well, but there has bec.. >sme misunderstanding
about the meaning of the measure. In the extreme, some people have thought
that we are asking campers whether they had the opportunities to perform the
functions which are properly functions of the staff. Some camp directors have
focussed on the one item which asks if enrollees were consulted for their ideas
on work assignments. They interpreted this as asking if campers selected all
the work projects to be done--an impossible task if one considers how much time
is required in advance of the opening of camp to get supplies and reserve facil-
ities for the projects which will be accomplished in the eight short weeks of
camp. Interpretations such as this fail to see the overatll picture. What is
being asked is whether enrollees' opinions are considered in decisions that are
made in many different areas of camp life.

We do not mean to imply that the enrollees should be placed on the board
of directors of each camp. What we do know is that studies in other organiza-
tions, notably industry, show that greater participation in decision-making
related to the work results in higher worker satisfaction and frequently in
greater productivity. Since YCC is a job, it seemed plausible that the same
principle would apply. What the measure of participation is:trying to assess
is a general involvement in decision-making. We feel that a genuine and legiti-
mate sense of involvement can result from enrollees being~asked their opinion
on decisions that might appear to be minor to the camp staff. For example,
on the job it could result from work leaders asking whether a trail should be
cleared starting at the top or the bottom, or whether a new trail should be
cut straight up a slope or up a longer but less steep side route. Back at camp,
enrollees might be consulted on the rules that will be used to govern community
life in the camp, rules which the staff will enforce. What is important is for
staff to be alert to the many daily opportunities to involve campers in such
decisions.

The rationale for encouraging this type of participation extend beyond
a concern for worker satisfaction to & consideration of the developmental needs
of adolescents in a democratic society. |f teenagers are going to learn how
to take responsibility for themselves and their community, they have to have
occasions to practice it--to make decisions and understand the consequences,
Given the program and the small adult-to-adolescent ratio, YCC is uniquely
suited to provide opportunities which will increase competence in the area of
decision-making and community responsibility.

(3% By
Sov)



Chapter 4

ENROLLEE RATINGS OF SATISFACTION, WORK, AND LEARNINGS

SATISFACTION ALY WORK

For the third year in a row, enrollees indicated very high satisfac-
tion with the YCC nrogram. This conclusion is based on their responses to
tWwo questions shown in Table 4=1. The first one asked how much they 1iked
their experience. Seventy percent of the campers chose the highest rating
possible and most.of the remainder (23 percent) chose the next highest rating.
A second question asked how worthwhile ‘they felt their experience had been.
Eighty-one percent of the enrollees chose the highest point on a four-point
scale and most of the remainder selected the next highest scale point.

While there was not a lot of variability in the satisfaction measures,
we searched for the correlates of differences in ratings. Using the first
satisfaction measure in Table 4-1, we looked for differences among a variety
of enrollee characteristics including sex, grade, age, parent's education,
urban/rural home environment, prior camping experience, and racial background.
The only systematic aifferences we found were related to race. American Indian
and Black youth displayed slightly lower levels of satisfaction than did other
racial groups. This is shown in Table 4=2. An accurate summary of racial
differences ‘would be to say that Blacks and Indians liked their YCC experience,
but were less extreme in checking the rating scale.

For the American Indian youth, we have to raise a methodological question
pertaining to these results. Is it proper to compare across cultures the
responses to a scale which is trying to measure degree of emotional response?
It is the authors' impression that in the mainstream American culture there
are norms which support the outward expression of emotion and sentiment, in
contrast to the norms in most Indian tribes. Thus, it is quite possible

that .for many Indian youth the statement "| liked jt" may be equivalent to
the apparently more extreme statement, | really liked it." In the absence

of strong evidence to the contrary, we choose to minimize the meaning of the
small differences in satisfaction for Indians until an additional study can
be made using other than paper-and-pencil survey instruments,

Blacks in the program come from a variety of backgrounds, but it seems un-
likely that we can make the argument that the norms for expression of emotion
are generally different for most Blacks. What we can polnt out, though, is that
there is more variability about the mean rating of satisfaction for Blacks than
there Is for other groups (standard deviation = .80 vs. .60 for the rest of the
sample). This indicates that much of the explanation for a Black's response to
the program is linked to factors other than his skin color or to a homogeneous
influence of "Black culture." Two types of explanation are possible. One Is

-23-
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Table 4-1

Overall Evaluxtion of the Youth Conservation (orps Ezperience

Corps Members Responding
During Final Week

1973

1971 1972
% % Z
To begin with, how do you feel about
your Youth Conservation Corps experience
this summer?
! really liked it 55 67 70
I liked it 31 22 23
| can't say | clearly liked or disliked
it (neutral) ! 9 i 5
I disliked it _ ] ] i
| really disliked it ¥ ¥ ¥
No response b _6 2
Total 100 100 100
(2245) (2856)  (3045)
How worthwhile to you was your Youth
Conservation Corps experience this
summer?
Very worthwhile 71 78 81
Somewhat worthwhile - 23 15 16
Not very worthwhile 2 ] ]
Not at all worthwhile ] ! : 't
No response _3 _6 2
Total 100 100 100
(2245) (2856)  (3045)
Compared to other summer jobs for people
your age, how would you rate the Youth
Conservation Corps job you had this
. summer?
Excel lent Not Not 61
Yery good Asked Asked 22
Good s 11
Fair : 5
Poor 1
Total ' 100
(3016)

*Less than .5 percent.
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Table 4-2

Racial Differences in Satisfaction

Category N Mean* S.D.
American Indian 142 1.56 .66
Black 216 1.59 .80
Oriental 43 1.28 .63
Spanish ' 126 1.40 .67
White 2386 1.32 .57
Overall 1.34 .60

*1=1 really llked it, 5=1 really dlsliked it. ANOVA: eta = .15

!

that there is variation in the response of Blacks according to their back-
ground (Southern/Northern, rural/urban, etc.), and the other is that the
experience of Blacks varies a lot depending on the particular camp environ-
ment to which they are exposed. Systematic observation in the camps in the
1974 season could shed some light on this issue.

We also looked for differences related to camp characteristics such as
four-week/eight-week, residential/non-residential, and number of campers.
There was a slight tendency for higher satisfaction scores to be associated
with four-week camps and with residential camps. These differences, however,
were quite small.

Also associated with the highest levels of satisfaction were camper ratings

(at the camp average level) of (1) the quality of the staff (their commitment
to YCC, their knowledge of the environment, etc.); (2) the quality of the
environmental education program; (3) the commitment of other enrollees to the
objectives of YCC; (4) the.quality of the interpersonal relations between
staff and campers; and (5) the extent to which they as enrollees had partici-
pated in decision-making in the camp. The first three of these may not be
causally related at all. Campers who are more satisfied--for whatever reason--
would be more likely to say that everything about the camp--the staff, educa-
tion program, and fellow enrollees--were '"better." But the fourth and fifth
factors are not based on ''good-bad' type ratings. Rather they are ratings
of the extent or frequency with which things are done in the camp and thus
are much less subject to distortion by virtue of overall feelings about the
camp experience. For this reason, we feel that two factors which influence

- ‘satlsfaction positlively are the quality of the staff-enrollee interaction and
the extent to which enrollees have a chance to influence some of the declsions
which affect them in the course of the summer.

The above findings are based on a three~step analytic procedure which

serves as a model for all of the relational analyses that were done for this
report. The reader is referred to Chapter 1 for a discussion of the procedure

28
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and the associated statistical methods. Table 4-3 presents a summary of
the multivariate analyses of satisfaction

RATING YCC AS A SUMMER JOB

In 1973, enrollees were also asked how their YCC experience compared with
other summer jobs for people their age. The question and the distribution
are shown on the bottom ¢ Table 4-1. The average rating was very high, al-
though there was more variation than with the satisfaction item. Sixty-one
percent marked ''excellent'' and another 22 percent chose ''very good." Again,
American Indian and Black youth rated the job high, but somewhat lower on the
average than did other racial g-oups. (Rating YCC as an "excellent" or 'very
good" job: whites 85 percent, Indians 71 percent, and Blacks 65 percent.) Boys
rated the YCC job higher than girls. This may reflect the fact that in American
culture securing a summer job is more important for a teenage boy than girl;
and further, that the jobs which are available to high-school age boys typically
do not have the variety of tasks and intrinsic interest associated with them
that YCC activities have.

One of the Congressional objectives of the program is to provide ''gainful
employment' for teenaders. In practice this has worked out to mean compensating
enrollees with $300 - $400 for an eight-week summer. We asked the enrollees to
rate the amount of money they earned compared to what they felt they could earn
a: another summer job back home. The scale had: five points and ranged from
"excellent' to "poor.'" The average response was between ""good'' and ''fair."” It
is not clear that enrollees actually could cdommand higher compensation back
home, but clearly their enthusiasm for the program is not tied closely to
their feelings about the pay.

Responses to the pay question varied considerably around the average rating
(see Appendix B, Item X). Much of this variability is associated with particular
camps. Since we know that the actual compensation did not vary much, we think
that this reflects the different summer job markets associated with different
areas of the country and with different areas of states. For example, one camp
on the East coast drew campers from two towns: one a large resort town and
the other a small isolated town. The former had an ample supply of summer
jobs for youth while the latter had almost none.

WORK ACCOMPLISHED
One of the stated objectives of the YCC is the ""development and mainten-
ance of the natural resources of the Uni:=d States...' Whilg it is not our-..-
function to evaluate work output, we nonetheless can provide’a perspective on
it through the camper ratings of the work accomplished. Enrollees were asked
at the end of camp to rate four aspects of the work they accomplished: amount,
quality, benefit to the environment, and benefit to the public. The items are
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Table -—3
Tregieting to o - sz itisfact on Usin
“weral Prec.zt ultanec wly*
Averagz S ~fa _jon Score: 1.34T ~ Standard : siation: 0.59
‘2ojctors¥® : Be taw::

Individual £h= acteristics

Race: Black (1.56), Indian (1.%-), Spanish (1.32), . e (i.32),
Oris=-al (1.33) 213

(Verbal sk ‘1s, Grade in schoci, Parents' education, Sex,
Size of hoina town, had prior camping experience, had a
science course in high school: did not explain any
differences in satisfaction)

Camp Characteristics (Objective)

Length of session: h-week (1.25), 8-week (1.37) .08
Non-residential (1.46), 5-day residential (1.34),
7-day residential (1.32) .10

(Agency, No. of campers: did not explain any of the
differences in satisfaction)

Camp Characteristics (Subjective)

IRP: low level (1.80) ... high level (1.10) .32

(Rating of staff, Rating of EE program, and Rating of other enrollees:
- these measures are strongly associated with IRP and also pre-

dict positively to satisfaction. The strong association means

that IRP in this analysis stands for these other three ratings

as well.)

Total variation in satisfaction explained by using the bast predictors
simul taneously (Multiple R2) is 12.7%.

*See Appendix E, Technical Tables, for complete results of Multiple

Classification Analysis.

**Number in parentheses after each category is the adjusted mean
satisfaction score for that category. :

***Beta is a measure of the relative importance of the predictor.

TScale: 1=| really liked it, 5= really disliked it.
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showr in F .- ratings averaged from / good'' to '"'excel lert."
As thx camg - - ¢4 . .k on the products of tiw ‘abor, it appears tv=2y
thougrt qui - - : hem and thought that the ork had made a rezo. con-
tribution t - .nd the environment. We T 1 that this is a s “-ong
Figure L-1
Camp Lev’ » I Camper Fxtings of the Work Accomplished

c )

< 0

= o

- &

Q‘ e L3

g z 3 = 5

. o}
How would you -= + + .urrk accormplished w 2 o L o
by corps membe- ‘ camp: = ~ - = A
K. as to amot L ; 1 1 L J
L. as to qual .7 L 1 1 J
--ll+-lp-

M. as to its - to the environment? L "_4{n_"_ ! L J
N. as to its benef  to the public? L 1 I J

----b-l---

NOTE: Dashed line .uwi the range of camp means for camps with scores between
the 10th and 90th zerzzntile. The vertical mark on the dashed 1ine shows the
overall mean of ai <=mp ratings.

point of the progren wmiv viewed from the perspective of the developmental needs
of adolescents in ..~ -ziety. As society asks youth to wait longer and longer
to assume positions ¢~ -=sponSibility in society and more specifically in the
world of work, the sauth are deprived of those experiences which can give them
some sense of belonging to, and responsibility for, the country around them.

YCC may help to offset this pattern, and in so doing, contribute not only to

the maintenance of natural reSources but also to the development of the partici-
pants' self esteem and feelings of adequacy.

PERCEIVED LEARNINGS

The designe - of the YCC program hoped that youth would learn a number of
things in the cc ¢ of the summer. For one, corps members are supposed to
learn about the tu<al environment and how it functions. Second, they should
learn about the -4 ngful use, management, and protection of natural resources.
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Third, it was hoped that they would learn how to '"better :=-:. ~ith ani relate
with peers and supervisors.'" Related to this last object. ~e, the prog-am
should help-"‘build lasting cultural bridges between vouth --ov variouc social,
ethnic, racial, and economic backgrounds.'

Withir the limitations of a survey methodology, we at -zm:-ed to asSess

fulfillmer= of these objectives in two different ways. Or. .7: through a
multiple-coice test of environmental knowledge. This was de¢v “gned tc measure
growth in Tormal knowledge about the environment. A secord ..i--roach was to
ask each enrollee how much he felt he learned in these areas :==r the course
of the summer. The test will be discussed in the next chapte- in the present
chapter we will consider the enrollees' perceptions of how muz" they learned.
Enrollees were asked to rate how much they learned in s-+=m areas. The
o items are shown in the top half of Figure 4-2. With one ex“:ztion, the average
' ratings ranged from ''pretty much' to ''very much.'' The highz=t ratings wuere

reserved for the items on how to use tools and how to work =m 7rojects uhat
require teamwork. Close behind was the item, '"how to get along with people my

own age.' Slightly lower ratings (but still very high) were "general princi-
ples of ecology and conservation,' and '"how the things | do affect the environ-
ment."' '

Almost one-half the enrollees said they learned ''very much'' about how to
get along better with people of different racial or ethnic groups and ancther
30 percent said they learned "pretty much.' Variation in responses was associated
with two things. One was the prese ‘ce of an ethnic mix in the camp. The other
was the particular camp. Some camps achieved this objective better than others.
There were very few differences in the way different racial groups responded to
this item, i.e., cultural exchange seemed to be a two-way street between dif-
ferent racial groups in a camp.

The lowest rating on learnings was reserved for, '‘how | can help people in
my community become active in working on environmental problems.'" This is not
surprising. In our visits to different camps, there was considerable variation
in staff philosophy on this point. In some camps (largely Interior camps) there
was a certain missionary zeal associated with teaching enrollees things they
could do back home to conserve non-renewable resources; this.inrlused recycling
bottles, minimizing use of plastic products, walking rather than ¥-iving, etc.

A few environmemtal education programs went one step further and d:scussed ways
that enrollees could influence their communities to set up glass recycling sta-
tions or pollution study groups. But in the majority of camps {in both Interior
and Forest Service) the philosophy was to teach enrollees what rhimgs needed to
be done to conserve the areas on which the corps members were wcrkiing. For
example, in a campground construction project, the focus was typically on how
a camping area ought to be built and maintained by those responsibi= for the
campground and how enrollees as citizens could best use the area w thout up-
T setting the local ecological balance. Very little attention was given to ’
ways iQ‘which the citizenry back home might be influenced to be better zampers
when they come out from the city to use such a campground, or to ways &ifmt
learnings associated with campground construction could be relevant = the
enrollee's home community.
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active In working on environmental problems. \ X 0 |
.---i--..
CC. How to use tools, \ . . |
DD. How to get along better with people my own ape. | . )
(o fona
FE. How to get 4long better with people o7 different
raclal or etssi- groups. L N . )
Tessreoeeeee
FF.  How to work on prujects that requlre zeamwork. 1 1 | J
P Y
-
i 23] > fa2 !
Wiil any of the things vou learned o S 5 =] - 'E:J 3
this summer be of value to you back < >§ = = o 5
home? 2 ] €3 [y
C < o< (= <
=z > il v > =
(1) (2) (3) (4
GG. General principles of ecology and conssrvation. L N 3 ty
wanvdmen.
HH., How the things I do affect the environment. L \ e ; N
I11. %ow I can help people in my community bwcome
%ctlve fo working on =nvironmental problems. " | L ,
anmenafan
JJ. %How to use tools. L \ 1 . )
KX. =ow to get along “mizer wimy people my own age, , i = s
LL. How to zet along betzer with people of different
rac. .. wr ethnic growps, L } 1 )
Py S
M. How - work on projects thar require temmsork. ! 1 1
Y R
NN. In general, do vou think the things vou learned
this summer will be valuable to you back home? ___ 1 o)
' cemedhan.
NOTE: wvashed line shows the range of camp means for camps with scores between
the 10th and 90th percentile. The vartical mark on the dashed line shows the

overall mean of all camp ratings. ()3
v
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Th- e is : difference, of course, between the relevance of the project
tself . =he -ome setting and he rt=levance of the learnings that come from
orking .= rh. project, and witr 11 v"1g, plaving, and working with one's peers.
2 aske. ftha -r ~ollees to rate the value their learnings would have to them
ack home.  T-o questions and resnc.cies are shown on the bottom of Figure 4-2.

‘he averzge ratings were very hizh: except for "how | can help people in my
‘ommunit  bescxtve active in workim: environmental problems,'" which as we

~oted bersrz -=:eived the lowest -. ing as an area of learning. A single

summary <o izr asked, *'in gemer=. do you think the things learned this
summer v i = valuable to you bz=-. home?'"' Two-thirds of the participants

rezponde-: ' valuable,' and am=tlar 30 percent said ''somewhat valuable."
However, ~%=:2 are the responses ==F youth at the end of the program, before
they have *a— a chance to actuall. -eturn to their community and test the
utility ci zreir learnings.

For surpc--2s of rredicting to che perceived learnings, several of the items
were collarsec ivto indices. Inter—item correlatjons suggested that an average
could be <aken of the first two ite<s: how much | learned about '"general princi-
ples of ecology and conservation' and "how the things | do affect the environ-

ment.'"" Tris index was called ECOLESRN. Similarly an average was taken of the
last three items: how ‘much | learned about "how to get along better with people
my own age,' '‘how to get along better with people of different racial or ethnic
groups,'’ and "hew to work on projects that require teamwork.' This index was

named TEAMLEARN. The item on "how t0 use tools'' was kent separate; and the item
"how | can help people in ™y commurity become active in working on environmental
z7oblems' was rzt included in the zredictive analyses.

Several characteristics of entollees were associated with differences in
perceive’ learmings ‘Zee Table 4-4). Girls rated their perceived learnings
higher :+ an boys; thi=z was true for learnings in all three areas: ecology, the
use of z=0ls, amd rel=rionshins with peers. This may be due to the fact that
in Ame—"=an culture Y. T-type z—=ivities are engaged in less frequently by girls
than =-mes; actordingt., they .= more novel for females. In the area of learn-
ings ¥t ecology, Am=rican (::ians claimed to learn the least of all groups.
This wiiy well be due ™ the fac: rhst youth in ‘the tribes represented in YCC
erw un ir a3 culture tmat velates to the land (environment, if you will) much
More naturs ly than otter cu.tur=s in Amerijcan society. If this is true, then
wm YO zummizulum would not hawe as much to teach the native American that he
frdone = ommoy know.  In revings of the overall value of YCC to the back home
etuirnn orees are alse razia’ diff=iences. Orientals rate the program highest,
fcilow=2 clpeely by wirites ard thosz of Spanish surname. Indians and Blacks
rate tie Zaci home va'we of YU th= Towest. We think that these differences
are wort~ Tu—ther irvestigation to discover exactly what it is about YCC that
makes th=  =srnings sesmimcly less relevant to these two cultural groups.

Ratimaraf learmimgs about tesmwork were somewhat higher in residential
camps znd n eight-wesk camps. Gresder perceived learning about teamwork and e
about ecoiogy were associated with —=mps where interpersonal relations between
staff and campers were rated highly snd where enrollees felt they had some
voice in camp decision-making.

C -
L)
-



_32_
Tabie 4-4

Predicting to & recived Learmings Usir:
Several Pr-:l 7 03 Simulraneous ly*

I

ECOLRM (Mean = 3.06, Std .Jev .%-, 1 = nothing at all, 4 = very much)
Predicto- ./ Be ta=

Race: Indian (2.84), Or =-:3! (3.10). otrer groupé ==
the average score. .08

Zducation: 9 (3.02), 10 ‘" 07), 11 (3.10). 12 (3.02; .09

A combination of ratings of Environmental Education and

IPP: low (2.63) ... high (3.35) .29

Tota! variation in ECOLRI. exp-z.ned by usimg the best three pre-
dictcrs simultaneously (Multin:= R2) is 10 oercent.

TEAMLRN (Mean = 3.33, Std Dev = .66, | = nathing at =11, 4 = very much)

Prediczors Beta

Sex: female (3.43,. male {3.25) .13
Non-residential (:. 5), S5-day residential {3.28). 7-~day

res’ Zential L L0 .15

[FP: Jow (3.05) .. ' gh .3.55) R

Total variation in TEAM.'M, =xzlained by using === bes: thr=e predic-
tors simzltanesusly (™Mu'tisi= RZ) @ 8.0 percerr.

TOOL~LPN (Mear = : 0, § 2 D=v= .74, 1 = nothing at a.!, 4 = very much:
oedictes ' Berz
Sex: femzle ! .6L4), male (3.39) 17

Agency: ER (3.33), SFW (3.3]),.FS (3.58), other agencies at
‘the average score T4

ui

{RP: low (3.39) ... high (3.67)

Total va-iati . in TOOL-LRN explained by using the bes: thi~e pre-
dictors sim. -aneousl~ (Multiple RZ) is 7.0 percent.

“Sea Appon<’ s I, Tezhnical Tacles for complete resutts of Multiple Classi-
fizz ¢ 4An. yses.

#kNumoer in pze—antheses after=ach category is the & :uste. mean on the
dependent va-iable for that category.

#%*Be—= is a measure of the relative importamce of th: predictor,
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Chapter 5§

A TEST OF ENVIRONMENTAL KNOWLEZIIE

In the previous chapter we examined enrz’ =a perceptions of what things

they had learned during the swmer. In the mresent chapter we look at the
results of a more objective measure of learninas in one area: knowledge about
the principles of ecology. #5 in earlier yea~s, a test of environmental

knowledge was administered tc enrollees at bot= the beginning and end of camp.
This year the test was revisec considerably to zrovide better coverage of

the stated objectives of the =nvironmental educazion program. To develop

an improved test, we followed =3 three-step procsss. We examined the objec-
tives of the sponsoring agerczi=s for the envirormental education program and
determined which ones could rz==onably be assessed by a survey instrument
administered to enrollees. W= then reviewed the 1972 test and considered

its strengths and weaknesses.— Finally, retaining the best it=ms which
appeared to measure the measwrable objectives. The pool was pretested on
several small groups to idemtify problems of larmmuage and clarity and to
determine the amount of time recwired to complene the test. Limitations in
time precluded large scale pretesting and iter amalysis.

THE ENVIRONMENT AL EDUCATION OBJECTEVES

The objectives of the envirammental =duca:’un program are ~“tatad in the
First chapter of the Environmem:zl Education Source Book. Thi. book is an
internal publicaticn of the Deparimemts oF Inm=rior and Agrizuliure prepared
especially for the YCC program.) They are st=t=d first in very general terms
and then repeated in more svecific terms. Comrared to most sacial programs,
the statements are very clear; ivaver, tm= promream could przfit. from addi-
tional work on the statement of amjectives. GSome of them =re vague and need
to be stated more specifically; —viers ness to te restated im beofmvioral terms..

The general environmental education objectives are listed . "der two
divisions: "knowledge" and "attitusss." The knowiedge objectivz. are these:

Knowledge. The cognitive obiectives zwrzern he domains o
knowledge, factual informmtion, and basic skills ang are
considered to be:

(a). The student T wave Fncreased, assreness about
natural laws = ecological primcicles that
govern the mztural envirwnment .

,,.].,The test in 197} and .1972 was primarily the wor of Beverl y D—iver and- e e
John Scott. The 1973 revisions represents the combined effart: of Beverly
Driver, Paul Yambert and Jerome Johnston.

2ps part of this review Dr. Driver sent copies ¢’ the 1972 test to some 30
environmental educators around the country 5 sc icit their remctions. The
reactions of those who replie? were incocrperated wherever it was possible.

_33._

S
[N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_3[’_

(b) The student to better understand the extent of
the present desree of environmental deteriora-
tion.

(c) To offer possible solutions to existing and
potential environmental problems on both a
universal and a personal level.

(d) To develop an environmental ethic in each mem-
ber of the Youth Conservation Corps, enrollees,
staff members, Bureau personnel, parents, and
others. '

The first objective is fairly easily measured, because the natural laws and
ecological principles are enumerated in the Source Book. However, the next
three objectives are more difficult. Nowhere is there a specific statement
of "the extent of the present degree of environmental deterioration'' (objec-
tive b). Likewise, there is no list of environmental problems (and their
sclutions) which is to be discussed in all camps (objective c). Finally,
thare is no single statement of an ''environmental ethic'" (objective d).

(7> the contrary, our visits to camps revealed that there are many different
etnics held by the staffs of different camps.)

The second set of objectives is labelled "attitudes."

Attitudes. This second set of objectives concern the affective
domain of attitude change and behavior modification of those-
participating in the Youth Conservation Corps program and repre-
sent a primary goal of the educational program. The objective
is not to develop extreme positions on the involved issues.
Rather, they should be viewed as spectra for each extreme. The
focus then becomes the moving of an attitude in one direction

or the other.

(a) Production solely of nonbiodegradable waste
vs. production of solely biodegradable waste.

(b) Consumption solely of non-renewable resources
vs. consumption solely of renewable resources.

(c) Concern solely for the present vs. concern
solely for the future.

(d) Solely consumptive resource use vs. solely .
non-consumptive resource use.

(e)” Concern solely for man vs. concern solely for
things other than man.
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(f) Consumption due solely to wants vs. consumption
due solely to needs.

(g) Consideration solely of economic criteria vs.
consideration solely of ecological criteria.

The title of this set of objectives is a misnomer. What is of real interest
to those who write this objective set is not the feeling or attitude about

the environment, but rather a behavioral disposition towards the use of
natural resources. This disposition has two components. One is a knowledge
component: the youth should learn that there are a number of distinctions which
one must make in thinking about the use and abuse of natural resources. For
example, they should know that there are two types of resources (renewable and
non-renewable), there are two types of waste which can be left over after the
use of a resource (biodegradable or nonbiodegradable), etc. corresponding to
the seven dimensions in the above list. A second component is the predisposi-
tion to behave--choosing the ''environmentally sound" type of resource use in
any given choice situation: e.g., using products which are mostly biodegrad-
able, consuming mostly renewable resources, etc. We could think of no way to
assess these predispositions to behave using a paper-and-pencil instrument

administered to the enrollees. Asking someone whether he would choose to use

a resource which was renewable over one that was not renewable is akin to
asking whether the individual supports motherhood or the Boy Scout Qath. On

a questionnaire, if the enrollees appreciate the necessary distinctions (renew-
able/non-renewable, biodegradable/nonbiodegradable, etc.), they are likely to
endorse the ''good" actions (using returnable bottles, riding a bicycle rather
than cruising around in an automobile) regardless of whether they will actually
act in a way consistent with these statements when they return to their home
environment. For these reasons, it was decided that the attainment of these
"attitude' objectives could not be properly measured, although some attempt
could be made to see if enrollees knew the seven-distinctions thought to be
important.

Thus far we have considered only the general environmental education
objectives. The Source Book contains a more specific set as well; these
appear below. Looking at the list, we discovered that some objectives could
be measured better than others. Ultimately, we decided that all the objectives
could be placed into one of three categories. {X), easily measured by a paper-
and-pencil survey instrument; (Y), best measuved by the staff in each camp
using whatever method best suited their situation, and (Z), not easily mea-

~sured by any means,

(WA
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Envirormental Education Learning Objectives*%*

Specific Environmental Education Objectives for YCC Environmental
Education and Work Goals. Upon completing the program the enrollee

will have an increased awareness about natural laws and ecological
principles that govern the natural environment. By the end of the
YCC experience he should be able to:

(1) ldentify the basic elements of the ecosystem within his
geographic area. '

(a) Demonstrate a basic understanding of the biological
elements inherent in that ecosystem.

i. Plants.
ii. Animals (including man).

(b) Demonstrate a basic understanding of the physical
elements inherent in that ecosystem.

i. Minerals (soil, etc.).
ii. Water.
iii. Air.

(2) Describe the interrelationships of the basic elements in
the:

Food chain.

Water cycle.

Energy cycle.

Carrying capacity.

Biotic succession.
Plant-animal cooperation.
Plant and animal competition.
Limiting factors.

P e
JTUu ho OnN oo
— e e e e e

(3) Discuss natural phenomena occurring to the ecosystem.

(a) Fire.

(b)  Flood.

(c) Weather disaster.
(d) Earthquake.

(4) Describe man's economic, social, cultural, and physical
dependence and resulting impact upon the natural environment.

(a) Historical
i. Primitive to beginning of modern technology.
(b) Present through the future.
i. Satisfaction of basic needs.
ii. Higher population concentrations and pressures.
iii. Higher demands upon renewable and non-renewable

resources.
iv, Rapid changes in modern technology.

oY
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X

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)
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Envircomental Education Learning Objectives##

Explain man's csmabilities to manage and change an environ-
ment.

(a) “tanage resources wisely to meet basic needs.

(b) wse resourc=s wisely to satisfy his cultural and
social ne=ds.

(c) Accent trade-offs and priorities to prevent
shortages and exhaustion of resources (recycling,
aesTtetic vs. commercial, etc.).

(d) Understamd the functions and philosophies of land
and -mtural resource management agencies (Federal,
Stzve2, lezal, and private).

Construzi a plan of action for the following:

(a) le=ntify, analyze, and propose at least two
alt=rnate plans of management for a predetermined
arez of land based on the summer work experience.

(b) le=—tify a local environmental issue or concern
Zm= prescribe at least two alternate ways to affect
—h=it isswe or concern.

Descrille= at least threa ways in which these work experiences
will, m="3 him better understand the community in which he

lives,

Anzlyze his own life style with reference to those actij-
vities which contribute to the stability, integrity,
anc/or Seauty of the ecosystem and those which do not.

Apcly rhe czoncepts of an emvironmental impact statement
to specific programs and land areas with which he is
famiTiar.

*Modes of evaluation:

X.
Y.
Z.

Test instrument administered to all enrollees.
Assessment by camp staff; method unique to each camp. -
Not measurable by practical means.

**Takén from pp. 3-5 of Environmental Education Source Book. YCC: 1973.
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THE 1973 TEST

Taking the areas of knowledge that could be easily assessed by a national
group-administered test, we developed a test which had a total of 178 multiple-
choice items. Twenty-four of these items were included for a special experi-
ment and are not included in the calculation of test totals; so the effective
number of items is 154. The actual test appears in the Appendix to this report;
an overview of the test and its content areas are Shown on fthe next page.

The test was administered two times; once within the first three days of
camp (pre-test) and again about the last week of camp (post-test). The average
pre-test score for all of the enrollees was 105.9, or 69 percent correct. The
average post-test score for the sample was 113.4, or 74 percent correct.

Table 5-1 shows the scores for each part of the test.

Table 5-1
Scores on the Environmental Knowledye Test
No. Pre Pos t ———— Gain .
Part Possible Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Raw Raw/S.D. ™
. Resource Mgmt. 31 22.9 5.22 24.7 5.13 +1.8 .35
(74%) (80%)
t1. Man's Impact 40 29.8 6.27 31.2 7.03 +1.4 .22
(75%) (78%)
i1}, Ecol. Respons. 11 . 8.7 2.38 9.0 2.42 + .3 13
(79%) (82%)
IV. Gen'l. Ecol. 61 38.4 11.32 h.7 12.20 +3.3 .29
(63%) (68%)
V. Fed'l. Agencies 11 6.2 3.09 6.8 3.36 + .6 .19
(56%) (62%)
Total, Part 1-V 154 105.9 25.12  113.4  27.20 +7.5 .30
’ ’ (69%) (74%)

———

% . . - 3
"Standard deviation of the pretest scores.

There are no norms for performance on this test, since there are no groups
other than the 1973 enrollees who have taken the test, However, some feeling
for the amount of growth that took place can be obtained from a comparison of
entrance and exit ascores of enrollees of different grade levels. Specifically,

11
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TEST PART CONTENT AREAS RELATED OBJECTIVES*
I'. Resource Management types of resources; 3a, Wb, §
31 items exploitation, conservation,

preservation; factors
affecting resource con-
sumption; forest management:
wildlife management

. Man's Impact effects of water; types of Lb
Lo items pollution; urban problems;
variety of harmful impact
of man on environment

I, Ecological evaluation of activities or Lb
Responsibility . purchases along 6 dimensions:
11 ltems (1) does it consume resources,

(2) are the resources renew-
able or non-renewable, (3) is
the product biodegradable,

(4) is the consumption based
on needs or wants, (5) does
the activity show a concern
for future as well as present,
(6) 1s concern shown for forms
of life other than human

IV. General Ecologv biotic succession, food chains, 1, 2, 4
61 items biochemical cycles, carrying
capacity and biomass, limiting
factors, interspecific and
Intraspecific competition,
pesticides, water cycles,
energy sources and use, effect
of natural processes on land

and plants
V. Federal Resource the functions of: National Park 5d
Agenci es Service, U.S$.G.S., Bureau of
11 items Reclamation, U.S.F.S., BLM,

Soil Conservation Service,

Bureau of Sport Fisheries, B.I.A.,
BOR, U.S. Army Corps of Englineers,
Environmental Protection Agency

“Related objective from YCC statement of specific environmental education
learning objectives.
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we can compare the exit scores (post-test scores) of ninth graders with the
entrance scores of tenth graders; likewise, we can compare tenth with eleventh
graders, and eleventh with twelfth graders. The data appear in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2

Biprerences in BE Scores by (iradc Leoel

Pre-test Post-test Raw

Grade N (Mean/s.D.) (Mean/s.D.) _Gain_
9 k49 92.8/25.8 100.0/28.5 +7.2
10 973 103.2/24.9 111.3/27.2 +8.1
1 953 110.9/21.7 118.3/24.2 +7.4
12 _hoy 119.5/19.5 126.0/20.6 +6.5
2782 105.9/25.1 113.4/27.2 +7.5

9th grade post-test minus 10th grade pre-test = =-3.2 t = 2,054 (.05)
10th grade post-test minus |1th grade pre-test = +0.4 t = 0.370 (N.S.)
11th grade post-test minus 12th grade pre-test = =-1.2 t = 0.898 (N.S.)
%t - test on the difference between the two means.

The ninth graders did not quite reach 10th grade entry level. Tenth and

eleventh graders did reach the entry level of the next higher grade group.
The twel fth graders have no comparison group since there were no enrollees
from higher grades than 12. These findings lead us to the following general
conclusion. On the average, tenth and eleventh graders in YCC learned as
much about ecology and resource management in the course of a YCC summer as
they would in a typical vear in school. Ninth graders learned about as much
as they would in one-half year In school. This is not to say that an eight-
week ecology course in a YCC camp is the equivalent of a one or two semester
course offered by a school system. But not many students take such courses
in school, and much of the typical learnings about ccology come through a
variety of inputs, including newspapers, television, courses In public affairs,

]
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and courses in biology. Taking into account this eclectic method by which
principles of ecology are usually learned, an eight-week summer course in
YCC seems to teach as much as 5 to 9 months of varied inj;uts on ecology
during the school year.

A little more might be said about the test results themselves. The
average pre and post-test scores presented earljer correspond to enrollees
getting an average of 68 percent of the items correct on the pre-test and
73 percent on the post-test. Intuitively, it appears that pre-test scores
were very high and that the amount of gain is quite small. In some senses
this is true, and the reason has to do with academic skills of the average
enrollee. As noted in Chapter 2, a test of verbal skills was administered
in 1973. Comparison with national norms showed that YCC enrollees were above
average in verbal skills and accordIngly, on a word-oriented environmental
knowledge test designed to show differences within a typical population,
the enrollees performed above average -- I.e., they answered 68 percent
correct on the pre-test instead of, let's say, 50 percent correct. |In other
words, the typical YCC enrollee starts out knowing more than the average
teenager about ecology (and about how to take tests). For various statisti-
cal reasons, this fact places a limit on the amount of gain which most enrollees
can exhibit, and indeed on the amount of new information about the environment
which they can actually learn over the summer. This Is more than just an
artifact of the test, it is a reflection of reality. YCC enrollees are a
highly motivated, academically skilled group who have already evinced an
interest in the environment before coming to camp (see Chapter 2). By defi-
nition, such a group is going to display a greater understanding of the
principles of ecology and the concepts of resource management than many of
their peers. Accordingly, they have less to learn about the concepts mea-
sured in the test -- basic principles of biology, ecology, resource manage-
ment, etc.

PREDICTING PERFORMANCE ON THE EE TEST

There was considerable variation in the pre-test scores of Individuals
and also in the increase in scores between the pre-test and post~test.
Entrance scores were related most strongly to the verbal skill level of
enrollees. The product-moment correlation between the two was .69. This
indicates that the academically more capable students perform better on
this test initially. Since the verbal skill scores increase with age and
grade, we can note that the relevant academic skills are not just the basic
skills which are well established in an individual by the time he reaches
ninth grade, but also include skills that improve with additional schooling
and exposure to words and ideas. After taking into account verbal skill
level , several other personal characteristics showed a small relationship
to performance on the pre-test. These included having had a course in bio-
logy or conservation, being In a higher grade in high school, and being
Oriental or white. These findings sound a caution to those who would like
to interpret scores on the pre-test, since characteristics of the campers
and thelr background greatly influence initial test performance,

\.
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The major focus of interest, though, is on the difference between the
pre-test and post-test scores, regardless of what the initial test scores
are. What we want to do is predict to the gain score, obtained by sub-
tracting the pre-test score from the post-test.3 The various predictors
that were considered are shown in Table 5-3. We first considered characteris-
tics of the individual which might account for differences in the amount
learned during the summer. The test scores of American Indian and Black
youth show a smaller gain than do those of other racial groups. The rea-
sons for this are unclear. One-possible explanation could by the test
itself; it may be unfair to use the same paper-and-pencil test for all
groups across the country. After all, this type of achievement testing
is most valued by the mainstream white culture. On the other hand, it
may well be that less learning occurred among these two miniority groups.

The reasons could have to do with factors such as the particular EE program
in the camps where they resided as well as differences in motivation to learn
the particular material being taught in YCC. |f the material were perceived
to be less relevant to people from these two groups, then the motivation to
learn would be lower. The present data are not suited to discovering the
true reason for the lower scores; a different kind of research would have to
be undertaken to answer the Question.

Other c¢haracteristics of individuals make little difference in how much
is learned over thu summer. Neither grade in school nor having had a science
course are factors in the amount learned. There is some small tendency for

girls to improve more than boys.

We looked for differences in learning gains related to camp characteris-
tics. Enrollees from residential camps did as well as those from non-residen-
tial camps. Not surprisingly, enrollees in eight-week camps improved their
scores more than those in four-week camps. The size of a camp -- the number
of enrollees -- was unimportant to learning differences.

There are differences assocjated with sponsoring agency. Enrollees
in camps sponsored by the Bureau of Reclamation and National Park Service
had higher average gain scores than those in other agencies. Some of
this could be due to differences in the particular enrollees, or to the
chance occurrence of getting better-prepared staff. But it could also
be due to particular teaching approaches advocated by these two agencies.
The YCC sponsors should explore this further with the agencies to dis-
cover if their formula for teaching is better than others and tnerefore

should be shared with the other agencies.

Camper ratings of several factors *in camp were associated with higher
gain scores in EE. Four highly interrelated measures predict positively
to gain scores. These are ratings of the quality of the staff, of the EE
program, of staff-camper interpersonal relations, and of camper participa-
tion in camp governance. Because of the high interrelationship among the
measures, it is necessary to think of them together. The data seem to be
saying that campers learn more in those camps with the following characteris-

For a number of statistical reasons, analyzing gain scores is frequently not
recommended.  However, scveral analyses of the YCC data suggested that a gain
score analysis would be appropriate.  For one, the individual background mea-
sures showed the same pattern of relationship with both pre- and post-test

. scores.,  Second, the verbal skills measure had a correlation of .01 with the
change score, indicating that gains in environmental knowledge were not related
to an enrollee's academic ability,
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Table 5-3

Predicting To Gain Scores on Enviromrental Knowledge
Using Several Predictors Simultaneous Ly

Average Gain Score: 7.5 points

Standard Deviation: 14.8 points

Predictors®#*

Individual Characteristijcs

), Indian (2.2), Spanish (10.0), White (7l8)
9.2)

Race: Black (5.5
Oriental (

Sex: Male (6.4), Female (8.8)
(Verbal skills, Grade in school, Parents' education, Size of

home town, had a science course in high school, had prior camping

experience: did not explain any of the differences jn gain
scores)

Camp Characteristics (Objective)

Adency: above average -- Nat'l. Park Serv. (9.8), Bur. Rec. (7 3)
Length of session: 4-weeks (5.9), 8-weeks (8.0)

(Residential/non-residen;ial, Number of campers: did not
explain any of the differences in gain scores) :

Camp Characteristics (Subjectlive)

IRP: low level (4.8) ... high level (9.3)

(Rating of staff, Rating of EE program: these measures are
strongly associated with IRP and also predict positively to
gain. The strong association means that IRP in this analysis
stands for these other two ratings as well)

Total variation in gain scores explained by using the best predictors
simultaneously (Multiple R2) is 4.5%.

*See Appendix E, Technical Tables, .for more complete results of this
Multiple Classification Analysis.

**Number in parentheses after each category is the adjusted mean gain
score for that category.

*¥¥Beta s a measure of the relative importance of the predictor.
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tics. The staff is concerned for and knowledgeable about the environment;
and they relate well with campers. In addition campers are likely to
participate some in making decisions that affect the way that work gets
done or the camp is run.

Having highlighted the several factors that predict to difference in”
gain scores, we must point out that the size of their relationship is in
all cases small. All of these factors taken together can account for only
a small fraction of the variation in learning over the sumner. Eighteen
percent of the variance in learning can be accounted for by knowing which camp
an individual attended, while 4.5 percent of the variance in learning can
be accounted for by the characteristics of the individuals plus the mea-
sured characteristics of the camps. This leaves a majority of the variation
between camps unaccounted for by factors which we measured. Some of thesc
factors concern traits of the individuals in those camps; others concern
the quality of the EE program and the nature of the camo environment as a
place for learninu. ‘

One other finding ‘s worth noting. At the end of the 1973 season, Fhil
Jelorgchamps of the Department of Interior sent a questionnaire to the .EX
nstructors in Interior camps. He asked a large number of questions about
~he program and how it .as run. For the 33 camps that returned the question-
aire we looked for relutionships between these items and EE gain. Only one
cem showed a relationship. ''Did you prepare an environmental education
training program for staff during staff orientation?' (Part 111, #16)
Those who responded '‘yes' were in camps where the enrollees showed higher
gain scores. A more complete set of data would be necessary before we could
generalize about this finding, but it is suggestive that it is helpful to
have the staff be oriented to the EE program before camp begins. The impact
of this training may be to enable staff other than the EE instructor to
carry on some of the teaching load during times when the EE instructor is
not around. The training could also be helpful simply because the non-teaching
staff become supportive of .the EE program and they convey this .to the enrollees.
We suggest that this type of staff training be done where possible and further
attempts be made to see if it is really helpful to enrollee learning.

SOME ECOLOGICAL LEARNINGS THAT .
WERE NOT MEASURED BY THE TEST

According to the -'ated objectives for environmental learning, the con-
cepts measured in the t=35t are certainly not the only ones of interest. But
they are probably the only ones which can be reasonably measured by a group

administered paper-and-pencil test., In our visits to many camps, we noted
another type of learning which had occurred which we feel is equally important,
but which simply cannot be quantified. A number of examples come to mind. In

a campground in California, a girl told us that although the area was very

near her home, it had never meant much to her or her friends. After four

weeks of landscaping the campground, she had a new perspective on the area.

Now she took pride in how it looks and she told us, after pausing to go pick .
up an empty beer can she had spotted in the bushes, that she doesn't like the
way some people mistreat the faclilities. What she had acquired was not so

much new knowledge as a heightencd awareness and sensitivity to the value of
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one kind of natural resource: a clean campground. In another camp, a boy
interrupted a conversation to point out excitedly the appearance of a whooping
crane. The look on his face showed that he had gained a new appreciation for
that bird and an interest in seeing its continued existence. Such an appre-
ciation doesn't come simply as a result of learning ‘the fact that the whooping

crane is an endangered species. !n a camp in Utah, the enrollees voted to
turn off the electricity at certain times of the day in order to conserve an
energy resource. In another camp in the East, the enroilees found a pond that

was frequertly used by lccal people and which was full of used plastic bottles
and othe~ assorted debris. Thsy volunteered to clean it out as an extra pro-
ject. Afterwards they decidec to put the items on display in the center of
town. The newspaper, to help "raise the consciousness'" of those who used the
area mest, gladly ran a story on the project.

Al' of these examples deranstrate that enrollees in YCC can learn an
appreciation for an unspoiled watural environment and they frequently acquire
a new s=nsitivity to man's impact which fits perfectly the sense of the
legisizzion that created the YCC: '"'...it is the purpose of this Act to further
the develooment and maintenance of the natural resources of the Unjted States
by the vouth, upon whom will fall the ultimate responsibility for maintaining
and managing these resources for the American people.' It is learnings such
as these which paper-and-pencil tests cannot measure, but which we observed in
many of the camps which we visited.

THE TEST AND TESTING

The environmental knowledge test which was developed for the 1973 YCC
program stands alone, as far as we know, as a measure of knowledge about
ecological principles and resource management. Our assessment of the test
is that it does a good job in this area. |ts biggest weakness is one that
plagues most science tests: performance is tjed to general academic skills,
especially vocabulary. This reservation aside, we feel that the test can be
a useful tool in future years, both as a diagnostic tool for individual camp
instructors and as an overall assessment tool for the larger program. But it
has to be remembered that the test does not measure all of the objectives of
the environmental education program. Earlier in this chapter we noted a
number of objectives which could best be measured by the staff of the camp.
While staff might be left to their own resources to devise ways of measuring
growth in these areas, Washinglen might want to consider developing simple
forms which environmental instructors might use to note the attainment of
these other objectives. For example, a form might have a box to be checked
to indicate that an enrollee had identified a local environmental problem
and prescribed two alternate ways to solve the problem (Objective 6b). This
same sheet might be used to record the enrollee's test scores as well and
thus could provide a more comprehensive picture of how well the entire set
of learning objectives had been achieved by each camper.

This approach suggests a related modification in the program monitoring
effort. Presently, each camp sends to Washington its scores on the standard
test. These are pooled to get program-wide data which can be used to demon-
strate how much. learning takes place in the YCC program. Adding the data
from staff ratings would provide a more complete picture of the range of
ecological learnings that can occur in a YCC setting. Whether such data
could be accurately reported by camp staff is an issue that would have to
be considered further by the Vashington staff.
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Related to the whole testing program is the question of shared objec-
tives. It is clear “vom visits to the camps that the objectives stated in
the Source Book are —-t followed to the same extent by all camps. Some
instructors think that the list is suggestive at best and that there are
other objectives which are more important. More frequently, however, the
deviation is not purposeful. Many instructors have not consulted the Source
Book and read the ccdmplete set of objectives. If part of the training for
all environmental education instructors included a discussion of the entire
set of objectives, there would probably be a more uniform acceptance of them
and more widespread attempts to include the full range of educational goals
in each camp's environmental education program.

o



Chapter 6

AN EXPERIMENT IN SURVEY DATA FEEDBACK
TO HELP YCC CAMP STAFF

INTRODUCTON

In this chapter we will describe briefly a '"field experiment" conducted
during 1973 which had two purposes:

(1) to test the usefulness for YCC camp staff of different
methods of feeding back data, collected from campers
during the first week of camp. These data deal with
camper reactions to YCC, and with interpersonal rela-
tionships between staff and campers, and camper
particlpation in making camp decisions.

(2) to test the feasibility of using the computer to pro-
duce data feedback reports, as one &f the “mathody” to
be tried.

This effort grew out of our experiences in evaluating YCC during its first
two years, and out of our concern for providing real help to camp staffs
during their sessions. The basiz assumption was that staff members could

do a better job in managing their camp if they had more information about

the perceptions and needs of their .campers, particularly in the areas of
interpersonal relationships and particlpation -— two factors which have
proved to be important in the past evaluations, and which are central to
modern organizational theory. A brief chronology of the past years' work
will help set the context for this experiment.

A CHRONOLOGY OF CONCERNS IN THE YCC EVALUATION

In the first year of YCC the new YCC program was an unknown quantity,
and the researchers at the Institute for Social Research (ISR) cast a very
broad net. Data on camper attitudes toward the environment, YCC, their
peers and staff, camp experiences, self-concept changes, recreation and
work skills, and environmental knowledge were collected. Within this wide
variety of information, the analysis pointed to a need for increased atten-
tion to YCC's environmental education program, and demonstrated the overall
flexibility and adaptability of campers to the strenuous, often spartan
environment of the camps. The findings also indicated a strong positive
relation between campers' ratings of their interpersonal relationships with
staff and the amount they were permitted to participate in making declsions,
on one hand, and their satisfaction with their experiences and environmental
learning on the other.

...L.7..
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. In the second year the research was not substantially altered. Since
YCC planners did make changes to increase the emphasis given to environ-
mental education, the survey instruments also increased the amount of
measurement given over to EE. Again, the analysis continued to show a
posi-ive relation between staff-camper interpersonal relationships and
part zipation and satisfaction and learning.

By the beginning of the third year of YCC and the evaluation of it,
there was a genzral feeling among both agency and ISR staff that the data
were valid and useful indicators of the way the camps were functioning. We
also had begun to hear from camp staffs, who told us they would like to have
results for their own use. Results on EE and the interpersonal relationship
and participation areas seemed most important, and the most likely candidates
for some attempt to return the findings to camp staff by some ''feedback'!
mechanism. This desire also fit within our own interest of developing and
testing the effects of different methods for putting research knowledge into

use. In particular, we saw a chance to test the potential of using the
computer to take over the task of producing feedback reports for individual
Campe “de noted early that rapid growth in the size of YCC would make the

desired feedback very difficult to produce otherwise.) Therefore, a field
experiment was planned to test several alternative ways of providing camp
staff members with survey feedback. The notion was to compare the effects
of the computer-written report (or actually, two versions of it) with in-
person feedback conducted by ISR staff members who would visit randomly
selected camps. The data collection instruments were streamlined, and the
EE instrument was provided to camps along with self-scoring keys to allow
staff members to get a quick picture of the EE needs of their campers.

Thus, the whole thrust of the evaluation was in transition from evalua-
tion to providing help, based on data, to camp staff members. The stream-
lined instruments and the data feedback experiment were both based on several
important assumptions about how survey data must be presented in order-to be
used by managers: (a) the data must be specific to the particular camp, and
relevant to the on-going camp program; (b) the results must be returned to
camps as rapidly as possible to be used within the short camp sessions; (c)
staff members must be active rather than passive in using the data, and must
learn to make their own interpretations from the results, rather than depend-
ing on outside ''consultants''; and (d) people need help in learning how to
use survey data -- that is, the results should be linked to suggestions about
how to interpret them and put them into use. :

THE FIELD EXPERIMENT

The main question for the experiment was this: could we, through three
different ways of providing feedback to YCC staffs, produce an increase in
those camp factors directly and indirectly related to the content of the
feedback? As we have said, most of the feedback dealt with reactions to YCC
(satisfaction and feelings of YCC's worthwhileness) and camper-staff relations
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and camper participation. |f the feedback was successful in helping staffs
produce changes to improve these areas, then end-of-camp scores for these
measures should go up. Indirect effects, on such things as EE learning and
camp productivity in work projects might also happen, if the feedback led

to the staff learning how to solve problems better. Of course, the experi-
ment needed to be designed to control for other things, such as camper back-
ground factors, which we knew related to interpersonal relationships, parti-
cipation, learning, and satisfaction.

The first effects of feedback should be on the staff members themselves,
and so we designed a short questionnaire for camp directors, to get their
evaluations of tihe form and effects of the feedback, and their assessmetits
of changes in camp during the summer. ' :

Before turning to the results, we need a bit more elaboration of (1) the
measures to be used to assess effects of feedback, and (2) the actual experi-
mental design.

Measures Used. As we've said, the feedback dealt with satisfaction, and
in great detail with camper-staff interpersonal relationships (what we will
call the "IR" measures) and camper participation in camp declsion-making
(the '"'"P" measures). Also, we developed some more detailed measures of ''actual'
and '"ideal' participation, the amounts campers wanted and thought they had in
four dreas (work, EE, recreation, and camp discipline). We were also con-
cerned with the Environmental Education ("EE') test scores. For all -of these
measures we had start-of-camp.and end-of-camp data from campers, allowing us
to look at the amount of change over the summer as it was related to the
different kinds of feedback. In addition, several camper and camp-level
descriptive measures were avallable, including the verbal abilities test
scores. These are the explanatory measures used in the evaluatijon chapters
of this report.

Experimental Design. We decided to work only with eight-week residentijal
camps in the experiment, to cut down on the number of differences across camps
which would have to be controlled for in the analysis. The 48 contiguous
States were divided into four regions (NE, SE, NW, SW) with roughly equal num-
bers of such camps in each region, and then these camps were Selected at
random to be in one of four data feedback conditions:

(1) Control camps who would receive no feedback, and against
whom the experimental effects might be compared. (15 camps:
7 F.S., and 8 Interior)

(2) Report Only camps, who would receive a computer-written
data feedback report covering the findings, but without
any detailed suggestions for how the staff might inter-
pret and use them. (15 camps: 7 F.S., and 8 Interior)

(3) Report + Use camps: these received the same basic com-
puter-written report, but this version also contained a
section on how the staff might hold a problem=-solving
meeting to interpret the findings and design ways to
change In needed areas. (16 camps: 4 F.S., and 12 Interior)
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(4) Visit camps: we assumed that the maximum effects of feed-
back would be in those camps which received a visit from
an ISR staff person, who would first familiarize himself
with the camp and its possible problems, and then conduct
a data feedback meeting along the same lines as in condi-
tion 3. (12 camps: 7 F.S., and 5 Interior)

Unfortunately, rapidly designed and executed field experiments often
fali victim to errors, and we suffered one in this study which will severely
limit our ability to test the effects of feedback: through a clerical error
on the part of one of the investigators, data from the Control camps entered
the processing sequence which produced the computer-written reports. Thus,
the Control camps were automatically sent a feedback report =- effectively
eliminating our control capability, and making it impossible for us to compare
no feedback vs. any feedback or different types of feedback. For the rest of
this report, therefore, we will be talking only about Conditions two, three,
and four above. We also found that our random assignment of camps to experi-
mental conditions was not perfect, and that there were Some significant
differences across the three conditions on start-of-camp ("pre-test') scores.
This complicated the analysis task in that we were forced to statistically
"control for' pre-test differences before doing any analyses.

With these difficulties in mind, we may now move on to what we found
about differences among the three types of feedback whizh were provided to
camps. The discussion will be brief, however, and readers interested in more
detail in both the design of the computer report-writer and the design and
results of the experiment are invited to read the technijcal report which covers
these areas (Lingwood and Morris, 1973).

RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT

Let's begin with the results obtained from the survey of camp directors.
First, we found that there were relatively few significant differences among
the directors in the three data feedback conditions. Directors who received
an ISR staff feedback visit were more likely to have used the information in
formal feedback meetings with the campers themselves, and these directors
were more satisfied with the effects of feedback on their camps. Those direc-
tors who received help on the process of how to use the information, either
through the visits or through the ''Use'' part of the Report + Use condition
were more likely to have held formal feedback meetings with their staffs.

O0f course, the feedback meeting was always a part of the ISR Visit, so we are
really seeing here an effect of the Use part of the report in increasing the
frequency of staff meetings. There were no significant differences among the
three groups of directors either in the extent feedback helped their camp
improve in several areas (e.g., staff understanding of campers, the EE program,
etc.), or in changes they saw in their camps across the summer.
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Part of the difficulty in the staff questionnaire analysis proved.to
be non-response on the part of some directors (87% of the Report Only direc-
tors, 75% from the Report + Use condition, and 92% of Vicit directors res-
ponded). More serious, however, was the fact that those directors who did
not respond came from camrs in which the measures of camper participation
TF—Hecision-making were lower, both at the start and at the end of camp.
This effectively prohibitad us from adding director's responses into the
analyses of the camper data.

When we moved on to the analyses of data from the campers, we were at
first somewhat shocked by the results. Our assumption had been that "more'
feedback should lead to greater improvements in the topics of feedback, in
particular the measures of interpersonal relations and participation, and
then some indirect improvements in such things as campers' EE learning. We
assumed that the Visit condition would provide higher levels of information
to the staffs than the written reports, and that the Report + Use condition
should be better than the condition in which &taff members received the
Report, but without suggestions for use of the information it contained.

On the first attempts at analysis, however, we found that the campers
in the Visit condition had significantly -lower ratings than campers in the
other conditions on the end-of-camp meastres-of interpersonal relations and
participation. They also rated lower their actual partictpation in four
areas of camp, but higher the amount of participation they thought they
should have in these areas. These differences remained even when start-of-
camp differences across the conditions were controlled for.

This finding is definitely counter to the one we had hypothesized we
would find. We then set out to determine what other differences in camps
might be accounting for this result since causal interpretations or recommen-
dations for policy are completely unwarranted unless we can demonstrate
with certainty that the differences are not the effect of some other factor
operating in the background. :

More detailed analysis showed that we could associate the negative effect
in the Visit condition primarily with whites in predominantly white camps
(more than 80 percent white). In addition, there were rarely any differences
in tthe end-of-camp measures if we looked only at non-white campers. In other
words, ‘the different feedback conditions did not seem to lead to different
results for non-whites. This finding led us to redo all of our analyses
Separately by race of respondent and racial composition of the camp.

Before we go on to list the findings according to both the race of camper
and racial composition of the camp, however, we need to note that even if the
effect remains, we cannot be sure that these findings are valid for two rea-
sons: (1) the loss of the control condition, and (2) the fact that random
assignment of camps to conditions seems to have been imperfect -- the camps
differed on some start-of-camp measures. When we put race of camper and
camp racial composition together, we get four types of campers. In
Figure 6-1 we have summarized the findings for these four groups.
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Figure 6-1

Experimental Results According to Race
and Camp Haetal Composition

(A)  For Whites in Predominantly White Camps:

This is the group for which the effects of the Visit condition were
clearly the least favorable. These Visit campers were lowest on
the interpersonal relations and participation post-camp scores,
compared with similar campers in other conditions. The Visit con-
dition also had lowest ratings of the staff, fellow campers, and
the EE program, and least gain in EE learning. This is what did
occur -~ later we will talk about why it might have occurred.

(B) For Non-Whites in Predominantly White Camps:

Results for this group of campers looked very similar to those for
whites in such camps (above), though we found fewer significant
differences across the conditions in this group. It looks as if
these non-whites ¢just can't be differentiated well from their white
peers in terms of the way they respond across the conditions.

(C) For Whites in More Integrated Camps:

Whites in camps which were less than 80 percent white showed a
markedly different pattern, even though there were fewer measures
on which the three experimental conditions differed significantly.
In rating living conditions and the work accomplished over the
summer, the campers in the Report + Use condition scored high,
though Visit campers remained lowest. On the other hand, there
was a strong tendency among whites for the amount of EE learning
to increase as the level of feedback increased from the Report
Only to the Visit condition.

(D) For Non-Whites in More Integrated Camps:

There were absolutely no significant differences across the three
types of feedback on any measures available for this group.

So, the data are saying that the negative effects of Visit feedback seem
to be associated primarily with white campers in predominantly white camps.
This result remained, no matter what differences in camps we attempted to
control for (for example, region of the country or agency). At the same time,
we continued to find in further tests that in the more integrated camps, whites
seemed to be gaining more in EE learning if they also got a feedback visit.

We still, however, cannot justify the conclusion that visits ''"don't work"
for whites in highly white camps. It is still entirely possible, for example,
that the random assignment was faulty on some factor or set of factors which




_53_

we have not measured. For example, we might have piched for the Visit con-
dition camps in which the staff were less well prepared, or more negative,
or in which the soup was cold, for that matter. We simply do not have
enough data which can be used for statistical controls in order to give us
the confidence we would need to make policy recommendations based on the
findings.

We do need to speculate on some possible explanations for the negative
findinjys. It could be that in white camps the Visits increased the ex-
pectations of whites for participation in making decisions, and when their
participation did not increase, they reacted by rating IRP and staff more
Negatively. Another possibility is that, as a result of the visit, these
campers became more sensitive to the quality of interpersonal relations or
to the amount they participated in making decisions. There are a large
number of hypotheses which could cover these results, but the point is that
we have no way to choose among them. '

In large part, the experiment is still suffering from the loss of the
control group of camps. We have not been able to say anything about the
effects of any feedback vs. no feedback. These are faults which can only be
corrected by repeating our study of effects of types of feedback in the 1974
camps .

As we look forward toward the 1974 study, however, we see a need to
modify the design to provide much more explicit help for camps in the area
of staff problem-solving skills, since these skills seem related to whether
a staff is able to utilize the kind of information contained in our report.
Our experimental design will thus look at the effects of helping staff members
learn good problem-solving, with the additional effects of giving them feed-
back of campers' reactions to the camp and problems within it from their
viewpoint.,
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Chapter 7

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDAT I ONS

This chapter is divided into three parts. The first part reviews our
major findings from an evaluation of the 1973 Youth Conservation Corps (YCC)
program. The second part reviews an experiment which we conducted on ways
to feed management data back to camp staffs. The third part contains rec-
ommendations based on both the empirical findings and on our observations
made during visits to 18 of the camps.

EVALUATION OF THE 1973 PROGRAM

The summary of findings is drawn from the analyses presented in earlier
chapters. The findings and conclusions are organized here by chapter content.
The reader who is interested in the statistical basis for any of the findings
is advised to refer to the appropriate chapter.

Characteristics of Corps Members. The legislation establishing the YCC
Stipulated that, "The Corps shall be open to youth of both sexes and youth
of all social, economic, and raclal classifications...". In the first two
years of the program we concluded that participants in the program repre-
Sented a reasonable cross-section of teenagers throughout the United States,
However, there was some degree of under-representation of girls, Blacks, and
those from very large cities. |In 1973 the proportion of girls in the program
was much larger than in either of the previous years. Forty-eight percent
of the enrollees were female and this is almost identical to the national
distribution among 15-19 year olds (49 percent). The family income data show
that enrollees came from varied economic backgrounds. The median income was
$10,990. Using census data for 1972, this is only slightly below the national
average for families of an age to have teenage children. Looking more care-
fully at the distribution of family income, we noted that the middle range
($5,000 - $15,000) is somewhat over-represented while the top (over $15,000)
range is under-represented. Racially, there continues to be about the 'same
Percentage of minorities In the program as there are nationally -- 20 percent
in YCC vs. 19 percent nationally for all 15-19 year olds. However, among
minorit..:s in YCC, the proportions of American Indian, Spanish surname, and
Oriental youths are the same or larger than the national rates, while the
proportion of Black youth is one-half the national rate. While there was a,
small increase this year in the proportion of enrollees from large metropoli-
tan areas, there was still a tendency for youth to be recruited from the
smaller population areas.

This year, we can describe the campers on one other dimension, verbal
skills. 1In order to better understand performance of campers on the environ-
mental education test, we had camp staffs administer a test of verbal skjlls
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at the beginning of camp. The test can be thought of as a measure of general
academic ability. Comparing the results with the national norms for the test
indicated the following. The average academic ability of enrollees who had
just completed the ninth grade matched the national average. But the average
of those who had completed the tenth grade and higher was considerably above
th. national norms. This indicates that typical YCC enrollees are academically
among the better students in their classes. The implications of this point

for tearning and test performance will be discussed shortly.

The data on the characteristics of enrollees are presented because there
is a need to evaluate how well the program did in meeting the legislative

requirement of ''openness to all.'"' The particular judgment one makes depends
on how ore thinks about the issue. The Congressional Act creating the YCC
states two things about the population to be served. |In the introduction it

says that the gainful employment of ""American youth, representing all segments
of society' is good. Later it stipulates that, ''the Corps shall be open to
youth of both sexes and youth of all social, economic and racial classifica-
tions...'" The main criterion appears to be the ''openness'' of the program to
all. We interpret this to mean that youth between the ages of 15 and 18, of
both sexes, and from all backgrounds should feel that the program is open to
them in tne sense that if they are interested in participating, and they meet
the minimum qualifications, then they have as good a chance as any other
teenager of being selected to participate. By this interpretation, the proof
of the program's openness does not lie entirely in the numbers of different

subgroups who are in the program. First of all, there is the matter of

attractiveness. It is implicit in the program's description that a YCC can-
didate will be interested in three things: gainful employment at the current
YCC wage rate, living and working outdoors, and development and maintenance

of the nation's natural resources as they are manifested in Nationa] Forests,
National Parks, and public domain lands. But it is doubtful that these things
have universal appeal among all groups of youth. Many urban youth may have no

desire to spend eight weeks in the woods. Indeed, we have talked to some urban
Black youth for whom the non-urban environment of a National Forest holds little
appeal. On a different dimension -- economics -- we know of one Indian tribe

where many teenagers prefer to work in a nearby tourist town rather than join
YCC because they can earn much more money . :

The most relevant criteria to be considered in judging the program's
openness is the recruitment procedure which is used to generate the pool of
applicants, and the selection procedure by which some applicants are accepted
and others rejected. Recruitment procedures varied quite a bit around the
nation. But a typical procedure involved a YCC representative going to a
high school and describing the program in a school assembly. -Given the num-
ber of available personnel and the size of the Pilot Program, such pre-
sentations were made in only a small fraction of the total number of schools
in a state. In some cases there was no assembly and a school counselor was
asked to disseminate the basic facts about the program. In either case, the
school counselor was asked to help with the recruitment by spreading the word
and coordinating the application process. One of the implicit criteria for
selection into the program is that the applicant have an interest in conser-
vation or in learning about development and maintenance of natural resources.
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This alone limits the number of youth whom a counselor may consider as
possible candidates (and thus encourage or discourage them to participate).
Another criterion clearly eliminates individuals who have uioken the law

or who are known to have used drugs. Then there are some assumptions which
the counselor must make on the basis of the application form. To be consider-
ed for YCC, an enrollee must secure a recommendation from an adult (typically
a teacher or counselor). This person is asked to rate the applicant on five
characterisitcs: "Academic rating, Dependability, Relationship with others,
Leadership ability, Ability to take directions.'t Inevitably, these several
criteria result in "better'" youth being approached and/or selected, By
"better'" is meant those who stand out as being interested, enthusiastic,
cooperative, and -- as our data on verbal skills show -~ above average
academically. Inevitably, all of these many filters have the effect of
limiting interest and participation of some groups of teenagers.

The point of all this discussion is to underscore the difficulty of
evaluating how ''open'' a program such as YCC is to youth of all backgrounds;
and that such a judgment has to consider not only the presence of youth from
many different backgrounds, but also the extent to which the program was made
known to all groups, the nature of the program (its appeal, if you will), and
the requirements laid down for the selection of participants.

From our perspictive, we think the program has done a _good job in obtain-
ing the participation of teenagers of both sexes and teenagers from a broad
spectrum of social, economic, and racial backgrounds. A notable exception
concerns Blacks. It is not clear whether this is due to limitations in re-
cruitment or more simply to a lack of appeal of YCC to these youth. As an
aside, we find it refreshing to find a federal program which is aimed both
at middle class Americans as well as various underprivileged or deprived
groups in society.

Corps Member Fvaluation of the Program. To begin our assessment of en-
rollee response to YCC we examined some global measures of camper satisfaction
with the YCC program. For the third year in a row, enrollees indicated very
high satisfaction with the program. This conclusion is based on their responses
to two questions, one which asked how much they liked their experience, and
another which asked how worthwhile it had been for them. We looked for
differences in satisfaction for various characteristics of campers including
sex, grade, age, parents' education, urban/rural home environment, prior
camping experience, and racial background. The only systematic differences
we found w>re related to race. In particular it appeared that American |ndian
youth and &.ucks displayed slightly lower levels of satisfaction than others.
An accurate summary of racial differences would be that Blacks and Indians
like the YCC experience, but are less extreme in checking a rating scale.

We also looked for differences related to camp characteristics such as
four-week/eight-week, resid=ntiai/non-residential, and number of campers.
There is a slight tendency for higher satisfaction scores to be associated
with eight-week residential camps; these differences, however, are quite
small,
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Assaciated with high levels of satisfaction were higher camper ratings
of: (1) the quality of the staff (their commitment to YCC, their knowledge
of the environment, etc.): (2) the quality of interpersonal relations between
staff and campers: (3) the quality of the Environmental Education program;
(L) the commitment of other enrollees to the objectives of YCC; and (5) the
extent to which they as enrollees had sume input into the way the camp was
run.

Enrollees were also asked how their YCC experience compared with other
summer jobs for people their age. The average was very high with 83 percent
overall indicating that YCC was "excellent' or ''very good.'" Again, American
Indian and Black youth rated the job high, but somewhat lower on the average
than did other racial groups. (Rating YCC as an ''excellent' or 'very good"
job: whites 85 percent, Indians 71 percent, and Blacks 65 percent.) Boys
rated the YCC job higher than qirls, perhaps reflecting the fact that in our
culture securing a summer job is more important for a teenage boy than girl.

. One of the Congressional objectives for the program is to provide ''gain-
ful employment'' for tcermagers. In practice, this has worked out to mean
compensating. enrol lees with $300 - $400 for an eight-week summer. We asked

the enrollees to rate the amount of money they earned compared to what they
felt they could earn at another summer job back home. Their responses ranged
from "good" to "fair" (scale: excellent to poor). It is not clear that en-
rollees actually could command higher compensation back home, but clearly their
enthusiasm for the program is not tied closely to their feelings about the pay.

Camper Ratings of the Work Accomplished. A second stated objective of
the YCC is the ''development and maintenance of the natural resources of the
United States..." While it is not our function tc evaluate work output, we
nonetheless can provide a perspective on |

it through the camper ratings of

the work accomplished. Enrollees were asked at the end of camp to rate four
aspects of the work they accomplished. They were presented a five-point

scale ranging from excellent to poor. The four aspects of work were amount,
gquality, benefit to the environment, and benefit to the public. The ratings
averaged from ''very good" to "excellent.'" As the campers looked back on the
products of their ltabor, they thought duite highly of it and thought that it
made a real contribution to the public and the environment. We feel this is

a strong point of the program when viewed from the perspective of the develop-
mental needs of adolescents in our society. As society asks youth to wait
longer to assume positions of responsibility in the normal world of work,

they are deprived of those experiences which can give them some sense of
belonging to, and responsibility for, the country around them. YCC may help
to offset the more typical pattern, and in so dping, contribute to participants'
self esteem and feelings of adequacy in addition to benefitting the environ-
ment .

Learnings. The designers of YCC hoped that youth would learn a number
of things in the course of the summer. One was an "understanding and appre-
ciation...of the nation's natural envirorment and heritage.' In past years
this hay meant learning how the natural environment tunctions and what the
best wavs are to use, manage, and protect the natural resources. Another
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objective, to "accomplish needed conservation work on public lands" implies
another area of learning: how to use the tools necessarv to accomplish this
work. A third set of learnings -- interpersonal relations -- grows out of

the stated intention that the Program objectives '"will be accomplished in a
manner that will provide the wouth with an opportunity to acquire increased
self-dignity and self-discipline, better work with and relate with peers

and supervisors, and build lasting cultural bridges between youth from various
socia', ethnic, racial and economic backgrounds."" (Above quotes from the 19/3
Supplement to the Interior-Agricul ture Memorandum of Understanding Concerning
Youth Conservation Corps.)

Within the limitations of a survey methodology, we attempted to assess
Fulfillment of these objectives in two different ways. One was through a
multiple-choice test ot environmental knowledge. A second approach was .to
ask each enrollee how much he felt he learned in these areas over the course
of the summer. We will consider this second type of question first.

Enrollees were asked to rate how much they learned in seven areas. The
scale points were: nothing at all, a little, pretty much, and very much.
With one exception, the average ratings ranged from 'pretty much" to ""very
much." The highest ratings were reserved for the items on how to use tools
and how to work on projects that required teamwork. Clcse behind was the |tem
"how to get along with people my own age.'" Slightly Jower ratings (but still
very high) were ''general principles of ecology and conservation,' and ''"how
the things 1 do affect the environment .

Almost one-half the enrollees said they learned ''very much'" about how
to get along better with people of different racial or ethnic groups and
another 30 percent said they learned "pretty much." Variation in responses
vas associated with two things. One was the presence of an ethnic mix in
the camp. The other was the particular camp. Some camps achieved this objec-
tive better than cthers. There were very few differences in the way different
racial groups responded to this item, i.e., cultural exchange seemed to be.a
two-way street between different racial groups in a camp.

The lowest rating on learnings was reserved for, "how | can help people

in my community become active in working on environmental problems.!' This
is not surprising. In our visits to different camps, there was considerable
variation in staff philosophy on this point. In some camps (largely Interior

camps) there was a certain nissionary zeal associated with teaching enrollees
things they could do back home to conseive non-renewable resources; this
included recycling bottles, minimizing use of plastic products, walking rather
than driving, etc. A few environmental education programs went one step further
and discussed ways that enrollees could influence their communities to set

up glass recycling stations or pollution study groups. But in the majority

of camps (in both Interior and Forest Service) the philosophy was to teach
enrollees what things needed to be done to conserve the areas on which the

corps members were working.- For example, in a campground construction project,
the focus was typically on how a camping area ought to be built and maintained
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by those responsible for the campground and how enrollees as citizens could
best use the area without upsetting the local environment. Very little
attention was given to ways in which the citizenry back home might be in-
fluenced to be better campers when they come out from the city to use such

a campground, or to ways that learnings associated with campground construc-
tion could be relevant to the enrollee's home community. ' .

There is a difference, of course, between the relevance of the project

itself to the home community and the relevance for the teenager's life of
the learnings associated with working on the project (and with living, playing,
and working with one's peers). We asked the enrollees to rate the value their

learnings would have to them back home. The average ratings were high except
for ""how | can help people in my community become active in working on environ-
mental problems,' which as we noted before received the lowest rating as an
area of learning. A single summary question asked, '"in general, do you think
the things you learned tris summer will be valuable to you back home?' Two-
thirds of the participants responded '"very valuable," and another 30 percent
said ''somewhat valuable.'" However, these are the responses of youth at the

end of the program, before they have had a chance to actually return to their
community and test the utility of their learnings.

Several characteristics of enrollees were associated with differences
in perceived learnings. Girls rated their perceived learnings higher than
boys. This was true for learnings about ecology, the use of tools, and re-
lationships with peers. This may be due to the fact that in American culture
YCC-type activities are engaged in less frequently by girls than boys. Accord-
ingly, YCC experiences are more novel for females. 1In the area of learnings
about ecology, American Indians claim to learn the least of all groups. This
may well be due to the fact that youth in the tribes represented in YCC grow
up in a culture that relates to the land (environment, if you will) much more
naturally than other cultures in American society. |f this is true, then the
YCC curriculum would not have as much to teach the native American that he did
not already know.. In ratings of the overall value of YCC to the back home
setting there are also racial differences. Orientals rate the program highest,
followed closely by whites and those of Spanish surname. Indians and Blacks
rate the back home value of YCC the lowest. We think that these differences
are worth further investigation to discover exactly what it is about YCC that
makes it seemingly less relevant to these two cultural groups.

Ratings of learnings about teamwork were somewhat higher in residential
camps and in eight-week camps. Greater perceived learning about teamwork -
and about ecology were associated with camps where interpersonal relations .
between staff and campers were rated highly and where enrollees felt they had
some say in camp decision-making. '

Environmental Knowledge -- A Test. For the third year in a row, a test
of environmental knowledge was administered to enrollees at the beginning and
end of camp. The test for 1973 was revised cons.iderably from earlier versions.
It consisted of 154 core items divided into five main topic areas: resource
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management, man's impact, ecological responsibility, general ecology, and
federal resource agencies. These content areas reflected those environ-
mental education objectives which could be easily assessed by a national
group-administered test.

Pretests were administered in the first week of camp. Environmental
instructors were given the option this year of scoring the test in camp be-
fore sending them back to Michigan. This was done to provide the instructors
with diagnostic information to help in the design of their environmental educa-
tion program. The test does not measure everything that all environmental
education programs are trying to teach, but it does cover most of the basic
factual concepts presented in the Environmental Education Source Book (in-
ternal publication of the Departments of Interior and Agriculture). The
average .pretest score was 105.3 (standard deviation of 25.3). The average
post-test score was 113.0 (standard deviation of 27.5 points). There are
no norms for this test, i.e., there are no groups other than 1973 YCC en-
rollees who have taken the test against whom performance can be compared.
However, some feeling for the amount of growth that took place can be obtain-
ed from a comparison of entrance and exit scores of enrollees of different
grade levels. In other words, we can compare the exit scores (post-test
scores) of ninth graders with the entrance scores of tenth graders, and like-
wise compare tenth with eleventh graders, and eleventh with twelfth graders.
Such comparisons showed that ninth graders did not quite reach the tenth grade
entry level, but that tenth and eleventh graders did reach the entry level of
the next higher grade group. These findings lead us to the following general
conclusion. On the average, tenth and eleventh graders in YCC learn as much
about ecology and resource management in the course of a YCC summer as they
would in a typical year in school. Ninth graders learn about as much as they
would in one-half year in school. This is not to say that an eight-week ’
ecology course in a National Forest is the equivalent of a year-long course
offered by a school system. But not many students take such courses in school
and much of the typical learnings in ecology come through a variety of sources
including newspapers, television, courses in public affairs and courses in
biology. Taking into account the haphazard way in which principles of ecology
are usually learned, an eight-week summer course in YCC seems to teach as
much as nine months of varijed ecological inputs.

There was considerable variation in the pretest scores of individuals
and also in the increase in scores between the pretest and post-test. Entrance
scores were related most strongly to the verbal skill level of enrollees;
this indicates that the more academically capable enrollees perform better
on this test. Also related to higher initial test scores are factors such as
having had a course in biology or conservation, being in a higher grade in
school, and being Oriental or white. These findings sound a caution to inter-
preting scores on the pretest, since characteristics of the campers and their
background greatly influence initial test performance.

The major focus of interest, though, is on the gain score -- the sjze

of the increase between the beginning and end of camp regardless of what
the initial scores are. Few characteristics of individuals were associated
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with the amount of gain. While verbal skill level is important in deter- .
mining the initial scores of enrollees, it is unrelated to the Size of their
gain over the course of the summer. The scores of American Indian youth
showed a smaller gain than did those of other racial groups. The reason

for this is unclear, but one possible explanation concerns the test itself.
It may be unfair to use the same paper-and-pencil test for all groups across
the country. After all, this type of achievement testing is most'valued by
the majnstream white culture. Later, in the recommendations Section, we
will discuss some research studies which could help us to better understand
this difference for Indians. One other characteristic of individuals showed
a small association with differences in gain scores. Girls tended to do

better than boys.

Characteristics of camps such as residential/non-residential, and number
of campers were urrelated to differences In gain over the summer. Enrollees
in eight-week camps showed a slightly larger gain than those in four-week
camps. Enrollees in camps under sponsorship of Bureau of Reclamation
and NPS showed larger gains than those in BSFW or Forest Service camps. The
reasons for the agency differences are not apparent from our data. However,
in our visits to camps we felt that Forest Service camps were less likely to
be committed to teaching the full range of objectives covered in the test.
They were more likely to focus on in-depth coverage of the content covered in
the six '"investigations' developed by Ernie McDonald and others. The difference
in emphasis alone could account for the smaller gains,

The enrollee-rated quality of interpersonal relations and participation’
in camp decision-making showed a small positive association with gains. There
was also some evidence of larger gains in camps where the environmental educa-
tion instructor provided some environmental educatlon training for the staff
during the pre-camp training period. This finding may be indicating that the

, most effective educational programs are those in which the responsibility
for teaching about_the environment is shared by all the staff, even though
the major portion of the teaching is done by a single instructor.

While all of the above factors were associated with differences in gains,
taken together they accounted for only a small portion of the between-camp
variability in gains. In other words, there are big differences in gains
associated with the particular camp in which the enrollee worked; but, with
the information which we collected, we are not able to explain many of the
reasons why enrollees in some camps improved more than others. The answers
probably lie in camp differences in three areas: (1) The degree to which
they endorse the complete set of environmental education objectives listed
in the Source Book; (2) the quality of the curriculum and the quantity of
the instruction; (3) and the competence of the environmental instructors as
teachers. '
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The above discussion has all been focussed on these learnings which we
wWere able to measure by a standardized test. As mentioned earlier, the
concepts measured in the test are certainly not the oniy uues of interest.
But they are probably the only ones which can be reasonably measured by a

paper-and-pencil test. In our visits to many camps, we noted another type
of learning which had occurred which we feel is equally important, but which
simply cannot be quantified. A number of examples come to mind. In a camp-

ground in California, a girl told us that although the area was very near her
home, it had never meant much to her or friends. However, after four weeks

of landscaping the campground, she had a new perspective on the area. Now

she took in how it jooked and she told us, after pausing naturally to pick up
an empty beer can she had spotted in the bushes, that she doesn't like the

way some people mistreat the facilities. What she had acquired was not so
much new knowledge as a heightened awareness and sensitivity to the value of
one kind of natural resource: a clean campground. In a bird sanctuary a boy
interrupted a conversation to point out excitedly the appearance of a whooping
crane. The look on his face showed that he had gained a new appreciation

for that bird and an interest in seeing its continued existence. Such an
appreciation doesn't come simply as a result of learning the fact that the
whooping crane is an endangered species. In a camp in Utah the enrol lees
voted to turn off the electricity at certain times of the day in order to
conserve an energy resource. In another camp, the enrollees found a pond that
was frequently used by local people and which was full of uced plastic bottles
and other assorted debris. They volunteered to clean it out as an extra pro-
ject. Afterwards they decided to put the jtems on display in the center of
town. The newspaper, to help "raise the consciousness' of those who used the
area most, gladly ran a story on the project.

All of these examples demonstrate that enrollees in YCC can and do learn
an agpreciation for an unspoiled natural environment and they frequently ac-
guire a new sensitivity to man's impact which fits perfectly the sense of the
legislation that created the YCC: "...it is the purpose of this Act to
further the development and maintenance of the natural resources of the United
States by the youth, upon whom will fall the ultimate responsibility for main-
taining and managing these resources for the American people." It is learn-
ings such as these which paper-and-pencil tests cannot measure, but which we
observed in many of the camps which we visited.

_ Participation and Interpersonal Relations. Two measures consistently
showed a positive relationship to the outcomes we evaluated: (I)‘interper—
sonal relations between staff and campers, and {(2) camper participation in
camp decision-making. The first measure is composed of a number of items
which asked the campers to rate how open, friendly and supportive staff mem-
bers were. The relationship of this measure to positive ratings of the sum-
mer experience illustrates the key role that staff play in shaping the quality
of the summer Program. The second measure, participation in camp decision-
making, is composed of six items. The items ask whether the staff asks for
and uses enrollee jdeas about work and recreation, whether the staff is flex-
ible in trying new ways to do things, and whether the staff shares information
on how the camp operates. The items ask about only a few of the ways in which
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campers could be made to feel that they have some say in how things get done
in camp. Since both interpersonal relations and participation are predictors
of important outcomes in the camp, staffs should concentrate on ways to keep
these dimensions as high as possible.

AN EXPERIMENT IN DATA FEEDBACK TO CAMPS IN SESSION

In the YCC evaluations for 197! and 1972, interpersonal relations between
campers and staff, and measures of camper participation in camp decision-
making were found to.be important indicators of camp functioning. They were
positively correlated with satisfaction and environmental iearning (test scores).
During the planning of the 1973 study we reasoned that, if we could find a way
to get pre-test results on interpersonal relations and participation questions
fed back to camp staff, and used by them to improve in these two areas, then
we should increase the effectiveness of camps. Thus, a data feedback experi-
ment was worked into the overall YCC evaluation study to assess the merits of
different strategies for returning to camp staff the interpersonal relations
and participation (""tRP") data.

The feedback .experiment contained three experimental .conditions, designed
to give increasing amounts of information and help to camp staff. These con-
ditions were:

(1)  The minimum amount of feedback was given to 15 camps in the
form of a computer-written feedback repert, covering the IRP
indices, ideal and actual camper perceptions of participation,
and satisfaction. '

'SZ) The same report, but with the addition of a section con-

) “taining "process' suggestions to the camp director on how
to set up a data feedback meeting with his staff. Sixteen
camps were assigned to this condition.

(3) Twelve camps were selected for feedback visits by U of M
project staff. A feedback meeting was held for staff,
after the visitor had spent a day or so in the camp ob-
serving how the camp functioned. This was called the
"Visit' condition.

Camps were randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions, or to
a control condition in which the camp received no feedback at all. Only
eight-week residential camps were used in the experiment.

Unfortunately, we are not able to say that data feedback of any type is
more helpful than no feedback at all. Due to a clerical error, all camps
received some form of data feedback and so we lost the ''control'' camps. Among
different types of feedback, condition number two (condition number three) in
terms of improving staff-camper interpersonal relations and camper participation
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in program decision-making. However, an unexpected outcome resulted from

our visits to the twelve camps in the 'visit" condition. in the course of
presenting data at staff meetings, we were frequently z%'2 to help the gtaff
identify camp problems which no one had yet expressed, but which were barriers
to smooth camp functioning. At the same time we were able to help them begin
to develop alternative ways to solve these problems. Typical of such prob-
lems were: inadequate supplies of tools and materials, coordination of staff
for work projects, weaknesses in the environmental education program, and
problems in the area of relationships between the camp and its sponsoring
agency. Thus, in addition to providing feedback on camper feelings and
perceptions, we found ourselves providing consultative help on small group
problem-solving skills. Not unlike what we find in other organizational set-
tings such as business and industry, staff groups often benefit from specific
help in defining and Practicing the skills necessary for effective group prob-
lem-solving. It appears that this help might be even more appropriate in a
YCC staff which has had, in most cases, little previous experience solving
problems as a group. In a program lasting only eight weeks, it is important
that the staff be effective problem solvers from the very first day. In the
final section of thig summary we include a specific recommendation related to
staff training and development in the area of group problem-solving.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

To complete this report, we offer a series of recommendations. These
are based on our analyses of questionnaire data from enrol lees and on our
experiences with YCC during this last year.

Staff Training and Development. As discussed in the previous section,
staff training in Problem-solving skills should be an essential component
of both the spring training sessions and each camp's pre-camp staff training
session. In the spring session, key staff (project manager, camp director,
environmental education instructor) should be given training in the techniques
of staff problem-solving. This type of training teaches key staff members
ways to identify and solve problems which might arise in the course of the
summer. In a program of such short duration it is imperative that staff
have these skills to help them identify and deal wijth problems as soon as
they are ''sensed' by any one member of the staff. Each camp director should
then be provided with the neécessary materiais to help him run a similar train-
ing session for his own staff.

We recommend the continuation of Interior's regional training model which
brings together project managers, camp directors, and environmental education
instructors in the same training session. To improve the workshops, we
recommend that each regional training team have an expert in workshop design
as a member of the team. These experts -can be found at any number of insti-
tutions throughout the country. Currently the teams are composed of out-
standing staff members from various camps. Although these people have the
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expertise to fill their YCC job well, few of them have had the experience
of designing an integrated training experience for other people in their
position. A single expert could advise the team both on overall workshop

design and on individual presentations. In this way the strengths of the
model -- team building, problem sharing, understanding and communication
of objectives and standard procedures -- could be e:hanced.

Support for Environr=ntal Education Programs. In our visits to camps
and to training sessions .. noted great variability in the quality of the

environmental education program. This is not surprising; an ideal environ-
mental education teacher has a background in biology and natural resource
management, and is an expert in ecological problems of all types. |In

addition he is experienced in teaching adolescents, knows how to delegate

some nf his teaching role to the work leaders, and is able to improvise a
lesson at a moment's notice. It is hard to find individuals with all of
these qualirications. Some form of training is required tc improve the

skills of the environmental educators. Currently this training consists
primarily of one session in the springtime lasting from one to five days.

This may be sufficient for the better prepared teachers, but not all teachers.
Some need additional support in the field during the summer. An example of
what we have in mind exists in one region of the Forest Service. The regional
of fice supports a person whose position is that of an ''extension agent.' This
person visits camps, helps diagnose work projects to identify their ecological
relevance, and bolsters the skills of those responsible for the teaching of
environmental education. For such a person to provide effective support for
teachers in the field requires more than subject matter expertise; such an
individual needs to have skills in interpersonal relations, consultant skills
{helpirg the teacher to diagnose his own problems), and an appreciation for
the dyramics of the whole YCC program to know how ecological studies fits

into a program in which it is only one of a number of important objectives.
OQur recommendation is that the agencies examine the.possibility of providing
more of these ''extension agents' for those camps which need it.

Use of Ecological Learnings. Much effort has been devoted to the develop-
ment of a curriculum about basic principles of ecology {the Source Book, etc.).
However the 1links between such knowledge and its application back home have
not been developed as much as they should. We recommend that camp staffs
help enrollees derive ways in which they can use their ecological learnings
when they get back home.

To emphasize the importance of such knowledge utilization, we recommend
that the agencies set up a conference concerned specifically with the problem
of how this knowledge can be made more relevant to back home settings. The
conference should include both content people (i.e., environmental education
experts) and process people (i.e., those with expertise in knowledge dissemina-
tion and utilization). The product of such a meeting would be specific ways
in which camp staffs could improve the knowledge transfer process in their
camps.

Testing Environmental Knowledge. 1In the first three years of the pro-
gram, it was necessary to measure how much enrollees learned about ecology
over the course of the summer in order to demonstrate the effectiveness
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of the program. To meet this need, we developed a multiple-choice test
which could be easily administered in camps throughout the U.S. The test
serves this purpose, but it has some limri~ations. The prugram has a number
of educational objectives, the attainment of which are not easily measured
by the muitiple-choice format which was used in this test. Examples of
these objectives are discussed in Chapter 5. Now that a test exists which
measures knowledge of some of the morc academic aspects of ecology and re-
s0urce manajument, additional effort should be devoted to measuring growth
in such areas as sensitivity to environmental problems, recognition of the
complexity which characterizes most environmenta! problems and their solu-
tions, and the impact of one's own behaviors on the stability of the
ecosystem,

Before this additional effort takes place, we recommend that the
agencies make a thorough review of the purposes which testing is to play
in the YCC program. There are several possible: (1) evaluating overall
growth in environmental knowledge in order to monitor the program as a
whole; (2) evaluating the performance of specific camp programs; and (3)
providing & diagnostic tool to help an enrollee (or his instructor) identify
those subject areas which most need to be studied. The present test serves
the virst purpose best. To best meet the other two purposes, additional
instrument development is recommended.

Measurement of Enrollee Response to YCC. In order to provide camp
staff with data from enrollees which can be used in planning and improving
the overall program, we recommend continuing the collection of questionnaire
data from campers and experimentation with the most effective methods of

feeding these data back to camp staff rapidly.

Minority Involvement. Throughout our analyses of camper data, we found
that Biacks and American Indians consistently showed lower evaluations of
YCC. In addition. Indian yecuth appeared to learn less about ecology as
measured by our test of environmental knowledge. In order to gain further
understanding of these phenomena, we propose doing a cultural study involving
both consultation with cultural experts and in-camp interviewing and obser-
vation of poential cultural influences on the program as well as minority
feelings toward the YCC program.

We have noted in our visits to camp and to regional training sessions
the Timited number of minority staff people. In addition to the continuing
current emphasis on recruitment of minority enrollees, we think it is essen-
tial that more minorities be represented in staff positions.

We noted earlier the under-representation of Black youth among the YCC
enrollees, We hesitate to make any recommendation in this area, because 1974
statewide recruiting may alleviate this problem. However, we felt it essen-
tial that attention be called to this area.

'n summary, we find Youth Conservaton Corps to be a relevant, exciting
program which provides some outstanding opportunities for adolescents through-
out the United States. Our recommendations concern ways to make an already
good program even better.

e
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YCC CAMP FEEDBACK REPORT

- This is our report to you, the YCC camp staff, about theo
Cesults of one of the questionnaires you administered to your campers
a short time ago. 1In our past two Years of research we have idanti-
fied several things which relate to satisfaction campers feel with
their YCC expericnce, and to the amount they learn in environmental
educaition. These are also things which you as staff can work to
chanje, if need be, .to increase satisfaction and learcing.

We have prepared this report to tell you the results of that
part of the survey dealing with interpersonal relations your campers
took during the sccond week of camp. Last year we founl that:

== Campers vho say their staff allowed them to participate

in planning and running the camp were mors satisfied,
and learned more.

= Campers who said their staff was more opan, frienily,
and interested in them learned more and were more
satisfied.

50, our report to you will look at the ratings given your staff by
Campers, plus how your campers feel about the YCC program so far this
Summer. We will often use last year's results for comparison pur-
poses. #®e will also make sugyestions for things you might want to
tcy out, or pay special attention to in your camp.

Let's begin.

FEELINGS ABQUT Y(C

¥e will begin with a quick look at what Yyour campers say about
how much they like YCC, and how worthwhile it has baen for them s>
far this Summer. Let's look at the distributions on these two
neasures for your camp:

HISTOGRAMN/FREQUENCIES ‘ .

MIDPOINT COUNT ¥DR SATISFAC (FACH X =1)
1.0000 T2 +XXXXXXXXXXXX
2.0000 17 +XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
3.0000 2 +XX
4.0000 2 +XX
5.0000 n +
MISGING 3
TOTAL 36 { 1.0000 = INTERVAL WIDTH)
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HISTOGRAM/FPREQUENCLES

MIDPOINT COUNT FOR WRTHWHLE (EACH X =1}
1.0000 24 +XXXXXLXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXEXX
2.0000 11 +XYXXAXXXXXX
3.0000 1 +X
4.0000 0 +
TOTAL 36 { 1.0000 = INTERVAL WIDTH)

(KEY: scores of "1M represent "I really lika itw
and "5" means "really dislike it" for the SATIS-
FACTION question. On WORTHWHILENESS, "1" peans
"very worthwhile" and "4® jis wpot at all worthwhile. ")

On the average, your campers are indicating that they liked
YCC juite a bit during the first veek or so.

On the second measure, your campers tend to rate YCC as being
very worthwhile for them.

[l
i 2
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INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND PARTICIPATION

In this section we would like to tucrn our attention to two
acasures which have been iamportant in our past research in camps, and
which are (taking all camps together) important predictars >f the
attitudes and the amount campers learr about the environment. Fhese
are the weasures of "interpersonal relations with staff," and
"participation in running the Camp." Each measure is a composite
we have created by adding togyether campers' answers to six questions
concerning interpersonal relations, and six on participition. Now
we'll talk about these overall scores; later we'll look at the
responses of your campevrs to the individual Juastions.

For conparison we contrasted what your caspers sail with
the rfesults from last year's study. He will make this comparison
for both the composite scores, and later, for the individual ques-
tions. We have used roesults from last year's camps only for thoase
camps which were' sponsored by your organization (e.g., Porest Service,
BLYM, BIA, etc.). These comparisons will give you a rough juide to
areas in interpersonal relationships with campers, or thz partici-
pation they see you giving them, where your camp may be high or low
compared to comparable canps last year. We will also make suggast-
ions for things you might do to improve camp conditions in these
areas 1if the results suggest that sone changes might help you angd
your camper:s.,

Let's bagin by looking at the distributions ani meins of the
composite scores for interpersonal relaticns (Labelled "INTRELAT®
belov) and participation ("PARTICLPH), One thing w2 will hava to
cemember hove, thougb, is that the data from last y2ar ware col-
lected at the ond of camps, not near the beginning. Any differences
will have to be interpreted Wwith care.

Interpersonal Relationss

The distribution of composite scores from your camp looks like this:

HISTOGRAM/FPREQUFNCIES

MIDPOINT COUNT FOR INTRELAT (EACH X =1)
8§.8333 2 XX
10.074 1+
11.315 0 +
12,556 3 o+ X¥X
13.796 a4 XX
15.037 6 +XALAXXX
16.278 T HAXXX XXX
17.519 B P XXXXXXXKX
18.759 1 o+X
20.000 4 +XXXX
NISSING >
TOTAL 36 { 1.2407 = INTEHRVAL WIDTH)
MEAN INTRELAT:= 15.73
MEAN LAST YR.-= 15.77 r.x
[
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"igher scores represeat campers who say they have closer
inter.ersonal rclationships with staff,

Compared to last year's measure, your camp is not significantly
different from where camps sponsored by your organization ware at
the end of their sessions. This means there are no differences
between where your campers say the camp is in terms of open intar-
personal relations and what all campers in your organization said
at the close of your organization's camps last year. It is Jiffji-
cult to figure out what to do as a result of a finding like this.

We would suggest that you look at the results for the iniividjual
Juestions, and interpret them in the absolute, or as related to
other iteas -- we will get into these questions a Eit later.

We analyzed the composite interpersonal relations score
icctording to sex, Face, and school grade of your campers, ani wa
found that: :

-- males report closer interpersonal relations with staff
than females

Now let's move on to a closer look at interpersonal ralations
by an analysis of the scores of your campers on each of the six
questions which made up the composite score. Here are the neans
for your camp, and for comparable caamps last Year:

The gquestions and means for your camp and last year are:

Q 14 "How often is the behavior of the
camp staff fricndly and supportive?n
(No difference) Your Camp: 17.49 Last Yr: 16.74

Q@ 17 "T> what extent do you consider indi-
vidual menmbers of the staff as friengs?n

(Yo differeuce) Your Camp: 15.49 Last Yr: 16.45

Q19 "To what extent does the staff give
positive rather tlan negative comments
or criticisas in discussing the work
Of camp menmbers?n
(No difference) Your Camp: 15.73 Last Yr: 14.55

)24 "To what extent do you ifeel free
to talk to members of the staffa
(No difference) Your Camp: 16.00 Last Yr: 16. 14

025 "To what cxtent does the staff treat
you as an individual rather than just:
another momber of the group2n
(Mo difference) Your Camp: 14.8Y Lagt Yr: 15.27

"How much trust and contidence are
shown by the camp staff jinp vorking

with corps memberg?w
(No difterence) Your Camp: 14.94 Last Yr: 15.51
Participation:

Nov Llet's turn to the Composite participation score. Tne distrib-
ution 15 listed out below:

O . ) ':i
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HISTOGRAM/FREQUENCIES

MIDPOINT COUNT FOR PARTICIP (EACH X =1)
7.0000 2 +XX
8.4074 3 XXX
9.8148 4 +XXXX
11.222 6 +XXXXXX
12.630 T +YXXX XXX
14.037 4 +XXXX
15.444 3 +XXX
16.852 3 +xXX
18.259 1 +X
19.667 1 +X
MISSING
TOTAL 36 (-1.4074 = INTERVAL ¥ IDTH)
MEAN PRRTICIP= 12.42
MEAN LAST YR.= 12.75

Higher scores represent those campers who say they are allowel
by staff to have yreater participation in running the canmp.

In your camp now, the participation score is not sSignificantly
different from the end-of-camp scores for similar camps last year.
It may be more useful to look at the individual participation ques-
tions (below).

We did the same analysis on the participation index as was
done on the interpersonal relations measure to see if there wers
differances by race, sex, or grade of camper. Here we did not
find any differences in the participation scores among the
various groups of your campers.,

Again, it is helpful to look at the actual participation
questions from which the composite score above was built. We
will follow the same format as was used earlier: this ysar's
mean score for your campers, end-of-session means for similar
camps last year, and the differences if any:

The questions and means are:

Q15a "ilow often does the staff ask for '
and use your ideas about program matters
such as work assignments and topics
studied?"
(Lower than last yr.) Your Camp: 8.88 Last Yr: 11.00

Q15b "lHow often does ' staff aszk for aad
use your idecas about non-program matters
such as discipline and free time activities?n
(No difference) Your Caap: 12.56 Last Yr: 12.66

Q16 "To what oxtent is the staff willing
to try new ways of doing things in order
to improve the corps program?"
(No difference) Your CTamp: 14.69 Last ¥Yr: 14.13

Q18 "To what extent is the staff willing
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to share information with corps members
about the camp and its operation?w
(No difference) Your Camp: 14.59 Last Yr: 15.87

Q26 "How much are you involved in
making decisions about running the
camp and its programs?"
(No difference) Your Camp: 9.66 L.t Yr: 10.45

Q27 "How often do the staff and corps
members meet to discuss camp problens?"
(No difference) Your Camp: 13.85 Last Yr

12.55

Suggestions Based on the Results:

The comparisons with last year's data we've talked about
above may not give you a corplete picture of your camp and
things you might want to do to inprove in either or both of the
areas of interpersonal relations or camper participation. a
more useful method for this is to Conpare the means on the
questions with the maximum possibla scores. For all of tha
interpersonal and participation questions and composite measures,
the maximum possible score is 21. Questions with the lowest
means are those with the most room for improvement in your camp.

Let's look at the lowest scoring questions in tha two areas.

‘Por our bpurposes it is sufficient to consider those questions

which have mean sccores lowver than the overall mean for questions
in their set (the acans of the two composite measurzs).

In the interpersonal relations question set, cimpers rate
your staff as lower (relative to all questions taken together)
on these particular questions: )

-- being friends with the campers
== treating campers as individuals
-- showing trust and confidence in campers

Among all of the participation'questions, staff are ratz3 lower
by campers on these questions:

-- asking for and using campers' ideas on program planning

-~ involving caupers in’ making decisions related to the
camp

We should note that even the questions not listed above may be
worth working on if their mean is Substantially below the paxi-
mum of 21. This you will have to decide, based on your know-
ledgye of your camp.

PLANNINS PARTICIPATION: IDEAL vs. ACTUAL

There is one remaining area of our analysis to be presantei.
Barlier we talked about results in tha participation section
which dealt with camper participation in planning. There were
in addition four guestions about specific types of planning
which asked campers to compare the amount of participation they

V0
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vould like to have with that they actually have had. The way

the questions vere asked allows us to compare "jideal"™ with the
"actual" perceived participation statistically (pairwise t tests
across juestions). Let's look at the idcal-actual differences
for the four yuestions, {The means belovw are based on 3 four~
point scale for each question, running from 4="a good deal" of
participation to 1="not at all."™ The higher the mean, then, the
greater the actual or ideal participation campers siy they have.)

1. Anmount of participation in planning the camp
worCk program:
Ideal Mean= 3.26, Actual Mean= 1.70
Less participation than campers want.

2. Amount of participation in planning the camp
recreational program:
Ideal Hean= 3.72, Actual Mean=...2.27
Less participation than campers want.

3. Anmount of participation in planning the environ-
mental education program:
~-Ideal Hean= 3.12, Actual Mean= 1.61
Less participation than campers vant.

o

4. Awmount of participation in deciding on camp
discipline;
Ideal Mean= 3.38, Actual Mean= 2.18
Less participation than campers want,

To help interpret the differences between ideal anl actual
perceived participation, we created a measurz which aids up the
ditferences between the two across all four questions. This is
a measure of the "gap" between ideal and actual -- campers with
higher scores are saying they are getting much less chance to
participate than they would like to have. The next step was to
se¢ which campers (by sex, race, and school grade) sav the
greatest gap. ,The results are as follows:

~- campers in higher school grades see a greater gap
than campers from lover grades
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USE OF THEL RESULTS -- Some Suggestions for You

With the many miles between Arn Arbor, Michigan and your camy,
it is not possible for us to Suggest specific things for you to
do based on the results. In any case, we don't have the intimate
knovledge you do about your camp, and specific situations there
which may contribute to the lower questions' scores. However, we
would like to suggest a process you might use to develop your own
inplications froam these results. There is a series of steps
involved which we suggest you ‘might use to combine the findings
with work by your staff to see vhat changes you might like to make.

1. DPreparation: Schedule a weeting of your camp staff; try
to get orf by yourselves for a good two-hour period. Take along
some large shecets of paper, marking pens, and masking tape. Ses
that all staff have had a chance to read this report before they
go to the meeting.

In the Meeting:

2. Start by spending some tinme making sure that everyone
understands how to read the report, and that the meaning of each
analysis and result is clear to everyone.

3. Use some of your sheets of paper to plot the scores or
means for the questions wve've reported. This gives somathing to

focus the discussion on, and makes it easier to see differences in
scores.

4. The group shouyld list on a sheet of paper several impli-
Cations that they sece coming out of the data. You might want t»o
do this by question area, or combine all guestions, as the group
thinks best., For exaaple, try to develop statements like: "We sas
that the mean on guestion A is low, this says that there is a
problem which aight be caused by X or Y.» -

5. Discuss which of these implication are more serious or -
more important than ot hers.

. 6. Take one important implication and list all of the things
which the group can do abhout it during the next week (as a start).

7. Determine who “ill try out wvhat specific things, and
vhen. You might want to assign specific responsibilities for
actions.,

8. Schedule a next meeting to talk about whether your actions
vere successful.

9. Set some new commitments for action, as needed.

10 Finally, it feasinle, hold the same kind of meeting to
plan additional actions with your campers.

¥e hope these findings and suggestions for their use are halp-
tul to you this Summer, and that their use will result in a camp

session vhich is more valuable for your campers, ani more ra2warliny

for you, .

fis
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CHARTS FOR USE IN YOUR MEETING:

In our suggestions earlier we mentioned it would be a big
help if you had the comparisons between this year's inter-
personal relations means and last years' charted on 1 large
piece of paper for use in focussing the discussion, and the

same treatment for the participation means for your camp
and last year. ‘

¥e have provided some basic charts for your use, if you want
to use them. You will need to do a little work on these to
get them ready for the meeting, however. Below you will se2
two different sets of plottings for means. In each, the
scores run down the left of the page, and each question in

the set, in addition to the composite scores is plotted, once
for the way it is now in your camp, and once for how it was

at the end of similar camps last Year. We suggest you connect
all of the "NOW'" (your camp's) scores by lines to produce a
profile for your camp, and then connect the "LAST" scores for
a profile of last year's camps. Refer back to where ve talked
about these scores in the text to see which differences are
significant for the comparison of each question in your camp
with its level last year, and mark the significant 3differences
on the graph, (If your camp's pmean is equal to last year's
the column for that question will contain a "BOTH" at the lavel
itndicating both of the means.)

In the meeting, tape each graph up or the wall sideways, that
is, with the scale on the bottom. You may also want to write
the question names larger so your staff can see them. This
will give you a quick means of centering the discussion on
tbhose differences which seem large, or those questions whose
mean scores in your camp seem particularly low, in comparison
to other questions (remember, the paximum Score is 21 fer all
juestions).
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Part of the 1973 research contract involved a data feedback experi-
ment. -As described in the text, a number of camps were selected to have
their staff receive reports during the camp season. These reports de-
scribed the reactions of campers to their YCC experience based on a
questionnaire filled out at the beginning of the second week of camp.

While not part of the 1973 contract, we undertook an extension of
the feedback principle and developed two small reports to send to camp
directors after the camp season was over, based on questionnaires admin-
istered to campers at the end of the camp season. There were two reports:
one on environmental education and the other on camper ratings of the
quality of staff; the environmental education program, living conditions,
work accomplished, and relationships between campers and staff.

tn the package of questionnaire materials sent to camps during the
regular session, we included an envelope. Anyone desiring the reports
were asked to send back the envelope with his name and address on it.
We sent the reports to those camp directors who did this. This was done
in February and March of 1974. Since this effort was not part of the
research contract, our attempt to assess its value to camp staff was only
informal. Those who chose to give us their reactions, not surprisingly,
were those who found it helpful. However, most of these also indicated
that it would have been much more helpful had they received it earlier,
perhaps in September or October. This would be possible technically if
producing such reports were a major objective of the program. We rec-
ommend that the program sponsors assess the merits of this type of
program evaluation for future years.
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CAMP LEVEL REPORT
1973 YCC ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION TESTING

last summer we promised you a brief report on the results of the 1973
Environmental Education (EE) Tests. Our hope is that such information will
be helpful to you in evaluating the design and operation of the 1973 program
and perhaps also assist you in making modifications for the 1974 program.

The EE pretest and post-test were identical. Scores on these tests
were calculated by adding up the total number of correct items for each
camper. The EE scores shown on the next page are the average number correct
for all the campers who took the test in your camp. There are three scores:
average number correct for the pretest, average number correct for the post-
test, and the difference between the pre and post averages. For each of
these scores there is a percentile ranking. This indicates the percent of
all the YCC camps that had a score lower than yours. For example, a per—
centile ranking of 60 indicates that 60 percent of the camps had lower scores
than your camp and %9 percent had higher scores.

This year, in addition to the EE test, we had you administer a test
of verbal skills to your campers. Using the results of this test we found
two things which might temper your interpretation of the percentile rankings-
you received. Not surprisingly, performance of campers on the EE test is
highly associated with campers' level of verbal skills; i.e., campers who
are more skillful in taking tests or working with words do better on the EE
test regardless of how much they know about the environment, Second, camps
differ in the average verbal skills of their campers. We have taken these
findings into account by providing you with two charts which you should use
to revise -- if necessary -~ the ranking of your pretest and post-test scores.
Each of these charts has a dot for each of the YCC camps, The dot represents
the Intersection between a camp's score on the EE test and its score on the
verbal skills test. (Intersection is explained on the chart.) To see how
well your camp did on the two tests, taking into account your campers' verbal
skilis, simply note where the dot lies with respéect to the two slanted lines
in the chart. If the dot is above the uppermost line then your -camp was
among the top 25 camps (out of 100) —- taking into account your campers'
verbal skills. Similarly, if the dot is below the lower of the. slanted
Llines, then your camp was among the bottom 25 camps, taking into account
your campers' verbal skills. The other 50 camps are located between these
two lines.

Another way to use the two charts is to draw a line from your dot
straight down to'the line labelled "verbal skills;" then extend this line
up to the top of the chart. Dots that lie on or very near this line are
camps that are like yours in the test-taking skillls of its campers. You
should compare your performance with these camps.

(continued)
82
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Camp Level Report —-- page two

(me other score nceds to be discussed; this is the differcence between
your camp's pust-test and pretest score -- l.e., the measure of how much your
campers lwproved between the pretest and the post-test. The percentile rank-
ing, of this difference score does not need to be adjusted. We have found
that amount of lmprovement over the summer {s not related to camper verbal
skill; so your percentile ranking reflects falrly well how effectlve your
EE program was In teaching those things which we measured in our test.

1f your percentile ranking (adjusted in the case of pre and post

totals, unadjusted in the case of the difference or gain score) Is lower than
is desirable —-- perhaps among the bottom 25 percent -~ you mipght ask your-
self what some of the reasons for thils might be. You mipght think about such
factors as quality and quantlty of EE instructlon, the receptlveness of your
particular group of campers to EE training, the integration of EE into the
worlt program, and the extent to which work leaders reinforced the EE program
by discussing the environmental aspects of the work projects while the proj-
ect was being carried out.

If you have any questions about this report or what your scores mean,
please feel free to call me, Jere Johnston, at 313/ 764-2560.

Camp No. (Michigan code no.) Camp Name

No. of campers with pretest and post-test, ____b-week 8-week

___Averape verbal skill score (averape for all camps = 22.0; range = 13.2-33.2)

Av rage
Nuber

Correct Percentile

Pretest

(154 possible) ) Compare with pretest chart on next page
which adjusts for the verbal skills of
your campers.,

Post=tast

(154 possible) o N Compare with post-test chart on next
page which adjusts for the verbal skills
of your campers.

Diffoerence

(post minus pre) ) N adjustment Is nccessary here; this is

a pood measure of how effective your pro-
gram was in teaching the kinds of things
measured in the test.

NORMS RANGE OF DIFF SCORES
Top 25 camps +10.1 to +306.1
Second 25 camps + 6.8 to +10.0
Thivd 25 camps + 3.0 to + 6.4

Jottom 295 cawmps -13.5 to + 2.8
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CHARTS FOR ADJUSTING ENVIRONMENTAL ELUCATION SCORES
T0 REFLECT DIFFERENCES TN VERBAL SKILLS OF CAMPERS
Each dot represents wne camp, Tt is the intersection between the camp's score on the [E test

and its score on the verbal skills meascre. Tor exanple, the dot labelled "X" in the left-hand
chart represents a camp with a verbal skills score of 25 and a pretest score of 110,5

Slanted lines are the approxlmate cutcff points used to deternine the adjusted quartile rank-
ings of a camp's EE test score taking into account the average verdal skills of the campers,

[
(e g 1

Follow these instructions to find out how your camp performed relative to other camps with
campers of approximately the same test skills. From the dot for your camp, draw a line straight
down to the line labelled "verbal skills:" this should be perpendicular to the verbal skills line.
Extend the line up to the top of the chart, Camps that were Like yours in the verbal skills of their
caupers are the dots on or very close to the line you drew. 1f nost of these other dots are above
yours, yon performed relutively poorly; if most of these dots are below yours, then you performed
celatively well,  Camp "X" has about # camps above it and 3 beloy ity all 10 are similar in verbal
skills,
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INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

[CAMP LEVEL REPORT -- 1973 CAMPER RATINGS March, 1974 |

One month ago we sent you a report which described the performance of
your campers on the Environmental Education Test. In this report, we describe
some additional information provided by your campers: their ratings of the pro-
gram. We feel that this information is a valuable supplement to the EE scores
in helping you assess the strengths and weaknesses of your program.

At the end of the 1973 season, campers were asked to rate a number of
dimensions of the YCC program. These .ncluded the staff, fellow corps members,
work accomplishment, the EE program, living conditions, perceived value of the
experience, satisfaction, etc. We have selected the most interesting items
and provided you with a do-it-yourself kit to see how your campers responded.
There are two parts to the kit: (1) the average rating for ecach item based on
all the campers who filled out the end-of-camp questionnaire; (2) a copy of
the questionnaire with blank scales. Mark the scores for your camp on the
scales.

EXAMPLE: If the data indicated that the average score for your camp

on question A. was 1.75, vou would mark the scale as follows:

FExcellent Poor
A. How would you rate the regular 0 (n () ()] (4) WM
staff as work leagdecs? M” T e
] L L ) 1 J
N vl
NAS T
v (N
(M 807 of the camps had
\N scores In this range.

The items rated by the campers are related to the objectives of the national
program. Important outcomes for the youth include learning about the environ-
ment, accomplishing neaded conservation work, learning how to better work with
and relate with peers and superiors, learning how to get along with peers of
different backgrounds, and being gainfully employed [or the summer. Achievi.y
these outcomes depends, ameng other things, on having e gyood staff, a good EE
program, adequate living conditions, etc. We ashed the campers to rate both
kinds of things: some of the desired outcomes and also some of the dimensions
such as quality of staff, etc., that frequently relate to achieving these out-
comes .

As you look at the ratings ., we feel that the most impr-tant reference
point should be your own standards and expectations. To provide some perspec-
tive, however, we have shown underneath each scale the range of scores for all
camps in the 1973 program. (Actually we eliminated from the range the 10 lowest
and the 10 highest scoring camps on each item to give a more accurate picture
of the real range of scoures.) We encourage you to use these-data in a problem-
solving way. Talk with a number of people associated with your progrem last
summer and ask why your campers responded as they did. For those of you who
will have camps this coming summer this exercise should help identify areas
which should remain unchanged and ones which you should try to improve.

tf yvou have any questions about this report or what 'it means, please feel
free to call me, Jere Johnston, ai (313} 764-2560.
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CAMPER RATINGS

A. SOME IMPORTANT OUTCOMES

4. To begin with, how de you feel about your
Youth Conservation Corps experlence this S.mmer?
(Actual scale: 1) 1 really like it; 2) @ "
ity ) 1 can't say 1 clearly liked or dis:.‘.
{t: 4) 1 disliked it; 5) I really disliked L)

5. How worthwhile to you was your Youth Conser-
vation Corps experience this summer?
(Actual scale: 1) Verv worthwhile; 2)Some-
what worthwhile; 3) Not very worthwhile;
4) Mot at all worthwhile.)

W. Compared to other summer jobs for people
your age, how would you rate the YCC job
you had this summer?

X. How would you rate the amount of money you
earned this sumner compared to what you
could have earned at another summer job
at home?

How would you rate the work accomplished by
corps members at your camp:

K. as to amount?

L. as to quality?

M. as to its benefit to the ~nvironment?

N. as to its benefit to the public?

Gz
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n (2) )] (4 ")

[ i 1 1 }
ceprans
LIKE DISLIKE
(1) (2) (3) (4)
L N : 1 |
----’uuu.
WORTH NOT WORTH
=~ =]
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1 &) .
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] =] O <t C
=] = 6] £ o
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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1 | 1 1 J
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[ I 1 1 )
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i
(0 L e ' 1 J
- -.--’]:--.-uw L o J
[ 1 1 J
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&
Below are some of the things you might have > 2 5
learned this summer. For each item indicate ) E ) 2
2 N
on your answer sheet how much you learned = = e X
about it this summer. B a3 E‘ &
o &
=4 < =¥ =4
(1) (2) (3) (4
Z. General principles of ecology and conservation. i )
— TTTT Ty
AA. How the things I do affect the environment. { _ I ) )
. lIIII’I.IIIl
BB. How I can help people in my community hecome
active in working on environmental problems. L o ) f
ceendene.
CC. How to use tools. 1 ~ ) ) )
DD. How to get along better with people my own age. | A o

(CETELY TYTE

EE. How to get along better with people of different
racial or ethnic groups. [NOTE: [Xd your camp | L \ |
have more than one ractal or ethnic group?] remesacpeseses

VALUABLE

~r

FF. How to work on projects that require teamwork. L L - L ; ]
~
= > ot
Will any of the things you learned e e <
this summer be of value to you back <z > g § < )
home? = 3 & 83 %
. o < o< o« I
zZ > z > n = >
(1) (2) (3) (4
gc. General principles of vcology and conservation. N i
weonduee.
HH. How the things I do affernt the environment. \ |
IIII.I’II
I1. How I can help people in my community become
active in working on environmental problems. ( | L
weseanpen
JJ. How to use tools. 1 | 1 :
KK. How to get along better with people my own age. ' 1 ¥
LL. How to ret along better with people of different
racial or ethnic groups. [NOTE: Did your camp | ) \ re
have more than one racial or ethnic jroup?) sesccsandmnen
MM, How to work on projects that require teamwork. ¢ ! R S
. venfunee
NN. In general, do you think the things you learned
this summer will be valuable to you back home? S | i
canedenns

Q . 68
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B. A FEW FACTORS THAT RELATE TO OUTCOMES

Look here for clues to explain some of the
ratings on the previous pages.

Here are some questions about how you would rate specific parts
the Youth Conservation Corps.

Poor

w
~

&4 e
o Q
@ o)
- &
© -
g ol e
" o) o @
[ = & 2
(1) (2) (3 4)
tlow would you rate the Regular Staff:
A. as work leaders? L ] |
I-IFII-.
B. as to their commitment to the overall
objectives of the YCC program? L | 1
-..-'l::n
C. as to their conceorn about the environment? L I |
) s I.I._*III“
D. as to their knowledge of the environment? i f 1
E. as to their ability to help you learn
about the environment? L 1 1
'Ili..llll
How would y. rate your fellow corps members:
F. as co-workers? L | I
I-Iq.llt
G. as to their commitment to the overall
objectives of the YCC program? i |
'“I.+I--'
H. as to their concern about the environment? . | oy
II.I+III.
[. as to their knwledge of the environment? L | |

----u-*--'

J. as to their ability to help you leam

about the environment? L 1 i

vesasadanss

(AN
IR,
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How would you rate the environmental
education you received:
0. as part or the work program? | L 1 )
meeuveca:
P. as part of lectures, films, or
classes held in camp? { i { | g
) vemndmmens,
Q. as part of recreation or other
parts of the program (informal
discussion, ecological games,
reading in the library)? | | L 1 B
I----{-----t
R. in terms of its application to
your post-camp life? | | 1 1 ]
I-I.+‘--l
$. How would you rate the coordination
between the work and the environmental
education program -- how well did
one tie into the other? ( N 1 | )
'IIIII*--'-'I
T. How would you rate your camp as a.
community -- a place where
interests are shared and people
work well and get along well together? l 1 1 ] ]
III‘*.---II
ANSWER THE NEXT 2 QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU WERE IN A RESIDENTIAL CAMP
U. How would you rate the living
accomodations? L 1 1 | —
-II-.‘ -----
V. How would you rate the recreational
facilities? | 1 1 ] -

swnedenmonns

RV
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“here are two measures which have been lmportant in our past research
on camps and which frequently are important predictors of the attitudes
and environmental learning of campers. One of these is a measure of "inter—
personal relations between campers and staff'" (called RELATION on your
report) and the other 1g "participation in running camp' (PARTICIP). Each
measure Is a composite we have created by averaping together campers'
answers to several individual items.

RELATIOY —— juterpersonal Relationships
This measure is a couposite of six items:

l4. How often is the hehavior of the camp staff friendly
and supportive?

17. To what extent du'you consider individual members
of the staff as friends?

9. To what extent does the staff give positive rather
than negative comments or criticisms in discussing the
work of camp members?

4. 'fo what extent do you feel free tg talk to members of
the staff?

25.  To what extent does the staff treat you as an individual
rather thar just unother member of the group?

[N 1 | (- 1 1
i-l.:}-.l l.-..%.'...--l
1 11 v 21 - 1 11 21
Low Medium High Low Medium High
Interpersonal Relationships #y Camper Participation in
\ between campers and Staff camp decision-making

PARTICLP -- Camper Participation in Camp Decison-Making
This measure is a composite of six items: ¥

15a. How often dees the staff ask for and use your ideas
about program matters such as work assignments and
topias studied?

15b. How often dves the staff ask cor and use your ideas

about non-program .matters such as discipline and free
. time activities?

16. To what extent is the staff willing to try new ‘ways of
doing things in order to improve the corps program?

18. To what extent is the staff willing to shatre information
with corps members about the camp and its operation?

26. How much ‘are you involved in .making decisions about
ruaning the camp and its programs?

27 How often do. the staff and corps members meet to discuss
camp problems?

o 9
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Test of Environmental Knowledge
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Results of an item analysis of th~ environmental education test
have been reported to the sponsors to help in the future refinement
of the test.

93
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INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH E O.M.8B. Nou.: 40-S73029

1ar

THE UNIVE..SITY OF MICHIGAN Approval Lxpires Jct. 31, 197G

ANN ARBOR. MICHIGAN 48106

1973 YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS
ENVIRONMENTAL ETUCATION TEST

Agaln this year the University of Michigan is cvaluating some
of the things young people learn in the YCC program. Our studies
in 1971 and 1972 have helped i.prove the program; we hope this year's
will too. To do this, we need your help in completing this questionnaire
and & similar one during the last week of camp. Thanks for your help.

MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTIONS: Most of the questions in this tes! have a
number of possible answers for you to choose from. In every case,

you should choose only the ONE best answer. These suggestions may

be helpful: '

--1f you are sure of the correct answer, mark it on the answer sheet.
--1f you ~ie pretty sure, mark it on the sheet.
-=1f you don't know the answer at all, leave it blank.

DIRECTINNS:  All of the answers for this test should be placed on the
separate answer sheet provided.

--Use only a soft pencil (No. 2 is jdeal).

~--Make heavy black marks that fill the circles.
--krase cleanly any answer you wish to change.

--Do not make any stray marks on the answer sheets.

TOENTIFICATION: We do not need to identify any camper by nam:. But
the computer does need to be able to match al! of the different
questionnaires ‘which you will fill out this summcr. To do this,

your answer sheets will be given a code number based on the information
you give us in the upper corner of side one of th. answer sheet.

--Fill In the circles that match the camp number. (This number
has been stamped in the upper left-hand corner of side one
of the answer sheet.)

--ywirite in your birthday and then mark the circles Tb:f match
your birthday.

--Mark the number of brothers you have (do nof include yourself
shen yvou count).

--Mark fthe number of sisters you have (do not include yourself
when you count).,

Cd
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PART I
i RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Match the foftowing by choosing the best available answer.  Use
cach dmswer only onece,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THEM GEPINITION
fernewab le rosource A. Several uses of a diven area
Multiple use B. Man's pust influence is minimal

Wildernose C. Total eoxtinction of a species
Heritage resource ' U. The supply can be repluced
Hon-rencwab le rosource , E. Votal supply decreases with use
and cannot be replaced
- F. Resource of historical-cultural

value

Some , suources are in danger of being "overused" and thus will
become unavailable to future generations. Which one of the
following is in the most danger of being overused?

. Coal 2. Solar energy 5. Water

Ariich one of the fcllowing is in the most donter of being
~rrharvested?

. Deer L2 Grizzly bear 5. Black bhear

More natural rosources are used by the average citizen in g
wrabthy country than in o poor country.

True False

O

vt
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»

resource o8 with

The definition given that type of use orF manad rtent on fhe risht.

16,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LA LE

Frotection of whooping crane

Improving the technology of
oil refining to get more
useable «il per .barrel of
raw (crude) oil

Maintaining Grand Canyon
in 1fts natural state

Restoration of cliff
dwelli.gs in Mesa Verde

Depletion allowances (+ax
bencfits to oil companies)
to encourage drilling

Overgrazing range land

Recycling organic food
waste

Harvasting fimber with no
attention given to
regencration

Endangering a species
through killing to
obtain fur for coats

S

LETTHTTION

txploitation: A type of
G b0 chort=term qain,

usaally of an voonomic nature

Conservation:
which resources can be'
but witention iv agiven i
getting the best usc tor
everyone concerned
future user:.

Proservation: A
management in which
are preserved by
to those which do not nave
adverse of fects.,

.

A type of use

Oy

includinag

Fe2scurases

Pimiting uoee

in
,1

Pyre: ot w.ae or
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Revsource Consumption:
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One problees of anvironmentol quality is thae
Yy

level at which we consum: resources and produce wastes.  On your
answer sheet indicate for each of the following whether i1 would
tend fo increase consumption (1) or decroose consumption (D).

|3,

20,

{{'-

24,

5
Jh.

Declining levels of popuiation growth

[ 0
furchaoing things that save us time
I i)

Repairing o two-year old car rather
one

Lower horscpower engines being sold
! f)

Fecognizing that future generations
to the ecarth's resources, too.

I 1)

Using advertising fto create demands

| D]

dand effort and are convenient

than trading it in on o new

for automobiles

of living things have a right

for new products

Viewing the earth as a relatively closed system with |imited

resources

I D

Rationing scarce resources

I D

Which one s NOT an example of "sustained yield management"?

b
I. Harvesting ftrees on a rotation basis

Recharging ground water suoply

NS

Mining peat from a swampy area

[

[

4. Mutching hunting quotas to wildlife population

.

G
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27. Which one is NOT an example of "sustalned yleld management!'?

. Selecting only mature trees to harvest
- Establishing size Ilmits on fish one Is nermitted to keep

Deep mining for coai

HowWw N

Maintalning nesting areas on wildlife preserves for
mlgratory birds

28. A herbiclde refers to:

I. A chemical used to kill plants
An animal that uses other animals as a source of food

A poisonous plant

=W N

A spray for controlling insects

29. Fire is sometimes used as a tool In forest management,
True False

30. A "prescribed or controlled burn" refers to a practice of
forest management.

True False

31. "Clearcutting" (1.e., cutting all of the trees In a timber sale
area) Is a practice In forestry which should never be used.

True False

32. 1t Is possible to establish natural areas and wildlife sanctuaries
within larse citles.

True Fal.e

33. Trees can be managed as if they were a crop to be harvested
on a rotating basls.
True False

54. The amount of dissolved oxygen In a stream or river has no
effect on the types of flsh arcund there.

True False:

08
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37.

8.

39.

40.
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Biological control refers to:

I. Control of pests with chemicals
2. Using a pest's natural enemies to |imi't Its population

5. Creation of organic fertllizer by composting and
biological action

Composting refers to:
I. Man's attempt to help recycle minerals and nutrients
2. Separaticn of garbage iInto cans, bottles, paper and food

5. Using a sink garbage grinder for only certain types of
food wastes

4. Putting fence posts in the ground around a cattle compound

Which one of the following is not used to control soil erosion?

I. Contour farming

2. Biologlcal control
3. Terracing
4. Strip cropping
PART 11
MAN'S IMPACT
Which of the following actions will not reduce the diversity

or number of organisms’in a natural area:

I. Picking rare flowers or plants

2. Planting only one type of tree along the streets In a clty
3. "Poaching" or illegally killing game animals
4

Photographing animals along a nature trail

There would be no water pollution if man did not exist.

True False

There would be no floods if man did not exist.

True ralse

Y
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41. There would be no soll erosion |f man did not exist.

True False

42-46. Match the following with the one best example:

TYPE OF HARMFUL IMPACT EXAMPLE
42, Littering A. Carving inltials into walls

of public bathrooms

43. Creatling nolse pollution B. Carelessly discarding cans
or bottles

44. Creating visual blight or C. Riding loud motorcycle through
marring appearance residential area of a city
45. Causing excessive run-off D. Covering-large areas of land

with concrete and asphalt

46. Creating thermal poliution E. Putting "cooling water" from
a nuclear power plant directly
Into a small stream

47-51. Match the foliowing with the one best examp le:

TYPE OF HARMFUL |MPACT EXAMPLE
47. Overgrazing A. Starting forest fires
48. Burning B. Driving vehicles on very we

dirt roads :

49. Overcutting C. Not leaving young trees or
not .replanting

PR

50. Rutting D. Too many sheep »n a given area

5. Trampling : E. Walking on low-growing plants

=1

- Not practicing contour farming

Q- 190
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hu
0 IL\A,JJ“

. Pump

GRASS

ﬁ;@

AN

- WOO0DS

///BLACK BEAR

/ CAMPGROUND

A

The
and should not be used at all
‘ years of '"rest'" what would you expect to find for each of the following?

TRAILERS

park ranger has decided that the above campground has bieen overused
for the next four years.

After four

57, The variety of wildlife?
|. Greater than 2. The same as 3. Less than
Before Before . Before
53 The general health and condition of the plant |ife?
|. Better than 2. The same as 3. Worse than
Baefore Before Before
54, The aspect?
I. Better than 2. The same as 3. Worse than
Before _ Before Before
] \___,
5. Compaction in area A
|. Greater than 2. The same-as 3. Less than
Before Before Before
.  Before re-opening the campground, new out-houses will be put

in. s
Area C.

I. Leave them 2.

in Aroa B Area C

Move thoem to

it best to retain them in Arca B or move them 1o

5.0 1t makes ro
difference



57-61.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61,

62-67.
62.

63.

64.

65

66 .

67 .
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URBAN PROBLEMS: Match the following lists:

Sign ordlnance

Transmlssion |ines

Mass transit

Urban sprawl

Distribution lines

A.

URBAN PROBLEMS: Match the

Density

Secondary sewage
treatment

Primary sewage
treatment

. Sanitary land fill

Storm sewage

Cluster development

—
<o
14

A.

High voltage lines betwesnn
cities

Low voltage lines between citics

Unplanned development aroun.t
city

Transportfation of large numbory
of people, such as by commytor
train

For control of visual pollutivn

Intercity railroad lines

following lists: |

Number of people per unit area

. Run-off from roofs, parking

lots and lawns

Used to dispose of solid wasto

Decomposition of waste by
biological action

Physical screening or seiiling

Houses grouped together to pre-
serve open space

Allocation of certain areas
to certain types of uses



68-73.

68.

69.

70.

71.

PRI

74-78.

74

76.

4]

~1

POLLUTION :

POLLUTION :
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Choose the

Thermal poliution
Solid waste °

Amount of dissolved
oxygen

Decibel

. Eutrophication

. Biodegradable

Choose the

Temperature inversion

Ground water -pollution

. Coliform bacteria

best

A.

. Chlorinated hydrocarbon B.

C.

. Biological accumulation E,

definition:

Aging of a lake

Hot effluent or wastes

Discarded papers and other
containers

Can be broken down biologically
and recycled

Measure of noise pollution
Measure of water 'quality

Reason some squirrel eggs .o
not hatch

definition:
Layer of warm air above cold air

Long lasting part of some
pesticides and herbicides

The increased concentration of
animals In certain attractive
land areas.

Could indicate presence of
germs that cause human illness

Pollution of ground waier supply

Increased concentfration of
chemical substance, such as DDT
stored in organisms as you

move up through & food chain
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79-83. Types of Pollution. Match the numbers in the drawing with Thé
appropriate label below.

79. Air pollution
80. Noise poliution
8}. Sewage effluent .
82. Visual poliution
83. Solid waste

Q J.()él.
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PART I1I
i
|  ECOLOGICAL RESPONSIBILITY

[

Most of our actioné have some impact on the environment, but
it is difficult to determine whether the impact is so great that we
should avoid the action.

To help make a decision, we need To ask questicns related to a
number of environmental concerns. Below‘are some of these concerns
and some sample questions based on the concern. For each question
pick the one best answer and mark it on your answer sheet.

Environmental Issuc: To what extent dpes the activity or product
consume natural resources?

84. You are at a lake and looking for summer fun; which activity
would consume the most natural resources?

I. Swimming 2. Sailing 3. Water Skiing

85. You travel to work every day; which of the following means
of transportation would consume the most natural resources?
l. Travel alone in a compact car
2. Travel alone in a large car

3. Travel with others in a compact car

86. A group of teenagers are looking for some fun one evening; which
activity would consume the most natural resources?
I~ Drive around town in a car
2. Sift around a table and talk
3., Play a game of basketball

Environmental Issue: Are the resources that are being used renewable
or non-renewable?

87. Which type of camping equipment requires the smallest amount
of non-renewable resources to manufacture?
|l. Mobile motor home
2. Camper trailer

3., Canvas tent

105
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88. Which method of heating a house uses the smallest amount
of a non-renewable resource?

l. Coal . 2. 0il 3. Solar (sun)

Environmental Issue: Is the product biodegradable so it will decompose
after we dispose of it?

89. Which type of napkin Is least blodegradable?
. Paper 2. Cotton 3. Synthetlic fiber

9Q. Which type of food packaging Is most biodegradable? (Assurs
the same size package)

I. Foll wrapper 2. Plastic bag 3. Paper bag

”

Environmental Issue: Is the conswmption based on what you need or
what you want?

Many natural resources are consumed to make products that we all
need: food, clothing, shelter. However, many products are ones that
we do not need to survive, but we want them anyway. For example, man
needs shelter from the weather, but some people buy houses that are

much larger than they need and thus fill thelr wants more than their
needs.

91. Which one of the following food cholces wouid be based most
on needs Instead of wants.

1. Sugar-coated cereal
2. Hamburger
3. Cola drink

Environmental Issue: Does the activity show a concern for the future

as well as the present?

92. A small town Is beginning to expand rapldiy. The clty councii
Is wondering what It should do. Which one of the foiiowing
actlons would show the ileast concern for the future?

i. Let everybody buiid houses where and how they want

2. Establish bullding codes which specify the plumbing,
electrical, and constructlion materiais to be used

5. Set aside certain areas of {and in the town which can
be used only for parks and natural areas

106
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Envivonmental Issue: Is concern shown for forms of life other than
man?

93. Which one of *he following purchases shows the Ieasw
concern for forms of 1ife other than man?

. Wool coat 2. Genuine seal coat 5. Imitation seal coat

94, Which one of the following shows the most concern for forms of
life other than man?
. Establishing a wilderness area
2. Draining swamps to build houses for people

5. Bulflding homes in clusters, leaving open space all
around the cluster of homes

PART 1V
GENERAL ECOLOGY

95. Ecology is usually defined as:

I. The study of a plant or of an animal

2. The.sfudy of relationships between plants and animals and
their énvironments

3. The identification of plents and animals

4. A branch of physics which deals with plants andvanimals

96. Succession refers to:

I. The agipg process of a plant community in which .one group
of_species is replaced by another over time

2. The natural aging process of a particular plant community
The fact that successful species will survive

The movement of one fish afier another up a river

J

107
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97. The maximum number of organisms which an area can support
Indefinitely and in good health Is called the:

. Carrying capacity

RS

Critical zone

Saturation level

£How

Ecologlical apex

-2

a8. food chain js:

I+ A term used to describe the eating habits of animals
A series of organisms through which energy flows
An animal's digestive tract

4. An organism which blocks the flow of food In some animals

99. In ecology the term limiting factor is:

. An anti-pollution device

2. Something preventing the maximum growth or development of a
population of plants or animals

3. Any extinct species

i 4. The maximum number of campers permitted to use a campground

100. Which of fhe.followlng best fits the definition "one species
: directly attacks another but is dependent on it."

I.  Competition
2. Successlion

Dominance

(x|

S

Parasitism or predation

101. A Food Web |s:

I A related group of food chains
2. A speclal part of a spider's web

The transfer of food energy from one plant to another in
the nitrogen cycle

4. The part of a duck's foot that collects food *or duck foot
parasites to feed on

10¢&
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102. Domlnance In ecology refers to:

|. Superior strength and/or vigor of certain plants or aninfals

2. Why plants grow foward the sun

3, The three baslc domainz of plart, animal, and mincral

4. A resting time In the life in plants and anlimals
103, Biomass is the total weight e utyanisms within a

specified arca,

Truz " False

104. There is little competition in a stable ccosystem.

True False
S O R “,_ht:.ﬁ_. . N_~_W{N_,,“. e e
® ® ® |
Ungrazed Grazed » Corn ?
Woudlot Weodlot ' Fleld :

e -;,~_“N.M._.,<___w_ e e e Wheat
| Fleld |

B - ©® i
& Grazed /’~\\ ' I

Pige Pastg;qf,f \\I !
Planration o "* » W Marsh \‘

FIGURE 2
FARMER JONES' PROPERTY
Tho next ten questions all refer to Figure 2, Chooso the one best
answar and mark 1t on your anawer shoat,

10%, In which locatlon would you expact 1o flnd the grectost
varfoty of wildllfo? “

\ Iv In the mbddla of aroa A
doo Whora aroas A and T ocomo togothor

S dn the nlddle of araa F

Q 109




-109-

106. Assuming simllar slopes and soll type, which one area would
be most subject to eroslon?
D E F ¢

107. Which one area would probably have the greatest number of
different types of plants?

A D F E
. L
108. Whilch area represents a monoculture?
A D B ¢
109. In which area are Insects Ilkely to do the most damage?
A F
t A
1'10. In which area Is successlon proceedlng at the fastest rate?
G C E D
I11. Would the soll have more alr and water space In A or B?
A B
2. 1f you ceased to cultivate the cornfield (D), what form of
vegetation would you expect to Invade next?
I. Ploneer Trees
2. Climax Trees
3. Mld-tolerant Trees
4. Reeds and Rushes
3. What Is most llkely to have been In aroa C bofore It became
a marsh?
I+ An open pond
dv A forost
4 Shrubs
4. Bare rock
PRV Inoarly spring whore would you axpect ta flnd theo Toast blomass?

e rwm——— -t

|

1o
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115-118. I llustrated Food Chain. Included in these tive drawings are four
links in the food chain. Match the picture with the name given
below; put your answer on ihe answer sheet,

115 . Producer
116 . Primary Consumer

117 . Secondary Consumer

118 . Reducer

-

,’t

(W
\ \\\\ \i\\‘l |
\\\\\ \§ \\ {2\/\1
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ATMOSPHERE

0 .
brer
— v
B O N
E;J{;:] e 4
\ X S Y]
CC;\" ~Factnr3
¢ /
nodule
,;{E& E
“II|"<kloau:tzuiunn~PVon«vvxduka
FIGURE 4
119-123. Oxygen, nltroasm, and carbon cy.:les. The next flve que ns refer
to Flgure 4; ¢.=>se the one boest answer and mark |+ on - answer sheet.
119. Which of t+: followlng represents a part of the nli-<.en cycle?
B H
[20. Whilch of the followlng produces more oxygen than carbon
dloxlde?
C D i K
121+ Which of the -ollowlng represent a way for carbon +a flow from
plants to arsmals?
Ko oA
122, Whlcn of e  ollowlng produces carbon dloxlde as product
of combus ...
C H D
123, Which of the followlng produces carbon dloxlde as a product

of rosplration?

C H | G l l:g



FIGURE 5

The next five .. stic-= refer to Figure 5 above:

124, Which area © . - ‘the definition of a water .hed?

? 3 4

125, Would you :xoect 1o tind greater runoff in area % or area 67

Greater ip - Sreater in 6

126, Which slop- v an o astern aspect?

6 1 4

127, Which slop 5w oar, | or b
| s stoop 9 s steeper

178, Thare will bo fe noff In area 7 than In ar- 0 4. Which one
of tho follow e WT a resson for thias?

I, The hume o= a5 a sponge

e N fforon. i Fopa
e dnfiHrearaan o tho soll
4, Iptorcop=ise . troos
4 !
¢ ln;
Ay
A,
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129-134. The figure below illustrates with arrows the various stages
In the water cycle. These stages are named in the |ist below.
Match the arrow with its name. Make your marks on answer sheet.
129, Evaporation
I30. Transpiration
I31. Precipitaticn
i32. Condensation

133, Run-off

134, Recharge




-114-

I35, Which one of the following energy resources is the major
source of enzrgy In the Unlted States?

22

}. Fossll 2. Thermal 3. Hydroelectric 4. Nuclear
Fuel Power Power Fower

136. Which of the following en- jy sources Is In most danger of
beiny depleted or used up:

}. Fossll 2. Thermal 3. hiydreelectric 4. Muclear
Fuel Power Power Power

[37. Our major energy sources in the United States come from non-
renewab le resources.

True False

P52, When u country increases Its use of enerqy, what tends to happen
to poliution In that country?
. The types of poliution channgz, but the total amount
remaias the same
2 the rotal amount =t polluticn increnses
“. The rtotal amount of poltutiin decreases

‘

Paio onerally high horsepower cars use more energy per mile than
LW horaopower cors:

True False

Fao. A "brown out" refers

I, Hoowwry soot from pollutlon
The results of haviiyg Yoo [Tt le power avaifable 1o
moet the demand

5.0 A war tlme safety reasurn

4. Tho drylnag up of lowns when thero 0o too 1t e woeter

LT, which ane of The following has cauod the greatast increaae in
encrgy consumption I the tnifod Soovton durlng fho poet
tharty yoars?
oo Tatod Taarease o poputation oo umbor of poop b

incrac as Tn the ameunt o cncragy cach porson .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Plants, humans and other anlmals have many things in common.
._Accordingly there are a number of ecological concepts for which
“we can find examples In all three domains.

142-145. MaTch the following plant examples with the concept on the left.

CONCEPT PLANT EXAMPLES
t42. Symbiotic retationshlp A. Number of trees per acre

143, Specialization and B. Lichen

Division of fabor C. Swamp In which ftamwael iy

{44, Competition D. Roots, trunk, leaves of one tree

145, Habitat E. Trees dying from overcrowding

146-149, Match the following animal examples with the concept on the left.

CONCEPT ANIMAL EXAMPLES
f4b, Symbiotic relatlonshlp A. Bees and flowers

147, Speciallzation and
Dlvi<ion of labor

B. Fox and bobcat
C. A colony of bees
148, Competition D. Cave in which bats live

149, Habltat E. Rabbit and frog

I50-153. Match the following human examples with the concept on the left

CONCEPT HUMAN EXAMPLES
150. Symblotlc retationship A. A marrled couple
151, Speclalizailion and B. A nelghborhood

Divislon of labor
C. Assembly Ilne production
152. Competitlorn
D. Free enterprise system
153, Habirat E. Number of dwelling units
per acre
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54 . Among wildlife, competition is always between members of di fferent,
rather than the same, species.

True False

155, Migration In wildlife management refers to:
. Digging ditches to drair. . The opposite of i Lo
The practice of trimming 1. . wros of corrain animals

Thar seasonal movement of animals from one area to ano* wor

The range over which diffarent types of o imals gather food

156 . A Carnivore refers to:

I. A type of bird
2. An animal that feeds on o'ner animats
5. An animal that feeds on planls

4, A lype of fish

57. It appears that several species of wild birds are faying soft-
shelled eggs which do not hatch. The reason for this is:

. Accumulation in the birds of long-lasting chemicals from
pesticlides and herblcides

2. The side effects of forest fires

s~

The depletion or loss of calcium in the soil in certain
areas

4. Natural evolution

I158. The producers in food chains are alw.ys green {(chlorophyl)
plants. ‘
True False

159 . Climax species are the first group of plants to inhabit an
area following a major ecological change.

True False

160 . Hf people would bo more careful, there woul ¢ by no foe st 1 oy,

True Falae

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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I61. A young tree '- redling.

True False

162. Pioneer specles are the first group of plants to inhabit an
area following a major ecological change.

True False

163. Photosynthesis 1s the process by whlch green plants make food
using water, sunlight and carbon diox!de.

True False

A system, such as an ecosystem, has been defined as something which
works or behaves as a whole pecause of dependencles between its
parts. Healthy systems are those which have parts that work
together well over time. For each of the following quotations note
On your answer sheet whether or not it-reflects a "system view"

of the world. :

QUOTATION REFLECTIVE SYSTEM VIEW

164. A chain is no stronger than Yes No

its weakest |ink

165. Everything Is connected to Yes No
everything anyway

166. No one can tell me what Yes No
to do; { can do as |
please

167. Everything must go somewhore Ve No
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PART V R
| FEDERAL RESOURCE AGENCIES

[68-173. le=ntify what these federal agencies do:

AGENCY MAJOR DUTIES
e, National Park Service  (NPS) A. Timber management and multiple

land use, including many
wilderness areas

169. U.S. Geological Survey B. Surveys of water and mineral
(USGS) resources and preparation of
topographic maps

[7C. Burecau of Reclamation (BR) C. Protection of watersheds and
erosion control on private
agricultural lands

I71. U.S. Forest Service . D. Responsible for multiple use of
(USFS) public lands not assigned to
any other federal agency

17¢. Bureau of Land Management E. Development of hydroelectric
(BLM) and irrigation systems

177. Soll Conservation Service . Management of natural, historic
(SCS) and recreation areas

G. Regulation of interstate
commerce
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174-178. ldentify what these federal agencles do:

AGENCY MAJOR DUTIES
174. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and A. Flood control, navigation, and
Wildlife (BSFW) stream channellzation
175, Bureau of Indian Affairs B. Provides services, education,
(BIA) and other assistance for

descendants of original
resldents of North America

{76. Bureau of Outdoor Recreatlon C. Regulation of civil disorders
(BOR)

V77. U.S. Army Corps of Englneers D. Reviews and makes Impact
(CE) statements with regard to

our environment

178. Environmental Protectlon E. Coordinates recreation planning
Agency (EPA) and administers grants to
states

F. Protection of endangered specles
and management of water fowl,
and other wild animals

120

Q .
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BOOKLET 1:

BOOKLET 2:
BOOKLET 3:
BOOKLET 4:
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QUESTIONNAIRES

Environmental Education Test' administered during the
first few days of camp and again during the last week
of camp. '

IRP Booklet administered during the second week of camp.
GATB Booklet administered along with Booklet 2.

END-OF-CAMP Bookliet administered during the last week
of camp along with Booklet I.
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INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH 3 O.M.B. No.: 40-873029
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Booklet Number

1973 YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS
IRP BOOKLET

The questions below are to help us understand how you feel
about your experiences in the Youth Conservation Corps so far this

summer.

Before we begin we need some information which will be used by
the staff at the University of Michigan to match up the three differ-
ent questionnaires which you will fill out for them this summer.

Camp number

1. When were you born?

(month) (day) (year)

2. How many brothers do you have? (do not include yourself)?

3. How many sisters do you have? (do not include yourself)?

4. How do you feel about your Youth Conservation Corps experience so
far this summer?

(J 1. I REALLY LIKE IT

(J 2. 1 LIKE IT

(J 3. I CAN'T SAY I CLEARLY LIKE OR DISLIKE IT
(J 4. I DISLIKE 1T

(J 5. I REALLY DISLIKE IT

5. How worthwhile has your Youth Conservation Corps experience been
to you so far this summer?

[J 1. VERY WORTHWHILE .

- [ 2. SOMEWHAT WORTHWHILE
(J 3. NOT VERY WORTHWHILE
(J 4. NOT AT ALL WORTHWHILE

123




Some people think corps members should Participate in ruaning the Youth
Conservation Corps camps. Others think the camp supervisory staff should decjide
everything. 1In each of the following areas Please tell us what You think is best,
Place an "x" through your answer,

14 6. How much do you think corps members shoylq parficipaLE'in Planning the

£amp work program?
1. A GOOD DEA [2._30mE) [ NoT AT ALy

15 7. How much do you think corps members should.participate in planning the

canp recreational program?
1. A GOOD DEA B NOT AT iy

16 8. How much do you think corps members shoyld Participate in Planning the
environmental education program?

9. How much do You think corps members should Participate in deciding on

camp discipline?
[i."A coop DEAT] [. NOT AT ALj

17

Now we would 1ike your views on the amount of participation you think you have
had in running thisg camp,

18 10. How much do you think you have participated in pPlanning the camp work

program?
[1. A GOOD DEAﬂ lf. SOME’ ]3. VERY LITTLE] EE;fNOT AT ALL]

13 11, How much do you think you have participated in Planning the camp recreational
Program?
[1._a coop DEAI] 3. _VERY Livggl [4. NOT AT ary]
20 12. How much do you think you have participated in Planning the environmental

education pro ram?
———===200 program

li—A coop DEAY] 2. _SOME] (3. VERY LITTLE] [6. NOT AT ALL]

2] - 13.'“Hoﬁ'ﬁdéhuésﬂxou think you have participated in deciding on camp discipline?
T

1. A GOOD D 3. VERY LITTLE] [4. NOT AT ALy,
_ALL|

19,
24




22-23

24=25

2627

28-29

30-31

32-33

3u-35
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These next questions give us additional information on how you feel about the camp
and its staff. The questions are designed to determine how the staff and corps
members have worked together this sunmer and are important to the planning of
future Youth Conservation Corps programs. Therefore, we would like you to answer
each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. Remember this is not a
test and there are no right or wrong answers,

Next to each question is a line with words explaining what cach end of the line
means. We want you to place an X at the point along the line which, in your ex-
perience, best describes how your camp 1is. For example, if{ on the first question
you feel your camp staff is rarely friendly and supportive, you would put an X on
the far left end of the line. If you think the staff is almost always friendly
and supportive you would put the X on the far right end of the line. 1f your
experience is  somewhere in between, pleacc place an X where you think it belongs.

Rarely Almost Always
14. How often {g the behavior of the camp

staff friendly and supportive? ' [ AL I I l l l LAAJ AJ I

15. How often does the staff ask for and
use your ideas about: Rarely Very Frequently

a. Program matters such as work

uss;gnments and topics studied? l L' | , I J;AJ _l

Rarely Very Frequently
b. Non-program matters such as dis- '
cipline and free time activities? [ LA,I L l I l l
Practically A very
never great extent

16. To what extent is the staff willing to
try new ways of doing things in order
to improve the corps program?

EEEENNEEE

Practically A very
never great extent
17. To what extent do you consider indi-
vidual members of the staff as friends? l L4 1 l I I Lg,l I .L_J
Practically A very
never great extent

18. To what extent 18 the staff willing to
share information with corps members
about the camp and its operation? L ] l L I l l l
Practically A very
never great extent

19, To what extent does the staff give positive
rather than negative comments ur criticisms
in discussing the work of corps members?

NS EEEEE

Not Well Very Well

20. How well do you feel you understand the
goals and objectives of the Youth Conser- ‘ ‘ l
vation Corps program? ' | J L, ] I l J_AJA |

125
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Le—-47

48-49

50-51
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21.

3.

24,

25,

26.

27,

28,

29.
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How well do you :rzk the staff does in
running the carz”

ti- W % and study G i
" arly planned?

Yow well ama
Jdients organizec —. -

To what exten. = or two of the gtarrf
Seem to make mos -he decisions in camp?

+u feel free to ta::
ieaf £

To what extent do
to members of the

To what extent doesthe staff treat you as
an individual rather than just another
member of the group?

How much are you involved in making
decisions about running the camp and
its programs?

How often do the staff and corps
members meet together to discuss
camp problems?

To what extent does the staff treat you as
understand your personal problems and
help you deal with them?

How much trust and confidence are
shown by the camp staff in working with
corps members?

i
[ 4]
o

Not Well Very Well

AN

Neo Well Very Well
- :
,lLls;JlfJJ
Practically A veiy
never gredt extent
Lo vy
Practically & very
never grzat extent
NN RN
Practically A very
never great extent
AN NN
Rarely Very Frequently

Very Frequently

Rarely
NENENNEEE
Practically A very
never great extent
Loy
Practically A very
none great deal

Loty
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56=57

The next

In report
ation tha
report ou
"all girl
working o
these que

30. What
7] 1.
] 2.

31. What

U 1.

-]287

quostisn:. . - s e background information ' .t you.
in; the - s :© - 3 study we will not dis + inform—
t i1l J .. 7 any dividual by name. Instes we wiil

r Tindir - ‘dac.  .tegories such as "lCth gr . 2,"
$," etc. i, .- .= to know how well the cam are
ut for peuple <i:: - ferent backgrounds. There ,re,
stions are - v imps  rant to us.

is your sex
Female

Male

is your racc "t background?

American Ir

(] 2. Black
[j 3. Oriental
[] 4. Spanish (Ch: :no. *:xican, Puerto Rican, Cuban or
other Spanis de:. jent)
(] 5. white
(] 6. other .
32. What was the last grades :2 school you completed before coming

to ca
08
09
10
11
12
Fi

OO moan

mp ?

rst year of colleage

-

o~
o
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1973 YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS
GATB BOOKLET '

INSTRUCTIONS

When you answer tne questlons Inside, please observe careful ly thes.
Important requirements:

-~Use only the soft (No. 2) penci| you were given. Don't use a e
-~Make heavy black marks that fil| the circles.
--Erase completely any answer you wish to change.

--Make no stray markings of any kind.

On this page are some exercises In finding the two words which have either
the SAME meaning or OPPOSITE MEANINGS.

Look at exercise |.

(1Y @ big @ large @dry @ slow
Big and large have the SAME meaning. Therefore, the | and 2 circles have
been filled in.

Now look at exercise 2.

(2)"® dreary @ Iloyal ® ancient @ disloyal

Loyal and disloyal have OPPOSITE meanlngs, so the 2 and 4 circles have
beer filled in.

Here are some practice exercises. In each exercise, find the two words
which have elther the SAME meaning or OPPOSITE meanings and fill in the
correct ciircles.

® mild @ correct ® wrong @ slimilar

® open @ fall @sfarf @ flinish

® amusing @ tiny @ awkward @funny
e oo () examine ' @ help ® Inspect - @ discover

DO NOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE TOLD TO DO SO

On the following pages are more exercises |ike these. Work as fast as you

can without making mlstakes. You will be allowed 5 minutes.
@ U.S. Denartment of Labor 128
IIIlllIIIII!lI~llIIIHIIIIII!IIIIIIIII'IIIIIIIIIIII
)

IToxt Provided by ERI
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The 60 items in the GATB
test are not reproduced here.
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61. C:z-» No. - 64. Jow' oid were vou on your last
®C 7 e
OJORNY 13 14 15 16 17 18
@C 2 O O O o0 O O
QG &
@E: 3 65. iaue  ou completed a course in
Copy th. s |®GE! tatuial science, biology, conservation,
“number |@@® ¢~ . .rdoor education in school?
in here O™
. ) Oves Orno
@EE
66. Hzv" you had any camping experience
62. Wher were you born? (Wr- - month, pr-u: to this summer? (CHECK ALL
day, and year ir the ©mxe: . then fill THXT APPLY.)

A}

in t1e circles to matc::.

) Attended a YCC camp in the
Month: Day| Yr. summer of 1971 or 1972.
D Some other camping experience
; (this can include camping with
lain Q@O ©f parents, scouts, church groups,
Feb OO O summer camps, etc. DO NOT
Mir OI@R @ include prior YCC camp experience.
Aor OGO @ No previous camping experience.
® @
0] 6]6) 67. Which of the following best describes
@@g the place where your home is located?
@
D A large city of more than
® G 500,000 people

® A medium size city of 100,000 to
500,000 people

A suburb of a medium or large city

A small city of 25,000 to 100,000

A small town of less than 25,000
people

A rural area

63. How many brothers zmi sisters do y=u
have? (Do not inclic= yourself.)

@ @O

Brothers Sisters

© © ® An Indianm reservation

o @

® ® 3. How much schooling has your father had?
® ©)

@, ® (® Completed grade school or less
G ® ® Some high school

S ® 3 Completed high school

G @) ‘) Some college

® 'S Completed college

& ® (& Some graduate school

»%. How =uch schooling has your mother had?

— & Completed grade school or less
= Some high school
{5 Completed high school
49 Some college
) Completed college
(® Some graduate school

130
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1973 YOUTH CONSERVATION _(RP:
END-OF-CAMP B0O LET

The questlicas below are to help us :nderstznd how you fe=l
about your experiences in the Youth Conservatica Corps so Zar zhis
summer. The first questions should be answersc right in this booktet.
First, fill in the bcx below. This informatior will be used bwv the
staff at the University of Michigan to match up <he different questionnaires
which you filled out for.them this summer.

Camp number

1. When were you born?

(month) (day) (yezr)

2. How many brothe:~ do you have? (Dc not inciude yourself,
stepbrothers or half brothers.)

3. How many sisters do you have? (Do ==: inclwue yourself,
stepsisters or half sistors.)

4. T» begin with, how do you feel about "1 Yeuth Conservation Corps sxperience
this summer?

1 I REALLY LIKED IT
I LIKED IT
I CAN'T SAY I CLEAREY [ZZ¥T OR I SLIXED IT

I DISLIKED IT

G EH YN E

I REALLY DISLIKED IT

5. How"worthwhile to you was your Youth Conservation Corps experience this summer?
1 VERY WORTHWHILE

SOMEWHAT "WORTHWXLLE

NOT VERY WORTHWHILE

NOT AT ALL WOXTEWHTILE

H WM
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Some people think corps members should participate in running the Youth
Conservation Corps camps. Others think the camp supervisor: staif should decice
everything. In each of the following areas please tell us what ~ou think is b:ost.
Place an "X" through your answer.

1h 6. How much do you think corps members should participate in nlanning the
camp work program?

L. A Goub DEAT] 2. SOME 3. vERy LITTLE] 'S, NOT AT ALLJ
15 7. How much 40 you think corps members shou.d participate .~ planning the

camp recreational program?

[L. A gooD DEAL) (3. VEZRY LITTLE —. NOT AT ALY

16 8. How much do you think corps members shou. - participate in planning the
environmental education program?

L. A coop DEAL) 2. SOME [3. VErRv LITTLE ~ . NOT AT ALY
17
9. How much do you think corps members should participate . sirciding on
camp discipline?
[1. A coop DEAL 2. SOME 3. v= v g “s. NOT AT ATL
Now we would like your views on the amount of pavticipation ¥=u think you have
had in running this camp.
18 10. How much do you think you have participate: #m plamzing the camp work
program?
|1."A GooD DEAL 2. SOME [3. VERY LITTLE [6. NOT AT AL..
19 11. How much do you think you have participatec in planming the ramp recrsational
program?
[1._a coop DEAY 2. SOME 3. VERY LITTLE 4. NOT AT AL
20 12. How much do you think you have partic=mzred in plannrng the envirommewzz.
education program?
|l. A GOOD DEA} [2. SOME [3. VERY LITTLE| [4. NOT A= ALL|
2l 13. How much do you think ycu have partitipated in deciding o camp disciplize?
[1. A GOOD DEAL] 2. SCME |3. VERY LITTLE| 4. NOT &7 ALL:

beat
! ot
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24-25

26-27

28-29

30-31

32-33

B-35

3¥%6-37
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These next questicns give us additional information on how you feel about the camp

and

its

staff.

TH.: questions are designed to determine how the staff and corps

members have work. d topether this 'summer and are important to the planning of .

future Youth Conscrvation Corps programs.
each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible.

test and there are no right or wrong answers.

Next to cach question is a line with words explaininyg what cach end of
We want vou to place an X at the point along the line which, in vour ex-

means .
perience, best describes how your camp
you feel your camp staff was
the tar
and supportive you would put

was.

lett end of the line.

For example,

Therefore, we would like you to answer
Remember this is not a

the tine

il on the first question
rarely friendly and supportive, you would put an ¥ on
If you think the staff was almost always frieadly

the X on the far right end of the line. I your

expericence was somewhere in between, please place an X where you think it belonys,

Y4,

17.

18.

19.

20.

How oftcs was the behavior of the camp
statf friendly and supportive?

How often did the staff ask for and
use vour ideas about:

‘atters such as work
assignme 2ts and topics studied?

a. Program

b. Non-program matters such as dis-
cipline and free time activities?

To what extent was the staff willing to
try new ways of doing things in order
to improve the corps program?

To what extent did you consider indi-
vidual members of the staff as friends?

To what extent was the staff willing to
share information with corps members
about the camp and its operation?

1

To what extent did the staff give positive
rather than negative comments or criticisms

in discussing the work of corps members?

How well did you feel you understood the

goals and objectives of the Youth Conser-

vatior. Corps program?

133

Rarely

Almost Alwavs

Rarely Very Frequently
RN
Rarely Very Frequently

NN

L]

Practically
never

A very
great extent

N

L]

Practically A very
never great extent
Lol
Practically A very
never great extent
Lol
Practically A very .
never great extent. .. ...
ERRRENEENE
Not Well Very Well

HEEE

EEREN
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Not Well Very Well

IR ENEEEE

38-39 21. How well do you think the staff did in
running the camp?

Not Well Very Well
40-ul 22. How well were the work and study assign-
ments organized and clearly planned? , I l J l l Al J
Practically A very
: never preat extent
t2-43 23. To what extent did one or two of the staff
seem to make most of the decisions in camp? l I | [ l J l f
Practically A very
never great extent

bh-45 24. To what extent did you feel free to talk
to members of the staff?

EEREREEEE

Practically A very
never great extent
46-47 25. To what extent did the staff treat you as
an individual rather than just another

n individual racher NN REEEE

Rarely Very Frequently
48-49 26. How much were you involved in making o
decisions about running the camp and
[te rogeanss RN NEEEN
Rarely Very Frequently
%0-51 27. How often did the staff and corps
members meet tcrether to discuss .
camp problems? ' . [ l l ’ ' L , l [ J
Practically A very
: never great extent
52-53 28. To what extent did the staff try to
understand your personal problems and l ' ]
help you deal with them? L § , I J ] J l l
Practically A very
none great deal
H-% 29. How much trust and confidence was

shown by the camp staff in working with
corps -members? : : o

Lo g ll
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5
The next questions give us some background information about vou.
In reporting the results of this study we will not disclese inform-
ation that will identify any individual by name. Instead, we will
report our findings by broad categories such as "10th grade,"
"all girls," etc. We also want to know how well the camps are
working out for people with different backgrounds. Therefore,
these questions are very important to us.
% 30. What is your sex!?
[j 1. Female
[] 2. Male
57 31. What is your race or ethnic background?
E] 1. American Indian
» ‘ (] 2. Black
(] Oriental

]

Spanish (Chicano, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban or
other Spanish descent)

»

(Tl 5. white
[] 6. Other __
58 -5 32. What was the last grédéﬂin school you completed before coming
to camp?
[ o8
(7 09
C 10
(11
] 12
(] First year of college

The next question should be answered on the separate answer sheet you
have been given. There are no right or wrong answers; we want to know
how you feel about your camp experience.

Wﬁen using the answer sheet, remember these instructions:
-~Use only a soft pencil (no. 2 is ideal).
--Make heavy black marks that fill the circles.
--Frase cleanly any answer vou wish to change.

--Do not make any stray marks on the answer sheet.

ERIC 185

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Turn the answer sheet to sids wwo and find the section that has
answers zumberad A, B, C, ....

Here are sor. questions abemt how you would rate specific parts of
the Youth Cu ervation Cor=w.

o o
= 0
A &
MARK YOUR ANSWERS ON THE ANSWER SHEE™ = o -
3] o
& = 8
How would you rate the Regular Staf:
A. as work leaders? 1 2 3
8. as to their commitment to the owe—all
objectives of the YCC program? 1. .2 3
C. as to their concern about the: emwronment? 1 2 3
D. as to their know'.dge of the =r=Tiamnt? 1 2 3
E. as to their ability to help w=m Z=arn
about the environment? 1 2 3
How would you rate your fellow corzs members:
F. as co-workers? 1 2 3
G. as to their commitment to the agverzll
objectives of the YCC program? 1 2 3
H. as to thefr concern about the emwironmert? 1 2 3
I. as to their knowledge of the enmwiTonment? 1 2 3
J. as to their ability to help yum Jearn
about the environment? 1 2 3
How would you rate the work accomzZished by
corps members at vour camp:

e .K' as - tO .amoun.t.?_: . P P . 1 P 2 .- 3
L. as to quality? 1 2 3
M. as to its benefit to the environment? 1 2- 3
N. as to its benefit to the public? 1 2 3

T Ya)
1 15

Fair
Poor
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MARK YOUR ANSWERS ON THE ANSWER SHEET

Excellent
Very Good

Good

How would you rate the environmental
cducation you reccived:

O. as part of the work program? . 1 2 3

P. as part of lectures, films, or
classes held in camp? 1 2 3

Q. as part of recreation or other
parts of the program (informal
discussion, ccological games,
reading in the library)? 1 2 3

R. in terms of its application to
your post-camp life? 1 2 3

S. How would you rate the coordination
between the work and the environmental
cducation program -- how well did
one tie into the other? 1 2 3

T. How wouid you rate your camp as a
community -- a place where
Interests are shared and people
work well and get along well together? 1

N
[9%]

1

ANSWER THE NEXT 2 QUESTIONS ONLY IF YOU WERE IN A RESIDENTIAL CAMP

U, How would you rate the living
accomodations? 1 2 3

V. How would you rate the recreational
facilitles? 1 2 3

Fair

4

4

4

Poor

[$,1

(%]

1o
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F
MARK YOUR ANSWERS ON THE ANSWER SHEET - ©
‘0 P o '
U : <) o
% o <} m
i =S & fx
W. Compared to other summer jobs for
people your age, how would you
rate the YCC job you had this summer 1 2 3 4
" X. How would you rate the amount of money
you earned this summer compared to
what you could have earned at .
another summer job at home? 1 2 3 4

Y. Did the staff spend time drilling or
preparing you for the environmental
education test?

1. Yes 2. No

Below are some of tne things you might have learned this summer. For each
ltem indicate on vour answer sheet how much you learned about it this summer.

Z. General principles of ecology and conservation.

1. Nothing at ali 2. A little 3. Pretty much 4. Very much

AA. How the things I do affect the environment.
1. Nothing at all 2. A little 3. Pretty much 4. Very much
BB. How I can help people in my community become active in working
on environmental problems.
1. Nothing at all 2. A little 3. Pretty much 4, Very much

CC. How to use tools.
1. Nothing at all 2. A little 3. Pretty much 4. Very much

DD, How to get along better with people my own age.
. Nothing at all 2, A little 3. Pretty much 4, Very much

EE. How to get along better with people of different racial or ethnic
groups.

l. Nothilng at all 2, A little 3. Pretty much 4. Very much

I, llow to work on projects that require teanwork.

L. Nothing at all 2. A little 3. Pretty much 4. Very much

138

Poor
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Will any of the things you learned this summer be of value to you back
home?

GG. General principles of ecology and conservation.

1. Not at all 2. Not very 3. Somewhat 4, Very

valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home back home
HH. How the things I do affect the environment.

1. Not at all 2. Not very 3. Somewhat 4, Very
valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home back home

II. How I can help people in my community become active in working
on environmental problems.

1. Not at all 2. Not very 3. Somewhat 4, Very
valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home back home

JJ. How to use tools.

1. Not at all 2, Not very 3. Somewhat 4, Very
valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home ‘back home

KK. How to get along better with people my own age.
1. Not at all 2. Not very 3. Somewhat 4. Very

valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home back home
LL. llow to get along better with people of different racial or ethnic
groups.
1. Not at all 2. Not vefy 3. Somewhat 4. Very
valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home back home back home back home

MM. How to work on projects that require teamwork.

1. Not at all 2. Not very =~ 3. Somewhat 4, Very
valuable valuable valuable . valuable
back honme back home back home hack home

NN. In general, do vou think the things you learned this summer will
be valuable to you back home?

1. Not at all 2. Not very 3. Somewhat 4, Very
valuable valuable valuable valuable
back home hack home back home back home

YOU WILL NOW BE GIVEN
THE ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION TEST BOOKLET.

YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE MADE ON
SIDE ONE OF THE ANSWER SHEET

El{llC 159
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Total number

Total number
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CHAPTER TWO

of enrollees

of U of M sample

1971 1972 1973
2676 3495 3510
2310 - 3211 3272

The total number in the Michigan sample is in all cases smaller than
the total number of enrollees.
in the camp in American Samoa and the one in Puerto Rico were purposely not

included in this study.

questionnaire materials. (3) A
sheets which were incorrectly filled out.

Excluded are three groups: (1) Enrollees

(2) One camp in the U.S. did not receive the

small number of campers provided answer

National Distribution of 15-19 Year Olds tn the U.S. by Race as of 1970

Categorz

Negro

Native
American

Oriental
Other

Spanish
Heritage®
White
(Europe~
an stock)

TOTAL

Frequency Percent
2,427,628 12,7
82,940 0.4
134,418 0.7
26,290 0.1 '
977,353 5.1
19,193,879 100.0

*'!Spanish heritage' is based on the use of four identifiers:
(1) Birthplace is Mexico, Cuba, or Puerto Rico; or (2) Spanish is
the "mother tongue' in the household; or (3) the surname is Spanish
(8,000 name lists published by U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service); or (h) people identified themselves as being of Spanish

origin,
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The decennial census in 1970 ascertained race using a question
which asked the respondent to sel f-categorize himsel f. There were
no categories for people who wished to identify themselves as being
of Spanish origin; those wishing to do so were forced to use the
"other" category. After completing the decennial census jn 1970, the
Census Bureau conducted a >eparate study of people of Spanish heritage.
(Persons of Spanish Origin, Booklet PC(2)-1C and Persons, of Spanish

2) )

Surname, Booklet PC(2)-1D). In this study, they identifiEE'977,353

15-19 year olds of Spanish heritage. They also discovered that in the
decennial census, between 95 and 98 percent of all people of Spanish her-

itage had chosen the category ''white't, Accordingly, in the above
table the number of 15-19 year olds identified in this separate study
were subtracted from the category of '"white." |In all other ways, the
data in the above table are taken from the 1970 census as reported in
Bureau of the Census, United States Summary, Vol. |, 1970.

CHAPTERS FOUR AND FIVE,

multiple Classification Analyses

Following this introduction are several printouts from Multiple
Classification Analywes (MCAs). They correspond to Summary Tables 4-3,
-4, and 5-3 In the text. For each dependent variable MCAs were per-
formed inftially using all of the available predictors which met the
criterion of being theoretically relevant, Variables were excluded from
subsequent runs based on four criteria:

1. The bivariate relationship,of a predictor had to be
statistically significant, given the N (usually in
excess of 2700) and the number of categories in the
predictor. The F from an analysis of variance was
used for this purpose.

2. The pattern of the relationship between the predictor
and the dependent variable had to make theoretical
sense. |If the scale underlying a predictor was
ordinal, the relationship to the dependent variable
had to be monotonic or nearly so. |If the scale
underlying the predictor was only nominal then
there had to be some theoretical reason supporting
the obtained pattern.

3. In a multivariate analysis (MCA) the obtained beta
value had to be high enough to indicate that the
predictor could hold its own in a Joint prediction
with other predictor variables. Unlike multiple
regression, It is not possible with MCA to test

142
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for the statistical significance of beta. Thus,
somewhat arbitrary ground rules were used by the
analyst to make rejections based on this ¢ri-

terion.

Finally, differences of interest among subclasses
of a predictor had, in most cases, to show a
difference in a mean on the dependent variable

of at least 15 percent of the standard deviation
of the dependent variable. :

143



OEPENDENT VARIABLE STATISTICS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE {¥)

HE AN 3
STANDARD  DEVIATION 3
SU¥ OF ¥ 1
SU¥ OF ¥ SQUARE 2

TOTAL SUM OF  SQUARES =
EXPLAINED SUN OF SQUARE =
RESIDUAL SUM OF SQUARES =

NUMBER OF (ASES :

PRECICTOR SUMMARY STATISTICS

PREICTOR  428: 4280305x

NI OF SUM OF  PER

CLASS  CASES WLIGHTS CENTS
0 45 LEI Y
L 132 1326 4b44
PR T 1489 521

FTA-SQUAKE = 0,664065329E-02
tTh = U.B0290318E=01

HULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS

S 5345568 Gain score: individual's post test score

ETA-SQUARE(ADJI=  0,5751013pE~02
ETACADS)=  0415835608F~0]

UNADJUSTED DEVIATION §§ =
ADJUSTEC  DEVIATION §§ a

PREDICTOR 4291 429Q314(

NIOF SUM GF PER
CLAL CASES wFIGIIS CENTS

50 50 1.1
L el 4.4
204 4 L]

18 oL
120 120 4.2

2207 2261 79,

o w14

¢

minus hi

1523761 INUS Nis pretest score

144 750668

21518,000

183964,00

622067,50

32022.09)

59004537

2860 The rumber for whom there were both
pre znd post tests,
UNADJUSTED .

CLASS  DEVIATION FROM N
4EAN GRAND MEAN  COEFFICIENT  ADJUSTED MEAN  STAND DEV. |
Be44444 0,92066785 0. 14884454 7.6726198 20,205260 missing data
876172 1,2439461 L2323112 847560673 13.094099 female
6438810 -141355463 =1, 1019154 644218607 15,830835 male

BETA=SQUARE =  0.61450191E=02

BETA = 0.78390161E-01
4010,1797
1822,6177
UNADJUS TED

CLASS  DEVIATION FROM

MEAN GRAND MEAN  COCFFICIENT  ADJUSTED MEAN  STAND pEV,
Badb00  0,5362230) L.0808926 B46046686 19, 218624 missing data
19927y =5, 710211 =5.3247766 2198999 15.3195) Native American.
516471 =1, 75907¢4 =2, 0717068 504520693 l6.466522 Black
10,5680 343446445 116625795 9.186355 13050465 Oriental
1041252 2,6012234 204947414 104014517 13.420029 Sgannsh
1,795 16 0421198847 0431461287 1,0343844 14,443460 White
6085185 =0.671524%0  «DJ57201294 649504629 15.565331 Other



ETA-SQUARE # 0.9710u912E-02
ETA = 049B504414E~0]

FTA-SQUARE(AND= 0465919161E-02
ETALAR)= Dol 19Ch4sE=(0L

6045.8086

UHADJUSTED DEVIATICN §§ =
§ = 5624,024)

A0JUSTEY  OEVIATION S

CPRECICTLR Ll LUAGENCY

41 0F SUNGE o PER CLASS
GLASS LASFS WEfORTS CENTS  MEAN

4J0 a0 |
15 154

] G0 10,1150
2 Seb 10,7532
] L% e 5,5 11,602
4 15 105 4ah 431630
5 LETH v 13,3 7.59520
b {45

len ltay bahlbul |

ETA~SQUARE = 0,16189396E~0|
ETA = 0.1272315¢

ETA-SQUARE(ADJ)= 0,1100099}E-0]
ETACADI)= 0410488504

UNADJUSTED DEVIATION $S = 10070.898
ADJUSTED  DEVIATION §5 = 5545,2656

PRECICTOR 13 LINNEEKS

NO OF SUM OF P& . CLASS
CLASS CASES WEIGHTS CENTS '~ MEAN

4 580 580
g 2280 2280

20,3 5.07089
19.7 8.14781

ETA-50UARE
ETA

0s 70379637602
0. 83442506€-01

3 "

ETA-SQUANE(ADI)=  0.10986328E~02
ETALADJI=  0433145629E~01

UNADJUSTED DEVIATIUN §S =

\ 310,089
146 swsiee oevtanion s »

2038,0733

M GRAND MEAN

BETA-SQUARE = C,90485774£~02

BETA = U.95124006E-01

UNADJUSTED
DEVIATICN FRUM

COEFFICIENT ADJUSTED MEAN
2,552 22944365 9.8182125
3,2294703 =0,27924252 102445335
4,0787878 3.8089142 11,3326%0
~3. 1477706 -0, 17116547 143526106
0.314865 L LE-01 -0, 15656900 T.3612066
~Le (873022 -0, 44341908 646799504

BETA-SUUARE = 0,89464001£-02

BETA = 0,94585419E-0]

UNADJUSTED

DEVIATIGN FAQs |
GRAND MEAN  COEFFICIENT  ADJUSTED MF AN

24530866 -1,6737185 5,4500576

062403010 0.42577082 1,9495468

BETA=SQUARE = (4327632168-02
BETY = Qu57237160E-01

STAND DEV,

15.243283 Nat! Park Srve
13,347787 BLM

12999096 Bur Rec
13,077545 Bur Ind Affairs
16,830196 Bur Sport Fish,

14,277418 Forest Service

STAND DEV.

L4 207207 four-yeek session
14824129 eight-week session

-8 11—

147



PREDICTOR 1433: 1433[RP

UNADJUSTED
WU OF SUMOF  PER  CLASS  OEVIATION FROM :
CLASS CASES WEIGHTS CENTS  wEN GRAND MEAN  COEFFICIENT  ADJUSTED MEAN  STAND bEV,
I8 240 8.7 4,2015 -3,3221636 ~L 720833 47516928 12331350 Tow level of interp relat
AT 295 10,3 1.58305 0592746 13E-01  0,5660871¢ 8,0918621 lo.95e84 ! 2 iFt L
359 598 2009 6.2040) -1,3197632 L4790 640405851 e8Iy R
“m 1m0 1,510y 0.49315453E=01  0,15942496 7,6832004 16, 231355 !
5 6N 671 23,5 B.b4382 11200350 0,60289168 B.1266670 - 13,637409 |
6 25 B B8 8.09263 143636533 147046785 9,2264546 0611333 |
! 2 2 0.8 26,7917 - 19, 267868 18.650631 26,174454 18,430082 high level of interp relat
E-SQUARE = 0.225113266-00  BETA-SQUARE = 0.203307616-0)] and participation
ETA = 0,15003177 RETA = 0,14258599

bl

ETA=SQUARE(ADJ)= ~0,14237046E-0)
ETA{ADJ}=  0,11931908

UNADJUSTED DEVIATION S5 = 14003,566 o
ADJUSTED  CEVIATION S5 = 12647105 ‘

ANALYSES SUMMARY STATISYICS

-6~

K=SQUARED (UNADJUSTED) = PROPORTION gF VARIATION EXPLAINED BY FITTED HODEL = 0.05148
ADJUSTHENT FOR DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 1.00704

YOSMULTIPLE R (ADJUSTED) = 0,21165 HULTIPLE R=SQUARED (ADJUSTED) = 0.04480

DEPENDENT VARIABLE  534:  53455¢~0

LISTING OF BETAS N DESCENDING ORDER

RANK VAR, NOD. NAME © BETA
1 1433 L4331RP 0414258599
: 429 429031R¢ 0495124006E-01
] I LLAGENCY 0945854 19E-0)
4 428 42803054 0, 7849018 1€=01
5 g 1INAEEKS 0457239160801
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... DEPENDENT VARIABLE STATISTICS

DEPENDENT VARTABLE (Y) 400 40104 Satisfac[ion (] = | rea”yl]iked it . = l rea”y diS”kEd it)
HEAN z [,347434)
T STANCARL  DEYIAT 10N = 060470817
SUN OF ¥ TR Goog E e T
CSUM DI Y SQUARE + 6502,0000
TITAL UM oF SQUARES = 108S,5570
T EXPLAINED ST GF SQUARE = 13 774y T e e T N
T URESTOUAL SUM oF SQUARES = 94p,27954
T UNMBER OF CASES x 2981 e
PREDICTOR SUMMARY STATISTICS i e
|
PREDICTOR 429t 43943 1R¢ e o T "“'"“‘“"‘*‘“\g —
. |
' , UNADJUSTED
NOOF SUMOF  PER  cLaSs  pEVIATION FROM
CLASS CASES WEIGHTS CENTS™ WA GRANO MEAN  COEFFICIENT  aDJUSTED MEAN STAND DEV,
% Ch 970 T =0,23642349 7 =0,19182785 TLAS5T066 "0, 33333333 m‘l's"s_i'l”ﬁg"datg —
Y 162 48 1,5¢339 0,21584806 019144118 1,5349748 0.65736190 Native Amer ican
2N 26 12 1,519 024042797 0,2160806] 145636139 0,79429580 3lack
) 43 0 LA L2TAT -0,48465233E01 ~0.165625076-01  1,3309717 0,62364772 Orner}tal
b1 126 42 1,306 0,49290657€-01 -0.31321903E-01  1,3162060 067027594 §ﬁgnish
5238 2386 B0 121727 =0,302677156+01 <0¢2473RT33E-01  1,322794% 0.57437545 w_lutg_._,_“
Y 910 LS50 TS0,9099207 -0 14320654 1,2043276 0.36263211 Other
ETA-SQUARE = 0.22516139E-01  BETA-SQUARE s 0416905554€-01 ) B
ETA = 0, 1500534¢ BETA = 0,13002133
__e_run_-._s_o"ugps_ianu:ﬂ_u.zomszoe-ol S
ETALADII="0,141233p) Nl
| ;\
UNADJUSTED DEVIATION S5 & 24,5162 | [

ACJUSTED  DEVIATION S§ = 13,4261

e e ettt et




NO OF SUM OF  PER

CLASS CASES WEIGHTS CENTS

TR R sy
B 199 2399

CLASS
HFAN

f0.5 1.37599

ETA-SQUARE = 0,912R4923E-02
ETA » 0,95543146-0]

TTETASSQUARETADDY:  0,646179916-07
ETALADJ)=  0,803€53276-01

UNADJUSTED DEVIATION §§ =
ACJUSTED  DEVIATION §§ =

o i

549456679
€E7C5759

19,5 123028

UNADJUSTED
DEVIATION FROM

BETA~SQUARE = 0.63035265€-02
BETA = 0.79394758E-01

S R e e e o e e e

o=t w—— A e b 64 o — e e

GRAND HEAN  COEFFICIEN  ACISTED WEMY  STAND OEV,
C-DTBLT T STaTOLEOL Toost0ess  0,53636701 FouT weeks————~
D2BSSTIHEOL 0.2364EL9LE-0L  LATLIS  0.606988L1 elght weeks

PREDICTOR  14:  L4RTNRRS

NO OF SUM OF  PER.
(LASS CASES WEIGHTS CENTS

CLASS

HEAN
1999

L1999 6701 1.31015
2 91 59T 20,0 le4d724
- D 35 12,9 laanl

ETA-SQUARE = 0,85576884E-02
ETA w 0,925077806-01"

" ETA-SQUARE(ADJ)®  0,48853153E=(2

T I T SRR

e U ETAADI ) 0, 85865029FC)

__UNADJUSTED DEVIATION S5+ 9,3278137

TONNIUSTRD osmnou Y

PREDICTOR SUMMARY srmsnc\s‘

i e b

wr s

UNADJUSTED
DEVIATION FRON X

CRAND_MEAN ___ COEFFICIENT _ _ ADJUSTED NEAN _ STAND OEV, _
"0 ITIT9N65E-00 -0, 02005904E-01 13146276 0.59599256 residential/]-day
Co93701881E-01 0411605722 14635906 0,60974136 non-residential -
0.34T83026-01 ~C.S1099216E-02  1,3384237  0.62361318 residential/Seday

BETA=SQUARE =_ 0,93026825E-02 o
BETA =" 0,96915841E-01 |

104237623

P

PREDICTOR 14337 14:31HP
NCOF SUMOF PR (LAsS
CLASS CASES WEICHYS CENYS  WEaN
U282 777 T sg0 T
M0 340 1A L5558
3ol el 20,5 1,448
A 192 26,6 1,268
5 715 LS 24,0 1,20000
b T 24T 83 1,052
7 2% 3470,87 1400000

ETA-SQUARE = 0.93491137E-01
ETA = 0,30574316

__ETA-SQUARE(ADY )=

C0TS82T8E-0)
IA(ADJ!=

026661840

“NADJUSTER CEVIATION §S =
[KC DJUSTEL  DEVIATION S5 -

101,90138
110.18546

BETA~SQUARE = 0,10109150
8ETA = 0,317940888

b e o ———— — i e 6 ik e —

UNADJUSTED

DEVIATION FRON

GRAND MEAN  COEFFICIENT  ADJUSTED MEAN  STAND DEV.
TOAL3T0SC T 0528118 T T 1,8003045 T 0,8219107% o Teve] oF Interp relat
0,20834732 0, 17134404 1,5188780  0,7084162 and partic
0,992136826-01 011366850 4612026 0.63635911 and participation
=0,785951616-01 ~0.ACT431966-01  1,2667904 0.52703871

0. 4753437 =0, 15066528 1,1968689 0,46802523

DRty 0,2360763 1,10846T6 03075153 .

TR T 0446220627 0.88530791 0.0 ﬁ]gh leve] of Lnterp relat

and participation
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. ANALYSIS SUMMARY STATISTICS
R~SQUARED™ FINADJUSTEDN = PROPORT [oN”OF VARTATTON EXPLAINED BY FITTED MODEL T 3le T T T —
ADJUSTMENT FOR DEGREES OF FREEDCK =  1.00506
*RRUTTTPLE R TROWSTEDT 5 6,3869T  MiLTidtE R=SQUARED (ADJUSTED) & 0412743 ™" )
_ DEPENDENT VARIABLE 401! 4(104 —
“TLISTING OF BETAS™ (N OESCENDTNG 0RTER ST T - '
RAMG VAR, MO NAKE g e
1 1433 14331RP 031794888
, 5297 TTU24031RE 0,13002133
3 L4 LWRTNRRS  0,96015841E-01 —
4 13 1INWEEKS 04 19394758£~01 .
e o
e et e 8 e e 415 P e e [V, J—
$esMULTIPLE R (ADJUSTED) » 0,33697 WULTIPLE R-SQUARED (ADIUSTEOY = 01374 N
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