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.. mBSTRACT - .
The - goal of the thesis is to describe and explain the‘

| ——
i
L]

attraction or‘;sites for‘ environmental educationh field ;‘
trips. Research on envlronmental educatlon fleld trlps has'
embraced elther a focus on’ the educatlonal merits of such
fleld “trips_ or, if site orlented,“such,research tended

initially' to 'be little‘more than inventories _of gites.

‘More recent research ‘has" applled the procedures"' of
Coo ' : Y

' . ) ' . . g;,“ "
recreation - demand surveys to the us of sites for

‘,env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlps, w1th llmlted success.

\"x .

Thls the51s proposes that 1deas about spat1a1 xch01ce

’

[
“ e

Vbehav1our developed 1n behav1oura1 geography provgde nﬂﬂ :

(FO
T

<1ntegrat1ve, 7 conceptual ba91s ifor 1nvestlgat1nq 5é;,?’

h * i . ‘.; A

;‘selectlon of env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlp s1tes."Theth

”"”ntstratlfled random sample, who used at least one of the flve

*81te for'an env1ronmenta1 educatlon fleld tr1p

3 e
. .

elements of thlS conceptual framework were”‘tested by

N “

'investigatlng th; ch01ce, 51tuat10n of teachers when

" R
‘*f'v e

'selectlng a f1e1d tr1p 51te, 'and ﬂhe influence of‘ﬂthelr

e .
b g

’perceptions of site characterlstlcs on the1r cholce of.

- ‘e

A

Data g &ere obtalned by means of.gman l‘1nterbiew Lo

’ v

_“”f.(fquestionnalre survey of 107 teachers seIected by'wfaufgf

¢

e

";1p sites 1n the study Concepts G%eratlonallzed 1n$_ef

-

P G‘
i

R

i




! o S

the questionnaire, included

information, ' preferences . for

4.
%

perceptions of distance, ,the evalu

and their relative importance when
site.

"

The' major findings were (1

-

considerable ' freedom . of action wh

sites, but were constrained by
potential alternatives,

. | )
prepared ‘travel with

were to

attract1

. 3

[

characteriStibs became

‘51gn1flcance to dec151on makers,»

‘51gn1ficant dlfferences An percept

th ', k

‘and fleld trlp objectives,; and 4

”"fleld trlp were con51stently assoc:
. S

“ !

'fteachers according to the grade they taught.‘

“teachers'

sources of

settings, motivations,

atlon of’ 51te features;

selectlng a field trip
). that teachers have

. , :
en choosing field trip
a limited awa:eneés

of

‘and by limits tohthe distance they .

rtheir class. Site’

ons because of _their
2)\and it was found that
‘feathfeé,

1on5‘of"site

he 51tes chosen for the L
ated w1th dlfferences 1n‘7

The flndlngs

wconflrmed the valldlty of perceptlons 1n the explanat1on ofh

destlnatlon ch01ce.,,‘
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CHAPTER ONE

I " INTRODUCTION

ell ‘ Backgrduhd

Ly

Over the past decade the 1nterdlsc1p1anary nature ;of
envlronmental educatlon ‘has fac1r}tated the 1ntroduct10n of
this new area of educatlon into  the school currlculum. . As
a result ‘yenvlronmental or outdoor education has hecome an

\

establlshed part of. teachlng in many Alberta schools. A

bnumber of reports and studles have revealed that large

[‘{

numbers of school groups<take env1ronmenpa1 educat1on field

‘h

,trips to a wide variety of sites and locations. for varying

‘iengths of stay (Alberta Recreation and"Parks,. 1981, 1983;

i

Adamson et al., 1982). - .
i By the;r.very nature, ‘environmentalleduéation field
trips. have an "extramural” quality'and nbrmally taﬁe place

v

at sites away from the-school.- Their non-olassrooﬁ setting

. .
' . * u

‘has acted -as ;a? deterrent to research by edﬁcatiohf

K speciaiists, and .also 'created uncertaﬁggy for: thef,site

mana?ers' of areas used, for env1ronmenta1 educatlon field B

Le

trips. They usually cater to recreatlonag users, _but 1n‘

this s1tuat10n have to deal w1th the needs of env1ronmenta1.'

£
\‘\

education. fleld trlp grOups.\‘ 'Prevrous' env1ronmenta1

«



. s

. . Proéess and Pérceptions of Destinations o .

education field trip research has amounted to llttle more
than inventor1es of 81tes‘br alternatlvely has utlllzed the
technlques " of" the tradxtionalﬁrecreatlon' demand survey .

This type of survey has" been crltlclzed by Stankey ,(1977)

.and Drlver and Tocher (1979) becauSe recreatlon demand was

equated wlth feereatlon part101pat10n. - In‘such surveys,

L]

little don51derat10n was’ glven4 to,rimportant underlying

N

.varlables, such as the reasons for partlclpatlng, the

choice of alternatives avallable to recreat10n1sts, “or the

¢

" degree: of satlsfactlon derived from thé act1v1ty.’ The

critical problem from the geograph;cal perspectlve of thls.

the51s is the relationship between behav1ou¢,, 1n~thls case
v’

Iy — A

[

s

S

.relationship is examlned by investlgatlng the process .of

! 'y

selectlng a 31te for an env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlp.

’ —_— o i
. S 3 ‘- Y N 2 o : ! ' g
. . . - . . : , I

2. A Conceptual Framework'based on»the'becisggnfMakinjj

£

R B : A . .
N

[ N

Fn geographical terms,' env1ronmenta1 educatlon fleld_‘

» E

-

fﬂdescrlbed: by Hanson (L974Y; and Allton and Lleber (1983):

:

among"others,? 1nvolv1ng ,travelffrom an orlgln (1n ,thls.i

. oase, the school), to a destlnatlon (the 51te of the f&eld

=

tripi,f ari51ng from a declslon-maklng process,' .The focus

\ . » . L . . . ~

.opportunity . for these actlv;tles to , occur. ., .'This.

A\

trips 'represent a form of spat1a1 behav1our 5uch as

e

5

' field t;ip actiéities,‘ -and ‘place) representingu the =~

\
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in‘s;udies of spatial behaVviour is?onhperson'(individual or - °

¢

group) varlables and Perceptions ' of ,stimulus d'or‘

"\

A

.broad framework pf spatlal dec151on maklng, the substant1a1

' !

body of knowledge developed in recreatlon spatlal behav1our

is partlcularly approprlate as a source of 1deas relevant

— "

surroundlngs“.varlables (Sonnenfeld 1976) ' W1th1n £hé‘

P . N ' o
[ ' '

to this study. )'. - N Lo

.

The' premise for con51der1ng env1ronmental .education’

4

'Vbehav1our rests on the close theoretlcal conceptual and

I3

"Qperatlonal llnkages ‘begween_ these; types of  travel

~ ~ ! '

.

s ‘

> qharacteri;ed in similar terms td those descrlblng outdoor

N

. y . & "
Io"récreation. Sadler (1978) deflned outdoor recreat1on as a

demand supply relatlonshlg whlch links people with

' resources, and thlS deflnltlon applles~equally well to

[

env1ronmental 'educatloni flela trlps: ‘ Aldskoglus, (1977)J

' I Y

offeréd the followlng deflnltlon of outdoor recreatlon.

.
v N

‘Outdoor recfeation generally takes placevln an outdoor

o v setting,  ‘away from home, although it is still nbn-

'1nvolves a moderate degree of active participatlon ‘and ’

*"-characterlstics (p.x163) PR

' A

ar dlfferences however, since

3

51m11ar éérms.ﬁ,- Ther

S Y

»
o

?,enV1rpnmenta1*‘veducat'on .act1y1t1es rare not undertaken .

LY
EN o

. A . . ' A . -
R . . . N - CI L
- i . . B . R . ) .,

Hremuneratlve and non-occupatlonal in. character’. It

field tripsv'as\hav1ng paralleIS'wrth recreatlon spatxall

Ny

Env1roqmenﬁal educatrpn fleldztrlps could be deflned in’

;behaviour., ‘Environmental educatlon field trips can be "

oL is orlented toward land and Water resources, rather f
: than: to places with 81gn1f1cant cultural or edonomic’
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B

-

for recreatron, but because of the1r~ educat10na1 value

‘v

Thefteachers 1nvolved would certalnly object to’ f1e1d trips

[

xsbelng descr;bed as "hon- occupat10nal "‘and the students‘f

themse}ves would not descrlbe them as free ~time actlvitles.‘

. A . \
[
o

’ ' ]

env;ronmental educat1on fleld trlps is relnforced grven the

4 [

',view expressed by Perloff and Wlngo (1979), of recreatlon

s

“as a' system of behavrour comprlsed of three elements,

u"namely recreatlon publlcs, amen1t1es,»and‘fa0111ties.» This‘

il

systemlp <approach 1s equally approprlate as a model of the‘

»

uinteracting components oftenv1ronmenta1 educatlon field

trips. The publlcs 1nvolved are school groups possessing

A

gldentifiable characterlstlcs assoc1ated w1th de51res for

'

spec1fic types of flefﬁ trlps..‘ The fac111t1es con51st of

‘the' landbase, ‘together w1th any ﬂ%n—made 1mprovements and

o . . . }
’ N

'capltal 1nvestments, as well as the locatrpnal aspects ‘of

the.  site '~ that govern;;its accesszblllty to’ users.

"'f~Facilities become amenltles by the degree to.’ Wthh theyu

isuit user 'requlrements.,,.Therefore, ,based on the close"

a

.~def1n1tlona1 flt,, the approaches used in the study of'

ks -~

' _outdoor recreatlon can serve to gulde the 1nvest1gat10n.of

K3

n}environmental educatlon fleld trlps. o ‘_,’., .

U . T

AU T I L P
because " they are intr1n51cally‘rewardlng,‘\as is ﬁhe case

Yet the correSpondence between outdoor recreatlon and'
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3. ' Concerns ahd Problems‘ofWSite Manageﬁen&h . L

Poe

Plgram (1983) has descrlbed the n&bd of(site managers

for 1nformat1on that‘would help explaln the reasons that:

' —

SR certaln actiVltles, sites, and routeways are favoured;

U
-_— i o

‘

- 2.“:some attractlons are fallures,,‘While otHErs . provide

”w'satlsfactlon.or even draw excess patronaqeJ

Ny !

; 3. hvarlatlons are fgﬁnd in the way alternatlve fécreation.

A
oL
S

‘opportunltles are ranked RS R

‘ Thls the51s also has practlcal appllcatlons to 51m11ar

m‘.

problemSn in the plannlng 'and management\ of ’sxtes‘ for

+

env1ronmehtal educat;on. fleld trlps." The study is in
response to previous research efforts, which'exhibit hany

faults in .common w1th those descrlbed by Burton (1982) for'

p )
Ve

recreation research, “qf\ belng npiecemeal, ad“hoc, . and .
~ ‘ A

reactive. It 1s suggested that some of ‘the. shortcomlngs of

& .,

- the ' earller -work‘ can be iovercome by | applylng ,‘éﬁ"

f
\

& . T ' g "\

-

f;..integratibe; .cbnceptual ‘approach to descrlbecand explaln

Wthe.'seiection of 51tes fof‘EhV1r6nmental educatlon f1e1d

“trips. |

.-t

4, The'InOperativeness”of Market Economicg:’

o

As ‘Allton 'and Lleber (1983) have ‘stated\is the' case

N,

W B [ : . . ) L .
«forw many 'recreatlon . serv1ces, ‘ opportun'ties ‘for‘
enV1ronmenta1 educatlon .are avallable almost as: ”free S

Agoods‘,‘ Except for at most a nomlnal charge, users do not

\

o
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NE

‘directly' bear the costs 1ncurred by/w51te .operators ‘in

[

“supplying these servlces O Hence, slte managers lack most. .

[

, of the guldellnes avallable to managers operatlng under ‘the
‘condltions of ~the market place (Perloff & Wlngo, '1979l.
~.‘Thef market mechanlsm 1s redundant as a means whereby user;

‘preferencesg ..can dlrect the allocatlon of ,community

‘4

'resources among recreatlon alternatlves.

In the absence of the normal market place test' of

"

'consumer acceptablllty, user choices become dlctated by the.
n’Fé ’.

'mj.theoryi' is exempllfled when part1c1pat10nf(ih recreation)
:isi 1nf}uenced by the supply (of” obportunities)“u\Ksmithk
vg; 1975). Or as Hendee (1969) stated°'v |

N § 1mp11es a: supply-sen51t1v1ty of recreation
demands,‘ i.e., create opportunltles and they will be
fulfllled at least at near-zero przCes (p. 335) ‘

'
.

As well as these marked effects on user part1c1patlon,

avallable p0581bllltles. ' The worklng of. ‘opportunlty o

, there are serlous 1mp11catlons for 51te~management ‘for asn o

W

.

'IfStankey (1977) sald

-When opportunltles are available at’ llttle ‘or no cost,

' they will be used.  But. by being used, it should not
. lead " us to automatlcally - assume that people are’
Aqsatlsfled (p..156) T e T

Wlthout the objectlveatest of. the market place 7as3,aw

x\‘ 1

f”fgulde_u_togr users' preferences, slte ;'management ©for

& w

fgwenv1ronmental educatlon fleld trlps, llke the management of,_‘

‘recreatlon vareas,. may‘ beu basedjon l;ttle 'mpre /than, a -
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"
V 3

eubiéctiwe’aséessment of user wants, and rely‘heayily'onga
managers'v"ehperience,lintuition and informed judgment“, as
G{x'nn (1972) put it. " ’ e ‘
';. A further 1mp11cat10n of . recreatlon program evaluatlon
‘for management noted by Perloff and W1ngo (1979) is” thatp
the - effectlveness of pnbllcly—funded‘ serv1ces .can ‘be
measured'only in terms of what people want of them. They ,

also commented that views of what 1s de51rab1e and needed
<

‘are continually 'changlng, though changes~can behhard to

o . : oo T L e v

discern, .as publie pressures build up ‘around what is

available as against'what_is eXpectéd and aspired'toi

v

[
’

5;'_‘An Alternative--The Behavioural Approach

}

}‘, Gunn ©(1972) modified' his criticisms of the way

recreatlon demand has been assessed, pointing\to the wider

' v

, acceptablllty of an approach that attempts to‘explore’ the
gt]
personal dlmen51ons in the percept1on of opportunltles and

the selectlon' of 51tes; ) Thls approach to ‘research is

r

1n1t1ated by 1nvestlgat1ng users' dec151on-mak1ng processes“}
. o ‘ .
and” beyond'. that, outllnlng' the . assumptlons . about\

ratlonallty that underlle 1t.
O

‘ Accordlng to the behav1oural approach deC131on-makers.‘f
operate with 1mperfect knowledge in, a context of boundedt'

ratlonallty (Slmon, 1957 Whlte, 196}v Kates, 1962 Hamill,

1968 ‘Slov1c et‘al., .1974).v In contrastmto assumptrons

-



AW '

ahout ratlonal;ty used to model behav1our,‘ for example‘in“

economlc theory, of perfect 1nformat10n and knowledge among

those operatlng in a' market {bounded ratlonalmty.ls less of
s : '

an oversimpllf;catlon of the real world ~ Decision’ making

is' nerther‘ perfectly ratlonal- ‘nor is it irrational'

" [
* ’

: Instead ch01ges are made w1th1n the llmlts of 1nd1vlduals

experience,,’the 41nformatlon: avallable “to  him, " and h;s

! W
i

perceptions of“alternatlves.

I
' '

v

65‘ _Setting,fPléqe_Utility, and Site Attraction J

3

v —

The second ﬁundamental behav1oural concept in this

thesis j; percethon of s1tes and how thls 1s related » to
‘the:cholce of a 51te.. -Knowledgg‘of what users perceive as
,;signlficant sxte features enﬁbles 51tes to be structurEd ‘to
fa0111tate the expre351on of. user ‘wants (Hecock 1970) . .Inﬁ
a‘ previous %SFUdY of env1ronmenta1 educat1on‘ fleld"trins‘
'(Ar;ameag', et al., '1982), the‘;@ain' interest was ' in the
edncational objecti Cs'of the field‘trin,v‘and site aspects.
were scarcely con51dered .,This'tybe'of omiseion‘has heen

cr1t1c1zed in ‘studles of the " use of,frecreation"areas

B .

because ‘7byh "ignoring--‘the . environmental ~ ‘dimension,

\'VL

‘reéearChérs were 1gnornng the dlmen51ons that the ‘mznager

fcan best manlpulate"v(Allton and Lleber, 1983, p. 199

,.

‘Destlnatlons have _ both locatlonal and . amenity

_varlables. : Locat10nal varlables con51st of ‘a- site's



- "

spat1a1 aspects,: both relative to the orlgln and to other
potentlal destlnatlons (Hanson, 1974) . Destlnation amenlty
.varrables noted by Hanson (1974) anq also by Smith (1975)_
~refer to the overall ‘quallty found that is, the standard'

‘Of the amenitles at the site and the extent to whlch they

fu1f111 user requlrements. : Referrlng to the 1mportance of
setting, Plgram (1983) has commented

increa51ng attention is belng given to the settrng
in which action takes place as a prlme influence: ‘on
perceptlon, .and on the pleasure gained . from the’
ensulng (recreation) experlence (p. 25). ‘ ‘

Levy (L979)~,had Inotpd earller ‘that because of ‘this

responsiveness . on . the 'part of recreationists to site

i . R N S . . ’ :
»variables, there were 'a number of implications for - site
managers. ”Pigram summarized these} as follows:‘

.~ given a knowledge of the behav1our setting for a
e‘spe01f1c recreation experience, and 1dent1fy1ng the
expeCtatlons for the trip, management should be able
'to determine . the human and non-human attributes of the
51te/area/fac111ty, and identify those contributing to.

or detractlng from soc1a1 satlsfactlon (p. 25)

9,

The assessment and, comparlson of destlnatlons arlses from

-

"the 1nterplay of locatlonal w1th amenlty variables, since.

.thé g%%ractlveneSSp or place utlllty of a destlnatlon‘ is -

N countered fhyu,'th effects of dlstance-deterrence :on‘

O
”ylSltors w1111ngness to travel (Ewlng, 1976) ”

One management strategy that has been proposed 1s“the‘

| recreatlon opportunlty‘ spectrum (Stankey,- 1977) 'of“aw'

e "lelsure envifonment“ (Burton,!,1974). A range of,fsités:,'
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would be made available to provide a variety of recreation

[

\ ' ) N
r

outlets. '
Place utllity is defined in terms of the opportunities

a . setgipg possesses relevant to the goals of the 'persopns

e

s involyéa’ and their estimation of satisfaction they can

)

expect (Lueck, 1976). Visitors have established importance

.

\ hﬁerarchies which reflect the relative utility to them of

the various attr1buté/\of a site (Gunn, 1972). Usually, it

‘,s on the ba51s of a few 'salient features that users 'will
(Hanson, 1974). She‘suggested that a
relevant to the study of destination
designed to reveal the particular

signifjcant to the decision-maker.

—

The Dec1sxon to. Visit a Site
‘ Q

Hanson = (1974)¥has stated that a visitor's preferred

—

will be the destination with the largest amounts of

most important attributes. ‘Their "importance" 'is a

)

ksq of thelr relatlve utlllty to the wvisitor. Gunn

) félterates the key role of visitors' perceptions of

«

attractlons, ‘that is the 1mage they have formed of

‘ destlnatlons, whlch he calls the critical factor in spatlal
"ch01ce and dec151on-mak1ng. For Hanson (1974), work in*

destlnation ch01ce ‘examines the 1nformation upon which

'travel dec151ons are based.. She argues that destination

!
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attraction studies should be directed toward the choice
situation facing the decision—maker. ‘The meaning of
:choice situation” includes the parﬁ played by personal
variables characterizing a t;ip—maker,l as well as various
_external constraints imposed on the traveller.
Coaceivaﬁly,: a decision-maker can choo;e from a ‘host
of petential destiaatiops,' but in reality, the actual.
paraﬁéters of ~choice are much  more restrlctive
:Information available -to a decision-maker about potent1a1
,opportunities is. limited and incomplete. Processing of
"~ this . information' varies according to an’ indiyidual's
evaluations of the sets of 'attrﬁbutes associated with

b &

. [
possible destination ?%anson, 1974).

ity

In addition, . individuals vary in their evaluation of

~ site . info:mation‘depending on' the purpose and type of trip

(Hanson, ’1574).‘ ﬂattart"and.Barhes (1979) confirm that

: peopiekaiffer ﬂet oﬁ&y in their site preferenees, but also.
in the goals they set for trlps. |

The -values held by a trip maker affect the destlnation
choice "for even Qﬁln people perceive objects or phenomena
similarly, . they may dlffer in the values they assignb to
;hem or the preferences they express for them (Lattart and

' Barnes, 1979, p. 26y.° -
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8. RéBearch Objectives

The primary objective of the research is to apply’

existing ‘theory on destination choice, to the decision

~

makiné process of environmental education' field .trip site

selection and examine the significance of teachers'

pefceptions of sites in:this process. 'In some respects it
. . . .
parallels certain aspects of recreation surveys done by

\both academics and public agenciés (Burton, 1982; Goodall

Py

and Wﬁittbw, 1975; 'Osborne, 1974; Peace River Plénning-
Commission, 1974) and is‘designed to: .

1. Repart' the observed behaviour i,é. the site chosen
that signifies the attraction of sites: for
environmental education field trips.

2. ~ Outline variations in perceptions of field trip sites

' and assess the relative influence in attracting school
‘ groups for environmental eéducation field trips of
‘ teachers' perceptigns of

(a) -the environmental features of the site;
(b) _the facilities, amenities and other man-made
- changes to the site; ' . ‘

(c) the. role of on-site staff as facilitators in
developing, producing and assisting environmental
education programming. :

3. Identify significant influences on perceptions of

sites attributable to selected -characteristics of

. school field trip groups and ‘the environmental

- _education program sought. ‘ E

4. Gauge ~~the——impact of distance and accessibility on
school groups' willingness to travel to destinations.

B
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9.  Study Areas ' :

The five sites investigated were the  John Janzen

Nature Centre, the Bennett Centte, the Swiss Valley Nature
Centre, the Ministik Hillé“ﬁield Centre, and Elk 1Island
National Park. These sitesrwere selected becausé of their
popularity and the way they reflect quaﬁtiﬁapive and

AR

qualitaﬁive differences in site yariables and permit a

[

1

comparative analysis to be carrjed out on the relative
importance .of the different categories of site wvariables.
An effort was made to control for distance by selecting’

o

only field study sites that are located either in Edmonton
or .in  c1ose proximity to the «city. Furthermore the
sampling .of respondents was restricted to teachers . using

the ' site who taught in either the Edmonton schogl systems

or the St. Albert .school systems.

'10. Data Needs and Sources - . ~J

The selection of one of these sites for a field trip

L] . . v

_folloWS',from teachers' evaluations of the potehtial of

places"Afor";EE desired: type of .énvirqnmengalv education
program. Therefofe._the inférmation neeés of this .thesis
lie’ in- revealind how 'this assessment takESLfélééé, by
investigating‘the aWareness,"éktitudes,:éﬁdﬁp%efgrences Qf
those responsible for"fieldfirips,],.To do so,'teécher;vﬁho
were userél of the five sites Qere‘~sufveyed, gsfhg; a

-



,““sampling_ frame derived from. the 1982-83 site booking -

records,. 'which listed the names of . teachers, grades, ,

'schools, numbers of students in field trip ~groups. The-———

’ -

primary data collectlon 1nstrument ‘was a questionnaire that
was administered in person ‘to a stratified random sample of

Edmonton and St. Albert Klndergarten—Grade 12 teachers. A\

k)
o

11. Delimitations of the Research ) L

r

In the usage ‘of .Burton (1977),/> the term
"delimitations" refers to those restrictions built into the
research at the dlscretlon of the researcher. '“The/ study

examined only the fleld trip visits by school groups to the

sites’ Trlps to the sites that‘orlglnate‘ guts;de the
school system, whether" they involve' school-aged
participants . or not, were not considered Addltlonally,

'

only certaln school group activities that take place at ;a

site were classified as environmental educatlon. Class

,

activities that are social, cultural, or involved athletic

S " .- \

A

. competltlon ‘were excluded fromnzhe resear¢ch. .A temporal
. N

delimitatlon .restricted the perfiod covered to field" trips'
~ that -occurred during the school year éeptember 1982 - June

1983.. o o i
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12. Organization of the Thesis R

' "

In this opening chapter, ' a conceptual framework for-

) " R . ' )
the . research was 6 presented 'to examine the choice ©of
‘ : A . .

‘ .

- - ?

" destinations for enVironméhtal education fieid trips. It
was é%guéd ‘that .'the pfoblem 6:_ field trip deStiﬁétion

‘ Choicé:'is_‘nof'iéapable of  solution byvimérkét ueconémicf
énalysis, §ince price is not the determinant of supply and
demand: Inventorying and outméded'déménd survey techniqueéxq

‘

have been found to be;_inadequate to address similar:
: , A . s
problems found in recreation research. An- alternative,

-

behavioura;“ approach,. based on an understandind .of user'

‘deéision-making processes, and 'thg_ sig5ificance . of
. perceptions of site _chafacteriqtics, .holds' considerable
promigg in this context. | |

The thesis is organized ‘as follows.  Chapter 2

cont s a. review of previous‘research ‘on environmental

educatipn field trips. In Chapter 3, iﬁi"urt:he'r literature .
relatéd to this subject is examined,- mostly studieé__of
recreation 'spatial \Pehaviour  and tourism. de§tination

attraction. = From _this the conceptual framework for the

”

inquiry is’ derived arnd leads to a statement . of _.research

-

gugstibdg- In Chaiter. 4, the methods énd‘techniqhes_of the

.surVey ‘research areé described. . The sources of data amd "

i methods"of‘data dpilecfion are. discussed, oﬁtlining' the
'\ populatign, sampling frame, sampling method, sampie size}i
S ' . : . T

-



- »2

; . . l
data collection instrument vand completion rate. The

-

limitat1ons' on the flndlngs and cono1u51ons 1mposed by the

! [
\ \ A’ [}

methodology used are also con51dered ‘ .
; ¢ g -

The final qhapters deal with the results and in

b

Chapters 5, 6, and 7, the data are descrlbed anaIysed;-and;¢

o

ihterpreted. ‘In Chapter 5, the two.indepéndent variables

,are‘ establlshed These are teachers accordlng to site
‘ _ 5
visited, and teachers by grade €aught and these are used

1

' in ana1y51ng the data through all three qhapters[ Theidata

analy51s. is organlzed0to parallel the presite visit stage

and the on-site visit experlence stage. The remainder of -

Chapter 5 deals w1th the fleld tr1p objectlves and settlng

\ 3 ¥

preferences of teachers. Constralnts on the selectlon of a

fleld tr1p site 1nclud1nq the range of 51te alternatlves,.

3

sources of 51te information, and thelr relatlve 1nfluence,

external iand institutional‘constralnts are alL examxned in’
‘Chapter .'6. . An analy51s of the 1nf1uence of dlstance ,’on
2 Lt

teachers' 31te ch01ces 1s also found in thls chapter. “fThe

ﬂ

déta analysed 1n Chapter 7 covers the on- 51te experience of

‘the field trlp. Teachers' perceptlons of the env1ronmenta1 '%

: features, fa0111ty developmentsf 'and servaces provlded bx.

3

5\\ site‘ staff at the fleld trlp 81te are examlned and thelr S
//%' relatlve importance when choos;ng a ‘site' are measured

~
‘e

Chapter 8 contalns a statement of conclus;ons,‘ and-offers

” Y ﬁ‘

‘ answers to the research questlons.“ There is a dlSOUS$10n
,// R ) B o . o . ‘ ,L,‘,_" W

! . o | ST



. h . (N -
W e A ! , - | 3 Ve . .
B . & ,l‘ A - . / ~ K . i) \ : }..‘ ) ' ) 1 N r ' " A
& i £y —»ﬂ‘ . . - . .
ﬁ;;:g}‘« ' a ‘;‘ N 1 ' ‘ R ' ' . N l \ Wt A} '
S . { . [ . L i
: coon, [ v W , ., A 17 T
' \ " - , ) e o
. “ ) L . ! Lo L . vy \’ s Vs ,‘ . ’\,Si
SRR Co S S ‘« RN
. of the limitations of, the survey research and suggestions °
" Vo . ) R A ; ) . .
' o . . ! ‘ ' . \ . ' K . - . W . . ‘ .
* for further' résearch. v - Vel
< } 1 o Ly A , , '
/ 4 f { ._ X Y L . Vo v o iy th , ! . .
., L 5 . . , ! ooy ‘l o . g .
LB N . . Al



P CHAPTER TWO o S o
REVIEW OF PREVIOUS RESERRCH AND RELATED LITERATURE

v "\\H ) . . N .
" oN ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS o

t - P

P, Introdhctionl
‘ T N ‘ | |
' Disinger (1979) ’has commented that, because of the

,N\lnterdlscipllnary nature ‘of the subject an’initial survey
s of env1ronmental educatlon 11terature is 1nev1tably broad

\

) in scope. f Thls rev1ew is Qrganlzed to demonstrate the‘
81gn1flcance of the attractlon of destlnatlons for fleld'

trlps as the subject of thls the51s. N ‘5'
. i 3 !
Flrst the rev1ew examlnes the flndlngs of 'prev1ous

studles of . env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlpS 'as well as‘f

other ‘out-of—school trlps, that have been carrled out in

\ -

Canada;_ Alberta, and in the Edmonton reglon.. Next the‘

(S
.t

‘nature of env1ronmental educatlon 1s discussed to ga1n ‘a;h.

l
3

better understandlng of the reasons young people are glven;

=N [P
v

the 0pportun1ty to dlscover more about thelr env1ronment ;l

and how these transrate 1nto the goals of a fleld trlp.

1

Plannlng ‘strategles,n and theoret1ca1 1ssues are evaluated

N Y X

'to reveal prlorltles 1n env1§9nmental educatlon,"and the

spec1a1 1mportancé of the fleld tr1p component _“?.“,“ \'"

OV ',/ A
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2; Previous Studiés of Environmental Education Field Trips’

Towler (198i) fprobidedz a‘1Cenadian 'perspective.‘on

1

env1ronmental eduCatlon in descrlblng four previous reports

v

(Davls, 1976, Rioux, 1973; .Towler, 1381; UNESCO 1980)

3 )
. « 4 '

l
¢ '

"‘These reports presented a national coverage' of

ﬁenv1ronmental educatlon in Canada,' but only went as far as

deScribing 1ts status in the educatlon systems around 'the

country. , More spe01f1cally f1e1d trlp site related work

\ . L

wasg ‘undertaken by- Dav1s and Casselman (1979) in their/7

PUERE

1?Catalogue of Programs and Personnel 1n Outﬂoor ~Education
‘in Ontarlo. As its t1t1e suggests, thls was’ llttle rmore

;fthan a list of 51te\\pportun1t1es, in wh1ch even bas1c

’statlstlcal 1nformat10n, such as site v151tatuon, had not

1
1

been complled

" . In Alberta, perhaps the flrst major plece of research
oh school f1eld tr1ps, 71nc1ud1ng env1ronmental educatlon

‘field trlps,_ was carrled ou; by Burton and Unger (1978)

0 X s '

"This# study was conducted under the 301nt sponSOrship of al

[

number of Provxnc1al Government Departments (Advanced

-~

v .ox

'fEdﬂcatlon, Culture,‘ Educatlon,ﬁ and the Recreation;'Parks,;'u

' .
—
LI I

}and Wlldllfe Department).,.f_“ o T

' ST . . e

'

'_'Q,u The c13551f1cat10n for school fleld trlps dev1sed_;byj‘“

i N .

-;-Burton and Unger 1s useful as’ an 1ntroduct10n to SOme” of -

'l'o‘ J

’ the dlmen51ons categorlz1ng such trlps, 1nclud1ng

e T type of act1v1ty, .,J :i;'i..'vf,'_*,fi‘ = 5;?}?

v ) L e e . B . . a L e



"quantltatlve ana1y51s.

2. . curricular basisj;

' .
[ \ f . '

3. . formal foundatlon, 1 e., whether a trlp was mandatory :

.or. left to the 1n1t1at1ve of an 1nd1v1dual teacher,

V .
o ! . e . ot N ¢

4. cost con51derat10ns, . , ’
E Sy e . ‘
5. fundrng arrangements. s “ o ‘f

The researchers were dependent on school and Board records«

‘for statlstlcal data and dlscovered that very llttle of the

klnd of 1nformatlon they sought such as number of trlps,
'gduratlon, and destlnatlon, was kept on flle.‘ Lacklng the Ly
jneeded~quantitatiwe data,_ the results ‘of the research were

t
1

'*mOre in the form of subject1Ve 1mpre551ons rather than ‘a

3
}
0
L

\ !

[ '

Inl the authors- estlmatlon, field trips were an

'

i

1mportant part of school programs,‘ and.Where the.theme was

¢
1

"env1ronmental or outdoor educatlon,; the field trlp was an,,g

u W !

. 1ntegral part of the educatlon cu;rlculum.‘“\A‘451gn1f1cant'

‘A
|

~fobservatlon made by Burton and Unger was that fleld trlps,

.;by“schools made extens1ve use of cOmmunlty fa0111t1es ‘and'

9{jresources.- A major objectlve of the study was’ to assess Lo

hthe? 1mpact of’ school f1eld trlps on the out51de communlty. o

-, '

‘;ngy‘impllcatlon, plannlng for sqhool trlps was more than a

SChOOl or educatlonal concern. . Fleld trrps also became ‘a
.vmattervof 1nterest to those who managed resources, out51defi$3

1 : n Iy

”'~the school system, that Were used for fleld trlps‘,

[ R R PR \

-n B .. . . “
¥ ' ' o . N - re
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' In order  to furnish some of ‘the requirements of -
'(planning for environmental educatlon actlvlty, . other

Alberta government departments, notably ‘e' Provincial

v
”

Departnment of Recreationwand Parks, have 1n1tiatedfltheir
own. ‘market research. As a résult, afseries of . market@

' i . i ¢ ) B » . . . . Pl
surveysjcovering the "trade areaS" of about one quarter dof

Alberta Prov1nc1al Parks have been produced ‘Mo 'recently

a summary whlch rev1ewed/the env1ronmental educat1 n market‘

t

-hresearch completed to date was prepared (Alberta Department

‘.of,Recreation and Park¢d, 1983) The purpose of that’ report

}

was - to consolldate and. 1ntegrate the preV1ous ,1ndrv1dualA

market studles for use .as a- resource document forl a.

*

'departmental'position paper‘ Together these represent much

of - what is known about env1r0nmental educatlon £1e1d .trip
' : b S . ‘Q : . . L -‘ ‘
.act1v1ty ‘in . the prov1nce. S ",' , '-;n‘ “,( e o

The most developed of these surveys was the Kananaskls,_ﬂ'

'Country Envlronmental Educatlon Report (Alberta DepartmentL@;'

' .

‘of Recreatlon and Parks, 1981) There were four compohents

'l‘to the report namely.<_ 0‘““ @,

'1..';An‘ 1nVentory of ex1st1ng 51tes, ’ facllitles ;ﬁahau“'
programs, both pr1vately and government operated""

75. Documentation of past and current level of use. of-”

these - fac111t1es for env1ronmenta1 educatlon fbyf"”

| examlnlng fleld trlp reco;ds of school boards in theﬂ{,f

M I



A

‘ '
. ‘

. records; S - B \
©3. An examination of the needs and preferences of
, ' 1 . h ‘ ‘ Co D . B .
environmental . education' users 'with respect . :to
; L Oh _ r

obtained v;a”' a.'telephone - survey of  selected

.. environmental education teachers; S

4. A, projection ‘of ‘environmental ‘education use . in

Kananaskis. Country4 to 1983 by extrapolating present -

“use . rates.against<Departmentrpf Education enrolment

*progectlons.

In summary, the ma1n flndlngs of the varlous Recreatlon and

Parks Department surveys were: T e

~ ' i
.

1. *The‘ absolute numbers ‘involved in . environmental

\

jeducatlon have not only 1ncreased, but ‘'use has become

4

-thlS may be related to more spec1a112ed ,env1ronmental

‘m*"peducatlon programmlng trends;-f

20 Most env1ronmenta1 educatlon act1v1ty occurs from Jate”.

‘ﬂ sprlng to early summer, reachlng a peak 1n May-June,,

A‘:whlch~u- the‘ only tlme serlous 'over-cr wdlng ‘and"

.congestlon occur, and then Only at the mos
» o R ,gn./
u“env1ronmental educatlon destlnatlons, ‘;ua»

N B

SRR PR Env1ronmental and outdoor educatlon act1v1t1es take

t
\u

r'many*‘dlfferent forms although“typlcally are centred

o L.
. S ‘1’.\
o RN

' local Tregion, as well as site and facility‘fbooking

facilities ;‘and.‘programs. ’Thisy information‘ was .

concentrateé at certaln sxtes, 1nten51fy1ng pressuresh

;»ggpu}ag -
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,‘around‘camping, hlklng, nature study and varlous other
more'  physical outdoor ' actxvltles; environmental

eddsaziqn .prOQramming ’involVes a plural experience

e that 'involVes‘ acqulrlng new skllls increasing the

knowledge of nature among partlclpants, and improving

\students '50c1allzatlon lthrough group actiVity.

TPrograms are bullt around on—site act1v1t1es, *which f‘

L . are themselves the expresslon of" dlverse motlvations‘

‘and patterns of behav1our. ;o - " o

-

‘The reason' for . dolng these surveys was to gather =
information on envircmmental educatlon ‘1nvolvement chat

‘7could be reallstlcally assessed 1n terms of plannlng needs

i

for” prov1n01al parks across the prov1nce. : There ‘were,

i
A

dhowever, a. number of - problems assoc1ated wlth the exerc1se.;l‘

li\ Informatlon on’ user needs and preferences can’ best be

1

descrlbeF as. prellmlnary,

. "
r

27 ~Most pf the 1nformat10n collected relates to ‘user '

numbers and part1c1pat10n, fh. o |
.‘1”-371f The"data.-are 1n a rorm such that only;‘rudimentary/LIL
statlstlcal analy51s is pos51b1e,n ;:tﬁﬁir;{
”7’It 1s dlfflcult to compare or 1nterpret the ”flndings Dy

oA £
£

- ' 5-'“‘
~$£7:lA$“ a.. result 1t s p0551b1e to 1ndlcate‘ °“ly k%oad

‘4

patterns ‘of. use.jﬁ_;FX‘

w1th any degree of certalnty,

<

'



The information collected -was satisfactory as part of

an exploratory study but is only the first step 1n gaining

the kind of pomprehenslve understandlng of env1ronmental

N \

‘education that is needed for parks plannlng." Consequently

- the reports ;have not really enhanced‘ the Department s

abilitfm “fo der;ve ‘clear signals about env1ronmental

educathD fleld trlps that the research souqht to provide"

(\' ‘
® The next major study . in Alberta was a the51s by a- team

, . Y m“(

of" rUanerSltX of Alberta Educatlonal Adm1n1strat10n
& "

graduate students that focussed specifically ‘on those«“

1§ enVironmental educatlon field trlps to Elh\Island Natlonal

e I

Park, , near Edmonton (Adamson et al.,,‘1982). The research

’ . ) . — ‘ Y

P . . . . . .
©objectives went beyond previous .stzdles in ”€WO ways.

d V't participants, were, examineéd. Second, the researchers ;
- attempted to gauge user satisfaction' with the ‘Park"s-’
‘ ‘ F.3 . uv .

"environmental education program. L ‘ v

'$ ‘The dlfferences in: objectlves between‘the 1mpact study
52

1)

o
! .

the plannlng for Kananaskls Country and this user survey by

the Educat10na1 Admlnlstratlon group,' entalled a dlfferent

research de51gn, espec1a11y with regard to sources of data.-“

\

Booklng .recqrds of. school groups visits to,‘Elk: Island‘,f“

»,NatiOnal Park ‘collected by Parks Cagada were used _to L
4 . . ! LI .
~_‘coﬁﬁile v151tor statlstlcs. -Thesejrecords‘also provided a -

¢

s of Burton and Unger, and the demand survey that was part of

tr

A First, variations in participation, an ot just the number ".



25

"3ﬁmsamplln§h framel“of teachersifor a.questionnaire suryey of -
slte users. Such evaluatlon research of 31te envlronmental
educatlon programmlng involves an orientatlon away from the
school ' systems I‘as' orlglnatlng‘ “areas " and‘ towards'
destlnatlons as the locatlon for env1ronmental act1v1t1es.
Unfortunately, the results fell far short of ‘meeting
the research objectlves, and the usefulness of the slte~
»based approach to research deslgn could not be determlned
wsince the whole progect was undermlned by al'low 'response.ﬂ
rate to: the questlonnalre survey compounded by the small
‘number..of the completed questlonnalres that’ werep usable.’
The researcherS‘ found themselves worklng with inadequate
data“that;;yielded- only marglnally use ful frequency of

responses distributlons;_ Instead; - two supplementary_data

‘ sources—~the booklng records andva-non—random, small self-

[ -

’

selected sample‘ of respondent '1nterviews—-assumed an
unwarranted pQSltlon‘oflimportance;[‘ ThlS re}lance on the”

o /
booking records was. desplte the shortcomlngs,- po;nted out

hl .
- N H e he

f”hy 'the: researlhsrs ‘themSelves, - of ot havinq\ heen‘
Tsystematically:‘collected'annually by Parks Canadagn° This
‘ied to a rather speculatlve conclu51on that user“ numbers
i'were decllnlng, ‘whlch 'was" not borne out by the research_

vteam s user survey that 1nd1cated d1ff1cu1ty in booklng a-

fleld tr1p to the 51te, because of v151tor pressure.
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The . study 'failed to meet the requirements of site
managers;‘ who were - co-sponsors of the research. Parks
‘Canada was - interested ~in the reasons environmental

educatlon fleld trip groups use Elk Island Natlonal Park,

how, 1t ,mas selected as a destlnatlon, and what = users'

‘expectatlons' were‘ and whether they were belng ~fulfilled,

'especially w1th regard to the role of Park Naturalists -iq

1

env1ronmental programst.
-

3. Lessons From Previous Research in Alberta

e e e e 2 P

A ‘*review ‘of preVious research on env1ronmental

No

education field trips.ln Alberta 1s 1nstruct1ve in p01nt1ng~‘

‘ , . :
out’ areas for,.lmprovement that should be ‘carefully

A,

consldered by those engaged in similar research o Research

to date has been less than satlsfactory due . to dlfflcultles

a‘l

achlev1ng the goals of the research, oftenv‘because of

'shortcomlngs in the methodology used

1The’ Kananaskls 'Study is a -good example(‘of' over-

ambitious objectives, - even"wconsidering the -amount of -

_-resources ,employedf inf the study. . .the” dynahics‘ ofv”f

enyironmental educatlon fleld trlps at- the regional level

4

'proved'too complex~to,even.descr1be,wlet.alone exp1a1n, the

‘ihteraction~ Of the subply Of"ahd' the » demand  for

env1ronmental educat;on opportunltles. Without a reiiable

. ) . ) ? 3 . ‘
'basxs . for explanat;on, : predlctlon ,can, be . extremely.

./
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) ' o Y. ‘ ) . ' . .
hazardous. = Projections based on an assumption of "other
things being equal®™ become meaningless if outside f;ctors
cgangé. In. the Kananaskis study area, the polie§9of ;he
lérgest school board ' in theljregién. changed, and they

switched ' programs to other sites. An .,objegt lesson K for
. ) , ' Lo ]

such research is to concentrate on those élemerits under -the

control of the spogsor, or those contfacting the research.

The weaknesses of the other two * studies lie

‘principally in the methodology used, and the consequent

impact on datalcollection, analysis, and interpretation.

In the Burton and UngerIStudy, existing secondary data were

inadequate, being incomplete and piecemeal. The

Educational ‘Administration team initially were less
. . R J . ‘.

12 .
dependent on -secondary data, but their primary data

collection instrument performed poorly, ‘and ‘left them short

of even‘the‘minimaf information needed. Both.studies point

out .the\need for a caréfully thought out research design:

that Wili yield sufficiehtidata for analysis that ca%
provide pobsiblewanswers to'th;.fésea:ch quéstion§.
»Part.xef tﬂé reason these studies did;nof pfédQCe more
useful res&iﬁs was because the déménd for sites for
environmentaiv's;Iection\ field trips was '@Ssuméd ”toﬁfbe
qrepresehted ¥y.the level ofoSe;at sites. _Pa;ticipatipp

13
¥

numbers are s&perficially an expression of demand; and sife
utilization faciors_are good as inaicators of demand, but

Ak

.
L

Y



environmental education field trips is called for.

phy51ca1 fltness,*»and to act as an antrdotei.to. the

{pressures of urban llfe.

are not the . full expression of the impulses that drive

demand. For example; oné of the reasons Parks Canada

contracted the Elk Island study was because they were

looking for ways to improve khe,.on—sfte eXperience for,

[ .
i

. ”
'school field trip groups. Visitor counts are’ an important

S S

- preliminary step,. but increasing v151tor/satls£actlon was

—

_the overr1d1ng management objectlve of Parks Canada.

\
)
{

In order to shed SOme light on what mlghtApe'>suitab1e
research objectives, and hence what,are the .appropriate;

research methods, a greater understanding of the vaiqe of -

'
Ch

y o ; . o
3 B
'

4. The Purpose of Environmental Education

,’\ R " - 'w . . . .
N ' ‘

‘Boswell (1978) ‘traces the'origins of 'envirormental“ :
» o R \ o
educatlon as far back as 1530 e} Erasme§>inuRotterdam; who

1nstructed the children of "thé arlstocracy 1n the: wonders

' J‘ 4

»of nature. In Boswell' 5 v1ew, mﬁﬂern’ env1ronmenta1 -

)

education seeks to promote a w1de range of goals in .a -

uqchi;d's’ educatlonal development 1n such areas as - group L

IR

L;dynamics, experlences in- 11V1ng processes, and health and

1

‘. W . ' N
L d v PN B i !

" ., ®

In the ‘report of the UNESCO T1b11151 Conféréncé,

(UNESCO,‘ 1980), the env1ronmental aspect of env1ronmenta1

educat;on was strongly empha51sed w1th‘frequent references -

o> iR . . Y
Ao g

" ., > 0y

“E’-

PRI



‘1n thlSusubject, often obscurlng the purpose and value ‘of‘

‘env1ronmental educatlon.

-
;

4, ’ ~
"

" to the biosphere, natural. ecosystems, and the' interaction’

-

between man . and'the” éﬁyirdhméht In the report, the

[} “ 4 1

ratlonale for env1ronmenta1 educatlon is that it takes 1nto:

4

ld
account man's ability both to adjust the relatlonshlp of

living things w1th1n the env1ronment, as well as human

capa01ty to transform the env1ronment 1tse1f In fact, the

.report' notes, the degree of man' s ablllty to control his

.\‘

environment is otherw1se, expreSsed as the ”stage of

) .
‘
N . . ‘ .

deyelopment a  society or-cnltdre has attained. UNESCO -

Y o - N

argues that the old view of huﬁan“progress ‘consisting of °
inereasing‘ domination of npature by man, ought to be'

., replaced by a new "environmental ethic" that maintains‘the

life vsustaining systeﬁs of the"Earth as a common heritage

v

of man.

B

_ The term "environment” is used in the:UNESCOAreport as

an 'all-embraciﬁ§ conceptﬂthatpincludes3thebbiologiéalu and

o
&

physicaI aspects of the'plaREt linked to the economie .ané

5

'ﬂsoc1ocu1tural values of human’ soc1ety - Inn, environmental‘

reducatlon, -;t is not always clear 1f the meanlng df-;¥

|"

env1ronment is seen in quite the same way asn used by

'WUNESCO o Problems with, deflnitlons and usagé have persisted,

"

ks [N

29
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'l

~

A

)~concluded thatr"outdoof educationf had lost all meaningful,
. C : {

LR A

5. ,Definitions: Outdoor Education or Environmental L

"

J

"Education gf

. i

-

Any interpretatlon of the meaning of environmental

educatlon 1s made more dlfflcult by the,vylng usage of the

‘apparently 51m11arw_term “butdoor educatlon. . Because of

thef'.confusion over .the ’‘terminology, Backiel (1976)
AR n Lhe,  term CX1S | .

g S v o
definition.h Slmllarly, in One 1nstance, "environmental

t

education” has also been used to refer' to communlty college. )

'

* cdursework in‘ reSource"and .<env1ronmenta1 /management

(Moritz; 1981). L B Lo

© | The use~ of the term env1ronmen al education"_ has

\' - . L

.gained ‘ascendancy of Tate, for whlch Crociechea (1971}

‘3clt@s the influence of Unlted States Federal ieglslation;

Follow1ng the passage of the Env1ronmen‘a1 Educatlon‘\Act

(1970),- fundlng was made avallable foé env1ronmental'

.(‘

. educatlon" programs,'iso the tltles of proposals fog such‘

funds tended to use the words~?env1ronmenta1 educatlon,, at

the expense of outdoor‘educatlon. Althougﬁ"the tefm"

¢ o“ Lo

outdoor education," when used nowadays, is synonymous w1th ‘

e £

environméntal educatlon," the gradual takeover 1n common

. -

A reflects-?a reshaplng of the subject from what 1t was as;‘

i L f

outdoor educatmon.,l: LT g . o

.usage of env1ronmental edncatlon to' some extent also ,

-
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Pettus © an
the environment

1. Making = st
‘ env1ronmen

V2, Helplng s

. .. problems;

3. *Pramotlng
- behaviours
our planet

The k Amer

v

‘Education Task

env1ronmental

' }

awareness "and u

his env1ronment
the outdogre

learning experi
apptec1at10n

env1ronmental

clear ~dlreCtIO

L

’ educatlon..f*Fi

nie

on cnllﬁren. a
env1ronmental e
experlence 1n

pa551ve-abstrac

Two 1mport

'
! o " : oon . .
! ' ) o ! b

d Scnwab_(1979)ehavefetatédvtne‘meaning‘ of
al edecation as: ' . L o

udents aware 'of " and Kknowledgeable about
tal problems, ' - ‘

-

tudents Hdevelop ~skills for solving = such

[
[

among ”students,"‘attltndes, values and

for malntainlng\a suitable env1ronment ,fore

(p.‘36). . » ‘i:‘ L

;can Camplng A35001at10n (ACA)‘_ Outdoor.

Force (1972) con51dered tqpt the goal of ..

il

educatlon was to develop in young people an

nderstandlng of man's interrelatlonshlp w1th$

-

In an env1ronmental educatlon f1eld trlp,

was"utlllzed as a resource for a direct
ence to achieve this goal. As well as this

%

of - the. aims and characteriétics of

n for the 1mp1ementat10n of ‘env;ronmental’

ooty

rst, the focus 1n env1ronmenta1 educatlon 1s

,) _,-‘
nd young people >of school age.‘-nSecond,

R p Lo

ducatlon 1s best taught by a dlrect learn1ng

Ry

the env1ronment 1tse1f,-'and not by normal,

t classroom instructlon.,.

!
4y '

ant mellcatlons flow from these dlrectlves..'

& ’ . ¥

young people are -the target group,_- the, goai

develop;ng_ env

1ronmenta11y sen31t1ve attltudes can only be'f-'~

K

A

‘educatien, pthe' ACA p051t10n p01nts but a.

' C i , N 0 -
X ' 31
N ‘
' . ' o * O ' Oy T
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acoomplished‘over the long tefm, - although these . attitudes
, St . -
can‘.begin te be 1nst111ed in children in thelr formative
" ' ". '
years.| Add;tlonally, in terms of a "dlrect learning
‘experience, the ACA is"maklng ja.‘strong plea for
.enyironmental edudation, to ,involve ‘out of school . field
, ! N .:]‘ . . o - ‘ K ,
. o . ! : ’ .
trips. -

! —
'

>1The ACA noted other beneflts of the fleld trlp beyond
B :lits str1ctly educatlonal value, Given 1ts major: 1nterestt
.inA outdoor recreatlon, it is perhaps nothsurbrising that'
thefAmerlcan Camplng Assoc;atlon favoured outdoor educatlonf'
as _a meanS' of allow1ng young people the. opportunlty to

develop outdoor recreatlon skllls and 1nterests, and as . a

. .
\

way to promote the worthwhlle use of le1sure tlme.

' o~

! ' ' !
Thls theme of outdoor education preparlng young peop]e-

| [N ,A,‘ 1' -

[

R

‘for . llfetlme of outdoorvrecreatlon had been taken up

L

earlier by Gabrrelson and Holtzer‘ (1965) | They clalmedf

v

that Outdoor educatlon, although pr1mar11y was educatlng in

\" . AN !

?the’ outdobrs,f could also bé educatlng for the Outdoors,"

i

They went further and advanced the notlon that although

Y

dlstlnctlons could be found between outdoor educatlon ahd:d;*

outdoor recreatlon, there ‘was nevertheless much 1n common‘,fT

K

between them.‘ Outdoor recreatlonulnvolves partlclgat;dﬁjjﬁ_'

L

any of a variety of outdoor actIv1t1es, w1th the enJOyment.;

x'..’w. “

"and satlsfactlon achreved belng related to the goals ‘and..

‘,‘

abilitles of the recreatlonlsts.»w Outdoor educatlon also"ﬂ




)
'

. v . ‘;
[ + <, ' . .
}\P‘ ?

‘was‘ based on developingymany of these 'same VSkllls, and
(;attalnlng (slmilar’ satlsfactlon and( enﬁoyment,_'with'tthe‘
faddltlonal‘ goal of ‘creatlng ‘att;tudes tuned ' to ’ thel
Vgenyironmentalfethic;?

) ' [
[

6. . PlanningtStrategieeror'Environmental‘EduCation

\
! '

N In his review of recent developménts in env1ronmenta1

‘éducation - in Canada, Towler (1981) lamented the lack of

' support‘ from elther Departments of Educatlon or Resource

}

_Management Departments at bothighe Prov1nc1al and Federal

¥,

levels. As. Towler saw 1t, a major 1ssue was the lack ofc:

sbecific‘policles dealing with envitonmental_eduéation,"and
the ﬁcritical‘need was'for persohnel trained to vteach the
. . , v

subject‘ since only a small number had recelved tra1n1ng in
how to teach it. ﬁf

Puntenney and Stapp (1981) prOpose that inpntquromf
selected 1nd1v1duals wlth experlence and interest Ain
l\-lenv1ronmental i educatlon should be . part' of pollcy

:formdlation. Sudh’people could offer expert advxce on suchﬂ

- matters as 1nstruct10na1 materlals, phy51cal fac111t1es>‘s“3‘

‘_proérams, personnel f fundlng, leglslatlon, organlzatlons,.

.dand 1nst1tutlons.u Puntenney‘ and Stapp ackﬁbwledge theé-

L]

'"Jpos1t10n of experlenced teachers as experts, who .can bel'ﬂfe-

4 N ~,,~‘

‘ called upon to 1dent1fy more . prec1sely the most effectlvel :



‘ ' ' i
i

‘educational methods and procedures to advanCe env1ronmentul

Y r K ) s )
education., ,‘;“";”f L '-f ST
‘ SR e ‘

”The teachlng profe551on ls clearly expected to be inu‘

‘_;né , forefront of . the growth‘ .and development of

C, \

fenVironmental educatlon as' 1s demonstrated by a number of

. statements referring tof~needs' and responsrblllties of

‘-edugation, (Pettus & Schwab \1979);\‘ consultant and in-

L ":Education (1974)-.

'hadmlnistratlon.

‘T" R

X

‘service‘ opportunitles .:for Mteachers" (Sacks, ~1981);

'Pcommunica&ion‘ among environmental educators B (Towler,,

1981), plannlng programs, dev151ng teachlng alds, tra1n1ng

personnel" V(UNESCO,V ’1980) o Slmllar calls for aqtlon,

Vemanate .from‘\teachers and admlnlstrators W1th ,~other

1

‘educatlonal spec1al 1nterests. Env1ronmental educatﬂon is -
un1que in one cruc1a1 respect,, ow1ng to the fleld \¢r1p
‘component that takes educatlon out of the normal‘ sch001'

'-settlng.“ Therefore, developlng env1ronmental educatlon”

)

usually 1nvolves jOlnt plannlng and cooperatlve actlon wlth
o

:others ‘-out81de the teachlng profe551on and geducatlon‘;.

,.’b
The report endorsed°‘ "~€‘

the fac;lltat
educatlon$‘ i

A .
. ) B

B ﬁrecognltlon of the costs of phy51cal

teachers: 1n1t1at1ng ~ and malntalnlng \ énvironmental“

Hgé'of student act1v1ty 1n env1ronmental )

N

~-33Thehh‘extra-mura1 character of -‘%@e “'env1ronmenta1 .
L L SRR - S0
feducatlon field trip presents speC1a1 needs, and was one of
’“che prlorlty areas recognlzed the Alberta Department of f‘””



a

o ' T “ oo B N ' ‘ .:‘ 35

facilities, . human resources and : transportation

the currlculum package (p 13)H; ' S ,
N B *

r . | g .

G1Ven\;the' impact of env;ronmental educatlon field‘

|

trlps occurrlng out51de the school system, other govegnment

“r

‘departments. became\\\\ 1ved and publlshed Prlorltles in

outlined 1n an Append;x of the report.,'\

The Committee clearly saW'a dlchotomy between the role

N

of educators and the task of slte managers, whOse efforts
‘O ‘

have ,_to :he coordlnated _to make - it., poss1b1e ' for?‘

envlronmental' educatlon f1e1d trlps to take place. The

.mandate ofr'the“ Department of Educatlon is to prepare’

’students academlcally for env1ronmenta1 educatlon» -field

1

trlps, whereas the role of the Department of Reoreat1on and

|
i
PR

s

env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlps. ,p"‘r‘f"t “f‘f',kf
"mThe Interdepartmental Commlttee on Envrronmental

Educatlon (I C E E ) (1977) in 1ts llSt of recommendatxons, R

made partlcular'yreference to the role of the prov1nc1a1

O

government as a manager of much of the natural areas 1n the

‘ prov1nce, Recommendatlon 8 states-“

h Y

that the Government of Alberta 1nst1tute a system .to
make optlmum use~of Crown Land and ex1st1ng or. planned

-~
e

associated with out-of-school experlences, as part of .

n

‘\Environmentaly Educatlon Strategles B (Interdepartmental
" Committee ‘ont Environmental 'Education,f‘ Government of
‘Alberta, 1977) a Directions' for government actlons were’

W Parks 1s to make areas they adminlster avallable for. use 1n‘

PUNER I .'~
Coa . [
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facilities,' and , to prov1de financial' support for
related ‘program  planning and - ‘reseéarch for
env1ronmenta1 education (p 16) o ‘

'

"{It .was the 0pinion of the I c. E.E. | that this'

. management directive would require little or no 'addltlonal"'

cost to=imp1ement, at 'least notilnitially. ,~At» laterw

stage, parke) management"'could\'provide7ﬂ environmental o

- learning. centres ‘in designated areas 1f ‘that were,'the3

”"direction decided 'upon (p. \16) x‘.A§p1Ying'~such | a’’

7 qualification to the. environmental tdtcation centre optlon'r

i 8-
- ! .

,"signifies‘ that -one of the cr1t1cal site management lissuese

is to define criteria for‘the de51gn and operatlon of 51tesv‘“

A 3

. for env1ronmen§al‘education field trips and has been ralsed‘ﬁ

4 t

uelsewhere (Anderson et al.; 1974- Webb, 1980), as well as

' in this thesis. ' The requirement for such a' deVelOpment
'Wlll depend on t?i\dégree a 51te can be’ transformed f;omﬂ
,‘its’ ‘natural tks€§§e3 \fkk still be ‘SQAtableqf féftf-an’
,ienv1ronmental eéﬁdétiAQ;;;peflence’ S S |

S e ‘“—\ 4 o s .
7.- The Reguirement for Ehv1ronmental Education to Involveiuf“

N
. a Direct Experience of the EnVironment

.\.

1. . , e o .
i

'liParty of the Environmental Bpard (H M S 0., 1979)' p01nted

f;out that environmental education 1s more than env1ronmenta1 o

'knowledge gained through academiiéitudy. Skllls, feelings,-'

"gand the emotions 1nvolved are equ ly 1mRortant, but above
,; '4_‘g -';V."]»; : N . ,
' . N i . . Tl '?‘\ " . Vo

A

Ay

Rawling }(1981), repeating the v1ew of the: wOrking‘:ﬂ'”



H[?ﬁstudents galn a sense of the condltlons in wh1ch plannlngi

K
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",all; the .envuronmental educatlon of youngsters ought to

‘1nvolve dlrect experlence of the envlronment., Thls applies

‘evenu in.7 ough‘ economlc tlmes, ,when ‘fleld ,trips are

threatened because 'someiconsider them to be unnecessary

q -

‘"frllls (Adams, 1984)

'J‘ Rawllng herself was Crltlcal of some of the teaching
. -

"methods used 1n env1ronmental educatlon. She felt there‘

: : : t

. was’ a tendency to be overconcerned with belng knowledgeable C

“'about ‘the env1ronment,. and too " llttle 'an emphasxs on

)

jstudents hav1ng a dlrect experlence of the env1ronment and

i
[

',of u51ng the envlronment 1tself as a medlum for learnnng.‘

i

“fh~f (o} Rlordan (1981) clalmed ‘that env1ronmentallsm -could
pnot ‘be learned 1n the‘abstract,‘ but should be translated
:'nlnto the dally experlence of students, and suggestéd the
'Etgteater use of 111ustrat1ve case—studles Thls would help‘”'

Lo amd’ resource-use dec151ons -are made.,;.‘ Slmllarly,

'Vi'jenzéggnmental educatlon 1nterest groups have pointed out’

”fﬁthat env1ronmenta1 educatlon does not end w1th acqu1r1ng

fenv1ronmental knowledge (Adams, 1984) The knowledge and
';skllls learnqushould have practlcal appllcatlons.

o
Y
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(0" Rlordan, 1981; Rawling, 1981).° ’I‘his focus marks the .

v

~field trips. Secondly "the .teacher can have "prior

that,"in’ 88% of the schools they Surveyedf ‘1t was ;ﬁheﬁff.

$

. - . ) . : :
[N ' ) R /

8. The Position ‘of-the Teacher in the Planning and

“g%ganization of Environmental Education Field Trips
, ] R . v ‘ . ” ] lac‘.

Criticisms of and. suggestions for 1mproven:nts‘ in’

teaching ‘enwironmental eduoatron have mainly concentrated: . '

on making ‘teachers conscxous.of the need;for field .tribs:,

\,‘

teacheg as having the key role in‘ puttlng env1r0nmentalfg'd

education into practice and maklng 'it,'_come.nuallve. :

Markson (1975) hoééd three ways 1n‘which~the‘ teacher"is

vital' to the practical success of env1ronmental educatlon.ﬁ

Generally the teacher is the main mot;vator for the~'f1e1dv

N

trip, in the way the class is prepared for. golng on the

L}

experience of the field trip 51te 4nd  the ‘enﬁironﬁental"”

edncation programs avallable.‘, Th;rdly the self conf{denceﬁ{‘

generated from such préVious experlence can be transmlttedf

to the students and 1ncrease thelr de51re to go. j

Despite - so much' of the succeSs fof"a fzeld trlpl'ff“

y )

depending .on the teacher, Pettus and Schwab (1979) foundf.f'”

b,

regular classroom teachers, and not envrronmental educatlon?:z"

§ . . - .

.y

carrylng out envrronmental educatlon fleld trlps.,ﬂ'CivenJ”

.
4 \

the extent to which teacrers control the klnd of f1e1d trlp

taken, one of the ba31c needs of research 1h thls fleld is

\ . L ‘. .
i . . . . . . s oo L
. . PR . . P . . . .o
., .

L .

L
. .

spec1allsts,. who were respon51ble: for promotlng ‘and_-*”f

B
¢
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. 3
to investigate teachErs' /aftitudes and gain a hetter"
knowledge of the anderivang assnmptiohs and bi;ses of
teachers ‘invoived‘ inp,environﬁental‘ educatioh (Falk &
Balling, 1979). “

;orkshopsj can be a key factor in shaping teachers'
outlook. ‘The=purpose of a worhshop‘is for teachers to gain
‘experlence of an env1ronmental educatlon program at a 51te,‘
paiﬁ‘ advance of the actual fleld trlp. - Research hags shown
'that w1thout a workshop, ‘tdachers are less skilled in
va381m11at1ng . and presentihg the contents"'of an
'ehvironmehtal , educat;on‘ program.‘ Teachers who - have
atteadeé 'workshops work.better and have ﬁore productive
students on the fleld trlp (Falk & Balllng,7‘1979;-Marksoq,‘
_ 1975). - P |
.Workshops‘ ‘are'vtohiy. a upartial"soiation to the
"difficaltieso facéd"by teachers plannlng fieidﬂl trips,
‘éurveys‘ have revealed .a long list of constraints felt by
gteachers ‘whlch ' ln order ofvdlfflculty, ranged from’ theA

s

" cost v of transportatlon, to téaCher 1ncent1ve,’ lack of

}ﬂ'admlnistratlve support, currlculum 1nf1ex1b111ty,' teacher“~

‘confldence, the absence of spec:allzed teacher training and"'

f'the jabsence of worthwhlle places to go (Burton & . Unger,

o 1978 Falk & Ba111ng, 1979)

Burton and Unger devised ‘a class1f1cat1on scheme thatw'

'summarized : teacher sconcerns about f1e1d tr1ps ,ffnto -



[N

'demand attention. o : S

G i \ e

operational, functlonﬁi and philosophical ' ‘issues.

Operational tconcerns Were the practical .difficvilties »and

Arestrictions in organizing a\fieldktrip. Functional issues

referred to the capablllty of teachers, and the role. of

admin;stratlon in glv1ng dlrectlon . and  assistance..

Philosophical 1ssues centred ‘on the content oﬁ programs,'

the comp051t10n of de0151on—making bodles, questlons about
standardization of programs, -and to\what extent'indiyidual

initiatlve - should be 'allowed. . while operational = and’

. "
V f

functional concerns predominate'in,this'thesis,usomé of ‘the

philosophical issues ‘of environmental eduCation'field:trips,

'
\

Values or moral educatlon seems an integral part .of,

- teachlng env1ronmental educatlon.” ,Harshman (1979) - sees

3

this  as a‘ three—stage process involving?'; value

‘clar1flcat10n, value analy51s, and moral development ‘The

_pfocess prov1des a means of evaluatlng env1ronmenta1 1ssues

and helps form an env1ronmental ethle.“" N

N f Harshman s ”v1ews fcdrrespond to :those of O'Rlordan

»

(1981), that 'env1ronmentalism is, both .an attltude of m1nd

-and ‘a code of behav1our.° ThlS is partlcularly 1mportant in
f’i.lts effect on the outlook bellefs, and behav1our‘ of -

'teachers and their approach to env1ronmentalf education.

G o v

uSome teachers see 1t as Just another subject to. be“taught

-whlle in contrast,‘ othgrs feel a deep personal commitmentt‘

o 9,
I . . . o
! . . o , 4 . a
. ., . ’ N [
- v v . ; Y .
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to it. Between these two extremes lies a  third group,\

A

whose . attitude 'to  environmental education is generally

'supportive of environmentalism, but for whom it.is not 'an{

all—consuming passion. Te chers,ﬂsets of values and their

1

correspondlng attltudes form

-

they, assess opportunlt;es

the réference‘boint-from which
for environmental education

programs.

9. Field Trip Site Features and Facilities. -

R : NE - - oo -
v \ ‘ o Ca

Ev1dence has been found of 2 relatlonshlp,between the

percelved availablllty of fleld tr1p opportunlties and the
prov151on of env1ronmenta1 educatlon in schoolsA(Pettus and
fSchwab‘ 1979) Exletlng research 1ndrcates that 'a w1de
)'range of 51tes and.fac111t1es can be used for env1ronmenta1

,;educat1on, such as outdoor areas on school property, wooded

,areas, nature tralls, parks, zoos, gardens, though favoured

PR

‘ uenv1ronments were‘ natural - areas for preservat1on <andt
‘;gconservat;on~(Cabrielson"& HoItzer,‘1965; ACA, 1972 Pettus_"

éﬂschWabv 1959-”ﬁNESCO- 1980);‘ GabrieisOnfand_Holtzer were"'

‘ﬁpartlcularly . 1n51stent that jnature be -omnipresent

‘env1ronmenta1 educatlon fleld trlps, and the ACA con51dered

H

'v,that examples of man's work in environmental conservatlon-f‘

vshould also be present .

Bagby and Chavarrla (1980) drew up what is almost"“a

'hblueprint for. an’ env1ronmental education fleld trip osite

*

. . L .. P . . P 8
. . . . D . B .

-k
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and may represent a yardstick against which ‘existing or ﬁ

‘s

'proposed sites could be meaSured | Alternatively, there may
R "

‘ ben.con51derable value as a site for field tr1ps> in’ man—i

modified »environments.' The speciflcations of Bagby and

\

Chavarria call for a nature centre,\ which is defined as an

', N

area .of undeveloped land w1th fa0111ties and serv1cesfufor

A

outdoor educational and recreational programs. . Ideally,

’

' the iandbase should be 1n’ its original onditlon "and

"~

repr@sentative of the original landscape of‘ the 'region.
‘They recommended that facilities include’ bu dings with

‘ meeting and exhibit rooms and resource areas boo%s and

g '

‘a_'other- medla materials. ' Other ba516 site facilities ﬂare.

.access ,roadsn [park;ng ‘areas,‘ and Water and - sanitation
:’4’” Q‘) . . . e v W '

‘arrangements._”ZManagement'ﬁserVices should relate to ‘the™

"Specific. features of the 81te in 'settlng up seasonal
. programs and workshops.:" Finally' the,,SiteY should " be

fpublic1zed through printed brochures and néws releases as

L <

well as more lnformal means ofodissemlnatlng " information.

'.:Gabrielson and Holtzer (1965) also con51dered this , n

,fhimportant \management functlon, 51nce teachers often have

"difficulty findlng out about suitable 51tes.

J

\

d

Sites “for environmental education do not necessarily -

H

have ‘to be designed as such The ACA Outdoor Educatlonh

Task Force (1972) recommended the use of re51dent1a1 camps

during the school terms, when camps . are'-not normally

o

N
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q‘heav11y 'used ‘hAs long .as’ a . $ite ' has’ the kingd of. e

. 1 .
env;ronmental resource base, the faclllty features, and the

‘management serv1ces which fulfill. the -crlgeria' already

,freferred\rto,n 1t wOuld appear to, be at least adequate, if C

" not necessarlly 1deal for env1ronmental educataon,,fleld
- . .._. ’ ‘ RN

trips. . 4 TR S e

A ' .
. b . \ ' . .,
N e . . . C A Q

-

10.. Examples of Environmental Education Field Studx‘g‘. . w0

Centres .
————ae

. P b

~ .

. . ) . “ ‘ vy T N L ;‘l
) R 4 . R ) P . ,“'.\
The organization of operational field trip sites can

be looked at to assess the relatlve 51gn1f1cance of @ach~of. it

e - oorN

the three site crlterla-—enV1r0nmental attrlbutesr fac111ty‘"ﬂ,f5
development and nanagement programs, The Lonsdale,Outdoor"J

° - ' B
Education Centre in New Zealand covers‘seven heétares -ogf.,u
half cleared brush, half natural forest,, and it 1§)jthez

2

"environmental” aspects ~that are ‘the . site's printlpal

G)charac:‘ter'istics'-.f'(Boswel‘l -1978) . At Camp Arowhon, Ontario,vf'
“the water and. land resources of the local env1r0nment }ar€

o
oy

-;the main resources of the Slte, useqd - for camplng, -boating"

and canoelng (Marksen, 1975). The Chesapeake Bay Center\ﬁ

for" Envlronmental Studles .encloses ‘a huge <area--2 600a[
N .
acres--and contalns the full range of local and ‘reg1onal:

u‘xhabltats for study,- and agaln the empha51s is. - on theﬂ .

e ,
j;env1ronmental resource (Pogell 1981)

L
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Elsewhere the invoiyement of the 51te s own personnel
vin&‘ environmental ‘ education.g'programs ‘ is‘ empha312ed

0

(Env1ronmenta1 Learning Centre,1'1979)‘ Without m1n1mi21ng
the quality of the environmental landbase found there, :the

operators stress the learning fa01lities cOnstructed at the

\

51te, and the a351stance of the staff in preparing and

LA
o .V

. organ121ng env1ronmenta1 education programs " for visiting

CooR C )

‘_school groups. . ; o : v

e .

'
o

4

The management at ELC (Env1ronmental Learning Center)

' .
~ N

1"»operate ‘under the pr1nc1ple that even- a pristine- natural

H

fuﬁ site is 1nsuff1c1ent, ‘ unless 1t fcang be used vin"anxw
educationally meaningful way be teachers and students.f ‘Ifgwif
'is‘ the task of the on-51te staff to»accomplﬁ}h thls, 'by : ,

J*acting as fac111tators,_~and become the means and resources

. . ‘ \ ' . . . .
- e b : L

for organizing environmental educatlon programs."'LThéﬂ‘

‘ﬁ( fr'teachers themselvés ag%ain the educatlonal promoters.

<

The Elk Island Natlonal Park Study (Adamson et ai:,w

1982) was 1n1tiated by Parks Canada to evaluate the effects

b4

of ?a' ”Multiplier Program which had replaced the direct

LNy

. -“.“'- ! \
t{fa involvement of«Parks Naturallsts 1n env1ronmental educatlon

Through the Multipller Program, ‘teachers were

"\,‘

'L'xintroduced to the educational reso rces of the Park by{

‘,_ﬁf‘workshops conducted by the Naturalists.j The teachers were

‘ileft Nto conduct their own: field trips and act ’s‘

/-.,

Minterpreters and instructorsj”for their' classesg 4‘¢hé \A

. W f ) - AN e '
[+ . . oy . ! , 1y i
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"multiplier” concept referred to the potential of teachers,

who . had been tralned by Parks personnel ‘to pass »on 'to“‘

. , - i
other lteachers _the- knowledge and experience they had

0 " acquired. Given the problems encountered in that study, 1t

is Stlll unclear how th1s change from the prev1OUS practice

‘was recelved by teachers using Elk Island for env1ronmental

fa

' educatlon field trips.™ ' B “"“yl‘f , ih‘

11.  Summary - S
S ) f‘ Lo . s
' o Previous studles have examlned a number of aspects of
PR env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlps,f namely the 1mpact on

community. resources,f\part1c1pat10n on the reglonal scale,.l

. and. an. evaluation of the absence of on-51te staff in.

. '

‘programs.‘ Important lessons 'can"be derived ”from ”these

- studles for thls the51s, in settlng research objectives and

:'the methodology to be used

(RN ',‘ K :.' 45

7

Env1ronmental educatlon recelves broadly based supportl

from government and publlc plannlng agenc1es,~‘who endorse

' 1ts soc1a1 goals. These are derlved from a concept of man.

i
'

11v1ng thlngs 1n the env1ronment,. that seeks to heighten’_

o
PR

'awareness of 'ﬁthé :effects of human action onf :the;"’*

'env1ronment, and to shape an env1ronmenta1 eth1c to guldef

these actlons.-‘ﬂ"- '-7ff ﬂ"”ﬂ ”7§.j df~.?¢?”

)

:b and hls env1ronment thatarecognlzes the 1nterdependency of'“‘
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N

The enVironmental education‘field-trip\ista way ' 'o

"reaching for‘ these goals, -and the empha51s on a direct

N

"hands-on experience of the env1ronment distinguishes

nvironmental education from more tradrtronai— .academic

education. The extramural character of field trips has two

important consequences,-' Flrst 'it-involves people-out51de '

[l
\

the _educationisphere;',whouprov1de5opportunities‘for field
‘trip groups. Second' itTpIaces'on’the teacherﬂconsiderable
respons1b111ty4 and"freedom of agtlon‘ - planning ‘%nd

carrying out an env1ronmenta1 education program.
Teachers taking 'env1ronmental education field trips
‘and the managers of such 51tes are in‘?av demand supply

relationship. , Teachers are seeking contact. w1t?‘ the

S U U e ‘&‘ :
‘ ‘env1ronment' for. their classes in an educationally.

. ' M».
v

imeaningful way.. Site operators aregtrying to prov1de thev -

'kinds of opportunities that W1ll allow that to happen,“

San .

cg'Straightforward copying of other 51tes 1s not practlcal‘

‘since areas used for env1ronmenta1 education, field trlpS‘=‘

,.t ~ N .\_

‘,t‘cover ﬂa}” wide spectrum of p0551b1e arrangemenﬁi of .

: Vv
:o » o ERERE

NN

a-

l

' “%onfront 81te management and prov1de the .orientation/ to”

v ‘ W . o

3;;this the51s;

vl I

'f;needed, and secondly,; follow1ng from this 1s the need 55?”}

:vn

\ : S
environment, fa0111t1es, and staff serv1ces. Two 1Ssues 2

v

First, a means of—défermining user demand 13"

;'ﬁestablish prioritles for the development of Slte features”ﬂf'ha



. which 'are important for successful environmental education

A} )

field trips. . . & f“,, R

= n . . RN oy \
' . . ' ¢ B
L] . * " . ' . . . \
' i
'
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e o CHAPTER THREE

o
2 ' 0
. . I

THE RELATEDNESS OF THE STUDY OF RECREATION AND LEISURE

\
”

TO ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIP RESEARCH.‘

[
.

“

1, - IntroduCtion‘;"' e T ‘Nw [EEUR

\ . ) - | o

The <purpose* of' the second ‘part of’ the"literatuﬁeum;

N

" review 'is .to gain a better understandlng of both some . of

fvarlables become the main 1mpetus for attracting v151tors.j»A'f'

”the' limltatlons and the successful approaches of research"”

|

: ,in other forms of spatlal behav1our llke_ recreatlonyd with‘

t

‘,whlch ed}ironmental education fleld trlps have‘ parallels.‘h

The behayioural approach» exempllfled by recreatlenal‘-l

a

fngeography is‘ offered as conceptuallzatlon ‘of 'Spatlal:,v

fos

behavzour. 051ng thls approach fundamental quest1ons such'f”

dec1sion-mak1ng 1n a spat1a1 context can be addressed

2 S

-*and the dec1s1on to v151t a location is seen as the outcomeﬂ‘.?

"

"ofﬁ~laf; process 1nvolv1ng 1nd1v1duals' | attltudes 'and

"'jpreferences and the1r perceptlon of avallable alternatlves.”‘

ffP.interactlon, and when characterlst1cs of the orlglnatlngf

—

'{area and distance factors are controlled for,‘ destlnatlon s

'

:
L o P ! Y ‘
s . [ ' [

'fTravel to a destlnatlon 1s part of a: system of spat1a1 *;;'w
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Vo
‘

"2.. . The Contribution of‘Geography”tofRecreation‘Research
. ) » . . . , ' .
i . i ' . ‘ “" P T
Coppock (1980) has commented that there are two broad‘
) . ‘\‘\‘ .
categorles _of recreatlon research that pub11c bodles and
' I}

[
[

agencies have customarlly commlss1oned ; First * much

-

‘research has been carrled out ‘on" the use of env1ronmentalf
;' ‘rv

resources“’for' recreat1on, and the , long establlshed

gtradrtlon of geographers in land use studles has been the“;
xbasis‘ for, thelr contlnulng 1nvolvement in thls;‘type of
Ifresearch (Goodall & Whlttow,' 1975, Tanner,¥ 1973) ‘ The

‘second major theme 1n recreatlon research has been the .

characterlzatlon. of partlcipatlon and the speciflcatlon ofv

nthe demand for recreatlon opportunitles.,‘ w1th the rise off,j_

‘new forms ~and, new approaches in geography, ‘such as,_ ..

g"locatlonalyranaIYSis' and studles 'of spatlal behav1our,fh:
geographers\ ha&é made a substant1al contrlbutlon to thlsm;
type of recreatlon research (Beaman et ti 1979" Ewing/ﬁ;
'*i%1931- Goodchlld & Booth 1980 Patmore &IColllns, 1980).‘5
- Many recreatlon research pro;ects are the work of

f‘;nterdlsc1plinary team,; and geographers have become unsureff'

‘;pof thelr spec1f1cally geograph1cal 1nput Patmore (1978th}

E ‘malntalns there 1s llttle that 1s d15t1nct1Vely recreatlonhnv

'”'geography._u Yet env1ronmenta1 resource use‘ for ‘outdoor_l_‘

:

“‘fvrecreatlon contlnues to be a subject for geographlcal

'_’1nqu1ry“

B Y

' examples of which are studles of campground de51gn;n‘"

and campers' satlsfactlon (Foster & JackSon,_ 1979) and thegii'

' S . . . . . Lo PO . - s
I . T '.- N LRI . oy
e . v - R 0

v e

cud e g v o ‘.
T R SRR SR



Sy

‘recreational use of undeveloped surv1v1ng Pnaturalé‘aré?s
withln an urban communlty lJackson, 1980); Iv‘|'2‘ .\[

. Furthermore,\ Rodgers (1973). sees a clear ‘role for
.‘geographers«\ in | dhalysing“the‘ spatlal dlmen51ons . of

'

\

recreatfon“demand“ As Coppock has observed geographlcal
Qg~‘“interest in recreatlon is derlved from the character;stlc |
-"'separation of,recreatlonlsts from recreatlonlareas:"Lavéry
(1974) 'described .‘th‘l spatial dlmen51oni of ‘outdoorf

'h‘recreation in the followlng way-

. recreatlon involves the movement from an orlgln‘
Co to a destlnat1on reflecting ‘the spatial distribution
' : of the demand for and the supply of sultable resources‘

‘(p. 19). . R § . ‘ 3

(? It is "in this context of spatlal relatlonshlps .that

g geographers can rlghtfully clalm their place in ‘recreation.

.research&‘;;T S
. - " i - ‘x\v

‘ﬁg3.';fThe'BehaV1oura1‘Approach‘inféeographical ﬁxplanation

’fp The Opening up- of recreatlon as a flelé—eé—eﬁqulry for

whereby v?clas51ca1 geographical explanatlon has -‘been

supplemented by the behav1oural approach f7 Under the '

' classzcal method of analysls the search for explanat1on \is
 a process of conceiving a spat1a1 structure, and from th1s
inferences can be made about behav1oural factors."v Thls

’tf approach lends itself to quantlflcation and mathemat1ca1 '

geographers 1s largely due to the growth of the dlsc1pllne, S



S y A :V ‘ . o o CoLe ‘
““,W‘modeiling, ~and has lreached hlghly developed forms in

"
b

economic geography and f locatlonal analysis ' "The

"o behav1oural approach 1s a complete reversal of this v181on,

(. "

» candz, spat1a1 ‘npatterns areh 1n tead derived *‘from ahf
! / 1 \ Lo

understandlng ~of indlv1dua1 andm group behav1our. When

f K
i . /" '

.5 large~ numbers of related 1nd1v1d3al act1v1t1es are grouped

'and treated collectlvely,' certaln regularitles can, become’

‘ ‘r‘y'apparent . Analysis of these observatlons u51ng statlstlcal
" : probabglrtles has ubecome an 1ntegra1 part of behavioural
geog:é?}‘xh R " ERENEI . o o ”
‘rﬁt;* v \Golledgea;and’lRushton’f(l976) descrlbe ﬂ¢§ES<\as "an’
Im,fﬂﬁj315£é¥est in the‘role of. hunan behav1oura1 processes in the‘

”"\ o N ‘)ﬁ‘ ) |
CL explanatbon of spatial phenomena” (p viii) ‘The initial

Y

spec1f1catlon of the behav1oura1 postulates makeS"up the

N T ! . A Iy ; . o
‘\" IR "'. (
Vo premisés and assumptlons on whlch behav1oura1 research é%
~ by \ . 4
R . ' >

based.' Commonly such assumptlons w1ll be tested as part of

Ca " ‘ RERT

e f*ﬁl the reSearch by such measures as uncoverlng the preference 'yj
. ) structures of the subjects 1n a study
o L " ¥ Vo t\l B J".,y- ' ‘ ) ‘ ‘ " )
v, 4. ™ Concepts-in Spatial Behaviour ;
"l"‘ .v..\?.. | . I . . “ ‘ :. , \ ' o ‘ ' : l ' N e -,
T A startlng p01nt for an ana1y51s of sPatlal behav1our

h”,ffljfs?N the fexamlnatlon of' attltudes, preferences, ‘ andfﬁ

‘ Ve g te Y
we oy " R 4

.N;mwperceptlons.;'uHansonm (1974) sees' a connectlon between

Sy
;

"-,n,

"spatlal ch01ce behav1our, srnce ~in ~her

W

bﬁ?} ;deflnmt;on attitudes refér to an 1nd1vzdua1 s dispOSJtion




S ) |
. | 2.

to0 react towards  alternatives, either 'positively COr-

“ . negatively? (p. 563). - .

A ' »

Hanson ' explains ' that the anderlying purpose - of :.‘Qg
studying attitudes is to understand the way ing‘whichfrr

b

alternatives are evaluated by the dec151on-maker ,In;Lthef"

. case -of destinatlon choice, this. 1s a complex matter 81nce'

"there are many alternatlve destlnations to be con51dered

\

each ‘with . its own set of site -variables, in a situation
L o _ N . ‘ ! \

where .a decision%paker,haS‘less_than completef‘infbrmafiqn

about all potential destinations. o : ~‘i o /_’.j
Sonnenfeld (1976)° questions ' whether attitudes. and

oA

preferences are‘adequately reliable meaSureé‘for'péedicting“ Come

.behaviour. Even 1if attitudes influende behav1our then,.

-~

Sonnenfeld claims,' they aré also derived fram' behav10ur

i vt

. For example, the attltudes of a recreationist are in part .. a ';ﬁ;‘
, \

funptlon, of past -~ recé%atlon,; experlences. Further_ffF
, e ,

L.

recreation experlences may’ have relnforced the attltude or . L

“‘once formed ‘ are not

led to xts replacement | Attltudes,
fixed but sub]ect to modlflcatlon in the llght of actual ':JT;
experience. ' | L
Similarly,. Piéran (1953) :vieee\tne com9051£10n. of
.pereepﬁiOns as a £Unct10n of past experlences," whlch have
o \-ahanedf present valués, mot1Vations¢ 1"'and;”-rneeds.‘
Perceptions, - in recreatlon deC1§§bn—making Sitqatians,,‘.:;f

'f*5“>§§§9§rise the. subjectlve, ;ev luatlve bellefs and ymentalf

¢a - ) ) ,’ - X LI . SRR Y
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M

images ~of the nature and quality of potential ‘recreationg
”opportunltxes. Indxvlduals perceptxons determine both how‘

~much informatlon people make use of for their dec1sions and

\

also how it is processed.

Golledge“and' Rushton (T976) see. thgs as'oneibof“ the‘

: cardlnal prlnclples of the behavloural approach ‘ Deéisions
; ! 4
are - madebwith the external env1ronment‘"flltered"uand are
" o ‘ . _"\- e
“based on thevdecisionfmaKErS'}somewhat distorted cognition .

\

N

of the environment in .which he operates.x ' Spatial’
‘decisions, - once made, represent an 1nd1v1dual s revealedl

choice pattern.

5. The Imgllcatlons of a Behavxoural Interpretatlon of

Recreatlon for Recreatlon Management

Lavery (1974) deflned recreatrpn as .a:broaddepectruh‘"
of:wlei3uret1me activities’ generated as a result of manyﬁ"
"‘1nd1v1dual de0151ons and personal preferences (p }9) 353
'.well as. hav1ng the external manlfestatlons of activities,'”
'.recreatlon-f ha% 1nternal~,or psychologlcal dlmen51ons,
reiatfng to the~exper1ence of attalnzng the' goal-ob]ects
‘that motxvated the recreationlst (Drlver & Tocher, 1979).

Other dlstlngu;shlng 'characteristlcs of recreation

;behav10ur noted by Drlver and Tocher are that partic1pation4

"18 a matter of free ch01ce and not an obllgatlon.' However,,vﬁ

: 1t wquld be da,mlstake‘to, exaggerate the unconstrained ~

«



‘ffdeeision-mak1ng process, -and ‘recreational pressures on

Ny

. alternatlve }agﬁlv Lies ' that mlght have been chosen';is

: at least,' supply will “generate' its own. demand The

oA "

’ ' . [y B
’ . ’ " b
' ' ' R N \ - *

nature of recreat1on, grven the extent to which recreatlon

) \, 4
O N\

*has become planned for and managed

[
3

L. Recreatlon, management interest has been concéntrated
- . /

on the~ lssues of recreatlon demand, the recfeationists'

)

resources (Lavery, 1974) . The orthodox management view of

recreatxon as participatlon in act1v1t1es 11m1ted the scope

of recreation research (Drlver & Tocher, 1979).‘ Standard

ARl ~

recreation research became lrestrlcted to profiles of

recreatlon part1c1pants,‘ and the timing, location, and
S ! o

duration of recreation engagements. Other more serious

'w-llmltatlons fof the " activ1t1es approach" are that 1t does -

",

,,not make é&pllClt the reasons, for part1c1patlon, the

i VO

]

'opportunlties ex1séed the satlsfaction galned from"the

-
]

act1v1ty,."r wafg. of enhan01ng the overa&l enjoyment

n
o

[

(Stankey, 1977 Drlver & Tocher, 1979) L

These‘ commenta*ors note that‘the assumptlons of the

9, .

W;actimities approach contaln ‘a. partlcularly dlsturblng

implicatlon.‘ In effect; supply determlnes preferences or’

£
prevalence of the act1v1t1es\approach 4hich 1s certalnly

a, .

. approprlate for&an 1n1t1al study, has tended to’ restrlcti

research and plannlng efforts too “narrowly to current

recreatlon Opportunltles be1ng Supplieo," and. gaves too
5.- ‘ - N s ; ‘ -
W oo ‘*h.p-' re T



- L

little . attention. .to the broader spéctrum of 'recreation

”

oo 8

- demand,‘

. " Pigtam (1983)  has descriged more fully Ihe demand— 3
: . . . e A .

supply  relationship in recreation. The ¢emand for‘

recreation' is made up of the-‘dehographic, qycio economlc

and’ 1nd1v1dual s1tuat1onal characterlstics, whlch generate

A

a propens1ty to recreate..j Recreat1on supply con51sts ‘of’

the external envxronment of the natural world ‘and <soc1a1

' . o A

organxzation,'whlch ﬁac1litates or constralns the choice of 
opportunltles.'a, These ”determine tne. acce951b111ty

ava11ab111ty of recreatlon, and 1n functional terms, define

\\‘ N

ﬁhose resources that are opportuhltles for recreatlon.

o

‘The 1nteracb10n of demand and supply factors 1nvolved

N

in" recreatlon' part1c1patlon is modelled in Flgure i,

show1ng it as a process of recreation dec151on making, The‘

)

decision choice involVes the selection of activities,  of

-

"~ .the tlme and duratlon for part1c1pat10n, and the location

N

where recreation w111 take place.

o

: Participatibn voccurs‘based“on the expectation of ‘the
attainmentfjor ithe{ fééigétidﬁar goal - object, namely a
"'satisfxing'urecreatron;rekperience.uw The concept of user‘
satrsfactionn:,;s fﬁndamental to recreatlon (Bultena &
A KleSsig‘ 1969;. Foster";‘bJackson, 1979).{ 'Bultena ,and'

K1e551g deflned recreatlon satlsfaction as the congruency

R between. egpectatlons and‘ the perceived ”reality ‘of the
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\

recreat&on ’expérience. 'Learning ‘ what \exp?riences‘

‘recreatlonlsts find satlsfylng is the underlying reason for’

[
t

-.}nvestlgatlng user demand (Beard and Ragheb 1980-“ Ragheb

1980) . Beard, and Ragheb devised ~a mult1—dimens1onal

v

. leisure satlsfactlon\ scale that attempted to measure

i

psychological, " .social, relaxatlon,;f“ educat;onal

: physiologisai and aesthetic factors 1n reereation.,n Thesqg

» o ~ N

non observable factors proved dlfflcult to measure, though ’

. associatlons‘ were found between partlcular activlties and

FEATY QS

certaln of the satlsfactmon categor1es Oor 'even sets foff‘

\
satlsfactlon categorles

Reallstlcally, conditlons that would prov1de complete7‘
‘recreatlon satlsfactlon Ioften do not exlst, whlch has"

prompted 1nqu1r1es into the degree user satlsfaction can be ‘

1

.

’ subst1tutab111ty has been postulated to descrlbe 'the

pOSSiblllty that recreatlon opportnnlties can.‘l‘be'

'

»manipulated ‘to . prov1de the desired user satisfaction
(Hendee & Burdge, 1974' Stankey, 1977)\« In the contextiof[

’ 51te management,~ dlfferent settlngs might be capable ‘bf'

. 4

',providing , theypsame orflslmllar klndS- ‘of' satisfylngp

,experienCes.“" o “_ S . j C ‘_ }f‘jf.;nn‘

' There are however, 11m1ts on’ the extent to: which sites

V@ can . replaCe one another. As Stankey (1977) pointed out,

»nthere. can be a real dlfference in the kznds of BatISfYIDg

B maintalned under less than 1dea1 conditlons. The . 1dea tof“‘~

3



N

"

\experiencés”ﬁb asspciated Y with different set

Satisfactions that ‘are common to many settings, an

o

Y

uniquely linked to one particular setting, he,

generic satisfaction.." Certain satisfaction"ca

o ]
Sy

‘ calls "dependent satisfaction. Ca
Stankey admits that the concépts 'of  recr

3

satisfaction are broad and abstract,. but COnsiders t

| . !

prov1de recreation planners and policy makers With a usefulf

| \

benchmark for evaluating “recreation*Zalternatives.
practice, . recreation managers have experienced

difficulty _in

»

measuring the effectiveness .of ,recr

services. Even operations ‘manuals that address

jsatisfaction 7with' recreation faCilities (Fisk . &,

1979)- may not be. much help, Since -their measur

satisfaction reflect the consumption .OL, use of“‘ex
Jfacilities and rely’ on attendance figures ‘as an ind
-user satisfaction..'p | | | o “w?"
Given the uncertainty about which attributes

. recreation venue' are significant to the ' recrea

Kl

w

tings.”

d. 'not

N .

"terms

n bex

i I3

obtained only in a particular enVironment which fgtankey .

eation

hem to'

. I n. .

great’

eation

I8

" user:

es ~of

1sting

ex of

Yoot
42
o B

Of ".'a_

tional

experience,, or even the type and humber of recreational

2

‘experiences sought, recreation profeSSionals have g;gpbsed"

a strategy of prOViding a "recreation opportunity speotrum

(Stankey, 1977),ﬂor A "Ieisure environment" (Burtoﬁ
ng, \1‘7 LA

N R
-u,made up ofoa wide range of recreation alternatives,

°

1974),.-

at ' a

58

Hatry,

[



) numﬁer ~of sites .and facilities comprising a system of

' [

lelsure ‘ opportunities The varlety of recreation

opportunltles and settings would offer different outlets to\

v
! Y

satisfy the many dlfferent motlvatlons and preferences that

, lead people/to partic1pate.“

The notlon of prov1d1ng a ranée ‘of ' recreatjion.
opportunities " has ' become incorpérated into recreation-

» '

management‘vpractices.. In forest recreatlon planning and
’management, .the - operatlonal cou terpart of - recreation"
fopportunity spectrum.;s recreatlon 1 user requirementS“"wQK‘

(Goodall & Whittow, 1975) . . The t‘sk of recreatlon sxte”“i

management is ' to provide various t pes of environments\‘
. ‘,“ . v . ." o » l Lol ? K ‘
containing +the characteristics recr atlonlsts require, o
e . e : A ik
u &“‘ A .

“which at vthe 'same time, deflne a - ite s ‘recreatlonal

»
@

'botential. Goodall and Whlttow dev1sed a user requ1rements

SN

natrik' on whlch 51te characterlstlcs such hasygphysical.

env1ronments, acce381b111ty, 51te layo‘t,‘ etc;; could. be:

a

ubmatched w1th recreat10nal act1v1t1es. N "ﬂ“;»""

EY

F"Aw major drawback of - the: matr_x is 5that ‘ user
) satlsfactlon is assumed to be 1mp11c1t in part1c1pat1ng

séﬁh act1v1ty.v Goodall and Whittow sta e, the imPOrtant"k

" e— /0

flcaveat that, regardless of the breadth o the ;recreatéon’ .

afopportunlty spectrum or even 1f user re'uirements ”Qere'

s Lt

o L
i \}.,

f'correctly 1dent1f1ed whether recreatlon w11 take,place?in‘;
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j;,&’ given loaation wgll depend on - the features there' being

j*” suff1ciently att;actnve to would be users.\ 'f

AR o
O ) S M a8 . o o .
v . : . L '
$ad | I C . . . : !

< ‘FG.QMWAnglySIs,of DestinationTAttraction~

par il ’ . g
o ' o ' o e s o
, B e R . . e ; /

% B W~ . i L ' N, . . "‘h ' o
PJgram (1983) descrlbed recreatlon travel as a process '

of spatial interactlon, arlsing from a spatlal 1mbalance of‘

recreat1on opportunltles. ‘ The elements of thls system are f

{ ' . f—

recreationists and recreatzon sites, and the dlstance that"
\ separates fthe. two.; xPlgram .concludes that ‘the - ease‘,orff
difficulty of movements to 61tes and the awareness }of B

o, . “
Y

recreatlonistsf of potentlal sites uarea basic.'to “the -

exPlanatzon of recreatlon spatlal 1nteractlon‘,.

' l];? There have been many models of th1s k1nd of ‘spatial,

'w-lnteraction proposed, : As Ew1ng (1980) has stated ftraVellaa

\' '1 .

models. attempt to identlfy the ‘factors ’accounbang for,

variatlons 1n the recreational use of places and secondly -

- -
’

determxne the bweléhts of these factors..f Traditlonally,

' researchers have relled on the grav1ty model ‘ analagous to

© . \‘.- o

l,Newtonian phy51cs, whlch postulates that travel flows fromm‘

".a orlginv to .a destlnatlon are related to~the fumass Hof

populationv characterlstics ,of theu‘ orlgln, ‘,and _,the?,Tt-

attractlon‘x‘"forceﬂ-u of the amenlty attrlbutes of a

»

destination, adjusted for time and/or dlstance constralnlng*f;

o

factors between them both (Schulman, 1964 Van Doren, 1965ﬁ

Volk, 1965, Thompson, 1979) When'teSted,,the,pred;ctrons‘j.

e .



W

r

61

o . - . . \

of grav1ty models are. often not matched by the actual
. f

travel flows measured whlch mayﬁbe_eithers underestimated

[

orvoverestimated. Ewing attributes this to a basic-flaw in ,

simple gravity models of not allowing_for the . notion of ’

recreationists having a.  number ‘of alternative destinations
from which to choose. o o
. ‘ S

"iRecogniZﬁng"[these‘bdifficulties inherent to  the

v

) gravity',model,‘ ThOmpson"(T979) proposed an "intervening

' A

'opportunlties model" that. rests on the supposition in that

’

x

is related to the quantity of recreation area available ar

- \

rarea ﬁ; and 1nversely related to the amOunt of recreation‘

;
,

\areas’ Closerv to origin l.o Leaving a51de the complex

speciflcation of Thompson 's model his study 1s of 1nterest

|
o, N ' . ' "

"51nce lt turns out to be a study of destlnation attraction,

&3

Lo

"Q;Prov1nc1a1 Parks hav1ng attractive landscapes,vand a w1de

Wrange of v151tor fac111t1es had greater draw1ng power than5

g,a,',\.

4

features d1d attract v151tors.f”;'

¢ ’f .".
LR

‘._:,.;..-",“ ) "f

the. probablllty oﬁ a trrp from origin i destined for atea j‘h

'fu;rather than travel flow. ,'He concluded that Ontafio —

'less well endowed parks. ) Thompson s study would have been f?

:;more useful 1f he could have been more spec1f1c about Mhicho‘
' 1,., ,( E AR d
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.. 7. The Tourism System: An Example of Destination -

. Attraction - . - - - . T
' \ - L , b. . o ' . v'l ’ " " . B " . . E . " ‘ . . ‘
.. The .tourism’ system is ra,,specialized‘ branch gof.1
recreation ' travel behaviour, w1th 1ts own.‘terminologYQ

fOrigins;'have“ been termed %Sendlng places 7p1aces of

departure“ sender places and“destinations'referred:to'as

welcoming plad%s or "host places - (Moissec, 1977; "f

‘ﬁ:mmbands, 1983) ' Gunn (1972) saw. three parts to the

N tourism system-—people at one end-polnt and“attraCtionsfat

h;bk'.the~ other end-point,. andlwbetween them ‘transportation,

| gnformatlon,ﬂ facilitiesrfand }services linkages Lelper

g e

‘(1979, 1981)‘Vlsuallzes a flve-element system encompa581ng

v

T

a human component--tourlsts,-‘ three geographlcal

:h components--the generatlng region,' the‘destination .region:
o Ea . ' ' . : ) ' “ ' !
. and the route in tran51t, uand an economiC‘ component~-the

N

o

L tourism 1ndustry o VL . \"(

Leiper - approach was crit1cized bx Plgram (1983), who

.f\“':.argued that the destinatlon reglon and 1ts characteristlcs s

“‘, [ . AR

"fshould recelve greater promlnence,' and the generatlng

_»region less.‘“‘Hls reasons w_re,that tourlsts at home":are

' 3scarcely 1nd1st1nguishab1e from the rest of the populatlon,.

;vphad no real 51gn1f1cance, B whereas 1t was’ ptheP'

‘“%“destinatlon reglon that felt the full 1mpact °f the ‘1nflux

"“S;of v151tors.,i"d“vf:fgjdlﬁg



\

'are essent1a1 to the tourlsm process. Gunn (1972) is more o

the = /. terms

Ia

r

Tk

Inﬂmost tourism studles, the destlnatlon has tended to

\ I

n& '
beldggqrfocus of attentlon.‘ Lelper hlmself makes\it quite

'

J

clear that the attractlons and fa0111ties of " destinations G

4

emphatlc. and calls;attractfonS'the real energlzer ,‘of

I,

tourism,'.defining '“attraction" as the appeal of places

derlved from the features there that have the capac1ty to
exc1te, motlvate, and attract visltors. i
t

Attractlon is not an 1nnate quallty, nor restrlcted to

-

b ‘b

natural features, s1ace man-made features can greatly

st

enhance even an unremarkable resource base (Husbands, 1983,

Pigram, 1983).

\

attraction since it is t1ed 1nd1rectly to, 'a spec1f1c

[

There 1s, ‘however, ,a spat;al qual1ty to |

setting ‘or‘ locatlon. Facllltles and serv1ces that -are*

developed represent created amenltles, complementary to the

natural or cultural features of the resource base.‘y They

[N - L

, resource base for tourlsm.;, Plgram adds‘ that they 'can‘

develop a dlstlnct appeal of thelr own, and can be promoted

to becomlng attractlons 1n thelr 0wn rlght
Husbands (1983) makes an 1mportant dlstlnctlon between

attractlveness -~ .and . attractlen.a

.:'*f"' . \

Attractlveness j springs from the .natural or man-made,

‘. v151tor-pleasing attrlbutes of a place. - Yet, frequently a

| place hav1ng a large number of attrlbutes that mlght be

T

PR

' serve to bring v151tors 1nto benef1c1a1 contact w1th the .
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thought to make it attractive,' will receive a‘,leSS 'than'

4

expected volume of tourists." Such a sithation may be a’

reflection of distance factors deterring v151tors

‘Attraction‘ 1s more to do with the actual (ievels and

patterns of v181tation. The' implicatlon for research is to

«;N

‘ concentrate on attraction, which ‘can‘ be subjected to

measurement; "even though the attraction of place does seem’

to be based 'onl the attractiveness ,of 1ts attributes.

: Husbands recommends that the - researcher does not attempt to
put a subjeCtive valuation of his own ‘'oh these attributes;

"but instead to shed light. on the assoc1ation between 1eve1s

Aof v181tation an& the .presence. ‘of certain place varlables. .

Destination attraction research has been cr1tic1zed
because . of its repeated 1nability to: demonstrate any
fobjeCtive measure of the ability of places to attract

0

'ﬁ.visitors;‘ Husbands conSiders the criticism, that research

“so far has not been definitive, to be unfair Progress has

E

~”been made by researchers such as Goodrich (1977), who found

a

)

‘that destinations tend to be assoc1ated Wlth definitezﬁ'

‘images. , Cheung (1972) developed a. model of attraction for

‘"day-use parks by ed on hlS own evaluation of the attributes L

: that are important in determining attractiveness.

Smith (1975) has criticized such an- approach for |

e resting on- an assumption that the resqarcher,‘or 51te

.p’manager is intuitively knowledgable concerning the Tactors

1 .

- N
ry W \
|
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that are 1nfluent1al 1n attractlng v151tors. Nevertheless,

v1ews such as Cheung s do represent a movement away from

r

: the proposltlon that attract1on can be objectively defgped.

he

Husbands p01nts out that such a prop081txon 'is based !

s o

characterlstlc' of ‘a. place. "To - cling to' euchb a bellef

‘1gnores \tne[ entlre ‘contrlbutlon to spatial behaviour

studles of ‘the behav1oura1 approach ;Hgsband%lrestates'the
pr1nc1ples of ‘spatmalu behavzour fasx‘they ‘apply ,Nto‘

o a‘ 4

destlnatlon attractlon studles.,‘ Attractlon 1s ' internally.

;vdetermlned,‘ and var1es between 1nd1v1dua1 The'decision

v n
RN . ' '_’__’-\

l"‘t"o Visitl a »glven destlnatlon andu-hence its fattraction;

e N v , -~ '

the origin, and how closely these attr1but1ons meshl'thh o

m,8w A Summary of ‘the Parallels Between Recreatlon

arises frbm ind1v1dual perceptlons of the destinaﬁion's

L g ‘
attributes;( 1nclud1ng the dlstance of. the destlnatlon from

i
- i
\

éhe preferences of potent1a1 v1sitors

‘
n '

Behavlour and Env1ronmenta1 Education Field Trlps

4 . - . l\

"_Théf 11terature rev1ew supports the premlse,'of this

,”»31n common w1th outdoor recreatron behav1our,‘ both at the

conceptual and the operatlonal leveI Outdoor recreat1on_

and \env1ronmenta1 educatlon are related through sharing ua‘

,‘\.

‘51m11ar conceptual framework of spat1a1 behavrour. A modely;dl‘

z@

. " . ' ' PR ' ' . a R ’ ' N .
Co S o oo o 8 LR T I
- . . (I . - - . . v : Yot

on‘ltheﬁ faulty premlse that attractlon ‘ls an -innatets

ﬁtheéis that env1ronmental educatlon f1eld trlps have puch:ff“”“"



recreation‘ research has developed various- approaches t'

¥t

of - the”decision—making pqocess\in recreation behavibur s

N

also applicable to environmental education field ‘trips.‘

-

The model . is comprised of personal ~ variables dpand

psychological ,characteristics " such as' motivations,

preferences, goals and the choice-situati o the

decision-maker. These shap¥ how opportunltles for fthe

’ o l‘u
desired = activities ' are perce;ved, and. determlna " the

i

selection that is made. : ‘4'\ R X jle:

On. a more practical level operatlonal research On u'fj

ty
f

recréation behaviour has dealt w1th many of the rssues now v

being ' raised by managers of environmental educatlon fleld

~
o,

trip sites. Recreat managers have long been 1hterested

S
H L

in ‘recreation demdnd, recreationlsts « dec;51on-mak1ng

process and pressure on recreation resources. Ig response,

&\

‘meet these-research needs." In1t1ally demand surveys Were

L r

conducted, with an emphasis on part101patlon in recreatlon

.§ctivitiesL o More recently, /’the vtrend-fin; recreatlon

-;resegrchf is increasgsgly.in he form of the behavioural

# \

approach; whlch explores the re eatlgn experiénce in,i’%s“

';eptirety. Given these parallels, the study of recreatlon

<,

mspatial behaviour\is a partxcula;ly sultable model - for the

f -

5 ﬂinquify into the choice of a 51te for an env1ronmenta1

PO s "
PR .

education field trip “”g ] o

;ll
i

X
"

mn
)
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‘ | - -
9. A Conceptualizdtion of Environmental Education Field-

Trips in a Model of Spatial Choice Behaviour

R

~ ' v t

‘The struétureuof the research problem for this thesis .
con51sts‘of the needs and preférences of users of sites for

‘ environmental educatlon fle%d trlps, their reSponse to site
‘Varlables,' and the visit to the site. The influences. on
nthese‘ eleﬁents and .the~ linkages between vthem form a’
:ccheptdal» framewcrk ,Of' ‘the relationships being

Ll

‘Finvestzgated (Flgure 2).

e . The“lnltlal premlse ;s that the teacher's . outlook,
 .be11efs and settlng preferences shape the type and location
t».of the fieid trlp site. chosen In add}tlon, they nnderlle
'th“..preferences fork and expectaticns about, site
"characteristlcs.

\, 'Thebiconceptual fbasis for the thesis rests . bn- the
ccnnection between such attitndes and actual spatial chcice
behav;cur. The model depicts the behavioural _approach
‘”‘which' 'is  offered as a more .appropriate means of
understandinc the‘decision-makingInrocess than is possible

;ﬁhder the "activities" approach, Site attraction is not
| considered as an innate Qua%;ty, but rather as a function
of users' awareness oprotential sites’and their perception

.

of destination. characteristics.

.

= The site selectlon phase precedes the visr\‘ to the

: 51ﬁ\\and the on-site f1e1d trip experience, which reflects
i ' ' 'L ‘.:.\.‘, ¥ l.‘, S . '. A . '
. . ‘ S o x
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”

the fevaluapion‘ of site attributes, encointered. - The

perception that expected '‘experience of site characteristics

has" been achieved . results sin the  level of user

satisfaction. The extent’ the wvisit® is a safﬁsfyiﬁg

experience is .not the end-point of the process, 'since

' experience also connects past behaviour and future action.

10. Summary of the Litetature Revie&,: A Restatement of

the:Reseqrch Assumptions and Questions

From the review of previous iesearch and 'related

litefaturey in this and the preceding chapter, a number of

the research propositions can be stated as follows:

1. A study of the spatiél elements of ‘environmental
~" : ) : o :

e&péation should concentrate on the field trip

25

%omponent.'" -
2. 'Furthérmbre,’ in studying the field frip, attention

'should * be focused primarily on the relationship

between users and sites for environmental education.
i P Y — ‘ : : ,l‘

field trips.

»

3. Though the composiiion of fiéi& trip Sife user groups

is_both ﬁéacheré;nd school childfen, ¢iealistica1ly it
. # AN — . ' . . . ! .

is _the-feacher'who acts as the mbtivgtof, ‘initiatpr

and decisiqn-makér “and. hasorespoﬁsibiiifyr for the

field trip, and becomes the.focus_of{fhg;ihquiry;i'



5'0 K

" 4.

b

associated with variation in perceptions, that 1ead to

.70 ¢

The core questions of. this thesis concern the- response"
of these teachers to the site. attributes of field trip
destinations. f\The» problem ‘can be diVided into ‘two

separate but related phases. -Questionsaof destination_‘

\\-l

attraction,. ‘and ‘the deCision—making process ‘of

selecting a site, are sepa ate’ from, questions of

.

auserslivon—site experience. These stages are related*'

' T

because on one level both are an evaluation process,

L]

\‘and ‘at another level,. the on- site experience Citself

[

then affects how" Sites in future are chosen..

Theref//;, the Slte selection process is explored in

r:'lh‘

research questions that examine teachers” percepticns s

of Sites, variations in their perceptions, and factorsq"

Vv BNAN

Na field trip Site being chosen.'

»” / Pl ' " ' K ' ' )

6.

A further set of research questions concerns teachers

assessments of the site of their field trip td’ prov1de
.a satisfying experience, by, determining the extent the

field trip site lived up to teachers' expectations,

A



CHAPTER FOUR

e - A .RESEARCH‘METHoDsfh“ I | fﬁ

:\‘ . " , . ) . ' L . . _"

- 1.. ' Introduction o AT L -

Thls chapter has a. two—fold purpose. ) Rrimarily‘it is

Co- Can . outl;ne of how the research questxons and vobjectiVes' .

were operatlonalized ' The . research procedures ,are -

) )

y o ' : . S

presented that -were ‘uSed ‘to gather ; emp1r1ca1 . ‘data

; representlng the research concepts.vi The sOurces and means
of obtalnlng data are dlscussed 1nclud1ng the,
:\. .‘“1. selection of the study areas, ‘ ,
2.:' survey.populatlon '.'. :‘{‘_ “"E, . ,f.?a:‘

K R .sampllng frame

4._' sampling method and sample 81ze determlnatlon

A5;, datarcollectlon methods . » C B A.'
. A ;o , . .
Furthermore certaln 11m1tat10ns, due to *the methodology

»

used, especially w1tH regard to sample used for the survey,
f_@h are noted. The applicabllity of computer software selected
in generatlng the output of statlstios neededaifor_‘datakv#?,

- analy51s is descrlbed o S .7,‘ﬂ;-” : ‘\feﬁf

f(,,'*frhe second ,reason for an. account of the ,research “"“»

- ",

methods is to cOmply with the standards of the scientiflc

s .»tm
: . Y ot ".'f B . . . . o s
C - S . : & . L e : .
& AR ot O -
N ¢ ! s % ; oy Few LT f
A : e - Ty, e
N ooy .
‘ - 28 i
- L N .
- : . coe
. . . é ~ . . R
-
. . B o \
. ’ . o




ethod stipulating that the procedures for repIication ’oflﬂ'

A}
[

: “’;the study are to be set down.

' ' , . . ' . . Y rh

2. Selection of Field Trip Sites to be. Studied 1n the.' o

Thesis _“,".v o K x
A x'number 'of"the"better—known local‘fleaders”»'in"ﬁ

. environmental education were , contacted o to sdlrcit‘ L

\

‘ information about field trip 51tes.vf These 1nformants were

,fpart of an env1ronmenta1 educatidn network _that existsﬁ

Q [

-‘within the school system, bfth in' administration ndh Ti
i,classroom ) teaching.']“ Undef such ,;conditions ' the
ﬁﬁ”',snowballing" method worked very well and yielded many

. \
- contacts and leads, SO that 1t became necessary to prepare

\ o )

1

ffa- short list of potential field trip 51tes .on¢ which the

‘research would concentrate.v 3

"”\Lgﬂ' The final selection criteria used to 1nc1ude a site in,

te oy

“”fthef study were familiarity, location, and 51te features.f

ﬁ;Familiarity meant that s1te had to have been referred to by -

several 1nformants. TAH‘Slte had to be located w1th1n;;{

N "

ﬂjourney to reach the 51te.?, It was thought that this" would\

_..attraction.fy/A sate had to have good examples of at least»

LR

‘\fEdmonton or if it was outSide the c1ty,‘it was only a short'..f,

*:control ‘faf"*'tﬁ ' "distance o effect" h;in.7 destination:.f.i~

o o~ PN A
& ,,one of the envz.ronmental features, facility deveIOpments,;-._.-.'«s"-‘ .

or on-s;te staff_services destination,variables, thatjfrom;gglki‘
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' : . . i . : " . =~ - . . s
. oal review of the literature were thought to be of special

.\ .

significance.' |
In th1s way: the number of potent1a1 51tes for study

»mas narrowed down to the f1ve follow1ng locatlons

1. John Janzen‘ Nature Centre, Fort Edmontonﬁ:Park,

- ‘ Edmonton;

" "Edmonton 1

j3.'? Swiss Valley Fleld Study Area, north of Stdny ‘Piain,;‘”

.loff nghway 16 West, approx;mately.zolmiles west 'of -

'Edmonton,

4., Mlnistrk Hllls Fleld Study Centre,‘ offVHighway‘l4'in,_

the County of Beaver, approxlmately 20 mlles southeast

. of Edmonton, o L 7A“5n.; R k
<5.,l7Elk Island Natlonal Park off nghway .lﬁﬂ" East

| ,,“f : ';b‘approximately 20 miles cast of Edmonton.

Therefore only two of the 91tes were w1th1n Edmonton..gait

| '.quﬁ hypothe51zed that because the other three \51tes' were'

)

R ;withﬁn a 20 mlles radlus of Edmonton, all the s1tes wereﬂ

A#w1thin' an acceptable travelllng dlstance for buséd schoo;'

g,;=]ﬁ;*6roups " o S

In May, 1983,”

V

5fﬁsites during the peak fleld tr1p vis1ting petlod Thlej;»thﬁ

- 2. Bennett Environmental Education Centre, Cloverdale,

-blgure 3).- ) “”ﬂ:,l.,5‘_fjlt“‘ﬁ ‘ };'.jﬁ»_,ﬂ'\. .

a 81te inspectlon was made of all flvet'ﬁ

B

d’permitted the researcher to make a. 51te assessment;ﬂfkf”fﬁ




-°“ - o T ,“ - S 75 o
oo (Fxgure 4) “'and' also ”observ"e ;the ac‘ti\Q,t‘-ies of field trip
‘ ® s L ; I S
groups (Flgures 5 1- 5 5) o S ~

o

°l’ "While all 81tes dlsplayed varylng degréés of the égreé‘

b‘categorles of 51te variibles, . onev of these sets ‘of.
characterlstics predomlnated at each 81te; "At th‘ej 3ohn |

;Janzen Nature Centre, fac111t1es'a programmlng assistance
from on—s:Lte staff were most h1ghly developed ‘ e‘ Bennett ©

- Centre, 1ocated in_ an old nelghbourhood 'in‘ the - r}verg
| valley""flatS‘ in the c1ty s inner ‘core, gave' a first

o impression of being env1ronmentapoor,v but has well—

“.

‘developed facilltles and moderate dlrect 1nvolvemént by on-v‘
51te.staff.,_ At Swiss Valley, program development has been
heavily . pemphas;zed,'eand : set w1th1n a&;- natural”
,environmeht, ‘but facilities'were comparltlvely lacking.

»‘i
1 .

T;:‘Mlnlstlk Hllls had a 51m11ar enV1ronment to Sw1ss Valley,;
R ‘-and. . more. facilltles, though programmlng ‘was‘ less‘

A

structured \Elk Island Natlonal Park,“ a ‘ mlght be
; .expected, glven the management philosophy of Parks Canada, N v
‘ contalned »he{‘ best preserved natural"‘z‘environment. |

.Facillties (at the tlme fleldwork was 'conducted) were
minimal" and staff 1nvolvement in congucting programs forn
~env1ronmental ;educational f1e1d trrp groups had been

fdlscontlnued.,3 T*}‘lﬁffj;_ 'lg‘h -  u‘N‘:k:L ’H~f=’;f ;'n;»”;:
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3. The Survey Population and Sampling Frame

-

Although the thesis was site oriented, it was not
intended to be simply an inventory of the sites' features.
The foregoing deécripti?é summary of the éha%acteristics'of

, :
the five ' field trip destinations was a preliminary to an
inquiryAinto users; perceptions of, and reaction to these
attributes. Teachers who : took their classes to any of
these fi&e locations hensefortp became the focus of the
research énd formed the population for ‘the survey. The

’

booking records of schooi field trips kept by the
management at each of these sites became  the means of
identifying teachers who had used the site for an
environme;tal education field trip.

The b;;k;;g records of the five sites for the school
year September, 1982 - 3ﬂhe,v1983 were examined in. the Fall
of 1983 ahd information Vgathered that identified the

teacher by name, the school; and the grade of the class for

revery field trip. These data were entered on computer file

0 : '

and the number of trips taken\by'each teacher, ‘as we{l as
the number of sites visited by each'teacher during 1@82' -
§3 was gpmputed. -

Eight hundred and thirty-nihe teachers had between
them taken 1,052 field,trips to these field trip sites,

and this registry of teachers served as the sampling frame

for the survey of users of the sites for school

-



environmental education field trips. The booking records
also defined the survey population and hence potential

respondents in terms of the site variable. Teachers by

site became one of the two independent variables that was
used latgr in the data analysis. The sampling: -frame
derived from the site's booking records fulfilled® two-

critical requirements. First these records were a means of
*

\

identifying teachers wusing the sites for environmental

field trips. 1In other words, participants in:envirohmental

f ~

education at these sites could be readily traced within the

[

much laréer body of téachers who have no involvement with

: A .
environmental education field trips. Second, the sampling
frame was not diluted through the inclusion of

recreationists from-the general ﬁublié who visited these
|

. I N

sites. ‘ ;

e

-8 -
4. Sample q&%lgn S
o

P
k3
A cqmﬁl cating factor was unexpectedly imposed upon

~ * N
£ 8

the survey.design which necessitated a complete rethinking

i
- of sampling for the questionnaire survey.  The source of

the difficulty was the Cooperative Activities Agreement, a

p;btqcol between the Uhivérsitj of Alberta and the various

school jurisdictions in the greater Edmonton area. The

Cooperative Activities Agreement is a screening process for
i , _ ;

‘dealing .with the many research requests emanating from the

-~



~—

A

- Education) that requlre the 1nvolvement of Edmonton‘ area

- ”

schools, teachers,’' or school s%pdents “as subjects of,~
research~pr03ects  Under this shared responsibility, the

Unlver31ty ensures the legitimacy of research requests,

while the respective School Administrations impose
conditions so as to minimize the disruption of normal
school activities by any such request that is forwarded for

approval. Approval is on a permissive basis, the final

decision resting with the principal of each school.

In compliance with the tefms of theg Agreement, the

4

researcher provided an outline of the research design and

the reseafEWLmethod proposed.  The .group of teachers to be
wa

surveyed 1dent1f1ed and a draft of the questionnaire
submirted. The draft questionnaire passeﬂ'thls scrutiny,
with requests for,minor changes to some of the wordinéi
HoweVer,‘-fhe- original 1proposal to conduct a mail out
questionnaire eurvey of about one;hélf of :the te&chégs
taking envxronmental educat10nal field trips. to the study
‘fsites {or approxlmatery 500 teachers) ‘was not acceptable to
'the‘ Edmonton Pub;;c School Board, ltﬁe largest school

| jurisdietion in the'area. The Board put forward a counter

prOposal for an extremely 11m1ted survey of perhaps 10

" schools. This would be an 1nadequate,‘sample s;ze, 1f ‘the

| a ~ ,
University of Alberta (which includes a large ‘Faculty of
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results of the sufvey were to have any statistical
significance.

The Edmohtbn Pablic School Board restrlctlon would
also have sevekely limlted the proportlon of the population

who could respOnd to the survey, given that 62% of the

teachers using the - field trip ,sites were. from ., that

s

jurisdiction (Table 1). A survey from which(2/3 of ‘the_

study group were excluded would yield badly-skewed results.

_ .. Table 1.

* ’

[
, .

DISTRIBUTION OF E'\E. "TEACHERS BY JURISDICTION

. . . ‘\' .
e " Number of Teachers -

~Jurisdiction e . stng Study -Area Sites . 2

Edmonton Public

T o . . B B . o : e e
. . . . ! A AT
- : o ' e -a, e, P
]

;
&

approprlate ,sample for‘ the questlonnalre survey RS Tﬁei ‘

A*r

dlstrlbutlon of teachers predlcated a 'stratlfaﬁa samplé,;

:

'recognlzed that statlstzcal theory st1pu1ates*that it ‘

: . . . . LR
— o ) ‘ . S R

P

c N

There were two factors to con51der 1n determlnlng an’

ot

£y

Schgol Board . o s21 T 62
Edmonton Separate . . R : . “ .
School Board ' R .98 12
:”Non-Edmonton{Boards o _ ; '220.,“'- L ';§‘_26 R
N= .83 - ' . 1008

'we;ghted to re£lect the EPSB contlngent.‘, Second it was ]_'



© L - 8s
the absoldte size of'the sample, not the proportion of the
LAt A ‘ N ‘ o

‘populafion-that it represents, 'tha; affects the confidence
limits of statistical reliability. '

o
~

5. Size of sample

(i)' S;and?rdhtrror For&ula'

An obJectlve means of ; determining an aeceptab;e
ﬁinimuﬁ sample size Qas to employ Vthe.IStanéard Error )
FOrmula,‘ whiéQ specifies ,how_large—a sample_musg be 'ga

.give the degree of accﬁracy desired. Provided tﬁat the

size of a sample is greater than 30, 1it-is assumed in the
.Standard Error Formula that the sample means form a normal

distrlbutlon '1n the same manner as the parent popu%ﬁtlon
L
The formula is. expressed as follows-

A

rl, = Npq ‘:‘:‘ . ..‘ ‘ ‘ . i ' I . .
where . - 41 ‘ :‘ﬂe r: o »ﬁ”‘iﬁ,-J:f,ff R -

‘en‘é' sample s1ze for simple random sampllng

,:p’ﬁ: prop tlon of populatlon posses51ng some deflned‘ .
‘fcharacter1st1cs . | o ‘

; _g‘sinproportlon of populatlon not hav1ng thls difrned‘

“fe:characterlstic k{f' _rfifif  '4 ,%7; rr “,ﬁ‘

“‘\ﬁ iN3;‘¥tota1 population 81ze ST -

f;Ds€cozftant va;ueg 0 000625

KN
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‘:_samplef size tables' provided by Portman et-~a1f,* these L

‘ . "b l ‘ (o \J’T * 86
- ' . » . , . \ . a.
Using th1s mathematlcal formula Tables for Determiningc“

v

Y

Sample Slze have been completed (Portman et al., 1975). . 1In

using the tables for thls thesxs, the following procedares

were appliéd: | ‘ S~

- . . —

&

- 1. desired confidence level of 95% was specified

2. ‘populatlon ‘size, N\yas known to be 839 teachers

,3. allowable prec151on was spec1f1ed at + 5% -

4. estlmate of the pr0portlon> of an’ attr1bute:

character;21ngl .the populatlon (correspondlng to
‘pq in the formula)

Having specified the confidence and precision hevels,
and withx'population N knoyn,' 'the proportion‘ of. the
populatlon (pq) became ‘thehkeyfvariable in,“dergving an
approprlate sample size for the survey o ;:f/

Further examlnatlon of the sampllng frame revealed
that of ‘the 26% of teachers previously categorized as "non

/ -
Edmonton a further percentage (about 10% of the entlre‘

sampllng frame) were’ from out51deV the greater Edmonton

‘area ' Therefore, the proportlon varlable was divided along' o

this' characterlstic of the two dlfferent orrgiﬁatlng area'

'gof‘ teachers p01nt of or1g1n and meant the P varlable- Was

N

set at 90%.~. In other words,‘ the propdrtlon of the sampleﬁ

oonformed to the 90% of the population that were teachers‘f

from w1th1n the greater Edmonton reg1on,_ Reading from the_‘;T '

| —
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‘
Y
Y
. X ~r

figures corresponded‘to‘a‘sample size of 100-120." Due uo§

! ! » A
~ the operational , constraints prev1ously discusseqd in -

|

connection with the Cooperative Act1v1t1es Agreement " thds

had to be stratlfled‘lnto‘\two categories -.

sample\\\hen
Edmonton \ggblic  School ‘Board teachers, and Non Edmonton .

Public School Board teachers. oo

(ii) Edmonton Public School,Board;Teacher Sample

Y
! B
mh

fBowing‘to these‘arguments, The Edmonton Publlc School
Board permltted a survey of 40 schools out of the;j153 in
the Jurlsdictlon, from whlch -env1ronmental educational

field trip groups to the study sxtes had or1glnated : Forty.

schools were .randomly selected yleldlng an equlvalent of o

l3Q? teachers,"accordlng to & computer match of jthe‘ 40

schools to be sampled w1th names of teachers by school

'file. Thls sample of teachers to be surveyed was . then

i‘submltted to the Edmonton Public School Board and recelved

; approval on a permissxve basis.‘

¢

’

| '(iii)_uén' Ed‘monton".‘Publ‘ic' _s;:‘hdoi “Bo.ard 'Teachéfr, Samp'le

1.'.'

-Af'random sample was drawn from the approxlmately 220

\.

"remaining teachers from Jurlsdlctlons 1n the Edmonton area ,

J

| 'other than the Edmonton Public School Board 1n the Sampllng

At

'frame. A factor of .35 was chosen so as to marntaln the L.

60 40 proportlon of the populatlon of EPSB Non EPSB 1n the

i : ’ . . ~ h ‘.
. X . R W Vo e . . . . . (O ’ -
R . . R L . . . . o . . A N
S . [ B Voo

A
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final samplev (Table 2) .. Thirty—nine teacher names ' were .

-

'vdrawn and the1r respectlve jurisdictlons weﬁi notified ‘and5

approval for the survey to be conducted was given. s

Table 2
FINAL‘SAMPLE-" DISTIRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY JURISDICTION

EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOL BOARD

NON-EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOL BOARD = v »
Juris- ' 4 of - '#.Of_ﬂ R . % of i
‘diction ' Schools | Teachers % of Sample . . Teacher N.
EPSB.. 40 T 131 - - Tq0 7. .62
'Non-EPSB.' 39 ' 54 . . - 30 . ' 38, ‘
(n) - (79) . (185) : N é'339 Y
‘ .“ ' o .,,f-' , ¥ .

\

In the flnal sample, teachers from out51de the greater

"';_Edmonton area were excluded ' It was assume& that dlstancefj

,"‘

factors experlenced by theSe teachers would be' quite

'dlfferent than for Edmonton and area teachers.' Also these'

'p'school groups from out of toWn represented only\10% of the‘

vffleld trlps to the sites” wh1ch would correspond tO only lbf?p:v

12 ‘respondents’ 1n the sample..i It Was judged thesef}.

- teachers would have created an extraneous element in the,

,7fsurvey,, ahd therefore— could be.:‘ Tue EPSB and Non-EPSB'LJ

@ N

Qﬁteacher samples when comblned,‘ produced a final surveyy,i_f"

“ . : R . . e ' . “ Y
W N “ 0 A o Lot u . N 1 !
. g . - . \ i . ' .



‘6. The Questionnaire Design

[
A

ffsample of 185, comfortahly in excess of the 100 - 120

minimum sample 'size needed.

v - >
B 4

v ‘ ' C . . a
The choice of an interview questionnaire survey as the.
-. ] ‘ r . .

L3

" primary data collecti technique was predicated on ’Ewo

< .

essen}ials;‘ The first Yrequirement was that the technique

1Qas ~compatible with,  and could compensate for‘-the' . small

'size of sample. j“The contents‘of thehquestionnairé would

also have to meet a second need of being appropriate to the

Iconcepts being studied and relevant to the respondents “in

the survey" S . o | ’ .

As a first step in ensuring a high response rate, -the.

»

}questionnairé was administered in. person, in"a face-to-face

»

,interv1ew setting at the school  The survey 1ns&rumght was |

'

easy for teéchers to work through = J~ self-completed

questionnaire, : but ~one ‘done ;in the presence of the

t

researcher who .was able to prov1de more ‘detailed directlon:ﬂ
TS R , &+

to ‘a'u respondent ©as required “: Administering 'the-‘

questionnaire in person entailed ‘a much greater commitment

‘\

j'of man-hours on the part of a 51ng1e researcher, taking 23

) days to complete ‘over 100 interv1ews.- : -*'~?§é_'ﬁj

e
4.
h L

- ‘, ' e

The de51gn of questionnaire rested on the premise that

L

‘:ilayout can influence the 'response ,rate and generally

improve the quality of the returns. kDillmanf(1978)‘|hasv ;

i

v -

.y [

[

P
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presented-a\step by step.guide in Qhat amounts to a manual
for\duestionnaire deSign,/ which he terms the ‘"Total Designy

' Methqd" (TDM)..
!

f The ‘format 1s standardlzed document and v1sual cues

are consistent. and repeated so a respondent qulckly becomes

famlllar wrth the answerlng system. Some features of the

.

questlonnalre, that confOrmed to the ! TDM were:

"

1. ‘each sectlon of the questlonnalre 1s preceeded by an
A

1ntroductory passage (capltallzed).

2. 1nstructlons ‘ were - prov1ded for each . question. as
(.' . 4\ Y . ' . .
. necessary; "
; ' : : :
3. VhwheneVer,possihle closed-ended answer categories were
provided} - . . :
‘ ' a ' ) N i N v N " LS
4. if answers were to ‘be ranked .. this was separated from

ahd followed ‘the initial responses to. the ,questionv“

\‘ " ' '--l ' ' ) . . T
tffplc' T4
/s ‘ ‘ : :

[

S.IH“overaLl' length was kept to 12 pa es including. cover

. ' "

o/

‘e

page and backcover. C ) f t
Lo A P N e
A copy ‘of, the vguestionnaiée/ris‘ included in - the -
' T N oo e

v;-fx.

~r .
/

appendlx. ,':“h } j'.”‘f /o

h?;' ‘The éontentsiof the Questi nnaire

(S

'ﬁ The, survey 1nstrument was a structured questlonnalre,

. \,. P

: and was de51gned to probe' he dec151on-making process 'of'

L enylronmental educatlona teachers using the sites in theh

+



'thrlp 51tes. Teachers were asked how they f1rst heard about;dl

91

v VA - ' . ) '

N

study. The Juestions operationalized the concepts thats

;make up theffframework of Lspatial‘ behaviour such as

1

teachers' attitudes, preferences and‘motiVations, and their
4

expectation and satlsfactlon 1eve1s,z~that 1t is 'proposed

LR

are7'51gn1f1cant conslderatlons in teachers dec1s1ons to

o

visit the sites. - S e

divided into{S‘sections.' The opening section was simply to

»

teacher had‘ taken a fleld trlp to more than one of the

i

81EES 1n the study, respondents were 1nstructed to-‘answer

[

the questronnaire in terms -of the s;te “of the -most

The Questionnaire"dontained‘ 34  questions and was

confirm‘ whieh 1te was used for ‘the field‘ trigh. - If a

O

successful fleld tr1p. ‘ Next followed some - questlons about‘

0" P s

'd1stance to the 51te and perceptlons Qf the ab111ty of the

students”“f”“{ravel that dlstance for a fleld trlp. . The -

'

' ( "
last\\:uestlon 1n the flrst sectnon concerned alternatlve‘

sites’ onsrdered ' and'lf-any were‘oon51dered,v whether the

‘. .. v e

'teacherv had prev1ously taken an environnental 'education

9 X o -

s"fleld“tr1p to. the s1te. I :uii 4;“.7

. e

The ‘second Asectlon of tﬂb questlonnalre toncerned*‘

£ - e

ik

'f[ianUence' -off‘ dlfferent sources of 1nformat10n .‘when

ﬁlselecting~ a fleld tr1p 51te.,t They were also asked thelr‘

i

Ca ' e g [

"'»1sources of 1nformat10n about env1ronmenta1 educatlon fleld H

liwthe' 81te they used for the fleld trlp, vand the ‘relatlve*



 environment

P.Y

opinion ' on the general availability of resource material

d!scrlblng field tr1p dest;natlons ' B

The next three sectlons were 1nterrelated and re eryvred

to the three categorles of site characterlstlcs at is,

rﬁ“’“

services,‘ and formed ‘the core of the questlonnaire ~ Each

sectlon followed the same format and teachers were asked 'to -

check off a. list of site characteristiQF, rank theéir

importance when fleld trip sites are being selected, and
f f
ﬂ

~state whether the features ‘had” met expectat1ons, for each

of the site characteristics categorles in  turn. There

L L}

were, however, ‘two variations¥iy this pattern of qdestions.

Teachers ‘had +the opportunity to comment on changes  they.

5,thought WOuld 1mprove‘fac111ty developments or 51te staff
services. In the case of env1ronmental ‘features; since

thesevare relatively,fixed, teachers .were asked 1nstead to
. ' ' N ! v N G ﬁ N

S S . s S ' . - ‘
indicate thelr notion of an”¥ 1dea1 .setting for - an

e

env1ronmental educatlon fleld trlp.-'

'

In the next section, teachers answered questlons about

,

”the relatlve 1mportance of selected educatlonal objectlves

\

‘lvof :env1ronmental f1e1d trips.. ;

"about‘;obstacles‘ w1th1n the educatlon system to taklng a

i
\

r
features, faclllty developments, {;ftevstaff

TeaCHers were also 'asked“

B

. class on env1ronm§hta1 educatlon, and the relatlve severlty f

i

; yof these dlfffcultles." ”F‘l‘ Ad‘ . ‘ S

v
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Before the close of the qucstionuﬁire, there was a

”~

section specifically referring to the reasons for choosing

the site used for the field trip. First, questions were

[}

asked about possible constraints on the choice of sites

such as Board policy directives or curriculum desiqgnation.
- B . .

Teachers weré then asked which of the three categories of
site features ~-~ environmental ‘features, facility
developmehts, or site staff services -~ took priority over
the other two when selecting the site chosen.

LY

° In the final section of the questionnaire, there were
L4

four questions on teachers' age', vyears of teaching
experience, teaching specialization, and environmental
education in-servicé training. A profile of teachers

. -~
e taking environmental education field trips was however one

of the less important survey objectives.

8. The Questionnaire Effectiveness: The Pre-Test and the

Completion Rate in the Survey

The questionnaire was both informally and formally
tested. The informal testing was in the form of comﬁents
received in the process of épproval by school
administrations as part of thé Cooperative Acti;ities
Agreement . In a formal pre-test using experieﬁ%ed

environmental education teachers, who were not part of the

_—Ssurvey, the questionnaire was found to elicit the
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'

inforﬁation‘ being sought, which suggested there were few
' (o .

difficultiés in the clarity, presentation and instructions

of the questionnaire,

All"107 questionnaires that were administered to
feaChérs were éompleted. The number of respondents fell
short of the 184 teaéhers in the' sample partly due to t ime
constraints, but mostl? because teaehers included in the
sample Qere no longer ‘on the staff of a particular ' school,
being contacted. \The '&0 schools maximum edict of the
Edmonton Public School Board meant ﬁany of thege teachers
coulgxlggt‘ be' contacted if ﬁhey had transferfed to other‘

1

schools. Others were no longer teaching in the system.
‘ - 0

The completidn~ rate  was a measure of the survey -

effectiveness and was a strong endorsement both of the in-

'person . method of administration and the 'questionnaire

desigh.
9. Processing;thé Questionnaire Responses for Data
‘ Analysis

1

The advent of computer data analysis ' has madé the

C . - /
 éoding of. égté. an important consideration in .survey
research. ' Siﬁélffying‘ coaing par;metérs were built into
,fhé.‘qﬂestfqnnaire design, by‘ using wherever possible,
qléséd ended answer categories. - Consistency.in'éoding was
: .
waintainéd'\s{nce' all coding was carried out by  the

. : o M‘ LI 'AA - ) “ : A “
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researcher. Eachlj attribute of every variable was given a
séparate'code, in keeping with the principle of coging to
ﬁ;in§ain the'data'%n‘its disaggregéted form.

.Theré  are geverél statistical software packages
compatible with thé MTS oomputing system installed at’' the
| University of Alberta., . Most of the survey data collected
were\procéssed using the MIDAS program, which was deveioped
'specifically for data analysis using MTS. Because of this,
MIDAS . has the advantaée of simplitity and flexibility and

was. used extensively to generate frequency distributions

and crosstabulations.  The other standard statistical

'
N

package used in the analysis was SPSSX. It 1is more
suitable than MIDAS fpr"énaIYSis of multifactor variable
categories, and was used to produce frequency distribufions‘
and crosstabulations of variables that were not simple,

discretg variables.

~

10. Limitations on the Findings as a Result of the Data

.-

Cbllection Methods Used

\

fhe discussion of the loss of poﬁential ‘fespondénts
from Ythe sample'discussed earlier can be expanded to re-
evaluate the sampling fréme.‘ Minor inaccuracies in the. .
site: booking. fecords as a sampling fraﬁ§; were revealed’

during the survey such as:

’
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1. problems with misidentification (the records shéwinq
the principal of the gchool booking a site rather than
the teacher who took the cléss);

2. incomplete information (thé school jurisdiction was
often exclu@ed); .

3. out of daté~—aitﬁough the sample list was compiled by
using the mdst recent site-visitor records, teacher
turnover was unexbectedly_high.

The ‘overallv qugiity of the samplingvframe more than

| outweighed these slight inconveniences.v‘ Thé respondent

group was clearly identified, which meant the questionnaire

could be extremely deféiled about the field grip'éites, yet
still be easily answered by teacher respondenﬁs. Fy

Another benefit of the sampling frame was that it was’
cbmprehensive enough for'‘'a random sample to be pdrawn, yet
specific enough for a precise'stratification”of\the sample
to be " carried out. &t meant the sample ' used for ‘ﬁho
questiqnnaire survey was reasgpably rep;esentitive\of the
survey population. |

| Nevertheless, the number of réspondents"at 107 ,Was

low. Even allowing that this was not 50 much due o "non-

‘-response”, and its attenu=nf rlsk of a biased sample, but

more because of dlfflcultles in contactlng all teachexs 1n

the sample, the llmlted number of completed questlonnalres-

’

would have an 1mpact on the subsequent data analy51s. The -
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.

data analysis Qould be hampered because of'fragmentétioh of
the data, and ;small numbers -of responses in vparticulafv
categories would 5e a lihifing factor when variables Qere
éross—tabuiated. Therefore remedial meaéureé sﬁch as

collapsing data intd new, broader categories were taken for

'the;data analysis to proceed.

f



‘CHAPTER 5 . C
. THE PIELD‘TRIP‘OBJECTIVEs,AND'SETTING PREFERENCES
*OF "TEACHERS TAKING ENYIRONMENTAL EDUCAT1ON FIELD TRIPS.

[
'

1. Introduction .

. . . .
\ B o co '

The decision~making, ,process postulated in®  ‘the

' N N 54 s ) . . .‘ s \ ‘0 .
'environmental education field trip destination 'attraction
' R .- - d N ’ i ~ . , ' .
model provides an organizational structure for the ahalysis -
~of the, data’collected 'in the questionnaire- survey. In

models of spatial’decisioh—making,« from which the model of

fleld tr1p destlnatlon attractlon was der;ved fhe process
of selectlng»‘a' destlnatlon beglns to develop from the "
¢ . o
motlvatlons and preferences of the’ dec151on maker concerned
’ " [

(Plgram, ,1983~’ Hanson, 1974) In this chapter, teachers
reSponses to questlons about the1r preferences fqr settlnqs

and _their ob]ectlves dn taklng envlronmental‘ Jducat1on'g
fleld trlps are examlned.‘ '“5 : e ..;‘ - s |
B In a sense the 1n1t1at10n phase of the model mloht be
thought ,of as. corresponding to a temporal seodence in ftheﬂ

.

de0151onrmak1ng process, beglnnlng " with ’fhé prervisit
* ’ '5‘. “ LA

\ stage. Strlctly speaklng, ‘though, the su ey data were in
facew collected_‘some t1me after the field trips had been

taken, since the | research was” nog, des1gned as af;
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'

\‘qﬁestions' .toéetherﬂ with accompanying' instructions to

re5pondents, an\ attempt was made to recreate in the mlnds

af teacher respondents the condltlons that prevalled in the

. pre-visit situatlon. . : ,' ‘

v '
.

Accordlng to Slte VlSlted Teachers by Grade Taqght -

M | . . [ .
a. . Choice of Site

b , !

The questlonnalre survey was admlnlstered to . teachers

)
! ! n

who' .were known to- have taken the1r classes ;on ' an

"created SOme con51derable varlatlons 1n thelr perceptlons.

N ' -

env1ronmental edUCation’ field trip to,one of .the. sites

-

belng studied Q'Participation in environmental education

fleld trips sets them apart from the rest of thef éacher

certalnly dld exlst among the teachers in- the survey,,‘ nd

Iy '

’ -

of site attract;on.

i

The most obv1ous dlfference between these teachers~was

)

”the 51te they v181ted. _ Many of thelr reSponses mlght be

)

o expected to . vary in accordance w1th 81te»*var1ab1es' at

' -

their chosen destlnatlon. Hence the data were ‘analysed
! “ P e .
accordlng to the s1te v131ted.var1ab1e. B T .

. .
N . - SRS

4

\:longitndinal study. 'Nevertheless,‘by‘Carefnlly wording the‘V

fbodyc At the same t1me, however, W1th1n-group dlfferences

The Selectlog_of the Independent Varlables-——Teachers;‘w

,;’
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The distrlbutlon of teachers accord1ng to thelr choxce

It 1s clear from these data

‘4‘,

of slte 1s ‘'shown in'Table 3

that the John Janzen Nature Centre Qas the1dest1nation for'

4

"y
* §

p
B

.the majorlty of teachers 1n the survey,‘ belnq:chosen‘ by

over' ' SO% of them for the1r env1ronmenta1 educatlon' fleld

“ ¢

“trips. - Teachers who used the Bennett Centre'(ZO%) made up

' ¥ ' ' !

the ‘second—largest(group. The other three 51tes, Sw1ss"”

Valley,' Elk Island and Mlnlstlk Hllls-were the fleld trlp

B

locatronsf of 134, 8% and 7% respectlvely of fthe‘ Survey h

% o .

\

. . . B . . ,‘ ot ' AR
- .\ . . . ; Y L K l .
ot B ' . o ' [ poro '

Vlstatistical "analysls ‘Qasv»that- the\ percentages‘ fOEV}HC
‘ “Ministik; andN Elk Island represent only seven' and elght
teacher\responéents:respectively.' Therefore the analysx
, L | o e | | :
S mames RN
' DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO . CHOICE OF SlI'I‘p ‘
W“' 2 : ' - - ; —
éité' ‘ \'_*',\ o ’.: . l : - F ~'? PR
] iho . ‘:.;7. . n‘ "‘. 11\» e ; . : .\;.
. Janzen 3“ . " 34,\r,! . ﬁ__5§\1 : 'ﬂ§2'~;
aa ‘ . - , ’ _ )
' B‘e_n'netlt_‘:n;: Co Lt AR 21, - 20 B
" Swiss Vénéy"‘ ' 14 13 \
‘ Mlnlstlk 'l..? 3 - "ilf . . ‘V~?.f ":‘h5” 7 q“
BT Elk Island vm.“ﬁim ‘!,‘ljf ) »F'.B;‘ f',' "ilggnr 1
,'I‘ota\l‘f"‘ Co L e e o100

‘respondents.ﬁ More srgnifmcantlxi from the perspectlve of o0

f
)

3
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'uof the perceptlons of teachers u51ng these two sites mlght,

¢

‘have been comprom;sed because of the low numbers 1“. each

‘.of %hese subgroups.‘ To prevent thls from occurrlng, where

“appropriate,‘ teachers who had chosen M1n1st1k or Flk

K L

‘,Island were treated as one group : thtle was lost 1n the
. way gf dlfferentlation 'slnce both sltes share :many_
qsimllarltles (Figure 4) The two sltes dlffered malnly 1n

‘-Ztheir ownershlp status Mlnlstlk Hllls 1s privately owned

‘-fproperty whereas Elk Island Natlonal Park is ,managed by

'
—_— . R

| Rarks' Canada.' Private ownershlp‘of the site may allow
field trlps to ' be conducted with less disturbance from~

other users of the area. anironmental education-users may ~

also have greater influence in the way a site is managed'.

N
. . | ’

. b. Grade‘Level’Taught ' o C - -

- The' 'division of teachers accordilpe choice of 'site’

' was.  an obvious distinction. It ‘also quickly became
e - o . ,

'apparent' during' the administration of the quesﬂiénnaire

‘that teachers were relatlng thelr gesponses to the needs,

L'ﬂlevel -of ‘maturity,j‘and stage- of education-lof..their

»

‘ ’ ? t f ¥

“,‘students. ' Repeatedly,‘ teachers would p01nt out that the

‘answers they gave were framed in terms of the ‘grade - they'

'taught ' The perspectlve of. Junlor or senlor hlgh te hers :

wa&fl Very dlfferent of those teachlng in elementary;fk

schodls.- Even among elémentary teachers, there seemed to'

.o ) PR . .
. . . v . . .



be "a, natUral separatfon between the 'teachers  of

klndergarten and early elementary chlldren, up“tc grade 3

taUght Grades 4, 5, or 6 c;assés (D1v1810n 2) . Thus, ‘the
grade levei tauéht became the second &ndependent varlable

’

. A
'

c1a551f1ed 1nto three categorles.‘ ‘Kindergarten—Grade 3,

o

Grades 4 6, Junlor ngh and above.‘

between .Grade' 4—6 teachers,_ and Junlor or Senlor quh

' ! a N

Schccl teachers (Table 4) In fact ' only one of ‘the f24‘

1 ' PN f

bor

teachers 1n thls thlrd group taught 1n ngh School meaningf

i . [
'
, . . [ -

\ 1 . ' o

ot 'l" Table 4

! t L A . ! t

(D1v1slon 1[7 and Ghose elementary school 'teachers "who .
in ”thef datau analy51s, ‘ and teachers responses were

‘ Half the teachers 1n the survey taughtﬂphh early

"elementary grades,. andﬁmhe other half were- evenly /g1v1ded ‘

Voo DISTRIBUTION oF TEACHFRS BY GRADE TAQGHT S

i o R . ' : . \ . . B 3

. A i T ~ T ) !
R — _ , T "
o ' s S o . 'Y Teachers -

. ! ' \ .
" . \ . )
! 0 . . ) - . " -

¢ Grade Taqght_ 'h K b n - ‘73 TR e

.. B K ch e . ) o . L -
Kindergarten—Grade 3 - 7 AR - SR
~ ) \» . ‘ ' )

{H K Grade 4 6 ;,: T . 27{‘T;it i 5‘26

AN Grade 7+ 12 L g

=

tiTotain;  S Y- ST S 1\

e Lo . . Lo 5 . DR ¢
g " Ty . B il v . "
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'

this group rEallstlcally ought to be referred to as Junior.
ngh teachers."«.t‘ ' S \ﬁ

The importance of ‘the, grade taught varlablé is further '
accentuated when crqsstabulated agalnst the dlstrlbutlon of

teachers accordlng to than ch01ce of 51te, (Table 5)~jiThe

\

meact of grade taught on the pattern of fleld trlp site

selectlon 13 striklngly revealed Nlmety-fqur percent‘ of

o

Tabie 5

: . DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY CHOICE OF SITE, '
ACCORDING TO - GRADE TAUGHT

Choice of Site f \” ’iGrade Taught

A Klndergarten Grade 4. Junior

to Grade 3 ., to 6 )  High' f‘Total

ST s O .

" Bennett' : Z““ .6 T 37 : 33l C 20 -

"NSWiS,S. Val'le'y' "‘ 07 CL .7 ; ‘ ‘50 . “13 '

o w o P
‘Mipfstik - . 0. 18 L a4 g
Elk Island © -0 ¢ 18 . 13 g -
n) D (s L (2n) s d24) 0 (105) )

Ty " v N -~

. \L . o . o \ .‘\ ) :, }." ' - . . ..‘ [ o
Insufficient cell frequencies for test of significance - '
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(- ,

‘,the Klndergarten Grade, 3 teachers uSed‘thnganzen ‘Nature

o
Voot

Centre for their env;ronmental ~education field trlps,

’

" ' ! oA ‘ . ) ; o . }
whereas‘only 18% ofwthe‘Grade 4-6 teachers and no  Junior

ngh teachers in the survey vlsxted this slte. I

S1m11arly pronounced dlsproportlonal frequen01esM in
the ’dlstrlbutlon of - fleld trxps by grade are found at  the

'_ other sltes . In the case of Grade 4-6 teachers they chose
" /'
the Bennett Centre wlth greater frequencf‘(B?%) than they

- diag for‘ the other four sites, and more 'frequently than

'Kindérgarten—Grade Gﬂ'teachers and Junlor ngh &gachers.

Flfty percent of Grade 7 and’ above fleld trlps were to '
Cle : ‘A R I
‘SW1SB Valley and Jynlor ngh classes represented the
v~‘ , , . ) . - L | ‘ g
" largest user group at SWlSS Valley ~ The“ grade level vl

B ’

“’composltion 'of fleld tr1ps to Mlnlstik and Elk Island was'

'mllar for both sites.' lee the Bennett Centre, Grade 4 6

l

Z groups were the most frequent users, but only half as many

4

' went‘ to elther Mlnlstlk (18%) or Elk Island (18%) fto

‘Béﬁhétt ' Users of Minlstlk and Elk' Island contrasted

P ]

R strongly w1th the Janzen Nature Centre, wh1ch recelved an

l_enormous gnumber lof Klndergarten-Grade 3 classes,‘:ﬂAt‘
Lot N | L/ :
,PMinistik and Elk Island this grade category was not
represented “m ,; ‘Q o ~“.i o e :“‘ S

-The' pattern of 51te v1sats valldated the d1v151on of

'

.:;,elementary teachers 1nto two groups of Klndergarten Grade ‘x«‘f
1 . N
3;, and Grades 4 6 - Sltes llke Bennett, Mlnistlk and Elk :faj;

L - . . 4
\ . ! ‘ . , ) :\
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Island attracted 'proportlonally more Grade' 4~6 - teachers

1

than Klndergarten -Grade. 3- for envlronmental education fleld'

trips , Conversely Janzen 'attracted an enormoqslx‘

‘dxsproportiOnal‘ perCentage”‘ of Klndergarten~Grade - 3’

teachers.;‘ Junior High<uclasses also had a dlstlnctive

'v,pattern of slte v131ts, ‘w1th the dlstr;butlon of field

,trips concentrated at Swlss Valley

3. °~ Teachers' Motivations  for the Environmental Edhcation

i U o N
K Fleld* TrlE . E : ' s . "
n ' “ " i ‘ y ' ‘ ‘ . . N N f
Motivations " for 3teachers ‘taking an ehvirdnmental.'

education field ftrip' can otherwxse be descflbed as the

educatlonal objectlves of the field trlp References are

found 1n the llterature to a varlety of poss1ble iearning

- ' ! !

goals teachers ,may have for- thelr, classes; 1nclud1ng

»
\—

outdoor skills (ACA Task . Force, w1972)~'Boswell,'71978),‘

'awareness/sensory development ' learning4‘ fieldwork

¢

technques ‘ (Environmental Learnlng' Centre, 1979),i
;ecologlcal' studles, and learninép‘aboUt environmental/
resource management issues (Bagby & Chavarrla, 1980)

-

‘,“I the survey,“'teachers were asked about these .and

R

»other 'objectlves of the fleld tr1p (Questlon ‘21).‘-‘A ]

. frequency dlstrlbutlon of therr responses 1s presented in

DI

v

1Tab1e 6 and 1nd1cates that sensory development was by 37 ‘jf“
al

athe most ‘1mp0ﬁtant ob3ect1ve for the envlronmen

- . . . ' S a B \ \

1
) L . '
. . i . . . \
f ) . . oy oy . A 4 (‘
. i 0
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Table 6
RBLA§§¥E IMPORTANCE OF TEACHERS' MOTIVATIONS

' FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL"EDUCATION FIELD TRIP

R . h S Relative Importance
" Motivation o | | Not . T . very
. ~ Important Important Important

o ‘ ' ‘ ' n % on ~% 2

Awareness/sensory

development "' . 1 1 . 31 29 74 70
Carry ottt ecologlcal ' - - .
" studies A ‘ 36 , 34 43 Al 26 25
Learn qutdoor skills 30 29 49 47 25 24’

\Xeqrn\about ehvironmeqtal/
resodxpe management ]
iissues" | o o 36 . .34 46 44 - 23 22

, Learn fieid technigques .= 25 24 ‘;55>' 54 22 22

ledﬁcatien'field‘trip}‘ geing rated very impoftant" by 70%
of fﬁevteeehere.. 'Oeher objectives, liké camrylng out .
eeqlegicai stdeiee, ."learnlng outdoor sk1lls," "1earning;
“aboﬁt resoufce ’management. 1ssues, | "learnlng'e.fie}d‘

technlques were rated as "very imborten£f~by“on1yA22#25%'
. of the gz§pondents.‘ |

| Varlatlons"in the objectlves most frequently c1ted
"«

"very ‘1mportant" were further analysed 1n crosstabulatlons T

w1th the 'grade taught" varlable.. _Beeaqse‘the pu:pose fo_ut

|
. vy C . noo
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% #

«®

asking about objectives was to find out about those that
strongly motivated teachers, responses were simplified into

\

dichotomous  pairs by retaining the "very _'important"\
responseé, but both the other responses--"important" or

"not Amportamt"™ were combined into a single category,

labelled "not very important.”

v

The ,fgéta " for the‘_awareness/sensory development

objective“ are displayed in Table 7, which shows a

sxgniflcant dxfference between teachers according to the

o

grade ﬁevel taught. Elg%/X percent of Kindergarten-Grade 3

teachﬁrs considered this objective very" 1mportant while

&) W
P‘” ‘,

Table 7

-~

ACCORDING TO GRADE TAUCHT

al ’ 5
thensorY/Awareness develo%ment :
g . C .

K2-Gr. 3 Gr. 4-6,. Junior High Total

3 * v 3
.86 , 52 50 69

‘ | f\\ » “

14 48 S0 31

(55) (27) (24) (106)

Chi-square 14.69 . p<.001 d.f. 3
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only about'half the Grade 4-~6 and Junior Hiéh;teachers gave
sensory deveionmentlthis rating. There were no significant

differencesl between teachers' educational cbjectivesl for

the =~ field trip lacbording to grade taught, -in the

objectives variables of carrying out ecological Astudies,

learaing outdoor skills, learning about resource’

management or learnlng fleld technlques.~

4. Teachers' Preferences for the Settings of

‘Environmental Education Field Trips

Lo

The second part of what can be termed either the:"pre~

visit" stage or the re-creation of conditions as teachers

'

entered the decision-making process of site, selection,.

involves consideration of the setting preferences teachers

hold. As. w1th .the’ queé%rbns that were concerned with
motivations, teachers Q@We asked\' to express their
preferencesl under* free choice conditions, without

reference to the partlcular site they used.

The unconstraaned preference of most teachers 1s for a
nature centre and ad301n1ng area, spec1flca11y de51gned for

’

. env1ronmenta1 ~org outdoor educatlon,' favored by 66% of

,teacherS"AS an‘"ideal""setting.(Table 8) . Other settings

.
r“) »

were- preferred by much smaller percentages of 'teachers—-

.

outd?or recreatlon areas by 138, . and un5901led wilderness

‘.

by 118, uBack coqntrywor‘bush areas,: whether privately or.

. o
-

L .~ . -
s - : - ~
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Table 8 )
MOST PREFERRED SETTING FOR

e ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS

\

Teachers

Setting ‘ n \ %
Environmental education
" nature centreé, including '
its surrounding area - 69 . 66
Area planned and used for
outdoor recreation’ : 13 R 13
Unspoiled Wilderness ‘ 12 11"
' ‘Backcountry of publicly :
.owned land . 5 )
Area reshaped from natural :
state but few land uses 2 . : 2 -
~Area planned and used for i
- urban recreation : 1 : 1
Backcountry of privately
owned land : 1 1
Total . A . 104 : 100"

i . .
[\ publlcly owned, areas reshapedAfrom‘their'natural state but
w1th ‘few land uses and urban areas planned and used for

regreatlon were;the preferred Adeal".locatlons‘for field

trips of only a very few teachers.

P
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These findings are interesting for what they have to
say  about teachers' perceptions of settings,” , It could be
argued that Ministik or Elk Island'fif the description of
areas "reshaped from a natural state, "but with few jand
uses."  The argument could be extehded further to suggest
that Swiss Valley is set in the péckcountry of privateJ
land,, ana K that Bennett, sét in Edmonton's Tiver valley
Cépﬁglg Cit} .Park, .= part*bf area plannedkand used for
urban pecreation. " sonnenfeld (1976) has. referred "o
inconsistencies between preferences ané actual  spatial
behavioﬁr, and tﬁis assertion was tested by cohparing
setting preferences of teachers wiéh the setting of the

. site they chosé for the field trip (Table 9).

To facilitate . meaningful comparison, only the
préference for an environmental centre sétting Kreferrihg
;o both buildings and the surroundings in which it is set)
whosé' main function is’as a location for: environmental

education,, favoured by an absolute majority of teachers,

L) ‘ ,
was used ‘in the analysis. The setting preferences of the

rest of the .teachers were grouped in a catch-all category
of "environmental education centre not the most preferred.

setting for field trips®™ (Table 9).’

Sixty-five percent of teachers whosejpreferencq was an

*

environmental . education centre setting chose Janzen Nature

Centre for . the field trip. These ‘,teachers” were
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Table 9

CHOICE OF SITE ACCORDING TO PREFERENCE FQR SETTINGS.

BCAS f
[

llf‘ Environmental education centre the most preferred

setting for field'trgpé

Site Chosen ' ‘ - Yes No  mMotal

LY S
Janzen ' " 65 . 32 | N 53
Bennett - - | 18 c24 20
‘Swiss Valley .= ° 6 26  13-
Ministik/Elk Island . 12 is . (18
L SRR Y]
(n) . (68) 438)  (106)
Chi-square 13.98 ,  p<.001 d.f. 3 K '

coﬁsiderably overrepresented at this site in ‘re1a£i0n> to
the proportion of all teachers wﬁo‘qhose Janzen.(53%)L In
conttast,~”thé&site diétribution of field fribs b§ teachers
whoSé~-sétting preference not the environméntal education

centre was consistently ‘more freégently.to the other sites

in  the study, that 'wqre"noft;gentres‘ desighed.‘ for

envirohmental education. Thirteengyercent ofgthe teachers

went to Swiss Valley} ;vbut' 26 of . the group whose

' ! < 'y - ¥ ! ‘ N
preferences was -the nonenvironmental education centre -

chose this site. ' Similarly, ‘Benhétt was the site ‘used by

< .

L



| ' o112

¢

208 of all teachers, but 24% of the teachers . whose .

preference was for. a nonenViermentalﬁ education ‘centre‘
went there. ‘Mihistik[Elk Island was the choice’of 18% of

hl A

thg‘ teachérs whose-éreferencelwas for a 'honenvironmentai
eéucatioﬁ | centre bréfefehce Lteachérs, l-prOportionéliy
séméwhdf higher, than fo thé uSe of‘ those sites ' by -
teachers in‘gen;ral_(14%).‘.' | ’ '

[y

The evidence of the data does refute .some of
Sonnenfeld's criticisms of the lack of a clearly. defined
link between preferences and 5ehaviour. In this fesearch,

/

preferences for settings were largely. consistent with the .

t

choice of field trip des}inations.' Teachers whose

0 AY
.preference was for a more "natural," and less formally

ldeveIOped .sétting were more likely to have chosen, that

 ;ypé of area for,6the field trip, for example Swiss Vélley

with " its typical knob and kettle topbgfaphy, " and

development resfriéted to a small-scale, day-use ski-hill.

]

Teachers whose desired settingtwaé‘the oppoéite, ‘for an

area designed as an--environmental "education centre, tended

£

to :bhOQS such a site, pértiéulérly Janzen, for their

" the pe;ceptiqn.”bf-q site as being an example of such a

environmental education field trip. Aithough‘ even at.
r : : T o '

Janzen 'one-ﬁhird"-of' the ‘_teéchers preferred a.

B . . / N ! ' . ’ u" ! ' ‘
nonenvironmental educational centre setting.. In general

" . there was an association between preferences for settings,

~|

N
i
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” I. o

setting,

~and in turn,

field trip. o

Another aspect of the relatxonshlp betWeen preferences

for

investigated ’

teachers:

gsettlngs(

[
I

‘

preferences

education field trip.

" the previohszanalysis

Y

~and teacher,
was' the extent to whlch grade

fdr the settlng of an

was folloWed,

thatgsite being the choice for the

3

that - was
|“‘

characterlstlcs

! ’

taUght

v~

A simllar procedure to that used in

. settlng preferences were dependent varlables in relatlon to

the grade taught varlable (Table 10)

.

.

Table 10

. PREFERENCE FOR SETTINGS ACCORDING TO GRADE TAUGHT

._shaped -

environmentalr“

except in this’case the

1. Env1ronmental educatlon centre the most preferred ?

.r‘

settlng for f1e1d trlp {

—

f,

P

‘Grade 4 . Junior :

. 'Kindergarten - _ Total
-~ Grade 3 -6, "High o
B 'y R S N
Yes 80 - s6 37 . 64
No 20 44 Lo 63 36,
- n) (55). (27). . . (24) (106)
Chi-Square 14.29 - p<.00l . d.f. 2 " o

£
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g ' The env1ronmental educatlon centre was the preference
o an moSt‘ téachers (64%) However, the frequenConf"the

. A
! “ . * A

, ‘x“prefergnCe‘ for ) envlronmental - ‘education v centre ' was fmf'

\ . ’

P Voo
b

» N \

lfrequency' was among . Klndergarten Grade 3 (preferred by

e ' VU - . ! . A N

?Q%ﬁ, ~which then d1m1n1shed to belng the —most preferredh

. - . ) ' e ’
5

] s v |
«w . . majority .of teachers preferred an envlronmental, educatlon
. ; ,as  a settlng, the opp051ter was true ..of Junlor HLgh

[ N T [y

. A

G . Paw 4 s . "
\ . . Lo J ¢ [ .

2ty 0 "5, Summary of theﬁ?indingsl» o o o

, ’
. . . N
» . ) . .
' - . :
¢ ~ l < ' .ot * vt L
o : " ! 2

g
@

. dlstrlbuted aoross the flve 51tes An the study. . Over half
:. the flehd'trlps in the survey were, taken to the John Janzen

K v Nature "Centre, ‘while the second most v1srted szte, the
Bennett' Centre, recelved half the v1sitat;on of Janzen.'

 Swiss . 'Valley,. Mlnlsglk and Elk Island each had ‘even

4 ¢ . * O

*”' smaller share of the total number of fleld trlps—

4
' ! LN .

A _,;As% well as dlfferences in the volume of fléld trlps to L

Ay T -

" . the 51tes, there were 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in' the \g“

’ 2

comp051t10n of fleié trlp groups accordlng to grade Ievel

£ .
N LIRS B

ey B -

T Bennett Centre, and these D1v1s£on 2 teachers were equally

.’ .

R Env1ronmental feducation' freld trlps‘ were unevehly

f ' ' ‘ * M ' . I \ " “‘ ’ L I-‘
- . Lo s )
Al o . . . ' ' o . . “'11’4
- - .’ il ' 0 “
. N .

Lat slgnlflcantly dlfferent across grade levels. The highest‘
2] ,'ﬁetting"of 56% of  .Grade hw6~ teachers. Although the’

NN teachersq and’ only 37% of Junxor ngh had thls preference.‘

oo

O ;;héf most popular ch01ce of Grade 4 6 téachers was ;thehi

]

)

o8

‘;\\‘.'

L
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4

. achieved. S v . ‘ ]‘- 0

i [

as 1ike1y‘to go to hinistik or Elk Islandias they'Wére‘ to

Janzen. Half the Junlor ngh teachers used Swlss Valley,

. i

and a further third took fleld trrps ‘to the: Bennett

Sy ‘f

”Centre. None used Janzen.n;‘ oL e

. < 'r..' C .
- ; Teachers 'Igenerariy had similar - objectives . for

hfenvironmental‘ educatlon field tnips. ' ' Howevér sensory{

» ‘ . "

awareness development was 51gn1f1cantly more 1mportant Pfor;

i '

"

4 ‘/ . (

Klndergarten Grade ,3 teachers, - The &@fe env1ronment‘ and’f‘

the' dlsplays and exh1b1ts of Janzen may have been regaraed

as a partlcularly sultable locale for kﬁls objectlve to be"
b faty

[N il \
‘ ‘.\l s N

(S
)
"

‘The flndlngs’of the survey support 'the,‘supposition

. that ‘gch01ces‘ of destinatlons‘ are, con31stent with

. ) '
(N ).

‘ preferenCeSV for settings. This relatlonshlp is modelled

in Flgure 6.m Teachers tended to'choose a s1te that matched

the type of Jsettlng that 'they preferred :-<However ,Q

"
K

prefenences for env1ronmental~education fleld tr1p settlngs

"
L) x». /

n were, strongly 1nf1uenced by the grade \level teachers

N

taught 'f'There ‘was least var;atlon among teachers of the

° '

-early elementary grades who overwhelmlngly preferred the

:’\

env1ronmental . educatlon centre for field trips - and
o ¥ |

' accordlngly most went to the John Janzen Nature Centre.,

Al (' Ny

: Teachers of hlgher elementary grades and espec1ally at the

o

] S \
. .

‘Junlor ngh level were more dlverse 1n thelr preferenCes,

NN

but were morevllkely to prefer an area planned for~ outdoorv

.- AN 8 i . o * " toL O " Wt
Ty L DERE TR o )/ ' ! . . 'f
L. . V o \ ) o . I P
f A . . Lot s t ' D RN S
.t N . rat N



Preferences for - Envxronmental Education

Grade

»

Flgure 6

Fleld Trlp Settlngs and SltevChosen

Taught’

references,

jectives &

Site .

";,‘ ) !4Qb.
“'. ' ' APl

Chosen

Wtended. to :

recreation, -

'

i
\
A

~

+

or ‘even unqullt w1lderness.

use' Bennett

Mlnlstlk and Elk

Island

“Therefore they~”

.“ “
whereﬁ

offered greater sc0pe for act1v1t1es 14 the outdoors. The

\

preferences of Junzor ngh\teachers were even more - strongly

o f

'orlented

5

4

undeveloped

\ A

~ch01ce for env1ronmentar educatlon f1e1d trlps.

toward a mnatural"

surroundlngs

f

'

settlng,

v

'and

h

§

fthe.

\

h

relatlvely

of Sw1ss Valley were thelr “main
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CONSTRAINTS ON THE RANGE ,OF DESTINATION ALTERNATIVES

b

B .“"? FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS v 'g

i\

ll@”'IntrOduction, LR U ¥
v T o o P \ ‘ . o

A v ' N . ! . . . ' , : . I

W In the development of theorles of travel behavlour, it

has been suggested that the ch01Ce of a destlnation ;is

f i

«dependent on not just the attractlveness of a destlnatlon,

1] |
)

‘but is also 1nfluenced by varlous constralnts 1mposed on -

\

. the traveller (Hanson,‘ 1974) _ Foremost among, these is’ the"

level of informatlon of the traveller, and glven the ‘many

\ ! \ \

L
alternatrves to be con51dered ‘ 1nd1v1duals maklng travel

¥

'

decisions have 1ncomplete 1nformat10n about all potentlal
“ B Pt ’ i .

\

destlnatlons (Hanson, 1974 1976)

.«;The xchorce v51tuatron facrng the -decisioanakerf'has
'elsenheref been referred to ,55‘ the‘“ "dlmen51ons of
\ ' | v : ' ot

alternatives in spatlal ch01ce process (Burnett /1973)

"mh concepts of awareness space or cognltlve space 'flrmly

"- 3 K

established 1n urban re91dence\search behav1our (Horton f?fﬂf

<
[

Reynolds,‘v 1971-'2 Johnstcn, ; 1972),. have parallels ;in"

V kl .
: l L

recreation studies (Mercer,/1971),:wh1ch empha51ze more the“

process of acquiring 1nformat10n.:6More d1Stant antecedents

v

\?7fi‘ he perceptlon of alternatives 1n spatlal behav1our are<

A
(
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1

.,\ L . - e ' ) . AR - \ . ) o . .
] reference has been made to the' significant degree tg which

’ proposed by Burton and Unger (1975) :;

N
‘

t
'

\studies of human ‘adjustment,to'natural. hazards (White,

‘vo

T;"19'61; VKates}‘ 1962;. Hamill, 19683. Jackson, 1981)- Ali .of

these studies’ demonstrate the role of "bounded ratlonallty

in reduclng the range of alternatlves con51dered and acted

1

on in spat1a1 declsion making.

Beyond. thehirestricted coghitive environment _of

decision-makers, recreation researchers have pointed‘out"
o . e ( } roo L. C Do c "‘a .
' the  ’‘presence of external -réstraihts"that block ‘the
L R
ﬂattainment of deslred situatlons (Francken & van Raaij,

\
1

1981),' matched ~in envlronmental education research with‘

the 1tem121ng of’ such concerns as transportatlon, lack of o

L

admlnxstratlve support, ,or currlculum 1nf1ex1b111ty (Falk

P
' [ Ly

& Balllng, 1975) A,c1a551f1Catlon of these restrlctlons f

'
— f

Anto operatlonal, functlonal, and phllosophlcal issues was’

/

Flnally, " in the’ llterature .on travel ‘behaviour,

v

P ) R ' . A N

perceptlons "can’ affectvtravel distances, . by  setting a .

SRR | S :
;d;stance threshold .range limit“(Baxter and-'Ewing,

1980).' Teachers perceptaons of dlstance to the 51te they

o

used were 1nvest1gated to test 1f the study 51tes'1n hthe

the81s Were w1th1n the day tr1p range of school groups.’

v ’ X

Based on thls backgaound of spatlal dec1sxon makingfv

3

theory, constralnts that spe01f1cally 1mprnge on, teacherst‘

1nv the way they organlze a env1ronmenta1 educatlon‘.fie1d~

o~ .
1 /v_\ i ‘»I,

Yoy . .

P
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“trips are 'examined in detail in{ this' chapter. First;
'teacherS' ‘wereV‘asked about their‘ awareness‘ ofl‘ site o
alternatives,’ the: avallablllty of resource material, ‘and
whethér 1t prov1ded useful 1nformat10n about potential ‘fn

(‘ sitésﬁ‘ Second teachers responded ,to questlons about

v

y o

| sources ‘of 1nformat10n and. the relatlve str h\of‘ these

sources - to 1nfluence decrsrons.. Thrrd,‘“ teachexs'

responses . on .the strength‘ of '  certain' external,
R . Y ) . ‘| . ) )

1nst1tutional dlfficultles - were considered,~ Last,
teachers ‘ v1ews on the approprlateness of the' distance
) i L e A El

traVeIled’ to field trlp 51tes‘ for themr dlass were

compared wlth thexr estlmates of the dlstance travelled o
N . h' ’ AT Lo l ‘ :

T -2.‘d‘Range of Alternatlve Sltes Con51dered

.

, . . ' Ty v

i" The survey 1nd1cated,that the range of alternative
( ' .

1‘51tes 'con31dered by teachers wa; extremely 11m1ted ‘ Data

presented 1n'Table ll!lndlcate a majorlty of teachers "Ain

[

'the survey (60%) had no other sxte 1n mlnd when ch0051ng a~f

locatlon for the fleld trlp. j Nlneteen perce)t of teachers‘ P

did consrder one other locatlon as a, p0551b1e fleld trlp

‘r, . v \,

Vi,"site;'p Only a very small percentage of tea&hers made thelr

“\selectlon of a fleld trlp 51te from what could reasonably

¥ v g i A

be called a,llst of alternatlves (13% con51dered two s1tes-‘-“

8% con51dered three ”‘more potent1a1 51tes)
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Table 11

0 e RANGE OF ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED "

. N

' Teachers
Number of Alternat1Ves o ‘,l n. $
no S ‘ .

Con51dered no alternat;ve slte S 64 , ‘ 'Sd

Consadered only 1 alternatlve slte-“26 \ o 19.
“';ths1dered 2 alternative sites " qg 14‘ ‘ .13

. Con81dered 3. or more L i . L | . e

o ,a}ternat1Ve sxtes 5 ';\~ . . -y '. 3
Total jlv'f‘ o 107 100 . -

¢ R ﬂ'ce o, o v ‘ , | o
' A breakdown, ‘of these data according to ‘the "grade

' \

taught" o varlable "reveaied noticable , varlatlons hin

' ’teachers con51deratlon of 51te alternatlves (Tab}e 12)‘

L
o » '

. Threeeguarters of the teachers 'w1th early elementaryan

‘ classes (Klndergarten~- Grade 3) con51dered no’ alternatlve
“leocatlon for the f1e1d tr1p The opp651te was, true of

[ ‘

Vteachers ‘of Grade 4= 6 or Grade 7 and above classes, mostfl

EE AT ; A «

f‘of whom (59% and 54%) con51dered at least one.'alternatiVe
7‘dest1nat10n.\. Teachers ',were ‘Slgniflcantly dlfferenth-

accordlng to the grade they taught, :]ih considering‘
o L .I‘H 4

alternatlves for f1e1d trlps, w1th a much greater tendency”

of teachers hav1ng the youngest students go have ongg

""‘ " 0 . 1 N . »
S . Vo ' ‘vlv' o

. P L0

el ’ oo L e el SO ) a
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' Table 12 ‘ ' i
—- h . ) : ¢
- RANGE OF ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED
ACCORDING TO GRADE TAUGHT
1. Considered at least on alternative site
., A. According, to Grade Taught
vu:;‘Kindergarten Grade 4 Junior
-~ o : , . ,- . to Grade 3 to 6 High Total
}ghvuf‘“ | ? 2 ) )
’ @? N ,
Ygs & 25 59 54 41
, : . ) «
S . No, 74 41 46 . 59
lr . —-% ke . X ‘
C #(n) o (55) , (27) (24) (106)
?'(r"? ' - i - .;
r & S . ' \ . . T
¢ ,Chi-Square 10.96  p<.01 d.f. 2 '
T |
2t . - B.  According to Site Chosen
f‘i’g" ! : '
' A , . Ministik
~ .Y . ' : . Swiss /E1k
A Ll Janzen Bennett Valley Island Total
‘ % b . % $ L3
! A
Yes 13 62 64 47 ' 41 -
o 77 38 36 53 59
‘ “ (n) | (56) (21) " (14) (15) (106)

o Chi-Square 14.53. p<.01 d.f. 3
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definite site in® mind and not .consider alternatives.
[

Teachers of d1v151on 2 elementary grades and Junxor High,

-students more frequently had con51dered some other 51te as
L]
.an alternatlve 1ocat10n for the fleld trip.

‘

Conslderatlon . of alternatlves also varied '

significantlyv depending on the site teachers chose for the
field trip (Table 12) . Swiss Valley and Bennett users
responded that they had considered alternative, destlnatlons

more frequently (64%, 62%) than did Ministik/Elk Island
Q‘ i
users (47%), and. much more so than Janzen users (23%). The

. ¥
1

wldeigﬁrdrfference was between user of the Janzen site and
users of the Swiss Valley site, for which there was. a
cdrrespbnaing difference‘in the gradepcomposition of} userh
groups with‘for Janzen was entirely elementary grades;'landh
for Swiss Valley, all junior,high. Therefore variations in
the range of alternative sites considered maynmore truly be

a reflection of the grade taught by ' teachers tol these.‘
sites.. Empirical Qerification'ofithis conciusion,/honeVér,

was not possible btcause of the small saﬁble size.
o

3. . Availability of Resource Information

. . ‘ " “ . . . ] A B s .
In question ;\gf the que%tlonnaagb ‘teachers: were

'~

"asked whether there was enough resource material available
descrlblng potentlal env1ronmenta1 educatton fleld trlp

destlnatrons, When answerlng whether 1n: the broadest'

¢t
v -
‘



H
'

evallable- to env1ronmental educatlon teachers (Table‘ 14) ..

123

:sense,l ehough ,;hformation ’abdut Apbtential sitee ‘'was
aveilahie teachers were almost~eveniy divided (Table.13).
Eifty—twol-pessent’thgaght(there was an ,adequate ahoﬁnt of
informatidn‘ about ‘sites, but 48% the teachers did

‘ cqmplein of a lack of information.

. S ‘ o Table 13

THE AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCE MATERIAI?DESCRIBING

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD PRIP DESTINATIONS

[

al

‘ o g ‘Téachers
Résource Material Availability : n - %
Enough resource material S 55 : B 52
’ * \ . I
Not enough resource material .51 48
Total ' . | , - 106 . 100

, \' , . . . l".(r . | ‘ ‘ ) v Y
When teachers were divided in "grade’ taught“

‘ categories,ylv iationé “in the d1sﬁr1bution of\ responses-

" were found on the question of enough site 1nformat10n being

"
¢

.Junior . ngh‘, teachers gave . affirmative reSponses
) . ' T :

’

f51gn1flcantly more - freauently (79%) .than did either

.d1V151on of~erementary teachers (44% for both lelSlonS)

N
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Table 14 - ‘
THE AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCE MATERIP{[{‘ DESCRIBING
- ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIP DESTINATIONS
1. ;Enough resource material available A
A. 'According to Grade Téught .
. i : v o
o Kindergarten Grade 4 Junior '
to Grade 3 'to 6 +  High *Total
% % R Y
Yes - 44 : 44 79 52 !
, " No 56 56 21 48 ,
(n) (55) (27) (24) (106)
Chi-Square 9.25 p<.01 d4d.f. 2
B. According~to Choice of Site d )
. Ministik
Swiss /E1lk '
Janzen Bennett Valley Island Total
’ L , 1 T L] %
- | | . : ' :
Yes o \ 39 67 86 40 52
' No 61 - . 33 .14 .60 .. 48
v ' ' . :
4} \y . ° K ) ' -
(n} .;,(?6) (21 (14) - (15) (106)
Chi-Square 12.61 p<.01 d.f. 3 '
\
Vo
\\
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Teachers' views eon the availability of " site
{ ‘ ‘ ‘ v |

information were also analysed accordlng to- whloh‘ site
they had chosen for the field trip (Table 14) With 86%

responding affirmatiVely, Swiss Valley users4stoodfout in

. b
their approval of the adequacy' of -inforpation about

potential sites available to _them. “‘Sixty—six percent of

- Bennett Centre users thought’ favourably,‘ of the

T : ' ~ ‘ ' :
availability of site information materfal. - In contrast,
" ’ ; Py ) .

most Janzen and Ministik or Elk Island users (61% and 60%

respectiveiy) held the.opposite opinion, and felt théy did

not have enoigh mater1a1 about potent1a1 sites avallable--

b

to them. - There were 81gniflcant differences in teachers

opinions‘ ‘about the availablllty of - site .rnformation,
depending on their ehoice.of'site for their environmental
eduoation field trip. This does not necessariiy fmply

that there was sufficieﬂt' or’ 1nsuff101ent lnformatlon

! Yy

available ' about the part1cu1ar site that they chose for

their field trlp. It does mean, hoJ;%er, that users oﬂ.

some sites - were making their choices based' on more
o o ' . ; G ‘
information than teachers using other sites. . .

' \ aren -

’f AQ second purpose of thls part of‘the questlonnalre

was to investigate the. relatlonship between 1nformat10n1

[

and awareness of'alternatlve destlnatlonsr_,.lt mlght

.expected »'that the ava11ab111ty of 1nformat10n about

125
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potential . sites: ¢would increase the  awareness of

alternative ‘sites.:

.. The "fesourcev;material, availahil}ty" }variable_ was
‘éroestabulated against consideration} of altefnatiye
Qestihations variable (fable 15) . ‘jAs was hoted earlier,
40% of the sample had glven con51deratlon to at 1east ohe‘_
'alternatlve'destlnatlong and thls proportlon was malntalned'
both among teachers who thought thegavallablllty of 51te‘
information material. was adequate (44%) and also among
téachers who thought there was not'enough (36%) . "In'othef

! 4

words the . avallablllty bf résource materlal appeared‘ to

vy

'

have no effect on the range of alternatlve 51te con51dered
The flndlngs of Hanson:(1974 1976) about spatlal

decision 'making being based on limited 1nformatlon were

conflrmed in the survey as many teachers felt they had less -

\

than complete 1nformatlon about 51tes, ‘In the study it was

i

also ' found that the’ quantlty of 1nformat10n in 1tse1f .was

not a significpnt influence.,y The role of information in

the field trip selectidn process may be"'closer to the; ‘

M

idescrlptlon of Mercer (1971), and inSteadlbe"'q .funqtiéb\ B

more of how information is acquired- '‘and the K relative
influence’ of source of information. /-, . o L

<



- Table 15 e
THE INFLUENCE OF THE AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION
T \ "o »

ABOUT SITES AND THE RANGE OF SITE

.f . o ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED e

. '.»“ L

TR ,r",'[‘ o Ava1lab111ty of Resource Materlal\‘f

o
‘.n-

Alternatlve Sltes Considered ' Enough Not Enough Total

C R T R cu
R T - ¢ e e,
| VU S L e
N i P

L Considered ‘at" least o 4 h" BRI ",71
a,f'* ]'“lwalternat1Ve ;u ,ﬂ:-j .44 o 36 .-"'u,40

‘ Dld not con91der any - L o “":rF”W‘ . ‘
'”‘alternative-j. - 1 SN X K C 60

P R _ : . S
“(n)al oot oo T (ss) T (52) & (106)
Chiisquare”  0:56. 'N.S. d.f.1 - -
» . N ,' ,«.' ,". : .“/." N ',“ ' '> e . 4 '

v

4, Sources of Informatlon about Field Trrp Sltes

— : - .

. L 2 £ el )

oL : ‘ e . .
. . . .

’ vorn ' o ' ;- L ol N .

Voo . A . . :

TeacherSrwere asked how they had heard about the s1te,

they chose for the field trlp. M.Many of the teachers had-ﬁ

v

'heard about the 31te from a number of‘sources, so 1t was

,'qulte p0551b1e to get multlple responses from any\ glven,j

. \g "‘._ :
teacher, hence the Jdata .are dlsplayed as - a frequencyiﬁ K

3

ranking (Table 16).év In order of frequency, the llst of .
f iniormatlon sources was headed by 1nf@rmatlon sent by

\ IR S .
IR ) . -
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l

1

o ‘Table. 16“ e
, . oy ! ) | ‘.
SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE - FIELD TRIP SITE
1, — A —
, o ‘ . v ‘Teachers
Information Source o o oo 2 %,
Informatlon sent by,slte staff 55 o 22

Other members of the school staff .50 l”.j : 47

\

‘Personal’ knowledge of the area . 38 A" o 036 T

Departmemt of Educatlon mater1a1 17 . "lGL ‘

EnVlronmentai ﬁducataon Spec1allsts' : N &‘ .
(Out51de the teachlng profe551on) : .. . 6

EJO E C: Resources L .V‘ . o th 'm‘M ) ; 7:

'Government.Agencies aud‘Departmemts’yllily "““‘m 1 ‘

lOtherisourcesy #'{. . _' Lo ié." BRI 12

R ‘:, L .\ o :

!

'site.Lstaff" (1ndlcated by 52% of teachers), followed by
. T

1] ‘At

other members of staff" (1nd1cated by 47% of teachers).

-

lety gix percent of teachers had~found‘out about the

B

site on their ownbrf Conversely more formal sdurces,: 11ke

”" tne nnvlronmental and Outdoor Educatlon Coun01l (E O E C )t_

v

‘. and government departments and agenc1es were only very

"

occa51onally mentloned by teachers as ~ sources ' of

S
. .“{‘

?A’ [
N L

1nformatlon.“b'Thef5 three' responSe categorles«' most}“

. H . ' . N
q . N

frequently c1tea as sources of 1nformat10n-— 51te staff"

other members of the school 'staff“ 1” and 1 personal.:ﬂu

. v . N ., » )

o . L r
Y . . . - A . . v ,,l

o P B Yo v
£y v . Lo . t . e -
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“of\ 1nformation reported by teachers was 51te

e . . 1 \
." '

knowledge --were examinedﬂ,in‘detail‘by‘ an

frequencies and the ‘results are shown in

tables, beginnlng w1th Table 17

'sent by ‘the 51te staff of the fleld trip 51tes.r
,by 51te breakdown 1nformatlon sent by . slﬁe staff was most '

frequently ment1oned by Janzen users’ (62%) as

‘ they became

.

~

v

1nformed about the 51te (Table

S

analysis.
v‘\
a
) M o
The most‘commonrsource .

series

o

" informat

B

(A

On\ahsitei o

. ofdw , ;'

.of

ion

‘the means

ot ', '

‘“17).7 3Lower G

percentages of Bennett and Mlnlstlk/Elk Island users, (

b

and 47% respectlvely) 1ndicated that 1nformat10n materlal -

from' s1te staff was: how they heard about the

lSwiss Valley uSers responded much less

-

‘frequently

51te,

that thls was the soﬁrce of 1nformat10n about the 81te

1

Also in- Table 17

l

'

1

¢

Site” staffv as the~source of 1nformatlon abOut theﬁ

trip 51te were also examlned accordlng to the grade

‘QY ‘teachers.

q j[’~The 'second most commOn source of

statlstlcally 81gn1flcant

]

The' apparent dlfferences

e

“

- 4

were-

B}

’

and "'

taught

43% RN

(29%)

responses to the part played by the

lEId’ ,‘"'

‘not_"

Instead there seemed to be. the

real‘drfferences between staff at the varlous 51tes actlng"

R A .‘/“;

o

!

\

i’

v

'as~the 1n;t1a1 source of 1nformatlon to teachers about'the

s;te s enV1fonmenta1 educatlon fleld trlp\opportunltles.

FEAR BY

members of the school staff"—-was clted by 40% of teachers.l

,A- comparxson¢

.

h

of teachers responses elther

N

accordlng. to.

1nformat10n—— otherf‘
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' e SIS L TSN
- 'SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE FIELP TRIP SITE
s . ! ‘\ s [ ; . “ . , . ,\.__/" K A . .
. ' . ' . . S - . "AI\V; o c DL
L . -
L . SR ) ' , ' o \ N ! "
~1.' Information material sent by the site.staff ot
' o ) ! 4 Lo ’, . ,I e . o s ! ‘,l ' _:1 . \" v ‘.‘ ‘ ! .‘-‘“
'\"A.  ACbeding4to Choiée of’'Site R L ( ;/‘ ".f1'.“ﬂ
O ! : . " . . i ’ ‘b N ,'( s -. K o h
' . . ’ o A .W . . c ' '
e T Mindstakt
o e ©o.. o Swiss, . JE1k: 0o
5 .+ +Janzen . Bennett ' Valley ' . TIsland . -Total ' -
S SRR R T
cYes v 62 0 . a3 v l200 i o470 0 sl v,

LoNo . U370 sz 71 o0 83 7 as

S

cm) (s 'Vf(zl}"rf;ﬂ; (19) " sy

: : R

——
J«Chi-Square 6.42 ‘p<il-  a.f. 3 v ool e T
“‘ s ! . B P . "." R : '{v ! o .’ ' ".‘ ‘_ o e .

B. According to Gfade Taught =" i A 7

\ L " “,- ! s .)’ ' . . ’ ‘.'r ' Y oat ot . [
b ‘Kindergarten 'Grade 4: ' * Junior. . ., . . "
"+ ., ~to'Grade.3 -~  to6 . ., High " . 'Total .

‘‘‘‘‘‘

FoYes it iU 58 . tggt o, 23140 s8]

R T I R AT [ S AU PR
:’_’ - o \ - v \.v \ . " ‘|‘

.Qﬁx‘u‘Q z_;}/?f  (5597 27y hobays ey

+ - o Ve . .
e : . R oL . U R . e PP ol . Ny 'y
: So N . Sl e - SR K " . K L SN

co ,,_Chi-‘square 2.97 ~_"N.'S-’ . d.'f.. 2 oo - R ‘ e ot
N , A ST e g I oo - PR ) } : T ) o R .
" R R Co T T : e D .
O A
A I S TS
) "\‘ ‘-
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N

x\'

in relation to thls source of 1nformatlon.A. .

e ~ ' '

to

'ant varlation 1n the frequencles of thelr responses
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xdThe"th;rd mos frequently reported source of site .

[

.\ r‘ . o y

1nformat10n was the teacher .S own personal knowledge of the

.,.“ ",

site,‘ reported by 36% of teachers

Bennett*‘(29%) users\ who knew about those centres from

[

personal knowledge, I hls respect MlnlStlk/Elk Island

."‘\

teachers usrng those 51tes had perSOnal knowledge of the

*5)\ ]

;he welghteQ effect of Elk Island users.‘ These teachersv

1

foa oy

Park from recreational vis;ts to thfs popular destlnatlon.4 -

As 1s shown 1n Table

nizla;'~that was . also about the proportlon of Janzen (38%) and

. 'V area. The partlcularly hlgh percentage was largely due to

‘ mlght be expecf*d‘f_“be famlllar w1th Elk Island Natlonal-f

The low frequency of Sw1ss Valley users whose famlllarlty-

[N

w1th the . site stems from personal knowledge (14%) mlght;‘

A

have represented the opp031te 51tuat10n——a 1ack Cof

o \ —

‘users yere very dlfferent from other teachers,. and 60% of '

¢

recreatlon popularlty glven that the dlstance to ~$wissvﬂ-k

Valley is comparable ‘to Elk Island "Th SW1ss Valley%'

i \

locatlon 1s cOmparatlvely 1solated and dlfflcult to flnd
I

', s R

downhlll sk11ng in w1nter. 3 In summer there 1s~ only a’ .

! ‘ l . »‘.‘

smaIl amount of recreatlonal use of ﬁhe undevelopedi~

lakeshore areas.: *'*~‘;ff v‘v*”;f

ii and recreat10nal _use of the érea 1s largely conflned tofr'
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\ " Table 18

0o

' {

\
'

t

‘2;11
.\ .

\

?érsonélﬂkhdw}edge‘of'the site. | 1 ;

<

N

T

v ‘ N

-~

"A. TéacherS'AccOn&ing to Choice of Site

Janzeﬁ‘

Vo
ooy . . . t
. ,

: Ministik .-

‘ e ., Swiss’ " /Elk

'‘Bennett . Valley . Island
L% T N s

\
, ‘
—
: R S

.3

Yes 037 29, 14, . - 60 36
No L83 71 86 40 64

\ (
oy

e

21y

Ny

(106) -

a4 as)

i

,gﬂﬁﬁi&Sqﬁare'V:IBL'pfll,‘fd,f.u3

—

ooy
’ it ' e

" )
T T

r 1 } / ) . )

. B. - Teachers by Grade Taught. " e ' ‘

© . o Grade 3 °

Junior’

'Graae 4 »
" High .

. Kindergarten )
to 6

Total
SRR Y ST 1

Ny

. Yes' -

N ‘ . .
No'. b

360 4l C 290 3%

"y 59

51 e -‘64 /

64 - LT

B 4 ,,. * )\‘. ‘,"., . K .
. won) oo
v\ g

Voo

(TN
1

CULBSTL T 2T (24 (106) ¢

i

' Chi-Square 0.75°'N,SI d.f. 2"

7

o

i

ot

e

ey ' .
W . T
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* The proportlon of teachers respondlng that personal

‘knowledge ‘of the slte was ‘a source of 1nformat10n was}¢§
remarkably uniform across grade levels ;‘xThe- range of
hvariation around the - 36% frequency response for ‘ail"f'.

teachers had a low of 294 for Junlor ngh teachers, and a’

high_of 41% for"drade 4 -6 teachers.' The chlesquare ”testi

.

| statistic confirmed -there was no 51gn1flcant ‘differénce'

'between teachers cof dlfferent grades and the frequency

K Lo o i |"

they‘;responded that personal knowledge was.a . source of'

'
5

'infOrmation about the field trip site. It can be 1nferred
¢

that prev1ous flndang, Cof signlflcant varlatlons;
between teachers according to the site chosen 'in the'

extent . personal knowledge was their source of information\
was due to faftpors.other than variations in the grade
taught composition‘of teachers at the different sites.

5. TherRelative Influence of Sources of Information. about
' : Y.

n

[ '
. . .
" . ) e R EACIE
‘\ . .“.\. BTN ¢ty
. & \ RETARR
'
)

Teachers , were \al'so’, \asked to ‘rate the relative"
. ‘.|> . ) ..
'_1nfluence of the dlfferent sources of . 1nformat10n.‘. The .

——

‘i‘_ranklngs of sources accord1n;\to thelrrlnfluence changed‘i
- somewhat fromv that of sources\hy frequency of response’
f(Table 19). Although 1n second place as a source of srte;

\

1nformation, the recommendatlons of~other members of the

o

school staff were given the most credlblllty,' and were’

"
.y , oo
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n gu : Table 19

N e, . \

T THE RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION
<’-lt3“_"f R T SRR ~ "Teachers”
. Most Influential .Source . .

‘of InﬁOrmation; o S, Dy, )

oy T

e nl““‘Other Members of the School Staff 35. S 34
o .PerSOnal Knowledge of the Area . ?‘25 | .24

» Informatlon Sent\by Slte Staff : 2], " 20

-

e hQDepartment of Edu%atlon Materlal 8 . 8
K’ oiOther Sources_ﬂH' L f “"., A e 7
R AV :, oot v . N ) V . ) . o

'\j‘bEnvlronmental Education Spec;allsts" o L
“w‘h~(0utslde the Teachlng Professlon) 6 e 6

Py -
e B

i vv‘a“E O E C Resourdes Lu'gﬁ o ‘,‘\71H I 1 ,
Government Agen01es«and Departments 0 0
CTotall o el 103, 100
, ‘ Voln e - Ao | ! S
:“hirated ‘"most 1nf1uent1al" by 34% of ‘teachersv;' Personal
. A oo ‘ . /
L knowledge of the area, the thlrd most common source of .

“Nlnformatlon, was the second most relled upon source,,ratedz

‘,gamost 1nfluent1al by 24% of teachers. , The most commonu

. ' w S
) source' of 1nfbrmat10n-~that sent by 51te staff-—had a.y
w;thlrd place ranklngp and was most 1nfluent1al for only 20%
: T“of teachers E#ﬁ:f : Lol ‘ ' ' '
A;_ ™ i '- ! - ' ;-.‘" u
' v ‘ ‘. ‘._.r,“ o * i (} .
l ' ': a3 ' [ ‘ v
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While thege wére some variations in the way sdufces of "
'infgrmation were deemed to be influential by teachers
dependihg'oﬁ the gradé taught,1most‘0f the differenées defé;
minor and not statistically significant. The“relative
ranking of. ﬁhe three most 1nfluent1al information’ sowﬁfes-
'rematned stable across all grade levels for each soufge
(Table 20). - o L | Tw

A greater 'degree of_variatign was found when the
.résponses ofﬁ teachers Qere'compared on a éite by éite

5 W . : , :
basié V(Tablé% 20): There was some shuffling in (the
rankings . of% influential sources of information. For o
exaﬁple, infOrmation from site staff was the second most

[

‘frequently ‘referredlto‘inf}ﬁential source by Janzen users
compared té its third{placed‘position-with'other teachers.

An even greater diffgrpnée between teacherston_g site Dby

site comparison was in the much greater ffequency of .
Ministik/ﬁlk island usérs whol référ;edl'to.':personal
A‘knowiedgg as the most 1nf1uent£\) source ot_‘infbrﬁation'
047§ vs. ‘23% for teachers”as-a 'wholé) (»'ﬁz%anée the
'1nf1uence rof personal knowledge was only ‘statistica;ly‘<‘_:
nsigniflcant accordlng to chO}ce of’ site, aﬁdlnot by gfade~v. .
ltaught, it can be 1nferé\ﬂ‘that the dlfference was'" due tp'*

~factors other than the dlstnibutlon of tgachers by grade:~ L

level to the 51tes in the study ‘ T"t“ ‘ o "'"“.,‘"

N oL i ‘ . T ; SeoLa

- b
>
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A - Table 20

\

VARIATIONS IN THE INFLUENCE OoF SOURCES OoF INFORMATION

\

A. Teachers by Choice of Site

. . , \ ' !
‘ . : . . Ministik . Sig-e
Most Influential ‘ Swiss Elk/ . nifi-~
Source . /' Janzen Bennett Valley Island Total - cance

' - % 3 A S T

Other members of , - _ . o o e - w
the school staff 39 19+ 43 200 33  ‘n.s.
Personal knowledge ‘ o
of the area - 18 29 0 7 47 23 sig.

« I ‘ : S ' ' p<.05
Informatlon sent by o , _ : ~ e
site staff 27 9 .21 7 20 " n.s.

(n) .. (56) “(21)  (14)  (15) (106) -
B. Teacheré by Grade TAUth
Most influential Kindergarten -Gradewd Junior Signifi-’
Source - . ... 'to Grade 3 - to 6 High® Total . cance
IPREE TR TR ST 3

Other members of. . . ' . .0
'ﬁhe.séhool“Staff .36 26 29 32 on.s.

, Personal knowledge:f"l'f; B "' oo wr A S )
-of the area Lot .20 0 .26 - 729 ¢+ 24 v n.s..

e ‘Informationjseﬁf T o L R L
' "by site staff - .° = 22 - .18 £ 17 . 20 n.s.

Cmy L les T @en L e (106
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6, " External and Institutional Constraints' that Affected
Co T T ; S T ,

' ’Ithe'ChQioe of-FielﬁkTrip Sites ' '

\ v

/ .

v ' .
'

) ' R : .
' . v g . . E
' W ; L )

Teachers in -the survey were all active enyironmental

o ‘educatlon partlclpants,, who had to’ deal wlth a. variety of

- loéistical and | plannlng hurdles thaf are a tpre&ude ‘to

successful fiela trlps.\ In the quest1onna1re, a list ,of

posslble external constralnts on teachers slte ch01ces was
'-presented Teachers ' could g1ve multiple 'responses

depending' on the appllcablllty of these constraxnts " The
percehtages in Table 21 refen to" percentages ofh
respondents, not to . percentages of ,responses‘ to the

N

questlon,"and hence d0\ ‘not. total one hundred percent,

' 1

Elghty—five percent reported that transportatlon costs were

a major obstacle. Informatlon about sites and booklng

\

_sites were .also a problem for about w40% of teachers
. ' [ B Hl I ’ ! ‘,, A ! {
Results 'présented’ earlier in this study . 1hdlcated that’

ahout .half” the‘|teachers thought there ;was~'not enough

e

\{b)resource B material avallable descrlblng .env1ronmental

[ ) i
' A}

education f1e1d trip 31tes.~

, : a

. The data 1n Tahie 21 also conflrm a key assumptxOn in.

u

N
9

@ the research de51gn,, that when arranglng. f1e1d trlps

W

teachers had a. reasonably openach01ce, constralned nelther

7

by administratrve nor*currlculum restrlctlons. ‘Norz.was'h'

3

there an absence of worthwhlle places to go, ;diven ‘the,

. . N Q i e,
. . o . [ o v
. o . .
.




Table 21

OBSTACLES TO FIELD TRIPS

5 | 138

\,
Teachers
Obstacles to Field Trips \ .0 | R
N . :

HCost of transportation H 81
leflculty booklng 51tes. — ‘40
Other 55
Lack qf-information ab6dt sites 35
Abeénce Gf'worthwhile places td go’\l9 . | 18
Students not able to deal wlth - \‘ ‘. |
field tr1p 51tuat1on . 19 18
School bus schedules | | “r& S 17

Lack of teacher'preparetion ‘ o 18\ S i?
Lack of curriculum flexibilit&x,’ 13 12
'AdminiStratiQe euﬁport iackingc 10 o 1 9

'eVidehce that only one . teacher 'in five in this{»surveyi

con31dered that' the ch01ce of sites was too, 11m1ted

W1th1n the context of external 1nfluences on teachers 

that’ affect the plannxng of field trips, the survey
"1ncluded questlons abeut whether the selectlon of the site
‘for the field tr1p was in some way prescribed by board

policy, or whether there were references to Specxfic sites
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in‘the class curriculum Furthermore teachers were asked

if the 81te <] prOximlty made it that much more attractive

than the alternatlves These data are presented in Table

1

22 and show that 81tes thought to offer examples of themes
- in the currlculumﬁ and thentravelvdlstance to potentlal
valternatives imere‘factdrs that idfluence'the choices of
respectlvely 67% and 53% of teachers. few teachers notedal

‘ 4

..llmltatlons on’ site cholce arlslng from board pollcy

t

Table 22

RESTRICTIONS ON THE CHOICE OF ‘SITE

Q v o o Significance
‘ - N Teachers of Variation
v , - , ) ., \Teachers .
, SR L : ' by by ,
Factor in Site 'Selection - n o2 site grade
Curridu&um Ek; - . 67 .,“63 n.s. : n.s.-
Travel Distance ’ ' 53 50 . n.s. fn.s.
Board Policy'_ - 3 . © 18 17 | 'n.s. n.s. .

\ R f P X .

The proportlonsr of teachers who referred to these '

v_factors as having an 1nf1uence on the selection of a 51te,

.did not vary 51gn1f1cant1y elther whenu teachers' were g

‘compared according to the 91te they chose, or'inﬂ relation_
o ‘ ! . '
»to the grade- they taught.» These findings imply that

) RN . B 6 . J
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 teachers in ‘general did seeé\;connections between the ,

. . . ' o )
‘curriculum “for'the'grade they taﬁﬁht and the opportunities

o s L “ \ '
at sites that represent examples of these epvironmental

,edubation, themes when chooslng a f1e1d trip site. ' 'Also,

ey

relative dlstances toqalternative'sxtes were taken ‘into ..

' o . o ) . . RS
account when the site was heing chosen. : Ty
, _ - < -
N N

7. Teachers’ Perceptions, of Distance to' the Field Trlp”

Destihation oo R .

! \ ‘ » . ’

"
-y s iy e . &

As. was noted in the previous section, teachers were

e

consc1ous of the distance factor when plannlng.thelr cfie14

r

‘trlp. Teachers 'were asked flrst to estmmate how - far they .l

Y e N,

had‘travilied to the site of the1r~cholce, and secondly to

givé their, views on whether this distance to site was
. . 5 N

appropriate for their class. On ‘a pract1cal ‘level this} 3

'

- would be an opportunlty to callbrate ‘perCeptions fbf

theoretical Ievel it could to some degree "confirm 'thez.

soundness' of the perceptlons approach to geogrgphical"‘

s . . . -

descrlptlon and explanatlon.

e

Half the teachers responded that the dlstance to “the

site‘was‘about-rlghtlfor thelr class (TableL23) A further‘

o

.20 of teachers con51dered the dlstance travelled was Well

xlthln 'the' capabllltles of the;r students.v "Ar small

proportlon (6%) of the teachers~9n the,survey thought that'_

B 3
s

2!

EY

distance - against . distances travelled At a mor%$g,f

° o e

N
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the distance to the 31te was. further than they wanted "to

take their students,~ nd 24% felt they were at the l1m1t of

.

'
v

theln students range.‘ Teachers pefceptlons of dlstance

'to site were, not affected when teachers

"

were compared

either by grade taught or by their cholce of site.

ZThese

-series’ of findlngs bear out the assumpt1on that~ all the

~
.
o

81tes' were located w1th1n the ‘day-use travel rang

\

Wor |

. v . . . ' f
fleld trlps.‘nfﬂ_<h", SRR Y .
b T NS I
SRR ' Table 23 L .
TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF DISTANCE TO !
T THE’ FIELD TRIP SITE , N
. NI : LHxL"significahce,
y . . Teachers Of Variation'
’ ‘ Accordlng to*-—.
L , _ : o 1. site-2. grade
Perception : ' A . cho%Sn taught
\‘A ¢ ‘ ?' s . PR . . "\ F . v_‘".“
Further than wanted to go .6 -6 .n.s.:]' n.s.
As far as wanted to go‘»-> 26 . 24 h;s. n.s, "
Kbout the rlght drstaﬁ%g I 85 5] n.s. n.s.
Less than could travel ' ‘16 .. 15 s h;s; . n.s.
Could easily have gone further . 4 .4 'n.s. n.s.
o 'Totaﬂ‘i‘ | ‘ . ‘ .‘. . ... 1070 100 ".‘ .!'. .l K . .. :
- - * ";»; -b.',( Y ', ” ‘ AN vl\. o ‘ -
IR C ; Ve 1: .

The Sremlse of the perceptlonsv

although dlfferences ; inx 01nd1v1dual

’] [
e < s D

! S R~ . | a C i, [
s . ‘ .y

behaV1our B

s

approach*lls that

are‘

141
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i mlles.* In ‘other 'words,i teachers w1th older students_'w

-

142

. ' A . ‘ - . E B
\ . = . -y . -

' recognized, when aggregated, certain regularlties‘in~humang

a
h

“behaviour can be ’observed. vuThe acceptability of *.the

)

'.perceptions‘”‘approach" is strengthehed” when . these

. ! . o " "'..l,‘ . )
regularities‘correSpond to theoretical or simply intuitive
expectations.. ' e

For example, although about half ' the ,ateachers“-

]

1rrespeet1ve of grade taught repOrted that the dlstance to

the 51te was about the rlght dlstance for the1r class to -

travel, it mlght be expected that thlS translated into_

N

shorter dlstances travelled to field tr1p sites" by teachers

3 ' p

with younger students (Klndergarten Grade 3)7 than “fdf'

[+

eachers taking, hlgher grade levels.

'

In Table 24,\ perceptlons of the dlstance travelled to

\

the field trip 51te - are compared with the dlstances

v

| travelled to field tr1p s1tes. .Thel rlght dlstance,' that‘

’a

is, the dlstance beyond whlch tra7el 1s unde51rable, for a

N . ’ \

Klndergarten Grade 3 class was 7 mlles, fdr a Grade 4-6

‘~;c1ass .1t"was 18 m11es and for a Junlor ngh class, » 21

L]

‘_,\,',.

con91dered longer dlstances to be an acceptable amount'wof
travel on f1e1d trlps, whlch was, what intultlvely mlght bev“g

expected ' )

i . ‘u," v f . PR

‘\ . A ) ‘,‘,, . . LPPIE D . AR

Perceptlons of the 11m1t of travel to a day use fleld

) trlp 51te,\‘expressed as as far as I wanted the class to”"

[y

lgo," ‘also followed the expected pattern. Th1s d;stancesﬁw'

o K .
L . ¢ v N Ve )
’ . . | "“ o~ o

Sa . Vo et
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‘Baseiéoeff; o :’ '7;3 o g o . 7.8

‘Predicted distance

" Mean actual distance

Base coeff. | S 7.8
Regressibn;coeff " +8.1

;'Predicted dlstanca__

“Mean ‘actual dlstance

S W SRR I
, | T 143
.+ Table 24 i
PERCEPTIONS OF 'DISTANCE AND ACTUAL DISTANCE TRAVELLED
'TO FIELD TRIP® SITE, ACCORDING TO GRADE TAUGHT
v‘ ‘ i

'A.  "Right distance' for. the class™ .© . . . L,

Kindergarténv ~Grade 4, - Junior

’j?.Grade‘Bx',"hfj 6‘ ‘ _'High

LIS B

RegreSSibﬂ-coéfo . = 49,6 . +i272

"
"

travelled - 7.8 miles 17,4 miles 20 miles
_travelled . ¢ 7 miles 18 miles 21 miles

N A

Significance e Usig.. sig. . sigu

S e - ) - —
 B. "As far as I wanted the class to-'go" o o

7.8, 7.8

+8.1(+9.6) - 48.1(+12.2)

’. o ‘ X o

travelled - = “14,mile§ © - 28 miles . 27 miles

N N

, ’:-%ﬁ’ v ‘.'\ B ‘/‘, ’ “ :
‘travelled "~ = '..15.9 mlles 0 26.5 miles 28.1 miles

a !

. ~,{Slgn1ficance lu;"",,g sig. . ¢ o'sig. ‘sig."“ MR



-

‘;the- average dlstance travelled was further than that by"?

e

those‘ who con51dered they had tgavelled "the~ rlght;r

dlstance when correspondlng grade levels were: compared

‘F Klndergarten Grade 3 teachers the dlstance 11m1t 'was

14 mlles, vfor Grade 4- 6 teachers 1t was 28 mlles, and for

Junlor; ngh teachers- 1t was 2Jd miles. 'VThef rlght‘~f'

“distahces for the' corresppndlng grade leéels"were_n7xdgfld“

mlles, 18 mlles, and 21 m11es resgectlvely., ‘j»'. a"'e.fn.v

~ : 144
| . Table 24" - " . B
) . (contlnued) , 'H‘Q; L o
,_C,"‘“Less than class could travel" o ) .
, Klndergarten ‘Grade . 4 Junior
" ‘ . ! T - i .
‘ o o . . [ .
R ~ﬂ—‘Grade 3 .h ‘ 01'6 ~ .-, "< High . i
Base coeff f ﬁ‘f‘ 7.8 “,7:8 - “, 7.8
Regre551on coeff._."'-6.7',v o 26:7(49..6) ~6.7(+12:2)
Predlcted dlstance~ ,nyvd;', BRI S lh . X vf,Vﬁ&’%
o travelled . o 1.1 miles . 10.7 miles 13.3 miles
',Mean actual distaﬂceﬂv o . B S L o
‘travelled L . 4 miles ;. 3 miles .7 miles -
Significance = .  sig. o ,Eig,‘ ‘ sig.”
D. "Further_than class could travel"” , "‘, SR
T ‘ N T T . C .
E. . "So short' class could have travelled further" '
: . 13 j
Regression coefficients hot significant
limit became hlgher as the grade level 1ncreased 'Secbhdh‘
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! " [ v o . /"

distancex‘ﬁtravelled be' each teacher a ag inst . their

....a—-‘-', - " ] { '

l

”Aﬁ‘regression.ahaleis,wasfperformed thaj;plotted.-the"

*

‘.Jcorrespondlng perceptlon of that dlstance to further test .

v

.“the consistency between percept1ons and behav1our ‘In the

\
\

'w‘regression«‘procedure,v the Klndergarten - Grade\ 3 group‘

_'77whose‘ perceptlon of the dlstance to 81te was that 1t was

ot ‘ y -

fuabout "the r1ght distance for therr class became the basekvt

: i |:“
PR N : ‘_\ \
for 'the, regre851on 11ne from» whlch a uregres51on

' coeff101ent ‘of 7 8 mlles was computed (Table '24).t ‘The
rlght dlstance predloted of 7.8 mlles for Klndergarten ;

’

’Grade 3 teachers closely compared to the mean dlstance poff

\

7 mlles travelled by thls group of teachers. For Grade 4-

,
P \

6. teachers‘ the regression coefflczent was +9 6 and the '

,

‘;predicted\ disﬁance to the slte Was therefore 7. 8 + 9. 6 =

'”17 4 :mlles. <91n comparlson,w mean dlstance travelled by )

”TGrade 4 6 teachers was 18 mlles. For JunLor ngh teachers

the predlcted dlstance travelled was a base' coefflcrent‘

na

‘7. 8 '+ regress1on coefflclent of 12 2'—"20 mlles. ; In

"travel to the s1te was the‘ right dlstance  had on average-ﬁ

e .
‘ ‘~; s

\ travelled-u21 males.g{wrhe& dlstances predlcted by the.

'regre551on -analys151 when compared to actual dlstances;

‘.

"3.travelled were also 51gn1f1cant for both the perceptlon of_

A Vo -,h‘

N

g R o, Sl o
. S e . . - - - S
e e - ; . ) ) . B

h:.5comparison, Junlor ngh teachers whose perceptlon was that ;

"rfldistance-fﬁa far 'as I wanted the class ‘to go” and for;‘“"

“fl;"less than the class could travel (Thé‘ regre551od'i'”
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analysis demonstrated there was a ‘re;atively ‘consistent

L relatlonshlp ‘between varlatlonsR in perceptiohs " of

A approprlate, dlstances to travel,v'and-differences in the

v

'distanCes. travelled to the freld trip 81te accordxng to

\

the grade teachers taught 'Jf

[ .
1 1

8. ' Summary of ‘the Findings o

'This‘ chapter has focussed on teachers perceptlons of
. , BN ’ 1 o
the 1nfluence of varlous constralnts on the1r selectlon of

: fleld tr1p s1tes. ' Draw1ng from the concepts of bounded“'

[

ratlonallty found.ln the related l;terature,. four sets 1of

relatlon to thls,-.‘sources of .information,'and 'their‘

( " 1.
factors were examlned to test the parameters of choice in’

'
i B

. i
oAy

the f1eld tr1p 51te‘selectlon process, . The prlnc1pal
elements‘ were. awareness of ~potentialj sites,- and in’

|

a

.relatlve influenCe,f external constralnts of restrlctlonS'

‘.
B

\ ) . [

’;}affectlng teachers ab111ty to go to the 51te' of thelr

A g .
cﬂgace,. and 'as a flnal llmltlng factor--dastance -and
o . “( \ .

\ i K

teachers perceptlons of dlstance to the slte. o
‘ d - \'

The concept of bounded ratlonality could be applled to

-
\ v

descrlbe teachers assessment of altérnatlve /fleld trlpgh“f

g Loy L

31tes.:" It was found that most teachers had only one, szte

S

Ln mlnd for- thelr env1ronmental educatlon vfleld trlp,;

- ’

though teachers of thevhlgher grade levels were more lakely*

\(
(V|

to have considered at least .one alternatlve 51teL » Related,

Y. ':

e i



considered no ‘other slte, whereas Swiss Valley users, more’

. Teachers were ‘evenly diVided with regard .to the

SR C 17y

N
N

\

different sites, there were also Significant variations in

]
l

]

teachers' using“certain sites.l‘ Janzen 'users generally

' t

frequently had given consideration to alternative sites

)

availability of s1te information material . Only Junior ‘

ﬁigh : teachers thought there was ~enough information"

. - ' , , S
‘available. \,LikewiSeg> users ~ of SwiSS‘~Valley ‘had a

.than teachers in general to have personal knowledge of ‘the

favourable view "of the availability ‘of _information,,

However the availability of Site 1nformation 'made little

hfdifference to teachers awareness of alternatives. i’Field~

0

trip Site staff were most frequently Cited as sources ‘of .

i

' information, though teachers stated they would rely more on

1*("

”frequently that site—staff .were the source of 1nformation,

‘[whereas Ministlk/Elk Island users were much jmore likely

’ ' . ’

3

Lt

T 1nformation Qn their own experience of: the 51te.,“

’

Teachers noted a. number of obstacles to field trips,‘

L.

; shortage of _worthwhile places to dgo. :‘There‘hwasy nho |

. \

to the variation in grade composition of classes using thev.

‘the ' consideration' of potential alternative‘\site' between\\

';‘information _; Janzen' users' stated 51gn1ficantly more :

“notany transportatxon costs, but they rarely reported HAj-

v

"d@her members - of the. school staff as sources ‘ of‘u

rarea. for the field trip, and were more‘likely to rely for oo

.
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' . L ' - !
by ' . . ,, i

‘evidénce“that part;cular sites were prescrlbed ‘as  the

n e field tr;p destinatlons 'or that other sites _were ‘not} -

o ¢ offic1ally ‘iapproved- ‘ AJThe:N‘absencea of ;anyfﬂcsuch

. | o ' o a , “ .
1nstitutlonal restrlctlons applled generally to fxeachers

©Ain. hhe survey Thls was an- 1mportant flndlng s;nce» it

conflrmed the assnmptlon of free cholce by the dec1s1on—"‘

Ny
i

B maker, on whlch the perceptlons a&proach depends .o

\

\ \
M
.

',n '|n‘

”“, Slmllarly, although teachers recognlze dlstance as a -

. ¥
‘|

factor when chqoslng a site practlcally all the' teachers

[
AT N S

percelved the dlstance travelled to the slte to be W1th1n

!

'“jfth capabmllty of thelr students :The llmlts 'ofJ'the | .

N - '
N

"on a

dlstance threshold for the dlfferent grade 1evels~‘were?5'

J

determlned ' By 1nference, - 51te chosen over any other
. - . SRR
Ve

””wpotentmal site‘ w1th1n thlS range would beQJéhosen“nqt~“

"m o

because of dlstance conslderations but because of 1ts s1te
4I“UL characterlstlcs. The, flndlngs on- travel to' the 31tes o

demonstrated the ueefulness of the percepthns approach 1q

. n’ B ‘,“1 o

Congentlonal quantitatiﬁ%

ku

'ﬁ the mean dlstance travelled by teachers (13 9 mlles),,‘ but -

\ ,5 ;t“Was from 1ncorporat1ng teachers perceptlo W?f hatd
g ,,‘uw,"‘l : . ]

~f can be stated that a deszrable dlstance cfov day use j'}, )“
ﬂ?‘ ‘ was no more tha —
{.‘ /&—ﬂnrr” for Grade 4 6 "*and 20 m1les for' Junlor H;ghjﬂ}ff-‘
! classesr, .,‘pw~¢, La e v R

// R,
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‘CHAPTER 7 o

‘TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES- '

1

)
s L4

FACILITY DEVELOPMENTS AND SERVICES PROVIDED BY .
SITE STAFF AT THE FIELD TRIP SITE
.

1. Introduction o b a - slﬁ'"Tii‘“

A

[}

‘ N - i
- " . a

by

In the final stage of the process oft destlna§ fon" +"

: attractlon found in models of spatlal behavlour,' attentlcn

o PR
shifts to the destlnatlon settlng 1tself and 1nvolves an

examination of ‘the ualltles and‘amen1t1es Of the ”smte
mdn q

Yy

measured - in terms’ of the concept of place utlllty (Hanson

.1974, 1976; Plgram,' 1983) . ‘U51ng place utlllty asu.a

fnstead Hit”simply.reflects the importance\hierarchies for

measure, aﬁtributes of the site that -are relevant to the
' i

goals of the persons 1nvolved are 1dentif1ed and evaluated

B

as elther contributing or detractlng from user satlsfactlon

'

(Goodall & whlttow, 1975; Lueck 1976; Alltoq}& Lelber,'

t

1983). Hanson further argues that it 1s 1ncorrect to vmew

f‘\

0
A
¢ N \

the Eiief attributee in relatibn to the indiVidual user.‘

"~ Also in ' this context the v1ew has .been expressed

(Husbanae)a;1983?, that when studylng destlnation‘ ch01ce,

the analy51s shoulé concentrate on the . 81gn1flcance of the

4

' place utillty as some 1nnate or' lnherent ‘quallty, hutv“K'l
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flocational andf\site attributes of a destination to ‘the
o . , .

decision-maker. The “"decision-makers" in thig research
. RS : » N

were teachers, who taught grades from Kindergérﬁen ‘to

: . ‘ \ _
_Judior High They could also be 'defined in terms of site

_users of sOme quxte contrastlng site types. )

' Gunn (1972),'referred to site attraction as it applles

X

to tourlsm as’ .a composltlon of resource% «fac1l1t1es,‘ and

" f
| ‘ ! ' A

services. Research‘ in recreation‘gmanagement has also.

" .
3

. .
"listed slte features in s1milar cla551f1cations \(Clawson,

c\'

'1960; Goodall & Whlttow 1975)Y. In: much of the l;terature'

specxflcally referrxng to‘environmental ‘education sxtes,
promlnence,,‘is given Ito‘ such’ pnysical ‘attributes © -as
sufflclent jarea' of ' land, - yariet; ‘Off‘habitars, beino
representative of the native'environmensal,; trarl‘Asystem:'
(Amerlcan Camplng Assoc1atlon,‘l972;rAndersonﬂet ali,'1974#o

Pogell, 1981) Facllltles that are characterlstlc of fleld o

1pr1p sites 1nclude } good‘ access réads, food B and‘

"

. accommodation, and areas of the 51te for spec1fic parts of

A

an enVironmental educatlon program (Amerlcan Camplng

p

Assoc1at10n,) 1972- Bagby &'Chavarria,‘1980). Some of'the

' roles site staff performed ‘that have been reported cover

such functxbns as producing teachlng material organizing o

.

) workshops,\ tralning personnel, and plannlng and conducting‘

. a . . ' ’ r

act;vxtles and programs (Markson, ﬁ1975;' EnvironMental
Learm.ng Centre, 1979 'UNESCO, 1980 ; Adamson et al., 1982).

-
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:These and‘other site features were, examined under .a three-~

‘variety‘ of ‘flora and fauna at the site.u " A 151m11ar

a

Lpart"classification of 81te attrlbutes lnto environmental

features,‘ fac1lity development . and s;te staff servicas,

o

Thls became the organlzational framework for the analysls

of‘teachers .perceptions of siteuattrlbutes.

. “ b ot

2 Q

2. f Perceptlons of the Envxronmental Features of the Field

"

* Trip Site

_TeacherS' ~perceptions’ of site environmental features

.showed marked con51stenc1es con51der1ng the varlat;ons "in

the flve fleld trlp 51tes (Table 25) ~E1ghty—91x percent N

Al

of" teachers g thought the sitef thev 'visited was

)

‘representative ‘of the 1oca1 env1ronment. Seventy percent

‘felf thelr students were not d1sturbed by other users of

\

“the area,‘and 67% of the teachers belleved there-was a wide

n

percentage (63%) v1ewed the 51te as prov1d1ng good examples

.

'of environmental themes. . '” " »

' .in. case these hlgh levels of agreement ‘mlght have

vgiven' a mlsleading 1mpress;on of teachers' ablllty to

1

’

L.

ﬁ discrlmlnate, ther responses to a questlon deallng w1th

s e

R whether ‘"the 31te has few 51gns of human 1mpact,? were on

the contrary illustratlve of teachers' sen51t;v1ty to s1te

i

characterzstics (Tabie 26) : The 81te w1th the smallest

-~
— oy — 9 N .
". el 2

o o N B .
O e o
<+ . - . ©a
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Table 25

PERCEPTIONS OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES

e . : . ) Teachers |
Perceptlons of \ ,
Environmental Features - n 2

. o
Representative of the local .
natural environment : 91 ‘ 0 86
' Not disturbed by other users : : ‘
of the area .« 74 70
Variety of fauna and flora ‘ 71 ’ "l‘67
Examples of environmental , - o
educatin themes S - S 6T, 63
Body of water for proqrams ' " .50 L .47
. .Few signs of human impact . . ' 38 L 36
Area large: ' . 32 ‘ 30

proportion - (58) of its useré;agfeeing with that statement
'was the Bennett Centre, locaged in..a‘.rlyer 'flats
:nelghbourhood close to downtown Edmonton. ﬂConversely;,47%
; of teachers u51ng Mlnlstlk/Elk Island con51dered few signs
_of human 1mpact true for fleld trips in ‘an area returned to

'nature or the natlonalupark. Furthermore,thls latter group
')freoorted‘ signlflcantly more frequently ‘than teachers as ‘a

',whole the presence of ‘a w1de varlety of’fauna -an@d flora at

*the;‘51te,‘(87%), _and .Bennett. users “the »least (38%).

P
b
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Table 26*
PERCEPTIONS OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES N

[}

n

ACCORDING TO SITE CHOSEN

[

(signlficant) ‘ T .
T | - o Ministik
Environmental o “ .. Swiss., -Elk/ - Signifi-
Feature . Janzen Bennett Valley Island ' cance
s : LI LI
ariety of fauna ‘ o ‘
and flora ‘ 71 - 38 . 7 87 p<.01
Body of water for : , ,
programs . 29 52 79 80 p<.001.
W . ) ) Q'
AtFew signs of human - C ‘ L
1mpact ‘ : 46 5 29 47 p<.01
Area 1arge | IS 11 . 38 : 57. 67 p<.001
(n) 58 (21 - (14 (15)

o - | S
~-Ministik/Elk Island users significantlx more frequently

made the point that the ‘area of the 51te was large, while
1Janzen users did so "the least often, not unexpectedly glwen
Ithe space available there at theaFort Edmonton lpqatlen.
"Both Sw1ss.'va11ey ‘and Ministik/Elk Island users ﬁoie.
ffrequently noted that there was a body bf ‘water at the 51te

-forlfield wqu exerc1ses,such as ‘pond studles.
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' Table 27 . R
. THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL .

FEATURES WHEN SELECTING A FIELD TRIP DESTINATION

T

w oy

Most important ' A ’ “Teachers IR
* Environmental Feature ' -~ . n L Ly

. i " " / ‘V e ‘ . — | ] ! Lo
Variety of fauna and flora | 27 27

ExamplesTof.environmentali ‘ .
. education themes - , v .26 ' .26
Y . . \ » . ' " * * LU
Representative of the local " , »
natural environment - oL 21 , 21 .

" Not disturbed by other users’

of the area' : . 10 " 'iO
o ‘ . L U :
.Other environmentalffeaturesl ‘ 8 8
Area large | 'vﬁu. E .03 ' R ‘3
Body of water'for‘pro§rams ';l' : t3‘.' L : 3
Few signs.of human_impact _ . g} Q‘ ?;: | ’ S 2
.rotar' S o1 T 1000

4 .
-’

&

._3.'ﬁ The Relatlve Importance of the Environmental Features at

a Slte when Selectlng a. Fleld Tr1p Destinatlon

.,

The - site env1ronmenta1 features rated most 1mportant

-

. by teachers followed a somewhat dlfferent\pattern from the |

frequency ranklhg of responses »to the site‘ inventory

‘a

(heckllst ‘Varlety of fauna and. flora,~ and examples of

Ta Y] i
he . . '

T : ' ¢ | . N - S . 1 I M



a'third : place ' in‘h overall ; importance.‘r-. A ' site's

ool accordlng to grade taugﬁt ;’a -ﬂ;g“%y~13; L

t

\

' . ) . ! : P

i . +
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environmental educatlon themes were the two. most important ’

environmental features in”’ site selectlon,‘ ranked first by

W

26@ and 25% of respondents respectlvely (Table' 27).”" The'

most commonly reported site env1ronmental feature fell to

i"
P \ . '

R

‘representativeness of the local natural env1ronment was the'

ymost important feature for 19% of the teachers.

A \

‘

‘When teachers were grouped accordlng to grade level:

L i

‘taught, 'some"diStlnctlve.yarlatlons.ln‘the 1mportance of
variety’ ! of fauna" and.'flora',‘emerged [ (Table . 28);

!

+

the. varlety of fauna and flora (ranked most 1mportant by

37%). There\ was an 1nverse relatlonshlp between grade

llevel ‘taught and the 1mportance of varlety of fauna ‘and

Lo . |

flora at a 81te. ' As gnade level 1ncreased the 1mportance

-

of  the , varlety of flbra/fauna 'decreased ' from 35%

)

(Klndergarten-Grade 3) to'22% (Grades 4- 6) to. 8% (Grade 7)

.

s o -

Kindergarten-Grade 3 teachers praced greater emphasis, on"

’Theg‘ variety of fauna/flora was‘ the only . 1mportant_‘

environmental feature 1variab1e for whlch there was a‘

# ....

statlstically 1 51gn1f1qant dlfference between“ teachers**

o

K T . . N a® .
/ e T o

Slmilarly,. when' teachers' :responses ’wéref comparedfj'

i

according to which 51te they had chosen, (Table 28), : e

A e

ON1Y Significant différence as in the 1mportance ;attachedm"‘

! '.I.J *J

i

to the presence of a’ varlety of fauna and flora at a:51te.;

LI T ‘4\/ A ~

“/,'

Ly : VoL te ' . . B . .
- . s o . . v K . R s I, S
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Table 28 N .
" ' VARIATIONS IN THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF’ THE -
: o ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES WHEN SELFCTING A ,
S Co FIELD TRIP DESTINATION

: S Wf ( , X

| '1;. ‘Variety of fauna and flora'.the most impartant 3
Lo env1ronmenta1 feature oo

' _A. ‘@ccording fo Grade Taught - \
i ' . . B ‘ ) " T
/ . Kindergartern '

i .Grade 4  Junior, , o
. 'to Grade 3 to 6. ,High, | Total

L . . 8 ) '
L

L
\

. S )
1‘, ~ S ' \ ' L - ,' ! ' . ‘ ) Lo
- Yes L 35 . ‘ : 8 _ 26
. . “\- No ) [

| o . 65 . - 92 74

e - (33) 2.z (eer
T — ——— — ‘
'Chi-Square 6.25 ., p<.05 d.f. 2 [ =

. o
. '
A
' ,

Y B, ' According .to Site Chosen: . ‘ '
{9 . ;. .‘“ T ‘ ‘ - " " "

"

_ : ' o . Ministik-
S P o .Swiss - JElk SRR
U - ' 'Janzen . Bennett . .Valley = Island  Total
e “ . . % R NS T o s R FURE

A, Al
L : A
. \ B
" . .
i

. 36 - e B | 40§:j“‘ '26‘,fﬁ}:‘
o “ .\ ) . , o “K ‘;“. oo ‘ N .‘!v‘ ‘, - '_‘-‘ ’ . ’ ‘ . \
JiBo T e 68 95 T L1000 60 74

. . 4
N A . . ! . '
. ,'I' . , © '
¥ .

SN Any oL se) e 2ty (1) o (1s), o (106)
- ;Ghi;quéréiIé;ﬁs{ij}Diﬁ;gng'S;ﬁi; R o
‘)“ '. PR o b\" ‘ -‘a _ y‘.‘ ‘ - : "-l‘ - _ ‘I - ’:. ".': - - - ‘ ' - ﬁ’
g e : .. ‘ N .4,::.-. ) i,' |



,.klnds of f30111t1es.'

“ \
'

‘and sanitatlon facllltles, "and that there was a - bulldlng

o

~This  was the most 1mportant environmental feature for . the_

larqest single group of Janzen3‘036%) and Mlnlstik/Elk

\

Island (40%) users,d but only a very few Bennett users (5%)~.

and nov Swlsst Valley uSers .attached that degree"‘of

g " . ., .
importance'to 1t. ‘ SR - ‘ SR

REY
,‘v'"{
"

o 4._ Perceptlons of the Field Trlp Site’ Fac111ty

Developments o I T N

\

The site fac111ty developments checkllst 1nd1cated a’

o

surpr1s1ng degree of standardlzatlon in ‘the 'facxlltles-.-

found t f1e d tr1p 81tes (Table 2 ) Over 90% of teachers
a

'“reported that the f1eld tr1p 51te had a good access. road;

; ‘ "

‘w1th dlsplays on exh1b1t BRI | ;": v

PN ' . - ”

Nevertheless,, there weré .some s1gn1f1cant dlfferences

’ level of facillty development at Mxnlstlk/Elk Island--fewer
~teachers reported )1ndoor teachlng‘areas (60%), ‘pr the
‘””presence of a bulldlng w1th displays/exhrblts (40%) . than

i for the other 51tes.l Bennett .on the other hand had a. much

{

"w'lhlgher level of fac;lity deyelopment, and was consnstently

X3

Lhreported by proportlonally more teachers as prov1ding these

L

¢

‘-\.’v-y‘ . ,?

ncontalned nature tralls,’ 1ndoor teachlng areas, had water .

.

‘between the 51tes (Table 30), malnly between the lower o

N

hl
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Table 29
\ | PERCEPTIONS OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE FACILITY DEVELOPMENTS
" 'Teachers
”Eaéiiity DeQelopmeht , ‘.7 “‘f" f‘h; “lr Q. )
Good aceess;read\to'site”l . :_“ 98 o ﬂ'l\‘ 92vr
Nature traii‘s“ IR Lgst T gg
Indoor teachlng/lnstrGEtlonAareasl ‘94‘ - ;l8§h
Water and sanltatlon ._'if'.jNH!l I93 i 3 | a 86 \
' Bullding w1th dlsplay, exhlblts . 90 “ 7. 85
: Garbage,dlspesal HL‘ . B | 53__ :‘ ;j‘ ’G79
Des1gnated f1e1dwork study 51tes fvfébv af_." : 767"
Food serv1ce and eat;ng areas~ ' ”Tadotl S :'?i3é ‘ o
Sleeplng facxlltleshf ‘ .-1‘I“'t 24 ;.h \""?3,

' )
&

. ’
o

1‘;5; nghe Relatlve Importance of the Fac1lity Develqgments f;

l.at a. Slte when Selecting a Fleld Tﬁnp Destlnatlon
“:“ﬁf‘[~Wheﬁf teaeherS‘,were asked to select whlch faq111tyk3‘
L;development was most 1mportant when selectlng a fleld trip f
‘ °”:f{adestinat10n, the‘"developments plcked most frequently byﬁﬁ

.

K teachers (27%) were nature tralls (Table 31) Next most”
L frequently rated 1mportant were de81gnated fleldwork study
; 51tes (20%), and then a good access to the site (19%) |



o~

’

N

K (smgnrflcant)

- , ) Minist1k o
'Facility ‘ Swiss . Elk/  Signifi-
Developments ‘Janzen Bennett Valley Island ' cance
‘ B (R T % EY EY

N ‘ . A ‘

‘ S | R
Indoor teaching/’ ‘ ‘ Lo o
5 ' instrUCtlon areas .95 95 86 60 .. p<,OOl§ﬂ
o 'er;and ':&." . CT N o | "“ )
R ation 95 91 79 67 . p<.0193,
- Building with .’ | SRR -
displays/exhibits 95 95 79 40
@"g'ood service and’ o A :
eatlng areas 5 91 71, 53 *
Sleeplng fa01}aties .0 .81 7 40 *

o

\7the- most 1mportant"

f

Tahle:3b‘ .
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PERCEPTIONS OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE FACILITY DEVELOPMENTS

ACCORDING TO SITE CHOSEN

W e

"# ‘dnspfficient n for test of significance

'
4

S The

‘teadhers

2

E n
-

érade“

, ratlng.

were compared accordlng to the 51te they v151ted e

The >same

the frequency of these fac111ty developments were

-

;level*tanght had no siqnificant effect. on

accorded,

n

applled wheanw

except for the importance of a good access road to the 51teiw3‘7

(Table 32).-

Edmonton,

and to some extent,

Perhaps' reflectlng the1r dlstance

from L

the greater possibillty of"
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T f o Table 31 |
, RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACILITY DEVELOPMENTS
N wiEN SELECTING A FIELD TRIP DESTINATION J"";. 3
. Yo, . e Wb e
i ‘ . —
. : I Va : I -
< o;,y . ) ’ v , .
Most impd@tant i’x«* S, _Teachers Co
Env1ronmental Feature L \ \r n : 8
f ' ' o :.‘ ! ¢ - "
Nature tralls T _“J R “l,,' 28 ;27
De51gnated fleldwork study sites 21 ) 20 !
Good access road to 51te f: 119 : | 18
‘ Water‘and sanltatlon “v‘f- _.A“ 13 12 .
Indoor teachlng/rnstructlon areas i 10? "9 '
[ ' \ . 'n ' " s " ) .

! Dlsplays, exhlblts N L9 '8 ;
' Sleeping fac111t1es-‘ PR | 2 : 2 |
——t—— — — — K
Total - v .« , C 102, e 100 1

o ' ‘ Y L e . -,

'y

‘gefting clost{' MlnlStlk/Elk‘ Island users placed 'qreater

v 1

\

T

‘empha51s on a good access road (40%), —than d1d teacherslto“

r

.<" '
the 6ther‘51tes,,-‘_ ",

e ' / T

o
N

. u\\

Py -

“'

' S . — TL.'__A—-“—'

Programs ' -~ e g
. . Lo [ i
Coee . . ’, ) .‘l s “- .:“- "," g ) ‘ R ,w[]:}"
e ;' The"most COmmonly found 51te staff service was thew

prov1s1on ‘of materlals @nd equlpment,‘

"
\

"o

‘GJ:ﬂ Perceptlons of the: Field Trup Slte Staff Serv1ces and Q

‘.teachers (Table 33) The second most frequently reported.

reported by 85% of

Q
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o N “‘gn‘_.. . "'Lh‘ Table 32 S 5
i VARIATIONS IN THE RELA’I‘IVE IMPORTANCE OF ‘ e
.. 'THE FIELD TRIP SI',I‘E FACILITX DEVELOPMEN'I‘S .‘
' , b
' o . . oo a ! . )
1. »Good access road to site o - ) \'mc -}u ﬁ‘f.
A. .According to Slte Chosen‘ ) Lo
) . , o , Ministi
: . S . Swiss - JE1K | o
Janzen Bennett = Valley, Island.  Total /
LI LI 3 DTS TR S
.Yes 13 10 . ¢ 29 © 40 %18
“No " . 87 . 90, oo 60 Y VI
()., .(s6) .. (21)  (14) . (15) . (106)
'.." chi-Square 8.17 ,p<.05 d.f, 3. .
' ) . L V. ' \ .‘ ‘ P ’ L . , Ty ’
! st [N . . , ' " L - , ‘1( .

sefvice’ provided .by the staff was that theIOn-Site | taff

conducted the program, according to‘82% of teachers._ 'A

further 27% stated the 31te—staff demonstrated the program,a

then left the teacher to conduct 1t \ another 19% Sald they‘

followed a program set _phby the 51te staff - ‘and 12% sald

{:‘M'they ran thelr own program. The percentages' cannot“be;'g
reconciled,‘,1f these categorles are thought of as mutually.
"exclu51ve. Insteadl/he overlapplng proportlons represented.l"

R partial involvement"f 51te staff in programming. . The two',h
polaritles of a "staff run program and "teacher uses owni;

@l

-
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o .v;k, o “‘;'n‘ Table 33
AEEEE PERCEPTIONS (OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE STAFF
(AN ,\ SERVICES AND PROGRAMS
Site staff. =~ ., ~ Teaghers,
' Services and Prograins, o "‘ N ",‘ ty
’ ‘ I P ! 4
Mqterlals and equlpment are Co R : ‘
avallable on- 51te‘1” : 90 - <o -+ 85
' On- 51te staff conduct’ programs‘ ' 86 . 82
,F1e1d manuals spe01flca11y ' . 3y :
' for fleld trlps to site, o 71 - w67
Slte related mater1al . . ” ‘ f* .
: ave;lab}e for in-class use. . 70 66
In~serviceworientation : : 47 44
i Staff demonstrate program,“ s :
which\teacher conducts ’ . 29 ” ‘ 27 .
 Other Ce c2s 23
. ‘Teacher conducts program set | e '
-, up by site. staff =~ = o220 e 19
' s ( : . ' " " » [ J ’ ) b . 'l‘ . ' I?
Teacher conducts own program e o o 12
B ' . - R v ‘ o -

program . répresenﬁed"ethg?.most' reliable .. proportional =
breakdown Of the degrees%of‘ph‘ site - staff4 prbgrammibg
1nwolvement o “[“ ‘ “;_ *‘\"  fv”f”

‘~4TherE‘was ‘a large response 1ndlcat1ng the availabllltye;

“‘6f' 51te related fleld manuals (67%) and materlals for Hin B

.,‘
- v L !

o Co T P
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asm.

LY

class use (66%). Services and programs . reported by a

S

‘ minority of teachers were in-service orientation (44%),~and'

.
-

"other" services (23%)

When teachers perceptiOns of site staff programs ‘were
‘examined, according .to which site they hdd chosen for*the'

field trxip (Table 34);. it became apparent that there was

(

considerably ‘more varlatlon than was found in relatlon 'to '
either environmental featuhes or facllity developments
‘The availability of! materlals and : equ1pment Qas

‘significantly less frequently reported by M1n1st1k/E1k

Island " users (53%) ‘The frequency that JanZen: users

reported that .on-site staff conducted the program (98%) was.~'

““significantly higher than reported by Users of the' chEIWJ.'

sites. Benneft ‘users ‘reported 51gn1flcantly' more .

frequentlyr (91%) the ava1labllity of field manuals for the

centre, as they and Janzen users’ (71% and 75% respectively)
®

. dia also for site related‘materlals»for in ‘class use.

:aieachers using the Bennett Centre, which is part of"the

publlc"schooij sYstemq ‘signlflcantly more frequently hadr

been to a site in-serv1ce (86%) and users of Janzen, a site

°

unafiliated with .a. sch‘%i system, sxgn1f1cantly less

ﬁffequently '(29%)' Forty percent of Mlnlstlk/Elk "Island -

"f& ™

psers conducted‘ thelr own program, 51gn1f1cantly ~more

frequently than did users of the other sites. It should -be

« rébalied that‘ ‘at Elk Island a new p&licy establlshed by

e : !

. L
- ."
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! ' R Table 34

PERCEPTIONSuOF THE FIELD TRIP SITE STAFF SERVICES

AND PROGRAMS, ACCORDING TO SITE CHOSEN

v

. “ '
'S Lo '

= ' Ministik

P . .- '
. Site Staff . ...+ Swiss Elk/ = Signifi-
' Service/Program Janzen pennett Valley Island . © cance.

T % ) % )
‘Materials and -+ - - u

‘equipment . . - R

available on-site 89 91 93 - 53 . p<.01
On~site staff L o : |

conduct progyams , 98 62 57 67 . *
Field manuals ’

specifically for

field trips to : . C '

~site 57 91 64 73 p<.05
Site-related,

materials for '

in-class use ~ 7 . 71 . 64 27 . p<.01
In~-service

orientation 29 86 50 40 p<.001
Staff demonstrates

program which : . b

teacher conducts 4 72 \i 64 20 *
Staff set up program,

which teacher

conducts 4 67 = - 36 -7 *

" Teacher conducts ) ' -
own program 2 19 22 40 p<.001

e

(M) (56) (21),  (14)  .(15),

[V
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oo+ insufficient n for‘testjof significance

N

Parks Canada was being followed that called for the
withdrawal - of park naturalists from direct involvement in

environmental education‘field trips.

. 7. The'Relative\Importance'of the Staff Services at a

Site when Selecting a Field Trip Destination

The site staff service most frequently cited by

1

teachers as a reason for sele tlng a site was that the on-

site staff conduct progr . (34%) (Table 35). Field

s

‘manualsl for the site wer d as the‘most important site
staff service Qhen ,seiecting a site by a much smaller
proportion of teachers' (13%), as was the availabilityv‘of‘
materials and equipment at the site (11%) and an in-serviceé
orientation for teachers te attend (11%). |

| There were significant variations between‘ teachers‘
depending on the sites they cnose for their‘field trip in
the rating of'"site-staff.conduct program® as the most
'important site"staff service wnén selecting a field trip
:(Table 36) . ,Fotty-six percent ef Janzen users stated "it.
was the most important site staff serv1ce, and Ministik/Elk
Island J\Ers were szmilarly emphatic about site staff

,programming (40%) In contrast, Bennett and Swiss Valley

users‘ were much less likely to rate this factor as "most

important" (10% ‘and 14% only).
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'RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE SITE STAFF SERVICES AND

PROGRAMS, WHEN SELECTING‘A'FIELD'TRIP_DESTiNATION

Most . important site staff Teachers
. L3 , »
service/program , ‘n )
On-site staff conduct programs 36 34
Field manuals specifically for )
field trips to site 14 13
Materials and equpimént are :
available on-site 12 11 .
,\Infserviée orientation 12 11
Site related materials for
in-class -use 11 10
Staff demonstrated programs 8 8
Teacher conducts own program 4 4
Teacher conducts program
designed by site staff 1 1
Other - 8 7
‘Total 106 100

4
%

There were also significant variations -in responses to

‘' the "most important" site staff service or proguam, ‘wheh

teachers were compared according to the grade they taughﬁ
' ' T o "

(Table 36). ‘The importénceAattachea to site staff running

the progrém declined as-the gfade"taught inCreased,'and was

-

.
-

‘e



Table 36 .

A

VARIATIONS IN THE RELAT;[VE IMPORTANC]%L OF. SITE

STAFF SERVICES AND.PROGRAMS WHEN SELECTING A

FIELD TRIP DESTINATION

\

On-site staffhconduct‘pr¢gram‘

1. \
A, According to Site Chosen " ‘
' ‘ . o . ) Ministik
e . .. Swiss = ' [/Elk :
‘ '~ Janzen  Bennett . vValley - ° Island Total
, C : T R
Yes 46 10 . . 14 40 34
" No 54 90 - . 86. ' 60 66
() S (56)_/  (21) . (14Y - (15) - (106)
Chi-Square 12.13 _ p<.01 d.f. 3 --
" B. According to Grade Taught
Kindergarten - Grade 4 -Junior
to Grade 3°' = to 6 . High. Total
L I J ?
Yes 44 - 30 13 '34
No 56. " 70 87, 66
~(n) (53) (@27 - (24) (106)
-Square 7.5 p<.05 d.f. 2

, Chi-
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"rated ' most ‘1mportant by '44$‘ Kindergarten—Grade 3

teachers,'.whlch declined to 30% of Grade 4-6 teachers and

TR ,,v,.l

dropped further to 13% offl Junior | High teachers

0 .
Furthermore, \a‘ close correspondence was found between thej-
percentages of‘KlndergarteneGrade 3, " and danzen users (44%

and 40%) -h Comhined w1th a s1milar‘match betWeen Juniorﬂf
High teachers and Sw1ss Galley users (13% and 14%),‘ whereﬂ
'sitelusers were V1rtually entirely of that particular grade fﬂ'.r

level,. strongly suggests that grade taught was the primaryw»-
1nfluence on teaéhers' péiceptions of the :most ‘1mportant.‘f‘

‘”131te~ staff serv1ce or program when selecting a field 7trip'
destination. ' .' T I - '

' \
\

%‘ﬁ.‘ The Relative Overall Importance of Env1ronmental R

Features, Fac111ty Developments and Site Staff f gf‘,“ ’

Services in the Selection of‘the Field Trip Site . ‘,f

[
'

g“In order ‘to 1nvestlgate teachers perceptions of site i

’attributes, the data collected Was both extenSive (covering

-,

\

\several categories of 51te characteristics) ‘and detailed

A ’ v o \
(ekamining the. relative 1mportance of particular site"
‘ _ \ :
characteristics) . To ga1n ‘a perspective on teachers‘“'

oy

“priorities. with respect ‘to the three categories ofvwsite‘

’

features,' teachers }were asked to compare the relative

0y

1mportance of env1ronmenta1 features, facility developments

T,

' B ) - o .‘\ i .
and site staff services 1n thefsite selection process. » Ty
(“‘ o [ .- ' ' ' : i ina a . " .' g ' ’ e




o !

,;: o It brought to light a defeot in, \the Jquestionnaire:,‘: ;'\

"‘since teachers were' being asked ‘to rank Slte feéture

| rcategories, this part of the questlonnaire should have beenli“
designed explicitly as a single ranking question,‘ rathery ill

f.,'. than in'.a series of only impllcltly .ranking questions. :
_Consequently there‘ were ‘a 1arge”tnumber of overlapping‘

; jresponses. that 1ndicated nothing more than that all three '“f IS

‘ o e R

Categories of site ‘features were 1mportant or‘; very'

7important when choos1ng a 51tew The data were recla551f1ed -
. {

‘?orming three new response Categories made up of those who ., .
dtgf% answered that only one of the three 51te characteristic :‘g;
types was very important“ and the other two types of 81te |
features were only "1mportant"‘or -aot 1mportant ":'In this,
way it was poss1ble to analyse teachers ponses 1n a way
that was indicative of the relative 1mportance of the 51te f"
feature categories when ch0051ng a field trip.. ' | B
| Overall, most teachers ranked enVironmental features‘
the most(important Set of characteristics when'ch0051ng
field trip site (53%) (Table 37) ‘Site.staff serv1cespwere‘¢’
,‘second most frequently ranked "most important" (40%),
fac111ty| developments were franked the’ most 1mportant
L category of site features least frequently (30%) | | |
F-“v o Facility developments were 1ow on. teachers' priorities

reoardless of the site they had chosen or the grade they

'itaught.‘} There were no differences 1n the 1mportance of
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| Table* 37 .

| THE RELATIVE OVERALL IMPORTANCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL :
FEATURES FACILITY DEVELOPMENTS AND SITE STAFF

SERVICES IN THE SELECTION OF THE FIELD TRIP SITE‘

4 ‘ P L . )

T ~ R o ) T o i p v

1 L o

Relative importance of s1te' 47 Teachers:

.characteristic category L A AR

-—

EnV1ronmehtal features . . . 4 , P
' relatively more- 1mportant;l .. 56 . 3

“‘Site staff, serv1ces

relatively more important"- Vo420 a0

Fac111ty developments o 7iE’ ‘ e
relatively more important L l320 \ Pl 30

"

‘site staff serv1ces when teachers were, compared according

7 to bhe 51te chosen for t/; field trip. _ The grade taught.
'.. variable made no , discernable difference to ‘the .overall

'fimportance of env1ronmental ~features to - teachers “when

PO
o

;'choosing".a‘ field trip 51te. However, | 51gn1f1cant,

. \ hl

‘ C . P Tl
Variatlons;,were- found 1n xhe 1mportance of environmental

T;features when teachers were compared accordlng to"their‘_g»

"181te chosen (Table 38) Janzen and Bennett 'users less‘

ffrequently ranked env1ronmenta1 features as most 1mportant.

N
.

TT(46% ‘and 43% respectlvely) than d1d teachers in general :

&
k]

(53%) and much less so than‘ Ministik/Elk Island users:\'“’

M(87%) Because there was no s1gn1f1cant difference in theff Iy
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e Table 38
ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES MOST IMPOKTANT WHEN SELECTING .
A FIELD TRIP DESTINATION, ACCORDING,TO SITE CHOSEN
T . , ‘Ministik_‘
- R - Swiss - . /Elk ¥
Janzen Bennett Valley ' Island ' Total .
K R Y 3 R
Yes . 46 . 43 - . s0 . 87 53
No-t . s4 . s7. " .50 13 a7
"(.nb Lo (56) L (21) (14) . (150 _ (106)

a ) . N

' Chi-Square 8.64 p<.05 d.f. 3

L 4 g 0 > T g —

ranking of environmental features aocording to grade

.tanght, and glven the strong dlfferentlatlon in the grade
taught‘ comp051t10n of the 51te users it 1mp11es thatu'the
differences- between teachers acoZrdlng to the site',chosen
‘«were;wattribNtahle' to .aifferenoes other' than _the 'grade -
3ftaught between teachers at. the various 51tes. .v»r"" e
Teachers dld vary 31gn1f1cantly, however, acoordlng to ;h'
| grade‘ taught ,in relatlonshlp to the rnportance of ’51te‘
staff (Table 39)" Almost half (49%) the Klndergarten—Gradel
; 33 ueachers ranked the serv1ces prov1ded by 51te staff ‘asn

ﬁﬁxthe most important factor when selectlng a f1e1d tr1p s1‘e,ff‘

“f:This level of response was greater than for teachers as a S
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. T Table 39
! SITE STAFE‘ SERVICES MOST IMPORTANT WHEN SELECTING A
A , FIELD TRIP DES INATION ACCORDING TO GRADE TAUGHT "
‘ s 4 . , [ t
; ' . N o - 2 ; ‘.‘ . . . N ' | ‘ = ) !
- - " Kindergarten Grade 4 '  Junior. R v
o . to Grade 3 ' . to 6 o High TOtiﬁ“ 2
. Lo L C o B Y . !
B eI S A —
Yes &5 49 - 237 . L21., 40 . |
No- SR 51 C 63 . 7 79 60
- (53)'_ LT (27) Q : (24) .106)
' Chi-Square 5.68 p<.1 dsf. 2 Lo g S ;

’ v

'whole (40%) or_for GradF/i\B teachers (37%) and morey than -
tw1ce as frequently as for Junior High teachers (21%)

. The determination of the 1mportanoe h1erarch1es that-‘T

AT o :
.teachers have of  the respective sets of 51te features,
- . , T ) R
provided"‘a reference point‘for‘ assessing the relative‘ e

S C?\r'
strengths " of individual site features in attracting

v. . \ : -
. teachers for field trips. In other words,vfor teachers in~ .

-general : greater weight should be attached to those
“fenv1ronmental features rated 1mportant, and less emphasis

}be given to fac111t1es, even those rated as 1mportant,‘and Y

‘a’
a

wjiSlmilarly for 51te staff services.'. ThlS general rule can
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beﬂ relaxed ‘somewhat when the youngest grade “levels aré
being discussed : ‘”;“ " ,.t -
uAnother , purpoSe‘i se;yed . by the iimportanoe Jof

5hierarchies ‘of site’ characteristics 15‘.'n'”the] internal

4

‘.‘validation IOfi the site evaluation‘parts of'hthe survey.
Despite the framing of the questions on those tOplCS, it is.
‘_conceivable that when teachers responded,. they were ratlng o

- their degree, of satisfaction w1th -a given " set of“slte

-

attributes, rather than asse551ng 1ts strength 1n draWing ‘

them the 81te, which’ was what these questlons were 1ntended

5 N

yto uncover. Although 1n~general ‘attributes that satlsfy '
\users'fare reasons for ch0051ng a given 51te,ﬂvthere is aﬂi
distihction between: satisfaction and* 51te : attraction.
FeaturES which may be sought "and an‘important*factor when
';"selecting a 51te,-‘may‘be foundrto he'unSatisfaotory' once
on951te¢1 . o e . i“.'. , ”fn~ |
, . . T

A test was pefformed on the data to. confifm- that,

i"""teachers. hadn,lnterpreted the QUéStions correctly, and

3

‘ responded accordingly . that 1s, they were evaluating site Jg;”

‘\“factors in terms of reasons for selecting a' field trlp
‘h“81tey and were not respondlng 1n the sense that one set of
' site characteristics was more satisfactory overall than the“

"other types of site features. It was hypothe51zed that 1f

"respondents were asse551ng a given SEt of 51te features H(”

fff_ from the point of view of satisfaction,‘ they would have ;h‘“
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® .

Uresponded w1th more d'”n expected frequency to an’ earlier“

“questlon that the partlcular set of site‘.features were

v ©  either ?as.good as™ or "better than‘expected.f
. For exa@ple, ‘responses ‘dfltthose Who .considered
‘ P e : _
'environméntal 'features vh"more important"' than other
categories of 51te feazures were compared w1th those who

thought the. other two categorles of 51te features were more

'1mportant, in‘ relatlon to whether‘the site environmental,'
) N ol ' A ' . )
‘features measured up “to thelr expectatlons (Table - 40).

o Teach%§§ ho con31dered environmental features "most
1mportant"‘ over “other categories of site features,'as a

:Vreason for \choosinghthe'site had not‘¢significantly more

frequentgy responded that‘the environmental features "as

good as" .or "better than expected" than those who d1d lnqt
con51der ﬁbnv1ronmental 'features more 1mportant (95% vs.
88%) Simﬁlarly there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference

between those who con51dered—faciI1t aevelopments moreﬁ

o A

.1mportant“ S%a the frequency that fac111ty developments‘

-were cons@dered "as gOOd as"” lor "better than expected" (94%f-

- D

'.v 93%),smnor was there for 31te staff services (71% vs.‘

»

'80%k§ In other words, there was no assoc1at10n between the‘ff

-,,‘.'ﬂ.' o ,'1 \4‘ o . S

ilmportance of a set of s1te feabures as the reason“a site

f: was chosenrand the degree of satlsfactlon w1th those ‘saﬁeay '
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R - Table a0
o ‘THE' RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SITE FEATURES CONSTDERED
. IMPORTANT REASONS FOR CHOOSING A SITE,
! b AND LEVELS OF SATISFACTIQN WITH THE SITE FEATURES
S Environmentél features werg'"as gooa‘aé? or "betfér
.ﬁhan éxpédted"
. . B ' o
.- A. ' Environmental features were more important than other:
site features when choo%ing a site
X e - '
» £ ~ ‘ ' " f
| .Envirommental features
: ’ moré‘importaﬁt
Expeétafibns about fg}'~ . ‘ S Yes . ‘ ;\, No
- ‘ o 1 BRI Ay VR
environmernital features " L ,./}‘
4. aal T A ‘ ) .
B _ ‘ ‘ . - . {
. As good as, or better A 95 ‘ 88
¥ L , ' R B
Not as good L S 5 ~1 12
- ) . 7:‘- o - .
“n) . o (56). S (51)
- “Chi Square .1.42 N.S. d.f. 1 o
e ‘ [ S Dy
. . l i ) ¢ . ) \)
L |
| SR A
, . . e
“l' £y
A Sy IR N B
Syl e Sy e
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T Table 40, cohténued ;

) SN ‘
2;_,:Rac111ty developments were "as good as” or "better

than expected"

B, Fa0111ty developments were more 1mportant than other

‘site. features when chooslng a slte

" ‘
1 ' 1 - N

o

Faclllty developments‘ vt

more lmportantf

[
.

Expectations about ‘ : K ' Yes - ‘ NG

facilitywdeveiopments_ ‘ $ S 3

As godd ‘as, or better o 94, ‘s 93

Not as good | f b f ' 6 ) S :7 N .
(n) A 7 BN 41

Chi Square .64 ~N.S. d.f. 1 |

to
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Table 40, continued

N

3. Site staff services were "as good as" or "better than
expected” !
C. Site staff services were more important than other

site features when choosing a site

. ‘ Site staff services

- more important

E£xpectations about Yes No
site staff services _ 3 %
As good as, or better 79 ' - 80
Not as good 21 ' 20
(n) _ (42) . (65)

v . .

Chi Square .32 N.S. d.f. 1, .

9. Summary of -the findings
.

The concept of place utility prévidéd the thebretical
background to the evaluation of 'siteq features.v Place
utiliﬁy embodies the principle at ‘,s‘ite features are not
fnherently impo}tant. Instead the importance of site
featufes is determined by their significance to the site

user-. Using the lit%rature on’ environmental .education

field trip sites as a guide, an enormous number. of
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3
potentially important site features were classified intd

three sets of site characteristics-jenvironmental featureg,
facility developments and services or prograﬁs provided by

. B
the site staff. A

’

The procedure followedlin the énalysis of teachers'
é;aluations was similar ;éu*each set of site features:
Teachers' perceptions of featuréé found at the site were
listed aé ranked frequency distributions. This provided a
useful checklist of features commonly found.at field trip
sites.  Where significant, variations in teache;s{

P : ,
perceptions of site features were analysed on a site to
site comparison. Secondly, sit? features were ranked
according to' their relative importance to teachers when
selecting i.field trip”site.‘ Again, where sigﬁificént,
variations in the degree of_‘importance attached to
particular site features as reaséns for choosiﬁ§”fiéld trip
site were analysed. | |
'In the area of environméntal feétures, Vthe,;most
frequéntly reported perception of the field trip siteé was
that _ it ' was representafive of the local natural
envirénmept. The most iméortant environmental feature when
selecting -a field trip déstin ion was that there wésl‘a

wide variety .of fauna and flora at the site. There were

significant variations in the importance of this feature

‘both according to site chosen and ‘accdrding to grade
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taught. However because of the grade composition of users
of the sites that had the greatest degree of difference, in
all ‘probability. the variation was primarily dye to

influence of grade leyel.
O

-~

In terms of facility developments, the , most widély
. ] :
held perception was that the field trip sites had good

access roads. The presence of nature trails 'and indoor
teaching areas were also frequently noted. . When a field

trip site is being selected, nature trails and desigﬁated

-

fieldwork study areas were the most 1mpo§tant type of

2

fac111ty developments for tedchers in general, since they
-»

were the facility developments most frequently referred to.

" with no significant variations betwéen teachers.
|

The two@most frequently reported site staff services

‘were the av 4y

and that the %,%

program. Fpt most teachers, the most important site staff

abiligf'of materials and equipment on-site
e staff'conduct‘the environmental education
service when selecting a field trip destination was that
the site staff conducted the  environmental education
program. There were variations in teachers' rankings both
by éh01ce of site, and by grade ﬁaught. - As before, the
;alé;\ dlfferences between certain sites corresponded to
differences 1n the grade comp051t10n of user groups, and

implied that the grade taught factor. was primarily

responsible for the differences. Teachers with ‘early

i

v
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\

\ \‘" ‘ - " )
elementary students .most frequently considered that the

r

site’ staff conducting the program was the most important

- 4 | »

site staff service, but - the frequency . declined

slgnificantly among teachers with higher grades.

]

In the overall hlerarchy of the relatlve importance of.

) .
sets of site features when selectlng a field trip
destination, environmental features were ranked ahead of

site staff services and .facility developments, The

4 .
>

importance attached to the role of site staff varied
- ' L

according to grade taught, %with early elementar9 teachers.

RS

significantly more frequently emphasizing its importance.

W

Environmental) features were more important to some site

users, particularly Ministik/Elk Island users, than they

~

were for wusers of other sites, but the importance ofi

W

environmental ;égaxu:es did not vary with grade level
tauget. . _ | o g:
The _ assumption that questions about site features as
reasons ,for choosing a site had been correctiy understood
by respondents 'was‘ ﬁet; rejected. If respondents had
kincorrectly) interpreted these questlons as deallng w1th
satisfaction with these features, it mlght .be expected that

_those who had rated a given set of site features "highly

important” would more frequently have been in the "highly=

satisfied" group. In fact, for each of the categories of

site features, there was no differehce. between ithose

Y
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s

considering a given set of features "highly impbrtant".and -

those who did not, in the degree of satisfaction with that

Il

set of site features. It is reasonable then, to consider
o . f ) . ‘
teachers' responses as valid indicators of site features

that were important in the field trip site selection .

-process. , ' » . o



CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSIONS -

i
v

1. ~ Research Objectives.

. The thesis was a ;tudyeoﬁldestination dttraction, in
which the process by which teachers chose an ‘envirohmental
eduéhtion.field trib‘site; was examined. The attraction of
a field trip site was investigated in terms‘of jtegchers'
responses to site features,‘factofs that affected‘teﬁohers'
perceptiohs of site variables dnd their relationship to thel
selection of a site for the field trlp.

Five sites used for env1ronmental eduoation kaeld
trips ‘were studled--the John Janzen Naturev Centre, the )
Bennett Centre, Swiss Valley, Mlnlstlk Hllls and Elk Island
Natlonal P Therefore teachers' responses to. $1te

varlables were analyzed accordlng to thls flrst 1ndependent

varlable,b namely which’ of the flve sites they had Ehosen

"e
e

. for thei“r“ field trip.

These Gltes . were" seleqied because they each
_ o~ ' s

-represented a dlfferent set of 51te characterrstics; When

>

teachers' perceptions of site variables were . compared
]

accordlng to - which of thé‘51tes they useg it was fQQndﬁy

e,

PN - s o
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that abparently dissimilar eny}rohmehtal quality, amenity
levelsy and site ‘staffA prograpming- involvement, were
nevertheless perceived less differentialiy by teachers
"using the sites.: Thls flndlng substantlates the position
of ' Husbands \(1983), the . attraction is not an 1nnate‘~
cha}acteristic of a place, bdt arises frohl individuals’
perceptiohs of site attributes.

J " The second. objective of this thesis was to ioehtify
Tsignificant influences on perceptions. of;;site feathres
attributable to selected characterlstlcs of’ teachers taklng
environmental educatlon field trlps. The most 51gn1ficant
of these 1nf1uences&wa5'the grade taught by a teacher,
.whlch became the second major 1ndependent varlable used in
the data analysis. Other characterlstlcs of teachers that
were thought to be 51gn1f1cant factors in field trlp 51te
select;on were ‘the‘ objectives of a field trip, ahd"
teachers' éreferences for environmentaI education field~
trip settings.f?q ' ' ‘ o T
The research design Aatteﬁoted“ to-' minimize. the
"ingluence of distance .tohAsItesoyas' a~ifactor; in;hsite
. , . : . A . .
selection;“v It ;was assumed that:a'site was being chosen -
hecausepof its site feétoresvahd~that~no site in the study
Wa;..at_ a'locational disadvantaée-compared~to.any Aof the

| four other sites; Therefore the third ‘objective in the

'reSearch was to 1nvestlgate the distance’ school groups were
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willing to travel for a half or full day field trip.
Teachers' views were sought on whether the site they chose

was located no futrther away than it -was de51rab1e for their

class to travel.

P
-

‘The fourth objective of the research was ' to .outline
variations in teachers" perceptlonsrof site characterlstlcs
in detail. - Perceptlons of three categories of site
variable, environmental features, facility developments,
and- site staff services were measured and their ‘influence
in attracting school groups for env1ronmenta; _education

|
field trips was assessed.

2. Summary of<@he'Findings

The findlngs of the research 1nd1cate that. there were

signlflcant varlatlons in teachers' objectlves, preferences
for field trips and constraints on ch01ce ‘when f1e1d tr1p
sites were hg}ng consldered. Teacher also .dlffered;‘rn
their response to site‘ variables, jhd;Jtheir relative
importance inl ch0051ng an env1ronmental 'educatlon fieldﬁ

trip sdte.‘ These varlatlons in the data arei,summarized,

according to the two maln 1ndependent varlables used in the“‘

' data analysise:teachers by site used and teachers byugrade

taught (Table 41)



VARIATIONS IN TEACHERS'

Table 41

CONSTRA1§T§, AND RESPONSES TO SITE VARIABLES.
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FIELD TRIP PREFERENCES, OBJECTIVES,

Research

A .

Teac S

instruction areéa

-

Teachers ,
Issue Variable By Site By Gra e
Objectives Sensory/Awareness - n.s. sig.
development
Preférences Env1ronmental educatlon sig sig.
~ for Settings centre: .
Constraints Range of. Altqpnatlves sig. . . sigq.
. © -, considered . Y,
- External contralnts n.s. & n.s,
bty .
Sources of From site staff sig,jx n.s.
Information .Personal knowledge of sig. n.s.
and Their - site: c
Influence ‘Personal knowledge sidg. n.s.
: ' influential- in s1te - :
‘ ch01ce : o
N, e ) ) ¢ R
Perceptions Perceptions»of travel n.s. n.s. .
of Distance distance'thresholds _ ‘ -
in Relation right distance" not .tested  sig.
to Distance . "as far as. wanted class' not tested sig.
" Travelled to'go"” (. & B . S
' N "less than class could not tested sig.
travel" « LI C .
N ¢ “
Perceptions of . ‘
Site Features
E Env1ronmental features ' , S
K ‘Variety of flora and fauna sig. not tested
. " Body of water for-- 5 sig. ‘not”tested -
- . programs ' ‘ : S
Few signs of human 1mpact ‘siqi4.not tested
, : Large -area R sig.” not tested
. Fac111ty developments , ‘ L ‘
e - . ‘Indoor teachlng/ . 8ig. not

téétéd,'



VARIATIONS IN TEACHERS'

CONSTRAINTS AND RESPONS

Table 41 (contlnued)

y

gi TO SITE VARIABLES.
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FIELD TRIP PREFERENCES OBJECTIVES

g-Researth

AY N

—

OTeachers

serylces:most ;mportant

- | Teachers
" Issue Variable By Site By Grade
Perceptiens Water and sanitation sig. not tested
of Site . 6 . ' .
Features‘ -
Site staff Materlals and equlpment - gig. not tested
services, avallable on, site- -
and programs Fleld manuals for the sig. not tested
Lo site -
Site \related materials for sig. not tested
" indoor use -
b ;,Teacher in-service sig. -not ygested
Teacher conducts own sig. ' not tested
. \program ) ' "y
-Relative Varlety of flora and sig. sig.
Importance fauna the most important
- of Site environmental feature : -
Features ° o
: o Good aqcessjroad to site sig. n.s
the most. important ) ‘ .
“facility development‘ o
' On-site staff conduct N sig. sig.
“program.," E
Overall, the environmentai \sig. n.s.
features most | 1mportant ' . s
‘ Overall the 51te staff n.s. _sig
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’

a. . Objectives of EnVironmental'Education Field Trips -

Sensory/awareness development was the most important
.‘ »
educational objectlve in taking an environmental education

‘field trip and was common to’ teachers at ‘all sltes.

\ Al
\There - were s1gn1flcant dlfferences in-the . importance
} o .
Jensory/awareness when teachers were compared according

of

to grade taught It was significantly ‘more important for

i

g

Klndergarten Grade 3 teachers

"b? Preferences for Settings B .
\ % . | r v
"Most teachers in the | survey considered an
s Py

environmental education centre as their unconditional
,preferred choice. There were signi 1cant variations
. X A,

between teachers both according to s1t chosen and gradel

a

taught. Klndergarten+Grade 3 teachers, and ‘usérs of Janzen

-

Nature Centre’ were much more in faybur of thls type of"

setting than other_teachers.<

e, Range of Alternatives Conéideredf

Most teachers had con51de'ed a very llmlted number of =
. alternatlves, when choosing a'fleld trlp s1te." There were .
51gn1flcant d fferences be ween teachers who chose Janzen

and those Qslng the othe 51tesu Klndergarten - Grade‘ 3

eachers of other grade levels and - |
were much less 11ke1y o con51der alternatlbe sites. "/;*
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d. Avajilability of‘'Resource Material

o . i ‘ B . :
. \ ,

‘Teachers‘ as a whole were, evenly . diVided on the

~availability of resource mater1a1 déscribing p0551ble field
- r

trip Sites. ‘There were 51gn1f1cant differences between
7 )

n 4 i .
teachers by 51te, and by grade taught, in this regard, but

1t was apparant that this reﬁlected ‘the -concentration of

Kindergarten Grade 3 field trip groups at just one of the

- .
sites-—Janzen. :
j‘ /

e. Sources of Information and itsiRelative Influence on

A ' ' »

Site Selection

.

Ny

Information about.a field trip‘site sent hy‘the"site 3

: staff"wasl'most_,freqUently mentioned as - the source of

‘information -abOut‘ sités.i \ However,h teachers generally
: .

relied more on the recommendations of their colleagues when

'ch0051ng field trip 51tes._“ Elk Is}and users were“

- significantly different from teacﬂbrs u51ng the other 51teS'

'in the influence of personal knowledge of the 51te on their

~_choice. Familiarity w1th "an' area. through " personal

recreational use may predispose teachers to planning their

field trip there.

B
o

f. External Constraints and Distance.Factors:

The research 1ndicated that there were no significant,

external constraints sgstricting teachers ch01ce of s1tes.‘

AR
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Most teachers reported that the 'location of the site

_they wvisited was not further than it was ‘desdrable for

their class to travﬁ% ; The‘distances travelled to' fieid |

\
‘H )

y ]

trip - site corresponding to teachers perceptions of this'

/
" acceptable distance threshold Thls frndlng 1nd1cated that
Ly

all five fleld trip sites were "within range” for most

teachers, Wlth one’ 1mportant exceptlon. KlndergartenoGrade

3 as a group regarded approxlmately 7 miles as being the‘

11m1t of de51rable travel distance. Clearly sites 1like

Janzen or Bennetj, with their more central location in the

river valley - bisecting"Edmonton‘are at an advantagé’ fQr

L

fleld trlp groups made JL of these‘early drades.‘ From the

o

~standp01nt of the research de51gn, dlstance effects on .site -

T~

seiectlon had only partlally beepgcontrolled for in the *

' study “; ,

g. Perceptions'of,Field-Trip Site Features

NG

J.The° five sites studied contained quite contrastlng-

environmental featﬁres, fac111ty developments and site .

‘staff programs,, yet there’ was a con51derab1e, degree oftv

conformlty '1n what these represented to teachers.' Theref

‘were ‘varlatlons in perCeptlons between users of the five:

. sites 1n the varlety of f@una and flora at the 51te, ‘the

' presence of-a body of water‘for ‘programs, the.human‘impact ‘

. the 51te, and the size of the area. - In terms of the

fac111ty developments, the only significant differences

Iy
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between /teache;s'. perceptions aécording to the site they
used, were the availability of an indoor instruction/
teaching area and water and sanitation facilities.

There was :greater variation in perceptions of site
staff services ‘and programs. There were significant

differences between teachers'’ pérceptidns according to the

_site they wused inh such matters as the availability " of

materials and equipment on site,. field manuals for the
L P

R
site, and site-related materials for in-class use. The
practice oA holding a teachey in—service, and the role of
site staff| or of teachers in conductlng the program also

varied by sjte.

. The Rqlative Anfluence of Site Features in Attracting
V

: Environﬁentﬁl Education Field Trip Groups

The thesis cqnfirmed the observation of Lattart and
Barnes’ (1979) that "even when people perceive objects
similariy,‘ they may differ in the values they assign to
them. " Thus it was found there were differeéces in the
importance placed on particular site features. Such
variations could be according to teachers' choice of siie,
or aqcording to the gfade they taught, or both. There were
significant variations in the importance to teachers Pof

by grade and.by site chosen of the vafiéty of\ flora and

fauna as a reason to sgléc; the site. A good Access road

to the site was the only kind eof facility development that
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was an impoftant reason for éhoosing a site, where there
were. significant differences gefween teachers according to
which ‘of the sites they had chosen.  The only site staff .
dervice that. was an important reason for choosing a site
where there were variations in' teachers' responses was in
relation to the on—site,sﬁaff condﬁcting the environmental
education = program, by tqaéhers both by grade taught and
site chosen.

Overall, environmental éeatures were raﬁked ahead of
site astaff services and facilities as the most important
"site characteristics when chooiing a site, .though _there
were significant d}fférencgs b;tween teaghers depending‘on
thé site chosen. Kindergarten - Grade 3 teachers differed
ﬁ}gnificantly from other teachers in that about half of

them thought site staff services were the most important

site features when a field trip site is being selected.,

3.  Survey Limitations

A’ number - of constgaintg applied Eb the research
findings due to the rese;rch desigh_'used. \ The major
limitation was the small sample\sizg ih the survef, jTﬁis‘
sometimesa resulted in cell sizes of responée categories
falling beléw_a critical numbef and restricted the analysis

of the data. A larger sample would have been helpful ‘in

clarifying the degree of independence of the ntedcher

~

o
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A )N

according to site chosen" variable. Because of the grade
\ .

composition of classes who used Janzen (practically all
were Kindergarten-Grade 3) and Swiss valley (entirely
Junior High), where variations accord;ng'to site were
attributable fo users of those sites, the primary influence
Qas most likely due to the grade taught variable. | Where
vvariations according ‘to' site were dug to differences

1

qbethen Benﬁett or Ministik/Elk Island users, it might be
. supposed that ‘these differences weré due to factors other
than grade taughfa A larger number of tegcher respondents
Qould have allowed anal&sis of the data "according to site,
by grade taught” that would elaborate on the relationship
between.?ach of the independent variables and any dependent
variables.

It could also Se'argued that a pre—visit‘survey éould
have preceded the post-visit survey ﬁhatkwas.carried out,
to assess more‘properly the choice situation facing the
decision-maker. Beybnd‘ the consiaerable operational-

a

difficulties such a survey would have entailed, especially

" in 1dentifying teachers who at. that point were considering
field trip sites, in many respects that would have created

an artificial distinction, .since many of the teachers were.

repeat visitors to the ‘sites.
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4. Future Research Directions

 The issue of repeat'Visitoré as opposed to first time
visitors could bé the basis of furtherkstudy of teachers'
responses to site variables. Another dimensioq that might
be investigated is between teachers who had experience of a
numbexr of sikes, and those‘who were familiar with , one
particular site, and Ithe effect this has on teachers'
perceptions ‘of the site. Either 6ne of the. additional
studies suggested would enlarge on the approach followed by
this thesis. Namely, individuals' spatial decision- making
can A be understood through recognizing that the extern{?
world is perceived differéntly by individuals, that the
valﬁés attached to objects in reality are Subieqtively

determined, and that a connection can be traced between

such perceptions and observed sg!gial behaviour.
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THE FIRST SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS 'ABOUT THE DESTINATION YOU CHOSE FOR
ANUENVIRONMENTAL/OUTOOOR EDUCATION FIELD TRIP ‘

. Q-1 What was the destipation of’ the, env1ronmental/0utdoor educat1on field

trip? (Qircle the number of your answer) i
(If you tdok a field trip to more than one of the destinations 1isted,

circle on]y the s1te of the most successful fle]d trip)
JOHN JANZEN NATURE CENTRE oo
BENNETT CENTRE .
SWISS VALLEY FIELD STUDY CENTRE
MINISTIK HILLS FIELD STUDY CENTRE -

ELR ISLAND NATIONAL PARK’ ’

VB W N

‘ v , A _
Q-2 How far from the school is the destination chosen for . .the fietd trip?

\

MILES
TRAVEL TIME

Q-3 Do you ‘think the dlstance from the school to the destination of the
f1e]d trip is: (Circle the number of your answer) .
FURTHER THAN YOU WANTED TO TAKE “YOUR CLASS.
ABOUT AS FAR AS YOU WANT YOUR CLASS'TO TRAVEL
ABOUT THE RIGHT DISTANCE FOR THE CLASS TO TRAVEL
- LESS THAN THE CLASS CAN COMFORTABLY TRAVEL ‘

SO SHORT THAT THE CLASS COULD HAVE TRAVELLED
MUCH FURTHER

D B w Ny

Q-4 What other dest1nat1ons did you cons1der for the env1ronmenta] educat1on
. field trip? (Please list them all. If no other site was cons1dereq
‘-write 'NONE' and go to question 6) ' " ’ o

.3

f

Q-5 'whlch of the a]ternat1ve sites you. con51dered have you prev1ously taken
: env1ronmenta1 educat1on field tr1ps to? ,

T

1‘ . N w‘ ) .
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THIS SECTiON DEALS WITH THE SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT ENViRONMENIAL/OUTbOOR
EDUCATION FIELD TRIP DESTINATIONS '

' Q-6 How did you first hear about the field trip destination which you -
visited? (Circle the number of your answer :

FROM OTHER SCHOOL STAFF

2 BY WORD OF MOUTH FROM OTHERS OUTSIDE THE SCHOOL
o SYSTEM, WHO ARE ACTIVE IN.ENVIRONMENTAL AND
e OUTDOOR EDUCATION ~

3 FROM SCHOOL BOARD OR DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION |
RESOURCE MATERIAL (specify) |

4 FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ AND DEPARTMENTS'
RESOURCE MATERIAL (specify) . .

—

5 FROM A.T.A. RESOURCE MATERIAL (specify)

FROM ATTENDING E.O.E.C. MEETINGS/CONVENTIONS
PREVIOUS PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE OF AREA/SITE
FROM IN%ORMATION SENT BY SITE STAFF

‘OTHER (specify)

O 00 W o

Q-7 Which of the above sources of information was most influential in
selecting the field trip destination? (Write the number of the relevant
category in the space provided) ‘ -

MOST IMPORTANT

p

_|SECOND MOST IMPORTANT =
EC .

Nt
N

Q-8 Is there enough resource material available déscribing‘potentia]
environmental education field trip destinations? (Circle the number
of your answer) o : -

-1 YES
2 NO°
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Q-12 Which of the following types of physical environment do you-prefer
for the kind of environmental education programs you carry out with
your class on field trips? (Write your "1st choice", "an cho1ce",

@“ﬂbm"Brd choice" in the rank column) ,

&
..\4

3 RANK | TYPE OF ENVIRONMENT

A UNSPOILT WILDERNESS ° " ,
2. BACK COUNTRY OF PUBLICLY-OWNED LAND
3. BUSH COUNTRY OF PRIVATELY-OWNED LAND
.

. AREA EXTENSIVELY RESHAPED FROM NATURAL STATE BUT
: LAND USES ARE - FEN

h o 5. AREA PRIMARILY'PLANNED AND USED FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION
"AREA PRIMARILY PLANNED AND USED FOR URBAN RECREATION

. NATURE CENTRE AND ADJOINING AREA, SPECIFICALLY"
‘ : 'DESIGNED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL/OUTDOOR EDUCATION

8. OTHER ENVIRONMENT TYPES (Describe) ,
L3

4

IN THIS SECTION, I WOULD LIKE YOU TO EVALUATE THE IMPORTANCE OF FACILITY
DEVELOPMENT IN CHOOSING AN ENVIRONMENTAL/OUTDOOR EDUCATION FIELD TRIP DESTINATION

Q-13 Which of the following fac1]1ty deve]opments are found at the f1e]d trip’

‘destination?
‘ (Cirg]e number as appfopriate)-
‘ YES
(1) ~ Good access road to site e e e e e e e e e h‘: R |
(2) ° Garbage disposal service . . e e e S |
(3). Water and -sanitation services. . . . . e e 1
(4)1 .Constructed sleeping fac111t1es R T VU
(5)','Food service and eating fac1l1t1es e (T. - ;i 1
-(6)  Indoor teaCh1ng/1nstruct1on areas. . . . . .../l ..... 1
(7)  Nature trails. . . . ... ... R |
(8) Designated sites for field work study . :'.j ...... 1
. (9)  Building with dlsplays —educatlonal exh1b1ts or audlo-
~visual presentat1ons B 1

" (10) Other. (List as many site fac111ty\features as you think

are sign1f1¢ant
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"IN THIS SECTION 1 WOULD LIKE YOU'TO ASSESS THE IMPORTANCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
FEATURES IN CHOOSING AN ENVIRONMENTAL/OUTDOOR EDUCATION FIELD TRIP "DESTINATION

Q-9 ° Which of the.fO]lowfng aprlies to the field trip destination? ' |
‘ o ' R ' ‘ ' ., (Circle number as appropriate)

v . YES
(1) * Area of site is large, greater than 160 acres . . . . . . . 1
(2)  Site contains a'wide variety of fauna and flora . ... . . . 1
(3) \Slte is representat1veﬂof the local/reg1onal natural
' env1ronment e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . TR
(4) Site has few signs “of human impact. . . . . . L ... ... 1
~(5) Site-'can be used for environmental education programs \
without being d1sturbed by other users of the area. . . . . 1
(6) Site is by a body of water, that is used as part of . Lot
\ the program ...................... R | ‘ v
- (7) " Site. prov1des good examp]es of environmental themes
° e.g. ecological procésses like succession, or geological
chistory L0 0 L L L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e, 1
Pad

(8) Other. (List as many environmental features of the site
as you think are significant) :

Q-10 Which of the above environmental characteristics are. most 1mportant when
"selectlng a field trip destination? (Write the nymber of item in
appropriate space) ~

o Imost IMPORTANT L
- ] second mosT INPORTANT

THIRD MOST IMPORTANT

, N
Q-11 Thinking back on-the env1ronmenta1 features of the field tr]p dest1nat1on, <
- were they: - -
| © 1 NOT AS GOOD AS YOU EXPECTED
.2 @BOUT WHAT YOU EXPECTED
3 BETTER THAN YOU EXPECTED
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wh1ch of the fac1l1ty deve]opments in Q- 13are most 1mportant when
selecting a field ‘trip dest1nat1on? (Write number of . item in app?opr1ate

© space)

Q- 15

_Q._ 16

MOST MPORTANT oo o

' SECOND MOST IMPORTANT o
‘ l THIRD MOST PMPORTANT‘.‘

\

Th?nk1ng back of- the fac111ty deveIOpments at the field trip dest1nat1on,
were they: ‘ : ' O . :

1 fOT AS GOOD AS YOU EXPECTED
"2 ABOUT'WHAT YOU EXPECTED
3 BETTER THAN YOU EXPECTED

'

What changes Or additions could be made to’ the fa01]1ty developments
at the site to 1mprove the field trlp experlence7 .

T
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IN THIS. sgyglon YOUR INPUT 1S SOUGHT ON WHETHER THE ROLE OF ON-SITE STAFF In
THE PROVISTON. OF PROGRANS IS AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION IN CHOOSING A FIELD.

TRIP DESTINATION. . .. o SR
L D Coe -'u‘ |

/\foifZ.thlch of the following on- site staff services and programs are ava11able
at. the f]e]d trip destlnatlon? o ‘,~\{

*

S 1
(1)# On- sjte staff conduct program e N T
(2)‘ﬁ‘Program activities are demonstrated by ‘on-site staff but
.. téacher primarily conducts program’ . . . . . . . . . . .. 1
o (3) fﬁaterla]s and eQu1pment are ava1lable'on site ;!. e . 1
';‘g(4)'“'L1terature, field manuals etc. are available that were
: ‘produced spec1f1ca]1y for.a f1e1d tr1p to the site. . . .. 1
o (5)  Teacher cofducts program, fo]]ow1ng a program set up by |
e -on-site staff B - A |
(6) On-site staff have little influence on teacher who :
conducts own program unassisted . , . . . . I ...... B
(7) ”Before the f1e1d\tr1p, on- s1te staff conduct in-service
‘ or1entat1on T |
(8). - Pre and post v1$1tat10n site-related mater1a1 for 1n—
" classroom use are availabler. . .. ... . . .. S e e 1

(9) Other: (LlSt as many other staff services and programs as
o yo% th}nk are s1gn1f1cant) . .

o

’
WO

Q-18 Which of the above staff serv1ces and programs are most 1mportant when
‘ ‘se]ect1ng a field trip dest1nat1on7 (Weite number, of item in . ° .
'approprlate space) ' o e

Tyl
\

] MOSf iMPbRTANT."\
B SECOND”MOST IMPORTANT 3

i

Y : THIRD MOST IMPORTANT -

'

Q-19 Th1nk1ng back on the on s1te staff serv1ces and programs at’ the fleld fv

~trip dest1nat1on were ‘they. : ) :
L 1 °NoT AS 500D AS You EXPECTED

Cos ‘2 ABOUT ‘WHAT YOU EXPECTED | f, )

%3 BETTER-THAN YOU EXPECTED < - -

(Cfrc]e'ndmber as appropriate)‘

e
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and programs at the snte to lmprove the f1e1d tr1p experlence?
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Iﬁb 20° what changes pr add1t1ons could be- made to the on- s1te staff Servlces

\

IN THIS SHORT SECTION, 1 HAVE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE MULTI-DIMENSIONAL
.CHARACTER OF ON~SITE-ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES AND PROGRANS

v

"Q 21 How 1mp0rtant were, the foTIow1ng aspects of field trip act1v1t1es?

(Clrcle the number of your answer to each obJectlve)

\.(I) Learn’ outdoor skills

(2

{4y
(5)

'au(55{
B educat1on fleld tr1p that you t

"1 NOT AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE
L2 AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE
3 A VERY IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE

Awareness/sensory deve]opment N
1 "“NOT AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE
2" AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE.
3 A VERY IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE

Learn f1e1d techn1ques
L 1 “NOT AN- IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE
| z AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE =~
.3 A VERY IMPORTANT OBJEGTIVE -

5

Carry out eco]og1ca1 stud1es B 2 s
' "1 NOT AN, IMPORTANT OBJECTIVEN R

¥4 AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE

3 A VERY. IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE

oA

Learn about env1ronmenta1/resource management 1ssues
- T NOT AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE ]
'2 AN IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE .

Q,, w; \ 3 A VERY IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE

Other (LTSt any further obJecthVes 1n tak1ng the enV1ronnenta]
nk. are 1mportant) .
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Q- 22 Nh1ch of the fo]low1ng factors do you th1nk are- s1gn1ficant obstacles
. to taking your class on field trips? (C1rc1e number(s) of your answer)

'
1

1 COST OF TRANSPORTATION * ~ . S
2 LIMITATIONS' CAUSED BY SCHOOL BUS COMPANY SCHEDULES
3 LACK OF AOMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT FOR FIELD TRIPS
4

LACK OF APPROPRIATE TEACHER PREPARATION AND
RIENTATION

‘LACK OF CURRICULUM FLEXIBILITY

6 LACK OF INFORMATION ABOUT SUITABLE SITES FOR
FIELD TRIPS:

'\\ . ' 7 DIFFICULTY OF BOOKING SITES You WOULD LIKE TO, VISIT
N o 8 ABSENCE OF WORTHWHILE PLACES ‘10 GO

STUDENTS CANNOT DEAL . WITH THE FIELD TRIP SITUATION
EFFECTIVELY a

10 OTHER (SpeCTfy)

m*

\. ‘ ‘ ( '
. Q-23- Which of -the above. factors. creates the b1ggest obstacle in taking a
f1e]d trip? (erte the number of " jtem 1n appropr1ate space)

MOST DIFFICULT'

SECOND MOST DIFFICULT

] THIRD MOST‘DIFFICULT..

'
¢

"IN THIS SECTION, I WOULD LIKE TO KNON THE REASONS FOR CHOOSING THE ENVJRONMENTAL/ B
OUTDOOR EDUCATION SITE THAT YOU VISITED . .

T . o e ‘, S N
xWh1ch of the foTlow1ng reasons were important in the dec1s1on to v1s1t the
\fleld tr1p dest1nat1on chosen: (C1rc]e the number of your answer) “‘ N

r

Q 24 The choice of s1tes is 11m1ted by Board pol1cy . ‘ _
© 1 NOT AN IMPORTANT. REASON L e
2 AN IMPORTANT . REASON o
3 A VERY IMPORTANT REASON

"W
\

Q 25 Parts of the cTass curr1cu1um refer spec1f1ca}iy to the 51te‘f‘y g

B 'ﬂ‘éi : R 1 NOT AN IMPORTANT'REASON L “;;-7‘ o
- 2. AN IMPORTANT REASON . . = :. | L
'3 A"VERY IMPORTANT REASON ~ - o

T
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Q-26 Travel time to ‘the site was less than for‘a]ternative‘destjnations
© .+ 71 NOT_AN IMPORTANT REASON —— o,
" . .y . 2 'AN IMPORTANT REASON '
C3 NEMIWWMMRMWN
“,", ' ‘ A

Q 27 Overall were the environmenta] features of. the s1te rather than the~'

fac1]1ty developments: and on-site: staff serv1ces, a s1gn1f1cant 1nf]uence
on your .decision . .

"

1 NOT AN IMPORTANT REASON
2 AN IMPORTANT REASON , ,}"h
, ‘3\ A VERY IMPORTANT REASON

Al
1

Q- 28 OveraT] were the fac1]1ty developments, rather than the environmental
features and on- 51te staff .services, .a s1gn1f1cant 1nf1uence on your
dec1s1on ' : : .

1 NOT, AN IMPORTANT REASON
2 AN IMPORTANT REASON
3 A VERY IMPORTANT REASON.

-

- Q-29 Overall were the on-site staff services, rather than the env1ronmenta1
e features and the fac1]1ty deveTOpment at the s1te, a significant influence
., on your dec151on o ’
. ‘ » ¥ . , \
o . " 1 NOT AN IMPORTANT REASON

" 2 AN IMPORTANT REASON o

S 3 ‘A\VERY IMPORTANT REASON B

. . . \
' oL y . . . s . ) "
L

,Q 30 P]ease add any other ' reéasons for choos1ng the s1te and descr1be them as
"1mportant" or "very‘1mportant" : )

'
|
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THIS LAST SECTION REQUESTS GENERAL: DEMOGRAPHIC R "PROFILE" lNFORMATION ABOUT

YOU AS A TEACHER o A

g L, ,
- Q-31 What 1is your age? s YEARS .
. ' ' ) o l ' ' ) \ .
Qr32 How many”years,teqchingféxperiénce do,you;have? ‘. vEARS
| ) ; : ' ' \ ' . . s . ' (
Q-33  What is your eduoat1on tra1n1ng and subject, backgrOund7 (C1rc1e number of
: your: answer) S
o 1 NON SPECIALIZBD GENERAL o
" 2 SPECIALIZED, SCIENCE AND BIOLOG

: o3 SPECIALIZED PHYSICAL EDUCATION
Q-34 What env1ronmenta1/outdoor education - in-service tra1n1ng sessions -
S and conferences, if ‘any, have you attended in the past 3. years7-
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Is thére anything else you would Jike to'share ‘about .the kinds of destinations
chosen for environméntal/outdoor education field trips? If so, please use. -
this space for that. purpose. ‘ ‘
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Your contribution.to this research is gr‘eaﬁy ‘appreciated. Than you for | BN
- taking the time to ‘complete it. The results will appear. in a thesis entitled ' -
~"The Attraction-of Destinations for Environmental/Outdoor Education Field '\/’ \

.

Trips"; and will be available from the University of Alberta-in 1984.
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