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Abstract 

This 1984 study surveyed attitudes, beliefs, knowledge and 

behavior of practitioners regarding behavioral research in 

their field. One-hundred-seventy-four (91%) of the "site

based environmental communicators" in Michigan and 

Wisconsin responded. How subjects described themselves 

(e.g. interpretive naturalist, environmental educator) 

influenced attitudes toward research and patterns of 

research dissemination and utilization. Overall, the 

group was positive toward research in general, but 

ambivalent about research in their field. Results 

documented claims made about research by Risk (1985) and 

emphasized the usefulness of a "research digest." 

Improvements in the research/practice relationship were 

~uggested. ··~ 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past 20 years, a number of research studies have 

probed the realm of interpretive naturalists and their 

ilk: professionals who communicate ecological and 

environmental information to various publics at nature 

centers, parks, museums, and other sites (Cherem and 

Winzeler 1977, Moore and Gross 1984). These studies 

analyzed communication methods, developed models and 

theories, evaluated audience attitudes and demographics, 

and described new approaches to planning, teaching, and 

learning. One might assume that the eventual aim of such 

scholarly activity was to equip field professionals with 

information to improve communication with their clientele. 

If so, only two studies had sought the opinions of 

practitioners in this field regarding research, or looked 

at patterns of research dissemination and utilization. 

Mullins' (1975) survey of the technical reading habits of 

environmental interpreters called for more interpretive 

research and further evaluation of publication and 

research needs. Yuen (1979) questioned an environmental 

education group about the usefulness of a compilation of 

master's theses. 

To better understand practitioner perceptions about 

research, the current study sought to emulate efforts in 

other fields, such as education (e.g. Owen 1982, Eaker and 

Huffman 1981, Comroe and Dripps 1976). 

1 
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The purposes of this study were to examine the impact of 

such research on practitioners, to reveal factors 

affecting knowledge diffusion, and to suggest improvements 

in the research-practice relationship. 

Definitions 

"Impact" describes the combined effect of perception 

(beliefs and attitudes), behavior, and knowledge. Dillman 

(1978) defines beliefs as what people think is true; 

attitudes, what they say they want; behavior, what they 

do; knowledge, what they recall. 

"Research" is those empirical studies dealing with the 

social/behavioral side of environmental communication, 

rather than the natural resources themselves. 

In this field, practitioners are allied with a multitude 

of professional titles, organizations, and allegiances 

which reflect the diversity of institutions supporting 

their \iQrk and~ eYaJ ution of the fieM since 'Ehe· .early 

1900 1 s. To avoid semantic confusion, subjects of this 

study were referred to as "site-based environmental 

communicators," emphasizing their commonalities. These 

full-time professionals translate environmental 

information to both "captive" (school groups) and "non

captive" (recreating visitors) clientele at a specific 

site. 



METHODS 

To prepare for this study, three sets of literature were 

examined: research publications dealing with site-based 

environmental communication, research/practice 

relationships, and survey research techniques. 

Using Dillman's (1978) well-tested "Total Design Method," 

a 65-item mail survey (see appendix) was constructed. 

Dillman's approach, based on social exchange theory, seeks 

to maximize the quantity and quality of response while 

minimizing the cost to participants. This survey requested 

belief, attitude, behavior, knowledge and attribute 

information about research perceptions, dissemination, and 

utilization. The survey employed five-point Likert scales 

and rank order scales, and solicited both open-ended and 

close-ended responses. Following Dillman's suggestion, 

questions were arranged in order of difficulty: those 

judged easiest and most important (mostly behavior and 

~;i;-4.bute it~ ~ presented r±rst.···Four sec'tioifs 

comprised the survey: introductory items, belief and 

attitude instruments, more personal attribute and behavior 

items, and contributed comments. 

The first section of the survey contained seventeen items 

asking about the respondent's professional approach, 

affiliations, sources of research information, research 

background, and attitudes regarding the usefulness of 

broad categories of research studies. 

3 
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Beliefs and attitudes regarding research were examined in 

the second section of the survey. Subjects were asked to 

respond on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 

"strongly agree"to "strongly disagree," to nineteen belief 

statements about research formulated from the literature 

review. Subjects were asked to suggest research topics 

needing further attention. 

Twenty attitude statements, adapted from a validated 

questionnaire, "Test Your Attitude Toward Reading 

Research," (Ngandu 1981) were then presented. The 

statements described hypothetical situations relating to 

research. Subjects were asked to respond on a five-point 

scale ranging from "very unlike me" to "very like me." 

The third section of the questionnaire asked respondents 

for more personal attribute information (length of 

service, education, possession of a teaching certificate), 

and for details on the character of their work (what, 

where, who). These demographics were deemed important in 

helping to describe the group and its outlook on research. 

The fourth section requested additional open-ended 

comments and thanked the respondents for their 

participation. 

Face validity was established by a three-member panel of 

experts who examined and approved the entire instrument. 

In January, 1984, the questionnaire was sent to 206 people 
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in Michigan and Wisconsin, assumed to represent the entire 

population of site-based environmental communicators 

employed full-time in those states. Names were obtained 

from the Directory of Michigan Nature Centers, membership 

lists from the Wisconsin Non-Formal Environmental 

Education Group, the Informal Coalition of Michigan Nature 

Centers, the Wisconsin Association of Environmental 

Education, the Association of Interpretive Naturalists 

Region V, the Michigan Museums Association, telephone 

queries, and personal knowledge of the group. Each 

respondent was pre-contacted by mail; several also by 

telephone. Over the six-week period following initial 

administration of the survey, two follow-up letters were 

sent. The second letter included a replacement survey. 

Descriptive statistics on response data (frequencies and 

cross-tabulations) were obtained using SPSS (Nie,et al, 

1975). Open-ended responses were compiled. 

Limitations on the Study 

Due to time constraints, the questionnaire was not pilot

tested to determine it's validity or reliability. Some 

respondents found the objective of the study, and some of 

the terms used (e.g. "social science") ill-defined. Other 

people considered some questions biased, misleading, or 

ambiguous. A few subjects gave multiple answers to the 

same question; others failed to respond to certain items 

in the questionnaire. 
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Data were taken from an entire population, not a random 

sample of a larger group, about which inferences could be 

made. Hence, only descriptive statistics were computed. 

RESULTS 

Fifteen of the 206 potential respondents were later 

disqualified because they were no longer employed, were 

employed part-time, or were involved in other work. 

Questionnaires were returned by 174 of the remaining 

people, for a response rate of 91%. 

Describing the Group 

Attribute, belief, knowledge, and behavior information 

gleaned from the survey helped to describe the group. 

Respondents differed in beliefs about their roles, and 

varied in their professional organization memberships and 

sources of research information, but shared similar 

backgrounds and job descriptions. 

The first filll'V~ question was based fill ~ pt: emise that 

the field of on-site environmental communication is 

comprised of overlapping, yet distinct, subdivisions. 

These subdivisions have historical and philosophical 

roots, are reflected in professional organizations and 

journals, and may affect research direction, diffusion, 

and use. 

When asked, "What best describes you as a professional?," 

respondents divided into four major and three minor 

subgroups, the largest (36%) labeling themselves 
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"interpretive naturalists" (Figure 1). 

The remainder of this report will highlight overall 

response and compare the response of the four main sub

groups on several questions. 

Three attributes, thought to have a bearing on people's 

relationship towards research, were polled in the survey: 

education, possession of a teaching certificate, and years 

of service in the field. 

Results (Tables 1,2) showed well-educated, seasoned 

professionals, trained in common disciplines. Those who 

considered themselves environmental educators were likely 

to have less job experience, but more formal education and 

a teaching certificate. 

Behavior, "what people do" (Dillman 1978, p. 80) helped 

describe the group in terms of eight variables: 

professional organization membership, meetings attended, 

publications read, use of the Educational Resources 

Information Center (E.R.I.C.) database, research sources 

consulted, studies conducted, research published, and 

character of work. 

Professional organizations can help disseminate research 

findings. In fact, attending meetings was ranked as the 

best source of information (Table 3). survey results 

(Table 4) showed respondents to be joiners with allegiance 

to their role group's organization, but with cross-
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TABLE 1: Background Attributes 

Overall Environmental 
Category Group Educators 

Education: ( % ) 
B.S./B.A. 50.0 28.2 
M.S./M.A. 45.7 66.6 
Ph.D. 4.3 5.1 

Teaching certificate 35.0 52.5 
(percent) 

Years of service 10.77 7.22 
(mean number of years) 

TABLE 2: Education by Field 

Field 

Biology 
Environmental Education/ 
Interpretation 
Education 
Natural Resources 
Wildlife Biology 
Geology 
Recreation 
Outdoor Education 

B.S./B.A. (% ) 

36 % 
16 
0 

12 
7 
6 
5 
6 
0 

Interpretive Outdoor 
Naturalists Educators 

60.0 40.9 
36.6 50.0 

3.3 9.1 

20.0 68.2 

10.06 13.27 

M.S./M.A. (%) 

18.6% 
17 
17 
8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
13 

Other 

61.1 
34.6 

3.8 

23.1 

11.92 
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membership in overlapping organizations. Most belonged to 

two or more organizations, and attended more than two 

meetings a year. 

The Association of Interpretive Naturalists (A.I.N.), one 

of the oldest groups listed, was the only national 

organization which attracted a sizeable membership pool 

from the overall survey group. 

The second ranked source of research information was 

journals. Dozens of professional periodicals were listed 

by survey respondents as ones they read regularly (Table 

5). Groups differed markedly in the publications they 

consulted. 

The Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse 

(E.R.I.C.) is the most comprehensive database of research 

studies dealing with site-based environmental 

communication. Environmental educators were more likely 

to .. have used i 't fl'-ab-l-e €) • 

About one-third (36%) of respondents had conducted 

research in their field, and 13.8% listed titles of 

research published. 

As befits on-site environmental communicators, this group 

spent most of its time planning and conducting 

nature/ecology programs for elementary students on a 

nature/environmental center site. 

A sizeable percentage of time was devoted to 
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TABLE 3: Sources of Research Information (ranked)* 

Rank 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Source 

Attending professional meetings and workshops 
Reading professional journals 
Talking with colleagues where you work 
Talking with researchers, consultants, or professors 
Taking inservice training at my facility 
Taking courses 

* Rankings established in response to the question, "Where do you gain 
most of your information on the results of research studies in your 
profession?" 

TABLE 4: Professional Organization Membership {% belonging} 

Overall Environmental Interpretive Outdoor 
Organization Group Educators Naturalists Educators 

state environmental 42.2% 72.5 28.3 40.9 

education association (ranked 1st)* 

state naTurelenvTronmentaf 32.5 47.5. 41.7 t3:o 

centers coalition 

Association of Interpretive 31.9 40.0 41.7 9.1 

Naturalists (ranked 1st)* 

state outdoor education 16.9 22.5 10.0 54.5 

Other 

association (ranked 1st)* 

28.3 31.8 

38.5 

192 

23.1 

3.8 

56.0 other 32.7 25.0 
(ranked 1st)* 

* Rankings established in response to the question, "Which of the organizations (listed) 
best serve your professional interests?" 



TABLE 5: Ppblications Read (% of respondents) 
~ 

Overall Environmental Interpretive Outdoor 
CD 
r 

Publication Name m 
Group Educators Naturalists Educators Other 01 

-u 
Journal of Interpretation 20.5% 22.5 28.3 9.1 15.4 C 

2: (ranked 1st)* (ranked 1st)* ff 
Parks and Recreation 18.7 12.5 15.0 22.7 26.9 

0) 

=--0 
:::, 
en 

The Interpreter 13.3 12.5 21.7 -0- -0- :a 
CD 
0) 

Journal of Envir~nmental Educ. 12.7 30.0 5.0 4.5 11.5 0.. -(ranked 1st)* ~ 0 

Science and Children 10.8 20.0 6.7 13.6 7.7 0 --. 
CD 

Museum News 10.2 5.0 10.0 -0- 19.2 
en 

"'O 
0 I--' 
:::, N 

Nature Study 9.0 15.0 13.3 4.5 -0-
0.. 
CD 
:::, 
..-+ en 

Envir. Educ. Report 7.2 22.5 1.7 -0- 3.8 -
Trends 6.6 5.0 10.0 -0- 7.7 

Other 35.5 42.5 28.3 50.0 34.6 
(ranked 1st)* 

* Rankings esta~lished in response to the question, "Which of the above publications best serve 
your professional interests?" 
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TABLE 6: Used E.R.I.C. * Database (% of respondents) 

Environmental Educators 42.5% 

Interpretive Naturalists 13.6% 

Outdoor Educators 31.8% 

Other 11.5% 

* Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse 
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administration, public relations, and exhibits, especially 

by the "other" group. 

Attitudes and Beliefs About Research 

A second part of the survey sought data describing 

people's perceptions regarding research. Rokeach (1968) 

and other theorists have wrestled with definitions of 

perception, attitude and belief. Dillman (1978) says the 

way a question is couched has much bearing on whether the 

answer being elicited expresses a belief or an attitude. 

Thus, beliefs (what people think is true) are often 

revealed through some form of true/false question. This 

questionnaire invited response to 19 belief statements 

which characterized research and the roles of 

practitioners, researchers, and organizations. Responses 

to those statements were given on a five-point, Likert

type scale which ranged from "strongly agree" to "strongly 

disagree." 

The group as a whole agreed strongly with the following 

positive statements about research: that a publication 

summarizing research would be useful, that practitioners 

should be familiar with recent studies, that research 

results are useful, more research is needed, and 

practitioners should be designing and conducting studies 

(Table 7). Interpretive naturalists, especially, expressed 

the belief that research can help justify the need for 

professional services. 



15 

On the other hand, some respondents (particularly 

interpretive naturalists) expressed strong negative 

beliefs regarding research: practitioners haven't the time 

to keep current, studies often contain confusing 

statistics, research is of more benefit to researchers, 

and studies often address questions to which the answers 

are obvious (Tables 7,8). 

According to Dillman (1978), attitudes describe how people 

feel about something, in short, what people say they want. 

Attitudes were elicited in six areas of this 

questionnaire. Subjects were asked to respond to 

hypothetical situations, to rank organizations and 

journals, to evaluate and suggest research topics, and to 

volunteer additional comments. 

A validated attitude measurement instrument, developed by 

Ngandu (1981), was adapted for use in this survey to 

determine attitudes toward research (Table 9). Score_s can 

range from twenty to one-hundred. Scores above sixty tend 

to indicate a positive attitude towards research. The 

mean score of each of the four major role groups was close 

to sixty. Environmental educators indicated a slightly 

more positive attitude overall. As a whole, the group 

indicated that they valued research (Table 10). 

Another attitudinal variable was the order in which 

respondents ranked professional organizations and journals 

according to which ones best served their interests 
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TABLE 7: Belief Statement Response (Range : 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree) 

Statement Mean Agree (%) Neutral (%) Disagree (%) 
A publication which summarizes the results of recent research 1.85 89 7 4 
studies in my profession would be useful to practitioners. 

People in my profession should be familiar with recent research 2.09 77 18 4 
studies (within the past 5 years). 

The results of research studies are useful to those working in 2.15 74 20 6 
my profession. 

More research needs to be done in my field. 2.33 60 34 6 

Practitioners in my profession should be involved in designing 2.36 63 24 13 
and conducting research studies. 

Research can help justify the need for my professional services. 2.46 63 19 19 

Research studies often contain many confusing statistics and 2.47 58 29 13 
formulas. 

Practitioners in my field don't have the time to keep current on 2.56 58 17 25 
research studies. 

' Research studies in my profession are of more benefit to 
researchers than they are to practitioners. 2.67 48 28 24 

Research studies in my profession often address questions to 2.73 37 45 18 which the answers are obvious. 

Developing proficiency in conducting and evaluating research 
2.83 47 19 34 should be part of the training for people planning to enter my 

profession. 

My field is more of an art than a science. 2.88 44 19 37 

Research studies m my profeSSton are often communicated m 3:05·· -sr·· 3T ~·· 

such a way that practitioners can understand the results. 

The results of research studies can usually be generalized 3.06 
from one situation to another. 

28 42 30 

Professional organizations in my profession do a good job of 3.10 24 43 33 informing their members of research studies. 

Research in my field is distinct from research in other fields. 3.19 25 30 46 

Research studies usually address important problems. 3.19 21 42 37 

Research studies are easy to read and understand. 3.29 22 33 45 

It is easy to obtain results of research studies in my profession. 3.30 21 31 48 
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TABLE 8: Role Group Response to Selected Belief Statements ( 1 = strongly agree to s = strongly disagree) 

Statement i 

The results of research studies are 4seful 
to those working in my profession. 

i 

More research needs to be done in my field 

Research can help justify the need fqr my 
professional services. 

Practitioners in my field don't have time 
to keep current on research studies. 

Research studies in my profession are of 
more benefit to researchers than the~ 
are to practitioners. 

My field is more of an art than a science. 

Research studies in my profession are 
often communicated in such a way t~at 
practitioners can understand the results. 

Research in my field is distinct from 
research in other fields. 

Research studies usually address 
important problems. 

Environmental 
Educators 

Interpretive 
Naturalists 

Outdoor 
Educators 

Agree (%) Disagree (%) Agree (%) Disagree (%) Agree (%) Disagree (%) 

92 0 63 10 64 9 

71 0 50 10 50 5 

54 8 65 13 55 14 

51 27 70 18 50 27 

40 30 58 13 38 24 

32 46 48 40 41 36 

41 33 27 32 27 27 

18 51 32 42 23 36 

24 24 19 43 14 41 

~ 
OJ 

' m 
(X) 

-:D 
..... 0 
II co 
!a. G) .......... oo 
:::s C: 

co "C 

"< :D 
Sl,) co co U) 
..... "C co 0 co :::s 
.-+ff> 
0 CO 
CJ1 U) 

....+ I-' 
II 0 --...J 

U> en 
q- co o-
:::s co 
coU -co 
"< a. a. 
-·OJ 
U) co 
Sl,) -co --..... co 
co -co en --~ co 

3 
co 
:::s 
....+ 
U) 
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TABLE 9: Attitude Statement Response (Range: 1 = very unlike me to 5 = very like me) 

Statement Mean like(%) Neutral(%) Unlik-e (%) 
You have an appointment lo talk to an old professor. You're tired of 3.74 69 15 17 
wailing for him/her, so you start to leaf through research journals on 
the desk. 

In a graduate course you hear about an innovative communication 
3.70 64 26 10 method that is supported by research. Although the approach seems 

quite different, you decide to try it in your programs. 

Your friends wouldnl be surprised to see you reading a research report. 3.60 59 26 15 
A researcher asks for volunteers to help gather data on a research 

3.36 51 27 22 project. You volunteer to help. 

The librarian at your facifrty asks you to select a journal for the 3.36 48 33 21 
professional 6brary. You choose a publication that features some 
research reports. 

After reading a research report, you attempt to implement the autho(s 
3.34 48 37 15 suggestions in yoll' own work. 

In the Mure, you would 6ke to lake a course that includes research in 3.27 50 21 29 
field. 

You are familiar with several sources of resean:h. 3.13 42 30 28 

You have conducted scme type of research at Y2!,!! fac~!!Y- 3.02 38 30 32 
l 

During a stall meeti~1 ,YO(!_d"1SCUSS the imp6cations of a research report, 2.99 40 25 35 
since these impfications apply to your facility. 

A colleague at your facility asks you for the title of a journal that roucles 
2.98 41 21 39 research in your field. You are able to identify a couple of good SOU!CeS. 

When attencfing a convention, you go to a research session rather than a 2.95 32 34 34 
session on new gmmicks and gadgets used by practitioners. 

Even ln:lugh you are a very busy person, there is somehow time to be 
2.88 26 42 32 aware of research In your profession. 

You want to •see what research says• when you try something new i1 your programs. 2.66 28 27 __ 45 

You have encouraged your colleagues to participate In research projects. 2.65 27 26 48 

You choose to read oonrequired research at least 2 or 3 times a month. 2.60 27 22 51 

You would feel in::omforlable if you hadn1 been able to keep 14> on 
research i1 ~ field for the ~t few months due to other responsibilities. 

2.53 22 28 50 

I an acquaintance says you're always ready to lalk about a study, you woud 2.52 23 25 52 
agree with that person. 

If you interviewed for a new job in your profession, you would ask about support 2.37 19 25 56 
for research efforts. 

Colleagues frequently ask your opinion about communication practices i1 your 
2.13 13 20 66 profession suppomd by research. 
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TABLE 10: Role Group Respon~e to Selected Attitude Statements 
-I 

(1 = very like me to 5 = very unlike me) )> 
CD 
r 

Environmental Interpretive Outdoor 
m 
...... 

Educators Naturalists Educators 0 

Statement Like (%) Unlike (%) Like (%) Unlike (%) Like (%) Unlike (%) ~:D 
0) 0 

In a graduate course, you hear about an :::, -
50 13 65 12 73 14 

CO CD 
innovative communication method that is ~ G) 
supported by research. Although the -. 

...... o 
approach seems quite different, you decide II-§ 
to try it in your programs. < :D 

CD CD 

A researcher asks for volunteers to help 56 21 41 28 73 14 "< U) 

="'O 
gather data on a research project. You ::,:;-o 

CD =:, 
volunteer to help. 3~ 

CD -+ 

The librarian at your facility asks you to _o 
select a journal for the professional library. 60 13 42 24 25 30 o en 

u, CD 
You choose a publication that features some II CD 
research reports. <9. 

CD CD 

After reading a research report, you attempt 40 15 40 23 64 5 "< c.. f--' 

§~ \0 

to implement the author's suggestions in your === ;::+· 
own work. sa 
A colleague at your facility asks you for the till~ 

3 CD 
CD en 

of a journal that includes research in your field .. 53 23 38 30 23 41 --~ 
You are able to identify a couple of good sources. CD 

3 
CD 

You want to "see what research says• when you =:, 

38 41 25 57 14 36 -try something new in your programs. U) 

You would feel uncomfortable if you hadn't 25 40 12 63 10 56 been able to keep up on research in your field 
for the past few months due to other 
responsibilities. 

Mean score on attitude instrument:1 62 57 57 
(Range: 20 to 100; scores above 60. 

tend to indicate a positive attitude 
towards research) 
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(Tables 4,5). Not surprisingly, role groups ranked their 

respective organizations first. On the other hand, people 

most often considered a publication not among the 16 

listed as best representing their professional interests 

(Table 5). The Journal of Interpretation, The 

Interpreter, and the Journal of Environmental Education 

were highest ranked among the publications listed. 

Questionnaire respondents felt that studies which 

developed new communication techniques, or evaluated 

clientele and programs, were most valuable (Table 11). 

They echoed these sentiments when asked to suggest 

research topics (over half of the group offered 

suggestions) . 

Open-ended comments contributed by respondents tended to 

underscore both the constraints of the survey, and 

conclusions drawn from quantitative data (see appendix). 

Several people criticized.the questionnaire; others 

questioned the motives behind it. 

Many comments expressed negative perceptions regarding 

research that were also revealed in response to the belief 

statements: people working in the field have little time 

for research, current research is hard to obtain, unduly 

complex, irrelevant, superficial and unapplicable. 

However, survey respondents, as well-educated 

professionals, also voiced a positive regard for the value 

of research in general, and indicated that a "research 



TABLE 11 : Rating Resea~ch Categories (In response to the question: How valuable 
would results of studies in the following 

0-::::: ~ categories be to you in your work? 
- ::J 

Range: 1 = ver~ valuable to 5 = not valuable} ~ .... co 
c: (t) r 
0.. CJ> 

Over~II Environmental Interpretive Outdoor m·"8 m 
CJ> ::J 

Category Mean
1 

Educators (x) Naturalists (x) Educators (x) "Other" (x) -· CJ> ...L ::J (t) 

- - ...L 
Development of new techniques :::r O •• 

1.89 1 1.6 2.0 2.0 2.2 (t) -

and methods of communicating 0~ JJ 
o .c Ill in my field. ::E a5 = s· CJ> ::J 

co C-.CQ 
Evaluation of the characteristics, (") 0 

e?. _::J_ JJ 
needs, or preferences of the 1.99 1.8 2.0 2.3 1.8 Jg ::i: CD 
clientele I serve. o o en 

~- ::E CD N 
CJ> 03 Ill """' 

Evaluation of the effectiveness c--""" 
2.12 1.9 2.3 2.3 2.1 <t> fil 0 

of a particular program, method, - C" ::r 0 co 
or device used for communicating 'c5 ::E 0 
in my field. ::. g Ill 

::J - ,-+ 
o.. CD 

'c5 m co 
Site management or planning. 2.so· 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.2 ~ ~ 0 

~ ~ ~-
o CD 

Theories or models relating to 2.93 2.6 3.0 3.4 3.0 ~ en .--., 
communication in my field. 

: 
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digest" would be useful. 

DISCUSSION 

Results from this survey supported contentions made about 

the field of on-site environmental communication, and 

echoed findings of previous studies that examined 

practitioners in this and other fields. 

Characteristics of the Field 

As described by Disinger (1979b, p.2), the broader field, 

to which on-site environmental communication practitioners 

belong, "is poorly defined, .... and viewed (by 

professionals) in terms of their own specialties, 

priorities and definitions .... (thus) Environmental 

educators haven't been able to develop a common ground, 

and definition, with those in other fields who consider 

themselves environmental educators." For example, Mullins 

(1984, p.l) argues that "the terms nonformal environmental 

education, nature study, visitor education and-others are 

often used to describe the interpretive function. Perhaps 

most confusing are the terms environmental education and 

interpretation. The major difference between formal 

environmental education and interpretation lies in the 

premise that formal education is a societally approved 

sanctioning system in which participants are required to 

learn and demonstrate certain competencies. Interpretation 

often uses the same messages, with the same media, in 

similar outdoor settings .... the field is still, at best, 
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poorly defined and in need of direction in both practice 

and research." 

This view, of an emerging but fragmented field, held 

several implications for this study. First, it made review 

of the literature a daunting task. Disinger (1979a, p. 

iii) noted that "'environmental education,' however 

defined, has been developing a literature base, in some 

part on its own but to a greater extent in fragments 

within the literature of various disciplines." In this 

study, those fragments were found by searching the 

E.R.I.C. data base, using 21 descriptors. 

A second problem posed by the lack of concensus definition 

of the field was identifying practitioners in this study. 

A survey by Elliott (1983) attempted to categorize 

interpreters and found two hundred eighty three different 

job titles for them. Nor did professional organization 

membership provide Weaver (1982) with any clear-cut 

identification of practitioners. When he reviewed 

membership lists of two organizations in Missouri, the 

Association of Interpretive Naturalists and the Missouri 

Park and Recreation Association, he found relatively 

few interpreters belonged to either. 

Results of this questionnaire also portrayed a group with 

diverse job titles and professional organization 

memberships. Nevertheless, they performed similar work, 

and shared common training. 
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A third implication was that the fragmented nature of the 

field affected research diffusion and use. Indeed, the 

major role groups identified in the survey differed 

slightly in their perceptions regarding research. But, 

more importantly, the survey results underscored the 

diversity of this group in terms of professional 

affiliation and sources of research information. Based on 

this study, a researcher who limits reporting his results 

to one organization or journal will fail to reach a 

sizeable portion of these practitioners. 

Previous Studies 

Although many opinions regarding research diffusion in 

this field have been voiced (e.g. Mahaffey 1972, 1982; 

Hayward 1983, Risk 1985), few studies have addressed the 

subject empirically. Mullins (1975) surveyed members of 

the Association of Interpretive Naturalists and the 

Western Interpreters Association to compile and evaluate 

interpretive refer-ence data, -i-4-elrti--fy areas- with 

insufficient professional publications and research, and 

probe the technical reading habits of environmental 

interpreters. Respondents indicated that there was an 

insufficient amount of professional literature and 

interpretive research - a problem that was remedied in the 

ensuing decade, although the quality, usefulness, and 

accessibility of that research was questioned in the 

current study. Mullins also found, as did this survey and 

that of Kostka (1982) that communication techniques and 



25 

evaluation of program effectiveness were considered the 

most useful subjects to be addressed by professional 

publications. 

Seventy-two percent of Mullins' respondents indicated that 

they kept current by reading materials in the field of 

ecological communication. Ten years later, the subjects of 

this survey appeared similarly well-read. 

Yuen (1979) performed a study that reflects, at least 

tangentially, on this one. He compiled 61 abstracts of 

master's theses in environmental education/communication, 

then questionned three groups: National Association for 

Environmental Education (N.A.E.E.) workshop attendees, 

librarians, and research authors, to evaluate the 

usefulness of the compilation and patterns of research 

distribution. Seventy percent of the workshop attendees 

(mostly academicians) felt the compilation would be 

somewhat useful. 

A significant result of Yuen's work is that these 

compilations continue to be published on a yearly basis by 

the N.A.E.E. Thus unearthed, the theses make available 

potentially useful information that would have been 

unnoticed in the obscurity of some university library. 

Whether practitioners are aware of or interested in this 

compilation is unclear. It was not cited by respondents in 

the current study as a source of research information. 

More similarities with the current study are found in the 
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work of McCool and Schreyer (1977), who questioned one

hundred wildland recreation managers about their research 

journal reading, interaction with researchers, and 

attitudes toward research dissemination-utilization. They 

describe a situation (p. 102) analogous to on-site 

environmental communication: "Wildland recreation research 

and management tends to be highly fragmented: a wide 

variety of organizations and institutions are involved in 

many research and management situations with little, if 

any, formal attempts at coordination .... Broad integrative 

solutions to problems, the transfer of information, and 

the diffusion of new techniques may all be difficult in a 

fragmented field of study." 

McCool and Shreyer cited perceptual barriers affecting the 

use of research. Managers in their study appeared to have 

favorable feelings towards recreation research in general, 

but expressed less support when reference was made to 

specific research results they had encountered. over 

fifty-three percent of the managers disagreed with the 

statement that recreation research was not much help in 

their day-to-day management, while about twenty-four 

percent agreed. When asked to comment on the statement 

that most recreation research results they read had not 

really been applicable to real world situations, the 

situation changed entirely: forty-one percent agreed with 

the statement, while thirty-five percent disagreed. On

site environmental communicators displayed similar 
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ambivalence in the current study. 

McCool and Shreyer also noted that the actual involvement 

of the manager in the research process may influence the 

assessment of research as an appropriate problem-solving 

tool. Contact with recreation research and scientists 

correlated positively with rated utility of research. 

McCool and Shreyer's study indicated that, as members of 

separate subcultures, researchers and practitioners share 

different values and perceptions that inhibit effective 

interaction. An investigator seeking basic knowledge may 

well have a different set of values, problems, norms and 

reference groups than a practitioner seeking to help 

clients (Glaser, et al, 1983). 

For example, many researchers communicate only with narrow 

publics of their intellectual discipline. As a result, 

research appearing in journals makes excessive use of 

ac:ag__e_mic:: jargon peculiar to a particular specialty (Halpin 

1962, Kogan 1963, Risk 1983). According to Archibald 

(1968), many researchers believe their commitment is 

complete when they have reported to a funding agency or 

published an article in an academic journal. 

While the researcher relies on logic, the practitioner is 

intuitive (Rodman and Kolodny, 1965). Nagi (1965) 

discusses other differences: research attempts to 

discover common patterns in a population; the practitioner 

views each case as unique. The scientist can live 
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indefinitely with the tentative and hypothetical; the 

administrator wants to act with confidence. The research 

worker asks questions in the form of "Why?," while the 

practitioner wants to know "How?" (Likert and Lippitt, 

1963) . 

Even the problem-solving styles of practitioners differ 

from those of behavioral scientists. Altman (1973) noted 

differences of criterion versus process orientation, 

analysis versus synthesis, and doing and implementing 

versus knowing and understanding. Open-ended comments 

from respondents in the current study tended to reinforce 

the findings of Pellegrin (1965) that practitioners tend 

to rely on precedent, common sense, and intuition much 

more than research findings. 

Another common complaint from survey respondents was that 

problems addressed in many research studies appear 

trivial, a finding also reported by Rosenblatt (1968). 

Like other reports on knowledge utilization, the current 

study examined multiple factors affecting the impact of 

research. These factors are evident in many of the studies 

cited in the comprehensive analysis/bibliography of 

dissemination/evaluation research assembled by Glaser, et 

al ( 1983) : 

1. Informal contact: Most practitioners learn mainly 

about research from face-to-face contact with other 

people (e.g. Larsen and Nichols 1972, Niehoff 1966, 
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Roberts and Larsen 1971). 

2. Conferences: in which research findings and 

exemplary practices are presented and discussed in 

depth with practitioners are more influential than 

publications or other one-way reports (e.g. Garvey 

and Gottfredson 1976). Conferences have a two-way 

impact (Nagi 1965): practitioners learn about 

research findings, and researchers profit from 

feedback from those in the field. 

3. Publication of research findings does not necessarily 

result in widespread absorption and adoption of these 

findings by practitioners (e.g. Garvey and 

Griffith 1964, Brown 1976). Dissemination is further 

hindered by the fact that research reports are usually 

read and used by other researchers, seldom by 

practitioners (Havelock, 1969). 

4. Findings have more impact if they ar~ brief and easily 

readable (Halpert 1966, Glaser and Taylor 1973), if 

they reach the practitioner several times in different 

forms (Garvey and Griffith 1967), and if they focus 

directly and explicitly on a decision that the 

practitioner must make (Glaser 1968). 

5. Readable reviews of current research, that condense 

new findings into lay language, are a desirable way to 

disseminate results to practitioners (Halpert 1966, 

Klein 1968, Embry 1979, Mobley 1980, Risk 1983). 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Results of this study suggest that social/behavioral 

research in the field of on-site environmental 

communication had little impact on practitioners in 

Michigan and Wisconsin. While the people in the survey 

seemed to value research in general, they expressed 

negative perceptions of research in their field. With the 

constraints of time, budget, and lack of administrative 

support, keeping current on research received low 

priority. Yet the potential for research use is high with 

this group, which the survey showed to be professional, 

dedicated, experienced, well-educated and 

widely read. They displayed a high level of affiliation 

with and involvement in several professional groups. 

The diversity of the group was judged to be an impediment 

to research dissemination. 

The bibliography compiled in conjunction with this study 

shQwed that a considerable amount.of resea:r-cil has :been 

accomplished. Although no judgements were made on the 

quality of such efforts, others, notably Morfoot and Blake 

(1978), Mullins (1985), Hayward and Weitzer (1981), 

Roggenbuck and Propst (1981), Meis (1983), and Callecod 

and Gallup (1980) have suggested improvements in the 

aims, methods, and organization of research studies. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

If research in the field of on-site environmental 

communication is indeed intended to influence 

practitioners, these suggestions are offered: 

1. Increased collaboration between researchers and 

practitioners enhances the chances that research 

findings will be put to use. Glaser and Wrenn (1966) 

suggest a reverse communication process, where 

practitioners inform researchers of gaps in existing 

knowledge, or unmet needs for additional knowledge. 

Collaborative measures might include working jointly 

on projects, identifying problems of common interest, 

and clarifying expectations for research. The key is 

frequent and open communication between the two groups. 

2. Organizations play a vital part in facilitating 

communication and disseminating research. Practitioners 

become informed of research most through informal, face

to-face meetings. Recent consolidations, like that of 

the Association of Interpretive Naturalists and the 

Western Interpreters Association, are laudable because 

they bring more people and new ideas together. 

Researchers seeking to influence practitioners are 

advised to air their findings through several 

organizations, both regional and national. 

3. Practitioners are most interested in research studies 

which evaluate programs and develop new communication 
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techniques. Researchers should be aware of factors 

which govern the adoption of new information (from 

Glaser, et al 1983): comprehensibility, practicality, 

demonstrability, championship by influential persons, 

and appropriateness of timing and circumstances. 

4. Written communication of research results to 

practitioners should be interpretive (i.e. easy to 

understand, interesting, relating to the audience). 

Research reported in several publications will reach 

a wider audience. More efforts at summarizing 

research, exemplified by On Interpretation: 

Sociology for Interpreters of Natural and Cultural 

History (Machlis and Field 1984), The Interpreter's 

Handbook Series (Gross and Zimmerman 1987), 

NAEE Monographs in Environmental Education and 

Environmental Studies (Sacks 1984), Research in 

Environmental Education (Iozzi, et al 1981), and 

Research in Outdoor Education: Summaries of Doctoral - = -----------

studies (Swan, et al 1983) are needed. 

A research "digest," as suggested by Risk (1985), would 

improve dissemination. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 1978, Elizabeth Winzeler and Dr. Gabriel Cherem 
compiled "An Interpretive Research Bibliography," which 
was published and distributed by the Association of 
Interpretive Naturalists. It is a nearly complete listing 
of studies pertaining to environmental interpretation 
through 1977. This bibliography is intended as a follow
up, expanded in scope and containing studies from 1978 
through 1984. 

Interpretation is still being defined, and 
interpretive research comes under many names in the 
literature of several allied and overlapping fields. To 
encompass the realm of interpretive studies reported in 
environmental education, science education, outdoor 
education, and recreation, we define interpretation as 
"on-site environmental communication." It is practiced in 
nature centers, parks, museums, outdoor education centers, 
zoos, living history areas, and some school sites. It 
includes personal and non-personal communication methods, 
formal and informal settings, and both leisure-oriented 
and "captive" participants. 

This compilation is limited to research studies which 
focus directly on the people, programs, places and media 
involved in "on-site environmental communication." We 
selected appropriate studies from the literature using the 
following title keywords: 

conservation education, ecology, environmental 
education, exhibits, field trip, interpreter, 
interpretive, interpretation, .leisure, museum, naturalist, 
nature, nature -center, -natural-resources, o-utdoor- -- -
education, park, participants, recreation, science center, 
science education, visitor. 

From this initial group, "research" studies were 
selected. Research studies are those that use systematic 
methods to investigate and interpret phenomena. They are 
data-based and employ valid observations with an intent to 
generalize results or build new models (from Iozzi, et 
al., 1981). Numerous practicum descriptions and 
interpretive masters plans, which often use systematic 
methods, were not included because of their limited 
generalizability. 
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References in this bibliography are grouped into 
journal articles, documents, doctoral dissertations, 
master's theses, and bibliographies/compilations/ 
/summaries. Several studies appeared more than once in 
the literature. For example, if a Ph.D. dissertation 
resulted in a journal article and a conference paper, 
these are listed with the primary source, since they are 
often easier to locate. 

Studies which have been included in the Educational 
Resources Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) system are 
accompanied by a number prefixed by "ED." For most 
doctoral dissertations and many master's theses listed, 
the Dissertation Abstracts International abstract and 
order numbers are included. ERIC and Dissertation 
Abstracts can be found in many college libraries. Further 
information can be obtained from: 

ERIC Clearinghouse for Science, Mathematics, and 
Environmental Education 
Ohio State University, College of Education and 
School of Natural Resources 
120 Chambers Road, Third Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43212 

Dissertation Abstracts and Master's Abstracts 
University Microfilms International 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 

The bulk of appropriate master's theses are abstracted in 
"Recent Master's Thesis Work in Environmental Education 
and Communications" (reference #271 in this bibliography). 
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First, we would like to learn something of your professional 
approach and affiliations. 

Q-1 What best describes you as a professional? (Circle one 
number) 

'I, # 

35.6 62 Interpretive Naturalist 
24. 1 42 Environmental Educator 
20.0 33 Other 
13.2 23 Outdoor Educator 
3.4 6 Museum Educator 
2.9 5 Environmental Interpreter 
1. 7 3 Conservation Educator 

Q-2 Which of these professional organizations do you belong 
to? (Circle all that apply) 

43. 1 

33.3 
32.2 
17.2 
9.8 
9.2 
8.6 
8.0 
7.5 
6.3 
4.0 
0.6 

32.2 

75 
58 
56 
30 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
11 
7 

1 

56 

(Mich. or Wis.) Environ. Educ. Assoc. 
(Mich. or Wis.) Environ. Centers Coalition 
Assoc. of Interpretive Naturalists 
(Mich. or Wis.) Outdoor Educ. Association 
Conservation Education Association 
(Mich. or Wis.) Museums Association 
National Parks and Recreation Association 
(Mich. or Wis.) Science Teachers Assoc. 
National Association for Environ. Education 
Western Interpreters Association 
American Associafion Of Museums 
National Outdoor Education Association 
Other 

Q-3 Which of the above organizations best serve your professional 
interests? (Please rank accordingly. If none apply, place 
check in box.) 

'I, Score 
13.9 
13.8 
8.0 
6.0 
3.4 

34.6 

Organization 
Assoc. of Interpretive Naturalists 
(Mich. or Wis.) Environmental Educ. Assoc. 
Other 
(Mich. or Wis.) Outdoor Education Assoc. 
(Mich. or Wis.) Environ. Centers Coalition 
No Response 
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Q-4 How many professional organization meetings do you attend, 
on the average, each year? 

mean (average) 3.8 
mode 2 

Next, we would like to ask about your sources of professional 
information. 

Q-5 Which of the following professional publications do you 
read regularly (each issue)? (Circle the numbers of all 
that apply) 

i 
20.7 
18.4 
13,2 
12.6 
11.5 
9.8 
9.8 
8.6 
6.3 
4.0 
2.9 
1. 7 
1 • 1 

0 
35.1 

# 

36 
32 
23 
22 
20 
17 

17 

15 
11 
7 

5 

3 

2 

0 

61 

Publication 
Journal of Interpretation 
Parks and Recreation 
Journal of Environmental Education 
The Interpreter 
Science and Children 
Museum News 
Nature Study 
Environmental Education Report 
Trends 
Environmental Education and Information 
Interpretation Canada 
Environment and Behavior 
Journal of Leisure Research 
Journal of Research in S~ience Teaching 
Other Professional Publications 

Q-6 Which of the above publications best serve your professional 
interests? (Please rank accordingly. If none apply, 
place check in box.) 

Z Score 
14.4 

10.3 
7.5 
6.9 

44.3 

Publication 
Other Professional Publications 
Journal of Interpretation 
The Interpreter 
Journal of Environmental Education 
No Response 
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Q-7 Are you familiar with the ERIC data base? 

68 respondents (39.lZl answered yes 

Q-8 Have you used the ERIC data base in your work? 

39 respondents (22.4Z) answered yes 

Q-9 Have you conducted any research in your field? 

62 respondents (35.6Zl answered yes 

Q-10 It you've published the results of research you've done, 
please list the title(s) here: 

24 respondents (13.8Zl listed research titles 

Q-11 Where do you gain most of your information on the results 
of research studies in your profession? ( Please rank: 
1 = gain most information, to 6 = gain least information. 
Place a check in the box if no information gained.) 

Z Score Source of Information 
25.2 Attending Professional Meetings & Workshops 
17.0 Reading Professional Journals 
15.5 Talking with Colleagues Where You Work 
12.5 Talking with Researchers, Consultants, or 

Professors 
5.l Taking Inservice Training at my Facility 
4.9 Taking Courses 
2.8 Other 

Q-12 Please list research studies in your profession which 
have been made public within the past five years, with 
which you are familiar. (Check box if not familiar with 
any studies) 

44 respondents (25.3Z) listed research studies 
See appendix for details. 
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How valuable would results of studies in the following general 
research categories be to you in your work? (Please rate by 
circling the appropriate number, from 1 = very valuable, to 
5 = not valuable at all.) 

Q-13 Site management or planning (Circle number for your answer) 

Mean= 2.49 
Mode= 3 

Standard Deviation (S.D.) 1.26 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-14 Theories or models relating to communication in my field 

Mean 2.89 1 VERY VALUABLE 
Mode = 3 2 

s.o. 1.21 3 
4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-15 Evaluation of the effectiveness of a particular program, 
method, or device used for communicating in my field 

Mean= 2.1 

Mode 2 

S.D. = 0.93 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-16 Evaluation of the characteristics, needs, or preferences 
of the clientele I serve 

Mean= 1. 97 1 VERY VALUABLE 
Mode= 2 

S.D. = 1 • 11 3 
4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-17 Development of new techniques and methods of communicating 
in my field 

Mean = 1 .86 
Mode= 1 
S.D. = 0.94 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 
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In· the next section, we would like to examine your beliefs and 
attitudes regarding research. 

Assume that the following statements are made about research 
studies in your field. Please respond to the following statements 
as to whether you: 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-18 The results of research studies are useful to those working 
in my profession. (Circle number of your answer). 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

= 2. 13 
2 

0.80 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON"T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-19 Professional organizations in my profession do a good 
job of informing their members of research studies. (Circle 
number) 

Mean 3.06 
Mode 3 
S.D. 0.8-3 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-20 People in my profession should be familiar with recent 
research studies (within the past 5 years). (Circle number) 

Mean 
Mode 

S.D. 

2.07 
2 

0.71 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-21 Research studies in my profession are of more benefit 
to researchers than they are to practitioners. (Circle 
number of your answer) 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

2.65 
2 

1.04 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-22 Practitioners in my profession should be involved in design
ing and conducting research studies. (Circle number) 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

2.35 
2 

0.93 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-23 It is easy to obtain results of research studies in my 
profession. (Circle number) 

Mean= 3.28 
Mode = 4 
S.D. = 0.95 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-24 A publication which summarizes the results of recent research 
studies in my profession would be useful to practitioners 
in the field, (Circle number of your answer) 

Mean 1.85 
Mode 2 

S.D. 0.71 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-25 Research studies in my profession often address questions 
to which the answers are obvious. (Circle number) 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

2.73 
3 

0.93 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-26 The results of research studies can usually be generalized 
from one situation to another. (Circle number) 

Mean 3.05 
Mode= 3 
S.D. 0.82 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-27 Research studies in my profession are often communicated 
in such a way that practitioners can understand the results. 
(Circle number) 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

3.04 
3 

0.88 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-28 Rese_arch studies are easy to r~ad and understand. (Circle 
number) 

Mean= 3.28 
Mode= 4 
S.D. = 0.85 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-29 Research studies often contain many contusing statistics 
and formulas (Circle number of your response) 

Mean 2.45 
Mode 2 

S.D. = 0.83 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-30 Research studies usually address important problems, 
(Circle number) 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

3, 16 
3 

0,80 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-31 Practitioners in my field don't have the time to keep 
current on research studies. (Circle number) 

Mean 2,53 
Mode 2 

S.D. 1.01 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-32 Developing proficiency in conducting and evaluating research 
should be part of the training for people planning to enter 
my profession. (Circle number) 

Q-33 

Q-34 

Mean 2.81 
Mode 2 

S.D. 1.04 

Research in my field is 
fields. (Circle number 

Mean 3. 18 
Mode 4 
S.D. 0.94 

More research needs to 

Mean 2.33 
Mode = 2 
S.D. 0.78 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

distinct from research 
of your response) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

be done in my field. 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

in other 
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Q-35 Research can help justify the need for my professional 
services. 

Q-36 

Mean 2.45 
Mode 2 
S.D. 1.05 

My field is 

Mean 
Mode 
S.D. 

2.87 
2 

1. 13 

more of an 

STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

art than a science. 

STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-37 In what topics relating to your field does more research need 
to be done? What "burning questions" remain unanswered? 
Please list any ideas you have: 

92 respondents (52.9$) listed ideas. See appendix for 
details. 

In response to the following descriptions, you need to decide if 
each description is unlike you or like you. It the description is 
"very unlike" you, circle the number 1. It the description is 
"very like" you, circle number 5. It you are somewhere in between, 
circle the appropriate number. 

Q-38 You would feel uncomfortable it you hadn't been able to keep 
up on research in your field for the past few months due to 
other responsibilities. 

Mean 2.52 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 2 
S.D. 1.29 3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-39 It an acquaintance says you're always ready to talk about a 
study, you would agree with that person. 

Mean 2.54 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 2 2 
S.D. 1.22 3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-40 Colleagues frequently ask your opinion about communication 
practices in your profession supported by research. 

Mean 
Mode 
s.o. 

2. 15 
1 

1 • 17 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-41 A colleague at your facility asks you for the title of a 
journal that includes research in your field. You are able 
to identify a couple of good sources. 

Mean 2.99 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 4 2 
S.D. 1.32 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-42 You want to "see what research says" when you try something 
new in your programs. 

Mean 2.63 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 3 2 
S.D. 1.21 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-43 After reading a research report, you attempt to implement the 
author's suggestions in your own work. 

Mean 3.32 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode ,: 4 2 
s.o. 0.96 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-44 Even though you are a very busy person, there is somehow time 
to be aware of research in your profession. 

Mean 2.88 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 3 2 
s.o. 1.00 3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-45 You have encouraged your colleagues to participate in research 
projects. 

Mean 2.61 
Mode 2 

s.o. 1.17 

VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-46 Your friends wouldn't be surprised to see you reading a 
research report, 

Mean 3,59 
Mode 4 

s.o. 1.02 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 
4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-47 If you interviewed for a new job in your profession, you 
would ask about support for research efforts. 

Mean 
Mode 

S. D. 

2.38 
1 

1.30 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-48 During a staff meeting, you discuss the implications of a 
research report, since these implications apply to your 
facility. 

Mean 
Mode 
s.o. 

= 3.01 
4 

1.24 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-49 You are familiar with several sources of research. 

Mean 3. 14 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 4 2 

S.D. 1 • 18 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-50 In the future, you would like to take a course that includes 
research in your field. 

Mean 3.26 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 4 2 
S.D. 1.30 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-51 When attending a convention, you go to a research session 
rather than a session on new gimmicks and gadgets used by 
practitioners. 

Mean 2.90 
Mode 3 
s.o. 1.33 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-52 A researcher asks for volunteers to help gather data on a 
research project. You volunteer to help. 

Mean = 3.36 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode = 4 2 
s.o. = 1. 17 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-53 The librarian at your facility asks you to select a journal 
for the professional library. You choose a publication that· 
features some research reports. 

Mean 3.37 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode = 4 2 
s.o. 1. 09 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-54 In a graduate course you hear about an innovative communica
tion method that is supported by research. Although the 
approach seems quite different, you decide to try it in your 
programs. 

Mean 3. 72 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 4 2 

S.D. 0.90 3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-55 You have conducted some type of research at your facility. 

Mean 3.02 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 3 2 
S.D. 1 .25 3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-56 You choose to read nonrequired research at least two or three 
times a month. 

Mean 2.63 1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
Mode 1 2 
S.D. 1 .32 3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-57 You have an appointment to talk to your old professor. You're 
tired of waiting for him/her, so you start to leaf through the 
research journals on the desk. 

Mean 3.77 
Mode 4 
s.o. 1.23 

1 YERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Finally, we would like to ask a few questions about yourself to 
help interpret the results: 

Q-58 How many years have you been employed in your present field? 

Mean= 10.63 
Mode = 10 
Range = 1-35 

YEARS 
See Appendix for details. 
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Q-59 Which of the following degrees have you earned? (Circle 
the appropriate number(s) 

'I, # Degree Please S~ecify Field 
5.2 9 B.A. See Appendix for 

43.7 76 B.S. details. 
14 .9 26 M.A. 
30.5 53 M.S. 
4.0 7 Ph.D. 
1. 7 3 No response 

Q-60 Do you have a teaching certificate? 

62 respondents (35.6'/,) answered yes 
See Appendix for details. 

Q-61 Approximately what percentage of your weekly work time is 
spent on the following? (Circle percentage range) 

Mean 
Mode 

Activity 

CONDUCTING 
PROGRAMS 

ADMI-WlSl"AA-

TIONLSUPER-
VISION 

PROGRAM 
PLANNING AND 
PREPARATION 

. EXHIBITS, 

PUBLIC RELA-
TIONS, AND 
OTHER DUTIES 

Percentage Range (Please circle) 
'j< 

ZERO 1-10'/, 9126-50'/, 51-75'/, 76-100'/, 

~ 

ZERO 1-10'/, G9w26-50'/, 51-75'/, 76-100$ 

---)( 

ZERO 1-10$ 926-50'/, 51-75$ 76-100'/, 

-~ 
ZERO 1-1 O'/, ~ 26-50'/, 51-75'/, 76-100'/, 
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It you do not conduct programs, please skip the last four questions 
which follow: 

Q-62 Where do you primarily conduct programs? (Circle number) 

70$ ON THE SITE WHERE YOUR FACILITY IS LOCATED 
15$ OFF THE SITE 
15$ No response or dual response 

Q-63 Are your programs primarily conducted indoors or outdoors? 

16$ INDOORS 
67$ OUTDOORS 
17$ No response or dual response 

Q-64 What percentage of your program time is spent with the 
following groups? -
Mean= )< 
Mode = C) 
Group Percentage Range (Please c;.i.rcle) .,.... 
ELEMENTARY ZERO 1-10$ 11-25$ 26-50\ 9 76-100$ 
STUDENTS -(GRADES K-6) )( 

SECONDARY ZERO Ek> 1-25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
STUDENTS 
(GRADES 7-12) -X 
YOUTH GROUPS ZERO S}11-25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
(SCOUTS, 4-H, 
CHURCH GROUPS, -ETC. l )(. 

ADULTS ZERO G.)~-25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
)( 

FAMILIES ZERO 9111-25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
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Q-65 Please estimate the percentage of time your programs focus on 
the following categories: 

Mean= 
Mode= 

-X 
0 

Category Percentage Range (Plearircle) 

NATURE ZERO 1-10$ 11-25$~ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
AWARENESS ~ 
ECOLOGY ZERO 1-10$ 11-25$ 851-75$ 76-100$ 
CONCEPTS ~ 

AWARENESS OF ZERO e11-25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ISSUES 

HUMAN VALUES ZERO 
REGARDING THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

ISSUES INVES- ZERO 
TIGATION AND 
ACTION SKILLS 

-)( 

1-10~26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 

-)(. 

8 11 -25$ 26-50$ 51-75$ 76-100$ 
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COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

-After reviewing my answers to your questionnaire, I sound 
like a stagnated, anti-research person who's brain has 
-been in motn balls for the last io years. 
I hope this is not the case. I just happen to be spending 
50 or 60 hours a week doing whatever it takes to scrape 
together the funds to keep our program here going and 
growing. 
Although I am still a frustrated naturalist at heart, I 
have little time for such pursuits at present. If I were 
directly involved in program development, I'm sure I would 
make use of current research. The only research that is 
applicable to my current responsibilities is that dealing 
with raising funds, and quite frankly, emphasis in that 
area seems to be lacking. 
I do feel, however, that all nature centers and similar 
institutions should assess the needs of the communities 
they serve, and plan their programs accordingly. I see 
too many programs that reflect staff interests than 
community needs. 

~I hope that you have had fun wading through your returned 
questionnaires. I am your basic non-researcher, so I am 
afraid that my answers were inconsistent. That would 
match the inconsistency with which I read the journals. 
My problem is not just a lack of time, but having trouble 
understanding what the papers are all about! That's 
especially true with some of the so-called "interpre
tation journals." 

-I debated writing you or filling out the questionnaire 
for the following reasons: 
1. We receive several of this type of questionnaire every 

year. It "smellsfl susp1cious1.yof a data gathering 
mechanism of a graduate student - disguised as some
thing else. If it is indeed designed to gather in
formation for some thesis it is way out of line! In 
"my day" we were told to make such a questionnaire no 
more than 1 page on 1 side! Yours is much too lengthy 
- if you got a 75% response you should be elated. I 
still remember one class where we did the field 
measurements for a professor's thesis (we were paying 
to take the class - not being paid!) Ever since then 
I have been repulsed by attempts to make others do the 
work for the benefactor. 

2. If this survey is to gather information for a thesis 
the premise is poorly stated (maybe part of disguise). 
The plan may be to design the thesis around whatever 
information is gathered! 
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3. Unfortunately a lot of people in the field don't have 
the time to do things like this or to read a lot of 
research. Somehow the gems do find their way to us 
without the pain of reading a lot of B.S.! 

-Somehow after answering this questionnaire I feel oddly 
unprofessional for not having read too much about 
research. However, the struggle for a life outside of 
work and outdoor education wins out. Most folks I know 
who work in the field barely have time for preparation -
and the extra time might be used in researching new things 
- well, often it just doesn't exist. They care about the 
kids and the out-of-doors and that's what keeps them 
going. 

-It would be important to say our nature center's budget 
is under $50,000 yearly. currently we employ one full
time and one part-time naturalist. With this in mind it's 
easy to see why many of the finer points (research 
awareness, librarians, conference attendance) is very 
difficult. I think many very small operations are 
virtually out of the mainstream regarding e.e. current 
advances and activities. 

-I think most nature centers fill a fairly localized need 
and respond to that with their activities, facilities, 
etc. Surveys and observations probably fit most 
institutions better than pure research. I remember, for 
instance, that we could quite accurately determine the 
most exhibits at the local museum by how often we had to 
repaint the floor in front of them. I realize this is a 
very simplistic approach and certain kinds of research 
could prove useful. Perhaps skepticism grows with the 

-years1 -

-At this time, reading and staying on top of research 
studies is beneficial only in specific cases. I am too 
new at my position to be able to devote time to in-depth 
research reading, but I anticipate that this will change 
over time. I tend to "research research" - picking and 
choosing that which will help me the most at the current 
time. A publication which would summarize recent research 
results would make it easier for practitioners to stay in 
touch with research. Perhaps more would turn to research 
for ideas, etc. on a regular basis. I know I would. 

-Wow, this is tough. I believe strongly in evaluation 
research that tends to be internalized (self-serving), but 
that valuable perspectives are gained by doing/evaluating 
it. But I'm almost apart from it because the 
organizations that produce it are turn-offs, filled with 
boredom, politics, etc. I'd rather bird or attend a 
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prairie conference than a meeting where I should be a 
featured speaker. Indeed, I've spoken to several afore
mentioned groups whose literature I don't read. 

-I was a member of A.I.N. for several years. I dropped 
out because the dues were outrageous for 2 journal 
issues/year and much of the research is low quality and 
uninteresting. 

-I have a notion that there's getting to be too much 
gobble-de-goop in interpretation. To my mind (growing 
increasingly dull), the meaning and application (and 
success) used to be quite apparent. Now I don't know .... 

-To make your information worthwhile, you need to pre
select your respondents. I found the questionnaire to be 
poorly constructed as it pertains to my field. 

-About 7 years ago I searched much of the research 
available and found it confirmed the obvious, irrelevant 
or superficial. Research about the field brought to my 
attention since then has continued to fit my original 
analysis. Such studies seem to be done by graduate 
students conforming to expected practices, interpreters, 
with a love of statistics, or administrators attempting to 
justify their actions or build support for their projects. 
The only research report I find useful are master plans 
for program and facility development. 

-Your survey is a bit of an eye-opener, as I was unaware 
of any research in my field. But I'm also not sure what 
you referred to by research: statistics, biology, 
management, what? In my case, I'm so busy trying to 
~r.fgrm the wties that th;r-ee peepl-e shetild be doing, and 
am having such good response, that there is little time to 
consider research, improvements, or changes. Also, our 
administration puts little or no budget priority on 
professional memberships or journals. 

-I'm pleased to comply with your request but my responses 
will be of little assistance to your study. I work at a 
heavy-use, public nature center. A great many programs are 
given which incorporate philosophical attitudes towards 
wildlife and the environment. But, no research is 
conducted by us nor is it encouraged. We're expected to 
maximize public contact. I do a lot of reading but little 
may be construed to be research. An article from Audubon 
or National Wildlife may be of great value to my 
profession, more so than much of which is entitled 
"research." And, to be blunt, much of the published 
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research in my field is of questionable value. Often, 
simply a response to pressure to publish or to get grant 
money. 

-We are a small nature center run primarily by volunteers 
and catering to (not necessarily by choice) pre-school and 
elementary school-age children and families, operating on 
a small budget. A journal that evaluated research would 
be very useful. 

The human side vs. the natural side. I concentrate my 
reading, research, and studying on natural history issues; 
learning to communicate that gathered information (and 
attitude) is a practiced skill and my job. I have little 
need for "theories of communication," "communication 
models," or "site planning," and great need for accessible 
natural history information. Research relevant to my 
field which I can interpret to audiences is greatly 
appreciated; it comes from sources ranging from Audubon to 
Journal of Wildlife Management. My job is not research; 
it's interpretation. There is a vast difference, but not 
an equal importance. 

-(This questionnaire) is another waste of time, the 
results of which will be useless to anyone other than a 
graduate student getting a degree. 

-I am basically unaware of any recent research in the 
field, but if it is anything like what was conducted when 
I was in college, it is largely ambiguous and unapplicable 
to actual work in the field. If I had current research 
studies more readily available to me, I might read and 
discuss them as a point of interest, bui:_ I WQ1.J-1d certainly 
ne,t .. ae-eively pursue (go out ol: my way to locate) them. 
I feel interpretation is very much a personal matter and 
interpretive techniques are dependent on that individual's 
personality, hard science background, and what the person 
has at his/her disposal in terms of material items 
(outdoor habitats, animal displays, audio-visuals). I 
also feel there are just too many variables involved
differences in facilities, individual backgrounds, the 
public which is served, interpretive aids, etc. for this 
(survey) to be of value. Plus, most naturalists do not 
have the time to seriously consider research studies. 

-I've never had many opportunities to read social science 
research papers, etc., as they relate to interpretation. 
I stick primarily to learning as much as possible about 
the natural sciences, environmental facts/problems/issues 
and passing this on to new naturalists I've hired. I 
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sincerely wonder how many university reseachers are truly 
interested in research to improve interpretation. In my 
22 years in the field, directing a large interpretive 
s-taf-f, I was never approached by social science 
researchers who wished to study or research my programs! 
Nor did any of them ever communicate with me the positive 
or negative values of any category of my overall program! 
There's a distinct possibility they thought there was 
nothing I could teach them! That was their mistake! 

-A question I have concerns the quality of college 
graduates in environmental interpretation. Many don't 
have basic knowledge of flora and fauna but know only 
concepts. We need to return to the basic identification 
and biology along with concepts. 

-I feel like there's too much to do -- I'm still trying to 
discover "best" ways of teaching and training, while 
surviving, and now I feel guilty for not reading more 
research and trying to contribute! It was fun to "talk 
back" in the margin (of the questionnaire). It's often 
difficult to express what I intend in a number and for you 
to get the same message. 

-Much too long! I wouldn't be surprised if you had low 
responses due to the excessive length of this 
questionnaire. 

-My opinion is that research in my field is done more out 
of a professor's self interest (publish or perish) than in 
any motivation for real enlightenment. Thus, topics are 
too narrow to have much application to the "real" world. 
Research for research's sake .... 

-I know that there are numerous publications available for 
me to read. Oftentimes, funds to secure the publications 
and time to read the ones I do have, are the two biggest 
obstacles. I would like to see a "Reader's Digest" type 
of publication that had short articles on research 
findings in this field. --if worse comes to worst, the 
magazine can be put in the restrooms where I am sure it 
would be read. 

-Unlike me--like me. Likert-type items (in this 
questionnaire) are a bit ambiguous. i.e. question 56: I 
choose to read nonrequired research 2-3 times a month but 
don't because I do not have access to any. Regarding 
question 59: there are many resource interpreters and 
managers out there with just Associate degrees - should be 
recognized. 
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-I do support research, but feel it is basically a good 
learning tool for the person doing the studies. After 
working ten or twenty years in the field 1 a.person can 
:just. about predict the results of a research project 
some day you may better understand this statement. 

-As an interpetive naturalist, my professional 
organizations also include wildlife-related ones, so much 
of the research I read is wildlife-oriented, rather than 
"naturalist-oriented." 

-I don't understand how you can separate nature awareness 
and ecology concepts into different categories. I 
answered them as if they were one. e.g. "In nature, 
everything comes from everything else." This statement is 
both an ecology concept as well as an attempt to increase 
awarenes. 

-For various reasons, researchers do not readily share 
their findings with those in this profession who would 
benefit. We have assisted in numerous research projects 
and asked for a copy of the results once completed. 
Seldom do we hear of the results. I feel that this is one 
area the professional organizations could assist their 
members. Acting as a clearinghouse of research projects 
to get findings to those who are interested. 
In a way, you might say that those in our profession are 
constantly conducting their own personal research. Things 
that directly concern them as to methods, audience 
feedback, etc., are always being changed, tried, 
evaluated, and rechanged. It may not be written out to 
obtain a degree, but does benefit that individuals in his 
particular circumstance. When I go to conferences, I 

.don't go tG a :researeh session but instead those 
concerning "gimmicks and gadgets." These I find to more 
directly benefit myself and those who I work for -- the 
public. These help me to be a better professional. Much 
better than some research that deals with an isolated area 
where methods worked for some other individual or that 
these methods met the needs of the urban population of 
Mobile, Alabama. 
I am interested in research. It can do us a lot of good. 
But it has its place, and I do take exception to this 
questionnaire, which seems to imply that "professionals" 
who are not interested in research and read 12 journals 
every month are only "practitioners" of technique. 

-Although I am not very knowledgeable of recent research, 
nearly none of the studies I have read have been in any 
way applicable to me or my staff. 
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We keep up with the must recent developments in plastics, 
vet supplies and photography, and find that much more 
applicable than someone's research in a national park out 
west. 
For instance, our nature center is in a large city, and we 
are in the poorest congressional district in the state, 
yet we have had next to no vandalism problems. We have 
always made it a point to keep everything well maintained 
- if we cannot maintain it we don't build it. It is all 
such common sense - then I read an extensive (who knows 
how many thousands of dollars) study that says structure 
in parks that are well-maintained are vandalized less 
frequently than those which are poorly maintained! 
Ridiculous! 
Since I supervise other naturalists, I try to keep up as 
much as I can - but I have never found any benefit to 
myself, and nothing that I can take to my staff. 

-I value research but I'm not impressed with trivial 
studies on pamphlet colors. Nor do visitor questionnaires 
impress me. It isn't that I haven't looked at research in 
the last 5 years. ERIC is not much good to a person who 
is not on campus with access to ERIC and microfiche 
reader. 
I recently had a computer search done to find research for 
my dissertation. I came up with almost nothing pertinent. 
Not being on campus, I have no time to delve through 
obscure sources. I value research highly, but we need 
better research and a better system of disseminating 
results to those on the front line. 



Question 12: Please list research studies in your profession 
which have been made public within the past five 
years, with which you are familiar. . 

Many of the citations below are paraphrased; (for specific 
reference citations, refer to the bibliography). 

Studies cited most often: 

KELLERT: Attitudes, Knowledge and Behavior Towards 
Animals 

HAM: Familiarity and Adaptation: A study of Family 
Attendance at Interpretive Activities 

VOLK: National survey of E.E. Curriculum Needs 

CABLE & KNUDSON: Interpretation as a Management Tool: 
The Manager's View 

Other studies cited by respondents: 

POMERANTZ: Young People's Attitudes Towards Wildlife 

GATES: An overview of Adult Education Research 

PASTERZ & PASTERZ: Needs Assessment for Lansing Area 
Recreation Signage 

ONEX ENVIRON. RESOURCES UNIT: Environmental Education 
Interest Survey 

AULTZ: Affective Activities and Motivation to Inquire 

KEYES & HAMMITT: Visitor Reaction to Interpretive Signs 
on a Destination-oriented Forest Trail 

RAY ADAMS: Avian Research at the Kalamazoo Nature center 

ADAMS & JOHNSON: Wild Animal Care and Rehabilitation 
Manual 

ROGGENBUCK: The Role of Interpretation in Managing for 
Recreational Carrying Capacity 

STALEY: Outdoor Education for the Whole Child 

YAPLE: The Christian Church and Environmental Education 
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PAYNE: The Environmental Educator and the Handicapped 
Visitor 

-WILKE~ LEATHERMAN: Conclusions and Generalizations 
Drawn From Research 

R. L. WOLF: A Naturalistic View of Evaluation 

AMER. ASSOC. OF MUSEUMS: Museum Ethics 

FERRO: The Role of Infrastraucture in House Museum 
Interpretation 

GARY ROBB: Bradford Papers I, II 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS: Effectiveness of Interpre
tation on Vandalsim 

BARNEY, ED: Global 2000 Report 

EDITORS: Proceedings: 1980 Energy Information Forum & 
Workshop 

VANMATRE: Sunship Earth 

BUELL: Outdoor Adventure Leadership Competencies 

WISCONSIN DNR: Habitat Development for Bobwhite Quail 
Mallard Population and Harvest Dynamics 
Ecology of the Grean Horned Own and Red 
Tailed Hawk in Wisconsin 

NADEAU: Outdoor Education as Seen Through a Delphi survey 

SNOOKS: Evaluation of Project B.A.C.S.T.O.P. 

BUCKNER: Dune Type Inventory and Berrien Dune Classi
fication Study of Lake Michigan Shore 

THOMPSON & WELLS: Ecological and Floristic Survey of P. 
J. Hoffmaster State Park 

VANDERSMISSEN: Research Camping and Environmental 
Education (Proceedings) 

MEDINA: Environmental Preferences of Children Educators 

PETERSON: An Analysis of American Nature Centers 

CHAMPEAU: Implications of Locus-of-Control on Enviro-
nmental Education 
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VERVERKA: Standardizing Interpretive Planning 

AUTHOR UNKNOWN: Resource Management in National Parks 

MULLINS: Unobtrusive Observation 

YONGUE: student Attitudes Towards Field versus Didactic 
Instruction in Career Education 

LUCKO & DISINGER: Evaluation of Environmental Education 
Programs at Elementary and Secondary 
School Levels 

DANSEREAU: Learning Strategies Training: Effects of 
Sequencing 

RAMSEY, ET.AL.: The Effects of Environmental Action 
Training on Overt Behavior 

HUNGERFORD & RABBA: A Comparison of Four Groups on 
Environmental Issue Perceptions 

ALDRICH & BLACKBURN: Trends in Environmental Education 

STAPP: Elements of a National strategy for E.E. 

FRANCKE: Breeding Bird Census at Chippewa Nature Center 

AUTHOR UNKNOWN: Environmental Education at Some Michigan 
Nature Centers 

MARCY: Is it Interpretation, or Isn't it? 

--MGREi 'Phe- Non-Us-ers of an Urban Interpretive Center 

HAMMITT: Attention, Familiarity, and Effective Inter
pretation 

HUNGERFORD, WILKE & PEYTON: Goals for Curriculum Develop
ment in Environmental Education 

CHAMPEAU, GROSS, & WILKE: An Assessment of Teacher's Use 
of Goals for Curriculum Development 
in Environmental Education 

BORDEN & SCHETTINO: Determinants of Environmentally Re
sponsible Behavior 

VOGL: Rural and Urban Interpretation 

PERRINE: Impact of Chemicals in the Environment 
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SYRACUSE UNIV.: Recent Masters Thesis Work in Environ
mental Education 

JOHNSON: Report of the Evaluation of the 2nd Year of a 
Family Environmental Education Program for the 
Ouachita National Forest 

POWELL & POWELL: The Predator/Prey Concept in Elementary 
Education 

TRICK: Preliminary Report on the Vascular Flora of the 
Ridges Sanctuary 

FAZIO & GILBERT: Public Relations and Communication for 
Natural Resources Managers 



Question 37: In what topics relating to your field does 
more research need to be done? What 
"burning questions" remain unanswered? 

The following were stated most often, in rank order: 

1. what are the effects of programs, both cognitive 
(knowledge), and affective (feelings), especially in 
the long-term? 

2. what techniques are most effective? 

3. how do you analyze programs? - methods of measurement, 
and/or cost/benefit analysis 

4. methods and effectiveness of urban interpretation 

Other (specific) Suggestions (* denotes more than one 
suggestion) : 

* effectiveness of interpretation in reducing littering 
and vandalism 

* how to make urban dwellers more conscious of their 
relation to natural communities 

- do environmental programs for school children help with 
in building values? 

* effectiveness of displays and trail interpretation 

- how to change behaviors, build motivations in children 
and adults 

* effective inservice strategies: how to teach teachers 

- how to instill a sense of global problems 

- better curriculum development 

* using outdoor education as alternative education 

* does direct experience learning in the outdoor sign
ificantly improve the learning process? 

- does research ever filter down to the "working level," 
and if so how? 

- would people like a small sales tax to fund parks and 
other recreational land? 

104 
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* program evaluation, evaluation of affective teaching 
techniques 

true Benefits of interpretation to Man 

- how far interpretation has diverged from what God's 
Word states 

- how to get salaries on a par with other professions 

- tips on career enhancement 

* are there any viable measurement models or tools 
(measuring program effectiveness)? 

- origins of life 

behavioral sciences: behavior related to participants 
vs. facilitators 

- interpretive field techniques (keys and sequence) 

- related fish and wildlife investigations and applicat-
ions to interpretation 

- biological field techniques 

- natural and cultural history relatedness 

- site variations and different applied interpretive 
techniques 

- complete, consistent, and exciting classroom curriculum 
---for conservation e-auca.tion 

- is there a K-12 program integrated into regular studies 
with minimal preparation time for inexperienced 
teachers 

- effects of role playing and other "concrete" activities 
on attitude and cognitive development 

* need for field trip activities 

* how to develop need for e.e., thus stimulating funding 

* long-term impact of programs 

- utilizing integrated brain theory 
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- effects of sensory experiences (e.g. acclimatization) 
on environmental sensitivity cognition 

---1r effects of relatively long-term environmental exposure/ 
experience vs. effects of episodic (e.g. camp) 
experiences 

- how to develop courtesy and respect for natural areas 

* how to measure cost/benefit effectiveness of exhibits 
and brochures, programs, media 

- how can we match Walt Disney's approach on a shoe
string budget? 

- what interpretive programs and methods work best when 
dealing with emotional issues, where people are not 
interested in facts? 

- management of bottomland hardwoods 

- handicapped interpretation 

- the hows and whys of old time logging from Maine to 
Minnesota 

* how to relate to different age groups 

* what has been achieved in affecting public attitudes 
during the last 10 years of e.e. programs? 

* effectiveness of central interpretive centers vs. 
effectiveness of visiting interpreters who come to 

· --el ients ·· 

* effect of interpretive programs on resource protection 

overcoming myths, legends taught as science - a science 
that leads to exploiting the natural world - an account
ability factor has to be integraded into "science 
education" 

- natural histories of wildlife in an urban area 

* quantitative methods to appraise the value of natural 
areas for cost/benefit analysis 

recreational user comparisons in various parts of the 
country 
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- interpretation of resource husbandry 

- interpretation as an aspect or dimension of recreation: 
is there outdoor recreation without interpretation? 

* cost/benefit of monumental visitor centers vs. un
spoiled areas with down-to-earth facilities 

- professional attitudes and skills of a successful 
interpreter 

* more research on research 

* determining the best visual aides, display methodology 

- research on non-visitors 

* ethics 

- effects of pollution and hazardous wastes 

* correlation between student learning and basic know
ledge of teacher/naturalist 

- where do our nesting eagles winter and where do our 
wintering eagles nest? 

- research in getting "feedback" from audience 

- fact base aids for interpreters 

- are live animals required to encourage wildlife con-
servation and appreciation? 

* which exhibits communicate ideas and why? 

- do master plans affect the success of a nature center's 
operation? 

- does type of staff correlate with quality of program? 

* which types of programs (1 day, 3 day, residential) 
have the most positive impact with students 

- quality of graduates in environmental interpretation: 
knowledge of flora and fauna 

- designing facilities for interpretation (exhibits, 
ampitheaters, trails for handicapped, nature signs and 
labels) 
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* analysis of proven benefits of specific recommendations 
from researchers 

how important·· are results or research aimed at new 
approaches to "old" techniques? 

* where are environmental interpretation services needed, 
or best fit? 

- if the cost of a boardwalk is prohibitive, what is 
really the best type of trail through a wet woods? 

- how effective is electronic media in promoting en-
vironmental awareness and/or knowledge? 

- fads and fashion in recreation 

- effectiveness of volunteers (leaders, docents, guides) 

- how to get teachers more involved in e.e. 

- preference of general public for various theme type 
nature hikes (e.g. wild edibles, mushrooms, trees) 

- relationship between public support for parks/rec. 
departments and interpretive programs 

- visitor perceptions of paying for interpretive programs 

- is it right to continue educational/vocational programs 
in natural resources and environmental ed./interpre
tation when there is slim chance for students to gain 
permanent positions in the field? 



Appendix D 

SURVEY MATERIALS 
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university of wisconsin/stevens point • stevens point, wisconsin 54481 

A number of "social science" research studies relating to your field have 
been published during the past five years. Much time and effort has been in
vested in these studies, on the assumption that their results would be valuable 
and useful to those working in the field. Yet, to our knowledge, no one has 
yet determined how professionals like yourself perceive and use such research, 
nor explored the factors that might affect this. 

Knowing where you stand as a professional, and what impact research has 
on you, should help professional organizations and researchers to better serve 
you. 

Because of the unique character of your work as a professional in Michigan 
or Wisconsin, we are asking your opinion 9n these matters. In order that the 
results be truly representative of the thinking of professionals in this region, 
it is important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire has 
an identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so that we may 
check your name off of the mailing list when your questionnaire is returned. 
Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 

The results of this research will be made available to you and to profes
sional organizations in the field. All questionnaire respondents will receive 
a summary of the results, along with an updated research bibliography for your 
professional library. 

I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please 
write or call. The tele_phone numbers are (715) 346-4992 during business hours, 
and {715) 345-1705 after hours. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

r 

1 ..... / /. • ' 

Sincerely, 

Doug Moore 
Research Assistant 

-~-, .. ---1 ✓ -1 ,/7·· , ... 
,_.·,.·; .·/ / .· .' .·' 

/IJ/d¥-/1/?zn<- 04~ 
Michael P. Gross Richard Wilke 
Professor of Associate Professor 
Environmental Interpretation Environmental Education 

Kirk Beattie 
Assistant Professor of 
Wildlife 

College of Natural Resources • (715) 346-4617 

Enc. 
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university of wisconsin/stevens point • stevens point, wisconsin 54481 

March 7, 1984 

Dear Dan: 

- - A---few weeks ago, I wro-te to you, seeking your opinions on social science 
research in environmental communication. As of today, we have not received your 
completed questionnaire. 

We undertook this study because we believe the opinions of field professionals 
should be taken into account by researchers and professional organizations. This 
is the first time practitioners in the Great Lakes region have been asked how they 
value research. 

I am writing to you again, because each questidnnaire is significant to the 
usefulness of this study. About 75% of the approximately 200 "site based environ
mental communicators" in Michigan and Wisconsin have responded so far. Whether 
we will be ~ble to describe accurately how professionals feel about research de
pends upon you and the others who have not yet responded. 

Let me answer some concerns respondents have had about the questionnaire: 

First, this study is not intended to highlight the "ignora.nce" of practi
tioners concerning research, or to show them in a bad light. Unfortunately, the 
questionnaire sometimes seems to imply this. 

Secondly, although the people in the study share some things in common 
(they're all based on a specific site, and communicate about the environment), 
they describe themselves differently. Some are "naturalists," others are "out
door educators," etc. We're interested in how they differ in terms of valuing 
research, but have refrained from using a specific label, instead calling tnem 
"professionals" throughout the questionnaire. 

Thirdly, we failed to adequately describe what is meant by "social science" 
research. "Social science" research refers to studies involving people, for 
example,~-evaTuatihg the effect of a museum exhibit or interpretive program on 
visitors, versus natural/physical science research which involves the study of 
nature itsel_f. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The replacement questionnaire 
enclosed has an identification number for mailing purposes only~ your name will 
never be placed on the questionnaire. 

All respondents will receive a summary of the results, along with an up
dated research bibliography for your professional library. 

May I urge you to complete and return the enclosed questionnaire as quickly 
as possible? Your contribution to the success of this study will be appreciated 
greatly. 

DM:cp 
Enc. 

College of Natural Resources • (715} 346-4617 



WHAT VALUE 

HAS SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONALS? 

A 1984 effort to understand how social science research in environmental 
communication affects selected professionals in Michigan and Wisconsin. 

Please answer all of the questions. It you wish to comment on any ques
tions or qualify your answers, feel tree to use the space in the margins. 
Your comments will be read and taken into account. 

Thank you tor your help! 

College of Natural Resources 

university of wisconsin/stevens point • stevens point, wisconsin 54481 



First, we would like to learn something of your professional 
approach and affiliations, 

Q-1 What best describes you as a professional? (Circle~ 
number) 

1 ENVIRONMENTAL INTERPRETER 
2 ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATOR 
3 INTERPRETIVE NATURALIST 
4 OUTDOOR EDUCATOR 
5 CONSERVATION EDUCATOR 
6 MUSEUM EDUCATOR 
7 OTHER (please specify) ___________ _ 

Q-2 Which of these professional organizations do you belong 
to? (Circle all that apply) 

1 ASSOC. O.F INTERPRETIVE NATURALISTS 
2 WESTERN INTERPRETERS ASSOCIATION 
3 NATIONAL ASSOC, FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 
4 CONSERVATION EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
5 NATIONAL OUTDOOR EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
6 NATIONAL PARKS AND RECREATION ASSOCIATION 
7 AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF MUSEUMS 
8 (Mich, or Wis,) ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
9 (Mich. or Wis,) OUTDOOR EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

10 (Mich, or Wis,) MUSEUMS ASSOCIATION 
11 (Mich. or Wis,) SCIENCE TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 
12 (Mich, or Wis,) NATURE/ENVIRONMENTAL CENTERS COALITION 
13 OTHER (please specify) ___________ _ 

Q-3 Which of the above organizations best serve your professional 
interests? (Please rank accordingly, If none apply, 
place check in box,) 

Rank Organization (place number from previous 

2 

3 

Cl 

question list above) 

NONE OF THE ABOVE ORGANIZATIONS SERVE MY 
PROFESSIONAL INTERESTS. 
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Q-4 How many professional organization meetings do you attend, 
on the average, each year? 

(number) 

Next, we would like to ask about your sources of professional 
information. 

Q-5 Which of the following professional publications do you 
read regularly (each issue)? (Circle the numbers of all 
that apply) 

1 JOURNAL OF INTERPRETATION 
2 THE INTERPRETER 
3 INTERPRETATION CANADA 
4 JOURNAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 
5 JOURNAL OF LEISURE RESEARCH 
6 JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN SCIENCE TEACHING 
7 SCIENCE AND CHILDREN 
8 ENVIRONMENT AND BEHAVIOR 
9 NATURE STUDY 

10 PARKS AND RECREATION 
11 MUSEUM NEWS 
12 TRENDS 
13 ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION REPORT 
14 ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION AND INFORMATION 
15 OTHER PROFESSIONAL PUBLICATIONS: (please specify) 

Q-6 Which of the above publications best serve your professional 
interests? (Please rank accordingly. If none apply, 
place check in box.) 

2 

3 

Cl 

Publication (place number from previous 
question list above) 

NONE OF THE ABOVE PUBLICATIONS SERVE MY 
PROFESSIONAL INTERESTS. 
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Q-7 Are you familiar with the ERIC data base? 

1 YES 
200 

Q-8 Have you used the ERIC data base in your work? 

1 YES 
200 

Q-9 Have you conducted any research in your field? (Circle 
number) 

1 YES 
200 

Q-1C If you've published the results of research you've done, 
please list the title(s) here: 

Q-11 Where do you gain most of your information on the results 
of research studies in your profesison? (Please rank: 
1 = gain most information, to 6 = gain least information. 
Place a check in the box if no information gained.) 

Rank Source of Information 

READING PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS 

ATTENDING PROFESSIONAL MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 

TALKING WITH COLLEAGUES WHERE YOU WORK 

TALKING WITH RESEARCHERS, CONSULTANTS, OR 
PROFESSORS 
TAKING COURSES 

TAKING INSERVICE TRAINING AT MY FACILITY 

OTHER (please specify) 

I DON'T RECEIVE ANY INFORMATION ON RESEARCH 
D STUDIES 
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Q-12 Please list research studies in your profession which 
have been made public within the past five years, with 
which you are familiar, (Check box it not familiar with 
any studies) 

□ 

Title 

I'M NOT FAMILIAR WITH ANY RESEARCH STUDIES WITHIN 
MY PROFESSION WHICH HAVE BEEN MADE PUBLIC WITHIN 
THE PAST FIVE YEARS. 

How valuable would results of studies in the following general 
research categories be to you in your work? (Please rate by 
circling the appropriate number, from 1 = very valuable, to 
5 = not valuable at all.) 

Q-13 Site management or planning (Circle number tor your answer) 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-14 Theories or models relating to communication in my field 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-15 Evaluation of the effectiveness of a particular program, 
method, or device used tor communicating in my field 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 
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Q-16 Evaluation of the characteristics, needs, or preferences 
of the clientele I serve 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

Q-17 Development of new techniques and methods of communicating 
in my field 

1 VERY VALUABLE 
2 

3 

4 

5 NOT VALUABLE AT ALL 

In the next section, we would like to examine your beliefs and 
attitudes regarding research. 

Assume that the following statements are made about research 
studies in your field. Please respond to the following statements 
as to whether you: 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-18 The results of research studies are useful to those working 
in my profession. (Circle number of your answer) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-19 Professional organizations in my profession do a good 
job of informing their members of research studies. (Circle 
number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-20 People in my profession should be familiar with recent 
research studies (within the past 5 years). (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-21 Research studies in my profession are of more benefit 
to researchers than they are to practitioners. (Circle , 
number of your answer) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGRE6 

Q-22 Practitioners in my profession should be involved in design
ing and conducting research studies. (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-2l It is easy to obtain results of research studies in my 
profession. (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-24 A publication which summarizes the results of recent research 
studies in my profession would be useful to practitioners 
in the field. (Circle number of your answer) 

STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-25 Research studies in my profession often address questions 
to which the answers are obvious. (Circle number of your 
response) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-26 The results of research studies can usually be generalized 
from one situation to_another. (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 OON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-27 Research studies in my profession are often communicated 
in such a way that practitioners can understand the results. 
(Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 OON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-28 Research studies are easy to read and understand. (Circle 
number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-29 Research studies often contain many confusing statistics 
and formulas. (Circle number of your response) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-30 Research studies usually address important problems. 
(Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-31 Practitioners in my field don't have the time to keep 
current on research studies. (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-32 Developing proficiency in conducting and evaluating research 
should be part of the training for people planning to 
enter my profession. (Circle number) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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Q-33 Research in my field is distinct from research in other 
fields. (Circle number of your response) 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-34 More research needs to be done in my field. 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-35 Research can help justify the need for my professional 
services. 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-36 My field is more of an art than an science. 

1 STRONGLY AGREE 
2 AGREE 
3 DON'T KNOW/NEUTRAL 
4 DISAGREE 
5 STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Q-37 In what topics relating to your field does more research 
need to be done? What "burning questions" remain unanswered? 
Please list any ideas you have: 
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In response to the following descriptions, you need to decide 
if each description is unlike you or like you. If the description 
is "very unlike" you, circle the number 1. If the description 
is "very like" you, circle number 5. If you are somewhere in 
between, circle the appropriate number. 

Q-38 You would feel uncomfortable if you hadn't been able to 
keep up on research in your field for the past few months 
due to other responsibilities. (Circle number of your 
response) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-39 If an acquaintance says you're always ready to talk about 
a study, you would agree with that person. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-40 Colleagues frequently ask your op1n1on about communication 
practices in your profes~ion supported by research. (Circle 
number of your response) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 
5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-4 l A colleague at your facility asks you for the title of 
a journal that includes research in your field. You are 
able to identify a couple of good sources. (Circle number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-42 You want to "see what research says" when you. try something 
new in your programs. (Circle number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-43 After reading a research report, you attempt to implement 
the author's suggestions in your own work. (Circle number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-44 Even though you are a very busy person, there is somehow 
time to be aware of research in your profession. (Circle 
number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-45 You have encouraged your colleagues to participate in 
research projects. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-46 Your friends wouldn't be surprised to see you reading 
a research report. (Circle number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-47 It you interviewed tor a new job in your profession, you 
would ask about support tor research efforts. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-48 During a staff meeting, you discuss the implications of 
a research report, since these implications apply to your 
facility. (Circle number of your response) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-49 You are familiar with several sources of research. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-50 In the future, you would like to take a course that includes 
research in your field. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 
--~-2- ----- -

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-51 When attending a convention, you go to a research session 
rather than a session on new gimmicks and gadgets used 
by practitioners. (Circle number) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-52 A researcher asks for volunteers to help gather data on 
a research project. You volunteer to help. (Circle number 
of your response) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-53 The librarian at your facility asks you to select a journal 
for the professional library. You choose a publication 
that features some research reports. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-54 In a graduate course you hear about an innovative communica
tion method that is supported by research. Although the 
approach seems quite different, you decide to try it in 
your programs. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-55 You have conducted some type of research at your facility. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 
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Q-56 You choose to read nonrequired research at least two or 
three times a month. (Circle number of your response) 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Q-57 You have an appointment to talk to your old professor. 
You're tired of waiting for him/her, so you start to 
leaf through the research journals on the desk. 

1 VERY UNLIKE ME 

2 

3 

4 

5 VERY LIKE ME 

Finally, we would like to ask a few questions about yourself 
to help interpret the results: 

Q-58 How many years have you been employed in your present 
field? 

YEARS 

Q-59 Which of the following degrees have you earned? (Circle 
the appropriate number(s) 

Degree Please Specify Eield 

1 B.A. 

2 B.S. 

3M.A. 

4 M.S. 

5 Ph.D. 
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Q-60 Do you have a teaching certificate? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

Q-61 Approximately what percentage of your weekly work time 
is spent on the following? (Circle the appropriate percentage 
range) 

Activity Percentage Range (Please circle) 

CONDUCTING ZERO 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
PROGRAMS 

ADMINISTRA- ZERO 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
TION/SUPER-
VISION 

PROGRAM 
PLANNING ANO 
PREPARATION 

EXHIBITS, 
PUBLIC RELA
TIONS, AND 
OTHER DUTIES 

ZERO 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

ZERO 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

If you do not conduct programs, please skip the last four ques
tions, which follow: 

1----~~~~----t1>-0:'t:-· Where do you primarily eonduet programs? (Circle number 

of your answer) 

1 ON THE SITE WHERE YOUR FACILITY IS LOCATED 
2 OFF THE SITE 

Q-63 Are your programs primarily conducted indoors or outdoors? 
(Circle number) 

1 INDOORS 
2 OUTDOORS 
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Q-64 What percentage of your program time is spent with the 
following groups? (Circle the appropriate percentage range) 

Group 

ELEMENTARY 
STUDENTS 
(GRADES K-6) 

SECONDARY 
STUDENTS 
<GRADES 7-12) 

Percentage Range (Please circle) 

ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 

ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 

YOUTH GROUPS ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 
(SCOUTS, 4-H, 
CHURCH GROUPS, 
ETC.) 

ADULTS 

FAMILIES 

ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 

ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 

Q-65 Please estimate the percentage of time your programs focus 
on the following categories: (Circle the appropriate 
percentage range) 

Category 

NATURE 
AWARENESS 

ECOLOGY 
CONCEPTS 

Percentage Range (Please circle) 

ZERO 1-1 OZ 11-251 26-501 51-751 . 76-1 OOj 

ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 

AWARENESS OF ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ISSUES 

HUMAN VALUES ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 
REGARDING THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

ISSUES INVES- ZERO 1-101 11-251 26-501 51-751 76-1001 
TIGATION AND 
ACTION SKILLS 



Thank you! 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. 

We would welcome any additional comments you might 
have: 




