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VINTRODUCTION R

» Th1s progect was unde taken to analyze workshop‘;_vf;lf

fgpfevaluatlon forms completed.,y ust over 2000 part1c1pants

”Q;elghth ‘grade

k{fwho attended workshops 1n 1995 throughout Callfornla related o
‘lto the PrOJect Learnlng Tree (PLT) env1ronmental educatlon B
~‘program These workshops were des1gned for teachers and

other educators worklng w1th students from preschool throughvf

PLT 1s unlque 1n both 1ts curr,cular de81gn and 1n 1ts

’hg_ dlssemlnatlon through workshops by volunteer presenters

‘tPLT orlglnally developed for the 13 western states 1s now‘
-one of the most w1dely used env1ronmental educatlon programsﬁt
ﬂfln the Unlted States ' PLT is avallable 1n every state

-several ‘U. S terrltorles Canada, Flnland Sweden Mex1co,izﬁf'
'T7Japan and Bra21l It has a natlonw1de network of state“‘

‘coordlnators The more than 3 000 volunteer workshop o
”-:fac111tators come from varled backgrounds and sklll levels
More than a quarter of a mllllon educators have recelved PLTTd“

‘materlals throu‘h'

trkshops and have used them w1th thelr

lstudents (Comnes & Antunez, 1996)

| PLT ‘Wthh was orlglnally wrltten 1n 1977 as guldes.fUL
'coverlng grades klndergarten through s1xth and grades
'seventh through twelfth was rev1sed 1n 1994 The rev1sed
_gulde 1s almed at grades Pre klndergarten through elghth
legh school modules are currently belng developed

The rev1sed PLT mater1als were avallable 1n 1995




'°hh‘1n what subjects PLT=w1ll bemused and how ofte’

:hsatlsfactlon w 'h the‘presenta ‘df the workshop, and

hrelevance of the workshop £ 'twe part1c1pants ;The}i-

*11nformatlon analyzed from he survey,lncluded the 1ntended

h’use of the PLT materlals,dthe effectlveness of the":idw

’gpercelved l efulness of the materlalsvto the‘workshop

o .attendees

Untll now“no synthe81s or,analy51s of thefworkshop




survey forms, which are used in évery te at every .




: ’LI.TERATURE REVI EW
lProject Learning Tree (PLT) has a very rich past and is
well grounded in accepted theorles on how students learn
" This llterature rev1ew prov1des a summary of the past and
v.present PLT and a look at the teachlng strategles utilized.

Project Learnlng Tree 1971 - 1993

PLT orlglnally was developed jOlntly by the Amerlcan
'Forest Institute (AFI) (now the Amerlcan Forest Foundatlon)‘
and the Western Reglonal Env1ronmental Educatlon Counc1l
(WREEC).‘ The Western Reglonal Env1ronmental Educatlon-‘
Council was founded in 1971 to brlng together resource
profess1onals and educators who had a common 1nterest in
conservatlon and env1ronmental educatlon for klndergarten
through hlgh school youth (Schafer[ 1987). PLT,-developed :
by WREEC 1n,1973 with a grant,from the‘American Forest |
Institute;‘continueshto‘receive supportdfrom the forest
products industry and is dlstrlbuted through a natlonal ‘and
1nternatlonal network

PLT is considered to be one of the major accomplish4
ﬁents of WREEC. PLT representedva new‘Way of developing
programs andbmaterials through industry—education
cOoperationf(Schafer,_1987). v

Support at the state level is typically provided by a
state resource agency~and for the Department of Education.
In California, PLT is sponsored byithe California Department

of Forestry and Fire Protection.



Project‘Learning Treefis“an‘interdiSCiplinary activity_

_gulde that uses the “forest as a w1ndow to the natural

- :worldv~(Comnes & Antunez,‘1996 pg I' ) to 1ncrease‘j:ﬁ :

f'students’ understandlng of the env1ronment to stlmulate

-:crltlcal and creatlve thlnklng, and to encourage 1nformed

,de0181on maklng and respon81ble actlon on behalf of the
'env1ronment 2 | |
The flrst vers1on of PLT, whlch was completed and
launched in 1977 had two 1nstructlonal act1v1ty guldes dhe‘
'for elementary and one. for.secondary Each act1v1ty gulde‘
‘rcontalned approx1mately 80 dlfferent 1nstructlonal
act1v1t1es._51x—hour,or longer;PrOJect,Learnlng‘Tree
.”workshops were‘given to familiarize‘educators with the
'materialsV fAt‘the'national level, the Project Learning Tree
'Educatlon Adv1sory Board monltored the program,‘set pollcy
"ﬁand made changes and modlflcatlons as needed A.network of
h1ghly tralned volunteer fa01lltators dlssemlnated the
‘program state by state |
Based on the success of PLT, WREEC went on to develop
‘PrOJect WILD and Progect WILD Aquatlc These educatlonal
‘materlals are s1mllar in des1gn to PrOJect Learnlng Tree but
"have an emphas1s on w1ld11fe and aquatlc ecosystems rather

than forest ecology PrOJect WILD and PrOJect WILD Aquatlcb

were developed by WREEC through a cooperatlveragreement w1th‘

The Western Assoc1atlon of . FlSh and Wlldllfe Agen01es

(Schafer, 1987)l' The development of Progect WILD benefltted



~to a great extent from the experience gained in developing

Project Learning Tree.

Project Learnind Tree 1994»—ePresent

In 1990 the Project Learning‘TreeeEaucation Advisery
" Beard and the PLT staff undertook an eXtensive evaluation as
part of developing the revised PLT materials. The
evaluation included planning evaluation (hew it should be
changed), formative evaluation (ongoing monitoring of the
revision) and summative evaluation (how effective is the end
product) .  The Board wanted ﬁobmake sure that.PLT would
remain at the'leading edge of environmental education
(California Department'of Education, 1995).

To assist in the planning, surveys were given to over
50,000 teachers as well as natural resource managers and
‘technical specialists. After the materials were revised,
the new program was field tested by teachers with 3000
students in several states. |

. The testing was conducted in conjunction with the North

Americen Association for Environmental Education (NAAEE) .
The eveluation‘sought to determine if significant knowledge
was gained by students*who‘were exposed to PLT‘activities. A
pretest and posttest were designed to essess varying degrees
of thinking, content and construct validity. The pretest
was given before exposure to the PLT workshop and the

- posttest afterwards. The field testing showed that

- statistically significant growth in knowledge was achieved



in all but two treatment group classes (Marc1nkowsk1 &
5I0221, 1994)

11 The overall grade earned by PLT”;n the Env;ronmenta

}dltlhs was an A+.
Stralght As were recelved 1nvthe categorles General Content.!
;Presentatlon,.Pedagogy, Teacher Usablllty and Speclflc‘.-'
-Content (Callfornla Department of Educatlon, 1995) |

Teachlng StrateG1es 1n the New Pro1ect Learnlnq Tree

The rev1sed PLT program contlnued to use the approach
of teachlng students “how to thlnk not what to thlnk"
‘(Comnes & Antunez,‘1996 ‘p;4I74, 1996) . Problem solv1ng :
'skllls,_dec1s1on maklng SklllS ;cooperatlve learnlng and

,whole language were emphas1zed more . than 1n the prev1ous
f.program The rev1sed PLT program uses construct1v1st

“learnlng technlques (Comnes & Antunez,‘1996) 1‘5'ﬁ’

Construct1v1st learnlng 1nvolvew:lett1ng students solve -
lhreallstlc problems by relylng on”knowledge created by thelr
’vown experlences Clements and Battlsta (1990 p; 34 35)
,wdlscussed flve components to contruct1v1st learnlng whlchv
‘are as follows (a) Knowledge 1s actlvely created by the
child, not pass1vely recelved from the env1ronment‘" ”(b)"
Chlldren create new. knowledge by reflectlng on thelrtlh’
‘s‘ths1cal and mental actlons ;c()i Ideas are constructedlorl 1'
dmade meanlngful when chlldren.lntegrate them into- thelr

vex1st1ng structures of knowledge No one true reallty

ex1sts, only 1nd1v1dual 1nterpretat10ns of the world These



-1nterpretatlons are shaped by experlences and soc1al

dlnteractlons ff(d) Learnlng is a soc1al process in whlchlff'

2

‘vf children: grow 1nto the 1ntellectual llfe of those around T
btthem (e) When a teacher demands a learner use set .
t mathematlcal standards,_the sense maklng act1v1tyvls =
-sserlously curtalled ’ | | |
Kleln and Merrltt (1994) p01nted out how spe01f1c
'act1v1t1es 1n PLT use contruct1v1sm to fac1lltate problenftlw'h
’solv1ng skllls in the classroom R = |
| PLT’s use of whole language focuses on.crltlcal

thlnklng SklllS, conceptual understandlngs and thematlc

o connectlons across the currlculum Whole language relateS~

' to process learnlng rather than learnlng bltS and pleces of
1nformatlon (Amerlcan Forest Foundatlon 1995) |
Another teachlng strategy used in PLT is that of
‘,c00perat1ve learnlng in whlch students work together in @
lsmall groups to accompllsh tasks and solve problems Each
‘person has an 1nput 1nto the team effort presented ~Thisi
dstrategy helps to develop soc1al SklllS of the students

"(Amerlcan Forest Foundatlon, 1995)




 DESIGN OF THE PROJECT - |
Inh1995 a‘total of 2003 surVeysvwere filled out by
participants at the completion of PLT workshops throughout
| Callfornia (see Appendix) Eighteen of the twenty four
'1tems on the survey were 1ncluded in a data base. These
“items are discussed below |
1. Geographic locations of workshops based on zip codes of
_partic1pants to analyze where workshop efforts could be
focused in the future.
2; Four multiple responsevquestions used to 1dent1fy hOW'
.partic1pant learned about workshop,‘at what grade levels and_
in which subjects part101pant would use materials, and how .
'.‘often the materials are pro;ected to be used
hEleven statements'evaluated the‘satisfactlon of the
part1c1pants attending the workshop : These statements‘haVe‘
responses of 1 through 5 w1th 1 being strongly disagree and
5 being strongly agree. The statements collected two types
of information. The statements Wthh referred to the
quality of preparation and presentation of the workshop by
the fac111tator.were:
1. The objectives ofhthe workshop were clear to me.
6. The facilitators.were‘well prepared.
7. The facilitators were enthusiastic‘and pleasant.
8. ‘The workshop was-Well‘organized. |
lQ;k The‘fac1lit1es and amenities (setting; breaks,vetc.)

‘were suitable for the purposes of the workshops.



«The stéteﬁénté‘relafing héw Wéllvthé workshdp métfthe
needs of thé pafticipént‘include;
2. The dbjéétivesﬁWeré'important_to me .
3. ‘PLT matéfials\are appropriate for ﬁy needs.
4. The workshop éétivities Wére relevant to me .
5. The resource materiaISfprOVidéd.Will be'hélpful when‘I
| teach about the environment;- |
9. The information, strategies ahd:instructiopal methods
shared during’the wérkshop were‘helpful to me. |
'ii, The workshop met my needs. |

The eleven Stateménts_whicﬁ parﬁiciﬁants:ﬁSed to réte
the wdrkshop wére analyzed by number and per¢entage who
seiected eéch responée, selécted mean (M) and standard
deviation (SD)} _The number may not always be 2003 sihcé‘a
few participants did not cémplete the statement section;

In additiqhalvresponse items the»pafticipant indicated
if he/she‘had been tfained befbre with PLT materials and if
there was interest in becomiﬁg é facilitator. There was
also a Space in whichicémmeﬁts could be‘Writtén whiCh was
helpful to the;researcher in drawing cénclusions.

The data,frbm'thése;surVeys_was enteted onto a sdftﬁére
 program called‘SYétat (available from EPSS Cbrporétion,

Chicago, Illinoié)}

10



."RESU‘LTS‘ ’ANDAVCO’YN‘CLUS"IONS .

‘Locatlon of Workshops £

Table 1 presents the number of workshop attendees in
each of ten reglons in Callfornla Wthh have been dellneatedvp
has educatlonal groups by the Callfornla Department of
‘Educatlon - The countles by each reglon are as follows
Reglon,l. North‘Coast —'Del_Norte,'Humboldt Mendoc1no;_Lake
and Sonoma;:Region12. Northeastern'~ Slsklyou,'Modoc,:
Trinity, Shasta, Lassen,;Tehama,dPldmas,:GlennrandvButte;
Region-SL Capitol,— Slerra, NeVada, Plaoer,‘El Dorado,
‘Sacramento,;Yuba,'Sutter, Yolo,‘and Colusa; Region 4. an -
_Napa,’Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, San'Mateo,vSan “
‘Francisco and Marln Reglon 5. ‘South Bay<F'Santa”Cruz,lSanta
'Clara,.San Benlto, and Monterey, Reglon 6. Delta Slerral—il
Calaveras, Tuolumne, Amador Stanlslaus and San Joaquln
bReglon 7 Central Valley - Merced Marlposa, Madera Fresno,
Klngs and Tulare, Reglon 8 Costa Del Sur —‘San Luis OblSpO,
Kern, Santa Barbara ‘and Ventura, Reglon 9 Southern - San
',Diego,:Orange.and Imper;al;eReglon 1Q RIMS ; R1vers1de,,d
”rln?o, Mono and_Saanernardino;‘andbRegion 11. Los‘Angeles.‘
Thehdata are also dlsplayed in-FigurejlnelPeroentage of
California‘Populationiby,Region>Vs:lPercentage.of WorKShop '

Participants'by Region.

11



Percentages

Percentage*of California 'Pop'u-.l'atlon by Reglon B

Vs Percentage of W‘orksho’p ;Pa‘rtimpants by Reg|on

| Nurtheastern T .' Bay. B Delta Slerra “Costa delﬁSur L RIMS : .
Narth Coast Cap|tnl South Bay ' Central\/alley Snuthern “Los Angeles o

Reglons of Callforma '

| Percentage of Callfornla Populatlon by Reglon

_Percentage of Workshop Partlolpants by Region



‘"a“;ﬁthat reglon E percentage of the populatlon’of the state

The largest number of workshop part1c1pants were the

v‘{ Bay ‘region (23 4 ) and Los pngeles (18 0% ) ( Although theg;fifi“’

;dfpercentage of workshop part rpants“was hlgher‘than the

",percentage of ”he‘general populatlonilnfthe Bay' reglon,altgk'

'fﬁwas lower than the general populatlon‘ln‘Los Angeles Countyk"V*‘f

kfl(See Flgure 1) :yIn_the North Coast Northeastern, Capltol [G,ZT

HTJBay,_Delta Slerra, Cen,ral Valley, Costa Del Sur and RIMS

d]reglons the percentage of workshop part1c1pants exceeded

The percentage of workshop part1c1pants 1n the South

TBay and Southern reglons was far less than tf' percentage of

“f the populatlon 1n those reglons These reglons dld not have.

,fany workshops hosted by colleges whereas reglons such as the BRI
'ﬁoNorth Coast had college sponsored workshops w1th large

'efnumbers of attendees (K Antunez, personal communlcatlon

'ﬁ;March 1996)

Thus, a comparlson of the percentage of workshop
B fpartlclpants to Callfornla s total populatlon, shows that=f

1fthe South Bay, Southern and Los Angeles reglons need tofbefy{

'ff]:emphas1zed for future PLT workshops




Table 1.

1Regions':. 'fn.' N =,2003"vd ;:d‘ ‘fPercentagesi o
1. North Coast |15 | 7.a R
2. Northeastern (167 .~ | 8.2
3. Capitol 147 N 7.3
|4. Bay ) 477 |23.4
|5. south Bay =~ | 20 N 1.3
6. Delta Sierra | 106 5.5
7. Central Valley | 94 5.3
|8. Costa Del Sur |149 7.3
9. Southern 85 | 4.3
10.RIMS - . |2a0 - ~ |12.0
11.Los Angeles 364 18.0

Sources of Inltlalblnformatlon About PLT

Accordlng to the data dlsplayed 1n Table 2,
workshop partlclpants often-lndlcatedgthat they»learned.
about PLT from'another teacher.(42.3%)i-lBaSed on'this
’researcher!s review:of the questionnaires)-itlis her belief
that a- large proportlon of these respondents were college
students, most of whom had not yet become credentlaled
:teachers These respondents tended'to-llst college as the
“school”"and to check many grade levels for 1ntended use of
PLT, ’suggestlng that'the PLT workshop was 1ncorporated into
a college class or recommended by a college 1nstructor

A smaller proportlon of part1c1pants who checked that

14



they,had‘learned‘about PLT from‘another teacher were
practicing teachers. These participants listedba“school
address and most often checked only one grade level. To
reach more pract1c1ng teachers, displays at teacher
conferences and articles 1n‘educational journals might be
good ways to promote PLT materials and workshops; |

The next highest listing; “Other” (30.25%), tended to be
employees of government agencies suchvas the National‘Parks'
and California Department of Fish and Game, and recreatlon
leaders for c1ty and county parks and recreatlon‘
departments. In comments wrltten on the questlonnaires this
researcher found that PLT materials have been useful to
summer programs they have 1n1t1ated w1th the publlc

The category “Through Students” received the lowest

ranking (1.7%);_ This category appears to be unclear.

15



Table 2.

How Did You Learn About PLT?

Learned from: , N = 2003 ' Percentage*
| school 242 B 12.0
Administrators -
PLT Staff 128 | 6.4
| Publications 121 6.0
Professional 121 | 6.0
Organizations =~ '
Teacher : 847 - |42.3
Through Students 34 | 1.7
Exhibit - 28 | 1.2
Other 606 | 30.3

*Percentages add up to more than 100% because there were
multiple choices available.

Intended Grade Level For Use of PLT

Since many participantsvtended to check multiple grade
levels, exact analysis of grade 1eve1 use was difficult.
- Most participants (see Table 3) indicatéd that they planned
to use PLT in elementary‘grades. The percentages in grades
K through 5 ranged from 21% - 39%. In middle school, grades
6 through 8, the percentages ranged ffom 13% - 34%. The
percentages in grades 9 through 12 ranged from 5.2% - 8%.
College use was not broken up by class level and was 3.6%.
The high percentages at grades‘K—8‘is expected bécause PLT
is designed as a PreK - 8 guide. (New secondary PLT modules
were not available'durihg the year these surveys were done) .
This would account for the low percentages of intended use

by teachers in grades 9 - 12. The college course use, at

16



'l’ﬂ316%,'was not cons1dered by this researcher to bela valld

:future use based on rev1ew1ng the rest of the answers on the
questlonnalres Th1s response appeared to be checked by rlll
college students, who were not necessarlly g01ng to become"
college 1nstructors | | ' o |

| College students who were studylng to be teachers madelgvf
gflup 36 6 of the workshop part1c1pants (K Antunez, personal"

,communlcatlon, March 1996) Exact analys1s of grade levels
was compllcated because these part1c1pants checked multlple

f.grades- A pract1c1ng teacher would not be apt to check all

o grades K 6 or K -8 unless employed as a resource teacher or |

prOJectlng potentlal future use
; The category,_PreK.— 12 was prlmarlly checked by non-
formal educators docents and park rangers who work w1th

‘the publlc.

:‘17;2



‘Grade Level “*;”Qﬁf”Nf;*zoogx‘;ﬁvj_'”g,,Percehtagef"w;aj

Prek . Jau7 |58
N £ S E2

583 2.

782 |39,

| 39.

259 . |a3.

ol l|lw|glalu|n|lw]|nv ]|+
N
©
w

|_I

l...l
[
'—l .
(V)

8
7
| . | | 5.

a|lv|oa|w|olo]o|e|afloju]lolr|lu]

1'collegechur9é R LT -

|pre-x - 127|200 - |10.0 :
“*Percentages add up to more than 100/ because there ‘were

‘v_multlple ch01ces avallable

The data llsted 1n Table 4 show PLT 1s prOJected to be f”
’most used in teachlng s01ence (86 5 ) w1th a strong |
'potentlal use 1n all other subjects such as math (61 2 )
'hlanguage arts(61/), soc1a1 studles (55 ) v1sual arts (43 )
f'thSicai educatlon(36/) and performlng arts (27/)‘ ‘Although
36;5%'of the part1c1pants checked that they would use PLT 1n

"teaching sclence, this number may>;nxfact‘be too low. Th;s‘



1mpress1on 1s due to observ1ng how the forms were filled out
by some of the respondents who checked the box to the rlght
of the word “science” rathersthan correctly to the left. 1In
most cases.in‘which ‘science” was not checked, “visual arts”
was. It did not hake sense to this researcher that
ednsators would use PLT in math,‘language arts, social
studies and'visual arts, but not in seience. This line of
reasQning alse iead_me‘to believe that the number who
Qchecked “visnalhérts" may be too high. Of the 279
respondents whb checked “other,” 26 wrote that they would
use PLT to teaeh envirenmental_education.

‘ Thus accerding toithe data, environmental education is
pereeived'to‘be closely associated with science but is
usefnl in other academic areas as well.

Table 4.

In What Subijects Will You Use PLT?

Subject S |N = 2003 ) _Percentege*
Science | 1733 | 86.5
Math 1226 - le1.2
Language Arts 1223 v 61.0
Social Studies 1108 |55.3
Visual Arts ‘ | 865. | 43.2
Physical Educatlon 719 - o 36.0
Performlng Arts 537:\f : 27.0
Other - | 279 13.9

*Percentages add up to more than 100/ because there were
multiple choices available.
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Prépésed FreQuen¢¥ of‘ﬁéé'oﬁ-PLT |
«Weele” received ﬁhé highést rating (39.2%) along
~ with “monthly” (35.8%) forepioposed ffe@ﬁencyiof use (see
Table 5). It appeared ﬁéithis researcherlthat almost all
the,“weékIY" énswersicamé ifom.c§llegé:studénts. The
.réspondents‘who anéwefed.?hevéi” wefevmostly high schOoi
.tea¢héfs. |

Table 5;

How Often Do You Think You Will Use PLT Activities?

How often? N = 1916 o PérCentage
Weekly R 751 : 139.2
vMonthly , | | 685 .: o 35.8
Several times au 470 : 1 24.5

year < : :

Never : ) 10 S .5

Two other résponse itemé liSted on thé survey inquired
if the participant had previously‘beeh trained in the PLT
materials and if the attendee woﬁld be intérested in
becbming a facilitétor. Only. 4% responded that they had
been previously trained in the PLT materials.

A Significant peréentégé of workshop participants’were
interested in becoming PLT. facilitators (9.6%). This
interest shows a beliéf in the quality of the materials
presented.

Evaluation Related to Actual Workshop

There were eleven statements to which workshop

participants rated the PLT workshop that was just
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*f;exberiehced Statements 2 ‘3? 47*5 9 and 11 concerned theﬁ‘

Th”_effectlveness of the workshop Statements 1 6, 8 and- 10;

"sfrated the quallty of the presentatlon These eleven .

ohstatements had poss1b1e responses Wthh ranged from '

ihdl(strongly dlsagree) to 5(strongly agree) The percentagesd

ﬁfqtof responses to each statement are dlsplayed 1n Tables 6

b': through 16 The mean response(M) and standard dev1atlon e

‘(SD) are prov1ded for each table

'Tahle 6.

' Statement 1. The Objectives oftthe'WOrkshOD'Were Clear to.
Me . C : R TG SN

Response ‘t‘zﬁ.d‘NIQ 194911':f“dt Percentagevi

|1 (strongly | 12 . |7
| disagree) IR TR S

20 o o s T

97 | 5.0

13
la - |s00 - lz2s.7
5

i(strong1Yfagree). 1330 . h ‘ ,,c_o68.2

"M = 4.6 8D = 0.671
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Table 7.

Statement 2. The Objectives Were Important to Me.

Response N = 1953 Percentage
1 (strongly 6 .3
disagree)

2 21 1.0

3 - 110 5.7

4 508 26.0

5 (strongly agree) | 1308 67.0

- M =4.6 SD = 0.676

Table 8.

Statement 3. PLT Materials Are Appropriate For My Needs.

Response N =~1957 Percentage
1 (strongly 5 .2
| disagree)
2 31 1.7
3 127 6.5
4 473 24.1
5 (strohgly.agree5 1321 67.5

M= 4.6 SD = 0.708
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Table“S.

‘Statement 4. The Workshop Activities Were Relevant to Me.

,Responsé N = 1952 Percentage
1 (strongly 5 .2
| disagree) .
2 27 1.4
3 132 6.9
4 510 26.1
5 (strongly agree) | 1278 | 65.4
M=4.5 38D = 0.705

Table 10.

Statement 5. The Resource Matérials ProVided Will Be

Helpful When I Teach About the Environment.

Response N = 1953 Percentage
1 (strongly 4 .2
| disagree) ‘
2 15 8
3 59 3.1
4 | | 325 16.6
15 (strbngly agree) | 1550 79.3
M =4.7 SD = 0.568
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Table 11.

Statement 6.

The Facilitators Were Well Prepared.

Response N = 1940 Percentage
1 (strongly | 5 .2
disagree)

2 6 .3

3 48 2.5

4 284 14.6

5 (strongly agree) |1597 82.4

M=4.8  SD = 0.518

Table 12.

Statement 7. The Facilitators Were Enthusiastic and
Pleasant.

Response N = 1941 Percentage
1 (strongly 5. .2
disagree)

2 9 .5

3 37 1.9

4 240 12.4

5 (strongly agree) |1650 . 85.0

M= 4.8 SD = 0.498
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Table 13.

Statement 8. The Workshop wa81Well—Orqanized.

Response N = 1938 ’ Percentage
1 (strongly 5 .2
disagree) v

2 | 14 s .7

3 60 R 3.1

4 | 325 |16.8

5 (strongly agree) |1534 {792
M=4.7 SD = 0.574 k

Table 14.

Statement 9. The Information, Strategies and Instructional
Methods Shared During the Workshop Were Helpful to Me.

Response ii, N = 1944 TR Percentage
1 (strongly 5 L , .2
disagree) ' ‘ ; ] _

2 15 R

3 | | 89 N B

4 | 405 o |21.0

5 (strongly agree) |[1430 - 73.4

M=4.6 'SD = 0.625
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. Table 15.

.+ M=4.6 _ 9D =.0.644

atem n

ffi Breaks etc. )>Were Sultable for the Purbose of the Workshoo

Response . [N = 127 Péréentége

|1 (strongly | 1o s
disagree) - | SR

a | as |21,

lo |2

5 (stfbngly‘agree)‘~1406”;Q;Q,;fx' ”' 1173}

)  Téb1e 16.

Statement 11. The Workshop Met My Needs.

Response . |N =1943 . |Percentage

| (strongly | 8 A
disagree) o RN

2. | 18

lo|lo <o |

N (Strongly agree) 1399’7f" ”,§f\‘f, | 72.
o M=4.6 ‘SD’é'O 671 = e
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Analysis of Statements 1 throughbl

4 Overall there was an extremely high level of
,satlsfactlon w1th the workshops ~The~mean response of each
statement‘ranged from 4.5 tow4.8,fwith35dbeing strongly »
agreef o »

The statementszl7 6;f7; 8‘and.10'referring to the
quality of the preparatlon and presentatlon of the workshop
by the fac1lltator recelved responses w1th a mean range. from
4.6 to 4.8. These highly favorable responses indicate that
‘the volunteer presenter program is a success. As a result
of the highly competent volunteer fa01litators the PLT
program proves to be cost effectlve o

Statements 2, 3, 4, 5, 9 and 11 related how well the
workshop met.the needs of the participants. Mean of these
statements ranged from 4.5 to 4.7. Thus, an overwhelming
majority found the workshop useful |

ThlS researcher noticed that part1c1pants who checked

- all grade levels for intended future use often gave a “5"

rating to each statement. Participants who checked all grade
levels may be college students who were projecting future
use (and therefore did not know what grade they would be
'teaching). If those participants-were-college students they
may have other reasons for enthusiasticallyuagreeing with
all»statementsii lack of classroom experience, projected
idealistic use, or evaluating college 1nstructor before

grade is received for course.

27



Coﬁélﬁéion'

The even distribution of favorable to highly favorable
responses (mean = 4.5 - 4.8) indicatés that the PLT
workshops were overwhelmingly succeséful.vThe‘strengths of
the workshops were the excellent presentations by skilled
and dedicated facilitators and the relevance of the PLT
méterials to the attendees. Another‘indicator of
participant satisfaction was the nearly 10% of attendées who
expréssed a desire to become facilitators themselves. The
uniformly high approval rating of PLT workshops demonstrate
the high value of PLT to educators and is a strong

recommendation for the expansion of PLT in the future.
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Sy - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

The formattlng of th

'current survey resulted in some ‘

1naccurac1es in- data_f

Forvexample,ilt is unclear Wthh
_ workshop part1c1pants were actually college students 1n
preserv1ce methods classes | College students may have
v_checked several grade levels for 1ntended use. s1nce they dld
‘not - have. a permanent ass1gnment | Some of the college-ﬁ?
:students probably checked “college course 1mply1ng they l,
"would use PLT as a teacher of a. college course when in N
‘fact thlS questlon was almed at college 1nstructors

s ThlS confus1on could “be av01ded 1fv"check‘here if
student in a class preparlng to be a teacher"vwas added and:
those that checked thlS response should be" 1nstructed to'
:"Sklp" the 1ntended grade level of use questlon

iIn the four questlons pertalnlng to how the part1c1pant

learned about PLT how often would the part1c1pant would use
the PLT materlals and what grade( ) and subjects the
part1c1pant would use the PLT materlals 1n, the check llnes'
‘assoc1ated w1th these responses should be wrltten to the'“"
rlght of each answer : Currently the check llnes are . wrltten
.vto the 1eft Addlng a space after the llne would be
helpful. -For example In what subjects w1ll you use}PLT°
: Science;_f_»Math 2 Language Arts;;;_ Soc1al Studles__;_
‘ In. statements 1 through 11 ratlng the workshop, the‘

ratlngf Strongly‘Agree”(S),should be on-the‘left]slde and
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“Strongly Disagree”(i) shouldhbelon‘the right side There
were several surveys in Wthh the participant checked all'
eleven answers as “l" and wrote pos1tive comments in the
comments section. In some surveys;incwhich.all “l" answers
were given, the participants‘crossedQOuththe:original
responses andvre—wrote them as “S"s‘and_addedla message
saYing they had filled out the form incorrectly; in these
caSes I_reversed their answers. If there were no written
‘comments or any,other indication in writing that the person
was confused I entered;the answers as originally provided.
- The confusion caused by this might,contribute to a very
small ipercentage error}of»this study.
New Target Audiences o

'The PLT materials presented:in‘thé51995 workshobs were
written specifically for grades PreK - 8. 1In 1996 PLT
curricula designed toihe used‘in grades 9 - 12”mere
presented at workshops. An analysiS»Of 1996 workshopS‘
should confirm attendee satisfactiOn With those materials.

To target the PrekK market, workshops need to be promoted
to early childhood education students¢through their coilege
instructors. Classes_in environmental education need to be
part of the methods coursesiattended by_students studying to
become pre-school teachers. Practicing;preK teachers should
be trained to'use PLT materials; Advertising PLT workshops
injearly childhood eduCation journals?and‘mailing PLT

announcements to pre-schools would help to increase the
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turnout of‘preK teachers at PLT workshbps._

PLT is.£iCh in reading and writiﬁg,skills (California
Depaftment‘of Education[‘1995); Many activities in the PLT
guidebstress higher thinking and research skills and could
bé integrated successfully into the liﬁeracy programs of
elementary schools. Thus, PLT workshops could be advertised
af literacy conferences through brochures and'posters as .

well as by conference presentations.
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APPENDIX

" PROJECT LEARNING TREE PARTICIPANT SURVEY FORM

S ;pLT " Thank you for your interest in Project Leunidg Tree. Be sure to include your name and address if
. Y " you would like to reccive The Branch. PLT's national newsletter which is mailed two times a year.

.

Name

.
7
- eir

‘School/Organization _

Mailing Address

City/State/Zip

Workshop Date ‘ Workshop Location
Workshop Facilitators _ i

How did you learn about PLT? School Admia. Coatact by PLT Staff Publications Professional Organization

. Teacher __Through Students Exhibit ___ Other (specify)

At what grade level(s) will you use PLT? PreK K 1st 2nd 3ed_o _4th___Sth 6th T4 8th

9th 10tk th___12th College Course __ PreK-12

In what subjects will you use PLT? ___ Scieace ___Math __Language Arts ___Social Studies ___Visual Ans___Phys Ed

‘ Pcdgming Arts __Other (specify) <

How often do you think you will use PLT activities? Weekly Monihly Several times a year
Please check here if you do not plan to use PLT. 4

Now, please help us plan future workshops by rating the PLT workshop you just completed.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Stroagly Agrec

Strongly Agree

Stroagly Agree

1. The objectives of the workshop were clear to me. Stroagly Disagree .
. T T T < ¥
2. The objectives were importaat to me. Stroagly Qisagree
T R T < T
3. PLT materials are appropriate for my needs. Stroagly Disagree
N T T b} . ¥
4. The workshop activities were relevant to me. ‘ Stroagly Disagree
i . 0 T - 3
5. The resource materials provided will be helpful Strongly Disagree
whea I teach about the eavironment. ‘ ! : ? ‘ T
6. The facilitators were well-prepared. ) Suongly Disagree ;
t R L) ¥
7. The facilitators were enthusiastic and pleasant, Strongly Disagree . .
. : . R < T
8. The workshop was v-ell-organized. Stroagly Disagree S
. . N 4 ¥
. 9. The information, strategies and instructional methods * Suwoagly Disagree
shared during the workshop were helpful to me. ' 7 i ¢ !
10. The facilities and amenities (setting. breaks, etc.) were . Strongly Disagree
suitable for the purposes of the workshop. : ! ° ' ‘ ’
" 11. The workshop met my needs. ’ " - Strongly Disagree
T - —— 3 ¥

Strongly Agree

The PLT staff would appreciate any further comments you wish to share with us:

Check here if you are interested in becoming a PLT facilitator.
. Check here if you were previously trained i the original PLT materials.

~~
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