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ABSTRACT

Religious and Environmental Values in
PCUSA and UCC Church Camp Programs

Ross S. Bash

The association between denominational affiliatiethe independent variable, and
(1) religious values, (2) environmental values, and (3)rtegration of religious values and
environmental values, as the dependent variables, in changp programs of the Presbyterian
Church (U.S.A.) (PCUSA) and the United Church of CHtBEEC) was examined through
survey research of PCUSA and UCC church camps adredsnited States. The results
indicated that there is a significant statisticaltiefsship between PCUSA and UCC church
camp programs by reference to denominational affiliatiwrall three dependent variables.
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Religious and Environmental Values in
PCUSA and UCC Camp Programs
Chapter 1 — Introduction
Overview of the Topic and Study

Many religious groups in the United States that work whildcen, youth, and adults
have a long tradition of church camp, conference amdateprograms that are carried out in
outdoor settings. Among the religious groups in the drfgtates providing such programs are
two major Protestant denominations, the PresbyteriancGHt.S.A.) (PCUSA) and the United
Church of Christ (UCC), and church camp programs of thes@lenominations serve as the
focus of this study. The program facilities of such chuwamps, usually comprising resident-
type facilities, are often located within a reasonabiardy distance from where participants in
the programs live, yet at sufficient distance from theeee developed areas as to be (or seem to
be) “set apart,” thus fostering a sense of “living ia tlut-of-doors” or being in the midst of
“God’s creation.”

While the term “church camping” is, perhaps, the mostraon name or term for these
kinds of programs, they are also often described by otiras teuch as outdoor religious
education, outdoor Christian education, and outdoor myniShese various terms reflect subtle
but significant differences in philosophy and practice, @afig in terms of the value or benefit
associated with the natural environment as a setting aaad @stual element of the program. For
example, if a program is described as “outdoor minisisyit’a program that actually does
outdoor ministry or is it a program that simply does ministutdoors? If the latter, then it may
actually be a form of religious proselytization cadraaut in an outdoor setting; in effect, it may

simply represent a modern form of the proverbial “tamhp meeting” or a variation of the
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formalized “Sunday School class” transplanted outddbitsis the former, however, and
actually involvesoutdoor ministry, then it will represent a program thatasceptually different
in that its philosophy and practice will likely involve ynghesis or integration of both religious
values and environmental values.

Three Primary Dimensions of Church Camp Programs

The fact that many religious groups in the United Stgppesisor church camps suggests
that these kinds of programs play a significant roldénformation of beliefs and practices
characteristic of these religious groups. However, ntdrtlge activities that take place in church
camps (and virtually all of the activities in some chuwramps) do not require an outdoor setting.
Moreover, the “outdoor” setting is not always “natura’raany of these activities are also
carried out in community parks, playgrounds, or even inathbuildings. While the “outdoors”
may provide a pleasant and functional setting for chaachp programs, what is its significance
in terms of integrating religious and environmental valogkese programs; that is, to what
extent do these church camp programs contribute to thatiomof religious beliefs and
practices in ways that ground the relationship betweenag@ddsod’s creation, including
humanity, more ecologically and holistically?

The philosophies and practices associated with church pasgrams are diverse in that
they reflect particular historical and cultural as vesllecclesiastical influences. Several church
camping philosophies and practices are examined in this intiodand in the literature review.
For purposes of this study, however, the various philoss@md practices in church camping
are considered here primarily in terms of three dinmessihat help define the field and

characterize its practice:



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 3

(1) Theological: It is a form of the churchrsinistry that tends to reflect beliefs and
practices characteristic of particular faith traditisnsh as the faith traditions of the
two religious groups that provide the denominational comgtttis study;

(2) Pedagogical: It is a form of ministry that, philosophigalhd in practice, is primarily
educationalwith methodologies that tend to be non-formal and egpgal; and

(3) Environmental: It is a form of educational ministry that only takes place primarily
in outdoor settings, but in which the outdoor setting contributes naore ecological
and holistic understanding of the relationship between Guaaanity and the natural
order.

All three dimensions are essential to the field aratatterize its practice. Moreover, it is the
synthesis or integration of all three dimensions éimatbles church camp programs to better
contribute to a more informed understanding of, and regpbtysfor, the natural environment
by grounding the relationship between God and God'’s creatidlnding humanity, more
ecologically and holistically.

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study comprise the following:

(1) To examine and summarize philosophies and practicbe church camping field

from a review of:

(a) Its denominational context in relation to the B&lLand the UCC;

(b) Church camping constituency groups within the PCUSAtlaatUCC;

(c) The historical context of church camping and réteagrams; and

(d) Extant literature, but particularly program and cuttion material.
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(2) Through a nationwide survey of church camps a#itlavith the PCUSA and
the UCC to examine and compare:

(a) The organizational profiles of church camps in eBgtomination;

(b) The extent to which religious values are emphdsizehurch camp programs in each
denomination;

(c) The extent to which environmental values are empéadsizchurch camp
programs in each denomination;

(d) The extent to which religious values and environmesatiales are integrated
in church camp programs in each denomination; and

(e) Whether the association between denominatidfigdtzon and (1) religious
values, (2) environmental values, and (3) the integrafioaligious values and environmental
values values, in church camp programs in each denaomnatstatistically significant.
Hypotheses

Three hypotheses are advanced in this study:

Hi: Religious values in PCUSA and UCC church camp progeamidependent of
denominational affiliation and the association betwiem is not statistically significant.

H,: Environmental values in PCUSA and UCC church camp progaaensmidependent of
denominational affiliation and the association betwiem is not statistically significant.

Hs: Integration of religious and environmental values in PEW@8d UCC church camp
programs is independent of denominational affiliatiot #re association between them is not

statistically significant.
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The Denominational Context of the Study

As noted above, this study examined church camp progrdifreted with the PCUSA
and the UCC, two major Protestant religious groups oomérations in the United States. These
two denominations reflect both convergence and divergerbeiimrespective polity (forms of
government), historical and socio-cultural origins, denotimnal development, geographical
dispersion, and religious beliefs and practices.

Regional associations of local congregations in the #&Lbre called presbyteries.
Presbyteries function collectively in synods, and bbéhrtational association and annual
meeting of the denomination is called the General Abge(ngell, 1984: Bonnell, 1975; Gray
& Tucker, 1986; Mead & Hill, 1985; PCUSBook of Order2001).

Regional associations of local congregations in the dfeCalled conferences and its
national association and biannual meeting is calle@treral Synod (Sheares, 1990; UCC
About Us: A Family of Faith for a Global Communityd.; UCCAbout Us: The Constitution of
the United Church of Chrish.d.; UCCAbout Us: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) about the
United Church of Christn.d.; UCCAbout Us: What is the United Church of Christd.;
Zikmund, 1990).

The PCUSA follows a representative form of governniemthich each level of church
government functions through both clergy and laity asahofficers. The lowest governing
body, called the session, makes virtually all of thgpm@ecisions for the local congregation.
Members of the session are ordained lay persons &dlets presbyterodrom the Greek
translates as elder or “old man”), and the sessiordenated by a clergy member. The higher

governing bodies, comprising presbyteries, synods, and ther&&ssembly, also function
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through elders and clergy as the elected representatingsl(, 1984; Bonnell, 1975; Gray &
Tucker, 1986; Mead & Hill, 1985; PCUSBook of Order2001).

The UCC form of government is a Congregationalist moslddcal congregation elects a
consistory comprised of members of the congregationybatare not ordained, and all major
decisions are ultimately made by the congregationggleray participate in both consistory and
congregational meetings, but only to the extent thatdhnsistory and congregation permit.
Higher governing bodies comprise associations, conferemeeds>eneral Synod which function
through clergy and laity as elected representativdsyuadh clergy tend to exercise greater
degree of influence at these higher governing levels (Shd£@8; UCCAbout Us: A Family of
Faith for a Global Communifyn.d.; UCCAbout Us: The Constitution of the United Church of
Christ, n.d.; UCCAbout Us: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) about the United Church of
Christ, n.d.; UCCAbout Us: What Is the United Church of Christd.; Zikmund, 1990).

Both denominations share an ecclesiastical and histaffaaity in terms of their
identification with the Reformed tradition, a majoedttogical tradition in Protestant
Christianity. Both denominations are also considered tonlagnline denominations” in the
United States. In terms of historical and cultural esgPresbyterian emigrants tended to be
from Scotland, Northern Ireland and Switzerland. PadtefriPresbyterian settlement tended to
be in the middle and southern colonies, although thesesatae Presbyterian presence in New
England. The Scotch-Irish in particular tended to mot tine frontier areas of the colonies and
there still exist strong patterns of Scotch-Irish Presign tradition along the length of the
Appalachian Mountains from Pennsylvania to Georgia (Anfe84; Dillenberger & Welch,

1954; Leith, 1977, 1981; Leyburn, 1962; Mead & Hill, 1985; Rian, 1940).
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Three constituent religious groups characterized emigratatterns of the several faith
traditions that comprise the UCC. The two earliest gravgre Puritans and Congregationalists,
including the Pilgrims of Plymouth, Massachusetts and thigahs of Salem, Massachusetts; in
fact, Congregationalist faith tradition became domimamNew England. The third constituent
group comprised the strong immigrant tradition of GermafoiRned, Lutheran, and other
German Evangelical adherents who initially settleBemnsylvania and subsequently throughout
the Midwest (Bass, 1987; Dillenberger & Welch, 1954; Dunn, CruBusdli, Menzel,
Schneider, & Toth, 1990; Leith, 1977, 1981; Mead & Hill, 1986; Nordb&8R0; Quellhorst,
1990; Schroeder, 1987; Taylor, 1990; USKort Course: Congregationalism.d.; UCC Short
Course: German Evangelical Churches, n.d.; I806Grt Course: German Evangelical Synod
n.d.; UCCShort Course: German Reformed Churold.; UCCShort Course: Moves Toward
Unity, n.d.; UCCConfirmation: A Guide for Confirmation Instructiph994; UCCShort
Course: Not the Final Chapten.d.;UCC Short Course: Reformation in Englamdd.; UCC
Short Course: Reformation Roptsd.; UCCShort Course: The Christian Churchesd.; UCC
Short Course: The Congregational Christian Churghed.; UCCShort Course: The
Evangelical and Reformed Churaid.; UCCShort Course: The First Centurigs.d.; UCC
Short Course: Westward Expansion and Social Vjsiath; UCCWhat is the United Church of
Christ? 1975).

Presbyterianism in North America has been marked bydmitisms and mergers too
numerous and complex to do more than mention. Masteo$chisms have involved theological
disputes, although a major split occurred over slavety@d. There may be as many as eight or
nine distinct denominations in the United States at prébanhtall themselves “Presbyterian,” of

which the PCUSA is the largest. The PCUSA resultech ffee merger in 1983 of the northern
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and southern branches of Presbyterianism that dividedstaxgary at the outbreak of the Civil
War and only reunited after some 120 years. This merger Meowesulted in another schism in
the southern branch of Presbyterianism among thoseoppsed the 1983 merger because they
viewed the northern branch of Presbyterianism as toar&lisé An earlier merger, in 1958,
reunited two branches of the northern church that ispiite 19' century over theological issues.
Ironically, there is again a substantial risk of schisithe PCUSA over several theological
issues that involve the same sort of liberal/consemati modernist/traditionalist disputes that
have been the cause of past schisms (Coalter, Multéfeéks, 1990; Daly, 2000; Farley, 1990;
Mead & Hill, 1985; Rian, 1940; Rogers, 1995; Wuthnow, 1990).

In contrast, the United Church of Christ representsmaber of mergers and few, if any,
schisms over a period of some 250 years. In the edfigdtury, various Puritan groups in
New England joined together as North American Congregaigm. This loosely-connected
association was joined in 1892 by the Congregational Medtgydn 1925 by the Evangelical
Protestants; and in 1927 by the German Congregationatist93IL, the Congregational
Christian Churches were formed when the Congregatgisatierged with the Christian Church,
a religious group that was itself the result of a meng&922 of the First Free Christian Church
and the Southern Christian Convention, both establishég mid-19' century. In 1934, the
Evangelical and Reformed Church was formed by the mefdbe &serman Reformed Church
of the U.S., and the Evangelical Synod in North Angerimth established in the“l@entury. In
1957, the UCC was established by merger of the Congrega@ibinatian Churches and the

Evangelical and Reformed Church (Bass, 1987; Dillenbergere&hy1954; Dunn et al., 1990;

1 A major point of the theological dispute that gave iriseart to this particular schism was the ordinatibn o
women. Those Presbyterians who left the southern lrainéresbyterianism and formed the Presbyterian Chiurch
America (PCA) opposed the ordination of women, althougletivere other theological issues that also contributed
to the schism.
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Gunnemann, 1987; Leith, 1977, 1981; Mead & Hill, 1986; Nordbeck, 1990; Qrst|l1990;
Schroeder, 1987; Taylor, 1990; UGbort Course: Congregationalism.d.; UCCShort
Course: German Evangelical Churchesd.; UCCShort Course: German Evangelical Synod
n.d.; UCCShort Course: German Reformed Churold.; UCCShort Course: Moves Toward
Unity, n.d.; UCCMy Confirmation: A Guide for Confirmation Instructioh994; UCCShort
Course: Not the Final Chapten.d.; UCCShort Course: Reformation in Englandd.; UCC
Short Course: Reformation Roptsd.; UCCShort Course: The Christian Churchesd.; UCC
Short Course: The Congregational Christian Churghed.; UCCShort Course: The
Evangelical and Reformed Churaid.; UCCShort Course: The First Centurigs.d.; UCC
Short Course: Westward Expansion and Social Vjsiath; UCCWhat is the United Church of
Christ? 1975).

Consistent with their common roots in the ProtestafofRnation, the PCUSA and the
UCC share many theological beliefs and practices. Batbrdmations share similar views as to
sacraments and forms of worship. Both denominations ramgafian and adhere to other major
themes of the Reformed tradition (e.g., the sovereigh@od, the sinful nature of humanity, the
redemptive nature of Jesus Christ, the authority of sceptbe priesthood of all believers, and
the doctrines of vocation, election, and salvation laggthrough faith) (Alston, 1984; Angell,
1984; Bass, 1987; Bonnell, 1975; Dillenberger & Welch, 1954; Fackre, E@8ey, 1990;
Johnson & Hambrick-Stowe, 1990; Leith, 1977, 1981; Marheine, 1995] Ké4ill, 1985;
Schroeder, 1987; Trost, 1990; UGy Confirmation: A Guide for Confirmation Instruction
1994; UCCWhat is the United Church of ChristP975; Zikmund, 1990).

Presbyterians, however, have tended to be much stinceherence to many doctrinal

standards, especially on the part of ordained persons, th&ildCC has tended to allow more
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doctrinal freedom and interpretation among its adherewt€anstituent congregations. For
example, while both denominations adhere to the doctrieéofion (i.e., who will be “saved”),
Presbyterians have tended historically toward a muaiowar and stricter interpretation of this
doctrine. As their history of schisms illustrates, By&srians also tend to be more divided in
their understanding of the authority of scripture. Fongda, the term “fundamentalism” (but
not the tradition itself which was earlier) grew ofia controversy that divided Presbyterians in
the 1920s over what constituted the “essentials” (orddmmentals”) of faith and belief to which
all candidates for ordination as well as ordained perswst vow to adhere. This controversy
has never been fully resolved and remains a potentiatso@ifurther schism (Bonnell, 1975;
Coalter et al., 1990; Daly, 2000; Farley, 1990; Mead & Hill, 1¥8an, 1940; Rogers, 1995;
Wuthnow, 1990).

Both denominations are also “confessional’ churches (haking use of formal and
historic statements or “confessions” of religious Wgliéresbyterians, however, have tended to
make greater and stricter use of confessions of faithexample, the PCUSA has adopted 11
different confessions asBook of Confession{d999) and all candidates for ordination and
ordained persons must promise to be “instructed” by thesessiors. While the UCC also uses
confessional statements, they are treated more stigitaies of faith” rather than “tests of
faith” (Angell, 1984; Bonnell, 1975; Farley, 1990; Marheine, 1996atM& Hill, 1985; PCUSA,
Book of Confessiongd999; PCUSAook of Order2001, Rogers, 1995; UCBbout Us: What
is the United Church of Christ?.d.; UCCWhat is the United Church of Christ®75;

Wuthnow, 1990).
Both denominations also strongly emphasize religious ¢idacas an integral aspect of

their understanding and practice of ministry. This emgharsieducational ministry includes not
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only traditional church school programs (i.e., “Sundayd®€th for different age groups, but
also programs that are not classroom-based such asgroufis and other fellowship groups
intended to serve different age or interest groups witltal lcongregations. In addition to
educational programs in local congregations, groups of chaikebik collectively within
presbyteries (PCUSA) and conferences (UCC) to provideg@nugyfor children, youth and
adults. While these programs tend to be regional, soeneational in scope. Church camps
represent an important aspect or form of each denommsgducational ministry through
presbyteries and conferences that primarily serve tmecajregations within their geographical
regions. The PCUSA and the UCC also have constitugroayps that focus on church camping
as an integral aspect of each denomination’s educatimnatry. Some presbyteries and
conferences also sponsor conference and retreat ¢aiteosigh these centers do not usually
provide outdoor programs. The PCUSA also has national mode centers in New York, North
Carolina and New Mexico, but these centers generallyotpnovide outdoor programs
(Bonnell, 1985; Burgess, 1975; Harris, 1989; Leith, 1981, Little, 19%6h&ine, 1995;
Monkres & Ostermiller, 1995; PCUSAssociation of Presbyterian Church Educatorsl.;
PCUSABook of Confessiond999;; PCUSAook of Order2001; PCUSAChristian Education
in the Presbyterian Church (U.S.An.d.; PCUSAPresbyterian Church Camp and Conference
Associatesn.d.; Smart, 1954; UC@Iy Confirmation: A Guide for Confirmation Instruction
1994; UCCAbout Us: What is the United Church of Chrigt™.; UCCOutdoor Ministries
Association — United Church of Christ.d.; UCCThe Association of United Church Educators
n.d.; UCCThe Educational Mission of the United Church of Chmstl.).

Both denominations have also taken strong advocacy pws#icthe national level on

issues related to the environment and environmental conddr@sespective positions of each
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denomination are discussed in the literature review. BetlPCUSA and the UCC also have
affiliated “interest groups” that function to develop mased cognizance of environmental issues
through newsletters, conferences, resource materadpgecative efforts with other religious and
secular groups, and various forms of political advocacly“grassroots” organizing (e.g.,
PCUSAPresbyterians for Restoring Creatiom.d.; UCCNetwork for Environmental and
Economic Responsibilityr.d.). This focus conforms to long tradition in each denation
pertaining to a significant moral, cultural, economial amen political role in the history and
social ordering of the nation. Although the influence anehgith of both denominations, like
“mainlines” generally, has declined in the United States twe last quarter century, they still
play a significant role in American society and remstrongly representative of the “Protestant
ethic” in some regions that so dominated much of ouonatiistory (Angell, 1984; Bonnell,
1975; PCUSABook of Order2001; PCUSAENnvironmental Justice Offica.d.; PCUSASocial
Justice Ministriesn.d.; UCCAbout Us: What is the United Church of Christd.;UCC Justice
and Peacen.d.; UCCJustice and Peace: Biblical Foundatiomsd.; UCCJustice and Peace:
Take Actionn.d.; UCCNeighbors in Need: It's About Justiceld.; UCCWhat is the United
Church of Christ?1975).
Constituency Camping Groups in the PCUSA and UCC

Constituency groups play a significant ralehurch camping by: (1) Providing a means
for representing camp leaders, staff and participantdvied in particular kinds of programs;
(2) Providing a means of identification and support within spong groups and organizations;
and (3) Reflecting philosophies and practices in church canghiaracteristic of particular kinds

of programs. Constituency groups affiliated with the P&USresbyterian Church Camp and
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Conference Associates (PCCCA), and the UCC, the Outditiarstries Association — United
Church of Christ (OMA), are examined here.

PCCCA is a group representing approximately 150 campingatesmad conference
facilities affiliated with the PCUSA (PCUSRresbyterian Church Camp and Conference
Associatesn.d.). It previously functioned as a more informal grdug,has become more
structured by reason of the changing nature of the campdgtry (e.g., funding and liability
concerns) and a denomination-wide restructuring of the PCBSA result, PCCCA has
assumed many camp and conference-related functionseéhafovmerly handled by
denominational staff. Its membership generally compri€&S®A camp directors and other

camp staff. It holds an annual conference and other etrettsclude workshops, speakers in

the camping field, focus on common issues facing PCU&#ch camps and conferences (e.g.,

food service, funding, and staffing), and opportunities foraddnteraction and spiritual renewal

among camp directors and staff of PCUSA church camps.
While the “care of Creation” is described as part ofmtssion, its primary focus is

serving as resource for its member camps, conference taedt facilities, providing training

opportunities and benefits to individual members, providowgsalting services, and serving as

the “programmatic arm” of camp and conference ministithénPCUSA.

The mission of PCCCA is to equip leaders for ministoiediscipleship,
community building and the care of Creation. It seekztwide a common voice
and shared vision for Presbyterian camp and conferendgstmpin (PCUSA
Presbyterian Church Camp and Conference Assogiatds PCCCAVision

Statement2009).
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The Outdoor Ministries Association — United Church ofi&H{IOMA) is a group
representing approximately 65 church camping, retreat, aridreane facilities. Its overarching
purpose is to promote and provide support for outdoor ministheitUCC. Like PCCCA, its
membership generally comprises camp directors and othgr staff Its purposes similarly
involve serving as a resource for UCC camps, providing eduncatid training opportunities,
and holding an annual conference and other events thatienworkshops, speakers in the
camping field, focus on common issues facing UCC churclpsdeng., food service, funding,
and staffing), and opportunities for social interaction goudtsal renewal among camp directors
and staff of UCC church camps.

However, OMA seems to provide more of an emphasitmnthe environmental
dimension and the integration of the environmental aligioas dimensions in terms of outdoor
educational ministry than does PCCCA. For exampl@gaitse not only incorporates “outdoor
ministry,” but it also includes among its stated purpo$td:discover and deepen...faith
through encounters with God in creation and Christianmoonity...to promote outdoor
ministries in all areas of the church; and to celebtla many wonders of God’s nature!” (UCC
Outdoor Ministries Associatiom.d.). Moreover, itdlission Statemer{h.d.) emphasizes the
interdependence both between UCC camps and the denomiaatidoetween the church and
“God’s creation:”

Recognizing and affirming Outdoor Ministries as a signifiqaartner in

the ministry and future of the Church, the purpose oft&gloor Ministries

Association United Church of Christ is to advise, cohaed advocate on behalf

of the network of persons responsible for outdoor stii@s in the United Church

of Christ, so that we may work together to meet thelead find common
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solutions, deepening and broadening the understanding of the peeddace of

the whole of God’s creation on behalf of the whdiarch (UCC Outdoor

Ministries AssociatioMission Statement.d. ).
The Historical Context of the Study

Church camping and retreat programs have their primamyricist origin in three
traditions: (1) Spiritual retreats; (2) Revival movemems ‘@ent camp meetings;” and (3)
Organized camping.

The Tradition of the Spiritual Retreat

While the relationship between the tradition of chuzamps and retreats and other
historical traditions of the church is significanthis not always been sufficiently recognized.
For example, the spiritual practice of religious cormgktion, prayer and study in a natural
setting — one that is “set apart” from “everyday li#ehas its roots in the ancient monastic
tradition of a spiritual retreat, for example, in @&kt or mountain setting. This tradition was
exemplified by Jesus in the biblical tradition of goingpithe wilderness, up on a mountain or to
some other lonely place to fast, pray or be alone iithlisciples. The religious “retreat” thus
represents both a time and a place “set apart” fotisgipreparation, transition or renewal
(Klopfenstein, Klopfenstein, & Williams, 1984; Louth, 19%aetkau, Harder, & Sawatzky,
1978).

The Tradition of Revival Movements and “Tent Camp Meetings”

A parallel tradition of both socio-cultural and retigs significance in the f8and 14’
centuries in the United States, from which the traditibohurch camping also arose in part, was
that of religious revival movements and the proverkiemt'camp meeting.” Some of these

revival meetings lasted for days and involved thousandsopi@@athered in an outdoor setting.

2 See, for example, Matthew 4:1-11, 14:23; Mark 1:12-13, 6:31-32; 411k&3, 9:28; John 6:15, 11:54.
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In the late 19 century, this religious tradition began to evolve irgligious “institutes” and
large religious conferences of which the Chataqua Movemeperhaps, the best known
(Graendorf & Mattson, 1979; Klopfenstein et al., 1984; Mgck®84; Mattson, 1998; Mitchell,
Robberson, & Obley, 1977).

The Tradition of Organized Camping

The origins and history of church camping are even reigent in the historical context
and larger tradition of the organized camping movementgEEIB6; Graendorf & Mattson,
1979; Klopfenstein et al., 1984). Organized camping has beendiéfrtbe American Camping
Association (ACA), probably the largest organized campiogip in the field, as:

A sustained experience which provides a creative, recnad and

educational opportunity in group living out-of-doors. It utilizesned leadership

and the resources of natural surroundings to contribigadlo camper’s mental,

physical, social and spiritual growth (ACXccreditation Standarg<€.998).

Writers in the field have similarly identified the ‘&facteristic elements, blended
together in the right proportion, of an organized camp (&} persons, (2) outdoor life, (3)
living in groups, (4) a camp community, and (5) leadership anditons designed to satisfy
personal needs and interests and to stimulate wholegsersenal, social and spiritual
development” (Ball & Ball, 1995, citing Dimock, 1948). The gaexperience [should be]
“‘indigenous to group living in the out-of-door setting” (Ball &IB 1995, citing Dimock, 1948).

The adaptation and application of these definitions mspeetives of organized camping
to church camping emphasizes the same “elements,”dmtdrmore specific and overtly

religious orientation:
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* A short-term residential experience in a naturalrsgtti

* A non-formal educational experience in the outdoors.

» Atemporary and dynamic interaction of people and envirohesigned for

purposeful outcomes.

» A social unit with many of the characteristics oaanfly interacting in an outdoor

setting.

* Atemporary community in the context of a permanenti@iog community.

* A leadership laboratory using the temporary community irotheof-doors.

* The Church ministering out-of-doors.

* A short-term period of withdrawal from the normal sgftand activities of life for the

purposes of renewal and growth (Klopfenstein et al., 1984).

It has been stated in this regard that while the cangx{pgrience is unique, its “ultimate
effectiveness [within the church camping tradition] led in its uniqueness, but in terms of
uniquely fulfilling its established purpose” (Klopfenstein ef #084). The church camping
experience is thus intended to be related to “the Chutatabministry:”

The uniqueness of camp is implicit to its natural environpibet

uniqueness of th€hristiancamp is evidenced in the personal relationship of its

leaders to the Creator of the environment (Klopfensteat. £1984).

The historical origins of the organized camping movemeve baen attributed to the
legendary traditions and narrative accounts of frontiersmioneers and Native Americans
(Eells, 1986; Graendorf & Mattson, 1979; Mackay, 1984; Mitchadl.etLl977). Its more recent
origins, however, are attributed to a shift in social aultural perspectives that arose in the

United States in the late 1@entury when the American frontier was declared ttclosed” as
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primitive natural areas and “wilderness” throughout ti@navere being populated and
developed (especially by extractive or resource-intensdigsinies such as mining and
timbering). Attitudes about nature and the natural worttisnperiod began to shift from fear to
hostility to a more romantic and even benign tradihearkening back to Rousseau and later
Thoreau (Eells, 1986).

Many of the early organized camps also grew out of fgmificant social welfare
movements in the United States in the lat8 déntury and early ﬁbcentury. The first, the Fresh
Air Movement, reflected a concern for children’s healtd morals, especially children living in
crowded urban areas. It was believed that the fressf #¥xe country and mountains would have
a curative and restorative effect on young people. Attentas also given to providing camping
opportunities for physically handicapped children. The s&coovement, the Settlement
Movement, was inspired by the work of the Rev. Samaeh&t in London and Jane Addams in
Chicago amidst the extraordinary waves of new immigrémthe United States between 1889
and 1912. It reflected a concern for the welfare of fi@sniiving in crowded and unsanitary
tenements, ameliorating conflicted social interactiorong different classes and ethnic groups
in the United States, and promoting enjoyment and cosisenvof the natural environment (Ball
& Ball, 1995; Eells, 1986).

Development of organized camping has also been dividedhree different eras or
stages: (1) The recreational stage from 1861 to 1920; (2¢dum=ational stage from 1920 to
1930; and (3) The social orientation and responsibility dtage 1930 through the present
(Klopfenstein et al., 1984; Kraus & Scanlin, 1983; Mitchellletl®77). The organized camping
field has also been examined in terms of social, cu/tana historical trends reflecting the

nature of camping programs, the particular focus of agermzi groups sponsoring the programs,
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and the philosophical and social factors that have tendelis®e camping programs to evolve
differently over different periods of time. For exaeyph long-term historical trend can be
identified in which the camping movement moved from aioignce and even hostility about
outdoor recreation and programs, to one of indiffergtacene of increasing interest, and
ultimately to what approximates a virtual institutionaliaa of organized camping. The
involvement of quasi-public agencies, especially thosergechildren and youth, is another
related long-term trend in organized camping, reflectedr@grozations such as the Salvation
Army, the YMCA, the YWCA, 4-H, the Boy Scouts of Ane, the Girl Scouts of America, and
the Camp Fire Girls. Another long-term trend that aaregéd in the late 1940s and early 1950s
is the significant and increasing significance of religi education as an important element in
organized camps established by religious groups and denomind&ellss {986; Graendorf &
Mattson, 1979; Klopfenstein et al., 1984; Mackay, 1984; Van SB@R6). It has been suggested
by one writer, however, that religious camps (or atléaose of an evangelical orientation) have
tended to change more slowly in response to these kidegyterm trends than secular camps
(Mackay, 1984).

An increasingly significant involvement of governmenéalhtevels can also be observed
in organized camping, although this involvement has tendedx@méhwane according to
political, social, and cultural trends characterisfiparticular time periods. For example, the era
of large land “set asides” by government at both fedechkgate levels in the late "t @entury
and early 20 century coincided with the growth of social movemehés tvere supportive of
organized camping. This included the formation at the fedmral of the United States Forest
Service, the National Park Service and, to a lessentexbe Bureau of Land Management, as

well as the development of parks and recreation arebethystates and cities during the same
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period. Federal work assistance programs such as the Wargeess Administration and the
Civilian Conservation Corp in the Great Depressionoéthe 1930s also contributed
significantly to the development of campgrounds and atiore areas (Ball & Ball, 1995 Eells,
1986; Graendorf & Mattson, 1979). A significant shift in gielosophy of organized camping
can also be noted as, for example, from health amdatien characteristic of the late™.9
century and early 2bcentury, to outdoor education programs characteristiceo1940s, to
specialized camps, environmental education programs and exjmeelucation programs
increasingly characteristic of the organized campind feday (Ball & Ball, 1995; Kraus &
Scanlin, 1983; Mackay, 1984; Van Slyck, 2006;Venable & Joy, 1998).

Professional organizations have also increasingly teffiedevelopment of the organized
camping field. This reflects a trend toward trained lestaiprin the field and can be dated from
the Conference of Boy Workers established in 1902 by th€ XM his trend is also reflected
by organizations such as the American Camping AssocigkiGA) and its predecessor, the
Camp Directors Association (CDA), founded in 1924. CDA publisthe first professional
journal in the fieldCamping which is still being published by ACA. CDA was succeeded by
ACA in 1935, and ACA is now considered to be the leading pstd@al organization in the
field (Eells, 1986). This increased emphasis on professitavalopment is also viewed as
contributing to three particular values in the organizedpsag field: (1) Outdoor education;
(2) Relationships and associations among participants;3ithé camping program itself in
terms of skills, mental and physical health, appreaidto outdoor living, recreation, self-
growth, contact with diverse opinions and values, and graepaiction (Shivers, 1989). To

better achieve these values, ACA has developed and promofedsional standards and
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resources in organized camping through leadership trainingrcesand publications in the
field, and accreditation of camps (Mitchell et al., 198ivers, 1989).
Significance of the Study

There is a growing awareness — an awareness thatmifsc, economic, social, cultural,
political and even spirituiin nature — that the earth and its life forms arghénmidst of an
environmental crisis. The evidence and effects of tisscare not uniform in that it affects
different regions of the earth — and different peoplesedisas other life forms on earth — in
different ways and to different degrees. It arises feomumber of factors that are not uniform,
but rather are variable and diffuse. It also affecth ldetveloped nations and developing nations,
although adverse environmental conditions tend to affalaleing nations and the poor of the
earth more severely than developed nations and the niluenabf the eartf. The title of a
book by Wackernagel and Rees (199B)y Ecological Footprint: Reducing Human Impact on
the Earth provides an excellent metaphor to describe this clisssthe “tread” of humanity’s
“footprint” on the earth’s ecosystems that represéme primary cause of this crisis; that is, the
factors giving rise to this crisis can be attributed prilpao humanity’s impact on the natural
world and not, conversely, to the natural world’s imtpathumanity. This perspective is also

reflected in the increasing body of literature, supportedebgarch in a variety of disciplines,

3 See, for example, Rasmussen (1996), Sharper (1997), Tuckerien(2@80), and World Council of Churches
(1990) for discussion of the spiritual nature of the envirortaierisis.

* The environmental crisis includes concerns such asasedepollution of air, soil and water, especially byriexi
loss of habitat and increased risk of species extinatiderms of both plant and animal life; adverse effects on
genetic diversity and viability, including commercotahtrol, manipulation, dilution, and even eliminatidrgenetic
varieties, especially in relation to food production; resgence of diseases in more virulent forms once thdoght
be controlled or even eradicated; increased resist#rz#cteria and viruses to medicines and medicahteat
changes in global conditions, including sea levels, ocaaents, weather patterns and climate; gross inegquiti
the allocation and use of natural resources, including naingjegletion of resources, some of which (e.g.,
rainforests) may be vital to sustaining conditions rg$sieto life on a global scale; and a potential, aften actual,
decline in the viability of both humans and non-humanfdifens.
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that considers and attempts to address the environmestsliciterms of its effect on both
human and non-human life forms.

It has also been argued by a number of writers thast@mity has contributed to, and
may have actually caused, much of the environmental.dfsisexample, developed nations
having Christianity as their dominant religious traditiostorically engaged in rampant
colonialism characterized by exploitative practicesaiboth natural resources and indigenous
peoples in undeveloped or less developed nations (including Euregploration and
development of the American continents). In additetheir economic purpose, such practices
often had an evangelical or missionary purpose in tefrobgroverting “heathen” peoples, by
force if necessary, to Christianity. While the extentvhich environmental harm and destruction
can be attributed to Christianity in terms of cause diegteis problematic, it is certainly the
case that, with only a few exceptions (e.g., Francisssisi and Patrick of Ireland), Christianity
has not been characterized historically by a stromtitiva of environmentalism (Berry, 1973;
Bouma-Prediger, 2001; Cobb, 1992; Gustafson, 1994; Johnson, 2000; McF2@®8,1997;
Nash, 1997; Oelschlaeger, 1994; Rasmussen, 1996; Rolston, 1992r&atfiBb; White, 1967;

White, 1973). However, as the policy papers and stateroétite PCUSA and the UCC on the

® See, for example, t®AAS Atlas of Population and Environmérarrison and Pearce, 2000) of the American
Association for the Advancement of Scienthe Biodiversity Crisis: Losing What Coufidovacek, 2001) of the
American Museum of Natural Histor@ur Living Resources: A Report on the Distribution, Abundance, aatitHe
of U.S. Plants, Animals, and EcosystéheRoe, Farris, Puckett, Doran, & Mac, 1995) of the dxeti Biological
Services of the U.S. Department of the Inter&igte of the World 2002: A Worldwatch Institute Report on Progress
Toward a Sustainable Sociggtarke, 2002) of the Worldwatch Institut®¥prld Resources 2000-2001: People and
Ecosystems, The Fraying Web of L{fehe World Resources Institute, 2000) of the UnitedddatDevelopment
Programme, the United Nations Environment Programimee\forld Bank, and the World Resources Institute.
However, this is not to ignore contrary views as toddwgses, nature, extent, and potential means of negdhve
environmental crisis. For example, an excellent critifusme of the claims, and especially much of the riestori
of the environmental movement is provided by Lomborg (200The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the
Real State of the Worldlomborg is a statistician by profession and he exasmmmny of the claims made in the
environmental field on the basis of actual statistieda. His position is that the scientific data in theimnmental
field tends to be accurate and reliable, but that méatheoclaims made in purported reliance on this datanait
non-scientific and even apocalyptic terms (what lile tae environmental “litany”), are not supported bg tata.
Lomborg’s book is, therefore, intended to be a correatithe environmental field to the sort of claims thidtter

are overstated or are simply inaccurate.
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environment and environmental concerns summarized in ¢natiire review in Chapter 2
indicate, this aspect of Christian tradition is gradusiiifting from one of environmental
ignorance, apathy and even hostility to one charaetéiby increased environmental concern,
responsibility and even activism (e.g., environmental atdship and environmental justice).
Notwithstanding the fact that the very nature of thieloor setting of church camps
provides effective opportunities for both environmental edaoatnd religious education, it is
unclear as to how or even whether these kinds of enveotahconcerns are being effectively
addressed in church camps. For example, much of thetlite in the church camping field does
not emphasize or integrate nature, the natural environoneamt environmental dimension in
church camp materials. As this study proposes to examitie€ompare in terms of PCUSA and
UCC church camps, to what extent do church campscim @these two denominations focus,
primarily if not exclusively, on traditional religiouscerns such as evangelism? To what extent
do PCUSA and UCC church camps treat nature and the natwmiednment, primarily if not
exclusively, as simply a setting for camp programs? Qse¥e to what extent do PCUSA and
UCC church camps — whether in response to the environheeisia or simply in accord with
the strong environmental policy positions of their repedenominations — treat nature and the
natural environment as a critical concern that requme=ffactive integration — environmentally,
pedagogically, and theologically — of religious values andrenmental values in their camp
programs? The possible reasons for the persistencearhphasis, primary if not exclusive, on
traditional religious concerns such as evangelism aresadily apparent (and this study does
not attempt to articulate such reasons except indirettiywvever, “tradition” itself seems to be
central to the primary focus of church camps; thahes Jong-established religious beliefs and

practices under which church camps were organized and havepl/eeflect strong historical
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and theological traditions. These traditions, thoroughtunded in the Reformation, did not (at
least until recently) include an environmental emphasia primary focus; in fact, significant
aspects of the Reformed tradition (e.g., Barthiangcethn antipathy or even hostility toward
nature and the natural environment as a legitimate so@itbeological inquiry or Christian
belief and practice (e.g., natural theology or a thgpotaf nature) (Barr, 1993; Fraenkel, 1946;
Grenz, Guretzki, & Nordling, 1999; Haldane, 2000; Harvey, 1964; Hasr001; Hendry,
1980; McFague, 1993; Sittler, 1972).

This traditional focus of church camp programs, including B&l@nd UCC church
camps, is also in marked contrast to significant pdrtiseoorigins and historical tradition of the
organized camping movement as well as the work of envirntaiigs both within and outside
organized religion. While the enjoyment of nature and #taral environment represents an
important aspect of the church camp experience, thelsurenistry in the context of the
environmental crisis could reasonably be expected to iesaktronger and more integrated
environmental dimension being incorporated in church camp garegr-or example, is the
moral and ethical significance of nature and the naamalonment emphasized and integrated
in church camp programs, including PCUSA and UCC church gamngssthis significance
largely neglected or ignored? In terms of moral anctatlsignificance, do nature and the
natural environment have intrinsic value (i.e., valuand of themselves), representing an
ecocentric or biocentric perspective, or do they g instrumental value (i.e., value only in
terms of the benefit they provide to humans), represgiatn anthropocentric perspective?

The significance of this study, therefore, goes firshéoquestion of the extent to which
PCUSA and UCC church camps tend to focus, primarily tiiemalusively, on traditional

religious values and concerns such as evangelism. Adeootrelated, question is the extent to
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which nature and the natural environment, in terms of emviemtal values, are emphasized in
church camp programs rather than being treated mormplysas a program setting.

Lastly, the significance of the study is that it exags and compares the extent to which
PCUSA and UCC church camps effectively integrate —renmentally, pedagogically and
theologically — religious values and environmental valuéss TRst focus can, at least
potentially, provide a more integrated approach to chuncipirey programs that will serve the
educational objectives of both religious and environmgnigloses, while also contributing to
the formation — and the reformation — of Christiandsgland practices in ways that can ground
the relationship between God and God'’s creation, includinggimity, more ecologically and

holistically.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

The literature reviewed comprises four areas: (1) Studiated to environmental
education and/or youth development and other benefits dboutecreation programs,
including residential and day camp prograf@) Denominational policy papers or statements
adopted by the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) (PCUSA) laadUnited Church of Christ (UCC)
having reference to the environment or environmental coscénDenominational surveys in
the PCUSA having reference to the environment or envirotaheoncerns; and (4) Church
camping literature.
Outdoor Recreation Program Studies

While the literature reporting research related to outdecreation programs, including
residential and day camp programs, is extensive, thgmually no literature specifically
related to church camps, especially in relation to eghgironmental values in church camping
or the integration of religious and environmental valueshurch camp programs. The focus
here is therefore on studies that, by analogy or @¢aptin, can be used to examine the potential
for emphasis of religious and environmental values, asd ititegration, in PCUSA and UCC
church camp programs.

Hungerford and Volk (1990), noting that the “ultimate aimdd@ation is shaping human
behavior” (p. 8), state that, in relation to environraéatiucation, there is a progression that can
be observed regarding behavioral change that moves fromléaige to awareness and attitudes

to action. This progression is summarized by five objesfive

® This section includes discussion of the study by Negraviamhing (1997) from which the instrument used in the
present study was developed in significant part.

" Negra and Manning (1997) use a model or framework of savénonmental indicators that is based on these five
objectives developed by Hungerford and Volk (1990).
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(1) Developing an “awareness” (p. 8) of the natural environraedtproblems or
issues associated with human impact on it;

(2) Developing “sensitivity” to and a “basic understanding”qpof the natural
environment and problems or issues associated with hungati on it;

(3) Developing “attitudes,” reflected in acquisition of at“sévalues and feelings of
concerns” about the natural environment, that will nradgv‘active [participation]
in environmental improvement and protection” (p. 9);

(4) “[Acquiring] skills for identifying and solving” (p. 9) problesrand issues related
to the natural environment associated with human impaitt and

(5) Providing opportunities for “participation... and [active involvertjen working
toward resolution” (p. 9) of problems and issues relaidte natural environ-
ment associated with human impact on it.

Negra and Manning (1997), in considering potential design of emaiatal education
programs in parks, examine environmental behaviors, vandsthics of park visitors using a
framework of seven environmental indicators based on Htorgeasind Volk (1997) and a
typology of environmental ethics statements. The typolagyas its purpose:

... empirical measurement of environmental ethics drawn tre theoretical,

historical and empirical literature (DeVall & Sessiph885; Graber, 1976;

Hargrove, 1989; Kellert, 1980; Kellert & Berry, 1979; Leopold, 1948siN

1989; Rolston, 1989; Stone, 1972; Valliere, 1994; White, 1967) (p. 12).

It also measures "three key concepts” (p. 12) in relaticenvironmental behavior, values, and

ethics:
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(1) An "anthropocentric-biocentric continuum" under whiclhaopocentric ethics will tend
to determine "moral relationships" between humans andenatore on the basis of
"human needs" while biocentric ethics will tend to deiee these "moral relationships”
more on the basis of "the intrinsic rights of botimians and nonhumans” (p. 12);

(2) "Ethical extensionism and egalitarian ethics" under wtathical extensionism"
identifies an "expansion of moral consideration and exb@rof intrinsic rights over time
to an ever-widening spectrum of human and nonhuman comesiraind "egalitarian
ethics" that morally equates humans and nonhumans (p.nti3); a

(3) "Secular, religious and spiritual beliefs" in termscohvergence and divergence of

"secular environmental ethics [that are] based in ratihought,” "religiously based
ethics [that] draw on institutional religious teachingsd "spiritually based ethics [that]
draw on beliefs regarding spiritual qualities of natupe"13).

The typology utilized by Negra and Manning (1997) comprises 16 emuéntal ethics
statements divided into five categorfes:
(1) Anti-environment: “Aggressively anthropocentric ethics #souse active engagement
in controlling nature and accord negative moral statustehmman entities” (p. 15).
This category comprises of two statements:
(a) “Nature can be dangerous to human survival”’ (p. 15); and
(b) “Nature is sometimes evil” (p. 15);
(2) Benign indifference: “Definitively anthropocentric etbithat dictate that humans have

no moral relationship with nature and translate into urdichitse of natural resources”

(p. 15). This category comprises three statements:

8 Negra and Manning (1997) indicate 17 "environmental etlsizg&ments in the typology (13), but there are only
16 statements actually listed in the table by which sueymarize the typology (15-16).
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(a) “Nature is a valuable storehouse of raw materials” (. 15

(b) “Humans were created as fundamentally different fromeoliving things”
(p. 15); and

(c) “The ability to think makes humans fundamentally differienin other living
things” (p. 15);

(3) Utilitarian conservation: “Anthropocentric ethics tlitect humans to exercise caution in
their use of nature because of acknowledged limits in éatability to produce goods
and services” (p. 15). This category comprises four statksme

(a) “Cruelty toward animals makes people less human” (p. 15);

(b) “The supply of goods and services provided by nature is lim{iedL5);
(c) “Nature adds to the quality of our lives” (p. 15); and

(d) “Human survival depends on nature and natural processeE3)p.

(4) Stewardship: “Ethics that bridge the gap between anthrop@rerand biocentrism by
recognizing the moral status or spirituality of nonhumartiesti(pp. 15-16). This
category comprises four statements:

(a) “It is our religious/spiritual duty to take care of natu(p’ 15);
(b) “Nature will be important to future generations” (p. 16);
(c) “Nature is God’s creation” (p. 16); and

(d) “All living things have a spirit” (p. 16); and

(5) Radical environmentalism: “Biocentric ethics, grounded iarg® or spirituality, that
extend moral considerability to nonhumans and rejiatad hierarchy” (p. 16). This
category comprises three statements:

(a) “Animals should be free from needless pain and sufferipg16);
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(b) “All living things are sacred” (p. 16); and
(c) “Humans are related to other living things through evoluti{gn”16).

Environmental education in outdoor programs has also beenimed in relation to the
effect of outdoor activities (e.g., camps and adventctigitdes) on environmental attitudes and
behaviors and as a basis for developing environmental ragpiongPalmberg & Kuru, 2000;
Thapa, 2010), fostering positive attitudes toward wildlifdfenpart of students in residential
programs (Dettman-Easler & Pease, 1999), building sedeasand increasing environmental
awareness and naturalist skills in campers at nature d@mgsner & Gill, 1994), developing
more positive attitudes toward the outdoors and increasingsiadding of ecological principles
and the interconnectedness of humans and the environmtre part of staff in residential
camps (Strickland, 1991), and developing a view of naturesasrad symbol on the part of
campers in religiously-oriented camps (Clampit, 1970).

Studies have also focused on development of environmétitiadles and knowledge and
perceiving the benefits of environmental education in satwoother educational settings
through children’s activities (Eagles & Demare, 1999), usatgral settings for educational
purposes (Simmons, 1998), using science to help students beettereehvironmental decision-
makers (Arvai, Campbell, Baird, & Rivers, 2004), using altiple perspectives approach” to
environmental issues (Christenson, 2004), the effect ofiprand post-trip activities in a
residential environmental education program (Smith-Selg&a§&avern, 2006), and the use of
particular environmental education programs suddatareScop€Armstrong & Impara, 1991).

Youth development and other benefits associated watledmp experience, but not
related specifically to environmental education, have la¢sm a focus of the research related to

residential and day camp programs. These benefits inalathetisings as building self-esteem
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and developing positive self-identity, developing social @aadérship skills, making friends and
healthy peer relationships, developing mental and physiiisl sncreasing self-confidence
through adventure and challenge activities, developing pos#ives, and increasing
environmental awareness (Henderson, Powell, & Scanlin, 2&jerson, Scanlin, Whitaker,
Thurber, Marsh, Burkhardt, & Bialeschki, 2005; Ross & Driv®88; Sekine, 1994). Spiritual
growth has also been examined, either as a specific stmctibenefit or in combination with
other benefits, in relation to both non-religious anddjiceus camp programs (Henderson &
Bialeschki, 2008; Henderson, Powell, & Scanlin, 2005; Schnell, 1996)
Denominational Policy Papers or Statements

The PCUSA General Assembly and the UCC General Slyaeel adopted a number of
socio-theological policy papers and statements retatdte environment or environmental
concerns. The PCUSA policy papers and statements aesvieslfirst.

In relation to its mission and ministry, especi@tiucational ministry, PCUSA policy
papers and statements over the last 25 years indisateng commitment to environmental
protection and restoration both within the larger Chanath within society. These policy papers
provide the denominational context for what Presbytetfamch camps are doing (or not doing)
in terms of the inclusion of environmental values andrtegration of environmental values and
religious values in church camp programs. In 1982, the Unitesbiierian Church in the U.S.A.
(UPCUSA), one of two predecessor denominations of treeptd®CUSA, adopted a policy
paper entitledhe Theology of Stewardsttipat focuses on the church’s responsibility to practice
stewardship of the natural environment in relation to Gook&nant in creation of the natural
order. It posits a parallel between environmental stéstap and the traditional concern for

funding the mission of the church in terms of a stromgnection between covenant and
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stewardship; that is, in “following God’s example asdreator and sustainer of life,” the church
acknowledges that “God’s covenant requires that the chuocktoward the protection of the
earth and its resources” (p. 338). It also draws on andi@ational survey regarding stewardship
discussed later in this literature review.

In 1984, the UPCUSA adopted a policy paper entffladstian Faith and Economic
Justicethat again focuses on God’s covenant in creationeoh#tural order. In terms of this
covenant, four things are stated about God’s creatioft iElyjood because it is created by God;
(2) The material things of creation (e.g., natural resss)rare given by God for the benefit of all
of humankind, including future generations; (3) Because@bg'’s creation, human dominion
over material things (e.g., natural resources) is édhiand (4) Because humanity is created in
God’s image, humans are to be treated with dignityudiot development of economic systems
that are protective of all of humanity (pp. 370-371). Thisgyghiaper thus focuses specifically
on the relationship between economic systems anelcthiegical crisis in terms of social and
environmental justice as it involves six primary consef1) Rapid population growth,
especially in poorer nations; (2) Exploitation of natweslources by richer nations; (3) The
rampant poverty of poorer nations, especially as coomditof poverty are related to inequality in
the consumption of natural resources; (4) Massive tremstion of the global economy by
multinational corporations; (5) Dwindling natural resouraed the ultimate limits to economic
growth in relation to the ecological crisis; and (6 Thle of capitalistic systems, especially in
the United States, in addressing (or failing to address) toesrns (pp. 376-383).

In 1990, after the merger that formed the PCUSA, @yppkaper entitledRestoring

Creation for Ecology and Justiceas adopted by the PCUSA that directly addressed
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environmental and ecological concerns. In addition tovesing biblical grounds for the
protection and restoration of creation, this stateraddtesses the need for "eco-justice"
(ecology and justice) in terms of combining ecologicallteand wholeness with social and
economic justice (pp. 647-648). The need for eco-justice @itled by reference to the major
components of the ecological crisis: depletion obveses, lack of sanitary water, disposal of
solid and hazardous waste, population growth, threats tbgnanwildlife, global warming, and
ozone depletion (pp. 648-651). Specific responses are projoved earth-keeping and the
healing of creation that include advocacy for politied preserve the environment, promote
sustainability, conserve energy, relieve hunger andthiamvork for economic justice, promote
sustainable agriculture, protect water quality, presendifeiland wild lands, eliminate
hazardous waste and toxic threats, and reduce atmospistaicility, global warming and ozone
depletion (pp. 652-670). The policy paper also calls upon@SA to work for environmental
preservation and restoration through mission initiatieesication and leadership development,
public policy advocacy, citizen participation and organizgtand corporate responsibility (pp.
671-676).

In 1996, the PCUSA adopted another policy paper entittgze for a Global Future:
Toward Just and Sustainable Human Developmedtaws on the Presbyterian Confession of
1967 in which "enslaving poverty," whether arising from unjustad@onditions or exploitation
of the natural world, is deemed “an intolerable violabdod's good creation” (p. 250). In
contrast to the adverse effects of economic polidi¢seoUnited States on the world's poorest
nations and peoples, it views creation as an "antidotelblatry arising in “economic forms:"

Our treasures are indicators of our ultimate valaed,wherever these

values are incompatible with the values created by Geck ik idolatry. We are
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devoted to false gods when we lavish confidence in technddoggve us from

our ecological follies; we seek plenty obsessivelyengage in compulsive and

competitive consumption; and we commit ourselves to Boombate - that

makes prosperity for some and poverty for others ineviig@bl253).

The 1996 policy paper also identifies some of the wayghich we either affirm or deny

moral and Christian duty toward "biophysical realitigsf] have great moral significance”
(p. 254):

* We affirm our moral duty when we "image" God and justigl Benevolently exercise
dominion for “the entire stewardship of nature." We denymaral duty when we
treat dominion as "a license for [its] destruction™® divine grant to prey on [it]
without restraints” (pp. 254-255).

* We affirm our moral duty when we exercise dominion asponsible representatives"
of God and treat creation "in accord with the valueGod's dominion. We deny our
moral duty when we "oppress" creation, "distort” Godage) and "usurp” God's
sovereignty (p. 255).

* We affirm our moral duty when we practice "social anol@gical responsibility." We
deny our moral duty when we fail to be "faithful stewards..behalf of the interest
of both human and non-human kind" (p. 255).

* We affirm our moral duty when we acknowledge and abide bYetteogical
covenant” of justice intended by God that recognizesittieedependence of all
creatures [that] share the earth together.” We dengnotal duty when we act
unjustly in terms of "economic depredations and ecologicedderings all over the

world" (pp. 256-258).
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» We affirm our moral duty when we recognize the perilwels as the promise of
technology in relation to the earth and its peoples.déhy our moral duty when we
fail to address harmful, albeit unintended, consequerfdesimology or treat
technology as a panacea for social and ecologiesponsibility (pp. 258-260).

* We affirm our moral duty when we acknowledge that therahordering of the planet
requires that biological limits be respected, thatnulsts of relationship be observed,
and that our interdependence in culture and with naturerm@éa.” We deny our
moral duty when we are "disdainful of these limits disituptive of these rules"

(p. 260).
As the 1996 policy paper states in conclusion: “Christ@amsdiscern the dynamics of sin by
searching constantly for the causal relationship betweenoamvental abuse and ecological
collapse, and between human injustices and social disordr the church to represent God's
values, it must witness on behalf of social and eco#dgustice and call out for repentance and
reconciliation” (p. 2605.

The policy papers and statements adopted by the UCCd édatiee natural environment
or environmentally-related concerns have been more rmwsenumbering 27, than those
adopted by the PCUSA. They have also been more tardretedtose of the PCUSA as the
UCC policy positions have tended to be stated moreeifiottm of pronouncements or
resolutions®’®. The UCC policy positions reviewed were adopted oyegriod of 40 years, from

1959 through 1999. While the PCUSA policy papers were reviewedaligically as an entire

° The work of the task force that drafted the 1996 policy paps extended by an entire issu€bfurch and
Societymagazine. This issue included articles such as “Ethigpétatives” by Abival Pires de Silva, “Forests Are
Not Forever” by Edna J. Orteza, “Moral Norms for Just &ustainable Development” by Larry Rasmussen, and
:Sizing the Earth: Understanding ‘Caring Capacity”” byngés W. Kuhn.

% The UCC denominational policy positions discussed hermdesed inThe Prophetic Statement: Social Policy
Statements of the United Church of Christ, 1957-Ef#Social Policy Statements of the United Church of Christ,
1993-2000
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group, the UCC policy statements are reviewed within t0d@reas, beginning with those
focus areas most closely related to this thesis.

The UCC has adopted six policy papers or statememstigirelated to the care and
protection of the natural environment. In&&tement on a Decent Environmedopted in
1970, the UCC calls for stricter pollution controls latevels of government by reason of the
need for a “new ecological ethic which would redireet @aflocation of our natural resources
such as air, water, soil, wild life and minerals” (pIrL)1975, a policy paper was adopted entitled
Report on Christian Life Style and Ecologjgo addresses pollution, but views it more broadly
by reference to patterns of growth and development andwekeof consumption characteristic
of life styles in the United States as compared to othBons in five areas: food, recycling,
energy, population (i.e., family size) and land use (pp. 46A48econd report having the same
title was adopted in 1977 and focuses on the impact of malizdtion on the biosphere, the
limits of energy resources and the need for conservafimatural resources generally, the risk
of placing undue reliance on technology as an environmemedy, and the ethical and
theological questions posed by the ecological crisis.4pl7). AResolution on Christian
Environmental Stewardshgdopted in 1983 calls for promotion of environmental protection
with particular emphasis on the issue of hazardous w/§spe 87-88), as doesRaesolution on
Environment, Solid Waste and Ecologically Sound Lifesiytgted in 1989 (p. 64). Lastly, in
1991, the UCC adoptedResolution in Support of UCC Delegates to the Earth Suthatit
emphasizes the inter-faith nature of efforts to addeesironmental degradation and destruction
that crosses ethnic and cultural as well as nationatdaries.

The UCC has also adopted separate policy paperstemstats as to climate change, care

for animals, and leisure. The UCC adoptdglesolution on Global Warming 1999 that raises
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the environmental and climate-related dangers posed by glalbaling in terms of the biblical
mandate to practice stewardship of God’s creation. Moredwhallenges industrial nations,
and especially the United States, to reduce greenhousetlgaisesntribute to global warming
and calls on government to enact legislation to redugeraience on fossil fuels and
development alternative energy sources (pp. 125-126). In 1#98GC adopted Resolution

of Respect for Animatbat acknowledges the relationship within creation hionatans share with
animals; that is, the relationship creatures have thél Creator. It also notes the biblical
mandate that humans should act with compassion andioveaed animals rather than cruelty.
While humans can thus properly use animals for food dret purposes, all living creatures, as
fellow creatures of God with humans, are deserving ofdmenand respectful treatment (pp. 53-
54). Finally, the UCC adoptedResolution on Leisurim 1967 that addresses economic changes
in society that often allow people more time and fiagges for leisure. It also views this
development as an opportunity for educational growth, althaagheferencing camps and camp
programs explicitly in this regard, while also noting tiswing emphasis on leisure raises new
guestions as to people’s worth and dignity that are disftiom their economic worth in terms of
work and productivity (p. 83).

Environmental justice has also been a strong focuswafommental concern in the UCC
by way of its adoption of four policy papers or statemselnt 1975, it adopted @verture on the
Bicentennial with an Affirmation of Human Interdependehe¢ emphasizes recognition not
only of the interdependence of the earth’s inhabitantisalso their unity as a global community
(pp- 90-92). Environmental justice is also included asabiseveral issues requiring social and
political action in @Resolution and Report on Racial and Economic Justitmgted in 1977 (pp.

90-91). The UCC adopted a statement in 1989 entitkegrity of Creation, Justice and Peace
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that, while emphasizing the interrelationship of thésee concepts, argues that injustice — in
terms of war, hunger, poverty, and economic and enviratahexploitation — is the impediment
to “full and equal human development with protection efébosystem” (p. 32). In 1991, the
UCC adopted &esolution on Justice in the Maquilado@sa response to a specific case of the
interrelationship between economic exploitation and enuiental injustice in terms of
environmental, working and living conditions of Mexican natlsranployed by U.S.-based
transnational corporations in the border area betwesndd and the United States (p. 90).

The relationship between environmental protection and edordevelopment has also
been an important concern for the UCC in terms wéisgolicy papers or statements. In 1959,
the UCC issued €all to Christian Action in Societwhich, more than a decade before the
advent of the environmental movement in the United Statgsies that realization of goals such
as freedom, world peace, human welfare, and sociatgusgguires recognition and inclusion of
the need for “conservation and development of thdnvsaiesources for the benefit of mankind
now and in the future” (p. 173). While acknowledging the huteadency and temptation “to
love things and use people when we should love people artthiings” (p. 173), it also asserts
the need for a recognition of the interdependency thaitionly characteristic of the human
condition, but that would also move Americans to renmmbjo-political conditions such as
concentrations of economic power, inequality and injasiitequitable and unsustainable levels
of consumption, and the misuse of leisure time thatradlyeaffects both their own wellbeing
and that of people in other nations (pp. 171-175). While rexribed explicitly in terms of
environmental protection or the conservation of nat@sdurces, this is also the theme of

Justice and International Developmetopted by the UCC in 1967, in which the affluence,
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wellbeing, and economic advantage of developed nationgarly the United States, is
starkly contrasted with that of less developed nations.

The same theme is advancedHinger, Population and World Developmeaiopted by
the UCC in 1969, but it emphasizes that the need to remtrat the problem of inadequate
sources and distribution of food in some parts of thddyespecially conditions of malnutrition
and famine, also requires addressing related problems suahgasiing population growth in
less developed nations, the lack or denial of access fty falanning resources in many nations,
the gross inequity of trade policies between natiorts tla@ misuse of aid by developed nations
to obtain or enhance their economic, political, ontaniy hegemony over less developed nations
(pp. 54-55). The same theme is raise@werture on the Bicentennial with an Affirmation of
Human Interdependen@@opted by the UCC in 1975 and discussed above in tertssfofus
on environmental justice (pp. 90-92). The same theme iglrenseResolution for Support of the
United Nations Conference on Environment and Developatkyted by the UCC in 1991 that
not only notes the need to address the environmentsl, dng also the fact that less developed
nations are adversely affected by this crisis more tleveloped nations. It also cites the policy
paper entitledntegrity of Creation, Justice and Peagiscussed above in terms of the spiritual
as well as the social dimension of environmental corscgr. 43). Finally, the UCC adopted a
Resolution in Support of International Fair Traohe1993 that advocates development of more
sustainable relationships between the environment and e@odewelopment, especially in
terms of trade policies and treaties (e.g., the Nantlerican Free Trade Agreement), enactment
of new laws and more effective enforcement of exisamgs affecting the environment and
working conditions, and development and promotion of rsasainable manufacturing and

agricultural practices (pp. 20-22).
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Four policy papers or statements adopted by the UQG foie concerns related to
development and the environment, specifically populati@nhamger. In 1967, the UCC
adopted &esolution on Population Contrekpressing support for increasing efforts on the part
of government and the United Nations to deal with the problelourgeoning population growth
(p. 70). The UCC also adoptedRasolution in Support of the United Nations Conference on
Population and Developmeint 1993 that makes reference again tolthegrity of Creation,
Justice and Peacgiscussed above and also emphasizes the sort of linkageasingly evident
between “poverty, environmental destruction and unlimited ptpaolgrowth” (p. 53). As also
discussed above, the UCC adopted a policy paper eniitiader, Population and World
Developmenin1969 that emphasizes the need to recognize similar iskagtween inadequate
sources and distribution of food in many world regiospeeially under conditions of
malnutrition and famine, problems such as burgeoning populatievilgio less developed
nations, the lack or denial of family planning resource®any nations, gross inequities in trade
policies between nations, and the misuse of aid by deséloations to obtain or enhance their
economic, political, and military hegemony over less gl nations (pp. 54-55). Lastly, the
UCC adopted a policy paper in 1975 entitRrdnouncement on the World Food Critisit
notes that the causes of world hunger are “complexraedelated;” population growth,
particularly in developing nations; exploitation of agtiural and forest lands causing soil
erosion, floods and pollution; large concentrations dl lawnership by the rich that result in
exploitation of the poor and landless; patterns of teadkforeign aid that give economic
advantage to developed nations over less developed natienis¢téasing cost of oil amidst an
increasing dependence on oil in developed and developing natohieaeffect of drought, soil

depletion and like conditions on food production (pp. 54-B6)ong the recommendations made
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to remedy these conditions, the policy paper advoeatesspect for the environment” that
includes increased effort by government to “end abuse, misdsavaruse [of] the earth and its
resources [that violates] the fragile, ecologicalifabf the planet” (pp. 55-56).

Another environmental concern on which the UCC haaded involves the relationship
between hazardous waste and the environment. Two policyspapstatements on hazardous
waste have been adopted by the UCC. The first, adapte2BB, is entitledPronouncement on
Toxic and Hazardous Wastk is grounded in the biblical imperative of stewardsHipreation
whereby the wellbeing of the earth and its diversefdifens compels the conclusion that toxic
pollution should not be tolerated. Moreover, as theag®iand disposal of toxic and hazardous
waste most has tended to impact areas inhabited by p@&fscrisr and the poor, resolution of
this issue is also a matter of environmental justice4B#b0). The second statement, entitled
Pronouncement on National Toxic Injustieeas adopted in 1985. In extending and further
developing the theme of the first statement, it ndtastoxic pollution has approached crisis
proportions and now adversely affects thousands of commsifuist in the United States. In
addition to health and safety concerns, toxic pollutisdiso created severe, adverse and long-
term environmental effects. The statement also addréssesivironmental injustice aspect of
toxic pollution in that, again, it impacts persons obcand the poor far more than any other
racial or economic group (pp. 51-53).

The last focus area involves the relationship betwaergg and the environment. Four
policy papers or statements adopted by the UCC addres®tiusrn. The first was adopted in
1974 and is entitleResolution on the Energy CrisiSet in the context of the oil embargo of the
mid-1970s, it notes that while the United States has onlgesixent of the world’s population, it

consumes over one-third of the world’s total energy prootuclt characterizes the dependence
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of the United States on foreign energy sources, anatylarly Middle Eastern oil, as “poor
stewardship” that is only exacerbated by its failure to ldgvalternative and non-polluting

forms of energy that would better protect the environmart977, the UCC adopted an
Overture on the Domestic Impact of Energy Resource Developineotes the severe impact of
energy development, particularly coal mining and prongssin rural areas of the United States,
especially the Great Plains. It addresses issues ahmatibn and the sustainability of land
subjected to mining. It also characterizes the failur@tsider the risk that can be imposed by
energy development on long-established ecosystemd@hbrt-term gain as poor stewardship,
stating that “each generation is charged with continsiag/ardship of all our resources to
guarantee s legacy of productive land, pure air, clean watka just society” (pp. 48-50).

In 1979, the UCC adoptedPaonouncement on Energy: Policy and Progrdrat again
addresses energy issues in terms of the effect ofgderelopment on the environment as well
as people. It further develops the theme of the pradestent adopted in 1977 by noting the need
to recognize the important relationship that exists betweergy issues and social justice.
Lastly, it advocates energy conservation, developmealternative and non-polluting energy
resources, and a drastic reduction in, if not an enetlience on imported oil and other forms of
energy (pp. 32-34). The final policy paper or statementwedehere was adopted by the UCC
in 1980 and is entitleReligion and Energy in the 80Set again within the context of the energy
crisis, it advocates energy conservation, protectiohepboor from price and other forms of
exploitation related to energy, and development ofwabée energy resources. However, it also
notes that such efforts cannot be accomplished simpiydayiduals, but will require political
action to accomplish the “institutional transformatioecessary if further environmental harm

is to be ended or at least minimized.
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Denominational Surveys in the PCUSA

The PCUSA policy papers and statements adopted in 1982, 498480 were followed
by two denominational surveys focusing on the environmeneawdonmental concerns, a
survey focusing on science, technology and faith, anohve focusing on church camps and
retreats. The first survey, in 1991, and was entiflee EnvironmentAmong the major findings
of the survey are the following:

* A majority of the Presbyterians surveyed under every satapel identified
themselves as "environmentalists” and more than a thedah sample identified
themselves as "strong environmentalists."

» Presbyterians strongly support recycling efforts and 758eopersons in every
sample regularly recycled and took other steps to reducelmoldsvaste
generated.

* Most of the Presbyterians surveyed expressed a willisgoewake small
sacrifices to clean up and protect the environment, includgtgehitaxes and
higher prices for goods made from recycled material.

*  90% of the clergy surveyed agreed that "environmental isseesppropriate
social concerns for the church" and just under 90% obkresan clergy agreed
that "the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) should become nmyolved in
environmental issues."

* Majorities of the Presbyterians surveyed in every samgreed that "to improve
everyone's standard of living, those of us in wealthy casmbeed to simplify

our lifestyles."
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* Most of the Presbyterians surveyed anticipated eithehaage or only minor
change in the quality of the environment during the 1990spdragns tended to
foresee positive change, while clergy tended to foresgative change.

» Compared to Americans generally, the Presbyterians survesrediess likely to
label environmental concerns such as acid rain, nuclastevand air pollution as
serious problems, although they were more likely thaarodimericans to be
involved in recycling programs.

The work of the task force that produced the 1996 polipgpantitledHope for a
Global Future: Toward Just and Sustainable Human Developmastollowed by another
denominational survey in 1997 entitisidture and The Environmemmong the major findings
of this survey are the following:

* A majority of the Presbyterians surveyed were in agreéaeto the sacredness
of nature, and most attributed this sacredness to Gud'as Creator.

* Most of the Presbyterians surveyed agreed with the stateimat they "often feel
the presence of God when...out in nature."

* Approximately 90% of the Presbyterians surveyed in eacblsaagreed that the
one thing they "enjoy most in life is going someplatée woods, the
mountains, or the ocean to be surrounded by nature."

* More than two-thirds of laypersons and majorities efgy surveyed agreed with
the statement that "nature is far more beautiful thargs made by humankind."

* Interms of evolution, approximately one-third of laypers surveyed agreed
with the statement that "human beings developed froneeapecies of animals”

while approximately one-half disagreed.
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Attitudes about scripture had a strong relation to opinibositshuman origins.
Among those who held a literal view of scripture (itieat the Bible was "the
inspired Word of God...without error) more than 75% of thesByeerians
surveyed disagreed or strongly disagreed with evolutiom g Presbyterians
surveyed who viewed scripture as "a useful guide for Canisti only 22%
percent disagreed with evolution.

The results indicated a very high involvement of boypdasons and clergy in
various kinds of outdoor activities, although the percenthgeemy participating
in such activities was significantly lower than thataypersons.

The "most serious" environmental problems reported by arityagd
Presbyterians surveyed in each sample comprised airipo]ldiestruction of rain
forest, destruction of natural areas and destructioneobzone layer.

Other problems indicated as "most serious” by a majofiBresbyterians
surveyed in at least one of the samples included agnialitunoff, material
consumption demands, consumption of nonrenewable respdesiruction of
swamps and wetlands, environmental contamination from cla¢toxins and
nuclear waste, oil spillage in bodies of water, rggmgulation growth, and water
pollution.

Large majorities of both laypersons and clergy surveyeekdgmith the
statement that "animals...as creatures made by God...havemvatue in
God's sight,” but smaller percentages agreed with thengtat that "animals

should have the same moral rights as human beings..."
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Support for animal rights appeared strongest among those teréshy surveyed
who described themselves as theologically liberalpsiaer religions as having
comparable truth to Christianity, believe that satwais possible apart from
Jesus, reject the label "born again,” are femadee#iner under age 40 or over age
50, have had either fewer children or no children, and aneoDeats. However,
supporters of animal rights also showed no significaféréihces in terms of
percentages on the basis of belief in heaven orftée death, source of religious
belief independent of the church, or level of family ineom

Clergy surveyed who believed in the existence of Hellenless likely than other
clergy to treat global warming as a serious environmg@ntddlem, while clergy
who rejected the idea of Hell were more likely to viglwbal warming as a
serious environmental threat.

Most of the Presbyterians surveyed agreed with the statetimat "we believe too
often in science and technology" and at least a mgjofiPresbyterians surveyed
in each sample agreed that excessive reliance on s@aedcechnology can be to
the detriment of faith.” A plurality of laypersons amdhajority of clergy
disagreed with the statement that "New technologi#surely come along to
solve environmental problems before they get out of hand."”

At least 84% of Presbyterians surveyed in every samgleated that they
recycle on a regular basis, but only about half of3tesians reported that they

try to reduce the amount of their household waste ogwarebasis.

46



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 47

Utilization of alternatives to motor vehicles (e.gupfic transportation, car
pooling and bicycling) was not reported by the Presbyteriansysad\as a
widespread practice.

Approximately one-half of Presbyterians surveyed indicdtattheir political
views, including election of candidates to public offisere sometimes based on
environmental issues, but a smaller percentage repogethdy actually engage
in any form of public advocacy as to environmental issues.

Approximately one-fifth of clergy and a slightly smalfeercentage of laypersons
surveyed held membership in environmentally-related organizatodshe
largest share of membership in every sample was membeangthie Nature
Conservancy.

Over half of the Presbyterians surveyed in every saiiplgified themselves as
"stewards of God's creation," "conservationists," "@nestionists," and
"environmentalists," although few called themselves "enviemal activists" or
"eco-feminists.”" However, there was a wide dispagyo any sort of cross-
referencing identification between these kinds of emvitental "labels” and the
highest percentages tended to favor either "stewardsd$ Geeation" or
"conservationists."

More clergy than laypersons surveyed, and more Presiysenho identified
themselves as Democrats and Independents than Republicheeted a
willingness to make personal sacrifices in termsrwdricial and consumptive

practices to "protect the environment.”
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A majority of Presbyterians surveyed in every samgteed that "environmental
issues are appropriate social concerns for the chuatthgugh the percentage
was higher among clergy than laypersons.

Very few laypersons surveyed expressed awareness of enemtadprograms or
initiatives in which the Presbyterian Church (U.SM3gs involved, and this lack
of awareness extended to environmental policy papers anchetdseadopted by
the denomination.

Two-thirds of clergy surveyed reported that their congiegathad participated
in environmental programs in the past year, primarily camity recycling
programs and efforts to reduce energy consumption in lehowitdings.

Less than one-third of congregations reported having helshigoservices in the
past year having an environmental theme, but more cleagylélypersons
reported at least one sermon emphasizing environmentasigsthe past year.
More Presbyterian clergy than laypersons surveyed esguancern about
material consumption as a source of environmental problespscially as it
affects efforts to improve living standards of people inrppoountries.

Another denominational survey in 1998, entitkaience, Technology, and Faitddso

had findings relevant to the focus of this study:

Majorities of both laypersons and clergy surveyed erggample believe that
“science and technology will eventually solve” some peotd like pollution, but
that they will not solve all such problems. Majoritiesevery sample also
disagreed with the statement that “one of the effettsience is that it breaks

down people’s ideas of right and wrong."



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS

Most of the Presbyterians surveyed gave “scientificadiyect responses” to
several generalizations drawn from different brancfesience. However, there
was division as to the truth or falsehood of both*‘Big Bang Theory” and
human evolution from earlier species with more cleétgn laypersons holding
both of these theories to be true.

Few Presbyterians surveyed could “guess” the age of the univélsn the
scientific consensus of 10-20 billion years and most refgabthat they either did
not know or estimated it only in terms of “billions” yéars. However, the
creationist position that the universe is only 10,000 oefeygars old was not
strong among the Presbyterians surveyed.

There was a comparable uncertainty about defining “DNo&beading to a
“textbook” definition and most responses on this questiere partially accurate,
although incomplete.

Few Presbyterians surveyed reported a “thorough understarafisgientific
theories such as evolution, natural selection, thetAapic Principle,” and the
“Second Law of Thermodynamics.” There was greater aggaenoted as to
these theories when the Presbyterians surveyed reogieater understanding
of them. Clergy also tended to express more understandiimese theories than
laypersons, and there was a strong correlation betwednumderstanding and
the level of formal education.

Less than one-third of Presbyterians surveyed in evenplsaeported that they
subscribed to a “science-related” magazine (&mpthsoniarandPsychology

Today and relatively few Presbyterians reported reading aientsiic books
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within the past year. However, most of the Presbytsrsirveyed reported
watching science programs on television (e.g., “Natioraddsaphic Specials,”
“Nature,” and “Nova”).

* Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in every samgdented having taken at
least one college-level science course, but relatieslynhad taken more than one
such course. Relatively few Presbyterians surveyedtezpbaving a college
degree in a scientific field, and most of these coradra bachelor’'s degree. The
highest percentage among laypersons was in engineeringfGifyed by
biology (3%) and nursing (2%). The highest percentage amergyalas in
biology (2%).

. Majorities of all Presbyterians surveyed in all samplg®ed that:
(1) Theology and science address fundamentally difféypes of knowledge;
(2) Theology and science use fundamentally differethots and languages;
(3) Theology and science use similar methods, but focubfterent objects;
(4) Theology and science influence one another constelygtiand
(5) Theology and science can be integrated to formghesimified system of
understanding.

* Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in three out of &amples agreed that
“science provides support for specific theological doctfiaesl disagreed that
“theology can be derived from science or can beensel”

* A majority of laypersons surveyed agreed, while a mgjofitclergy surveyed
disagreed, that:

(1) Theology and science address fundamentally diffesaiins; and
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(2) Theology and science have fundamentally differepgats of concern.

A majority of clergy surveyed agreed, while laypersonseygd were evenly

divided, that “theology and science depend upon one anoth@wnéver,

majorities in all samples disagreed that:

(1) Theology and science adopt similar approaches tedaitme aspects of
reality; and

(2) Theology and science are inevitably in conflict vatie another.

Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in all samplesedjthat:

(1) “My personal faith in God has been strengthened byesufrthe discoveries
of science;”

(2) “To be a faithful Christian, | need to keep up with depments in science
and technology;

(3) “To be a faithful Christian, | need to actively eggan theological
discussion and reflection on developments imsei@and technology.”

Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in every samp@ngty agreed that “the

universe was created by God.” Few believed that “the worldpretsy much by

itself.” However, 90% of those persons expressing an@pis to this statement

also agreed with the statement that “God control$ateeof the universe.”

Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in every sampleeafthat it is possible for

“God [to] suspend the laws of the universe to interverfeiman affairs,”

although one-quarter to one-third of the persons survegadreed with this

statement.
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» Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in every sampleeafthat “evolutionary
theory is compatible with the idea of God as Creattiiough majorities in
every sample also agreed that “life is so complekitheas to be the deliberate
outcome of an intelligent design.”

» A plurality of Presbyterians surveyed in every samgleed that “humans usurp

God’s role as Creator when we try to clone a humamgoeWhile sizable
minorities were unsure of their position on gene theramst of those who
expressed an opinion believed gene therapy to be approptiateugh many
would restrict it to “cells that are not involved in prothgcthe next generation.”

* Majorities of Presbyterians surveyed in every sampleeafthat “each human
being has an eternal soul created by God.” Majoritievary sample also
disagreed that “our minds can be understood entirely throoghdinistry and
other science, without reference to a soul” and thatndmuconsciousness will
one day be utterly explained by science as the workingatafal processes.”

The final denominational survey reviewed here was do2002 and, although it is entitled
Church Camps and Retreatts focus is primarily on congregational retreats emference
centers. As a result, it has only a couple of findirgdsvant to the focus of this study:

* A majority of clergy (64%), but not of laypersons (40%pared that camps and
retreats contributed “a very great extent or greatngkte their faith understanding.

* The most common setting for a “singular spiritual gtoexperience” was a camp for
27% of clergy, 17% of elders, and 20% of members.

* Interms of features of a retreat facility, a mdjyadf clergy included the following as

“essential or important:”
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(1) Indoor sleeping accommodations (no camping) (85%).

(2) Motel-like sleeping facility (versus dorm-like) (52%).

(3) Meals provided by the host facility (77%).

(4) Private group kitchen facilities (53%).

(5) Central heating (73%).

(6) Air conditioning (56%).

(7) Separate accommodations from other groups (71%).

(8) Recreation activities (69%).

(9) Rural setting (56%).

* Interms of features of a retreat facility, a maypadf members included the following

as “essential or important:”

(1) Indoor sleeping accommodations (no camping) (79%).

(2) Meals provided by the host facility (71%).

(3) Central heating (80%).

(4) Air conditioning (70%).

(5) Private baths (59%).

(6) Recreation activities (55%).

(7) Walking trails (68%).

(8) Rural setting (54%).
Church Camping Literature

The literature reviewed in the first area of this matGtparticularly as it relates to the

church camping field, represents something of a continuuspextrum insofar as the integration

of environmental values and religious values in outdoor edunzdtministry. At one end of the
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spectrum, the literature contains little if any refeeenither to nature or the natural environment
in terms of either philosophy or activities in church pgmograms. The focus here is primarily
religious and any environmental focus is secondary and dedetophein terms of activities in
church camping programs. The literature at this end odpgbetrum also reflects little if any
attempt to integrate environmental values and religioluisesaThe sources at this end of the
spectrum are therefore simply noted. At the other émldeospectrum, the literature reflects
either a stronger emphasis on nature and the natural eméra or a more intentional attempt to
integrate to a greater or lesser degree religious vahaeenvironmental values in terms of both
philosophy and activities in church camp programs. Conseguémlsources in this latter part
of the spectrum are more fully discussed here.

As noted above, the literature at one end of the spaatontains little if any reference
either to nature or the natural environment in ternestber philosophy or activities in church
camp programs, even when particular outdoor activitiggire use of the natural environment
(Badke, 1998; Bowman, C., 19538hurch Camping for Junior High4960; Clark, 1990;

Cobric, 1983; GehriResources for Outdoor Ministry: Community: Guide for Older Children
1985; Martin-Adkins Resources for Outdoor Ministry: Community: Guide for Older Y,outh
1985; Martin-AdkinsResources for Outdoor Ministry: Lifestyles of Faithfulness.dédior
Older Youth 1983; Messinger, Simpson, & Ulrich, 1983; Venable & Joy, 1998%. i$ also the
case with much of the periodical literature at this einthe spectrum (Andre, 1961; Ballinger,
1972; Balmer, 1989; Chandler, 1971; Genné, 1961; Peters, 1979; Schret@RgseT ully,

1979) and some of the organized camping literature (Ball ahd1Ba5; Rodney & Ford, 1971,

Wilkinson, 1981).
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Any environmental references in the literature at this@rthe spectrum also tend to be
confined to nature-type activities or specific chaptertopits such as ecology and conservation
(Anderson, 1985Celebrate: Resources for Camping Famili#870; Clyde, 193€ues for
Church Camping for Counselors of Juniors and Junior Higl®62; Davis, 1954; Ensign &
Ensign, 1958; Fauver, 1995; Genné & Genné, 1962; Gieschen, 197ad&nfag Mattson,
1979;Guideposts to Junior High Camping in Westminster Fellowsll9p8;Junior Camping
Cues for Churchedl957; KammResources for Outdoor Ministry: Community: Guide for
Younger Youthl985; KammResources for Outdoor Ministry: Lifestyles of Faithfulness: Guide
for Younger Youthl983; KemperCaring for God’'s Worlgd 1991; KemperCo-Workers in
Creation 199; KemperCo-Workers in Creation: First Steps in Ecolpd®91; Maclnnes, 1962;
Mackay, J., 1984; Malone, 1979; Matts@&uild Your Church Through Campin#984;
Mattson,Christian Camping Todayl998; Milton, 1935; Rice, 1935; Venable, 1955; Witt,
1979). This is also the case with the periodical liteetuwhich the primary focus is religious
such that any environmental references are limited toexype activities on specific topics
(Bowman, W., 1979; Clampit, 1970; Cruger, 1973; Gingrich, 1979; Glaks@961; Long,
1961; Messinger, 1975; Mitchell, 1979). A similar approach is takémel organized camping
literature, albeit without any sort of religious oriemat(Goodrich, 1959; Kraus & Scanlin,
1983; Meier & Mitchell, 1993; Shivers, 1989).

As also noted above, the literature at the other etiokadpectrum reflects either a
stronger emphasis on nature and the natural environmemhoireaintentional attempt to
integrate religious values and environmental values in fplotbsophy and activities in church
camp programssod’s Good Earth: Christian Values in Outdoor Educatiedited by Mattson

(1985), is primarily a series of essays by Mattson and ethters in a number of environment-
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related fields that include church camping. This book tsadrigins in a task force study
sponsored by Christian Camping International (CCI) enrtiid-1980s regarding outdoor
educational ministry in church camps and private religgmi®ols. In the introductory chapter,
Mattson makes an important observation from the wébtkis task force that appears to be
supported by the results of the present study:

As the task force study progressed, it became eviden¢tbiatisiasm for
outdoor education was measurably greater among campscinaoils. In camps
where nature study and wilderness programming flourisheghatiemtial for
serving schools with a resident outdoor education minmtynted. From these
observations an obvious conclusion followed: a prior confog the creation had
to exist in the hearts of camp leaders or significatdrearelated programming
would not occur. Program follows philosophy, almost always.do what is
important to us (p. 14).

Or as another writer, Peterson (1985), states in a subgezgsay entitled “Gaining A
Mountain-Top Perspective:”

Only after one has become sensitized to the naturabmallyearn to learn
more about that environment and, equipped with that knowledtyeto protect
it. Sensitivity and knowledge are, therefore, two keysrtvironmental education
(EE) and to a quality environment. If it's this simpldyywhaven’t all youths been
given mountain-top perspectives?

Part of the reason may be, as Matthew Brennan)veastaf EE observes,
“So we have failed to develop a program of environmental ¢iducfr the same

reason that we do not have an energy program, or aifengolicy, or an
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environmental policy — we do not have the will. Conseovais a philosophy
that runs counter to our American way of life” (p. 110).
God’s Good Earths divided into six sections: (1) Four essays on biblitedological
and spiritual perspectives related to church camping wathoag emphasis on creation and
stewardship; (2) Four essays on care of the earth, auédogation, and programming in camps
and retreat facilities that focus on nature and theraktvorld; (3) Five essays describing some
actual examples as well as theoretical models of cheaciping programs; (4) Six readings or
reflection pieces regarding church camping from variousgeetives such as significant life
experiences in the outdoors, process thought and the@ongiyonmental education, literary and
philosophical approaches to nature, and ethical issuesatssbwith the natural environment;
(5) Lists of church camping resources; and (6) A directboamps, conferences, environmental
centers, and schools having environmentally-related progparis;ularly in church camping
and outdoor education. Three of these essays are reviened h
Mattson (1985) suggests in an essay entitled “Beyond thedéNatail” that when church
camp leaders consider the “environment” in relatiorhtarch camps, they tend to think more in
terms of three “environments:”
(1) The spiritual environment that involves religious belied @ractice;
(2) The social environment that involves attitudes and belmemmducive to community
living; and
(3) The physical environments that comprise the site antitiewhere camp programs and

activities take place.
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As Mattson notes, however, “the greater environment’creation itself — is too often ignored:

Nature must not be viewed as a pleasant option, orasanvaluable
program featureNature is usiGod established the rules for man and nature,
assigning man to manage creation. Our Christian societjdvatirink from
stealing the financial resources of future generatiomatgyht sin. But
practically no thought is given to the depletion of emwinental treasures on
which tomorrow’s very survival depends.

While we applaud concern for the spiritual, social, amgsjzal
environments of life, we often ignore the call to emvimental responsibility.
Pollution and soil depletion are real and deadly. Ovaufadion is a moral as
well as an economic issue. America’s profligate usheivorld’s resources is
not mere ranting by liberal humanists.

Is pollution a Christian issue? If an open sewer ranndihe gutter in
front of the church, who would consider it spiritualyngoromising to march on
city hall?

Dare we hope that a beginning might be made through campsdtow
environmental awareness among Christians? If not camtgese? Who is in a
position to feel the peril more keenly, or appreciaténeamore deeply than camp
leaders? (p. 54).

Yaple (1985), in a subsequent essay entitled “Mergingea€thssroads: New Vehicles
for Environmental Education,” discusses his researchti@anfluence of Christian faith on

human behavior as it relates to the natural environniéig.has also been the subject of survey
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research by the PCUSA as discussed earlier in thiatliles review. In introducing his research,
Yaple cites three aims of environmental education:

(1) [Knowledge] about the complex interrelationships of tlephysical and socio-

cultural environments;

(2) [Awareness] of both the associated environmental prabéamd alternatives for

solving those problems; and

(3) [Motivation or commitment toward] working toward solving elmvimental problems

in such a way as to create environments that are alpkimliving (p. 115).
Yaple then describes the purposes of his own reseatelms of these aims:
The main thesis tendered for the research effort maghie Christian

Church, a shaper of human behavior, can and shouldaplagportant role in

promoting motivation and commitment for the resolutioem@fironmental

problems and the evolution of creative environments tleabptimal for living.

And if it attends in a serious, vigorous and systemasiciden to the implications

of its central symbols and the findings of environmente&ce, the Church may

significantly assist in bringing about the aims of enwmental education...(p.

115).

Keener (1985), in a subsequent essay entitled “Toward atiddliew of Nature: A
Process Perspective,” argues that the resolution ofsgleawironmental conditions, especially
as the conditions are related to science and teagyalequires “a new vision, a reconstructed
metaphysics [i.e., one dealing with both ontology andtepiology], a reformulation of values, a
species perspective” (p. 133). He proposes that this néan\ae grounded in process thought

and theology. Through this new vision, nature would ngdote viewed dualistically or
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mechanistically, but rather holistically and ecolotijcaWe would recognize and accept
limitations on humanity’s capacity to manipulate and apshthe natural environment. We
would develop new or reformulate existing religious corsgmarticularly as they relate to God,
in terms of a “new cosmic theism” (p. 135) that emplessihe immanence of God within the
universe. We would also tend to reconceive human lifetandiiue more in terms of relation-
ships rather than material things.

Although religious experiences are secondary to environimexgariences in his
approach, Van Matre is among the strongest proponettte abnceptual approach to the kind
of environmental emphasis or dimension posited in thissthesAcclimatization: A Sensory
and Conceptual Approach to Ecological Involvem@®72), he presents a program, also entitled
“Acclimatization,” that was first developed in the 1960dg@mhis leadership at Camp Towering
Pines in Wisconsin. He describes the program as bottsarseand conceptual approach in
which experiential activities are emphasized and ppémts are actually immersed in the natural
environment. Utilizing a small group process, participanteeptually study ecosystems
through sensory experiences to achieve not only an unaéirggeof, but also an empathy with,
certain “ecological objectives” associated with “TheMof Life:”

» Light, air, water and soil are the elements of life.

Life is divided into producers, consumers, and decomposers.

* Everything is becoming something else.

* Everything has a home.

* Homes in a defined area form a community.

* Inhabitants of these communities live together in cormipeficooperation, or

neutrality.
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* Man is the chief predator (p. 18).

The remainder of the book consists of daily lessons etidtees intended to implement the
“Acclimatization” philosophy.

The introductory chapter éfcclimatizationalso contains an important caveat regarding
the camping experience; that is, the “uniqueness” ofdingping experience does not rest on the
natural environment insofar as simply providing an outdoingefor camp programs:

And do not be fooled by those who would lead you to belieaesummer camps

are unique only in their setting — that kind of sophistry caexmen be graced by

the description of the pragmatic. There is much moteéacamping idea than

environment — group living, skill building, self-identificatiofellowship — all are

important elements of the experience. It is true izt of these factors can be

judged important in other institutions with other fa@itiand perhaps aided just

as well. But the simple and rather obvious point is i@y are not. Furthermore,

the attempt to equate our objectives, and thus our posdlues, with our

geographical location is tantamount to an irrevocablecisson of purpose with

position...(p. 10).

The significance of the point made in this caveat istti@benefits associated with the camping
experience, including the church camping experience, dependomaevkat actually takes place
in the outdoor setting than on the outdoor setting albmenot the case that every aspect of the
church camping experience must involve an environmentahasig just as it is not the case the
every aspect of the experience must also involve@ayeal or pedagogical emphasis. It is
rather the lack of an environmental emphasis, and theolaintegration of environmental values

and religious values, that tends to diminish or eveniedite particularly benefits associated with
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the church camping experience that: (1) are availableapty and immediately if not

uniquely, in an outdoor setting; (2) better serve the edunzd purposes of both environmental
values and religious values through their integration; 8hddntribute to the formation, and
reformation, of Christian beliefs and practices irysvehat ground the relationship between God
and God'’s creation, including humanity, more ecologicafigl holistically.

Two subsequent books by Van Matre (1974, 19&8¢Jimatization: A Personal and
Reflective Approach to a Natural RelationsrapdSunship Earth: An Acclimatizing Program
for Outdoor Learningbuild on his “Acclimatization” approach. Given thaaivMatre intended
Acclimatizationto introduce the approachgcclimatizingprovides more of an emphasis on
environmental concerns and “personalizes’ the process thih@hhe describes as “a life-long
approach to a personal way of relating with the natuoaldi (p. 13). It thus comprises a series
of reflections based on sensory experiences of thealatorld, conceptualizations of nature
that are grounded more in natural as opposed to human amerend various techniques by
which participants’ experiences of the conceptualizatidmature are enhancesunship Earth
represents a restatement or refinement of the “Aatlration” process in terms of a five-day
outdoor program through which participants increase tlgiceptual under-standing of how
ecosystems function, again utilizing sensory experietiagsyield empathy and understanding
with the natural world.

God Man Land: Interrelationship Programs for CanipsPaetkau, Harder, and
Sawatzky (1978), is introduced through an essay by Harder (19t&detA Theology for

Christian Camping” which he describes as “rooted in scaptwnanching in the outdoors”

(p. 10):
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The church camp has the unique opportunity of utilizing its gettine
out-of-doors, in such a way that one particular thenmumbiblical faith is

highlighted and communicated. Briefly stated, | refeh®inter-relationship of

God, persons, and land...Because we are speaking of a camph reference to

God is essential to the camp programming. For the sammemnehe

interrelationship of persons influences our programmingegime church is a

community of believers. While these two factors are @bira ingredients in any

church program, the camp setting includes a third and disgrelement, namely

land. When this third factor is combined with the firsbtwGod and persons — a

unique but important aspect of the church’s ministry of pimoetion and nurture

is provided in the camp setting (pp. 9-10).

As Harder emphasizes, this ministry has as its purpeseotimmunication of a biblical
understanding of creation, development of a relationship®@od as creator, repentance and
redemption from humanity’s sin, development of a mesponsible and harmonious
relationship with the created world, and the provisioa obntext within which Christian
relationships can be learned and experienced. The remainither book is comprised of
developmentally graded programs that involve experieatiaities which are focused on the
natural world and are introduced by scriptural or spiritafi¢ction pieces.

Mason’s (1962) et the Bible Speak Outdoogsublished by the National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. (NCC) for use by ptramd church leaders of children (ages
six to 12), provides an excellent example of integratmgrenmental values and religious
values. It emphasizes that scripture records God’s alstitinin creation and in history such that

both humanity and nature reflect God’s purposes. The eng theme is creation which is



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 64

considered in the context of the relationship of God ammdamity within the created order,
interrelationships and interdependence within the created satgtural references reflecting
humanity’s response to the created order and its relatpnsth it (e.g., the Hebrews in the
wilderness or the psalmist praising the glory of God@ation), Jesus’ use of natural imagery
and outdoor experiences in his teaching, suggested activitiexanmgbles of comparable
experiences children have with nature in their ownslifieations [e.g., in camping and other
outdoor experiences], and sensory experiences [theifigezar” and the “seeing eye”] that not
only enhance children’s experience of God'’s creation, Ieattheir own response to and
relationship with creation. Mason states that heriaita make scripture relevant and
meaningful to children in camping and other kinds of outdopelegnces:
The outdoors offers man a distinctive opportunity to disc@vidence of

God’s creative power in the natural world which he haated, and which he

sustains. Meaningful use of biblical material will emaleladers to guide boys

and girls toward &hristian interpretation of the universand toward seeing God

as the Creator who has worked, is working, and wiltiooe to work in his world

(Pp. 5-6).
She also notes that the “convictions” underlying “the dsrase of the outdoors as a resource
in Christian education” comprise the following:

* More time than the Sunday church school hour is needddhiastian education.

» Christian guidance is most helpful and most enduring vithergiven in life

situations.
* Boys and girls enjoy being outdoors and it is therefarataral place to work with

them.
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Boys and girls need opportunity to express their naturtshéseof wonder and awe.

* Boys and girls need to develop feelings of at-homeneGodis world.

» Small groups in the out-of-doors can learn Christian saduel relationships.

* The natural world provides a setting in which boys and gidy recognize God'’s

continuing action as Creator and Sustainer of life (p. 7).

The National Council of Churches (NCC) (1983, 1984, 1985) alsaspell three series
of developmentally graded curriculum in the 1980s. The tleeessare part of thBow Seeds:
Trust the Promiseutdoor ministry resource material published by the NCC evidwed below.
Each series comprises a basic resource guide, a guidlddorchildren (ages eight to 11), a
guide for younger youth (ages 12 to 14), and a guide for oldehyages 15 to 18). The first
series is entitledlifestyles of Faithfulness: Resources for Outdoor MinigtB883). The second
series is entitle&tewardship of Creation: Resources for Outdoor Minigi884). As noted
above, the third series, entiti@dmmunity: Resources for Outdoor Minis{(®y©85), does not
have a strong environmental emphasis, notwithstandinghédtasic resource guides in the
Lifestyles ofraithfulnessand theStewardship of Creatioseries do provide some environmental
emphasis and integration of environmental values andaefigyalues as do each of the children
and youth guides in thetewardship of Creatioseries.

The basic resource guide in thiéestyles of Faithfulnesseries, by McCollough and
McCollough (1983), introduces the series by noting that whdey outdoor living and
recreational themes traditionally associated with cheamping are included, particular
emphasis is given to being “recreated by nature” (p. ®rms of “lifestyles of wholeness that

live in interdependence with nature and all people” (p.Té)e authors state five objectives:
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Help campers experience the rich meaning of the bibkealhings about people and

their relationship with nature and God.

» Organize camp life around the gentle use of nature in cntréhe conquest and
exploitation of nature.

» Organize camp activities that teach the skills of tigmnp, caring, and cooperation in
contrast to the extreme competition found in the Mesbf conquest and defeat.

» Become acquainted with some of the tools that are apatefor the gentle use of

nature.

Experience this theme in the supportive context of argenerational setting.
They describe this “lifestyle of faithfulness” in terwisa creation model that involves
stewardship and responsibility for care of the earth.allkors propose a continuum or
spectrum of attitudes toward nature comparable to the emv@ntal typology developed by
Negra and Manning (1997) and adapted for use in the present study:

(1) Nature is to be conquered.

(2) Nature is neutral, an inert reflector.

(3) Nature is to be used gently.

(4) Nature reveals God.

(5) Nature is to be worshipped (p. 16).
The authors’ view is that the middle portion of the speu, “Nature is to be used gently,”
represents the biblical view of nature. Church camps dhbatefore develop programs in which
“people will learn lifestyles which gently use the natgiifis of God’s creation, both at camp

and back home” (p. 17). The latter half of the book plewides a number of programs and
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activities that integrate this “gentle use of naturetrteehrough elements of the natural world
such as fire and sun, earth, water, air, plants amdads)i food and drink, and shelter.

As suggested by its title, the overarching theme in thie basource guide by Crouser
(1984) for theStewardship of Creatiogeries is stewardship of God’s creation. One ofitee f
programming sections in the book comprises a series lgfstaipture readings focusing on
stewardship-related themes. This section is followed bytloa&t summarizes what Crouser
characterizes as “The Original Agreement” (p. 27) betw®@ed and humanity regarding
stewardship on the basis of the creation accountsnesie The “breaking” of this “agreement”
(p. 29) is examined in subsequent sections in terms oasdsivp as it relates to population
growth, economic growth, hunger myths, food production astdilolition, loss of agricultural
land, the energy crisis, water and the atmosphereiespedinction, and nuclear destruction.
The theological and ethical implications of stewardsingpexamined in terms of the “root
causes” (p. 40) [e.g., theological, social, politicad @aaonomic] of the environmental crisis,
theological traditions characterized by persons liredglict of Nursia and Francis of Assisi that
provide a model for Christian stewardship of creation,randgnition of the need for a “new
environmental ethic” (p. 44) of stewardship summarized by @randive points:

(1) Everything belongs to God; we merely use it while we are.h&od has given us
control over the earth but did not intend for us to nasais, soil, or water. God
gave us control, but also gave us the responsibilityki ¢are of the gift.

(2) We should use no more than our share. Earth providegbrio satisfy every
person’s needs, but not every person’s greed!

(3) We should try to see that everyone gets a fair share.

(4) We should keep things in balance, putting back as welkagta



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 68

(5) We should leave the world in good shape for those wh@awme after us (p. 45).
Crouser’s concluding section comprises learning activihasinbtegrate the stewardship theme
and scripture references with responsible use of landvatet, food production and distribution,
healthy [holistic] living, energy conservation and produttiand peace and justice issues as they
affect both human and non-human life.

Gehris (1984), in the guide for older children (ages eighfijan theStewardship of
Creationseries, suggests the following purposes for older childrémeichurch camp
experience:

* To enjoy one another as children of God and practicanglad one another as

interdependent human beings.

* To be guided into a deepening relationship with God through aapoecof God’s

creation and God'’s order and purpose as seen in nature.

* To interpret life in terms of a relationship with Jesinsi§t as Lord and Savior.

» To develop a sense of belonging to a larger Christian faamiggmmunity.

* To adopt a sense of responsibility for all of Godsation: self, other people, and all

living things.

* To develop and strengthen living skills that enable thebetfaithful stewards of

creation as they seek to fulfill God’s purposes forrthegs (pp. 5-6).

Gehris then develops the stewardship of creation theoweding to the program outline in the
basic resource guide summarized above.

Kamm (1984), in the guide for younger youth (ages 12 to 1#eiStewardship of
Creationseries, follows the same program outline summarizegeain developing the

stewardship theme in terms of 10 goals:
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» To guide persons into a deepening relationship with God, thraugph@eciation of
God’s creation and a sense of God’s order, purpose, and pl

* To be aware of God’s purpose and plan even in the midshsion.

* To help campers interpret life in terms of a relations¥ith Jesus Christ.

* To help campers develop a sense of interdependence witk otl@eChristian
community and fellowship.

* To have fun and delight in the complexity of God’s doeat

» To foster a concern and care for God'’s creation and pduagle in the camp setting
and all around the world.

* [To] help people experience the rich meaning of the bikézching of the original
agreement with God as stewards of creation.

* [To] organize camp life around the idea of stewardshipedt@n in contrast to the
conguest and exploitation of creation.

» [To] organize camp activities that teach the skill§ri@hdship, caring, and
cooperation in contrast to the extreme competitionchatacterizes conventional
modern life-styles.

* [To] become acquainted with and experience some actiahsite appropriate for the
stewardship of creation (pp. 25-26).

Martin-Adkins (1984), in the guide for older youth (ages 15 tari8)e Stewardship of
Creationseries, also follows the same program outline ob#dsc resource guide summarized
above and develops the theme of stewardship of God’sarehatough six goals:

» Help older youth see that Biblical concepts of stewardsbgul to be rediscovered in

our time.
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Encourage and involve older youth in the service aspestewafardship.

Promote activities that experientially teach oldeutixao revere and respect creation.

Promote an appreciation of salvation as wholeness.

Help older youth discover the value and need of loving thddwo

Provide experiences with people their own age (pp. 3-4).

A second NCC resource the Sow Seeds: Trust the Promisaterial, edited by Kerr
(1983), is entitled_eadership Development Notebook for Outdoor Ministridss resource
comprises 28 sections or modules of which four modules icosdane material relating to the
natural environment. The worship module by Simpson (1983) sugmgesésways in which
worship in camp setting can incorporate an outdoor enphasi also includes a short essay on
the biblical view of nature entitled “Do You Worship Nateir€*'Worship” at pp. 7-8).

The music module by Manley (1983) has a strong focus orekgonship between
nature, people and God, reflected not only in traditibgains, but also in contemporary hymns
and songs (e.g., camp songs). Manley also incorporéveshaf the five-part continuum or
spectrum utilized by McCollough and McCollough (1983) inlttiestyles of Faithfulnedsasic
resource guide as a standard for evaluating whether partityrihins and songs conform to the
biblical view of nature:

(1) Nature is to be exploited and conquered.

(2) Creation is neutral and may reflect God.

(3) God's creation involves gentle use of nature for huma«d.ne

(4) Creation is beautiful and reveals God from within.

(5) Creation is divine and is to be worshipped (“Music” at pp. 11-14).
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The stewardship module by Cramer (1983) addresses environowhtséfety, time,
and body as elements of God’s “gifts of creationtéi®ardship” at p. 1). It also includes and
“Matrix of Christian Stewardship in a Camp Setting” ("\B&edship” at p. 10) that integrates
biblical concepts, stewardship of food [as an exampéestéwardship concern], and other
“teachable examples” of stewardship in camp settings.nidtex also sets up a hierarchy of
“ethical maturity” as stewardship concerns move fromf*$el“others” to “non-human portions
of creation” (p. 10).

The environmental education module by Allen (1983), which @sains material on
adventure and survival experiences, focuses on stewardskimtibduced through a number of
games and activities. This section is followed by a ls@etion summarizing several theologies
and biblical “connections” (“Environmental Education” at p. fb&using on creation and
stewardship themes.

A subsequent NCC publication, entitled tbetdoor Ministries Program Leadership
Manualand edited by Ferguson (2000), comprises 22 sections or modwagh three
modules contain some material relating to the natumat@nment. Six guidelines are listed for
the development and use of the manual as a resoura&dmoo ministries:

(1) That it be biblically grounded,;

(2) That it be theologically informed;

(3) That it be environmentally responsible;

(4) That it be culturally aware;

(5) That it be experientially based; and

(6) That it be developmentally appropriate and inclusive (pp. 2-3)

The guideline for environmental responsibility (#3 abovedgsta
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God called all creation good and calls humanity to carelfats

resources. Such a holistic understanding of creatiomdsnus that we have no

right to abuse or misuse creation. Instead we are regpemfor discovering ways

to preserve the earth’s resources. Such an understandingptibn invites us to

explore the wonder of creation and to give thanks to fGodll we experience

(p. 3).

The stewardship module by Borko (2000) notes first thaCtivéstian concept of
stewardship has broadened over the last several decau®s boclude responsibility for
“creation, people, and institutions” (p. 82) as well asay. He notes that our “recognition and
proclamation of God as creator” (p. 82) and God’s providénceeation are the primary
“biblical/theological principles” (p. 82) underlying stewahngs He also suggests that camp
settings provide an excellent opportunity and a “safe emwviemt” for “staff and campers [to]
experiment with the lifestyle of a faithful stewargi: 83), particularly in contrast to the
“‘consumption-oriented lifestyle [that is charactecistif North-American culture” (p. 83).

The environmental education module by Allen (2000) introdusdléme through the
creation accounts in Genesis, Paul’'s several refeseim 1 Corinthians, Ephesians and
Colossians to the church as a body having interdependesitagarell as our connection to God,
and creation as “witness to the Creator” (194) in thenf®sahd Romans. In an observation
comparable to that of Mattson (1985) quoted earlier, Adtates:

Environmental education at camp is as much a lifestyleiaa part of the
camp curriculum. If the camp doesn’t walk the talk, ik will fall on deaf ears

and opportunities to teach will be wasted. Environmental ¢iducat church

camp increases compassion for all life; stimulatesiédsire to learn about the
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earth, its inhabitants and inter-relationships; [and] ples/the skills and

motivation needed for living carefully on the eartll @elebrates God as Creator

(p. 194).

Allen (2000) also notes the adverse effects to both humén@n-human life caused by
environmental irresponsibility, in part because peoplerareasingly separated from the natural
environment. He notes the tension that arises whenitrzgalitoeliefs, doctrines and biblical
interpretations are challenged by scientific discovahasincrease our understanding and
knowledge of the natural order. He also cautions agaimititigi of camp settings as “holy
ground” where God is somehow more “present” than elseayl@d instead to recognize a camp
setting as a place where people are more open to Gué'sehce” because of their own sense of
“spiritual pilgrimage” (p. 195).

Allen follows this introduction with a series of ganagsl activities intended to provide
opportunities to engage in theological reflection albe@tatural environment, to become
familiar with environmental concepts and with environmeptdicies in camp settings, to
become more observant of and sensitized to the nahwiabement, and to develop leadership
skills and lesson plans for teaching environmental educati@nalso includes a six-part
summary of important environmental concepts:

» Everything is connected to everything else.

* Everything gives and everything takes.

* Everything has a home.

* Nothing goes away.

* Natural resources are limited.

* Nature has a remarkable ability to heal (p. 197).
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The trip and travel camping module by Chamberlain (2000) nbé¢shese kinds of
trips provide a “unique occasion of living in the midst @d3 natural world...(in which)
campers can rejoice in the beauty of creation and paheeresponsibility to care for it”

(p. 207). He quotes a passage from a sermon on the &ereggion accounts in this regard by
Kevin Witt, National Director of Camping Ministries ftre United Methodist Church:
It seems to me that one of the great needs today inrmsdeiety is to

reclaim the utter sacredness of the created commuaitie iy God and to

recognize the deep interdependence human beings have witbthacand the

whole community of creation (p. 207).

Another developmentally graded curriculum series, edtiEod Is In Our Midst:
Resources for Outdoor Ministft990, 1998), is an example of an effective integration of
religious values and environmental values in terms of pbilbsophy and activities in church
camp programs. The series, presently published in a re\dgezheconsists of three leaders’
guides and corresponding campers’ resource booklets:

(1) Leader’s Guide for Childreby Grabher and Rose-Heim (1990, 1993 mper’'s

Resource Guide for Primary Childrday Grabher (1990, 1998), a@mper’s
Resource Guide for Older Childrday Grabher (1990, 1998);
(2) Leader’s Guide for Younger Youbly Miller and Rose-Heim (1990, 1998) and
Camper’s Resource for Younger YobthMiller (1990, 1998); and
(3) Leader’s Guide for Older YoutndCamper’'s Resource for Older Youtioth by
Suess and Ferguson (1990, 1998).
Each of the leader’s guides contains an introductartieseby Moore (1990, 1998) entitled

“God Is In Our Midst” that focuses on the sacredne<saxf’s creation, the dilemmas that have
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arisen for humanity because of its environmental irresipdity and desecration of creation, the
affirmation that the Christian witness is intendegtovide about creation, and the challenges
that these dilemmas and this affirmation present tisGdms. Moore emphasizes that we not
only need to recognize God’s presence in creation, butte$ohe gift of creation represents a
form of God’s grace as an alternative to humanityis Ehis focus provides the philosophical
context for the activities summarized in the remaimpogions of each of the leaders’ guides as
well as in each of the campers’ resource booklets. Wiilst of the activities appear to involve
a focus on nature and the natural environment, usuallgindhtext of some aspect of creation,
some of the activities do not have this distinct fo¢imwvever, all of the activities appear to
focus on the relationship between God and some aspecidd Geation in relation to natural
settings such as developing an awareness of God'’s peesamperiencing God’s creative work
in different kinds of communities [i.e., human and tmman communities], and practicing
stewardship of God’s gift in creation.

Bogardus (1955), iRlanning the Church Camp for Junigomilarly emphasizes the
importance of relationships in her “philosophy of progrgm”22) in church camping. These
relationships are significant not only in terms of pesssimaring the experience of the camp
community, but also in the camper’s experience of #lgtredating to nature. The first two
among 10 criteria by which Bogardus evaluates the validithorch camp programs are:

(1) “Is the activity in line with the idea of simple oatat living?” and (2) “Is it an activity that
can be done better in a camp environment than in thper&rhome church?” (p. 24). For
example, she relates the story of a teacher teaehegson about conservation to a class of

elementary students. The teacher pulled down the shatles dadssroom windows so that the
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students would not be distracted by the sights of natyena the classroom walls. Bogardus
analogizes the story to the church camp setting sl
Often camp leaders have done as poorly. They have takerahdygirls

to camp, only to post an hour-by-hour schedule of actiwtigslly unrelated to

the outdoor environment. And all the time the environnaextt full of things to

be explored and appreciated in ways which would push balygids to seek

answers to some all important questions about the nat@ed and man’s part in

his plans (p. 47).

Bogardus (1961) builds on her “philosophy of prograntiinng and Learning in God’s
World: A Guide for Leaders in Junior Camps and Other Outdoor Actiwfiise Church with
Juniors The first part of the book focuses on the programriey process that she describes as
“planning for” the program rather than simply planning thegpam (pp. 34-35). The second part
comprises a number of “program ingredients” that empbdsyth nature and religious concerns
through small group discussions, creative activities, Bitdy and worship. A concluding
section provides additional resources such as poems, gaohasoriesOutdoor Living: A
Guide for Camping and Other Outdoor Activities of the Church with (tementary Students
by Bogardus (1971) comprises a revised and expanded verdiosngfand Learning in God’s
World that emphasizes the interconnectedness of environisentand ministry in “planning
for” the program. As Bogardus notes:

Living in the outdoors offers a distinctive opportunity towgrin an
understanding of God as Creator, to discover some of thdew® of God’s

creation: things that are beautiful to see and hbarnter-relatedness running
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like a thread throughout creation, and dependability evidehe coming and

going of the seasons and of day and night (p. 8).

Come Yourselves Apart: Christian Leadership in the Temporary Comnbynity
Klopfenstein, Klopfenstein and Williams (1993), providesacellent discussion of a program
philosophy emphasizing the integration of religious vaar@senvironmental values in church
camp and retreat programs. While it contains very fewahgrogram activities and also focuses
primarily on retreats, it emphasizes that integratioreligious values and environmental values,
intended to be reflected in experiences in the naturdtipaas a significant relationship to
spiritual development. For example, the authorsthitecamping and retreat movement; the
witness to nature in scripture with particular attemtm Jesus’ use of experiential learning and
natural metaphors; the desire and need of the Churchdweerethe holistic relationship with
God characteristic of creation; the importance of dguag leadership within the Church that
reflects and models both the order and the grace ofc@Gardcteristic of creation; the nature of
church camp and retreat settings as examples of “tempoommunities” (pp. 10-11, 71-72);
and an approach described as “closed/open systems” (pp. #8«7W)ng relationships that,
while set “apart” (pp. 10-11, 88-89) from normal life experem@re intended to foster
profound changes in faith beliefs and practices withimadtife experiences. These various
approaches are intended to develop an understanding ottiasges as dynamic and
developmental, rather than static, thus reflectinghdtaral world itself.

There is also periodical literature at this end ofgpectrum emphasizing nature and the
natural environment or an integration of religious vaklss environmental values in church
camp programs. Miller (1979) suggests in “The Biblical Bami€icology” that the relationship

between scripture and the camping movement “has bdmsiaan uneasy one” (p. 12). He
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argues that biblical accounts used in camping programs, loftiéed to the creation accounts or
passages involving natural imagery, sometimes “raise moldepns than they answer” (p. 12).
For example, natural metaphors occurring in scripturefiea treated non-metaphorically and,
when contrasted with scientific knowledge about thena&brder, give rise to serious
interpretive problems. Miller also contends that the remvhental dimension of scripture is often
downplayed or even deliberately avoided because of tee odactive approach of the church to
scientific knowledge about the natural order; in effecigntific discoveries that seem to refute
biblical “facts” about nature are de-emphasized or egpuadiated, thus leaving only a moralistic
approach to scripture as a means of accommodating scighdeaditional church doctrines. He
suggests a symbolic approach in which allusions to natw&ipture are treated as having a
theological and social significance that enables ug tmdre open to and knowledgeable about
the relationship between humanity and the natural ordetetxhis approach, nature provides
opportunities in the church camp experience to gain “aamweciation of the environment”

(p. 17), especially in terms of stewardship and an ineckappreciation of how traditional
concepts such as justice and peace in scripture have prafopiichtions for the church’s
ministry in relation to the natural order.

Snyder (1979), in “The Impact of Camping on the Life-Styléhe Faith Community,”
intends to relate local faith communities to nature e natural order through camping. In
contrast to other religious traditions that idolatrizeurs, Christian tradition seeks to discern and
model the relationship of God as Creator with the createer. While there have been
significant developments and changes in this discernpreness over the centuries, the
sovereignty and centrality of God in relation to theated order has been a constant theme in

Christian understanding and application of this proce$airdb camp experiences represent
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educational opportunities within this discernment processané s dual function for the
church: (1) They relate us “to God’s creation in a resfi@ way” (p. 23); and (2) They help
develop the kinds of relationships that better integfaith values within faith communities.

In “God’s Voice in the Out-of-Doors,” Spotts (1963) suggésas the church’s ministry
in the outdoor setting of a temporary faith community n®tee ministry of Jesus and his
disciples. It also provides a biblical and theologicaitext supportive of the local church’s
program of Christian nurture. He emphasizes the dectfircreation as an indication of God’s
nature and sovereignty while describing the church camgierge, like the unity and
interdependence of creation, as a reflection or mddeéhdstian life; that is, it is holistic rather
than fragmented. As form of church mission, churchgagalso represents an important aspect
of mission in terms of relational living that enabldse church to be the people of God in the
whole of life” (p. 7).

Brown (1963), in “Outdoor Experiences Are Not ‘Extrasssarts the potential for
profound religious experiences in outdoor programmingingtéhat the church is involved in
outdoor ministry because every person is part of th@levcreation that is itself inter-related. She
contrasts these kinds of relational experiences setiular life and suggests that the church can
use outdoor experiences to restore “the lost senseevfess with the natural order” (p. 10). She
describes the integration of environmental values andae$igralues as ecological and religious
experiences that provide “a sense of interrelationshipterdependence among all living
things” (p. 11). The experiences associated with outdoorgumeggare thus not “extras” in
ministry, but rather serve to enrich and reinforce Wiedl churches are doing in terms of their

own programs.
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In “Is Nature Study Christian Education?,” Woodgates (1963)rte on an NCC project
in the late 1950s to provide an outdoor program for primgeychildren. The project had two
primary purposes: (1) To discover what children understoodtdbod as “Creator” and
“Sustainer;” and (2) To discover how children’s understandirgaal was enhanced and
expanded through a Christian education program emphasizidgar experiences. The
program was designed to avoid a day camp or vacationlkcbahool approach and “to use the
outdoors as the medium and primary resource for teachihgr than only as the setting” (p. 5).
No prepared curriculum was used and children were instead e opportunity to discover,
explore and use the natural habitat for activities and arogesource materials. As importantly,
program leaders made intentional use of the natural halitat'frame of reference” (p. 5) to
help the children grow in their understanding of God,t@eraand humanity’s place within
creation. Particular attention was given to the i@lig context of the children’s experiences and
this consideration itself reinforced the leaders’ owmssd need for increased theological
understanding of the natural world and God'’s relationship Ithé project resulted in strong
recommendations for further study of the theologyooéation and redemption in relation to the
natural world” (p. 19) and further “exploration of the ibaguestion about the extent to which
nature study can become Christian education in a verginggal sense” (p. 19).

Finally, “Your Wetlands Are Not A Wasteland: DevelogiNatural Areas for Program
Use,” by Astle and Boss (2000), describes Camp Henry,sbyegian camp in Michigan
surrounded by wetlands that, historically, were unused ekmeptcasional “bog walks” or
“bullfrog hunts,” but were restored as an environmemsdurce for camp programs. The
authors recommend greater attention to land managemetitesaand they outline a process for

greater program use of natural habitats in effective aold@cally protective ways. For
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example, Camp Henry has undertaken reforestation pregrmaadd wildlife cover, established
food plots for upland game and clear cuts for grouse andatekhuilt nesting structures for
birds, waterfowl, bats and squirrels. The authors natiethiese types of land management
practices provide opportunities to use natural resourceddyogducational purposes as well as
demonstrating a commitment to “protect the natural wanttl@ppreciate the wonders of

creation” (p. 37).



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 82

Chapter 3 — Methodology

Research Design

As the second of the two objectives of the study indsahe research design of
the study was descriptive in terms of a nationwide suovenurch camps affiliated
with the PCUSA and the UCC to examine and compare:

(a) The organizational and descriptive profiles of chuerhms in each denomination;

(b) The extent to which religious values are emphdsizehurch camp programs in each
denomination;

(c) The extent to which environmental values are empéadsizchurch camp

programs in each denomination;

(d) The extent to which religious values and environmesatiales are integrated

in church camp programs in each denomination; and

(e) Whether the association between denominatidfigdtzon and (1) religious
values, (2) environmental values, and (3) the integrafioaligious values and environmental
values, in church camp programs in each denominatidatist&ally significant.

As also previously notethree hypotheses are advanced for the study:

Hi: Religious values in PCUSA and UCC church camp progeamidependent of
denominational affiliation and the association betwiem is not statistically significant.

H,: Environmental values in PCUSA and UCC church camp progaaensmidependent of
denominational affiliation and the association betwiem is not statistically significant.

Hs: Integration of religious and environmental values in PEW@sd UCC church camp
programs is independent of denominational affiliatioth #re association between them is not

statistically significant.
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Population

The study comprised two populations of church camps: (1¢klaamps affiliated with
the PCUSA,; and (2) church camps affiliated with the UCBurch camps affiliated with these
two denominations were chosen for this study for sixaeads-irst, both denominations have a
strong tradition of involvement in both church camping aducational ministry. Second, both
denominations have a strong tradition of socio-thao&gnvolvement, including the
environment and environmental concerns. Third, both denominatiamse a historical and
theological affinity in the Reformed faith traditiomterms of their origins, development, beliefs
and practices. Fourth, both denominations are charaadeaz "mainline denominations" among
the numerous and diverse faith traditions in the UniteteS. Fifth, both denominations reflect a
strong denominational affinity or identity (charactetdizs "connectional” in the PCUSA and
"covenantal" in the UCC) such that church camps alme®nomination represent both a
"network" (making a survey of each church camp populatiorplegsiematic) and a common
(but not homogenous) religious tradition. Finally, the autias extensive experience with the
religious tradition generally, and the church campinditican particularly, characteristic of each
denomination.

The actual population of PCUSA church camps surveyedalaslated from a potential
population of 152 church camp, conference, and retreatitexiin the United States listed in the
1999-2000 PCUSA Camp, Conference and Retreat Cddiestory. The actual population of
UCC church camps was calculated from a potential populati69 church camp, conference,
and retreat facilities listed in tH&rectory of UCC Outdoor Ministry Sites and Programs the
focus of this study was on actual church camp programs, sbthe facilities were deleted from

the potential populations in each denomination. Faalitiat were exclusively conference or
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retreat facilities, and thus did not offer church cargprograms, were deleted from the
potential population in each of the denominations ircthese of questionnaires being returned.
Additional facilities were also deleted from the potainpopulation in each denomination in the
course of questionnaires being returned because the faciitiee closed, had been sold, were
no longer offering church camp programs, now offered atiilietic programs, were not yet
open, were no longer affiliated with the denominatiormepresented combined facilities
offering a single church camp program.

The actual population of church camps in each denominatisntherefore, calculated as

follows:

PCUSA UCC
Potential population determined from total number
of church camp, conference and retreat facilities 152 69

Centers that were exclusively conference and retreat
facilities and did not offer church camp programs (16) )( 6

Church camps closed, sold, no longer offering camp
programs, offering only athletic programs, not yet

open, or no longer affiliated with the denomination ( 8 (8)
Combined facilities offering a single camp program (1) (1)
Actual church camp population 126 54

No measures were taken to control non-response’é@msequently, although the
return rates were high for both PCUSA church camps (92.86@)JCC church camps

(87.04%), the results are generalizable only to the respgotiurch camps in each population.

1 Among possible measures that could have been used to cairaésponse error are "doubledipping,”
comparing early to late respondents, comparing resportdemés-respondents on known characteristics, and
comparing non-respondents to the population on known cek&stids. However, only the first two measures would
likely have been useable in this study.



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 85

Instrumentation

A questionnaire comprising 24 questions was developed as thamest for the study.

A copy of the questionnaire is appended to this thesis. Feruotfethe questions focus on
organizational or descriptive profiles of church camps Jgestions form the core focus of the
study in relation to church camp programs. Four of thetgunssfocus on religious values, three
of the questions focus on environmental values, and thriée guestions focus on the
integration of religious values and environmental values.dtestions as to organizational and
descriptive profiles cover general information aboutdngrch camps and church camp
programs such as location (by state), topography, use ot paibtls, number of participants, age
groups served, "home" areas of participants, staffing,ces of financial support, and strength
of management and ecclesiastical relationships wildiaas or other groups with which the
camps are affiliated.

The first of the four questions under religious valueslwved selecting the source of
program/curriculum in camp programs. The second questiotvew selecting the category
which best described the philosophy/theology of outdoorioegeducation in camp programs.
The third question, which is the primary question as igioels values, focused on 13
philosophical/theological purposes in camp programs. Twéltleese purposes were developed
by the author from beliefs and doctrines characteristibeotwo religious groups and purposes
of church camping articulated in the literature (All2800; Crouse, 1984; Ferguson, 2000;
Gehris, 1984; Graabher and Rose-Heim, 1990, 1998; Kamm, 19841888, Klopfenstein et
al., 1993; Martin-Adkins, 1984; Mason, 1962; Mattson, 1985; McCollogicCollough, 1983;
Miller and Rose-Heim, 1990, 1998; Moore, 1990, 1998; Paetkau, Har@Gawéatzky, 1978;

Suess & Ferguson, 1990, 1998; Van Matre. 1972), purposes of orgamzgdgarticulated in
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the literature (Ball & Ball, 1995; Kraus & Scanlin, 1983; MeSeMitchell, 1983; Shivers,
1989), and personal experience of the author in the cloaroping and organized camping
fields. A final philosophical/theological purpose of "Othems also included, with space
provided for the "other" purpose to be entered by the resptntas third question used a
Likert-type scale (1 = very important to 5 = not imporfaatassess the importance of each of
the 13 philosophical/ theological purposes.

The last question under religious values involved rankimgefims of priority) the three
most important philosophical/ theological purposes froensdicond question.

The first of the three questions relative to environmestiaes focused on the level of
importance of environmental/ecological activities in pgmograms. It used a Likert-type scale
(1 = very important to 5 = not important). The second gqoiestvhich is the primary question
assessing environmental values, focused on the importasegeaf environmental/ecological
indicators in camp programs. It used a Likert-type scateVdry important to 5 = not
important). This second question follows one of two medelframeworks used by Negra and
Manning (1997) and represents a model adapted by them from Hudgantb’/olk (1990).
According to Negra and Manning (1997), the first model utilsm&n "key indicator variables"
divided into three categories "to predict level of environnidasghavior” (p. 12).

The first of five categories of environmental indicats "entry level," defined by Negra
and Manning as "variables [that] function as prerequigitesnvironmentally responsible
behavior by providing the foundation for proenvironmersga) @ttitudes and decision making"
(pp. 12, 14). They posit one variable in the first catggbne second category is "ownership"
indicators defined by Negra and Manning as "variables [thatppalize environmental issues

through expanded understanding and investment" (pp. 12, 14). Tsieywmvariables in the



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 87

second category. The third category is "empowerment"hMasalefined by Negra and Manning
as "variables [that] represent environmental problemsglskills” (pp. 12, 14). They posit four
variables in the third category.

The third question under environmental values involved rankmghree most important
environmental/ecological indicators from the second questi

The first of the three questions related to the irtiggn of religious values and
environmental values focused on the strength of theaesdtip between religious values and
environmental values in camp programs. It used a Likertsgpk (1 = very strong relationship
to 5 = very weak relationship). The second question, whkithei primary question assessing the
integration of religious values and environmental valuesjded on the likelihood of 16
“‘environmental ethics” statements, having reference toelaionship between environmental/
ecological aspects and philosophical/theological aspeeitsy taught in camp programs. It used
a Likert-type scale (1 = more likely to be taught to &ssllikely to be taught).

This second question, comprising a typology of 16 environrhetitigs statements in
five categories, follows the second of two models an&aorks developed by Negra and
Manning (1997). The first category of statements is defindddgyra and Manning as "anti-
environment" and comprises two statements (pp. 13, 15-16edond category is defined as
"benign indifference” and comprises three statementsld5-16). The third category is
defined as "utilitarian conservation" and comprises foatestents (pp. 13, 15-16). The fourth
category is defined as "stewardship" and comprises faiengtats (pp. 13, 15-16). The fifth
category is defined as "radical environmentalism" and csepthree statements (pp. 13, 15-

16).
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The third question under the integration of religiousi®aland environmental values
involved ranking the three most important statementsylikcebe taught in camp programs from
the second question.

Face validity of the instrument as to the primangstion relating to religious values was
based on the philosophical/theological purposes comprisinguiestion being adapted from the
church camping literature (Allen, 2000; Crouse, 1984; Ferguson, &&00is, 1984; Grabher
and Rose-Heim, 1990, 1998; Kamm, 1984; Kerr, 1983; Klopfensteln #083; Martin-Adkins,
1984; Mason, 1962; Mattson, 1985; McCollough & McCollough, 1983.eM&8 Rose-Heim,
1990, 1998; Moore, 1990, 1998; Paetkau et al., 1978; Suess & Ferguson, 1990, h9dairé¢a
1972). Face validity of the instrument in relationtie primary question relating to
environmental values was based on the seven environmeswé&gical indicators comprising
the question being modeled on the seven environmental indicesgaidy Negra and Manning
(1997). Face validity of the instrument as to the prjngarestion relating to the integration of
religious values and environmental values was based on stat&éents comprising the
guestion being modeled on the 16 environmental ethics develop¢elgoyt and Manning as
well as being adapted from the church camping literaturelradieve.

Content validity of the instrument was based onew\of the instrument by a panel of
"experts" comprising two camp directors having long expeei@mt¢he church camping field
who are also affiliated with the ACA, another ACAoresentative, and a professor in the
Recreation, Parks, and Tourism program, Division of $toyeand Natural Resources, West

Virginia University. No measures were taken to establistréliability of the instrumert

2 The possible measures that could have been used tos#sthblreliability of the instrument include those
yielding a coefficient of internal consistency (spkth odd-even, Kuder-Richardson, and Cronbach's Alpha), test
retest, and a pilot test. However, none of these meaware used given that they would have been applied "afte
the fact.”
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Conditions of Testing

The questionnaire was initially sent to a random samfpReCUSA church camps as a
research project in a course at West Virginia Uniwgr3ihe course, which was entitled "Human
Dimensions of Natural Resources & Tourism: A SocialéRsjogical Perspective,” was taught
by the professor noted above who also reviewed the institue part of a research project at
Lancaster Theological Seminary focusing on PCUSA cheaahps, the questionnaire was then
sent to all of the remaining PCUSA church camp, conferandeetreat facilities in order to
cover the entire and actual population of PCUSA chuachps. For purposes of this study and
thesis, the questionnaire was also mailed to all oJB€ church camp, conference and retreat
facilities in order to cover the entire and actual papoih of UCC church camps.

As noted above, the actual population of church camgadh denomination was
determined in the course of the questionnaires being returhedresulted in the deletion of
facilities from the potential population in each denomarathat were exclusively conference
and retreat facilities and did not offer church camgpms. As also noted above, additional
facilities were deleted in the potential population afredenomination because the facilities
were closed, had been sold, were no longer offering bleaimp programs, offered only athletic
programs, were not yet open, were no longer affiliatill thhe denomination, or represented
combined facilities that offered a single church camp progra

The initial contact and provision of questionnaires thezdhurch camp was by mail. The
guestionnaires were coded and accompanied by a cover lettebithgsthe nature and purpose
of the study. It was also requested in this letter (arfiollow-up letters) that facilities advise if
they were exclusively conference and retreat facildies did not offer church camp programs.

Each mailing was addressed to the camp director or mabhggeme, if known, and otherwise
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was addressed to "Camp Director or Manager." A stampddidalrlessed envelope was also
enclosed in every mailing for return of the questionn&adlow-up telephone calls were made
to church camps that did not initially respond, anothéerevas sent to follow-up the telephone
call, and a final follow-up letter was sent that incldi@deduplicate copy of the questionnaire.
Additional follow-up was conducted by telephone with churamps that still did not respond to
the follow-up telephone calls and letters, as welhasases where it appeared that any follow-up
communication needed to be directed to a different cope&asbn or address for a particular
church camp. Confirmation was also made through wrigphes and by telephone as to those
facilities that were exclusively conference and retfaaitities and/or did not offer church camp
programs, as well as with camp or church officials réigg church camps that were closed, had
been sold, were no longer offering church camp prograresedfonly athletic programs, were
not yet open, were no longer affiliated with the denotimaor represented combined facilities
that offered a single church camp program.
Data Analysis

The completed questionnaires returned were entered is@pécomputer and analyzed
using the Statistical Package for the Social Scie(BBSS 11.0). Descriptive statistics as to
measures of central tendency and strength of assocre¢iancomputed to describe the
populations and the responses to each question. Infergatiatics in terms of cross-tabulations
and the chi-square test for independence were also congmitedhe 10 questions that form the
core focus of the study. The results as to the first 14tigus permit examination, assessment,
and comparison of the organizational and descriptive psodif church camps within and
between the PCUSA and the UCC [Objective (2)(a)]. rEiselts as to the remaining 10

guestions having reference to religious values, environmeaitads, and the integration of
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religious values and environmental values permit examinagsgssment, and comparison of
the emphasis placed on these three aspects of chamghing programs within and between the
PCUSA and the UCC [Obijectives (2)(b-d)]. The resuks alermit examination, assessment and
comparison as to: (1) the strength of associatiowdst denominational affiliation and religious
values, environmental values, and the integration of ceigyvalues and environmental values in
church camp programs; and (2) whether the associatioreéetienominational affiliation and

these three aspects of church camp programs are stdifyssignificant [Objectives (2)(e)].
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Chapter 4 — Results
Organizational and Descriptive Profiles

While organizational and descriptive-type information wesngned by 14 questions in
the survey instrument, only the results germane to tpethgses are presented here. Table 1
summarizes the number of respondent camps in each dextmm by states. There is a broad
geographical range of camps in each denomination and tlyis camforms generally to the
demographics (e.g., constituent churches and membershigdlotlenomination noted in
Chapter 1. The number of camps in each state and tlugragghical range also tends to conform
to the relative strength, numerical size (e.g., nurobeonstituent churches), and socio-cultural
dispersion of each denomination.

Given the significance of outdoor settings for churalngg@rograms noted in Chapters 1
and 2, outdoor settings were examined through two questioins survey instrument: (1) The
physical settings of camps; and (2) The use of public lends national forests or parks, state
forests or parks, and local parks and recreational fas)litn camp programs. As summarized in
Table 2, the physical settings of camps reflect divelstween the two denominations as well
as within each denomination. A total of 76 PCUSA camps (6pa086 use public lands in their
camp programs as compared to 21 UCC camps (45.7%), yielding) afté¥7 camps (59.5%) in
both denominations that use public lands in their camp pregyra

As noted in Chapter 1, church camps represent an impagpatt of the educational
ministry programs in both the PCUSA and the UCC. l8s aoted in Chapters 1 and 2, the
environment and environmental concerns have been an impfatastin both the PCUSA and

the UCC. To the extent that PCUSA and UCC churohpsareflect and are representative of
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Table 1
States in Which Camps Are Located (Frequency)
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
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Connecticut
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Kansas
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Maine
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Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
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New Hampshire
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New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
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Rhode Island
South Carolina
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Texas
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Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
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Table 2

Physical Settings of Camps
(Frequency of Affirmative Response)

Setting PCUSA UccC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Urban Area 0.0% 0 4.3% 2 1.2% 2
Suburban Area 11.1% 13 8.5% 4 10.4% 17
Rural Area 82.1% 96 80.9% 38 81.7% 134
Primitive Area 20.5% 24 21.3% 10 20.7% 34
Coastal Area 3.4% 4 14.9% 7 6.7% 11
Lake(s) 47.9% 56 42.6% 20 46.3% 76
Stream (S) 40.2% 47 44.7% 21 41.5% 68
Mountain (s) 28.2% 33 31.9% 15 29.3% 48
Rolling Hills 44.4% 52 29.8% 14 40.2% 66
Plains or Flatlands 7.7% 9 12.8% 6 9.1% 15
Arid or Desert 0.0% 0 4.3% 2 1.2% 2
Mostly/Completely 52.1% 61 0.0% 0 37.2% 61
Wooded
Mixed 44.4% 52 53.2% 25 47.0% 77
Woods/Fields
Other Settings 12.0% 14 40.4% 19 20.1% 33

their respective denominational positions, environmematerns should be an emphasis in
camp programs of each denomination.

Two questions in the survey instrument examined the strexighe relationship between
camps and the denomination (PCUSA or UCC) with whiely tire affiliated:

(1) Sources of campers, especially from constituent blesrin the respective
denominations; and

(2) The strength of the ecclesiastical relationship betvibe camps and their respective
denominations.

The sources of campers from (a) local churches aédiavith one or the other

denomination, and (b) from local churches not affitlateth (i.e., independent of) either
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denomination were examined by cross-tabulation and sudtseare summarized in Table 3. The
chi-square test for independence (alpha = .05) was perfobuegielded no statistically
significant results as to any of the six sources ofpsam This indicates that neither PCUSA nor
UCC camps were likely to have a particular source dongers by reason of denominational
affiliation. The strength of association between deinational affiliation and sources of
campers was also examined. Lambda = .000 when all sixesoafcampers were examined,
indicating that knowing a camp’s denominational affibatdid not increase the likelihood of

predicting a particular source of campers among any cfixirgources.

Table 3

Source of Campers
(Frequency of Affirmative Response)

Source of Campers PCUSA UCC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.

Completely or Primarily 13.7% 16 12.8% 6 13.4% 22

Affiliated Local Churches

Mostly Affiliated Local 547% 64 51.1% 24 53.7% 88

Churches/Some Independent

Fairly Even Mix of 205% 24 234% 11 21.3% 35

Affiliated Local Churches

and Independent

Mostly Independent/Some  6.0% 7 6.4% 3 6.1% 10

Affiliated Local Churches

Completely or Primarily 1.7% 2 2.1% 1 1.8% 3

Independent

Other Sources of Campers 3.4% 6.4% 4.3% 7

The strength of the ecclesiastical relationship betwaenps and the respective

denomination with which they are affiliated was examinsithg a Likert-type scale [1.000 =

very strong relationship to 5.000 = very weak relationsfiip¢ median for both PCUSA and

UCC camps, as well as for all camps, was 2.000, indgahat the strength of ecclesiastical

relationships between camps and their respective dencomsatas “strong,” but not “very
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strong.™ The strength of ecclesiastical relationships by ezfee to denominational affiliation
was also examined by cross-tabulation and the reseltsuanmarized in Table 4. The chi-square
test for independence (alpha = .05) was performed, bulegigio statistically significant result
(chi-square = 3.575; p .467). This indicates that neither PCUSA nor UC@u=adiffered as to
the strength of their ecclesiastical relationship endasis of denominational affiliation. The
strength of association was also examined between dernta@malaffiliation and the strength of
ecclesiastical relationships. Lambda = .024, indicatiajkhowledge of a camp’s
denominational affiliation increased the likelihood odghicting the strength of its ecclesiastical

relationship by only 2%.

Table 4

Strength of Ecclesiastical Relationship by Denomination
(Cross-tabulation and Frequency of Affirmative Response)

Strength of Relationship PCUSA UCC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Very Strong Relationship 39.8% 43 43.9% 18 40.9% 61

Strong Relationship 37.0% 40 36.6% 15 36.9% 55
Neither Strong Nor Weak 20.4% 22 12.2% 5 18.1% 27
Weak Relationship 1.9% 2 2.4% 1 2.0% 3
Very Weak Relationship 0.9% 1 4.9% 2 2.0% 3
Total 100.0% 108 100.0% 41 100.0% 149

1. Religious Values

Four questions in the survey instrument examined camp progndersns of religious
values: (1) The sources of program/curriculum mater{d)sT he philosophy/ theology of

outdoor religious education; (3) Philosophical/theologicappses served in camp programs;

3 The median was used throughout this study rather thandhe because it is less sensitive to extreme scodes an
is a more conservative measure of central tendéesas thus a more reliable measure for purposes oty

given the relatively small total population of campsa/eyed and the disparity in population between PCUSA camps
and UCC camps.
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and (4) The three most important philosophical/theologiogboses (in terms of priority) served

in camp programs.
1(a). Sources of Program/Curriculum Materials

The sources of program/curriculum materials used in PCABI®IAUCC camp programs
were examined by cross-tabulation and the resultsuanenarized in Table 5. The mode for
PCUSA and UCC camps, as well as for all camps, was 2rifl@ating that ecumenical
program/curriculum materials were the most frequerkgcted source. While the results appear
to show some differences both between denominatiacchsvdhin each denomination, the chi-

square test for independence (alpha = 0.05) yielded ndistdlyssignificant differences
between PCUSA and UCC camps as to any of the five cadésgufrprogram/curriculum

Table 5

Sources of Camp Program/Curriculum Materials
(Cross-tabulation and Frequency of Affirmative Response)

Sources of Program/

Curriculum Material PCUSA UccC ALL CAMPS

% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Denominational 25.7% 26 11.6% 5 21.5% 31
Ecumenical 35.6% 36 48.8% 21 39.6% 57
Non-Denominational 4.0% 4 4. 7% 2 4.2% 6
Self Developed/Produced by 32.7% 33 27.9% 12 31.3% 45
the Camp
Other 2.0% 2 7.0% 3 3.5% 5
Total 100.0% 101 100/0% 43 100.0% 144

Scale: 1.000 = Denominational, 2.000 = Ecumenical, 3.008=Denominational, 4.000 = Self-
Developed/Produced by Camp, 5.000 = Other Source

materials (chi-square = 6.5407p162). This indicates that neither PCUSA nor UCC amp

were more likely to select a particular source of pragecarriculum materials on the basis of
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denominational affiliation. The strength of associati@tween denominational affiliation and
the source of program/curriculum materials used in camgranas was also examined. Lambda

=.023, indicating that knowing a camp’s denomination ex%ed the likelihood of predicting its

particular source of program/curriculum materials by @y

1(b). Philosophy/Theology of Outdoor Religious Education

The philosophical/theological positions of PCUSA and UC@m=in relation to outdoor
religious education were examined by cross-tabulatiorttendesults are summarized in Table

6. The mode for both PCUSA and UCC camps, as well aallfoamps, was 3.000, indicating
that Reformed Mainline was the most frequently selegteldsophical/theological position in

Table 6

Philosophy/Theology of Outdoor Religious Education
(Cross-tabulation and Frequency of Affirmative Response)

Philosophy/Theology PCUSA UCC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Reformed (Liberal) 13.6% 14 28.6% 12 17.9% 26
Reformed (Conservative) 9.7% 10 2.4% 1 7.6% 11
Reformed (Mainline) 63.1% 65 45.2% 19 57.9% 84
Orthodox/Neo-Orthodox 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Environmental/Ecological 6.8% 7 9.5% 4 7.6% 11
Fundamentalist 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Creationist 1.9% 2 2.4% 1 2.1% 3
Non-Sectarian 1.9% 2 2.4% 1 2.1% 3
Other 2.9% 3 9.5% 4 4.8% 7
Total 100% 103 100% 42 100% 145

Scale: 1.000 = Reformed (Liberal), 2.000 = Refdr(@»nservative), 3.000 = Reformed (Mainline),
4.000 = Orthodox/Neo-Orthodox, 5.000 = Environmental/Eamgdgh.000 = Fundamentalist, 7.000
= Creationist, 8.000 = Non-Sectarian, 9.000 = GRhd@osophy/Theology

relation to outdoor religious education. While the lssshow some differences between

denominations as well as within each denomination, hikequare test for independence (alpha
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= .05) yielded no statistically significant differencesimen PCUSA and UCC camps with
reference to denominational affiliation (chi-square = 10.9539;104). This indicates that
neither PCUSA nor UCC camps were likely to selectagory of philosophy/theology of
outdoor religious education on the basis of denominakiaffiliation. The strength of
association between denominational affiliation arghilosophy/theology of outdoor religious
education was also examined. Lambda = .024, indicating tbatikg a camp’s denominational
affiliation increased the likelihood of predicting its pisibphy/ theology of outdoor religious

education by only 2%.

1(c). Level of Importance of 13 Philosophical/Theological Purpes

The level of importance of 13 philosophical/theological psgsoserved in PCUSA and
UCC camp programs was measured on a Likert-type scale [2.98¢ important to 5.000 =
not important]. The medians of these philosophical/tigioal purposes are summarized in
Table 7** These 13 philosophical/theological purposes were also exafmjneross-tabulation.
The results are summarized in Table 8 as to those purpasased as “Important” or Very

Important™®

and appear to show some differences between denommasomell as within each
denomination. The chi-square test for independence (alpb®) yielded statistically significant
differences as to two of the 13 philosophical/theologicghgses between PCUSA and UCC
camps on the basis of denominational affiliation:

(1) “Providing opportunities to win campers for Jesus Chhisiugh public witness and

commitment to Jesus Christ as their personal Lord ane8 [chi-square = 15.248;

14 As noted earlier, the median was used throughout this stfiyr than the mean because it is less sensitive to
extreme scores and is a more conservative measueatofictendency. It was thus a more reliable medsure
purposes of this study given the relatively small total pdpr of camps surveyed and the disparity in population
between PCUSA camps and UCC camps.

!5 The total percentages in Table 8 for each philosopttiealogical purpose served in camp programs do not equal
100% because only two levels (“Important” and “Very Impattgaare included in the summary.
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p = .004]. This indicates that there was a significanedgifice in the level of importance
of this purpose between PCUSA and UCC camps; and
Table 7

Level of Importance of Philosophical/Theological
Purposes Served in Camp Program (Median)

Philosophical/Theological Purpose PCUSA UCC ALL
CAMPS

Median Median Median

Win Campers for Jesus Christ as their 2.000 4.000 3.000

Personal Lord and Savior

Develop, Transmit, and Reinforce the Faith  2.000 2.000 2.000

Tradition of the Camper’s Local Church

Help Build, Participate In, and Experience a 1.000 1.000 1.000

Temporary Faith Community that is
Distinctively Christian

Grow Spiritually in Personal Faith Experience 1.000 1.000 1.000
and Religious Practices

Grow in Understanding of and Relationship to 1.000 1.000 1.000
God

Learn More about Relationship between God 1.000 1.000 1.000
and God’s Creation

Provide Opportunities for Wholesome, Faith- 1.000 1.000 1.000

Building, and Spiritually-Enriching
Relationships in a Christian Community

Support and Extend the Religious Educational2.000 2.000 2.000
Program of the Camper’s Local Church

Gain More Knowledge about the Bible and  1.000 2.000 2.000
Christian Beliefs

Better Learn How to Apply Christian Beliefs 1.000 1.000 1.000
and Biblical Values

Gain More Knowledge of God’s Creation 2.000 1.500 2.000

(including the Natural World) and Christian

Responsibility toward God’s Creation

Develop Positive Inter-Personal 1.000 1.000 1.000
Relationships, Build Self-Esteem, and Grow

Physically, Emotionally and Spiritually

Other Philosophical/Theological Purposes 1.000 1.000 1.000
Scale: 1.000 = Very Important to 5.000 = Not Important
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(2) “Providing opportunities for campers to gain more knowledgritithe Bible and
Christian beliefs” [chi-square = 12.01970.017]. This indicates that there was a
significant difference in the level of importance litpurpose between PCUSA and
UCC camps.

The strength of association between denominationdibéitin and the 13 philosophical/
theological purposes was also examined and knowledge détieminational affiliation of a
camp increased the likelihood of predicting its positiemoafour purposes:

(1) “Providing opportunities to win campers for Jesus Christudph public

witness and commitment to Jesus Christ as pleesonal Lord and Savior.”

Lambda = .093, indicating that knowledfe denominational affiliation of a
camp increased the likelihood of predicting its famsias to this purpose by just over
9%,;

(2) “Providing opportunities to develop, transmit, and reinfoheeparticular faith
tradition of the camper’s local church or religiousiugyd Lambda = .019, indicating
that knowledge of the denominational affiliation of anpaincreased the likelihood of
predicting its position as to this purpose by just under 2%;

(3) “Providing opportunities for campers to support and extencetiggous educational
program of the camper’s local church or religigusup. Lamba = .009, indicating
that knowledge of the denominational affiliatidrmaamp increased the likelihood
of predicting its position as to this purpose by jusieuri%; and

(4) “Providing opportunities for campers to gain more knowledgeitaine Bible

and Christian beliefs.” Lambda equaled .048, indicatiagknowing the
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Table 8
Philosophical/Theological Purposes Served in Camp Programs Reported asriyeryant or
Important (Cross-tabulationBold = statistically significant difference between denominations)

Philosophical/Theological Purposes PCUSA UCC ALL CAMPS

% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Win Campers for Jesus Christ as their Very 33.9% 38 10.8% 4 28.2% 42
Personal Lord and Savior Imp.
Chi-square = 15.248; p= .004 Imp. 18.8% 21 10.8% 4 16.8% 25

Develop, Transmit, and Reinforce the Very 20.5% 23 31.0% 13 23.4% 36
Faith Tradition of the Camper’s Local Imp.

Church Imp. 35.7% 40 26.2% 11 33.1% 51
Help Build, Participate In, and Very 77.9% 88 71.1% 30 76.1% 118
Experience a Temporary Faith Imp.
Community that is Distinctively Imp. 14.2% 16 21.1% 9 16.1% 25
Christian
Grow Spiritually in Personal Faith Very 83.6% 97 77.3% 34 81.9% 131
Experience and Religious Practices Imp.

Imp. 10.3% 12 20.5% 9 13.1% 21
Grow in Understanding of and Very 86.2% 100 84.1% 37 85.6% 137
Relationship to God Imp.

Imp. 10.3% 12 13.6% 6 11.3% 18

Learn More about Relationship betweenVery 57.4% 66 60.5% 26 58.2% 92
God and God's Creation Imp.
Imp. 31.3% 36 20.9% 9 28.5% 45

Provide Opportunities for Wholesome, Very 73.9% 85 79.5% 35 75.5% 120
Faith-Building, and Spiritually-Enriching Imp.
Relationships in a Christian Community Imp.  19.1% 22 13.6% 6 17.6% 28

Support and Extend the Religious Very 25.7% 28 30.2% 13 27.0% 41
Educational Program of the Camper’'s Imp.
Local Church Imp. 29.4% 32 27.9% 12 28.9% 44

Gain More Knowledge about the Bible Very 52.2% 60 27.5% 11 45.8% 71
and Christian Beliefs Imp.
Chi-square = 12.019; p= 0.017 Imp. 32.2% 37 37.5% 15 33.5% 52

Better Learn How to Apply Christian Very 69.6% 80 67.4% 29 69.0% 109
Beliefs and Biblical Values Imp.
Imp. 21.7% 25 20.9% 9 21.5% 34

Gain More Knowledge of God’s Very 49.1% 56 50.0% 22 49.4% 78
Creation (including the Natural World) Imp.

and Christian Responsibility toward Imp. 36.8% 42 29.5% 13 34.8% 55
God's Creation

Develop Positive Inter-Personal Very 73.9% 85 75.6% 34 74.4% 119
Relationships, Build Self-Esteem, and Imp.

Grow Physically, Emotionally and Imp. 20.9% 24 20.0% 9 20.6% 33
Spiritually

Other Philosophical/Theological Very 75.0% 6 100.0% 8 87.5% 14
Purposes Imp.

Imp. 25.0% 2 0.0% 0 12.5% 2
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denominational affiliation of a camp increased thdliliked of predicting its
position as to this purpose by just under 5%.
1(d). Three Most Important Philosophical/Theological Purpose
Finally, in terms of prioritizing the three most impant philosophical/theological
purposes served in camp programs, those purposes that termhephasize relationships
seemed to predominate in selection among PCUSA and @@@sc

(1) “Providing opportunities for campers to grow in their undersitag of and
relationship to God” was indicated as the most impogarpose among PCUSA
camps (18.9%) and the second most important purpose amortgAPEAthps
(28.3%Y° and UCC camps (25.0%);

(2) “Providing opportunities for campers to help build, participat@and experience a
temporary faith community that is distinctively Chiast’ was indicated as the most
important purpose among UCC camps (25.0%);

(3) “Providing opportunities for campers to develop positive ipensonal relationships,
to build their self-esteem, and to grow physically, enmatity and spiritually” was
indicated as the third most important purpose among PCl@gih < (25.0%); and

(4) “Providing opportunities for wholesome, faith-building amdritually-enriching
relationships with other campers and camp leaders iriati@h community” was
indicated as the third most important purpose among UCQ<é23.1%).

2. Environmental Values
Three questions in the survey instrument examined camp prsgnaerms of

environmental values: (1) The level of importance of emvitental/ecological activities; (2) The

16 Respondents could indicate three of the items on eathdbthis question in the questionnaire in level or priority
of importance. In summarizing the results, an item omftirim of question could thus be reported as comprisieg o
or more levels of importance for either PCUSA or U€mps.
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level of importance of seven environmental/ecologicatatdrs (developed by Negra and
Manning); and (3) The three most important environmentddgaal indicators (in terms of
priority) in camp programs.
2(a). Level of Importance of Environmental/Ecological Activities

The level of importance of environmental/ecologicaivatees in PCUSA and UCC camp
programs was examined using a Likert-type scale [1.000 =imgagrtant to 5.000 = not
important]. The median for both PCUSA and UCC campsyell as for all camps, was 2.00,
indicating that the level of importance of environmestailogical activities in camp programs
was important, but not very importdritThe level of importance of environmental/ecological
activities in camp programs by reference to denominatmffiiation was also examined by
cross-tabulation and the results are summarizedbfe™a

A chi-square test for independence (alpha = 0.05) was pedam» the level of
importance of environmental/ecological activities in pgmograms by reference to denom-
inational affiliation. The results showed a statatlic significant difference between PCUSA and
UCC camps (chi-square = 17.8605p001). This indicates that there was a significaff¢r@ince
in the level of importance of environmental/ecologiadhaties in camp programs between
PCUSA camps and UCC camps.

The strength of association between the level of mapoe of environmental/ecological
activities and denominational affiliation was also eksad. Lambda = .091, indicating that
knowledge of a camp’s denominational affiliation increasedikelihood of predicting the level

of importance of environmental/ ecological activitiegtgncamp programs by just over 9%.

7 As noted earlier, the median was used throughout this stfiyr than the mean because it is less sensitive to
extreme scores and is a more conservative measueatofictendency. It was thus a more reliable medsure
purposes of this study given the relatively small total pdpr of camps surveyed and the disparity in population
between PCUSA camps and UCC camps.
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Table 9

Level of Importance of Environmental/Ecological
Activities in Camp Programs (Cross-tabulation)

Level of Importance PCUSA UccC Total

% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.
Very Important 12.6% 14 18.2% 8 14.2% 22
Important 39.6% 44 38.6% 17 39.4% 61
More Important 40.5% 45 18.2% 8 34.2% 53

than Unimportant
More Unimportant than 7.2% 8 15.9% 7 9.7% 15

Important
Unimportant 0.0% 0 9.1% 4 2.6% 4
Total 100% 111 100% 44 100% 155

Scale: 1.00= Very Important to 5.00 = Unimportant
2(b). Level of Importance of Seven Environmental/Ecological ldicators

The level of importance of seven environmental/eco&gmdicators in PCUSA and
UCC camp programs, using the model developed by Negra and Mdaamg), was examined
using a Likert-type scale [1.000 = very important to 5.000 s#mportant]. The medians for the
seven indicators are summarized in Tablé®10.

The level of importance of these seven indicatorsalss examined by cross-tabulation
by reference to denominational affiliation and the tss@ported as “important” or “very

19 are summarized in Table 11. A chi-square test for indeperd@lpha = .05) as to

important
the level of importance of the seven indicators byresfee to denomination yielded statistically

significant differences between PCUSA and UCC camps #see indicators:

'8As noted earlier, the median was used throughout this sathigrithan the mean because it is less sensitive to
extreme scores and is a more conservative measueatofictendency. It was thus a more reliable medsure
purposes of this study given the relatively small total pdpr of camps surveyed and the disparity in population
between PCUSA camps and UCC camps.

¥ The total percentages in Table 11 for each of the saveironmental/ecological indicators do not equal 100%
because only two levels (“Important” and “Very Impottd are included in the summary.
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Table 10
Level of Importance of Seven Environmental/
Ecological Indicators in Camp Programs (Median)

Environmental/Ecological Indicators PCUSA UCC ALL CAMPS
Median  Median Median
Campers participate in outdoor activities and develop2.000 2.000 2.000

sensitivity, concern and empathy for the

environment?

Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues3.000 2.000 3.000
and perceive the potential harm to the environment

from various forms of human impatct.

Campers develop a sense of personal investment in 3.000 3.000 3.000
environmental issues and perceive the importance of

engaging in environmental protectiéh.

Campers develop knowledge of strategies for 3.000 3.000 3.000
environmental action and familiarity with activities

that promote or preserve environmental quafty.

Campers develop skills in using environmental action 3.000 3.000 3.000
strategies and actually engage in activities that

promote or preserve environmental quadty.

Campers develop and/or change their own 3.000 3.000 3.000
environmental values through increased perception

that their own activities promote or preserve

environmental quality”

Campers develop and/or change their own 3.000 3.000 3.000
environmental behavior through actual and expressed

intention to engage in environmentally responsible

actions?®

Scale: 1.000 = Very Important to 5.000 = Not Important

(1) “Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues and petbeip®tential harm to

the environment from various forms of human imp3dthi-square = 30.392; % .000).

2 This is defined as an “Entry Level” environmental @ador in the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
2 This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
2 This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
% This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).

4 This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).

% This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).

% This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdica the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).
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This indicates that there was a significant diffeeeimcthe level of importance of this
indicator between PCUSA and UCC camps;

(2) “Campers develop a sense of personal investment in envargahissues and perceive

the importance of engaging in environmental protectffthi-square = 16.638; p
.002). This indicates that there was a significant diffee in the level of importance of
this indicator between PCUSA and UCC camps; and

(3) “Campers develop knowledge of strategies for environmedtialneand familiarity with

activities that promote or preserve environmental quéfiti¢hi-square = 21.121; 9
.000). This indicates that there was a significant diffee in the level of importance of
this indicator between PCUSA and UCC camps.

The strength of association between denominationdibéitin and the level of importance of
these seven environmental/ecological indicators waseadamined. The results indicated that
knowledge of the denominational affiliation of a camp iasesl the likelihood of predicting its
position by more than 3% only as to three indicators:

(1) “Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues and petbeive
potential harm to the environment from various forms of huimpact.®
Lambda = .205, indicating that knowledge of the denominatmiffiition of
a camp increased the likelihood of predicting its posiisto this purpose by

just over 20%;

%" This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
2 This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
# This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).

% This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental indicin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
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Table 11

Seven Environmental/Ecological Indicators in Camp Programs Reported asnvagtant or
Important (Cross-tabulationBold = statistically significant difference between denominatio

Environmental/Ecological Indicat PCUS# UCC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.

Campers patrticipate in outdoor Very 35.4% 40 43.2% 19 37.6% 59

activities and develop sensitivity, Imp.

concern and empathy for the Imp. 43.4% 49 27.3% 12 38.9% 61

environment.

Campers develop knowledge of Very 10.7% 12 34.1% 15 17.3% 27

environmental issues and perceive Imp.

the potential harm to the Imp. 32.1% 36 20.5% 9 28.8% 45

environment from various forms of

human impact.

Chi-square = 30.392; p=.000

Campers develop a sense of Very 10.0% 11 22.7% 10 13.6% 21

personal investment in Imp.

environmental issues and perceive Imp.  28.2% 31 25 0% 11 27 3% 42

the importance of engaging in

environmental protection.

Chi-square = 16.638; p= .002

Campers develop knowledge of Very 6.4% 7 20.9% 9 10.5% 16

strategies for environmental action Imp.

and familiarity with activities that |mp 24.5% 27 18.6% 8 22 .90, 35

promote or preserve

environmental quality.

Chi-square = 21.121; p= .000

Campers develop skills in using Very 6.4% 7 18.6% 8 9.8% 15

environmental action strategies and Imp.

actually engage in activities that |mp 22 7% 25 20.9% 9 22 204 34

promote or preserve environmental

quality.

Campers develop and/or change theVery  8.4% 9 14.3% 5 9.9% 14

own environmental values through Imp.

increased perception that their own Imp.  27.1% 29 28.6% 10 27 5% 39

activities promote or preserve

environmental quality.

Campers develop and/or change theVery  5.6% 6 16.2% 6 8.3% 12

own environmental behavior throughlmp.

actual and expressed intention to

engage in environmentally Imp. 20.6% 22 21.6% 8 20.8% 30

responsible actions.
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(2) “Campers develop a sense of personal investment in enviréaimen
issues and perceive the importance of engaging in environimenta
protection.®' Lambda = .091, indicating that knowledge of the
denominational affiliation of a camp increased the li@dd of predicting its
position as to this purpose by just over 9%; and
(3) “Campers develop knowledge of strategies for environmedtiaina
and familiarity with activities that promote or preseevesironmental
quality.” Lambda = .116, indicating that knowledge of the denominatio
affiliation of a camp increased the likelihood of préidig its position as to
this purpose by just under 12%.
2(c). Three Most Important Environmental/Ecological Indicators
Similar uniformity appears in prioritizing the three mosportant environmental/
ecological indicators in PCUSA and UCC camp programs:
(1) “Campers participate in outdoor activities and develop seitgitconcern and
empathy for the environment®was indicated as the most important environmental
indicator by both PCUSA camps (80.7%) and UCC camps (80.6%);
(2) “Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues and petbeipstential
harm to the environment from human impa¢twas indicated as the second most
important environmental indicator by both PCUSA campsl33.and UCC camps

(51.4%); and

L This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
%2 This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12,
14).

% This is defined as an “Entry Level” environmental @ador in the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
3 This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
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(3) “Campers develop a sense of personal investment in envirdéalnmssues and
perceive the importance of engaging in environmental protetti was indicated as
the third most important environmental indicator by BBE@IJSA camps (38.0%) and
UCC camps (30.3%).

3. Integration of Religious and Environmental Values

Three questions in the survey instrument examined camp pisgnaerms of the
integration of religious and environmental values: (1) Sthength of the relationship between
environmental/ecological activities and philosophical/thgioll purposes in camp programs;
(2) The relationship between environmental/ecological@s@and philosophical/theological
aspects of camp programs in terms of the likelihood oni/8@mental ethics statements,
representing a typology developed by Negra and Manning (1997),thelgt in camp
programs; and (3) The three statements most likelg tawght in camp programs (in terms of

priority) among these 16 environmental ethics statements.
3(a). Relating Environmental/Ecological Activities and Philosopital/Theological Purposes

The strength of the relationship between environmentdd/goal activities and
philosophical/theological purposes in PCUSA and UCC campramgwas examined using a
Likert-type scale [1.000 = very strong relationship to 5.00@ry weak relationship]. The
median for PCUSA camps and for all camps was 2.00@atidg a “strong,” but not “very
strong,” relationship, while the median for UCC camps @#00, indicating a relationship that

is “neither strong nor weak® The strength of this relationship by reference to dendiuimel

% This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
% As noted earlier, the median was used throughout this sttfigr than the mean because it is less sensitive to
extreme scores and is a more conservative measueatofictendency. It was thus a more reliable medsure
purposes of this study given the relatively small total pdpr of camps surveyed and the disparity in population
between PCUSA camps and UCC camps.
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affiliation was also examined by cross-tabulation. fdsailts, summarized in Table 12, indicate
a significant difference between PCUSA and UCC camp pnogyed several levels of strength in

this relationship.

Table 12
Strength of the Relationship between Environmental/Ecological
Activities and Philosophical/Theological Purposes (Cross-tabulation)

Level of Strength PCUSA UCC Total
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.

Very Strong 13.4% 15 256% 11 16.8% 26
Strong 429% 48 23.3% 10 37.4% 58
Neither Strong nor Weak36.6% 41 25.6% 11 335% 52
Weak 6.3% 7 9.3% 4 7.1% 11
Very Weak 0.9% 1 16.3% 7 5.2% 8
Total 100% 112 100% 43 100% 155

Scale: 1.00= Very Strong to 5.00 = Very Weak
A chi-square test for independence (alpha = .05) as tdrdregth of this relationship by
reference to denominational affiliation was also pented and yielded results that showed a
statistically significant difference between PCUSA &JCC camps [chi-square = 21.727%p
.000]. This indicates that there was a significant dffiee in the strength of this relationship

between PCUSA and UCC camps.

The strength of association between denominationdibéitin and the strength of this
relationship was also examined. Lambda = .140, indicatingktimtledge of a camp’s
denominational affiliation increased the likelihood adglicting the strength of this relationship

by 14%.

3(b). Likelihood of 16 Environmental Ethics Statements Being dught in Camp Programs
The relationship between environmental/ecological aspectphilosophical/ theological

aspects of PCUSA and UCC camp programs in terms ok#idndod of 16 environmental



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 112

ethics statements (developed as a typology by Negra anditdg being taught in camp
programs was examined using a Likert-type scale (1.000 =likeketo be taught to 5.000 =
less likely to be taught). The medians as to the hkeld of the 16 environmental ethics
statements being taught in camp programs are summariZedhlm 133’ The likelihood, by
reference to denominational affiliation, of these h@i®nmental ethics statements being

“likely” or “more likely” *®

to be taught in camp programs was also examined by @bgktion
and the results are summarized in Table 14. The chi-stpsr®dr independence (alpha = .05)
was also performed as to the likelihood of the 16 envirormhetitics statements being taught in
camp programs by reference to denominational affiliafitve. results indicated statistically
significant differences as to three of the 16 statesnent
(1) “Humans were created as fundamentally different fromewoliving things®® [chi-square
= 9.775; p= .044]. This indicates that there was a significariehce in the likelihood
of this statement being taught in camp programs betweblsR@nd UCC camps;
(2) “Nature is God’s creatioff® [chi-square = 9.568; p .023]. This indicates that there was
a significant difference in the likelihood of this statrnbeing taught in camp programs
between PCUSA and UCC camps; and
(3) “All living things are sacred™ [chi-square = 9.993; p .041]. This indicates that there

was a significant difference in the likelihood of thigtement being taught in camp

programs between PCUSA and UCC camps.

37 As noted earlier, the median was used throughout this sttfir than the mean because it is less sensitive to
extreme scores and is a more conservative measueatofictendency. It was thus a more reliable medsure
purposes of this study given the relatively small total pdpr of camps surveyed and the disparity in population
between PCUSA camps and UCC camps.

3 The total percentages in Table 14 for each of the liaemmental ethics statements do not equal 100% because
only two levels (“Likely” and “Very Likely”) are includeah the summary.

% This is defined as “Benign Indifference” in the Negra Rtathning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

“0 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

“1 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
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Table 13
Relationship between the Environmental/Ecological Aspects and thedphilosl/ Theological
Aspects of Camp Programs in terms of the Likelihood of 16 EnwerttahEthics Statements
Being Taught in Camp Programs

Environmental Ethics Statement PCUSA uccC ALL CAMPS
Median Median Median
Nature can be dangerous to human survival. 5.000 5.000 5.000
Nature is sometimes evVil. 5.000 5.000 5.000
Nature is a valuable storehouse of raw matetfals. 3.000 3.000 3.000
Humans were created as fundamentally different frdrarot ~ 3.000 4.000 3.000
living things?®
The ability to think makes humans fundamentally differen  3.000 3.000 3.000
from other living thingg®
Cruelty toward animals makes people less hufhan. 2.000 2.000 2.000
The suESpIy of goods and services provided by nature is 2.000 2.000 2.000
limited.
Nature adds to the quality of our livEs. 1.000 1.000 1.000
Human survival depends on nature and natural proc&sses. 2.000 1.000 2.000
It is our religious/spiritual duty to take care of nattire. 1.000 1.000 1.000
Nature will be important to future generatiofs. 1.000 1.000 1.000
Nature is God’s creatioH. 1.000 1.000 1.000
All living things have a spirit’ 3.000 3.000 3.000
Animals should be free from needless pain and sufféfing.  2.000 2.000 2.000
All living things are sacret. 2.000 1.000 2.000
Humans are related to other living things through 4.000 3.000 4.000
evolution’

Scale: 1.000 = Very Likely to Be Taught to 5.000 = More kéhji to Be Taught

2 This is defined as “Anti-Environment” in the Negra afdnning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

3 This is defined as “Anti-Environment” in the Negra avdnning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

** This is defined as “Benign Indifference” in the Negra Rtathning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

5 This is defined as “Benign Indifference” in the Negra Rtathning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

“® This is defined as “Benign Indifference” in the Negra Rtathning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

*" This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
“8 This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
*9 This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
* This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
*1 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

2 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

3 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

** This is defined as “Stewarship” in the Negra and Manri8§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

5 This is defined as “Radical Environmentalism” in the fdeand Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
* This is defined as “Radical Environmentalism” in the fdeand Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
" This is defined as “Radical Environmentalism” in the fdeand Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
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Table 14

Relationship between the Environmental/Ecological Aspects and the Philostiiecdbgical
Aspects of Camp Programs in terms of the Likelihood of 16 Enviroaht&htcs Statements
Being Taught in Camp Programs (Cross-tabulatiBold = statistically significant difference
between denominations)

Environmental Ethics Statem PCUS# UCC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.

Nature can be dangerous to human More 4.1% 4 5.6% 2 4.5% 6
survival. Likely

Likely 6.1% 6 2.8% 1 5.2% 7
Nature is sometimes evil. More 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0

Likely

Likely 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0

Nature is a valuable storehouse of More 19.8% 21 21.6% 8 20.3% 29
raw materials. Likely

Likely 23.6% 25 243% 9 23.8% 34

Humans were created More 22.7% 22 5.6% 2 18.0% 24
fundamentally different from Likely
other living things. Likely  21.6% 21 13.9% 5 195% 26

Chi-square = 9.775; p=.044
The ability to think makes humans More 18.6% 18 125% 5 16.8% 23
fundamentally different from other Likely

living things. Likely  25.8% 25 15.0% 6 22.6% 31
Cruelty toward animals makes More 27.4% 26 27.0% 10 27.3% 36
people less human. Likely

Likely 23.2% 22 243% 9 235% 31
The supply of goods and services  More 37.1% 39 39.0% 16 37.7% 55
provided by nature is limited. Likely

Likely 34.3% 36 31.7% 13 33.6% 49
Nature adds to the quality of our More 71.8% 79 76.7% 33 73.2% 112
lives. Likely

Likely 19.1% 21 14.0% 6 17.6% 27
Human survival depends on nature More 39.3% 42 61.9% 26 45.6% 68
and natural processes. Likely

Likely 25.2% 27 119% 5 21.5% 32
It is our religious/spiritual duty to More 67.9% 76 79.1% 34 71.0% 110
take care of nature. Likely

Likely 24.1% 27 9.3% 4 20.0% 31
Nature will be important to future More 67.3% 74  76.7% 33 69.9% 107
generations. Likely

Likely 22.7% 25 14.0% 6 20.3% 31
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Table 14 continued

Relationship between the Environmental/Ecological Aspects and the Philostiiecdbgical
Aspects of Camp Programs in terms of the Likelihood of 16 Enviroaht&htcs Statements
Being Taught in Camp Programs (Cross-tabulatiBold = statistically significant difference
between denominations)

Environmental Ethics Statem PCUS# UCcC ALL CAMPS
% Freq. % Freq. % Freq.

Nature is God'’s creation. More 94.7% 107 83.7% 36 91.7% 143
Chi-square = 9.568;_p=.023 Likely

Likely 2.7% 3 7.0% 3 3.8% 6
All living things have a spirit. More 15.4% 14 25.7% 9 18.3% 23

Likely

Likely 11.0% 10 14.3% 5 11.9% 15
Animals should be free from More 32.0% 32 24.3% 9 29.9% 41
needless pain and suffering. Likely

Likely 26.0% 26 27.0% 10 26.3% 36
All living things are sacred. More 38.8% 40 52.5% 21 42.7% 61
Chi-square = 9.993;_ p=.041 Likely

Likely 16.5% 17 27.5% 11 19.6% 28
Humans are related to other More 9.1% 8 18.2% 6 11.6% 14

living things through evolution. Likely
Likely 9.1% 8 21.2% 7 12.4% 15

The strength of association between denominationdibaitin and the likelihood of these
16 environmental ethics statements being taught in camp progi@sralso examined. The
results indicated that knowledge of the denominatioffilibiion of a camp increased the
likelihood of predicting the likelihood of two statemehtsng taught:
(1) “Nature adds to the quality of our live¥’Lambda = .023, indicating that knowledge of
the denominational affiliation of a camp increased ittedihood of predicting the

likelihood of this statement being taught by just over 28d; a

%8 This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
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(2) “Nature is God's creatior® Lambda = .070, indicating that knowledge of the
denominational affiliation of a camp increased the Iik@dd of predicting the likelihood
of this statement being taught by just 7%.
3(c). Three Most Likely Environmental Ethics to be Taught inCamp Programs
There was also uniformity between PCUSA and UCC camsis selection, but not as to
frequency, in terms of prioritizing the three environmeethics statements most likely to be
taught in camp programs:
(1) “Nature is God's creation®® was indicated as the most likely statement to be taugh
in PCUSA camps (57.1%) and UCC camps (37.8%);
(2) “It is our religious/spiritual duty to take care of nattifewas indicated as the second
most likely statement to be taught in PCUSA camps (4Paft UCC camps
(32.4%). This statement was also indicated as the thisd Ikkely statement to be
taught in UCC camps (22.2%)and
(3) “Nature adds to the quality of our live$vas indicated as the third most likely

statement to be taught in PCUSA camps (25.0%).

* This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

€ This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

®1 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

6262 Respondents could indicate three of the items on eachoffiis question in the questionnaire in level or
priority of importance. In summarizing the results, an itenthis form of question could thus be reported as
comprising one or more levels of importance for eitft@BA or UCC camps.

® This is defined as “Utilitarian Conservation” in tNegra and Manning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).
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Chapter 5 — Interpretation and Conclusions
Descriptive Profiles of PCUSA and UCC Camps
Three general observations germane to the focus ddttidy can be made initially from
the results as to outdoor settings of PCUSA and U@@san combination with some of the
organizational and descriptive-type results:

(1) Most of the camps in both denominations have physattihgs that provide effective
opportunities for outdoor programming, including nature studyemnvironmental
education. For example:

(a) Over 80% of PCUSA camps (82.1%), including 20.5% in primitivasgrand
UCC camps (80.9%), including 21.3% in primitive areas, arddodcda rural
areas;

(b) Over 95% of PCUSA camps (96.5%) are mostly or completetyded or are
mixed woods and fields while just over 50% of UCC camps (580
mixed woods and fields;

(c) Almost 90% of PCUSA camps (88.1%) and of UCC camps (87.3%6¢ h
lakes or streams;

(d) Over 70% of PCUSA camps (72.6%) and over 60% of UCC camp&«1.
are located in rolling hills or mountains; and

(e) Over 60% of PCUSA camps (65.0%) and over 45% of UCC camp&45.
use public lands in their camp programs;

(2) Almost 70% of the campers in PCUSA camps (68.4%) and overod®e campers
in UCC camps (63.9%) come “completely/primarily” or “rtigsfrom local

churches affiliated with their respective denominatibwsindicates that a strong
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ecclesiastical affinity exists in both denominationsvaetn the camps and the local
churches affiliated with their respective denominati@m¥which the camps draw
their campers; and

(3) The strength of the ecclesiastical relationship betweaenps and the respective
denomination with which they are affiliated was repodsdstrong,” although not
“very strong,” for both denominations. The strengthhid telationship also showed
no statistically significant difference between PCUSA UCC camps and had only
a weak measure of association (lambda = .024) by refetemmnominational
affiliation.

For purposes of this study, the significance of thessetimitial observations is two-fold:

(1) As noted in Chapter 1, church camps represent an impagpatt of educational
ministry programs in both the PCUSA and the UCC. I8s aoted in Chapter 1, and
as both the policy papers and statements and the denmmaiarveys in Chapter 2
make clear, the environment and environmental concerraaneportant focus in
both the PCUSA and the UCC. The strong ecclesiasttationship noted above that
PCUSA and UCC camps have with their respective denomirgathus logically
suggests that: (1) PCUSA and UCC camps should reflectearepbesentative of
their respective denominational positions in this regamd;(2) Environmental values
should be an emphasis in camp programs of each denaminespecially in terms of
environmental education.

(2) As also noted in Chapter 1, the physical settings of cheaoips are usually at a
sufficient distance from more developed areas as tormeém to be) “set apart” in

order to foster a sense of “living in the out-of-doorsbeing in the midst of “God’s
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creation.” As noted above, the physical settings repdst the camps in this study
clearly fit this concept. The opportunities thus effedyiadforded camps by their
physical settings in combination with the strength efrtbcclesiastical relationship
to the respective denomination with which they are atélil — to the extent that the
camps reflect and represent the important focus of dextbminations on the
environment and environmental concerns — logically suggestsntimonmental
values should be an emphasis in camp programs of eacmuotextion, especially in
terms of environmental education.
Three Aspects of PCUSA and UCC Camp Programs
As noted in Chapters 3 and 4, ten questions form the cous @f the study in relation to
PCUSA and UCC camp programs. Four of the questions focredigious values, three of the
guestions focus on environmental values, and three of theangefcus on the integration of
religious values and environmental values. The three hymsliesthe study thus focus on
these three aspects of PCUSA and UCC camp programsieusgligalues, environmental
values, and the integration of religious values and envieotahvalues — and are discussed
below in that order.

1. Religious Values

The hypothesis under this aspect of the study focused @ssbeiation between

denominational affiliation and religious values in P@U&ghd UCC church camp programs:

Hi: Religious values in PCUSA and UCC church camp programs are
independent of denominational affiliation and the association h&een them

is not statistically significant.
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In arriving at a conclusion for this hypothesis, theiltssare discussed and interpreted in the
order of the four questions in the questionnaire that &xtos this aspect of the study.

1(a). Sources of Program/Curriculum Materials

The mode for both PCUSA and UCC camps was “ecumenicagjram/curriculum
materials. This is generally consistent with the natune content of the program/curriculum
material reviewed in Chapter 2 which, given its someweatric nature, can be viewed as
“ecumenical” in nature. There was also no statidticagnificant difference between PCUSA
and UCC camps as to sources of program/curriculum raltemd the measure of association
was weak (lambda = .023). The conclusion therefore folthasthere is no association between
denominational affiliation and religious values in P@QUghd UCC camps that is statistically

significant insofar as sources of program/curriculum negein camp programs.
1(b). Philosophy/Theology of Outdoor Religious Education

The mode of philosophy/theology of outdoor religious edandbr both PCUSA and
UCC camps was “Reformed Mainline.” This is consistehwhe ecclesiastical and historical
affinity that the PCUSA and UCC share in terms ofRledormed tradition discussed in Chapter
1. There was also no statistically significant differe between PCUSA and UCC camps as to
philosophy/theology on the basis of denominational affdn and the measure of association
was weak (lambda = .024). The conclusion therefore foltbaatsthere is no association between
denominational affiliation and religious values in P@QUghd UCC camps that is statistically

significant insofar as philosophy/theology of outdoor relig education.
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1(c). Level of Importance of 13 Philosophical/Theological Purpes
Two of 13 philosophical/theological purposes served in PCUSIAMEC camp¥ examined
showed a statistically significant difference betwP&USA and UCC camps on the basis of
denominational affiliation:
(1) “Providing opportunities to win campers for Jesus Chhisiugh public witness and
commitment to Jesus Christ as their personal Lord ane8 [chi-square = 15.248;
p = .004]. This indicates that there was a significanetgifice in the level of importance
of this purpose between PCUSA and UCC camps. The mextidinig purpose was
“important” for PCUSA camps, but “not very importaft UCC camps. While this
purpose had a weak measure of association (lambda = .08&]),tihe strongest measure
among the 13 purposes examined; and
(2) “Providing opportunities for campers to gain more knowledgeittbhe Bible and
Christian beliefs” [chi-square = 12.0197@.017]. This indicates again that there was a
significant difference in the level of importance litpurpose between PCUSA and
UCC camps. The median for this purpose was also “vappitant” for PCUSA camps,
but only “important” for UCC camps. Moreover, while timeasure of association for this
purpose was weak (lambda = .043), it had the second strongesirmamong the 13
purposes examined.
The conclusion therefore follows that the assommbetween denominational affiliation
and religious values in PCUSA and UCC camps is stalitisignificant insofar as the level of
importance reported for these two philosophical/theoldgiegposes, such that the hypothesis

under this aspect of the study is not supported. This coonlissalso generally consistent with

® This question represented the primary question under nedigimues.
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the sort of differences in adherence to doctrinal @ofessional” standards reflected in the
respective beliefs and practices of the PCUSA and the diStussed in Chapter 1.
1(d). Three Most Important Philosophical/Theological Purposge

The relative uniformity indicated between PCUSA and Wa@ps insofar as the three
most important philosophical/theological purposes servednnp programs is, again, generally
consistent with both the emphasis in the PCUSA an@ Of educational ministry, especially
outdoor educational ministry, and the ecclesiasticahastdrical affinity that they share in the
Reformed tradition discussed in Chapter 1. Howeverptilshalso be noted that neither of the
philosophical/theological purposes for which a statisgcsitynificant difference was indicated
between PCUSA and UCC camps were among the three pugeeeasd most important by
either PCUSA or UCC camps.

While the bounds of the study’s results preclude any deBntonclusion regarding this
latter point, it does represent something of a “mixegl’dhat is, while the conclusion clearly
follows that the hypothesis regarding the religious \@hsgpect of the study is not supported on
the basis of significant statistical differencesigatled for two philosophical/theological purposes
served in camp programs, there is also other, not instilastaata indicative of a considerable
degree of uniformity between PCUSA and UCC camps. Twodntass, if not conclusions, that
relate significantly to the other two aspects of thelgtcan be drawn from this “mixed bag:”

(1) As discussed in Chapter 1, the affinity that exists betwthe PCUSA and the UCC is
also reflected to a substantial degree by the data foiSRGind UCC camps. However,
there are also significant differences reflected betwmth the denominations and the
denominational camps that appear to be grounded in the@agydoctrines, beliefs and

practices). These differences thus give rise to the guessi to whether differences, if
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any, in environmental values and the integration of mligiand environmental values
between PCUSA and UCC camp programs are themselves graaritiede sort of
religious differences; and
(2) PCUSA and UCC camps not only report a strong ecclesahsglationship with their
respective denominations, but they also appear to réfle¢heological doctrines, beliefs
and practices of their respective denominations, includiogetin which the PCUSA and
UCC seem to differ. As introduced in Chapter 1 and discustsletigth in Chapter 2 in
terms of reviewing the strong environment-related poliggepsand positions of both
denominations, the question arises as to whether diffesg if any, in environmental
values and the integration of religious and environmesatiakes between PCUSA and
UCC camp programs are, again, theologically grounded?
2. Environmental Values
The hypothesis under this aspect of the study focused @ssbeiation between
denominational affiliation and environmental values inJS3 and UCC church camp

programs:

H,: Environmental values in PCUSA and UCC church camp programsire
independent of denominational affiliation and the association h&een them
is not statistically significant.
In arriving at a conclusion for this hypothesis, theiltssare discussed and interpreted in the
order of the three questions in the questionnaire tleatsé on this aspect of the study.
2(a). Level of Importance of Environmental/Ecological Activities
The median indicated for the level of importance of emmental/ecological activities in

camp programs for both PCUSA and UCC camps was “impgttauttnot “very important.”
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However, although the measure of association wasnadaé (lambda = .091), a statistically
significant difference was indicated between PCUSA a@ damps in the level of importance
(chi-square = 17.860;  .001). This indicates that there was a significafférdince in the level
of importance between PCUSA camps and UCC campscdidusion therefore follows that
the association between denominational affiliatioth @nvironmental values in PCUSA and
UCC camps is statistically significant insofar aslthesl of importance of environmental/
ecological activities in camp programs, such that thmthesis under this aspect of the study is
not supported.
2(b). Level of Importance of Seven Environmental/Ecological ldicators

Three of the seven environmental/ecological indicateasnined as to level of importarfce
in camp programs showed a statistically significant bffiee between PCUSA and UCC camps
on the basis of denominational affiliation:

(1) “Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues and petheip®tential

harm to the environment from various forms of humapaiot™®®

(chi-square =
30.392; p=.000). This indicates that there was a significafiédihce in the level of
importance of this indicator between PCUSA and UCCp=amhis indicator also
had the strongest measure of association (lambda = .20Bpaime seven indicators
examined. The median was also reported as “importatfGC camps, but “neither
important nor unimportant” in PCUSA camps. Over 50% of Wwaéps (54.6%) also

reported it as “important” or “very important” as compatequst over 40% of

PCUSA camps (42.8%);

% This question represented the primary question under envéraahvalues and follows the first model or
framework developed by Negra and Manning (1997).
® This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 125

(2) “Campers develop a sense of personal investment in enviréalnmssues and
perceive the importance of engaging in environmental protééfi(chi-square =
16.638;_p= .002). This indicates that there was a significaieihce in the level of
importance of this indicator between PCUSA and UCCpsarHowever, the measure
of association for this indicator was not very sgyglambda = .091). The median was
also “neither important nor unimportant” in both PCU&#A UCC camps, although
almost 50% of UCC camps (47.7%) reported it as “importantVery important” as
compared to just under 40% of PCUSA camps (38.2%); and

(3) “Campers develop knowledge of strategies for environmedatialneand familiarity
with activities that promote or preserve environmentalityti&® (chi-square =
21.121; p=.000). This indicates that there was a significafétifice in the level of
importance of this indicator between PCUSA and UCCpsamhis indicator also
had the second strongest measure of association (lamtidé)among the seven
indicators examined. Although the median was “neith@oant nor unimportant”
in both PCUSA and UCC camps, almost 40% of UCC camp5%3%eported it to
be “important” or “very important” as compared to jusen30% of PCUSA camps
(30.9%).

It should also be noted that the two indicators repdysyedCC camps as “important,”

“Campers participate in outdoor activities and develop seitgitconcern, and empathy for the

environment®® and “Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues areiyestice

" This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
® This is defined as an “Empowerment” environmental irtdicia the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp.12,
14).

% This is defined as an “Entry Level” environmental @ador in the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
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potential harm to the environment from various forms of huimpact,”

reflect an emphasis
on environmental values at the “Ownership” level as welEasry-level” in the Negra and
Manning model (1997). According to Negra and Manning (1997), “Ownerstapdators are
“variables [that] personalize environmental issues threxplanded understanding and
investment” (pp. 12, 14). In contrast, PCUSA camps reporigdloe first of these indicators as
“important,” indicating that the emphasis in PCUSAngs on environmental values is “Entry-
level” only, defined by Negra and Manning (1997) as “variablegt]fhinction agprerequisites
for environmentally responsible behaviorby providing the foundation for proenvironmental
(sic) attitudes and decision making” (pp. 12, 14) (emphasis supplied).

The conclusion therefore follows that the assommbietween denominational affiliation
and environmental values in PCUSA and UCC camps is staligtsignificant on level of
importance as to several of these indicators, sbypethesis under this aspect of the study is,
again, not supported.

2(c). Three Most Important Environmental/Ecological Indicators

In contrast to significant statistical differencesamms of the indicators summarized
above, there was general uniformity as to the thres# mgortant environmental/ecological
indicators in PCUSA and UCC camp programs. Thereforémloer conclusion is drawn on this
basis regarding the hypothesis under this aspect ofutg. st
3. Integration of Religious and Environmental Values

The hypothesis under this aspect of the study focused @ssbeiation between
denominational affiliation and the integration of raigs and environmental values in PCUSA

and UCC church camp programs:

" This is defined as an “Ownership” environmental inticin the Negra and Manning (1997) model (pp. 12, 14).
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Hs: Integration of religious and environmental values in PCUSA andUCC

church camp programs is independent of denominational afition and the

association between them is not statistically significant.

In arriving at a conclusion for this hypothesis, theiltssare discussed and interpreted in the
order of the three questions in the questionnaire tleatséa on this aspect of the study.
3(a). Relating Environmental/Ecological Activities and Philosopital/Theological Purposes

The median indicated for PCUSA camps in terms ofthength of the relationship
between environmental/ecological activities and philosopthemlogical purposes in camp
programs was “strong,” but not “very strong,” while thedian for UCC camps was “neither
strong nor weak.” There was also a statistically §icamt difference between PCUSA and UCC
camps as to the strength of this relationship [chi-sqa&@®727;_p= .000]. This indicates that
there was a significant difference in the strengtthisf relationship between PCUSA and UCC
camps. Moreover, the measure of association betdeemminational affiliation and the strength
of this relationship was moderately strong (lambda = .140).

The conclusion therefore follows that the assommbietween denominational affiliation
and the integration of religious values and environmeratlalkes in PCUSA and UCC camps is
statistically significant insofar as the strengthlef relationship between environmental/
ecological activities and philosophical/theological purgaseeamp programs, such that the

hypothesis under this aspect of the study is not supported.
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3(b). Likelihood of 16 Environmental Ethics Statements Being dught in Camp Programs

Three of 16 environmental ethics statements examinedthsitdikelihood of being
taught in camp prograrfisshowed a statistically significant difference betwB&USA and
UCC camps on the basis of denominational affiliation:

(1) “Humans were created as fundamentally different fromeroliving things”?

[chi-square
= 9.775;_p= .044]. This indicates that there was a significariehce in the likelihood
of this statement being taught in camp programs betweblsR@nd UCC camps. The
median for statement was also reported as “more litkely less likely” to be taught in
PCUSA camps, but “less likely than more likely” to beght in UCC camps. Over 40%
of PCUSA camps (44.3%) reported this statement as “likayinore likely” to be

taught in camp programs as compared to less than 20% of &@5¢19.5%);

(2) “Nature is God’s creatiori® [chi-square = 9.568; p .023]. This indicates that there was
a significant difference in the likelihood of this stattnbeing taught in camp programs
between PCUSA and UCC camps. However, the mediantegpfor this statement
indicated that it was “very likely” to be taught in bothlBP®A and UCC camp programs
and it also had a weak measure of association (lamb@23¥ Almost 98% of PCUSA
camps (97.4%) reported this statement as “likely” orrérikely” to be taught in camp

programs as compared to just over 90% of UCC camps (90.17gh0); a

(3) “All living things are sacred [chi-square = 9.993; p .041]. This indicates that there
was a significant difference in the likelihood of thigtement being taught in camp

programs between PCUSA and UCC camps. The medidhidostatement was also

™ This question represented the primary question in ternmedfitegration of religious values and environmental
values and follows the second model or typology deeeldyy Negra and Manning (1997).

2 This is defined as “Benign Indifference” in the Negra Rtathning (1997) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

3 This is defined as “Stewardship” in the Negra and Manriieg§7) typology (pp. 13, 15-16).

" This is characterized as a “Stewardship” categoryar\iagra and Manning (1997) typology (13, 15-16).
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reported as “likely” to be taught in PCUSA camps, but “Jlisly” to be taught in UCC

camps. Just over 55% of PCUSA camps (55.3%) reported atesrent as “likely” or

“more likely” to be taught in camp programs as compared @8@f UCC camps.

Both PCUSA and UCC camps reported one statement defineddra ldnd Manning
(1997) as “Utilitarian Conservatioff’and three statements defined as “Steward&his’ “very
likely” to be taught in camp programs. However, while B&tamps did not report any other
statements in any of the ethical categories as “vikeyli to be taught, UCC camps reported one
additional statement defined as “Utilitarian Consenpuiti’ and one additional statement defined
as “Radical Environmentalisiff’as “very likely” to be taught in camp programs. Moreoirer,
terms of the integration of religious and environmentalesin camp programs, it also seems to
be significant, but not surprising, that two of the “Stedgaip” statements on which PCUSA and
UCC camps concurred are expressly religiGushile the additional statement under “Radical
Environmentalism” that UCC camps reported as “very likédybe taught is also expressly
religious®®

This suggests that while the two “Stewardship” statementshich PCUSA and UCC
camps concur show some shared affinity for integratfigious and environmental values,

UCC camps reported an emphasis that is not only braadsrintegration of religious and
environmental values, but one that is more “radicadhtthat reported by PCUSA camps in

terms of both religion and environmentalism. In terrihe “three key concepts” (p. 12) of the

S “Nature adds to the quality of our lives.”

8 41t is our religious/spiritual duty to take care of nati

“Nature will be important to future generations.”

“Nature is God’s creation.”

" “Human survival depends on nature and natural processes.”
8up|l living things are sacred.”

94t is our religious/spiritual duty to take care of nat

“Nature is God’s creation.”

80 Al living things are sacred.”
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typology developed by Negra and Manning describe (1997), it foliams this broader and
more “radical” emphasis that:

(1) UCC camps tend to fall closer to the “biocentric” endhef “anthropocentric-biocentric
continuum” (p. 12) than do PCUSA camps;

(2) UCC camps tend to show a stronger measure of openneshital‘extensionism” and
“egalitarian ethics” [that] “morally equates humans andhumans” (p. 13) than do
PCUSA camps; and

(3) UCC camps tend to show a greater measure of “convergbatgéen “secular, religious
and spiritual beliefs” and “secular environmental ethasel in rational thought” and
between “spiritually based ethics” and “beliefs regaydipiritual qualities of nature”

(p. 13) than do PCUSA camps.

The conclusion therefore follows that the assommbietween denominational affiliation
and the integration of religious and environmental valnd¥xJUSA and UCC camps is
statistically significant as to the likelihood of seadenf the statements being taught in camp
programs, so that the hypothesis under this aspect sfutig is, again, not supported.

3(c). Three Most Likely Environmental Ethics Statement tdoe Taught in Camp Programs

In contrast to significant statistical differencesamms of the statements summarized
above, there was general uniformity as to the three@mmiental ethics statements most likely
to be taught in PCUSA and UCC camp programs. Thereforeyrth@r conclusion is drawn on
this basis regarding the hypothesis under this aspect sfititie.

Implications of the Study
The results regarding the three foci of the studyigioels values, environmental values,

and the integration of religious values and environmeratlales — indicate that none of the three
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hypotheses are supported. However, interpretation odtatatly significant differences that do
exist between PCUSA camps and UCC camps suggest theseofsagnificant implications in
terms of church camping as it relates to PCUSA and Ufiaps:

(1) The literature reviewed relating to studies and priaanieh in the organized camping
and environmental education fields that, by analogy oligaton, can be used to consider the
potential for emphasis of religious and environmental values their integration, in PCUSA
and UCC church camp programs, the environmental policiep@sitdons of the PCUSA and
UCC, denominational surveys in the PCUSA, and the spedfwmurch camping literature;

(2) The practice of church camping, especially in retato environmental values and
concerns as an aspect of educational ministry in theS2Cind the UCC; and

(3) The limitations of the study and the potential totHer research related to church
camping.

1. Implications Related to the Literature

As noted in Chapter 1, church camping, or outdoor edurcatinistry, is characterized
by three dimensions — theological, pedagogical, and enviroaimentth all three dimensions
being essential to its practice. As also noted, itassimthesis or integration of all three of these
dimensions by which church camp programs can contributenmra informed and responsible
understanding of the natural environment by grounding the neddijo between God and God’s
creation, including humanity, more ecologically and hickdly. Organizational and descriptive
profiles of both PCUSA and UCC camps, together withstheng environmental positions and
strong educational traditions characteristic of thespective denominations, strongly suggests
that both PCUSA and UCC camps are uniquely suited to pradtiteee dimensions of outdoor

educational ministry. However, the results of the staldg clearly indicate that the theological
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dimension, characterized by an emphasis on religiougsatends be the overriding focus in
PCUSA and UCC camp programs.

This emphasis on religious values is not surprising,diber is characteristic of the field
historically. What is surprising is the virtual lack of@garably significant, or even emerging,
emphasis on environmental values in PCUSA and UCC cgives the strong environmental
positions of the PCUSA and UCC, together with the gfreeclesiastical relationship that the
camps report with their respective denominations. Huk bf an emphasis on environmental
values is also surprising in view of the literature teatind is not, to be found in the field:

(1) Prior studies and research related to organized campingigindranental education, but
virtually no studies or research related to church campspgcially in relation to either
environmental values in church camping or the integratfarligious and environmental
values in church camp programs;

(2) The sheer breadth and depth, theologically as welhasommentally, of policy papers
and statements on the environment and environment-relabedrois adopted by the
PCUSA and UCC;

(3) The extensive survey research by the PCUSA on environrekéd topics, but also the
limited scope of the one PCUSA survey purportedly focwsechurch camping; and

(4) The extensive church camping literature that effectivetlggrates religious values and
environmental values, especially as compared to other chansping literature in which
the primary or even exclusive emphasis is on religi@lises.

These areas of review of the literature will be disedsn order:
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Outdoor Recreation Program Studies

It should be noted at the outset that the view advanaedsaot that every camp, or
even every church camp, can be expected to have environwvedoes incorporated as part of
their camp programs, although that expectation seems#osiane particular relevance and
applicability to PCUSA and UCC camps for the reasoat®dtearlier. Unquestionably, camps
exist for a variety of purposes and interests as theestadid research in organized camping and
environmental education reviewed earlier indicate.

For example, in addition to the extensive discussidrot Hungerford and Volk (1990)
and Negra and Manning (1997), the studies and research revievedation to organized
camping clearly indicate that camps are effectively amtgeoutcomes and providing benefits
for campers related to youth development such as buiditigesteem and developing positive
self-identity, developing social and leadership skills, inkriends and healthy peer
relationships, developing mental and physical skills, irtngeself-confidence through
adventure and challenge activities, and developing positivesd&Henderson, Powell, &
Scanlin, 2005; Henderson, Scanlin, Whitaker, Thurber, M&ustkhardt, & Bialeschki, 2005;
Ross & Driver, 1988; Sekine, 1994). These outcomes and tsealsh include environmental
awareness and spiritual growth either as a specific istidad benefit or in combination with
other benefits in relation to both non-religious angyr@lis camp programs (Henderson &
Bialeschki, 2008; Henderson, Powell, & Scanlin, 2005; Hende&oanlin, Whitaker, Thurber,
Marsh, Burkhardt, & Bialeschki, 2005; Schnell, 1996).

Similarly, the studies and research reviewed show aahieneof outcomes and benefits
related to environmental education in outdoor programs asitihe positive effects of outdoor

activities (e.g., camps and adventure activities) on enmental attitudes and behaviors and as a
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basis for developing environmental responsibility (Palmi@&Kuru, 2000; Thapa, 2010),
fostering positive attitudes toward wildlife on the pafrstudents in residential programs
(Dettman-Easler & Pease, 1999), building self-esteemramnédasing environmental awareness
and naturalist skills in campers at nature camps (Dresiaat, 1994), developing more positive
attitudes toward the outdoors and increasing understantlewplogical principles and the
interconnectedness of humans and the environment on thef gtaff in residential camps
(Strickland, 1991), and, from a religious perspective, deusdog view of nature as a sacred
symbol on the part of campers in religiously-oriehtamps (Clampit, 1970).

Similarly, the studies and research reviewed show aahieneof outcomes and benefits
related to environmental education in school and other gdna&lated programs in terms of
developing environmental attitudes and knowledge and increasingmemental perception
through children’s activities (Eagles & Demare, 1999), usatgral settings for educational
purposes (Simmons, 1998), using science to help students beettereehvironmental decision-
makers (Arvai, Campbell, Baird, & Rivers, 2004), using altiple perspectives approach” to
environmental issues (Christenson, 2004), using pre-trip andrgmoatitivities in a residential
environmental education program (Smith-Sebasto & Ca2€056), and the use of particular
environmental education programs sucliNatureScop€Armstrong & Impara, 1991).

If, as these studies indicate, these types of owgs@nd benefits are being effectively
achieved in organized camping and environmental education,iepueéstion that arises by
analogy or implication is why an emphasis on environalemlues and the integration of
religious and environmental values, comparable to thatlgores values, is not observable in
PCUSA and UCC camp programs? Although the bounds of the stuadyilt do not permit a

definitive answer to this question, the reason may éeldlyically grounded as suggested earlier.
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Denominational Policy Papers or Statements

As discussed at length in the literature review, the®&and UCC have adopted a
number of denominational policy papers and statementsaiimth not only a growing awareness
of an environmental crisis, but also articulating stepsnded to address its myriad aspects and
implications for people as well as other life formseamth. However, even with the emergence
of this emphasis on environmental concerns at a denoonahtevel in both the PCUSA and
UCC, together with the strong ecclesiastical relatiom reported by PCUSA and UCC camps
with their respective denominations, the results af $hiidy clearly indicate that no comparable
emphasis on environmental values or the integratioaligious values and environmental
values has emerged in PCUSA and UCC camps to countacbalae historical and overriding
emphasis on religious values.

However, as with the literature reviewed regardingloot recreation program studies,
and although the bounds of the study’s result do not perdafiaitive answer to the question it
raises, the reasons for this may, again, be thealthggrounded as suggested earlier. Moreover,
it is significant that, despite the breath and depthexdlthgical and environmental discussion in
these policy papers and statements, there is virtualypnsideration given toward addressing
environmental concerns, raising environmental awarenepspposing environmental actions
through an emphasis on environmental values and the itibegod religious and environmental
values in the outdoor educational ministry programs repted by PCUSA and UCC camps.
Denominational Surveys in the PCUSA

As discussed at length in the literature review, thed & has done three denomination-
wide surveys that are related, either directly or bylication, to the environment and environ-

mental concerns and another survey that purports to fecasusch camps and retreats. While
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the results of the first three surveys, as mighteected, indicate a range of environmental
attitudes and beliefs among PCUSA members, elders amgy,clbe very fact that these surveys
were done simply reinforces the conclusion that therenment and environmental concerns are
viewed as having significant relevance to PCUSA belieflspractices. The question is therefore
raised again as to why, if they are significant to the ohemation, that significance is not also
reflected in PCUSA camps insofar as an emphasis oroanvantal values and the integration of
religious and environmental values in PCUSA camp programs?

Moreover, the only relevant findings in the subsequeantey purportedly focusing on
church camps and retreats involved spiritual growth anddton and the sorts of physical
amenities that persons attending retreats expected éaréve retreat facilities. This suggests,
again, that an effective emphasis on environmental salod the integration of religious and
environmental values, comparable to the primary emphagisligious values, is lacking even in
how the PCUSA itself views outdoor educational minisimg church camp programs.

However, as with both the literature reviewed rega dutdoor recreation program
studies and environmental policy papers and statementgyuhddof the study’s result do not
permit a definitive answer as to why this is the caskoafih the reasons for it may have to do
with the historical tradition of PCUSA church camporg again, may be theologically grounded.
Church Camping Literature

As noted and already discussed at length in thetliteraeview by reference to the broad
spectrum of church camping literature, there is littkeny reference to nature or the natural
world in terms of philosophy and programs at one end ddpgeetrum. The overriding focus and
emphasis at this end of the spectrum is on religiousesakuch that any environmental focus

and emphasis is either lacking or is confined to natyre-itivities — in effect, an “entry level”
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approach — even where the literature expressly purpones/reference to things like nature,
ecology, creation, and God’s world.

In contrast, the other end of the spectrum comprisesgixe church camping literature
reflecting either a stronger emphasis on nature andatioseah environment or a more intentional
attempt to integrate religious values and environmentaksgah both philosophy and activities
in church camp programs. Given the volume of church cagripérature that is available and
that does effectively make more effective use of nadndethe natural environment in terms of
integrating religious values and environmental values impgarograms, it is surprising that
there is not a stronger emphasis on environmental vadlgSUSA and UCC camps. For
example, although the bounds of the study’s results dpearatit any conclusions to be drawn as
to what literature is actually used by PCUSA and UCC cathpsselection of curriculum for
use in camp programs from the more environmentally-grounatdfethe spectrum could have
a very significant effect on providing an emphasis onrenmental values and the integration of
religious and environmental values comparable to the emgpbraseligious values.

As noted earlier, the strong emphasis given to the@mwvient and to environmental
concerns in the numerous policy papers and statemeniteddny the PCUSA and UCC might
be expected to result in selecting curriculum and othéenmafrom this end of the spectrum for
use in PCUSA and UCC camp programs, especially in tertie &fmphasis on environmental
values and the effective integration of theology and enuirental concern and practice reflected
in these policy papers and statements. The resulkssadtudy, however, indicate that this is not

the case in regard to PCUSA and UCC camps at present.
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2. Implications or Conclusions Related to the Practice of Chah Camping

The results of this study also suggest four significantiaaions or conclusions about
the practice of church camping as it relates to PCUSINLHBC camps:

(a) Neither PCUSA nor UCC camp programs reflect tlrengtenvironmental policy
positions articulated by their respective denominatiospe@ally as an aspect of educational
ministry. However, UCC camps appear to provide slightlyenof environmental emphasis and
focus in camp programs than do PCUSA camps, althoughftéeedce seems to be one of
degree.

(b) Neither denomination has effectively utilized thequiei outdoor educational settings
of their respective church camps to implement thengtemvironmental policies they have
articulated. However, while the environmental positiothefUCC appears to have been
implemented to a greater degree, in view of the sligttlynger environmental emphasis and
focus in UCC camps than in PCUSA camps, the differe@ems to be, again, one of degree.

(c) The overriding emphasis and focus of educationaistminin PCUSA and UCC
camps is religious values characteristic of their retypedenominations. Despite the emergence
of the natural environment as a theological and sociarn in both denominations (in effect,
rendering protection and restoration of the natural envirohaeeligious value), the dominant
paradigm that remains characteristic of PCUSA and U&@ps is grounded on the historical
and theological traditions under which the camps weganized and developed. However, while
this paradigm now appears to be somewhat less domina@@nhddmps, at least in terms of a
slightly stronger environmental emphasis and focus in d&@@ps than in PCUSA camps, the

difference seems to be, again, one of degree.
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(d) As discussed in Chapter 1, this historical and thézdbgaradigm that continues to
be characteristic of PCUSA and UCC camps is in markatt&st to the more recent emergence
of environmentally-oriented programs (e.g., environmentaladucand experiential education)
in the organized camping field. While there may be sligledg of a contrast insofar as UCC
camps, at least in terms of the slightly strongetrenmental emphasis and focus in UCC camps
than in PCUSA camps, the difference seems to be, ,amy@nof degree.

As also noted in Chapter 1, no attempt was made in the &iutitermine (except
indirectly) any reasons for the lack of an emphasisfaous on environmental values, and the
continued dominance of an emphasis and focus on religidwssyan PCUSA and UCC camps.
However, the results suggest some possible reason®ar fibur implications that also conform
to the material discussed in Chapter 1 having referente tenominational backgrounds of the
PCUSA and the UCC as well as the historical developuoiethie organized camping field
(including church camping):

(a) White and several other writers discussed in Chdphee representative of the view
that Christianity has contributed to, if not actualiyysed, much of the environmental crisis by,
for example, historically exploitative practices ofreodeveloped nations, having Christianity as
their dominant religious tradition, directed againsthhadtural resources and indigenous peoples
in undeveloped and less developed nations. It is arguedthedst historically, Christianity has
been characterized more by anthropocentricism thamcementalism (Berry, 1973; Bouma-
Prediger, 2001; Gustafson, 1994; Johnson, 2000; McFague, 1993, 1997; Nash, 1997;
Oelschlaeger, 1994; Rasmussen, 1996; Rolston, 1992; Santmire\\Ml8&8; 1967; White,

1973). It can be further argued, however, that this antleopac tradition is not simply

historical, but still persists. For example, it was uatil 1982, two decades after the



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 140

environmental crisis was recogniZ&ahat the PCUSA adopted any position or statement
regarding the environment.

There are also a number of other social, culturatheadlogical issues, many of them
conflicted and divisive, that have increasingly commandeshiadn in “mainline”
denominations such as the PCUSA and the UCC. It cangoed that the environmental issue
has thus been marginalized and is of relatively legsf&iance compared to other issues now
facing the PCUSA and the UCC, especially given that Betfominations have done little to
implement their strong environmental policies beyond tiwgaon of the policy paper and
statements. Santmire (1985) aptly describes the situatibime Travail of Natures the
“ambiguous ecological promise of Christian theology®ewline observes that:

In traditional Christian thought...the rudiments for a ticeology of

nature are not lacking. Indeed, at points, the tradisi@namatically suggestive

for those who have eyes to see. But such rudimentsbaistrefully and

cautiously identified, and then separated from numer@gspemising or even

antithetical elements which also permeate the saadéitm. That is why it is

appropriate to speak of the ambiguous ecological promi€hmadtian theology.

As a whole, Christian thought is both promising and not o for those

seeking to find solid traditional foundations for a n&ealogy of nature (p. 8-9).

(b) The results regarding philosophies/theologies ofamrtckligious education indicate
that the predominant philosophy/theology of both PCUSAWOAE camps is “Reformed

Mainline” although PCUSA camps report a higher percentatf@smegard (63.1%) than do

8L While there are several points in the historical lineeat which a sense of environmental “crisis” mayid o
have been first recognized and articulated, a useful dati@r@oint was the publication in 1962Sifent Spring

by Rachel Carson. Carson’s book, reflecting not orlydtademic and vocational credentials in science, lmt als
her thorough scientific research, alerted the UnitateStas well as other nations to the adverse envéoian
effects of chemical pesticides such as DDT.



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 141

UCC camps (45.2%). When all three of the categories efdiiRned” are included (“Reformed
Mainline,” “Reformed Liberal,” and “Reformed ConservativéReformed” is clearly the
dominant philosophy/theology of PCUSA camps (86.4%) and,dges&l extent, of UCC camps
(76.2%). The strong environmental positions of both the EBnd UCC are grounded in the
context of the Reformed tradition, indicating thatgielus values and environmental values can
be effectively integrated.

However, the higher percentage of PCUSA camps than ¢Xos in the “Reformed”
category could be attributable to the fact that thiditican is very strongly grounded in the
PCUSA, to the point of being normative, by referemcthe mid-28 century theology of Karl
Barth. Barth held that the only source of God’s rei@fais the person of Jesus Christ and
scripture as it bears witness to Jesus Christ. Bartherlogy also tends to be unsympathetic, if
not altogether hostile, to any theological orientagoounded in the natural order (e.g., natural
theology or a theology of nature). It also tendsiscalint or reject altogether even the potential
of any sort of revelatory attribute or aspect of Godhiwithe natural order. Barthian theology is
also characterized by an emphasis on historical andgaridaradigms and tends to ignore,
discount or reject any alternative grounded in the natwodd, even in terms of creation, as a
valid or legitimate source for formulating a doctrineGafd. Historical and juridical paradigms
also tend to be, both in form and essence, anthropacdB®arth & Brunner, 1946). Given the
Christocentric (i.e., grounded exclusively or primarilydesus Christ) orientation of Barthian
theology, it is consequently less theocentric (@eounded in the diverse attributes or aspects of
God, including, for example, God’s “nature” as it relatesreation of the natural order). By
defining itself so strongly in Christocentric termsldieing grounded in historical and juridical

paradigms, a Barthian orientation may give greater acedt® the position of White and other
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writers discussed above that the environmental crisibeanttributed to the anthropocentric
nature of Christian tradition.

In contrast, Barthian theology is much less significena theological orientation in the
UCC. For example, in terms of the level of impor&an¢ philosophical/theological purposes
served in camp programs, a statistically significarfetgice is reported between PCUSA camps
and UCC camps as to two purposes grounded in Barthian giyeolo

(1) “Provide opportunities to win campers for Jesus Chhistugh public witness and
commitment to Jesus Christ as their personal Lord ane&” This purpose was deemed
“important” by PCUSA, but “not very important” by UCCrogas; and

(2) “"Provide opportunities for campers to gain more knowlealgeut the Bible and
Christian beliefs:” This purpose was deemed “very impottapP CUSA camps, but only
“important” by UCC camps.

While the difference is not statistically significabdCC camps also deemed the purpose,
“Provide opportunities for campers to gain more knowleddeauf’s creation (including the
natural world) and their Christian responsibility tow&dd’s creation,” as “very important.” In
contrast, PCUSA camps deemed this purpose as only “impOrtéim stronger emphasis on
environmental values in UCC camps may thus be attriteitald theological orientation in the
UCC that, while still “Reformed,” not only tends to bena open to the natural order (e.g.,
natural theology or a theology of nature), but thatlse significantly less proscriptive than the
Barthian theology characteristic of the PCUSA.

(c) As discussed in Chapter 1, the organized camping moveamehthe church camping
movement to a lesser extent, originated in the UnitateSin an era strongly characterized by

an increased and even romantic appreciation of naturdnamgtural world, particularly in
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terms of wilderness areas threatened both by populattmtiyand resource-intensive industrial
development. However, it was not an era in whichstage of the environment was considered to
be in “crisis.” This was also a time of significamucch growth, including the development of
denominational church camps. The present paradigm in R@ud& UCC camps thus developed
in a time in which church growth and evangelism wagptkdominant emphasis and focus in the
PCUSA and UCC. By reason of the importance of educdtmmastry in both denominations,
there was also a strong emphasis and focus on religaugation, including the development of
church camps as an extension of the educational nyimiktocal churches. In the context of this
strong emphasis on educational ministry, church groaviti,evangelism, these “foundational-
type” values (i.e., religious values) not only conséitytbut appear to continue as the normative
paradigm for PCUSA and UCC camps.

(d) Lastly, as briefly noted in Chapter 1 in termsle¥elopments in the organized
camping field in the modern era, the nature of campet®hocampers’ expectations regarding
camp experiences have changed significantly in reléi@xposure to nature and the natural
world (e.g., “outdoor living”). To what extent do expeaias of campers in terms of camp
experiences, including church camp experiences, reflecy@ay life experiences distinct from
campers’ experiences in earlier eras? For exam@d? @USA survey purportedly focusing on
church camps and retreats involved findings that, in sggmifipart, focused only on what sort of
amenities were expected in retreat facilities. To wiktdre are the myriad types of camps now
available (e.g., computer camps, music and drama cangpsasaus kinds of sports camps)
simply reflective of programs that do not require a nagetiing and that, in fact, are often
better served by and require more developed settings? Tcexteat are they also reflective of

camp programs that make an extensive and instrumental natuddl settings (e.g., adventure
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camps) without necessarily fostering any care for oregguguion of the intrinsic value of the
natural setting? Again, while the bounds of this studgssilt do not permit any conclusion to be
drawn as to these kinds of questions, they certainlesept implications for PCUSA and UCC
camps in terms of the study’s results.
3. Implications Related to Limitations of the Study and Furtrer Research

Six limitations or ways are discussed by which the stadyd have been improved,
followed by discussion of four areas of the study having paleralue for further research.
(a) Limitations of the Study

(1) It would have improved the study considerably if the sdwprestions in the survey
instrument related to religious values had been organitedriodels or typologies comparable
to those developed by Negra and Manning (1997) and used for thal sprestions related to
environmental values and the integration of religiousesind environmental values. While the
guestions related to religious values were developed fraanmber of applicable sources (e.g.,
beliefs and doctrines characteristic of the PCUSA a@& \Jurposes of church camping in the
literature, purposes of organized camping in the literatune personal experience of the author
in the church camping and organized camping fields), the naodetypology developed by
Negra and Manning (1997) was used to develop questions that pemaitgdrization and
ranking of values. In development of the survey instrupmentomparable categorization or
ranking of the questions related to religious values wa®nsaath that the religious values could
not be categorized or ranked in a manner comparable t@emantal values.

(2) Many questions (and all of the primary questions) irsthigey instrument assessing

religious values, environmental values, and the integrafiogligious values and environmental



Running head: RELIGIOUS/ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES: PCUSAQLC CAMPS 145

values utilized a Likert-type scale. It would have improthegistudy if, in addition to responses
on a Likert-type scale, responses were also reportechen lodises to permit:

(a) Ranking of the relative importance of each resppwalue, etc. compared to others;

(b) Performance of more or other types of statisacallysis than could be performed
using interval data from a Likert-type scale; and

(c) In combination with developing models and/or typolodpeseligious values
comparable to those of Negra and Manning (1997) and used for engmtaivalues discussed
in (1) above, more effective statistical analysisheftelationships (e.g., correlation) between
each category of religious values, each category of@mwiental values, and each category of
the integration of religious values and environmentalesl

This type of analysis was attempted (e.g., using lambdateymine the strength of
association) between: (i) Each individual religioukigaand each individual environmental
value; and (ii) Each individual religious value and eaxclividual value having reference to the
integration of religious values and environmental valuesvé¥er, this ended up producing so
much data as to be entirely unwieldy for useful ansilys

(3) As noted in Chapter 3, no measures were taken tootoon-response error in the
collection of data. The possible measures that could begn taken to control non-response
error are “doubledipping,” comparing early to late resporgjeatmparing respondents to non-
respondents on known characteristics, and comparingespondents to the population on
known characteristics. However, given that collettd data comprised the entire population of
PCUSA and UCC camps, and that there were no knowadegistics of non-respondents, only

the first two measures would have been useable in thdy.st
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(4) The study would have been improved considerably byestiog the length of both
the survey instrument itself and of particular questioriee instrument. As noted in Chapter 3,
content validity of the instrument was based on kg by four persons with expertise and/or
experience in pertinent fields (e.g., organized camgimgrch camping, and outdoor recreation).
While all of these persons concurred in the questiotiallgiincluded in the instrument, their
suggestions (particularly from the two church camp diregtior additional questions increased
the length of the instrument by approximately a third. ddh@itional questions, however, were
virtually all demographic or financial in nature (e.g., sesrciumber, and range of ages of
campers, size and range of ages of staff, and sourfieamdial support for facilities and
programs), such that the data obtained did not contrgigméficantly (if at all) to the primary
focus of the study.

(5) As noted in Chapter 3, no measures were takendblisktthe reliability of the
survey instrument. The possible measures that could havetdieen to establish the reliability
of the instrument include those yielding a coefficiehnternal consistency (split-half, odd-
even, Kuder-Richardson, and Cronbach’s Alpha), tessteand a pilot test. Simply on practical
terms, a pilot test would have improved the study by providpmprtunity to refine both the
instrument and particular questions, while also establishmgeliability of the instrument.

(6) Related to (4) and (5) above (content and relialafityre survey instrument), the
survey instrument would have been improved by inclusiaquestions (or modification of some
guestions) to examine more directly:

(a) To what extent PCUSA and UCC camps are awareépply any aspects of the
environmental policies and statements of their resped@nominations reviewed in Chapter 2

in their camp programs; and
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(b) To what extent PCUSA and UCC camps are even awaned/or use any of the
curriculum material reviewed in Chapter 2 (or comparabteiculum material), that more
effectively integrates religious values and environmerghies in their camp programs.

Despite the relevance of both kinds of curriculumernat to PCUSA and UCC camps,
none of the questions in the survey instrument makeeatadionnection between these kinds of
material and the specific focus of the study. It wouldehayroved the study if this connection
was made directly in order to more accurately evaluadeaasess the emphasis (or its lack) on
environmental values and the integration of religiousesbnd environmental values in PCUSA
and UCC camp programs. For this reason, this limitasi@hso included under possible further
research.

(b) Potential for Further Research

(1) A necessary area for further research involveskinas of material reviewed in
Chapter 2: (a) Environmental policies and statementsed®?@lUSA and the UCC; and (b)
Church camping curriculum materials. As discussed aboaking a more direct connection
between both kinds of material and the actual extenthich these kinds of material are utilized
in PCUSA and UCC camp programs would permit a more accevateation and assessment of
the programs in terms of an emphasis (or its laclgrironmental values and the integration of
religious values and environmental values.

(2) A related area of potential value for further resleamvolves both identifying and
evaluating the curriculum material actually used in PC@8A UCC camp programs. It might
be useful to do this through qualitative research (e.gyment analysis) in order to evaluate and

assess the extent to which the material emphasize®emental values and the integration of
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religious values and environmental values through a moretigfeuse of nature and the natural
world in camp programs.

(3) Related to (1) above insofar as the limitationhefdtudy, another area of potential
value for further research involves more specificadlgessing the particular religious values,
attitudes, etc. that influence PCUSA and UCC camp progianghian theology, for example,
influences PCUSA camp programming, but the actual forndagdee of that influence or other
theological orientations (e.g., natural theology themlogy of nature) has yet to be assessed for
either PCUSA or UCC camps.

(4) A final area of potential value for further researsiolves identifying and assessing
what particular program activities (or types of actigfiare used in PCUSA and UCC camps to
implement religious values, environmental values, andhtlegration of religious values and
environmental values. It might be useful to also devalomdel or typology of activities to
categorize and rank the level of emphasis in eacbfsetlues (religious, environmental, etc.) or,

as noted above in relation to curriculum materialsjtilize qualitative research in this regard.
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Appendix: Survey Instrument
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ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES IN OUTDOOR RELIGIOUS EDUCATION

1. Please indicate the state in which your camp igddca

3. Please marRLL of the following that describe your camp’s physicalisgtt

Urban area Lake(s) Plains or flatlands
Suburban area Stream(s) Arid or desert

Rural area Mountain(s) Mostly/completely wooded
Primitive area Rolling hills Mixed woods/field

Coastal Other (please specify:

3. Please indicate whether you use public lands (e.gpnaaforests or parks, state forests or
parks, local parks or recreational facilities)day of your camp programs:Yes  No

4. Please mark ALL of the following that describe therhe” areas from where your campers
come (excluding retreat groups or other user groupsitihz¢ the site but not the camp’s
programs):

Urban Rural
Suburban Other (please specify: )

5. Please mark tHeNE response which bestdicates the approximate number of campers who
participate in your camp’s programs each year (ekujugbtreat groups or other user groups
that utilize the site but not the camp’s proghams

100-250 250-500 500-750 750-1000 1,000+
6. Please marRLL of the following age/grade groups that your camp serves:

Infant (Birth to Preschool)

Primary (Preschool to Grade 1)

Elementary (Grades 1 to 6)

Junior High (Grades 7 - 9)

Senior High (Grades 10 — 12)

Young Adults Attending College or Other Post-High Sdimgo
Young Adults (Ages 18 to 35)

Mid-Life Adults (Ages 35 to 65)

Retired or Senior Citizens (Age 65 and above)

(QUESTION #7 ON REVERSE SIDE)
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7. Please mark the ONE response which best describesgworce of campers:

Completely or primarily from the membership of lochlirches affiliated with the camp
Mostly from the membership of local churches affiliatgth the camp but some independent
or otherwise outside the membership of local churcffiéiatad with the camp

Fairly even mix from the membership of local churcHféBaded with the camp and
independent or otherwise outside the membership dfdbaaches affiliated with the camp
Mostly independent or otherwise outside the membershgcaf Ehurches affiliated with the
camp but some from the membership of local churchiéisiad with the camp

Completely or primarily independent or otherwise outidemembership of local churches
affiliated with the camp

Other (please specify:

8. Please mark ALL of the following that apply to your pastaff (with the exception of
yourself):

Seasonal paid staff Primarily college age with some adults (no high
Seasonal volunteer staff school age)

Full time paid staff Primarily adults with some high school age and/or
Full time volunteer staff college age

Exclusively high school age Primarily college age with some high school age
Exclusively college age and/or adults

Exclusively adults Primarily high school age with some college age

and/or adults

9. If “management relationship” is defined as the measuegtent of support, cooperation, etc.,
that your camp has with the denominational entitseligious group with which your camp is
affiliated, please circle the ONE response whidt describes the strength of your camp’s
management relationship with that denominationatlyeatt religious group (1=very strong
relationship to 5=very weak relationship):

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

10. If “ecclesiastical relationship” is defined as the measr extent of identification,
adherence, etc. between your camp’s program arfdith tradition of the denominational
entity or religious group with which your camp fliated, please circle the ONE response
which best describes the strength of your caegztesiastical relationship with that
denominational entity or religious group (1=verpsy relationship to 5=very weak
relationship):

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

(QUESTION #11 ON NEXT PAGE)
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11. Please mark ALL of the following that describe th&rse of financial and other means of
support for your camp’s programs (but not the capipysical facility):

Direct financial support from the denominational entityeligious group with which the
camp is affiliated

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiahsupport) from the denominational
entity or religious group with which the camp is &ifiéd

Direct financial support from governmental agencies

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from governmental
agencies

Direct financial support from local churches affiliateth the camp

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from local churches
affiliated with the camp

Direct financial support from other churches or non-pegitities not affiliated with the camp

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from other churches or
non-profit entities not affiliated with the camp

Fundraisers, organized seasonal solicitations, capitgagns, etc.
Camper fees
Gifts from parents, alumni, “friends of the campi€.e

Other (please specify:

12. Of the financial and other support sources for your capmpgrams that you marked in
Question #11, please indicate the three most ot your camp in terms of amount or
level of support (1=most important, 2=second mopbmant, 3=third most important):

(1) (2) 3)

13. Please mark ALL of the following that describe therses of financial and other means of
support for your camp’s physical facility (but tieé camp’s programs):

Direct financial support from the denominational entityeligious group with which the
camp is affiliated

(QUESTION #13 CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE)
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Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiahsupport) from the denominational
entity or religious group with which the camp is &ifiéd.

Direct financial support from governmental agencies

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from governmental
agencies

Direct financial support from local churches affiliateth the camp

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from local churches
affiliated with the camp

Direct financial support from other churches or non-pegitities not affiliated with the camp

Indirect support (e.g., services or goods rather thandiabsupport) from the other churches
or non-profit entities not affiliated with the cam

Fundraisers, organized seasonal solicitations, capitgagns, etc.
Camper fees
Gifts from parents, alumni, “friends of the campi€.e

Other (please specify:

14. Of the financial and other support sources for your capipysical facility that you marked
in Question #13, please indicate the three mgm®irtant to your camp in terms of amount
or level of support (1=most important, 2=second nmogortant, 3=third most important):

(1) 2) ©)

15. Please mark the ONE response which best descréesulce(s) of your camp’s program/
curriculum materials:

Denominational
Ecumenical (e.g., cooperative among several denomingations

Non-denominational (e.g., independent religious publisheational camping organization
such as the American Camping Association or Cangbiamping International)
Self-developed and produced by your camp

Other (please specify:

(QUESTION #15 CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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IF POSSIBLE, PLEASE PROVIDE A COPY OF YOUR CAMP'&JERICULUM
(ESPECIALLY AS IT RELATES TO ENVIRONMENTAL/ECOLOGIBL ASPECTS
OF YOUR CAMP’'S PROGRAM) WHEN YOU RETURN THIS QUESJINNAIRE.
YOU WILL BE REIMBURSED FOR ANY COPYING, POSTAGE, EI COSTS.

16. Please mark t@NE response which best describes your philosophy/theology of
outdoor religious education:

Reformed (liberal) Orthodox/neo-orthodox Creationist
Reformed (conservative) Environmental/ecological Non-sectarian
Reformed (mainline) Fundamentalist Other (please specify:

)

17. Please circle tHeNE response which best describes the level of importahEAGH of
the
following philosophical/theological purposes in teohgour camp’s program (1=very
important to 5=not important).

a. Provide opportunities to win campers for Jesus Chrstigihv public witness and
commitment to Jesus Christ as their personal hoddSavior:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Appbta

b. Provide opportunities to develop, transmit and reinfdregarticular faith tradition of
camper’s local church or religious group

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

c. Provide opportunities for campers to help build, participatand experience a temporary
faith community that is distinctively Christian:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

d. Provide opportunities for campers to grow spirituallyh@irtpersonal faith experience and
religious practices:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable
e. Provide opportunities for campers to grow in their undedstgrof and relationship to God;

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

(QUESTION #17 CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE)
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f. Provide opportunities for campers to learn moreuaitite relationship between God and
God's
creation:
1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpplicable

g. Provide opportunities for wholesome, faith-building apiritually-enriching relationships
with other campers and camp leaders in a Christanmunity:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

h. Provide opportunities for campers to support and extenceligious educational program
of the camper’s local church or religious group:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

i. Provide opportunities for campers to gain more knowledgeit the Bible and Christian
beliefs:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Apgible

J. Provide opportunities for campers to better learn twapply Christian beliefs and Biblical
values in their own lives:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

k. Provide opportunities for campers to gain more knowled@&oadfs creation (including the
natural world) and their Christian responsibildyard God’s creation:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

I. Provide opportunities for campers to develop positiveripersonal relationships, to build
their self-esteem and to grow physically, emotigratid spiritually:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

m. Other (please specify:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Mpiplicable

18. Please indicate (using the letters from Question #igthtee most philosophical/
theological purposes of your camp’s program framasfion #17 (1=most important,
2=second most important, 3=third most important):

(1) (2) 3

(QUESTION #19 ON NEXT PAGE)
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19. Please circle tHeNE response which bedescribes the level of importance of

environmental/ecological activities in your camp'sgsam (1=very important to 5=not
important):

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

20. Please circle tHfeNE response which best describes the strength of theéredaip between

21.

environmental/ecological activities in your casprogram and the philosophical/
theological purposes of your camp’s program (1=s&ong relationship to 5=very weak
relationship):

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
Please circle tHeNE response which best describes the level of importahEAGH of
the following environmental/ecological indicatam terms of your camp’s program (1=very
important to 5=not important):

Campers participate in outdoor activities and developtsetys concern and empathy for
the environment:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

Campers develop knowledge of environmental issues and pereeipetential harm to the
environment from various forms of human impact:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

Campers develop a sense of personal investment in envirorimssuaes and perceive the
importance of engaging in environmental protection:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

Campers develop knowledge of strategies for environmeetiah and familiarity with
activities that promote or preserve environmentditgua

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

Campers develop skills in using environmental acti@abegfies and actually engage in
activities that promote or preserve environmentditgua

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

(QUESTION 321 CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE)
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f. Campers develop and/or change their own environmeaitzs through increased perception

that their own activities promote or preserve emvitental quality:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

g. Campers develop and/or change their own environmemtavioe through actual and
expressed intention to engage in environmentally nsdple actions:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable

22. Please indicate (using the letters from Question ##jhree most important
environmental/ecological indicators in your casrgrogram from Question #21 (1=most
important, 2=second most important, 3=third mmgortant);

(1) (2) 3)

23. Please circle tteNE response which best describes what the relationship &etive
environmental/ecological aspects and the philosdpthemlogical aspects of your camp’s
program teaches (or is intended to teach) yaupess in terms oEACH of the following
statements (1=more likely to be taught this to<s=likely to be taught this):

a. Nature can be dangerous to human survival:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
b. Nature is sometimes evil:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
c. Nature is a valuable storehouse of raw materials:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
d. Humans were created as fundamentally different othar living things:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
e. The ability to think makes humans fundamentallyedéffit from other living things:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
f. Cruelty toward animals makes people less human:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
(QUESTION #23 CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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g. The supply of goods and services provided by nature igdimit

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
h. Nature adds to the quality of our lives:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
I. Human survival depends on nature and natural processes:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
J- Itis our religious/spiritual duty to take care of natur

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
k. Nature will be important to future generations:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
I. Nature is God’s creation:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
m. All living things have a spirit:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
n. Animals should be free from needless pain and rsudfe

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
0. All living things are sacred:

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
p. Humans are related to other living things through ewasluti

1 2 3 4 5 Not Sure Not Applicable
24. Please indicate (using the letters from Question #&3}hree most important things that

your campers are taught (or that are intended taught) in terms of the relationship

(QUESTION #24 CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE)
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25.

between the environmental/ecological aspectsrenphilosophical/theological aspects of

your camp’s program from Question #23 (1=most impborZ=second most important,

3=third most important):

(1) (2) 3)

Please use the space below to add any other commeutsteissues, statements, etc.

raised in this questionnaire:

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!
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