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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Organizations such as park and recreation
departments, not-for-profit youth groups, churches, and resident and day
camps offer opportunities to promote positive youth development through
structured recreation activities. Researchers involved with organized camp
programs have documented some values of camp experiences relative to
growth and development, yet more is to be learned about how camp
structures and settings influence positive youth development and how the
outcomes of youth development can be measured. The purpose of this
analysis was to explore indicators of youth development outcomes through
a comparison of two forms of data collected at six camps. The results of
comparing quantitative and qualitative data sources to determine if indica-
tors of positive youth development can be observed in a short period of
time in the recreational and educational setting of summer camp is
described. Quantitative data came from a study that sampled families
representing American Camp Association (ACA) accredited camps from
across the United States. The data included pre- and post-questionnaires
given to campers to measure domains such as positive identity, social skills,
positive values, and thinking and physical skills. The instrument used was
called the Camper Growth Index-Children (CGI-C). Qualitative data
came from on-site observations in six camps that had participated in the
quantitative study the prior year. A guided outline was used as the basis for
field observations and informal interviews. The observation rankings/
ratings and the quantitative results were compared. Two of the three camps
showing statistically positive developmental change in campers also were
ranked higher in using the focused qualitative observation. Two of the
three camps showing no statistically significant change were also identified
as ranking lower through the observation process. Observing opportuni-
ties for adventure and exploration activities as well as leadership and
independence displayed by campers were easiest to observe. Observing
indicators for developmental outcomes, including environmental aware-
ness, positive identity, and positive values, were more difficult. Although
consistent agreement did not exist in this comparison of quantitative and
qualitative data, the two approaches provided some convergence and
complementary data. This study provided an opportunity to explore the
measurement of camp experiences from an external view along with an
internal self-report approach. We examined the micro data obtained from
the individual campers in relation to the social environmental macro
structure of the camp. Implications exist for triangulating data and
validating methods in other recreation organizations to better understand
how and why youth development programs in recreation and camp settings
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work. Given the complexity of the desired outcomes and the individual
nature of growth and development, mixed methods and systematic multi-
measure approaches offer information for supporting youth development.

KEYWORDS: Quantitative, qualitative, mixed methods, positive youth
development, camps.

AUTHORS: Karla A. Henderson is a Professor in the Department of
Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management, North Carolina State Uni-
versity, Box 8004 Biltmore, Raleigh, NC 27695-8004. E-mail:
karla_Henderson@ncsu.edu. Phone:  919-513-0352A. Gwynn M. Powell
is with the University of Georgia, and Margery M. Scanlin is with the
American Camp Association.

Introduction

Youth development encompasses efforts to create organizations and
communities that enable youth to move toward adulthood by supplying
supports and opportunities necessary to go beyond problem prevention
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Witt, 2002). Organizations such as park and
recreation agencies, not-for-profit youth groups, churches, and resident
and day camps offer valuable opportunities to promote positive youth
development through recreation activities. Nicholson, Collins, and Holmere
(2004) underlined that youth development organizations have a common
commitment to young people’s physical, emotional, and educational
growth. Yet little has been done to document the outcomes and positive
change that may occur through nonschool programs at recreation centers
and camps.

Researchers (e.g., Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gambone, Klem, &
Connell, 2002; Lerner, Lerner, Almerigi, & Theokas, 2005; Roth &
Brooks-Gunn, 2003) have described the outcomes associated with positive
youth development, such as social relationships with peers and adults,
opportunities for cognitive and physical skill building, personal identity,
and physical and psychological safety. Lerner et al. (2005) suggested that
these outcomes occur when a youth program has positive and sustained
adult–youth relationships, youth skill-building activities, and opportunities
for youth participation and leadership. Organized camp experiences spon-
sored by youth agencies, churches, and other independent organizations
have provided these structures for decades. Camp experiences have the
potential to be important venues for positive youth development. There-
fore, the purpose of our study was to explore indicators of youth develop-
ment outcomes through a comparison of two forms of data collected at six
camps.

Background

Youth development has been inherent in the recreation movement
since the start of the 20th century. Jane Addams (1998) wrote extensively
about the need to keep children off the street and to provide wholesome
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activities for them. Although the focus on youth development in parks and
recreation and other related fields has never disappeared, it has been given
renewed importance in the past 15 years (Caldwell, 2000). The research on
youth development seems to have evolved through emphases on program
inputs and outputs (e.g., Henderson & King, 1998; Witt & Crompton,
1996) to benefits (e.g., Allen, Stevens, & Harwell, 1996) and today to how
outcomes (e.g., Baldwin, 2000) intersect with all aspects of youth program-
ming. The concentration of youth development research in parks and
recreation is in documenting the outcomes of recreation “beyond fun and
games” (Witt & Crompton, 1996).

Not only has the focus of the youth development literature changed to
encompass the dimensions that contribute to successful programs and
youth development, but the language has also changed. The population
under study in the 1990s was “youth at risk,” which generally referred to
young people who were likely to participate in negative behaviors (Witt,
2002). This terminology evolved to reflect notions that some youth come
from “at-risk communities” where they do not get the supports and
opportunities necessary to model positive behaviors. Today’s philosophy
suggests that all youth are at risk, although some youth are more so than
others (Witt, 2002). High rates of boredom, alienation, and disconnect
from meaningful challenges and activities result in a deficiency of positive
development (Larson, 2000).  Positive youth development is the term of
the 21st century and is a perspective that provides a strength-based
conceptualization of adolescence (Lerner et al., 2005). The focus is not on
the problems of youth but on the ways that their resources and community
resources can be developed to help young people grow into successful
adulthood.

Positive Youth Development
For programs to be successfully implemented and evaluated based on

desired outcomes, a focus on theory is needed (Peterson, 2004). Although
not necessarily a single theory, a conceptualization of positive youth
development provides a theoretical framework for examining developmen-
tal outcomes. The rationale for positive youth development, according to
Lerner et al. (2005), emanates from contemporary developmental systems
theories. These theories suggest that change is a consequence of mutually
influential relationships between the developing person and aspects such as
biology, psychological characteristics, family, community, and culture.

Developmental theories have guided the measurement of outcomes.
One example is the work done by the Search Institute (Leffert et al., 1998).
This approach has directly eschewed the problem-focused paradigm rela-
tive to youth and children and has replaced it with a focus on human
development. The Search Institute has identified 40 assets or building
blocks that appear to be the foundation for healthy and positive develop-
ment in youth. These assets are grouped into two domains: external and
internal. The internal assets include commitment to learning, positive
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values, social competencies, and positive identity, while the external assets
include support, empowerment, boundaries and expectations, and con-
structive use of time.

Other researchers (e.g., Catalano, Bergland, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins,
2002; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gambone et al., 2002; Lerner et al., 2005;
Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003) have identified necessary elements and
protective factors that contribute to youth development in other ways in
addition to the Search model. For example, Roth and Brooks-Gunn and
Lerner et al. discussed five Cs of positive youth development that seem to
be evident in youth studies: competence, confidence, character, connec-
tion, and caring. A report prepared by the National Research Council and
the Institute of Medicine, Community Programs to Promote Youth
Development, underlined the need to use a developmental framework to
help youth acquire personal and social benefits (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).
Among the elements described in this report were physical and psychologi-
cal safety, emotional moral support, supportive adult relationships, oppor-
tunities to form close human relationships, a feeling of belonging and being
valued, opportunities for skill building, personal efficacy, and opportunities
to contribute to one’s community. Catalano et al. (2002) described
features of positive youth development programs that included such
objectives as fostering self-determination, self-efficacy, clear and positive
identity, and belief in the future. Gambone et al. concluded that the
common outcome areas were physical and cognitive learning, social
relationships, positive values, and positive identity.

Offering programs such as recreation or camp experiences, however,
does not automatically result in the achievement of intended outcomes.
Linkages between program elements and desired outcomes are needed
(Baldwin, Caldwell, & Witt, 2005). Catalano et al. (2002) concluded that
the two most important features needed for effective programs were
structured program guidelines and sufficient time. A wide variety of positive
youth development approaches exist and are being studied, such as after-
school (e.g., Baker & Witt, 2000), not-for-profit youth groups (e.g.,
Carruthers & Busser, 2000), youth sports (e.g., Larson, 2000), and
extracurricular activities (e.g., Eccles & Barber, 1999).

Organized camp programs are a type of recreation program that has
focused on youth development in various ways for 150 years. Researchers
(e.g., Bialeschki, Younger, Henderson, Ewing, & Casey, 2002; Brannan,
Arick, Fullerton, & Harris, 2000; Chenery, 1991; Dworkin, 1999; Marsh,
1999; Sekine, 1994) have documented the benefits of organized camp
experiences, and a good deal of anecdotal evidence supports the “good”
that camps provide for young people. Many individuals, including our-
selves, have been positively influenced by camp experiences. Yet more
information is needed about how camp structures and programs influence
positive youth development and, further, how to measure youth develop-
ment outcomes.
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Measuring Positive Youth Development
Lerner, Lerner, DeStefanis, and Apfel (2001) argued the need in youth

development research for both individual and contextual levels of analysis,
which can be accomplished by triangulation between quantitative and
qualitative data. Researchers are interested in instances of change that are
systematic, organized, and successive rather than random and disorga-
nized. However, Lerner et al. (2001) noted that “Change and, especially,
developmental change are difficult to study empirically” (p. 10). Issues arise
related to the nature of development, units of analysis, and the role of time
and temporality (history) in indexing change. In addition, measures must
be sensitive to detect change, and appropriate designs should be employed
to increase the validity of the measures. Lerner et al. (2001) further
suggested that “a focus on process and, particularly, on the process involved
in the changing relations between individuals and their contexts, is the
cutting edge of contemporary developmental theory” (p. 10).

One aspect of evaluation is the application of “prevention science” to
the concept of positive youth development (Bumbarger & Greenberg,
2002). This approach was embodied in the work of Catalano et al. (2002)
in moving positive youth development from a vague concept to a scientifi-
cally measurable set of characteristics. Although the gold standard for
evaluation measurement appears to be true experimental designs, research
is also needed that focuses on the processes and qualitative dimensions
associated with program effectiveness. Just as a wide variety of youth
development approaches exist, a variety of ways of measuring positive youth
development must continue to be explored.

The purpose of our study was to explore indicators of youth develop-
ment outcomes through a comparison of two forms of data collected at six
camps. An analysis was conducted to ascertain how the results of quantita-
tive data measurements could be corroborated by qualitative observations.
In other words, we were attempting to focus on what was happening in
camps, and whether indicators of positive youth development could be
observed. As Erzberger and Prein (1997) suggested, using a multimethod
approach to evaluation can increase the validity of examining youth
development outcomes in an activity such as camp.

Qualitative and Quantitative Data
The debate regarding whether qualitative or quantitative approaches

are best is no longer viable in most areas of social science (Henderson,
1991). Most researchers agree that a place exists for both types of data. The
focus today for many researchers pertains to how the two approaches might
be used together (e.g., Sale, Lohfeld, & Brazil, 2002; Strauss & Corbin,
1990).

Various opinions exist relative to how qualitative and quantitative data
can co-exist in the form of mixed methods, multimethods, linking, or
triangulation. Although these words may not mean exactly the same thing,
they all suggest the use of more than one method or type of data, or more
than one source of data. One of the issues when triangulating methods or
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data is the timing of the data collection. Data might be collected concur-
rently or sequentially. Sometimes data are collected in one way to provide
information for a subsequent data collection such as using qualitative focus
groups to generate ideas for quantitative questionnaire development.

Some purists (e.g., Sale et al., 2002) argue that using qualitative and
quantitative data together represent different paradigms and cannot easily
be linked. At best, the data can only be linked for complementary purposes
and not cross-validation. Other researchers have advocated over the years
that mixed methods may be the best way to do program evaluation (e.g.,
Henderson & Bedini, 1995; Howe & Keller, 1988; National Science
Foundation, 1997; Nicholson et al., 2004). For example, Nicholson et al.
noted that relative to youth development, rigorous quantitative studies
allow researchers to identify change, but qualitative data help to determine
what works. Domitrovich and Greenberg (2000) argued that decisions
regarding program adoption should not rely solely on quantitative data
regarding effectiveness but also on the quality of delivery. The practical
integration of methods in most cases means that quantitative and qualita-
tive data collection and analysis occur concurrently or sequentially in the
same research setting.

The major rationale for using mixed methods is to better understand
the world. All methods, however, must share a commitment to rigor. The
complexity of data in an area such as youth development research requires
many perspectives. Another rationale given for using mixed methods is to
enhance both the reliability and validity of a research project. Haberman
(2000) used the example of sitting in one’s office and putting samba music
on, and then filling out a rating scale that assesses the grace, rhythm, and
creativity of people who are walking outside. The problem is that the
categories are being imposed on the events. If enough researchers use the
same instrument uniformly, that measure probably is reliable even though
it may not be valid. Similarly, a researcher can measure outcomes that occur
in young people as a result of participation in an activity, but that
measurement may not tell what these results mean or how they occurred.
By linking methods, more can be learned about a phenomenon. Christenson
and Ysseldyke (1989) advocated the need to move from simple description
to multiple sources to design effective interventions. Sale et al. (2002)
described how mixed methods could be used for complementary purposes.
They can provide an additive aspect if they are philosophically and practi-
cally sound.

The use of triangulation can be done in a variety of ways that may result
in data convergence, complementarity, or dissonance depending on the
results of the research. Convergence relates to confirming previous results.
According to Sale et al. (2002), complementarity relates to using a macro
and micro analysis that can be combined like a jigsaw puzzle. Dissonance
occurs when two perspectives do not fit together. Dissonance leads to
asking questions regarding sample bias, misunderstood questions used in
measurement, or misinterpretation of qualitative data.
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One caution of using mixed methods is that “achieving similar results
may be merely a matter of perception” (Sale et al. 2002, p. 47). Both
quantitative and qualitative approaches can be colored by interpretivism
(Howe, 1992). One of the problems with using data sequentially is that if
the results of the first data collection are known, the interpretation of the
results could be biased. Erzberger and Prein (1997) suggested that if the
methodologies used are rigorous and trustworthy, then the way that results
fit together might be a matter of considering the underlying theoretical
assumptions. Thus, using mixed methods, regardless of the relationship of
the data, would be a means to raise more provocative questions about the
measurement of outcomes leading to positive youth development.

Using both qualitative and quantitative data, we sought to explore
indicators of youth development outcomes through a comparison of
quantitative and qualitative data. We used a retrospective process of
examining quantitative and qualitative data collected sequentially to ascer-
tain the complementarity of data.

Methods

We describe this study as an experiment, although not in the sense of
an experimental design, to explore whether field researchers can observe
daily life at a camp to ascertain what indicators might be associated with
youth development outcome measures. The data included results from a
quantitative questionnaire developed to measure selected positive youth
development outcomes in campers as well as qualitative field observations
conducted in six of the camps where quantitative data were collected. A
limitation of the study is that the data were not collected concurrently.
Nevertheless, we believe, for this exploratory study, that the sequential and
yet “blind” observations provided some sense of whether indicators of
youth development could be measured.

Quantitative Data
Quantitative data for this national study were collected in 2002 from

a sample of families representing American Camp Association (ACA)
accredited camps from across the United States. The participating camps
were selected from a multistage stratified random sample of camps in
different parts of the country representing both day and resident camps
from different sponsorships (agency, religious, independent nonprofit, and
independent for-profit). The study design included pre-, post-, and follow-
up questionnaires given to campers and parents, a pre- and post-observa-
tion checklist completed by staff during the session that the camper
attended, and questionnaires to camp directors regarding the characteris-
tics, outcome goals, and operations of their camps. The quantitative data
used in this paper include the data from the pre- and post-test of outcomes
as collected from only the campers.

The development and validation of the camper questionnaire that we
called the Camper Growth Index-Children (CGI-C) along with all the
other measures used in the national study, are discussed elsewhere (Ameri-
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can Camp Association, 2005). An initial survey draft was developed by
examining existing and widely used surveys and instruments in the field of
youth development (e.g., Search Institute, Camp Fire Boys and Girls,
YMCA, Girl Scouts of the USA, Boy Scouts of America). In addition, ACA
staff conducted visits to 20 camps in 2000 and informally observed, talked
to staff and campers, and documented what appeared to be outcomes at
camp (ACA Research Interim Report, 2000). Based on this information
and the review of the literature, four major domains were ascertained to
contribute theoretically to positive youth development in camp settings:
Positive Identity, Social Skills, Positive Values and Spiritual Growth, and
Thinking and Physical Skills. TheThe CGI-C initially consisted of 130
items and was pilot tested in the spring of 2001. The final questionnaire
consisted of 10 constructs representing the four domains that were
measured by 52 questions using a 4-point Likert scale with 4 = strongly agree
to 1 = strongly disagree.

The four domains along with the 10 constructs measured and their
reliabilities included: Positive Identity: (1) positive identity (.75), (2)
independence (.63); Social Skills: (3) leadership (.76), (4) making friends
(.69), (5) social comfort (.66), (6) peer relationships (.71);  Positive Values
and Spiritual Growth: (7) positive values (.76), (8) spirituality (.81); and
Thinking and Physical Skills: (9) adventure/exploration (.66), and (10)
environmental awareness (.76). Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) suggest
that an alpha level of at least .70-.80 is sufficient for most purposes. Some
of our reliability scores were not as high as we would have liked, but we
believe they are acceptable relative to the efforts taken to develop valid
measures in an area that had not been previously researched on a large scale.

Campers (N = 5,281) who participated in this national study com-
pleted the CGI-C pre-test up to 4 weeks prior to coming to camp. The post-
test was completed on one of the last days at camp. The camp session length
ranged from 5 days to7 weeks among the camps studied. The response rate
on the post-test was 64% for a total of 3,400 campers. In addition to the
analysis done on the entire sample, each camp director was also given a
summary for his or her camp. Matched t-tests were used to compare the pre
and post data for the campers. Along with the t-test, effect sizes were
calculated to determine the magnitude of the change that occurred overall
and in each camp for each of the items. Positive change occurred in all four
domains with statistically significant positive change in six construct areas
for the entire sample: adventure/exploration skills, making friends, positive
identity, independence, leadership, and spirituality. No differences were
found between changes and the length of time (i.e., 5 days up to 7 weeks)
that campers spent at camp.

Qualitative Data
In-camp observations were made in July of 2003 in six of the 40 camps

that had participated in the quantitative study in 2002. ACA’s Executive
Officer of Research and Intellectual Resources chose the six camps based on
their geographic location (i.e., all camps were within a day’s drive of each
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other either in Pennsylvania or the New England area), the results of the
quantitative data collection done the previous summer (i.e., three camps
were chosen in which campers had made positive change on several of the
outcome measures and three camps were chosen representing no statisti-
cally significant changes), and to represent private independent, not-for-
profit agencies, and religiously affiliated camps. Ideally, the quantitative
data and the qualitative data would have been collected in the same camp
session. However, for purposes of this analysis, we wanted to observe
contrasting camps that had shown either great change or no change using
the quantitative measures the summer before. We recognized that no youth
program is the same each time it is delivered, but with camp director, type
of camp, camp philosophy, and program efforts held relatively constant
from year to year, we believed a sequential data collection rather than the
ideal concurrent collection method did not compromise the validity of this
exploratory study. The type of staff, the training that they receive, and the
overall program of most camps does not change markedly from year to year.

Two researchers spent a day in each of the six camps observing
programs, informally interviewing staff and campers, and talking to the
camp director and administrative staff about their camp programs. The
researchers attended the camp activities including meals, cabin rest time,
activity periods, and visits to the staff lounge. Campers were asked about
their week(s) at camp and what they had enjoyed, how they were treated by
staff, and what they thought they were learning at camp. The two
researchers who went into the camps did not know the results of the 2002
quantitative measurements.

Each of the six camps was contacted by the Executive Officer from the
ACA office and invited to participate. The camp directors were told that the
visit by the researchers was a follow-up to the data collection done the
previous summer. The Executive Officer indicated that the researchers
would visit and observe camp programs as well as talk to staff and campers.
As researchers/visitors we did not wish to be intrusive and asked only that
the camp director or another camp administrator provide a tour of the camp
and facilitate our opportunity to chat informally with campers and staff. We
arrived shortly after breakfast at each camp and spent the entire day at the
camp into the late afternoon. For some of the time we were together,
observing the same things and talking to the same people, while at other
times we split up to talk to different individuals and to visit different activity
venues at the camp. In the camps, we were given as much freedom as we
wanted to go where we wished and speak to whatever campers and staff we
could find as long as we did not disrupt a program. We made field notes
during the day, but primarily observed and listened. We used a 12-question
outline as a basis for observations and notes. The guiding questions
outlined for the qualitative observations for this research and the aspects
that could be observed were taken from the work of Eccles and Gootman
(2002), who examined program outcomes from a developmental frame-
work:
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1. What is the result of the alignment (or lack of same) between desired
outcomes, the program planned/intended, and the methodology/
delivery of intended program elements?

This question was not easy to address, although we had access to
written materials for each camp that highlighted the camp’s desired
outcomes. We also asked questions to campers and staff (counselors) about
what outcomes they thought were occurring in the camp. Other observa-
tions included the amount and intensity of the program engagement of
campers, the transparent reasoning offered from directors and staff for why
the program was as it was, the quality of the program activities in terms of
congruency between what staff and campers wanted, and the physical
structures (e.g., activity opportunities, layout of the camp, unit organiza-
tion) that enabled certain kinds of interaction.

2. What are the evidences of the efforts and results in creating an
atmosphere of physical and emotional safety for campers and staff?

Because each of these camps was accredited by ACA, some assurance
existed that the camp had passed standards for physical safety. Other
observed measures that we used were the amount and level of supervision
that existed in program activities and free time, social interactions between
staff and campers and among campers, the opportunities youth had to
choose the level of participation with which they felt comfortable, and the
means for travel between activities. Note: For the ratings done by the
researchers, physical and emotional safety were considered two separate
categories. The physical safety of campers was addressed through the
objective ACA accreditation process, but emotional safety was a subjective
issue.

3. How strong and frequent are the demonstrations of emotionally
supportive relationships? How is the emotional competence of staff to
provide a supportive environment monitored and encouraged?

This question was one of the easier ones to observe. We listened to and
observed the interactions occurring, such as hugs, easy laughter, relaxed
tone of interactions, and the knowing of and calling of first names. We also
noted how staff related to one another and the levels of support they offered
one another as well as the feedback they received from camp administrators.
Note: For purposes of the ratings, this question was divided into five
categories: camper–camper, camper–staff, staff–staff, administration–staff,
and opportunities to belong.

4. What differences exist in the delivery of the camp program between
various age groups, and are these differences age appropriate?
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This question was relatively easy to observe based on how campers were
divided in terms of living arrangements and activity groups. We observed
aspects such as size of activity groups, age groupings, and camper-to-staff
ratios. We also observed different skill levels and the choices campers had
related to the range of opportunities available.

5. Is the program delivery well organized, with clear limits and consistent
expectations that are enforced by all staff?

This question was observed through the daily schedule. Some campers
had similar schedules each day, while in other camps and with different age
groups, more choices were available. We also observed and talked to
campers about the “rules” at camp. The relationships between the campers
and staff (e.g., amount of time spent together, the way staff talked to
campers, and the way campers talked about their counselors) were observed
and discussed while at camp.

6. Do camp staff and camp programs demonstrate cultural competence
and sensitivity to inclusion? What is the evidence that describes the
sense of belonging that exists in this camp?

This question was easy to address superficially, but difficult to observe
in a one-day visit. The diversity of campers in terms of nationality, race,
people with disabilities, tolerance for sexual orientation, staff training, and
evidence of scholarship programs available for low-income campers were
external measures. The feelings that campers had about inclusion were not
as easy to identify, even when campers were queried. Sense of belonging was
evident through the wearing of camp clothing, the way that campers
connected (e.g., e-mail, visiting one another’s homes) when they were away
from camp, the number of small groups together during free time, and the
campers’ descriptions of the importance of camp traditions.

7. What are the demonstrations that there are high, clear standards for
staff behavior and youth behavior? Are there identifiable norms?

This question was not easy to observe, but a subjective “feeling” was
evident as one walked around the camp. Staff and campers paying attention
to one another was one possible indicator, along with the use of language
and the use of behavior management with campers. The observation of
campers, as well as staff, having fun was another measure.

8. To what degree do staff and campers have the opportunity to make
decisions that matter or that affect them in the camp community?

This question was primarily answered by talking to campers and staff
and observing the typical camp schedule. Choices in activities and of food
were examples of campers having decisions that they could make.
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9. What evidence exists that there is a results-oriented staff improvement
process in place?

This question was difficult to observe. We asked staff about their
opportunities for improvement relative to such aspects as training and
feedback. Camps that had counselor-in-training programs (i.e., grow-
your-own staff programs) were an example of how this question was
addressed.

10. Is there a sustainable and obvious effort at self-improvement for the
camp? Are there efforts to identify what changes are needed based on
identified factors and with identified potential impact?

This question was also difficult to measure in a one-day visit. We asked
staff what input they had to program objectives and how the camp program
was determined. The use of Camper Councils and the professional involve-
ment of administrators were other possible indicators of how self-and camp
improvement could occur.

11. Do campers and staff come away from the camp experience with
improved social and cultural capital? Do they learn physical, emotional,
cultural, and social skills?

Elements of this question, especially as it related to some of the
measurement categories in the quantitative questionnaire, could be ob-
served. The social skills as well as the physical skills expressed were obvious
in terms of what campers said about meeting friends and learning to do new
activities. Note: This category was divided into the two categories of
program skills and social skills when the researchers ratings were done.

12. Is there an identifiable focus on lifelong values consistent with
family and community needs?

Measuring personal values was not easy to do, but some indication was
seen in the appreciation for different activities, being in the outdoors,
patriotism expressed at camp, and positive interactions as an expectation of
the camp.

Each night after our visit to a camp, we spent 2-3 hours writing notes
addressing the 12 questions and recording facts and observations about our
visits. We recorded as much data as possible in the form of field notes. At
that point, together we discussed broad ideas about whether the 2002 camp
study might have measured particular outcomes for each camp we visited.

Upon completing the visits and returning home, we wrote narratives
(memos) describing the camps. We then independently rated each camp on
a matrix of high, average, or low and then ranked them 1 to 6 based on our
observations and how the camps appeared to perform in relation to one
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another. In addition, we rated and ranked what our determinations were of
the four ACA domain outcomes of Positive Identity, Positive Values, Social
Skills, and Thinking and Physical Skills based on the observations. Our
purpose was not necessarily to compare the camps, but by doing the
ranking, we could make sure that our subjective ranking was consistent with
the ratings that we had undertaken. If disagreement existed between the
two of us, it was indicated as an average between the two. In no case did we
as researchers differ by more than one ranking measure. We are aware that
by doing the rating and ranking, we turned qualitative data into a form of
quantitative data. However, we felt this step was necessary if we were going
to “see” outcomes with any reliability.

Although the methods we used were systematic and adequate for the
time we had, we believe that being in each camp for only one day was clearly
a limitation of this study. The ways that we were treated in the camps and
the “feeling” of each camp certainly contributed to our perceptions.
Although we believe our observations were valid and consistent with each
other, our biases (e.g., beliefs in the value of youth-centered programming,
primacy of environmental awareness as important in camp programming)
could not help but enter into this evaluation. Often, as we recorded our
notes each evening, we came upon topics that we wished we had explored
in more depth. Nevertheless, these observations provided a way to experi-
ment with the convergence, complementarity, or dissonance of a mixed-
method approach in assessing indicators of positive youth development
when we compared these observations to the objective data.

Results

After we had completed the observations and written the final camp
visit report, the ACA’s Executive Officer shared the results of the quanti-
tative data analysis. The results of the paired t-tests for the outcome scales
for the six camps are presented in Table 1. The table indicates that three of
the camps had three or more quantitatively measured positive change
constructs. It also shows three camps that quantitatively had no change,
either positive or negative.

The next step was to compare the observation rankings/ratings and the
quantitative results in terms of positive outcomes, as shown in Table 2. This
table shows the effect sizes of the statistically significant quantitative results
as well as the ratings and rankings that we generated from our observations.
When the quantitative results were compared to the qualitative summary,
two (Camp #2 and Camp #3) out of the three camps showing statistically
positive change were also rated as the highest by qualitative observation.
Two (Camp #5 and Camp #6) out of the three camps showing no change
were also identified as the lowest two camps in the observation. The
remaining two camps (Camp #1 and Camp #4) were rated in the middle by
our observations. Camp #1, in fact, had the most measured quantitative
change of all six camps, and Camp #4 showed no change.
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Table 1
Paired t-tests for the Pre- to Post-Camper
Outcomes Questionnaires for Six Camps

At Camp #3 we observed that the items we rated as high related to
positive youth development such as psychological safety, appropriate age
structure, supportive camper–camper relationships, supportive staff–camper
relationships, support for efficacy, social skills, positive identity, and
relationship between reported goals and intended outcomes. The quanti-
tative data revealed that adventure/exploration, environmental awareness,
and positive identity showed positive change from pre- to post-camp. In the
narratives about the camp, we identified the beautiful environmental
backdrop that existed for the activities undertaken at camp and the
opportunities that campers had to progress from beginners to experts in
various camp activities.

For Camp #6, a camp that had no change as a result of quantitative
measurement, we observed many activities occurring and a safe, structured
program, but little intensive interaction between the staff and campers. We
did not feel uncomfortable at the camp, but we also did not see the same
type of engagement occurring with campers that we saw elsewhere.

Camp #1 was the camp that seemed to have quantitative results that
were the most incongruent with our observations. A great deal of positive
change was measured in the quantitative data, but subjectively we did not
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Table 2
Comparison of Results between Quantitative Questionnaires and

Qualitative Observations

sense as much positive development occurring. This camp seemed to be
well structured, with a good program in a beautiful wilderness setting. The
youth were appropriately age grouped and had many opportunities to
participate in a variety of activities in cabin groups as well as other self-
selected groups. We were not surprised that positive change occurred in
positive identity, leadership, making friends, adventure/exploration, and
environmental consciousness, as all these aspects were evident in camp.
However, we did not get an overwhelmingly positive feeling about the
camp. Unlike the other camps, we did not feel a sense of warmth and
belonging   For example, some of the campers seemed to interact primarily
in small cliques. Similarly with Camp #4, which we rated relatively high in
the observation, the quantitative results did not show positive outcome
gains. Camp #4 was an exciting place to be, and we felt welcomed by the
staff and campers. Perhaps the sense of achievement and a safe and warm
community of campers and staff were not adequately measured in the
quantitative questionnaires. In addition, Camp #4 had a different seasonal
director in 2003 than in 2002, so differences in elements of staff training
and supervision between the time of quantitative data collection and
observations the following year may have existed.
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Conclusions and Discussion

The purpose of this analysis was to explore indicators of youth
development outcomes through a comparison of two forms of data
collected at six camps. Although perfect agreement did not exist in this
mixing of quantitative and qualitative data, the two approaches provided
some convergence and certainly some complementary data, as indicated in
our discussion of the results. As Sale et al. (2002) noted, complementarity
is related to using a macro and micro analysis that can be combined. This
study provided an opportunity to explore the subjective aspects of camp
experiences along with quantitative approaches. It enabled us to compare
the micro data obtained from the individual campers to the social environ-
mental macro structure of the camp. This example of data corroboration
reflects the recommendations of Domitrovich and Greenberg (2000) in
examining how a theoretical framework of positive youth development can
be measured in relation to how a program is implemented.

We acknowledge limitations in this study attributable to data collection
at two different points in time. As a practical matter, the opportunity to go
back to the camps did not occur until the following year. Nevertheless, this
exploratory comparison showed that some of the indicators of youth
development, such as positive and sustained adult–youth relationships,
youth skill-building activities, and opportunities for youth participation
and leadership that lead to positive outcomes (Lerner et al., 2005), can be
observed by others and self-reported.

Peterson (2004) articulated the need for rigor and theory in youth
program evaluation studies and identified several “truisms” about youth
development from existing literature that can also be applied to camp
experiences. He noted, as did Catalano et al. (2002), that more contact is
better. In residential camps, even though some campers may only stay for
a one-week period, the interaction with the program and staff is 24 hours
a day. The actual hours of contact, even in a one-week camp (e.g., 15 hours
a day for 6 days = 90 hours), might be equivalent to 2 hours a week for 9
months (e.g., 2 hours a week for 40 weeks = 80 hours). Peterson also noted
that structure and sophistication are better in leading toward positive youth
development. We could observe camp organizations that had a clear plan
that was carefully monitored, and this plan (i.e., curriculum) resulted in
concomitant positive change scores. In camp programs, individual campers
live within a structured environment that offers opportunities for develop-
ing and practicing particular skills and competencies, such as living together
in a cabin, making decisions about individual or group activities during the
day, and participating in new activities such as ropes courses. Further,
Peterson advocated that youth programs work best when they are done
well. Staff interaction with campers, the participation of campers in
choosing daily activities, and subjective responses (e.g., smiles) were some
of the indicators we observed that correlated with camp programs that
worked well in terms of the potential for positive youth development
outcomes.
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The results obtained through the field observations may provide
information that can be further refined in developing future measures of
positive youth development in camp or in other youth-serving organiza-
tions. Since it is not always possible to conduct pre- and post-test designs
to measure change, the development of observation protocols might be
useful to consider. Translating how outcomes could be observed to enable
staff and directors to further monitor and evaluate their efforts at camp is
important. Many aspects of outcome evaluation are yet to be uncovered,
but the use of structured observations alone or in tandem with quantitative
measures offers ways to understand what seems to be occurring in a youth
program that results in achieving developmental goals.

In this study, the observers entered the camps with an array of general
camp experience but a limited vision of what the desired outcomes would
“look like” based on the specific camp’s philosophy and implementation
practices. Although natural limitations occur in observing personal values
or identity, as opposed to social and physical skills, merit may lie in
investigating the range of outcomes perceived by people with a vested
interest in them (e.g., board members, head counselors, unit leaders,
program heads, camper parents) as well as by a more detached observer
(e.g., new or prospective parent and/or camper). The process of inviting
an outside observer or using structured observations by key staff members
within a camp has potential for yielding discussion points to complement
and contrast the pen-and-paper evaluations of staff, camper experience, and
program structure.

A further issue to consider is the types of guiding questions that might
be used to conduct observations in camps and other youth organizations.
The tool used for the qualitative observations in our study modeled the
work of Eccles and Gootman (2002). These questions provided a starting
framework, but more research should also be undertaken relative to what
guiding questions would be most useful in attempting to observe possible
outcomes relative to positive youth development. The process of discussing
and refining guiding questions to investigate the goals and objectives
behind a specific program can serve as a tool to achieve greater mutual
understanding between administrators and frontline staff members. For
years, the idea of “management by walking around” has been utilized. As
more emphasis is placed on supervisor training and understanding the
importance of intentional programming to reach desired objectives, know-
ing what to observe related to positive outcomes will be useful.

The value of this exploratory study lies in examining ways to measure
micro and macro explanations of youth development in a structured camp
experience. The implications for combining data and validating methods in
other recreation organizations have the potential for understanding how
and why youth development programs in recreation and camp settings
work. The interaction of the individual within the structure of the social and
cultural environment is not a clear cause-and-effect relationship. Therefore,
the process used to gain insight can be a powerful tool for a program to
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explore its goals and implementation. In any recreation program, but
specifically in seasonal programs, the consistency and intentionality in
creating a structure to support desired outcomes is an ongoing challenge.
The use of mixed methods and multiple measures to document youth
development outcomes holds potential as a research and program evalua-
tion tool, in terms of both examining the process and documenting changes
leading to positive youth development.
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