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Irr surveying malagers of lowa's cmpgmut~rls to deierrnine their 
attitudes arid behavior regarcting recycling, it was found that 
attitildes were rela:& tn the type ofeducatic~nal backgrounds. Fix 
exampie, ialanagers with park and recreation degrees had less 
strong r:onservatirrn orierttation than those with educational 
triti~iing in rlatural sciences which tc~ided to develop the strongest 
coitscr~;itioi-rist oricilt;iti;?rl. 

lntrodtaciion 
'Ific garbage crisis fins I>ecur.ne a ciitical issue fur ncruly every 
govcriritig Iwdy irr this ctru~ltry. With the ;aincmnt of waste 
iricrrasing every year ~inii solid waste disposal sites filling up and 
closing r:rpi~l!y, t h ~  r > i ~ ~ l  10 encourage recycling hecornes more 
crliicai each day, Yet developing and impiementic~g waste 
tlispi:>sa% p!aw i s  increasialgly tPifficult e s p i a l l y  fix park and 
rccrr:iiiori tagcncirs with limited resciurtles and vague directives. 

Iowa's pn~ks ant! carnping weas provide an excellent setting for 
the cxj~iririrtiot~ and cvaluatior~ of attitiltlcs arrd !xiiaviurs 
rcpariiiop recyclic~g anti comprehensive waste ~nariagemcnt 
[Xi'gruRzs, Irt rkie f;ill of 1992. X(iwira State University compfeixl a 
cu~riprcl~c!~sivc >;!u<iy of Iowa caa~pgound managers: to dtxurncnt 
cur-l.t:ni sdid waste iIliittngeine~lt practices and recycling efforts 
ancl !n iiientify rccicaiion site managers' attitiides. perceptions, 
knowletigc arnd rrwtives regarding recyciing and solid waste 
dispvsai tcchi~oit.;gics. 

When one fries to look at 1f1c relasons why one tnmager is more 
acccptiiig of' rccyciing iri thcis ctirnpgrnur~af arid more mntivaled 
to aievciop arnd irnpierncrit rlew solid waste disposai programs and 
~mlicies, rnaiiy qucst.i:?i>s arise. 'lhcre are Inany factors which 
ii<fect b?coplc'. arlieudcs nnif behaviors. One factor that has been 
cxamincd i a i  other sit~dici; is edilcarioncil training (I'ietcher, 
Wallher & McC.'onc>chii I9X9;. In this paper we examine that link 
ijctwcem educatior;:~! i)ackgmund a;ld attitudes lowards recycling. 

vlhus, the oi~jccrives a f  this paper are twofvlid: 
1. To Identify ruld classify park rna~~gerrs' perceptions of the 

be~~efits  an:! Barriers to Che clevclopment of comprehensive 
park based recycling prog:ams; 

2. 't'o exwnine the seiatio~~silip berwcen educational training and 
park rnsntlgers recycling perwptioals, 

Metl1ods 
'kl~c sirrvey of all pra!,lic and nf lowa's campgrct~rnds was 
miniluctcti in iiae 1:ali 1991 iry Iowa S?aW IJniversity (Rohertscm 
1902). A Ift-page botrklct was sent ti> the n~magers of ;ail 488 of 
itiwa's public anif, private caanpgrciurmds. f nbtraciing qnestior1- 
iiakes C0:oinnii to be duplicative, a total of 378 usabie question- 
iiakcs werc crtix~plcled for a final respinse rate of 86%. Because 
of noii response on the educational background question, only 
292 rcspcpndeizts arc included in our analysis of variance. i l k  

response rate varicll by administrafive unit of carnpirlg asca, 88 f ; i j  
of managers of state parks res;miided, IN)% oi Ehc fecleral 
clampground tna:lagelr;. 74% of the coutlry md !ai.a? i:rai;.1~.,gers 
and only 39% of the private canpground ananagers, The i'iniii 
number nfrnanagers included in the study is shown in 'Sable I .  

------ 
# of managers t y p  of carnpgroi~nd 

59 State 
I9 Fcderal 

263 County 
12 Ix)cal 
2 Ncit foa. profit 

23 Private 

'Bhis ic~oks at the selatiorlship fxtweefl two \wiablrs. 
educatiotlal biickgmund zu~d the attitudes of casnpgfi?ur~d 
tnanagcrs towards recycling. '!he varable of educatioalal 
backgrounci was defined by gruuping Che different ec%ucatiitna! 
pmgriuns which managers listed as  thois "edilcational tsnining" 
into Chrw main categorie~ which we called Natural Sciences. 
Resource Mar~agernerit arkti Z'wk and Recreafii~nlSucia! Scierices. 
Table 2 shows how the variable was defined. 

Table 2. Definition of educational traitling. 

Niialber Perccrrt 
- 

NS ! 61 54.9?41 
3 

R S 
25 8.5%: 

Natural Kestrurc;e Managcmcrrf 15 5.1% 

PR 
Park & Kecreati:~n Management 56 22.5% 
Socid Science 3 1 .W& 
Law Iiiiforcet~iet~t. 5 1.79& 
Education1 G 2.0% 
Business Administraiinil 6 2.0% 
Assuciak of Arts 6 2.0"+. 

The variable of attitude tr~wards recycling was devciopcd by 
prfurming a factur anafysis on the 39 reasons listxd in the 
questiorlnaire for recycling or not recycling. Respondents were 
asked to sate on a 5 point scale from "not hpu*fre;)tw to 
"exberarely im~~rtmnnt" 22 reasons for recycling and 17 remons for 
rtot recycling. ' h e  factor andysis yielded 10 interpretaiiEc and 
conceptuafiy nreaningful factors with eigenvdues :$bow 1.0 
which we tested for internal reliability. 'Ihese 10 factors 
explain& 65% of the coral variance. 'Table 3 lists !he Fdctr,r 
names, the item content, the reliability test's alpha ievei , the 
eigerrualmes arid the proprtiocsn of variance cxpiairwd by each of 
tile 10 factors. Finally, to examine the rerationship between t3e 
attitude variable ant? educational backgrc~urad, we used a one-way 
aadysis of variance of bfe 10 scales created from the factors a16 
the 3 t y p s  of wfucatic?naI backgrourid. 



Table 3. Results of factor analysis. 

(alpha) Factor ExpIained 
Loading Variance 

Factor 1 (.882) 18% 

To conserve energy .798 
'Ii, conserve natural resources ,773 
It saves resourws for future gerlerations .77 1 
I>ue to shortages in raw rnatcrials ,762 
Recycling i s  an effective way to protect and pesefve resources .693 
To save landfill space "689 

Factor 2 ( .TI$)  

'I'o be recognized as an envirctnmcnlaIisi 
Because Y recycle at home 
Because it makes a person feel good 
Because it is the right thing to do 

Factor 3 (.653) 
Inconvenience 
lka't want to he hthered 
Ahuntiance of raw materials 
Lack of finhcial incentives 

Factor 4 (.766) 

Not eneaugtl staff to itranage a recycling program 
1,ack of al'propriatr: facilities for rccyclitlg 
No pickup service in  the area 
'roo costly to administer 

IFactor 5 (.X20) 

'To it~troduce park visitors to recycling . . f o educate p;wk visitors oil the v;iluc.s of recycling , . lo sct a g o d  example for p,wk visitors 

f'actur 6 (.6R4) 

li ,cgal requircnnertts 
Because rjPher park and rccrcatioi~s areas mcycb 
'h help chariuhlc oxgarrixiitioris 
'KO create bcal jobs 

Factor 7 ( .630) 
& 
Agmcy cftwsn't crlcotlrage devcloprnct~t of recycling pn3grams 
Campers would not particil7itte in programs 
Y , B C ~  of v ~ l i ~ i ~ t e r ~ r  or int~rest  prc~up supp~r t  
"l'r~ct costiy tir ;icimis\istcr 

Pactor R 1.71 7) 

No market for the recycled illaterials 
Not enough gitrhage to justify development of recycling pn,grm, 
'roo c i ~ t l y  to ad~ninister 
I,ack of volunteer or inlerest grc~cp suppjrt 

I:3ctm 9 (.593) 
Not required 
Should Fac left to volunteer and not-for-profit grrtups 
Sbet~ltd he left in private sector 
Uon't ktrctw tmw &) rccycke 

Factor 10 f.420) 

'To re<.tt*lum the cost of garbage collectrorr 
To gcr money for recyclable materials 



ReslrriiLs 
'The results i!f tile ai~i~lljsis o r  vaj-inncc arc showri i n  'ii"aitie 5, hut 
can i?e sunmarizilil in the fo!io.is.ii~g I t3  statementr: 

1. Park artd Keureatiorr Man,igemer!: graduates consider 
crrnservation a i css  imp>rra!rr reason for recyclir~p thai 
grac1uatcs of Natiiral Sciciicus. 

2. Resource Mai~agernertt gi.atiiiat~s consider social v;l!ues 
significar~tfy more iinp)il;ult rc;i.;ctil f ix rccyclirrg than either 
of the i>&t:r two gr:.)ups, 

3. Park and Reireation lilariagecner:t graduates rate 
inconver~icnce iss a mire iirtpori;int reason fitr N%YI' 
recycling tirail graduatzs of cithcr Natural Scicriccs or 
Rcsourcc: Mai~age~r  icrrt. 

4, Adiniitiswativc barriers were rated as significant i raro!~ fbr 
N107' recycfirag by ail carnpgrc'und malaagers regardicss of  
&ucatio!~ai F~ackground. 

6. Resource Maik;ige~ne~~t and Park and Rccreaiion gractuatcs 
$eft signific;tntly mcwe snci;t! pt:ssijre tii recycle than ttie 
Natcral Scicncc majors. 

7 .  No significar~t ciiffcrcnccs were ffouncl bcrueers the groups 
ratings of the lack of supfxlri vnrinhtr. 

8. i%irk an(! Kccreatiorl Mranagcrnerit grinduates consider 
strirctural barriers tu be sigi-rificarrtly rnore hnpiirtant reasc?iis 
for NO'f' recyciing lhaii gratlr~ates with Natural Scierlccs 
backgrounds. 

9. Reeourcc Managcr:icxnt graduates rated leaving rcryciinp 
programs to c~ther groups as a significantly less importaai? 
reason for NCYr recycling than the managers of thc ctiher two 
educational hackgrounds. 

5. Kcsource Managenrent gratfuatcs felt the educational, value 10, Kesource Mantigernest gratfuntcs ct)r~sic!cr eco;rt:rnic reasons 
of recycling progrztrns were sipnificin,~tly Inore i~n~.x>rtlu~t significantly rnorc iinpctrt~ani rc;sr.>tt fi)r recycling thar: either 
than the N;itnraf Scia!icl: r~t;njors. of the other two gr(lllps. 

Table 4. Results of analysis of variance. 

Factor rr~tmber mci name Means for each type of educational background 
1: ratio a i d  probability (codes used to indicate significant rtifferen~:e) 

-- - 
MS KS i'R 
(a) ic) 

1. Conservation 3.57 3.53 3.37a 
F=4.21 .Oih 

2. Social v;ilues 2.89 3.13ac 2.56 
Fz6.67 .OO L 

3. It~ctrnvenier~ct. 1.7% I .OR 2.13a 
t;=5.h7 .f K)6 

5. Educational values 3.56 3.943 3.62 
I:::3.h0 .026 

6. Social ;~ressiircs 2.32 2.60a 2.603 
1:=7.45 .OM17 

7. Nu support 2.16 2.32 2.fj7 
F=t.88 ,155 

8. Structural barricrs 2.7% 3 .Oii 3.11a 
F-4.47 ,012 

9. No rxquirernett u 1.70 I .2V.ac 1.81 
I;-8.71 .bmi2 

20. Ecclno~nic reasi~ns 2.69 3.1 1.ac 2.63 
F==5.69 ,093 

a, b, c indicate which variahlo; are significantly different from each other 

Ctmciikssions sasd Isnplications 
To sum~narizc the ccanciusioins. tPic lt'aturai Science majitrs were 
the most coniierviitic>n oricnteci. tending ro see the need to recycle 
in more scientific or biological terms. They were the least likely 
to see the cdiicarioila: benefits of recycling progrms. and weren't 
swayed by social pressures. 

The Resource Managenlent ~rtajors wcre !.he ~rlost interested in 
being recognixed as ari environmentalist and recycled because it 
war; the "right thing to di)". They inorc skongly favored using 
recycling program fm edacarioiial purposer; and thclugh they 
wanted to educate thc pu!)lic, they were least iikely lo think the 
job of recyciir~g shouIc1 t ~ z  thc respinsihility of anyone else but 
themselves. 7"tiey were the group ihai saw the rnost val~ic in 
recycling fur ecor~orrric resurms. 

Park m d  RecreatiunlSocial Science majors were the least 
corrservation oriented. tend& to he most likely m see the harriers 
to recycling. T h y  more than any other group felt that recycling 

was an incunver~icncc. No! surprisirlgly they wcre Incist likely io 
think that someone other than themselves should handle ihe,job of 
rayciing and were the grasp most i)feen b say &at they didn't 
know how r;r recycle. Managers with this type of ducarional 
background were the least intercsicd in being recogni:r.d as 
enviiion~nentalists. They were l ~ ~ o s t  swayed be sociai pressures ef 
others recyc!ing and were more iikeiy thsrl other g r o ~ p s  to cited 
reasons tu recycle in terms of helping charitable groups or created 
Itxai jobs. 

* ,  The implications of rile fintljrrgs uf this si!iti~ coulcl hc seer1 fri~nn 
a number c!f tfifferctjt ctricnrarictt~s. C'crtain!y ffrcrc arc: 
irnplicaticms for t b ~ s e  iri fEic ed~icatii>ii;tl Wairiirrg field. Colicga 
pmgrarns should be aware of bilrh the strong prri;n& anti the 
deficiencies of their respective p,rograrnx. Natural Science rr.a+jors 
could use morc emphasis on s;~ci*l aspc?cckj:i, for cxaa~iple. to see 
itlc educatio~~al benefits in  recycling programs. Park arid 
Recreation educational training could certainly txnefit from a o r c  
emphasis on the biological aspects as they apply to programs such 



as recycEng. Helpkg Park and Recreation majors devebp a 
snonger consemation ethic would boaden their view of 
management jobs. 

Another orientation might be &at of marireting. Oare wuki use 
these fmdings to better market recycling programs to each of 
these different groups. Tailoring the message of the need to 
recycle to each groups' orientation will more tihas likely help 
"sell" the concept. 
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