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Overview

What does it mean to be intentional?

Empirical study that modelled intention toward 
program outcomes in a camp setting

Key findings, implications for practice; future 
opportunities



Being 
intentional!



Literature 

 Well-designed and delivered youth programs positively 
enhance developmental outcomes for youth (Catalano, 
Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2002)

 Intentionality involves “deliberate, strategic decisions 
to create opportunities that maximize developmental 
outcomes” (Walker, Marczak, Blyth, & Borden, 2005, p. 401). 

 Although intentionality has been explored within the 
camp literature (Bialeschki, Lyons, & Ewing, 2005), evidence of 
the effectiveness of intentionality (for producing 
specific positive youth outcomes) is mixed. 



Purpose

To explore the potential relationship between 
intention toward program outcomes and 
corresponding parent observed outcomes
resulting from the camp experience. 

Guiding hypotheses: 
 H1: Camp director intention toward outcomes will 

have a direct positive effect on youth outcomes.

 H2: Camp director practices will have a direct 
positive effect on youth outcomes.



Participants

Collaboration with a regional camp association

 13 camp directors and the 2,779 parents they 
served completed online Qualtrics surveys 
exploring the relationships between camp 
practices and youth development outcomes 

 23% response rate for the parent survey



Data 
Collection
(Directors)

Director survey (post only)= camp experience; 
education level; practices related to intentionality 
and youth outcome achievement



Director
Descriptives

Director Education
Bachelor’s Degree - n = 9 (69.2%)

Master’s Degree- n = 2 (15.4%)

Doctorate- n = 2 (15.4%)

Director Experience
M = 19.15 years, SD = 3.65 



Director
Descriptives

 Director Intention to Outcomes [Mean (SD)]
 Cooperation - 5.92 (.277)
 Communication - 5.54 (.660)
 Exploration- 5.69 (.480)
 Attitude - 5.85 (.376)
 Self-Regulation - 5.54 (.519)

 Director Practices
 Youth Leading Activities - 4.54 (.967)
 Staff to Camper Ratio - 5.5 
 Campers to 1 Staff (.577)
 Percent of Returning Staff - 63.8% (11.9%)
 Youth-Staff Program Design - 4.08 (.862)
 Pre-Camp Staff Training (Days) - 7.08 (2.87)
 In-Service Staff Training (Days) - 5.85 (4.56)
 Encourage Staff to Adapt Programs - 5.54 (.519)



Data 
Collection
(Parents)

Parent survey (pre / retrospective post)= parent 
and child demographics; parent perceptions of 
outcomes associated with their child’s camp 
experience; 



Parent
Descriptives

 Annual Household Income
 M = $204,992.38 (SD = 77,825.10, Mdn = $225,000, range = 

$12,500-$275,000)

 Parent Ethnic Group
 European Origin (n = 2,779, 94.1%)
 Multiple Ethnicity (n = 29, 1.1%)
 Latino Origin (n = 27, .91%)
 African American (n = 37, 1.3%)
 Asian Origin (n = 67, 1.3%)
 Native American (n = 6, .2%)

 Parent Education
 High School (n = 28, .9%)
 Some College (n = 79, 2.7%)
 Associates Degree (n = 69, 2.3%)
 Bachelor’s Degree (n = 1,334, 45.4%)
 Master’s Degree (n = 966, 32.9%)
 Doctorate/Ph.D. (n = 464, 15.8%) 



Data 
Analysis
(CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) performed to 
assess the reliability and validity of the parental 
perceptions of outcomes measure

 Final CFA of the scale resulted in the removal of 
14 items or a total of 21 items in the outcome 
measure

Our 5 outcomes were supported (5-factor 
solution fit the data): χ²(179) = 1537.187, p ≤ .001, 
SRMR = .043, RMSEA = .057 (90%, CI .054 - .059), 
and CFI = .952.  



Results of 
CFA



Structural 
Model of the 
Relationship 
Between 
Intention and 
Outcomes



Structural 
Model of the 
Relationship 
Between 
Intention and 
Outcomes



H1 and H2 
not supported

 H1: Camp director intention toward outcomes will have 
a direct positive effect on youth outcomes (as director 
intention ↑, so will observed camper growth )

 Camp director intention had no meaningful influence on 
the rate of observed growth in the five youth outcomes.

 H2: Camp director practices (e.g., staff-to-camper ratio, 
youth involvement in programming decisions, percent of 
returning staff) will have a direct positive effect on youth 
outcomes.

 No meaningful effect of camp director practices was 
found on the rates of observed camper growth. 



Evidence of 
Camper Growth

Parents reported meaningful growth in their 
child’s outcomes

Responsibility (β = .712, SE = .016, p ≤ .001)

Exploration (β = .535, SE = .015, p ≤ .001)

Self-regulation (β = .701, SE = .016 p ≤ .001)

Attitude (β = .708, SE = .015, p ≤ .001)

Communication (β = .733, SE = .015, p ≤ .001)



Discussion

 The finding that director practices 
had no meaningful influence on 
outcomes was surprising. 

 Counter to prevailing wisdom 
within the youth development and 
camp literatures (Gambone et al., 2002; 

Henderson et al., 2007b) that suggests (for 
example) youth involvement as a 
feature of positive youth 
development settings. 



Implications

 Instead of intentionally targeting specific youth 
outcomes such as decision-making, leadership, and 
communication, focus on the provision of the 
specific supports and opportunities of PYD 
(Gambone et al., 2002). 

 By focusing broadly on how PYD elements are 
provided to youth, then other youth outcomes 
may be achieved indirectly without a direct, 
intentional focus. 



Limitations

1. Limited variation in directors’ ratings of their 
intention toward specific program outcomes

2. Homogenous sample of parents

1. Self-report has a number of inherent weaknesses



Future 
Directions

 Intentionality is ripe for future study!

 Better operationalize intentionality. What does 
intentionality actually look like in practice?

 Examine “doing something intentionally” vs. “intending 
to do something.” It is possible that a person could 
achieve a certain effect by intending to do something else 
entirely (a change because of a side effect). 

 Take a closer look at other variables that may influence 
the relationship between intention and outcomes.



Conclusions

 A unique contribution of this study was the use of 
structural equation modeling to identify causal 
relationships between director practices and 
developmental outcomes with data collected from one 
of the largest samples of parents to date. 

 This study furthers our understanding of program 
intentionality in camps and may offer insights to 
inform practices across other youth development 
settings.
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