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Negative
Response
Proposed System 0 1 2 ‘
Change No.. . 5t N5 @ s No. % No
1. Focusing the cur- 15 {2416 B R -
riculum of all e 334000 4 DI
disciplines on ‘
energy/ conservation
education
2. Changing school 7, 11,5 e
schedules to combine 0360 i
disciplines

grams requiring
studies out in the
community

4. Teachers guiding 04 £0:0 SROFROI0 6, 189:8 88 13!
students in discovery :
and investigations of
energy problems

5. Teachers telling 0 00 4 6.6 13 213 " SSEEEHN
students about
energy problems

6. Adding a separate 4 6.7 0O 2f 79813 S 1313
course on energy
problems and con-
servation to the

3. Changing schoolpro- 0 00 0 00 18 295 18 295 32 525

curriculum
Difficulties in 1 mr”' g about percent of the subjects identifi

Energy and Its Conservation one problem. This item also had»a
Survey respondents felt the major difficulty in teach- response (2.38) recorded.
ing about energy and energy conservation was with Difficulties felt to be of 1 W
the preparation of teachers (Table 4). More than sixty ment of students in the class

TABLE 4 A' sior difficulties in teaching about energy and energy conservation.

‘Major Difficulty Mmor Duﬁc
1 2 3 4 5 6
Difficulty No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
1. Structure of the 11 180 12 197" 4" 6.6 040N I 4 Gﬂ

curriculum
2. Preparation of 38 638 55 QBT 1.7 1 .7 567 1005

teachers B,
3. Availability of 0 0.0 17 ..27.9.33 541 LSl GEEIEEEES
curricular ma- y ol

terials on energy

and its conservation v %
4. Methods/techniques 7 11.5 9 148 9 148 6 9.8 2.5,_-;41;9 »

of teaching . .

5. Confinement of 0 0.0 8 .133..3 500 135217
students in the e
classroom | ey v

6. Rigidity of the 3 52 - 6ouil03 52 034 NSRS R
school schedule el

7. Availability of 1 14, s 86., 7 121 13; 248N

€ - s ”’[ﬁ_ " 7'
alternatives to the s
present curriculum s Jutbeb

and schedules Xl L
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e items had mean score re-

the school schedule. Thes tively. All other mean

sponses of 5.17 and 5.09, respec
S([:,ore responses in question set four fell between the

. . : d
lowest mean score of 2.38 (the highest priority) an

the second highest mean score of 5 .09..
Disciplinary Emphasis When Integrating Energy

Education/ Conservation into the Curriculum T
Science was the discipline teache.rs felt .shoul re
ceive the primary emphasis when integrating energy

TABLE 5: Disciplinary emphasis when integratin

High Emphasis
1 2 3
Discipline No. % No. % No. %
1. Biology HORENToN/ R RE 63 .3 5S¢ 8.3
2. Economics 0 0.0 4 GIoRGE L8
3. Industrial Arts 1 1.6 3 OB - 373
4. Science 49  80.3 il [SIOR=O= " 010
5. Social Studies 0 0.0 1 E6E 15T 24:6
6. Vocational 0 0.0 1 /a3 390
Agriculture
7. Vocational 1 3.0 0 QIO 111" 333
Home
Economics
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education/ conservation into the curriculum

More than 80 percent of .the respondents
science as the discipline which should receijye Pring
emphasis. The mean score response (1.23) tq this itern}]l
was also the lowest mean scorg recorded, Bi010gy

discipline received the seconq hl‘gh.est mean score (2-37)
Mean scores for all other. disciplines fel'l between 38.
(vocational home economics) and 5.25 (industrig art;)

g energy education/ conservation into the curriculum,

s ;*:x
Low Emphasis
6 7
4 S S 158 Standard
No. % No. % No. % No. % Mean Deyigig,
GRS 33 4 6.7 1 1.7 2,37 Sjue
D308 18 295 11 18.0 523 NS
ORI D3 3 17 27.9 17 279 ° 5.25"%p%y
G0 0 00 0 00 1.23 53
RGN Ga26:20 6 9.8 13 213 482 Sjeh
68 13 220 0 0.0 409 %
CERSOrSER D12 0 0.0 3.0~ "3.33 =y

Educational Level At Which New Energy
Education/Conservation Programs Should Aim

When questioned concerning the educational levels
at which new energy education/conservation programs
should aim, 89.7 percent of the respondents felt new

TABLE 6: Educational level at which new energy/conservation education programs sh

'vrog:a;ﬁs should be di-
schools (Table 6).
I adults followed in a

energy education/conservati
rected primarily at eleme
Secondary schools, colleges
decreasing order of emphas

High Priority

Low Priorityw

1
. B 3 i 4 Standard
Educational Level No. % No. %  No. %  No. Jean Deviation
1. Elementary Schools 0 %0 o0 2 3 117 s
2. Secondary Schools 4 7.0 51 89.5 1 1.8 1 # 1.98 40
3. Colleges 1 1.8 20 00 53 964 1 1.8 2.98 30
4. Adults 0 ger = 2 B 18 52 945 3.91 40
CONCLUSIONS i i
: . discovering and gati roblems
Analysis of th_e data gathered in the process of this are acceptible char 3 Itrhr:agprzrs]:;%yedgcational
sFudy was sufﬁcwnt to support the following conclu- system necessary litate energy education/
sions concerning the energy education/conservation conservation- : 7 =
t . - 5 <
atlltud%1 :f the study_pop‘;ﬂathn-‘ 4. Focusing the curriculum of all disciplines o
- The energy crisis does lnc'ilcate a need for teach- energy education/conservation is an educational
ing z'lbout energy pr.oductlon, use, and conserva- system chanege which 1d be supported by
tion in public education. teache B e e o '
2. The present educational system is to some de b -
involving students in reading about energy pfgfﬁ R e R i teaching SEERC “_"d
lems. eiﬂl‘?’gyh‘:onserv:fxtion is related to the preparation
3. Changing school programs requirin tudi e
q g studies out 6. Confinement of students in the classroom and

in the community, adding a S€parate course on
energy problems and conservation to the cur-
riculum, and having teachers guide students in

rigidity of the school schedule do not represent
major difficulties in teaching about energy and
energy conservation.





