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SUMMARY

Two rather different types of day field centres ( Tees-
mouth Field Centre in Teesmouth and Benwell Field Centre in New-
castle upon Tyne ) were visited. Their modes of operation are des-
cribed and compared.

A questionnaire was despatched to all the secondary
schools within a reasonable distance from the fieldcentres. The
questionnaire examined whether these schools used the fieldcentres
or not, and the reasons for this. The questionnaire also investi-
gated what ideas the teachers had about environmental education,
what environmental activities, other than visiting field centres,
were followed and what species and habitats need more attention in
environmental education.

An important conclusion from the questionnaire was that
almost no systematic differences could be found between the ans-
wers from different types of school, different types of teacher,
teachers with different qualifications or from schools taking dif-
ferent examination levels. There is a reasonable continuity in
environmental education from school year to school year at the moment.
Many types of day field centres were visited by schools. The
surrounding environment and the facilities and equipment a centre
can offer were found to be the most important reasons for choosing
a certain centre and only a few schools chose a centre because it
is the nearest to their school. It appears that all species and
habitats are covered in a certain degree. However, many schools
which have taught environmental topics will stop this when the

new examination level (G.C.S.E.) is introduced.




PREFACE

The topic of this dissertation, namely the use of day
field centres in Great Britain, was suggested to me by Heiko Pen-
tenga, advisor for the Institute for Nature Education in the
Netherlands. The Netherlands have little tradition of field work
of the type offered in countries like the United Kingdom, where
the number of field centres has grown enormously since the second
world war (Herbert et.al.,1972). During the 1970's fieldwork with
pupils and students of primary and secondary schools in the Nether-
lands was done only incidentally and only by a part of the more
enthusiastic teachers. There was hardly any uniformity in approach,
methodology or coordination. People concerned about nature educa-
tion looked for ways of stimulating experience and interest in na-
ture and landscape amongst young people, as well as providing edu-
cation outside the formal educational system (Stichting Veldstudie-
centra, 1985a).

It was for this reason that the Committee for Nature
Education advised the responsible Minister in the Dutch Government
in 1975 to start the development of field centres. The "Stichting
Veldstudiecentra"(Foundation for Field Study Centres) was founded
in 1978 and started operating its first field centre in 1981 in
Orvelte. At present this is the only "real" field centre in the
Netherlands,although other facilities for nature education and
environmental education are available, It is a residential field
centre which offers mainly courses of more than one day to secon-
dary schools (Stichting Veldstudiecentra, 1985a).

Although field course of only one day are available
in the Netherlands -e.g. those run by natural history societies,
environmental organisations and the forestry commission- there is
no field centre specialized in such 'short courses. Henk Lindeman
-manager of the field centre Orvelte- suggested to me that it would

be valuable to study British day field centres without accommoda-




tion, to find out what sort of groups visit these centres, why
they chose to visit them rather than going to those with accom-
modation, how these centres were financed and equipped, what

problems they faced, etc. He himself had visited field centres
‘with accommodation in the U.K. in 1984, an experience which he

found informative and stimulating (Stichting Veldstudiecentra,

1985b).



INTRODUCTION

To examine the factors determining the use of British
field centres (without accommodation), I visited two "day" field
centres with different facilities in, or close to, an urban area.
I then sought the views of the secondary schools in the two
counties closest to each of these centres on their requirements
for the study of environmental education, to determine how far
the field centres provided for the needs perceived by the schools.

I expected various factors to determine whether a school
would use a field centre. Internal factors, within the schools
(such as the importance attached to ecology in the curriculum;
educational targets; or preferences of the teachers) could play
an important role in deciding whether they would plan a course at
a field centre. The same factors might also affect any preferences
for the type of centre, the educational methods to be used or the
scenery or habitats to be studied. However, I also expected that
technical factors, e.g. the distaﬁce from the school to the field
centre and costs of use, might influence the choice of centre to
be visited.

The second chapter of this dissertation provides des-
criptions of the two field centres I visited., The third chapter
accounts for the methods and the specific questions asked. The
fourth chapter describes the answers to the questionnaire, and

the last one evaluates the results.
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THE FIELD STUDY CENTRES

THE TEESMOUTH FIELD CENTRE (FOR LOCATION SEE FIG. 1)

The Teesmouth Field Centre is situated in the grounds of
the Hartlepool nuclear power station of the Central Electricity
Generating Board (C.E.G.B.), which is bounded oﬂ three sides by
Sites of Special Scientific Interest. Near the field centre are
found sand dune systems, sand beaches, rocky shores, intertidal
mud flats, marshland and freshwater-ecosystems. The area lies with-
in easy reach of thousands of schoolchildren from Teesside and
Hartlepool. Because of this unique position and the educational
value this can have, the C.E.G.B. offered accommodation to start a
field studies centre. The Teesmouth Bird Club agreed to help to
form a group of seven schools from Hartlepool and Teesside, and
they were invited to assist in the creation of the field centre
in consultation with the Nature Conservancy Coucil and Her Majes-
ty's Inspectors of schools. The Teesmouth Field Centre was opened
in October 1970 and moved to new larger premises in 1984. It now
consists of a two-room prefabricated classroom building (personal
communication, Mrs L. Burn (Field Centre Warden);Teesmouth Field-
Centre leaflet).

-The aims of the Teesmouth Field Centre are:

1) to encourage and develop the use of Teesmouth for field study
and creative endeavour.

2) to create an awareness of man's relationship with his environ-
ment and the need for its wise management; in particular, to
foster understanding of and concern for conservation.

3) to provide a centre for interchange or relevant information and

ideas.

o)
wn
[2>]

Now fully developed, the centre is visited each year by
over 4000 schoolchildren and members of the general public. People
of almost all ages visit the centre, f;om 6 to 90. The main users

are the schools, which visit the centre during the week. At the



week-end, the centre is used by recreational groups, scouts, women's
institutes and even groups like "winemakers". Traditionally the cen-
tre has been used more by primary schools but now this pattern

is changing; secondary schools are coming much more often. Now-
adays *#607%Z of the visitors are between 7 and 11 years of age and
about 257 are from secondary schools.

The centre provides teachers' courses. These are also a
key element in public relations. When the centre started the orga-
nizers used advertising to make the centre better known, but now
this is not necessary. Courses for head teachers are especially
important. When the head teacher is interested in the work done at
the centre, it is easier for the rest to persuade him or her to let
the school attend a course at the centre. The maximum size of the
groups that the centre can accommodate is 60, With large groups it
is expected that teachers help the staff of the centre. The maxi-
mum groupsize is dictated by the vulnerability of the habitat (the
group size is limited to less than 60 when working in the sand du-
nes) and the behaviour of the pupils! Most school groups come from
within 20 miles (30 km) of the centre (80% from Co. Cleveland, 10%
from Co. Durham, 107 from Co. North Yorkshire), mostly by bus.

(personal communication, Mrs L. Burn).

COURSES

Different programmes of study are available. After dis-
cussin with the teacher, an appropriate programme is selected for
each course, which consists of one or more day visits. Most cour-
ses start with an introductory visit. This cosists of a Tour of
Teesmouth (using the same bus that the group used to come to the
centre) and a Nature Trail. Both the Nature Trail and the Tour aim
at introducing pupils to the techniques of observing in the field
‘and making deductions and also, in the case of the Nature Trail,

to the basic principles of ecology.
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The Tour of Teesmouth (Fig. 2) starts at Port Clarence
and ends at the field centre. Three stops are made en route. At
each, the past and present land use, reclamation and conservation
and surrounding areas are examined and diséussed. The pupils / stu-
dents get out of the bus at some stops. This Tour takes approxima-
tely half a day.

The Nature Trail (Fig. 1) is an ecological trail, in
which the various component habitats are examined, discussed and re-
corded. It starts at Teesmouth Field Centre with an introductiona-
ry talk and takes half a day. During summer and autumn Junior and
Secondary pupils follow this with a Nature Trail booklet provided
by the field centre. Both the Nature Trail and the Tour of Tees-
mouth follow a fixed and standardized programme. However the levels
of explanation and discussion can be adapted to the scientific le-
vel of the students, a decision which has to be taken by the teacher
involved. Specific topics that can be studied in more depth are,
e.g. the co-existance of wildlife and industry, the river, water
pollution, or the seashore (personal communication; mrs 1. Burn).

v After the visit to the Nature Trail and the Tour of Tees-
mouth, follow-up and specialist visits are often made by seconda-
ry schools with '0O' and 'A' level students. These visits enable
teachers to expand upon the introductory experience. Different
schemes can be followed depending on the school's syllabus. Stu-
dents can record field data and process these data into meaning-
ful ecological or environmental deductions. They can learn tech-
niques to be used to study habitats by means of Line Transacts,
Belt Transects and quadrats, and so quantify ecological succesion
in different areas, e.g. sand dunes and salt marshes. Other tech-
niques to be learned include species identification in ornotholo-
gy, botany, freshwater biology and marine life on a rocky shore.
Beside these possibilities, some 'O' and 'A' level teachers have
particular projects in mind and use the field centre as a base, of-
ten employing one or more of the above study schemes in their

work.
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EQUIPMENT

The centre has the following equipment available for
use by schools; binoculars, binocular microscopes, thermometers,
hydrometers, magnifying glasses, sieves,beakers, trays, quadrats,
rulers, pH paper, etc. Most of the equipment is for use in the fol-
low-up visits and it is an important fact that for most fieldwork
(especially for the primary schools) very little equipment is
needed, so that the costs of equipment are of a minor importance

when a centre is started (personal communication Mrs L. Burn).

ORGANIZATION

The buidings of the Teesmouth Field Centre are owned by
the C.E.G.B. but the organisation is in the hands of the Teesmouth
Fieldcentre Management Committee. This Management Committee con-
sists of local teachers from primary and seconary schools, and re-
presentatives of the C.E.G.B. and the Teesmouth Bird Club. The
educational sub-committe produces the worksheets. The fieldcentre
does not charge the visiting schools for tuition or facilities; the
only costs for the schools are the transport costs. The County of
Cleveland Educational Department provides a grant for equipment but
the salary for the only paid staff member is paid by local indus-

tries.
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BENWELL NATURE PARK FIELD CENTRE

The Benwell Nature Park was created in 1982 on a 2 ha
site formerly occupied by terraced housing in the Benwell district
of Newcastle upon Tyne. With help from the City Council, the Bri-
tish Trust for Coservation Volunteers and the Nature Conservacy
council, children from Newcastle and adults from all over Tyneside
have developed the park. After replacement of the top soil over
16,000 trees have been planted, and a pond built and stocked. Paths,
rockeries, flower beds, herb gardens, a tree nursery, a dry stone
wall and a meadow have also been made. A prefabricated building
has been erected and the area around it paved (Nature Conservan-
cy Coucil, 1986). The building consists of one large classroom and
another large room for equipment storage (for the maintenance of
the park, etc.).

The aims of the Bennwell Nature Park Field Centre are:
1) to use the child's environment as a learning medium and to pro-

vide as many different habitats for wildlife as possible with-
in the city.

2) to use the existing urban environment around the park as well
as the habitats within the park as learning tools for envron-
mental education.

3) to provide opportunities for work experience for people older

than 15 (personal communication, Mrs J. Mc.Carthy).

USE _AND COURSES PROVIDED

During the summer terms, between 250 and 300 children
a week visit for a morning or an afternoon sessions or lessons.
Some groups come only once, others visit the centre regularly du-
ring school term, on one morning or afternoon each week. The young-
est groups consist of four and five year olds. They explore and

discover the colour, shape, texture and smell of plants. This is

done by means of handicraft and drawing lessons. Older, primary
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schoolchildren learn about the functions of plants, simple aspects
of the cecosystem, food chains and webs, and about the history

and functions of the surrounding urban area. Apart from using and
observing plants and animals and studying the local buildings and
traffic movements, they are also provided with prepared identifi-
cation sheets, work sheets, maps, town plans, aerial photographs

and textbooks. All these pupils are also involved in practical

work like planting trees, sowing seeds, pricking out seedlings,

and other activities. Because they feel the park is theirs, there

is little vandalism in the park itself (Nature Conservancy Coun-
cil, 1986). For the primary schools the centre is used not only for
fieldstudies but also for language lessons, calculations and other
activities strongly linked with the field study work. Mostly the
visiting group size is the size of the whole class, 20-30 pupils,
but occasionally groups of 60 children visit the centre. The pupils'
owﬁ teacher is always present at the lessons and is normally supposed
to help with them. The programme / topic that is to be taught during
a session is discussed by the Centre staff with the teachers before-
hand. It is important to note that the programme is not standardi-
zed so that a speéial course is made for each visiting class. This
is possible because most classes are from local schools and are of-
ten visited beforehand by the staff in charge of the Centre. When
this is not the case, at least the teacher is asked to visit the

the Centre to discuss the programme. Because the Centre is in the
city itself, most children come to the Centre themselves or by pu-
blic transport (personal communication, mrs J. Mc Carthy).

The majority of the children visiting are of primary age,
but the Centre can make a contribution to Integrated Studies for
12-13 years olds from comprehensive schools as well. The main pro-
blem with provision for secondary schools is their fixed timetables.
This is the main reason why they do not visit the Centre as often
as primary schools. The Centre provides the opportunities for Ath
and Sth years olds to develop rural skills on work experience. This
has been developed in conjunction with the local Careers Office and
with staff of the Training and Vocational Education Initiative Pro-
jects. Others attend as part of the Certificate of Secondary Educa-

tion Community Service (Nature Conservancy Council, 1986).

]
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In-service courses, aimed at teachers of primary and middle school
age groups, have been held each summer term. These meetings are al-
so very important for the recruitment of new groups. The sessions
are practical, aimed to give the teachers more experience so that
they feel confident when they bring their own classes for lessons.
In the future much wider-ranging courses are planned in conjunc-
tion with local conservation organisations and others working in
the field of environmental education (personal communication Mrs

J. Mc Carthy; Nature Conservancy Council, 1986).

The centre also provides adult course which include af-
ternoon workshop sessions for the community. The subjects covered
range from tool repairs, maintenance to herb growing and wild flo-
wer trails. Another important aspect of the Centre is the Benwell
Nature Club, a group of about 40 children between 6 and 15 who are
actively engaged in practical conservation projects within the park

and the surrounding countryside (Nature Conservancy Council, 1986).

EQUIPMENT

The equipment of the Centre and Park can be devided into
equipment for maintenance of the park, like spades, forks, wheel-
barrows and wellingtons, and equipment for educational use. That
for primary schools is very simple and cheap, in fact wellingtons
are enough for most of the work! For secondary schools, however,
quadrats, squares, pond nets, magnifying glsses, white trays, iden-
tification keys, soil testing kits, sieves and some microscopes

are used (personal communication Mrs J. Mc Carthy).

ORGANIZATION

The Centre is led by a teacher in charge (Mrs J. Mc Car-
thy), who is responsible for educational matters, and a field offi-
cer, responsible for the maintenance of the .park. A large contri-
bution is also made by a group of volunteers from the surrounding
district. Decisions are made after discussion between staff and vo-

lunteers. The Centre and the Park, which were set up by the Educa-
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tion Department of Newcastle upon Tyne, in partnership with the
British Trust for Conservation Volunteers and the N.C.C., is fun-
ded by inner city parnership schemes and a reclamation grant. The
running costs are about £5000 annually (£2500 til 1985). Newcas-
tle Education Department pays two staff and the costs of the Cen-
tre, allowing students and visiting groups to visit the Centre free

of charge (personal communication Mrs J. Mc Carthy).

A COMPARISON BETWEEN THE TWO DAY CENTRES

Major differences can be seen between the two centres
in situation, distance from centres of populations, function, users,
types of courses, finances and equipment. The Benwell Field Centre
is situated close to the centre of a city, while the Teesmouth Field
Centre is situated a few miles away from the nearest town. This has
some important implications for the functions and the ways in which
the centres work.

The Benwell Field Centre has a strong local function,
while the Teesmouth Field Centre has more of a regional function.
The local function of the Benwell Field Centre makes it possible
for the schools to return to the Centre regularly. The Centre is
more or less a part of the schoolgrounds and also has an important
social function for the local community. Because it is situated in
the centre of a city and almost all the visitors come from neigh-
bouring areas of the city (i.e. they are visitors who do not of-
ten come in contact with the "green" aspects of the environment)
the Centre also puts much emphasis on the less academic aspects of
environmental education, like planting trees, sowing seeds and
other rural skills.

The Teesmouth Field Centre is situated between 3 Sites
of Special Scientific Interest which are relatively stable and un-
modified compared with the Benwell Park site, which has only re-
cently been established on grounds that were until recently ter-
raced housing areas. The different surroundings of the two centres

have implications for the type of work that can be undertaken by
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the groups that use them. Because the vegetation on the Benwell
park areas has only recently been planted or established, the
Benwell Nature park is relatively less interesting for ecologi-

cal or biological studies at the secondary school level (although
ofcourse not impossible!). In contrast, the Teesmouth Field Centre
is extremely useful for academic work in ecology or field biolo-

gy because of the many different habitats surrounding it. However,
the fragile nature of some of the habitats at Teesmouth also makes
it necessary to control the type of work that is done. Another dis-
advantage of Teesmouth is that there are restrictions imposed by
landownership on where the schools may go. Benwell Park does not
have these disavantages, all their habitats are on their own grounds
and accessible via pathways.

Courses of Teesmouth Field Centre often work with stan-
dardized worksheets, although a variety of less standardized fol-
low-up projects can be chosen. In contrast the Benwell Field Cen-
tre creates a special course for each visiting class. This is pos-
sible because the classes and schools visit the centre very regu-
larly and the staff of the centre come to know the level and abili-
ties of the pupils very well. Both methods are valuable. The Tees-
mouth approach is indeed very necessary for visiting school classes
whose academic level is unknown, and the material used can be sent
to the schoolteacher beforehand so that he can prepare the class
for the visit to the centre. Because the classes using the Benwell
Field Centre are known to the staff of the field centre and they
also know exactly what the needs of the children are, their method
is better in their situation.

The organization of the Teesmouth Field Centre is in the
hands of a very broad committee, consisting of local teachers and
people from the C.E.G.B. and the Teesmouth Bird Club, whereas the
decision-taking in the Benwell Field Centre is done by the staff
only (after discussion). Both approaches are valuable. The Benwell
approach is less time consuming but the Teesmouth approach cre-
ates possibilities for introduction of teaching material from

people in industry, natural history and conscervation, with more
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specialized knowledge.

The Teesmouth Field Centre has more equipment than the
Benwell Field Centre. This can be explained partly by historical
reasons: it is older and has had more time to collect equipment.
Besides this, however, it was started in an economically flouri-
shing period - the early 1970's. Because the Teesmouth Field Cen-
tre has a more academic approach and gets more secondary schools
it also needs more equipment, which the staff has been stimulated
to aquire. However, both centres stress that field centres can be
operated without necessarily possessing a lot of expensive equip-
ment.

In both centres the users do not have to pay. The Benwell
Park is owned by the city of Newcastle, and funded by a reclamation
grant and city partnership schemes, while the staff is paid by the
Newcastle Education Department. The buidings of the Teesmouth Field
centre are provided by the C.E.G.B. and the staff paid by local in-
dustries, Both systems have benefits and disadvantages. Because the
staff of Teesmouth Field Centre are dependent on funding by local
industries, it could be difficult for those staff to be really cri-
tical of the industries. However in a time of financial cuts by lo-
cal education departments, The Teesmouth Field Centre might in the
long term be in safer hands than the Benwell Field Centre.

Summarizing, we can say that both centres are of great
value, the Benwell Field Centre mainly because it provides a "green
spot" in a "grey" environment and gives people opportunities to ex-
plore this environmental island, the Teesmouth Field Centre because
it gives people opportunities.to look more closely at environments
that they would not otherwise be able to study in depth fairly clo-

se to their homes.
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METHODS AND REASONS FOR ASKING THE QUESTIONS

The questionnaire has been designed in cooperation with
the staff of both visited field centres. For several reasons, I
chose to produce a questionnaire for teachers of environmental
topics rather than a questionnaire for visitors (students) of
field centres, which might have seemed the most logical choice. A
questionnaire for students would have taken much more time and
funding to organize and it also would have been more difficult to
persuade teachers to contribute to the project, as they would have
lost time at the centre that they otherwise could have spent teach-
ing. Designing a questionnaire for students would also have posed
considerable problems, because environmental education only pro-
duces its' benefits after long and regular attention. This makes
it hard to find out what effects single events, like visits to
field centres, really have. (However, an Australian study indi-
cated that schools with no environmental programme could benefit
from a programme developed by a field centre in cooperation with
the school (Mc Intosh, 1981)). Another problem with questionnaires
is that students are likely to give biased answers, answers they
expect the questioner wants -or does not want- to have!

Many schools might choose not to use field centres,
despite the fact that they pay attention to environmental topics
and nature education. For this reason my questionnaire also inves-
tigated what other environmental activities are done in these
schools. I chose this broader approach because:

1) Schools that pay much attention to environmental education
could for this very reason decide not to visit a field centre.

2) It provides more starting points to increase the use of field
centres since more can be discovered about the actual situations
and desires of their users.

3) A high degree of concern about environmental education by the
teachers can lead to a reasonable quality and quantity of environ-

mental educAation.
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The questionnaire forms were dispatched during the second
half of June 1986. They were sent out to all secondary schools at a
reasonable distance from the two field centres, covering all sorts
of secondary schools in County Cleveland and the city of Newcastle
upon Tyne. To get a complete picture of environmental education in
secondary schools, special schools were not excluded from the
questionnaire. The forms were addressed to the Head Teacher of the
schools and included two covering letters -one for the Head
Teacher and one for the teacher involved in environmental educa-
tion- and a stamped and addressed envelope for return of the ques-
tionnaire, A total of 131 letters were dispatched. For financial
reasons and because of lack of time -the holidays were coming up-
no reminders were sent,

The questionnaire opened with a number of inventory
questions. The aim of these questions was to define whether the
following parameters are related to or affect the answers given
later in the questionnaire. The parameters were:

- the type of school.

~ the age group of the teachers.

- the age group of the students who receive environmental educa-
tion.

~ the qualification of the teacher.

- the examination level taken by the students.

- if the school is planning to teach environmental education at
G.C.S.E. level (to be introduced shortly after this investiga-
tion ).

Through the questionnaire, I tried to find out if dif-
ferent school or teaching backgrounds led to different needs, if
if they determined whether a school would visit a field centre or
not and if different backgrounds led to different opinions and
approaches in environmental education. To look more closely at
the relationships betﬁeen these parameters and the rest of the
answers of the questionnaire, I used the crosstabulation SPSSX

programme of the Durham University computer.
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The next set of questions asked for the teachers' ideas
on the teaching of environmental topics. Although not all of these
questions are related directly to the use of field centres, the
answers can be used to define the needs of visitors to the field
centres and to compare these with the programmes that are offered
by both field centres I visited. This makes it possible to look
more carefully in what ways and to what degrees these centres can
offer solutions for possible problems of their users, in this case
secondary schools. The questions asked:
~ what are the most important aspects of teaching about the envi-

ronment (to check whether these are covered by the field centres)
and whether these aspects are taught well enough in the schools
(sincerfield centres could complete possible shortcomings).

- whether environmental education should be presented as integra-
ted with other school subjects or as special topic and, if
integrated, with what other subjects this should be. (Both field
centres I visited opted for an integrated approach with an com-
bination of biology, geography and history, while the Benwell
centre also used handicrafts, drawing and language lessons. I
wanted to examine whether this agreed with the teachers' ideas).

- what environmental activities are organized by the schools to
take place outdoors.

- whether the teachers have enough knowledge to teach about the
natural environment (both field centres I visited provide teacher
courses; I wanted to check whether they were thought necessary
by the teachers).

- whether help provided from outside a school was thought to be
desirable and, if so, what would be the most suitable ways to
provide it (I wanted to examine whether field centres could play

a role in meeting any needs identified).

Several questions were asked to find out what factors
determined whether a school visited a field centre or not, and if
so, what type of centre would be used. Beside time and costs fac-

tors ( both related to distance) many other factors might determine
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whether a school would visit a particular field centre or not.

To look at these factors in more detail, the total "population"

of schools that answered the questionnaire were split up in three

groups:
(1)
(ii)

(iii)

those that had visited a field centre last year.
those that had not visited a field centre last year but
did so in a previous year.

those that had never visited a field centre.

The first group was asked:

with what age groups the schools visited the centre.

the name and address of the centre (so that I could ascertain

the distance from the school and find out whether one of the

fieldcentres I visited has been used).

whether

the centre visited had accommodation and, if so, if the

class had stayed overnight (if this was not the case in a resi-

dential
reasons
reasons
who was

centre,

centre, I wanted to know why not).

for using fieldcentres in general.

for using this specific centre.

teaching in this centre (schoolteacher, staff of the
or both?).

what type of work was done with their class at the centre.

whether

and how field centres could be improved.

Schools that had not visited ‘a centre last year and the

schools that had never used a field centre were asked for their

reasons for not using them.

The last set of questions was designed to find out if

certain habitats or species need more attention in (ecological)

environmental education and if the schools teach about the phy-

sical and chemical properties of soil and water, as well as about

plants and animals. The idea behind these questions was that a
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teacher might well put more emphasis during his or her lessons
on species and habitats that form his or her particular interests.
If known, species and habitats that are popular with the teachers
could be used to stimulate interest in the use of field centres in
nature education. On the other hand, it should be a task of the
field centres to show that the existence of these species depends
on the combination of the complete biotic and abiotic environment.
My first question asked which habitats the teacher used for envi-
ronmental education and the next two questions asked what plant
and animal species interest the teachers particularly. Two other
questions asked what species and habitats the teachers thought
need more attention, followed by a question about the teaching of
physical and chemical aspects of the environment.

The last question asked whether the teachers had any
comments about the questionnaire, to find out if some questions
were unclear to the teachers or whether any errors had been made

in the design of the questionnaire.



22

THE QUESTIOQONNAIRE

The results of the questionnaire are discussed in this
chapter. It must be stressed that -because of the relatively small
sample size- most findings are descriptions of trends rather than
statistically valid generalizations, even for the geographical
area studied. The findings are supported stétistically only when
this is mentioned explicitly. During the crosstabulation tests the
"other" schools are excluded for X’calculations because this group
is very diverse. Answers to the open questions are listed in the

Appendix.

INVENTORY QUESTIONS (QUESTIONS la - lg)

Table 1 shows that answers were provided by a reasonable
cross-section of all the possible secondary school types. "Other"
important school types mentioned are the "Sixth Form College (5x)
and the Middle School (6x). The answers from both types of Compre-
hensive Schools (a and b) are taken together during crosstabulation
calculations. The group "other" was excluded during the crosstabu-

lations because this group is very diverse.

Table 1 (Answens to questionnaine Q. la)

What type of school is your school?

No of
valid answerns %
a. comprehensive schook, 11 - 16 yearns 22 37,9
b. comprehensive school, 11 - 1§ years 7 | 12,1
c. special school 15 25,9
d. othern (please specify) 14 24,1
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Table 2 (Answens to questionnaire Q. 1b)

Which age groupls) do you teach? (More than one answen possible)

No of valid
valid anwens %
a. 11 - 12 yeans 42 2,4
b. 12 - 13 years 44 75,9
c. 13 - 14 yeans 38 65,5
d. 14 - 15 yeans X 41 70,7
e. 15 - 16 yeans i 39 67,2
§. 16 and older 19 32,8
Tabfe 3 (Answerns Lo questionnaire Q. lc)
What is your age?
No of Vatid
valid answerns %
a. 20 - 29 yeans 2 3,4
b. 30 - 39 yeans . 29 50,0
c. 40 - 49 yearns 18 31,0
d. 15,5

50+ 9
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Table 4

(Answers to questionnaine Q. 1d)

What type of teacher specification do you have?
{More answens possible.)

No. of Vabid
valid answens %
| a. B. Ed. 10 17,2
! b. D.G.C.E. 15 25,9
c. Teachen Centificate 35 60,3
d. Other (please specify) 19 32,8
3 Table 5 [(Answens to questionnaire Q. le)
| 1
In which age group do you Zeach environmental topics?
(Mone than one answer possible.)
No of Vatid
valid answers %
;
a. 11 - 12 years 32 55,2 |
b. 12 - 13 years 30 51,7 |
c. 13 - 14 yeans 31 53,4
d. 14 - 15 yearns 34 58,6
e. 15 - 16 yeans 37 63,8
§. we don't teach envinonmental topics 6 10,3
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Table 2 shows that answers were received from teachers
covering a reasonably even distribution of the students' age
groups.

Table 3 shows that the teacher age groups 20-29 and 50+
are in the minority of the respondents. For this reason the
teacher age groups are split into two groups during crosstabula-
tion calculations (under 40's and over 40's).

Most of the teachers involved in environmental education
who replied to the questionnaire had a Teacher Cerficate but some
teachers have more than one degree. Four teachers have a B.A.
degree, 3 a B.Phil. degree and 2 a B.Sc. One of the teachers has
an Advanced Diploma in Environmental Education. Ten of the teachers
replying "other" did not specify what degree this was.

A comparison of the frequencies of table 2 with the fre-
quencies of table 5 makes clear that there is a reasonable con-
tinuity of Environmental Education between the different age groups.
It is striking that most of the older age groups receive Environmen-
tal Education, as well as the younger groups. Not too much weight
should be given to the teachers who answered that they do not teach
environmental topics. They have probably misunderstood the question
and probably mean that they do not teach environmental topics them-
selves or thought of "environmental topics" as an independent sepa-
rate course. Most of these teachers -except one- answered later in
the questionnaire that environmental topics are taught in their

school during the biology or geography lessons.
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Table 6 (Answerns to questionnaine Q. 1§)

]
|

At what Level does your school teach envinonmental ftopics at present?
{More answens possible.)

No of Valid
valid answers

o

a. at C.S.E. on Lowen fLevel

(no examination Level included) 37 72,1
b. G.C.E. Level 20 41,7
c. we don't teach envinonmental topics 6 12,5

Some schools prepare pupils for both existing examina-
tion levels and also teach environmental topics at both levels, as
shown in table 6. The same comments can be made as in the previous
table about the 6 teachers answering that they do not teach envi-

ronmental topics.

Table 7 shows that many schools do not plan to teach en-
vironmental topics at the new G.C.S.E. level. To make the drawing
of conclusions easier, this table has been rearranged to table 8

which provides much more information.

Table 7 [Answens to questionnaire 1g)

i
1
pa—

5 Does your school plan to teach environmental topics at G.C.S.E. Level?

No of Vatid
valid answers %
a. yes 24 43,6
b. no 24 43,6
c. don't hnow 7 12,7
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i Table §.

Plans fon future teaching by schools that teach envinonmental
topics at present. '

total | planning not planning] don't know

Comprehensive schools 26 18 (69%) 6 (23%) 2 (7%)
Special schools 13 3 (23%) 9 (69%) 1 (8%)
Sixth Fonm 5 3 (60%) 2.{40%) - -

The more detailed comparison of these figures in table 8
shows that of the 26 comprehensive schools that teach environmen-
tal topics at present, 6 do not plan to teach it in the future.
This development is even more marked at the special schools where
only 237 plan to teach environmental topics (although these re-
sults might be biased because these answers include some from spe-
cial schools which do not teach environmental topics at examina-
tion level at present, simply because they do not take examina-
tions). The number of replies is to small to draw conclusions

for Sixth Form Colleges, but the trend is the same.

QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TEACHERS' IDEAS AND HOW THEY TEACH ENVIRON-
MENTAL EDUCATION (QUESTIONS 2 - 10)

Question>2: "Do you think that pupils who live in urban
areas should be taught about the natural environment?" was ans-
wered with "yes" by all the 58 teachers who replied to the ques-

tionnaire.
Table 9 summarizes the teachers' opinions of the most

important aspect of teaching about the environment (answers to

question 3a).
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Table 9  [Answerns to questionnaire Q . 3al
In your opinion, which 48 the most important aspect of teaching
about the natural environment?  (Only one answen)
Noe of Valid

valid answens %
a. Amparting knowledge 0 0
b. arousing intenest 18 35,9
c. forming attitudes 5 9,8
d. influencing behavioun Z 3,9
e. stimulating responsibility 9 17,6
§. anousing consciousness 15 29,4
g. othen (please specify) 1 2,0
h. don't hnow 1 2,0

Arousing interest and arousing conciousness scored high-
ly as the most important aspects of teaching about the natural en-
vironment. There was no significant difference amongst answers of
the different agegroups of teachers (X26=10.926, P=0.10) or the
schooltype in which they are teaching (X24=2.324, P=0.7), although
297 of the teachers younger than 40 as against 47 over 40 answered
that stimulating responsibility is the most important aspect. In
contrast 447 of the teachers over 40 as against 187 younger than
40 answered that arousing consciousness is the most important as-
pect. The person who answered "other" suggested that teaching about
the unity of the natural world is the most important aspect of
teaching about the natural environment. I found no significant re-
lationship between what the teacher suggested as the most impor-
tant aspect and whether the school was planning to teach environ-
mental topics at G.C.S.E.level (X212=12.867, P=0.4), or the teach-
ers qualifications (X212=12.568, P=0.4)(see the Appendix for exam-

ples of print-outs).
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When asked if all aspects of Environmental Education are
taught well enough in their school (question 3b) 547 of the Leach-
ers answered "no". Table 10 shows which aspects they think should

receive more attention.

T
i

| Table 10 (Answers to questionnaire Q. 4)

f
‘

If you answered that aspects of environmental education are not taught
well enough'un youn school, which aspects do you think should necelve
more attention?  (More than one answen possible.)

No of Valid

valid answens %
| a. dmparting knowledge 9 29,0
' b. arousing interest 15 48,4
c. forming attitudes - 14 ) 45,2
i d. dnfluencing behaviour ; 17 54,8
| e. stimubating nesponsibility ‘ 19 61,3
§. arousing consciousness 16 51,6
g. othen (please specify) ' 1 3,2

Most teachers suggested that "stimulating responsibility"
should get more attention at their school, followed by "influen-
cing behaviour". It is surprising that "influencing behaviour" sco-
red so high here, but not in answers to question 3a; perhaps becau-
se the teachers were only allowed to chose one answer in question 3a
but several here. "Imparting knowledge" scored relatively poorly
here, and not at all in question 3a. It is clear that "knowledge"
is not seen as an important aspect of teaching about the natural
environment.

When asked if environmental topics should be presented
integrated with other subjects (question 5a) or as a special topic,
91% of the teachers answered integrated. Table 11 shows the most im-
portant topics with which -according to the teachers answering "in-

tegrated”- it should be integrated.
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Table 11 (Answens to questionnaire Q. 5b)

Subjects with which environmental topics - according to the teachers -
should be integhated.

e s e e n e

i No of Valid

§ valid answens %
BioLogy (only) 3 5,6
Geognaphy (only) 8 14,8
Geognraphy and biology ' 35 64,8
Othen 28 51,9

Clearly most of the teachers preferred integration with
both geography and biology. That the teachers take this form of
integration serious becomes clear when one considers with what
other topics they considered it was possible to integrate envi-
ronmental topics. In total 16 others -beside geography and bio-
logy- were mentioned (see the Appendix). History scored relati-
vely highly; 167 of the teachers answered that environmental to-
pics should be integrated with this subject. Other subjects inclu-

ded: English, Mathematics and General Studies.

When asked if help provided from outside the school is
desirable for teaching about the natural environment (question 6a)
96% answered "yes". Table 12 shows what the teachers suggested as
the most suitable ways / organisations to provide this help.

Clearly, someone from a national environmental organisa-
tion was favoured by a majority of the teachers, while a specia-
list teacher also, scored relatively highly. No significant dif-
ference was found between answers from different school types
(X23=1.80, P=%£0.65) or teachers qualification (X28=9.50, P=%0.3)

on answers to this question.

—
2
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Table 12 (Answens to questionnaine Q. 6b)

What do you think s the most switable way to provide help in teaching

about the natural environment?

v ba i d aze s

No of Valid 1
valid answers % ;
a. a specialist teachen 7 26,9
b. volunteers §rom a natural histony
society on club 3 11,5
¢. someone from a national environmental
ornganisation (e.g. R.S.P.B. on R.S.N.C.} 14 : 58,5
d. someone from a specialized government f
body {e.g. N.C.C.} 0 ! 0
e. othen (specify) 1 ; 3,8
§. don't know 1 3,8

Table 13 {Answens to questionnaire Q. 7)

What sont of help orn information that could be given by experts would

you Like to have? [More than one answer possible.)

! No of Valid

| valid answens %

i

L a. information about the environment

| natiomwide 18 32,1

;* b. information about the Local

i environment 43 76,8

E c. suggestions for classroom Lessons ~ 21 37,5

. d. suggestions fon outdoon Lessons 21 ! 37,5

i

| e. suggestions fon outdoon _ !

* practical profects 35 62,5
§. help with activities in the school

(exhibitions, §ilms etc.) 25 44,6

g. extra booklets, Leaflets etc. 17 30,4
h. other [specify) 7 12,5
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The total number answering this question validly was
low. This was due to the fact that 25 teachers did not read the
question carefully and gave more than one answer! Of the latter
group most thought that it does not matter who provides the extra
help; all mentioned answer c¢ (100%Z) and most b (84%) and d (80%).
Help from a specialist teacher was suggested by 68% but it is not
clear if a teacher answering "anyone" also wants to include a spe-

cialist teacher.

The sort of help or information that could be given by
experts that the teachers would like to see is listed in table 13
(question 7). Only two topics found general favour: 77% asked for
information about the local environment, and 63% for suggestions
for outdoor practical projects. The help or information that the
teachers said they would like to have is not dependent on the type
of school in which they are teaching (X%,=4.275, P=£0.75), their

age (X27=3.20, P=£0.85) or qualification (X214=14.44, P=%0.4).

Table 14  (Answerns to questionnainre Q. §)

How was environmental education taught in yourn school Last year?
(Mone than one answen possible.)

No of Vatid
valid answers ]
|

a. we gave no attention to the subject 3 5,2
b. as a separate topic 14 24,1
c. as parnt of geography : 22 37,9
d. as part of biology 22 ! 37,9
e. as part of integrated studies 24 41,4
§. <n othern ways (please specify) 10 17,2
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Table 14 shows how environmental education was taught
in the schools in the academic year 1985-1986 (question 8). The
approaches were almost equally divided between part of integrated
studies, part of geography and part of biology. This time only 3
answered that they did not give any attention to the topic (com-

pared with 6 in tables le and 1f).

Excursions score highest of the outdoor activities or-
ganized by schools (56%) as can be seen in table 15. Many schools
visit museums, exhibitions and nature trails as well. All special
schools organized outdoor activities; the schools answering "none"
were mainly comprehensive schools (277 of all the comprehensive
schools), 2 of the 6 middle schools and other schools (such as the
child psychiatry department and an Employment Rehabilitation Cen-
tre). The popularity of all outdoors activities is very similar,

no matter what the teacher' age or qualifications.
8 q

Table 15 [(Answens to questionnairne Q. 9)

What environmental activities did your school onganize outdoons
Last yean? (Mone than one answen possible.)

2 RS v WTTE € ey

é No of & Valid

: valid answens | %

f b

{ a. none 9 15,8

; b. excursions 32 o 56,1
c. viditing museums and exhibitions 26 45,6
d. visiting nature thails : 24 42,1
e. taking care of gardens, parks ete. 16 28,1
§. othen (specify) 13 22,8
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A majority of the teachers thought Lhuﬂ they have enough
knowledye about the environment (55%)(question 10). This did not
depend on the type of school in which they are teaching (X22=0.30,
P=+0.9) or their age (X21=0.04, P=+0.9), but teachers with a B.Ed.
qualification answered more often that they have enough knowledge

(90%) than did teachers with a P.G.C.E. or Teachers Certificate.

Table 16 {Answens to questionnaire Q. 10)

Do you think you have enough knowledge to teach about the environment?

B.Ed. P.G.C.E. Teacherns Centificate
yes 9 § 17
no ] 7 1§

A listing of assistance required or courses that are
needed by the teachers who think that they do not have enough know-

ledge to teach about the environment is given in the appendix.

FIELD CENTRES AND THEIR USE BY SECONDARY SCHOOLS (QUESTION 11 - 12)

A majority of the schools answering the questionnaire
had visited a field centre in the last year (54.57)(question 1lla).
Table 17 shows which age groups were taken. Field centres were vi-
sited by all age groups, even the oldest. Whetter a school visited
a field centre or not did not depend on the school type (X21=0.043
with yates correction, P>0.95) or the age of the teacher. (X 1=

0.005 with yates correction, P»0.95).
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Table 17 (Answers to questionnaine . 11b)

With what age group did you visit a field centre Last year?
{More than one answer possible])

No of Valid

valid answerns %
a. 11 - 17 years 9 23,1
b. 12 - 13 yeans H 20,5
c. 13 - 14 yeans 5 12,8
d. 14 - 15 yeans 14 35,9
e. 15 - 16 yeans 9 23,1
§. 16 and olden § 20,5

Question 12a asked for the name and address of the field
centre visited. The aim was to look at the distance between the
field centres and the schools. A majority of the schools visited
field centres within a distance of 20-30 miles, although some
make very long journeys. Two schools went to Arran in Schotland,
one to a field centre in Cornwall, one to a field centre in Nor-
thern France and one answered in a later question that they made
a field trip to the Veluwe National Park in the Netherlands!

67% of the schools visiting a field centre used a field
centre which offered accommodation (question 12b) though they did
not necessarily stay overnight (see below). Fifty percent of the
comprehensive schools used centres with accommodation, against
71% of the special schools. Table 18 shows the type of courses

offered by these field centres.
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Tabfe 18 (Answers to questionnaire Q. 12¢)

What type of courses does this centre offer?

No of Valid
valid answers %
a. counses of a day of part of a day 5 18,5
b. cournses of more than one day 12 44,4
c. cowses of a day on a pant of a day
as well as cowrses of mone than one day 7 25,9
d. other {please specifiy) 3 11,1

Question 12d shows that 8 of the 19 schools visiting a
residential field centre (=42%) stayed there for only one day;

all these were comprehensive schools and all their teachers were
under 40. Reasons for this were: one day was enough for this
course (1 case), financial problems with a longer stay (3 cases),
problems with the timetables for other subjects (3 cases), or other
reasons (1 case, "difficulties in providing cover for absent mem-
bers of staff in school time").

Table 19 summarizes the reasons given by the teachers for
using these centres. The most important are the surrounding envi-

ronment (67%) and the facilities and equipment provided (57%).

It might have been expected that more of the teachers who
answered earlier in the questionnaire that they did not have enough
knowledge to teach about the environment would have answered in
question 13 "because of the trained staff", but this was not the
case. Indeed 5 out of the 9 teachers who answered in this
way were teachers who had answered earlier that they had enough

knowledge to teach environmental topics!

In most centres teaching is done by the staff of the
centre alongside the schoolteacher (63%)(question l4a). In 20% of
the cases the teaching was done by the schoolteacher alone and in

17%7 of the cases it was the staff of the centre alone. There was
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a slight tendency that teachers with a P.G.C.E. degree taught
more often themselves, rather than teachers with other qualifi-

cations doing so.

. Table 19 [Answerns to questionnaire Q. 13)
% Why did you use this centre? (More than one answer possible.) ;
No of Vakid
valid answens % :
j . !
] a. 4t 44 the nearest centre to our school 5 16,7
b, it offened accomodation 10 33,3
c. because of the survrounding environment 20 66,7
d. because of the facilities and the
equipment 17 56,7
e. because of the trained staff 9 30,0
§. othen neasons (please specify) § 26,7

Teachers disclosed many reasons for visiting field cen-
tres, as can be seen from their replies when asked why they think
it is important to visit a field centre (question 15). They often
mentioned that it is important for the pupils to get first-hand
information through experience. Social aspects also play an impor-
tant role, as does practical experience in different environments.
"Experience of the countryside" is often mentioned as an impor-
tant aspect, especially for children residing in urban areas who
seldom have a chance to leave the town. One of the teachers who
works with handicapped students mentioned that field centres make
it possible for his students to do the same activities as the
"able bodied". A full listing of all the reasons mentioned by in-

dividual teachers is given in the appendix.
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The type of work most classes do varies from academic
to informal "days-out"™ (question 16). However, most schools used
the centres for geography and biology fieldwork. Geography field-
work included the collection of geographical data, sketching, map
reading and sampling. Biological work often included Marine Biolo-

gy and freshwater studies (see the appendix for more information).

Eightyfive percent of all the teachers who visited the
field centres thought that they can be imprerd. They often made
comments about equipment and facilities but also asked for more
specialist staff. Some mentioned that the centres should integra-
te more with the schools. Schools that work with children with
special needs commented that the centres should be better able to

cope with such children (see the appendix for more information).

Table 20 [Answens to questionnaine Q. 19)

Can you tell us why you did not visit a §ield centre Last yean?

camp special othen
school school

a. because 1 think the quality
48 not good enough 0 0 0

b. because we can give the same
s0nt 0f courses ounselves 0 1 0

c. because of neasons concenned
with schoof organisation and
Limetables

because of change in the syllabus
ginancial neasons

because of Lack of time
because of the teachers disput
othen neasons |specify)

[

n
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67% of the schools that did not visit a field centre
with their class last year (1985-1986) had visited a field centre
with a cléss from their present school in previous years, although
most of them did not say when (question 18). Table 20 gives the
reasons for not visiting a field centre last year, but some of
the schools did not give a reason.

The number of respondents of this question are very low
but some reasons seem to be more important than others for not
visiting a field centre last year. The teachers' dispute was an
obvious reason why a proportion of the schools did not do so.
Reasons concerned with school organisation and time tables also
seem to be a problem, more often for comprehensive schools than
for types of other schools. Other reasons mentioned by the teachers
were "restrictions imposed by the syllabus" and "to give another

teacher the chance to go out with his students."

Table 21 (Answerns to questionnairne Q. 20)
You have never visited a fdield centre with a cfass from your present
school. Can you Zell us why not? (More than one answer possible)
camp special othen total
| achool school valid %
! i :
a. 1 think that environmental ;
education is not a task for
schools. ! 0 0 0 0 ;
b. owr own methods of environ-
mental teaching have at fLeast
the same quality as those ,
provided with a §ield centre. 0 3 - f 0 x 21,4
s ! ;
c. fdinancial neasons ; 3 0 P ; 21,4
} . i
d. fon reasons concerned with i ? !
onganisation and time tables ; 4 1 2 50,0 ;
e. Lack of time l 2 1 0 21,4 |
§. other neasons \ 1 3 0 26,6 |
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Table 21 lists the reasons given for not visiting field
centres by the teachers who have never done so (question 20). Rea-
sons concerned with organisation and timetables were the most com-
mon (507 mentions this as one of the reasons). Amongst the "other
reasons" (297), 3 out of the 4 teachers answering this said that
field centres are not suitable for their type of pupils ("unsafe
or slow learners").

When we look at the distribution of the small numbers
of answers we see some striking differences between the different
schooltypes. An important reason for special schools not visiting
field centres is that they can provide similar courses themselves,
while financial reasons more often have limited the visits by com-
prehensive schools. Comprehensive schools also tended to have more

problems with organisation and time tables.

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION AND HABITATS, SPECIES AND THE ABIOTIC EN-
VIRONMENT (QUESTION 21 - 26)

Questions 21 to 26 were designed to find out if certain
habitats or species needed more attention in environmental educa-
tion. Answers to the first question in this set (question 21, ta-
ble 22) indicate that all habitats are being used regularly in
environmental education and that no habitat is really neglected.

The "others" were mainly urban areas.

Question 22 and 23 asked what species interest the
teachers particularly. The idea behind these questions was that
a teacher might well put more emphasis during his or her lessons
on species that interest him or her. Unsurprisingly, birds and
mammals were the most popular animal groups (table 23) but groups
like worms lowest.

When asked about interests in groups of plants, almost
all teachers were interested in flowering plants (927), while the

other groups were of considerably less interest to the teachers

(table 24).
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Tabfe 22  {Answerns to questionnaine Q. 21

Which habitats do you use for environmental education?
(Morne than one answern possible.)

No of Valid

valid answens %
a. broad-Leaved woodlands 27 49,1
b. coniferous plLantations 23 41,8
c. grasslands 16 29,1
d. coastal env.ironments 43 78,2
e. freshwater 28 50,9
§. moorntands 31 56,4
g. other (specify) 15 27,3

Table 23  (Answers to questionnaine Q. 22)

Which gnodp)s 0f animal species Lnterest you particularly?
(Mone than one answen possible.)

No of Valid
valid answens %
a. binds 37 78,7
b. mammals 28 59,6
c. §ishes A 23 48,9
d. neptiles and amphibians 20 42,6
e. dinsects 1§ 38,3 :
§. wonms § 17,0 ]
g. molluscs 14 29,6 }
h. othern (specify) ' 3 6,4




42

Table 24  (Answerns to questionnaine Q. 23)

Which groups of plants internest you particularly?
(More than one answen possible.)

No of Vatid

valid answens %
a. flowerning plants 44 91,7
b. mosses : 10 10,8
c. fungd 15 31,3
d. algae 10 20, §
e. othen (specify) 4 8,3

.The questions 24 and 25 ask what species and habitats
the teachers think need more attention in environmental educa-
tion. A variety of plant and animal species were mentioned but
only a few were mentioned more than once. This in contrast with
answers to the habitats question. Most teachers suggested that
urban and other man-made environments need more attention (com-

plete listings are given in the appendix).

When asked if they teach about the physical and chemi-
cal properties of soil and water as well as the living organisms,
only 597% answered "yes", however, there is a highly significant
difference between comprehensive schools (which usually did) and
special schools (which tended not to)(X21=15.02, P<0.005).

i Table 25 (Answens to questionnaine Q. 26)

Do you teach about the physical and chemical properties of s0il and waten,
as well as about plants and animals in a particular habitat?

yes no

comprehensive schools 20 3
special schools 2 11
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The last question asked if the teachers had any com-
ments about the questionnaire. Many teachers showed a lot of
concern about the subject, some thought that their school ty-
pes should not have been included in questionnaires like this,
but as explained earlier, to make certain differences clear
(or to make clear that there are no differences) 1 decided to
do so. Their comments are not very relevant to the rest of the

dissertation and are excluded from further discussion,.
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DISCUSSTON AND EVALUATION

It is hard to say how representative the answers to this
questionnaire would be for Great-Britain as a whole. Although a
considerable number of questionnaires were returned (447%) it must
be kept in mind that the questionnaire refers to only two small
areas in the North-East of England. For a truly representative
questionnaire it is necessary that each element -that means each
environmental teacher in Great-Britain- should have had a similar
chance to receive the questionnaire, a requirement that was not
met here. It is for this reason that the qualitative value of the
responses to this questionnaire is much more important than the
quantitative value.

An important conclusion from the questionnaire is that
almost no systematic differences could be found in answers from
different types of school, different ages of teacher, teachers
with different qualifications or from schools taking different
examination levels., It appears therefore, that there is a rea-
sonable continuity of environmental education between different
groups of students at present. However many schools which, until
now, have taught environmental topics will stop this when the new
G.C.S.E. examination level is introduced. This is especially true
for special schools. This is in contrast with the widely accep-
ted view that environmental education should be a "common core"
in the subjects of tomorrow's people. People have to understand
that we have a finite amount of fossil fuels and mineral resour-
ces and that without conservation Man's future is bleak (Carson,
1978). It is also in contrast with a statement of the British
Government Department of Education and Science saying: "There
is no respectable reason to deny that education must be explicit-
ly concerned with ways of keeping the life-support systems of the
earth in healty working order" (Department of Education and
Science, 1981). In 1975 H.M. Inspectors of Schools stated that:
1) Every schoul should have adequate arrangements for planning

and implementing a programme of environmental education.
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2) pupils and young people should be introduced to environmental
concepts and values, given practice in decision making and af-
forded opportunities for personal involvement; and

3) pupils and young people should be trained to assess criti-
cally the many views being expressed today on current environ-
mental issues,.

It also contrasts with the teachers' view that pupils who live in

urban areas should also be taught about the natural environment

(which was the answer given by all the teachers); it is reasonable

to suppose that they would have given a similar response when asked

about the rural environment.
A majority of the teachers thought that arousing

interest is the most important aspect of environmental education.
This is reasonable, because without interest none of the other
aims can be reached! (Field centres should therefore contribute
to the proces of arousing interest). Also a majority thought

that "stimulating responsibility" or "influencing behaviour" should
receive more attention in their schools. These are in fact the
final and most important aims of environmental education in the
view of H.M. Inspectors (1975) "the ultimate aims.....are the
creation of responsible attitudes and development of an environ-
mental ethic. (These two aims are harder to achieve. They will
develop only after long and regular attention, in which field
centres can help. However, they cannot be more than just a part
of a long process of environmental education).

91% of the teachers thought that environmental educa-
tion should be presented integrated with other subjects and only
9% thougt that it should be a special topic. In 1977 H.M. Inspec-
tors of schools stated that environmental education is to be regar-

ded as a function of the whole curriculum, formal and informal,

while earlier (in 1975) they had stated that '"to make environmen-
tal education a separate subject is neighter desirable nor possi-
ble." However it cannot be denied that teaching environmental to-
pics as a separate subject has certain benefits, e.g. it can never

be neglected when it has a fixed place in the curriculum and can
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In this context, it is worth noting that both field centres I
visited used an integrated approach of mainly biology and geogra-
phy. Both centres also paid some attention to historical and social
aspects of the local environment, and this catered for teachers'
requirements.

Almost all the teachers thought that help provided
from outside the school was desirable for teaching about the
environment. Help from national environmental organisations like
the R.S.P.B. and R.S.N.C. were favoured above a specialist teacher
or volunteers. No one considered that a specialist government body
was the most suitable way to provide help. In this prestructured
question the choice of help from a field centre was not offered.
This was done on purpose, to avoid a leading question. It is
striking that no teacher thought of the possibility that a field
centre could provide this help althdugh such an answer could have
been included as an "other" way.

There were strong requests for information about the
local environment and suggestions for practical projects. How-
ever, relatively few teachers asked for extra booklets, leaflets,
etc. and it is for this reason that organisations involved in
environmental education must look for other possible ways in which
to provide information. Local or regional field centres are very
suitable ways to provide this information about the local environ-
ment. They also have the experience of organizing practical pro-
jects. This indicates opportunities for extended use of field
centres.

When we examine the outdoor activities that were orga-
nized last year by the teachers who replied to the questionnaire
and we make the assumption that the most frequently organized
activities are also the most popular with the teachers, it appears
that exhibitions, excursions and nature trails are the most suita-
ble ways to provide information about the local environment. How-
ever, most of the outdoor activities organized by schools in 1985/
1986 are razthe: passive forms of education and it would be advi-
sable to combine them with practical projects. (Again, field

centres have the experience of organizing these activities).
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A danger in using activities like visiting museums, exhibitions,
etc. is that environmental education can become dependent on them.
This can lead to a lack of environmental education if no one takes
an initiative to organize exhibitions or excursions to such places.
A minority of the schools did not organize any outside school
activities in 1985/1986 and thus did not follow the advice given
by H.M. Inspectors in 1975. However, an explanation might be found
in the teachers dispute.

Although a majority of the teachers feplied that they
had enough knowledge to teach about the environment, many replied
that they had not so (457). Many field centres organize courses
to give the teachers more knowledge and experience in teaching
about the environment. Indeed both field centres described organi-
zed such courses.

A majority of the schools which replied had visited a
field study centre last year. This is a good sign because "sound
learning about the environment has to be rooted in direct expe-
rience" (Department of Education and Science, 1981). Field study
centres were visited by all age groups of students. A majority of
the schools visiting a field study centre used a centre which could
provide accommodation. However, the overall picture is that most
visits to field study centres were only one day visits so that a
substantial part of the schools did not use this accommodation.
Reasons for one day stays in a residential field study centre were
mostly financial or arose from problems with integration of field
studies with the timetables for other subjects. The fact that most
visits were only for one day might also explain why a majority
of the field centres visited were within distances of 20-30 miles
from the schools. Most schools chose the field study centres
visited because of the surrounding environments and the facilities
and equipment that were offered by them, which might be the reason

why none of the responding schools had visited the Benwell Nature
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Park field centre last year (although some secondary schools do
use this centre; personal communication, Mrs. J. Mc Carthy). This
centre does not have the variety of interesting types of habitats
and facilities that the Teesmouth field centre can offer. Only
16.7% of the teachers answered that one of the reasons for visit-
ing the centre of their choice is that it is the nearest centre

to their school. That distance is not important also becomes clear
when we look at the list of field centres visited. Many of the
schools could easily have chosen a centre closer to the school and
some make very long journeys for their field trips (to Scotland,

Cornwall, France and the Netherlands, for example).

The method of teaching adopted in the centres was most-
ly by the school teacher and one of the centre staff, or (less
often) by the school teacher on his/her own. It is encouraging
to find that the schoolteacher is involved so often in the work,
for it gives him/her confidence and experience in practical work.
An earlier study however,(Benyon, 1983) came to the conclusion
that the schoolchildren find a change of teacher refreshingl

Most teachers that did not visit a field study centre
last year (1985-1986) had visited a field study centre with their
present school in a previous year. The most important reason for
not doing so last year was the teachers' dispute, followed by rea-
sons concerned with school organisation and timetables. These lat-
ter reasons appear to be more important for comprehensive schools
than for other school types.(These were also the most important
reasons given by the schools which have never used a field study
centre). Only a few schools which had never visited field centres
mentioned financial reasons (21.4%) or lack of time (21.4%), both
aspects connected with distance, as reasons for not doing so.

All types of habitats are regularly used for environ-
mental education and all animal groups interest a reasonable pro-
portion of the teachers. This might indicate that no animal group
is neglected. However, it must be stressed that some groups are
easier to study than others (e.g. most mammals are nocturnal, rep-

tiles arc relatively rare) and a relatively unpopular group like
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worms is easy to study (it might be an idea to develop some ex-
perimenLs with worms!). Not surprisingly, flowering plants and
trees are the most popular plant groups. Other plant groups may
well be neglected and field centres could stimulate interest in
these groups by teaching more often about interesting aspects of
these groups.

Teachers mentioned many species and habitats that -accor-
ding to them- need more attention in environmental education. An
interesting comment is.that "the species that children come in con-
tact with every day" should be studied. Urban habitats and man-made

habitats are often mentioned as habitats that need more attention.

A striking difference exists between comprehensive
schools and special schools when we examine whether they teach
about the physical and chemical properties of soil and water. Most
comprehensive schools do, but almost no special school does. Orga-
nisations and people involved in environmental education should
develop simple experiments that can be used especially by special
schools (e.g. experiments with plants grown in different soils,

simple pollution experiments, etc.).
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APPENDIX

Answers to open questions

Q. la  'Qzther' types of schools:

Middee School {6x)

Sixth Form CollLege [5x)

Chitd Psychiatry Department (1x)

Education Unit (1)

Post School Assesment Unit (pre Y.T.S.) forn young
people with special needs [Tx]

Q. 1d 'Othern' teachern qualdfications:

B.A. degree {4x)

B.Phil. degree (3x)

B.Sc. deghree

Advanced Diploma in Envinonmental Education [1x)
Unspecigied (10x)

Q. 3a Moat impontant aspect of teaching about the
natwwal environment:

'"The unity of the natural wonrld'.
Q. 4 'Othen' aspects that should get more attention:

Creating a mone positive attitude to the subject.

Q. 56 'Othen' topdes to integhate environmental education An:

Histony (9x), Science (4x}, English (4x}, Mathematics {3x),
ALL othen topics (3x}, Ant {2x), General studies (2x),
Humanities (1x}, Personal and social development (1x),
Geology (1x), Sociology (1x), Drama (1x), Integhated
studies (1x), Computing {(1x), Chemistry (1x],

Life skills (1x),

Q. 6b  'Othen' organisation that is most suitable to provide
help An environmental education:

A warden of a nature reserve on an organisation that
can provide guided towws of conservation-problem areas.

Q. 7 "Othen' asont of help on information that the teachers
would Like to have:

Resowrces forn practical studies - centrhally supplied (2x)
Help with outside activities.

Video programmes.

Mone funding to visit and see the different envircnments
and to do §ieldwonk.

More funding gorn books and video.

Information of the warndens of the neserves.

Collation of wiitten ingormation.
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'Othen' ways in which environmental education was taught
Last yean :

As part of integrated/combined science {1st and 2nd yearns).
As part of an environmental studies couwrse.

As part of histony.

As part of sclence.

Personal and social education.

In short counse option and as part of city and guilde
counses,

As fieldcounse.

Envinonmental studies (in yearns 4 and 5)

Sepanate specialist Mode 3 CSE Environmental bioclogy -
Choice activities Lessons.

'Othen' environmental activities ohganiazed outdoons:

Field trnips (4x), Surveys (4x), Resddential counse (1x),
Projects {1x}, Fieldweek (1x), Open days {1x],
Speakens from a Natural Historny Club {outside} Tx.

Helpful assdistance on courses nequined to Aimprove
knowledge fo feach abouf the envirgnment:

Counses in special topics where 1 Lack experience (6x)
{mentionned are : coastal environments, f{reshwaten
ecosystems, LAdentification courses and nuclear dumps).
Counses about the Local envinonment (4x).

Methodology courses (4x) [(how to cope with integrated
approach, team teaching efte.)

Field wonk counses (4x).

Facilities and ginance for nature-gardens.

Wonksheets on specific areas and topics and teacher
guides.

Visual adids fon special schools.

Time and help to develop nature thails.

T.V. programmes with worksheets related fo imporntant
env.inonmental issues (worldwide and national. )

A counse in how to set up a school-nature-reserve/
wildlife garden (3x)

Practicals from experienced teacherns who know the pitfalls
and practicalities on onganizing pupils to go out on f4ield
courses,

Extra staff and volunteens to take classes oul forn visdits.
Easy heading maternial forn Less able children.

Infornmation on Locally accessible areas fon fieldwork.

Up to date facts and figures related Lo species 4in dangen.
Wonkshop forn producing materials to be used with different
ages/abilities.

A Loan senvice fon expensive equipment e.g. binoculars (3x)

Names and adnesses of field study centres visited by the
schools:

Teesmouth §ield centne, Hantlepool (7x)
Dukes House Wood, Hexham {5x)
Stainsacre field centre, Whitby (3x)

Loch Ranza field centre, Arvran {2x)

Low Craneclough field centre, Kielden {2x)
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Catton Outdoor Education Centrne, Hexham (2x)
Onmesly School Field Centre, Middleton {2x)
Danby Field Centre, Danby

Calvent Trhust, Kielden

Feathernstone Castle, Haltwisitle

Castle Eden Dene Centre, Peternlee

Hawes Youth Hostel, Wensleydale

Churtown Farm, Bodmin

Carnliton Qutdoor Centre, ClLeveland

Schoot Cottage Ninebanks, Allendafe
Chanedale Field Centre, Kinby

Hamsternly Fornest Centrne, Hamsterley
Washington Wildfowl Centrne, Washington
Howtel Field Centre, Milfield

Fornd Castle, Noathumberland

Greenhofme School, Tebay

Colonie Notne Dame Dufoyen, Dieppe (France)

Counses that this centre offens:

'Selforganized' (3x)

'Othen’ nreasons to stay for only one day in a centre
with accomodation:

Difficulties in providing cover for absent members
of stagfg 4in school-Ltime.

'Othern' reasons for using this centre:

Centne funded by ourn own Local Education Authornity (3x}).
1t is our own centre.

'Good opportunities forn social education too.'

Because of the possibilities fon self catering and

self onganising.

Because of the contrast between the suwvrounding
envinonment and our onw Local area.

Because of the counses if ofgens.

Why 4is At important to visdit a field centre.

Finst hand expernience (5x) and social experience.
Concentrated study possibilities, 10-12 houns/day. (2x)
Field centrnes illustrate the concepts far better than
second hand classroom infornmation.

1t 48 Ampontant to broaden the honizons of children

by placing them in a different teaching environment.

1t helps to focus attention and provides a good working
environment.

Education through expernience rather than through theory.
Because it is impontant to do fieldwork ecology.

To encourage a respect and responsibility for the
country sdde and contrasting Landscapes.

For social education and access to different types of
envionment, but also the facilities and Laboratonry
conditions.

Oun handicapped students can do the same activities as
the 'ablebodied' and visit other environments and think
fon themselves.

To Learn to work independently and gain from valuable
new experiences.
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Resdidentiol experience in a digferent environment.
Alternative experience for children hesiding in an
urban atea.

Added stimulation and interest grom a sowrce outside
schoodk.

1t gives the children a hare change to fLeave the town.
Facilities to study the samples and neturwn the specimen
to theirn own envinonment.

To visit a known environment with thained Atagf.

The type of work doen in the field centre:

Reconding ingormation, descriptive worb and

Andividual wonk.

Observation.

Georgraphy fieldwonk: descrniptive, quantitative and
qualitative.

Hypothesis testing,

genzﬂaﬁ introduction to the area, naturne thail, ghoup-
wonrk.

Individual /groupwonrk, qualitative and quantitative
elements .

A manine biology cournse, physical studies, qualitative
and quantitative wonk,

Map neading and coastakl f§ieldwork.

River studies, sampling water in different places,

Look at the distrnibution of species and

environmental aspects.

River situdies, vegetation, settlement studies, Landuse,
groupwork and individual studies, a nange of activities
and approaches are used.

Sailing and canoedng.

Collecting geographical data, sketching, sampling ete.
As holiday base with incidental work on natural history.
Specialised cowrses for children with Learning difficulties.

The ways 4in what field study centres can be improved.

More integrnation with Zhe schools.

A atrnongen gunction as hesowrce centre.

They should be a part of the schools' system and
provide Ln-senvice-training.

More gunding lforn more staff, equipment and resounces.)
More specialisit staff.

Morne nesources and recreational gacilities.

More facilities to follow-up Lnvestigations and e.g.
mindi-habitats kept indoons (forn observation).

More field centrnes gforn the physically handicapped.
More updated equipment e.g. for weather heconding and
computing.

More help fon children with special needs.

Providing teachems’ guides to the swuounding area.
Mone integrnation with the specialisms 0§ the teachens
themselves.

The most necent years the teachens did visdt a gield
centne [Lf Lhey did not visdf a field centre Last yean:

1984 (3x), 1980, 1979, 1964
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. 24

. 25

'Othen' neasons for not visiting a field centre Last year
{when They had visifed a f{efd centre befonel:

Restrnictions of the syllabus, as environmental education
5 not offered as a pure subject at owr schoolk.

To give ancthen teacher the chance to go ocut with his
Atudents.

'Other' nreasons fon never visiting a field centre with
a class grom [the feachers'] present schools:

Our type of pupils are not wonth taking out and some

are unsage.

Because o4 the minimal content of the syllabus, the theonry
can be covered without practical work and we can do this
ournselves. Given the difficulties of teaching/controlling
oun disturbed children, constraints inherent in gield
centrnes can cause difficutties.

There 45 a Rack of courses for the special needs of oun
pupils .

Othen habitats that the teachens use fon envinonmental

education:

Unban wasteland (4x), urban environments (4x), Limestone
envirnonment (2x), school grounds (2x), reclaimed Land (1x),
heathland {1x), fammland {1x), histonical sites {1x)

"Other' animal groups that interest the teachers
particularly :

Man (2x), all invertebrates {(1x)

'Othen' plant groups that internest the teachers
particularly :

Grasses |2x), Lichens

Species that - according to the teachens - need more
attention 4n envtronmental education:

Endangered species (3x), insects (2x), trees (2x),

binds (1x), species in Lowns (1x) Andigenous species (1x},
grasses 81x), neptiles and amphibians (1x), parasite
organisms lesp. agents of biological contrnol) (1x],
species that children come in contact with every day (1x).

Habitats that - acconding to the Zeachens - need mone
attention {in environmental education :

Unban habitat [6x), wasteland and derelict Land (Zx),
wetlands and moonfands (2x), coastal environment {2x),
woodlands [2x), reclaimed dernelict urban environments (2x},
backgandens (2x), endangered habitats, hedgerows (1x],
sand dunes (1x), ponds (1x), parks [1x), grasslands [1x),
nefuse tips (1x), seas {Ix}, created habitats e.g. 4in
towns, agricultural Land in orn out of production (1x).
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Q14 15
Q17A 16
Q18ANS1
Q19 20
Q20ANS1
Q21ANS1
Q22ANS1
Q23ANS1
Q26 47
RECODE O1A§1,2=1
RECODE Q1C(1,2=1

17 Q18ANS2

TO Q208ANSE
TO Q21ANS7
TO Q22ANS8
TO Q23ANSS

g€3=3)(ELSE=SYSMIS )

3,4=2)

18-19

21-26
27-33
34-41
42-46

MULT RESPONSE GROUPS=QUALIF (Q1DANSt TO Q1DANS3(1))/
VARIABLES=Q3A(1,8)/
FREQUENCIES = QUALIF/TABLES=Q3A BY QUALIF

'MULT RESPONSE®' PROBLEM REQUIRES

1128 BYTES OF MEMORY.

PAGE
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GROUP QUALIF
(VALUE TABULATED =

DICHOTOMY LABEL

3 MISSING CASES

1)

FOR IBM VM/MTS

University of Durhom

NAME

Q1DANS1

Q1DANS2

Q1DANS3

TOTAL RESPONSES
55 VALID CASES

PCT OF PCT OF

COUNT RESPONSES CASES
10 16.7 18.2
15 25.0 27.3
35 58.3 63.6
60 100.0 109.1

PAGE
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15:15:45 University of Durham

« s+« CROSSTABULATION ¢ s«

Q3A
BY QUALIF  (TABULATING 1)
QUALIF
COUNT
ROW
TOTAL
Q1DANS1 |Q1DANS2 |Q1DANS3 |
Q3A + ; + +
2 l ° | 4 l 12 16
33.3
30 | 2 | 2 5
10.2
4 1 o | 2 | 2
4.2
5 | 3 i 3 i 4 | 9
18.8
6 | 2 i 4 i 10 | 14
29.2
7 1 o i7 1 ° | 1
2.1
8 | 1 { o i 1 i 1
2.1
COLUMN 8 14 31 48
TOTAL 16.7 29.2 64.6  100.0

PERCENTS AND TOTALS BASED ON RESPONDENTS
48 VALID CASES 12 MISSING CASES



