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Informing an Environmental Ethic in Future Leaders through Environmental
Engineering Education

Abstract

As a growing population makes increasing demands on Earth’s limited resources, leaders across
all disciplines must possess fundamental environmental knowledge to understand the
interconnectedness of people and the global biosphere, as well as the attitudes which foster an
environmental ethic. We examined the ability of a semester-long course in environmental
engineering education to increase students’ environmental knowledge and shape the attitudes
which promote this ethic. We evaluated students’ knowledge and attitudes from the start to the
end of the course according to their gender identity, racial identity, parents’ educational
attainment, hometown population, and program of study. Students’ overall scores on “knowledge
surveys” increased from 81.14% =+ 1.46% at the start of the course to 89.67% + 2.03% at the end
of the course. While we observed differences in baseline knowledge by gender and racial
identity, neither of these affected how much students’ knowledge increased throughout the
course. Nor was students’ hometown population a significant factor in either baseline
knowledge or increased knowledge by the end of the course. Father’s educational attainment
was not a significant factor either. However, mother’s educational attainment was a significant
factor in how much students learned if their mother had less than a bachelor’s degree or a
graduate degree. Whether the student was enrolled in a STEM field of study or not was not a
significant factor in students’ baseline knowledge; however non-STEM students’ scored higher
on knowledge surveys than their peers enrolled in a STEM field. Students’ attitudes were also
surveyed at the start and end of the semester. Generally, their attitudes became more positive
toward the environment, more confident in our ability to employ technologies to reduce our
impact on the environment, and they felt more strongly about the need for continuing
environmental education to promote environmental stewardship.

Introduction

The need for an environmental ethic became evident in the 20th century due to a number
of high-profile environmental failures, including those documented in Silent Spring [1] and
Thomas Hardin’s paper on the tragedy of the commons [2]. The establishment of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) almost immediately following passage of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the inaugural Earth Day of 1970 further increased public
awareness of the relationship between human activity and environmental quality [3]. This link
was discussed as early as the 16th century by Malthus [4]. At the heart of the matter is the
Earth’s capacity to sustain a burgeoning global population which makes increasing demands on
limited resources [5]. Projections of resource exhaustion continually change based on
improvements in technology and consumer behavior. In 2017, global resource consumption
overshot the sustainable rate of use of a year’s worth of the Earth’s resources by early August.
This day, observed as Earth Overshoot Day, occurs earlier each year [6]. At the present rate, the
human population will consume two years’ worth of the Earth’s resources that can be sustainably
replenished each year by 2034. Thus, ensuring a healthy environment in the future requires
embracing environmental sustainability. We define environmental sustainability as the ability to
harvest resources at the same rate for a specified time well into the future, enabling ecosystems



to continue their primary functions during that same period [7]. Arguably, concepts of
sustainability, environmental knowledge, and attitudes are a question of values [8]. Credible
cost-benefit analysis is essential to enable public commitment to maintaining and improving
environmental quality [9] with clarity of understanding that pitting economic prosperity against
environmental quality is a false choice [10]. As such, leaders across all disciplines must possess
fundamental environmental knowledge to understand the interconnectedness of people and the
global biosphere, as well as the attitudes which foster environmental stewardship.
Environmental engineering education provides a framework to promote this stewardship.

The impact of an education focused on environmental awareness has the potential to
enhance environmental attitudes and behaviors [11], [12]. In fact, a variety of research over the
past 20 years has explored how environmental attitudes and knowledge are shaped by students’
education [10], [13]. Previous research includes high school students enrolled in a 10-day
environmental science course [12] and undergraduate students in a variety of college settings
[14], [15], [16]. Other characteristics that have the potential to influence both knowledge and
attitudes have also been studied, including parents’ education [16], gender [13], [14], [15],
hometown population [13], [17], field of study [17], and age of students [14]. There is no
consensus on the relationship between some of these parameters on environmental attitudes and
knowledge. For example, a study by Miiderrisoglu and Altanlar [17] determined that the courses
taken by students do not affect environmental behaviors and attitudes. However, Yazici and
Babalik [21] found a statistically significant difference between students’ college-level field of
study and their attitude, awareness, and sensitivity towards the environment. One trend that
appears common in these studies is an acknowledgement of the need for ongoing environmental
learning at each level of students’ education and into their workplace training to combat
environmental illiteracy [10], [18], [21].

Although more recent studies investigate collegiate-level environmental education, none
evaluates the ability of a dedicated, semester-long course to shape the environmental knowledge
and attitudes of a diverse population of students based upon gender, race, parents’ educational
attainment, hometown population, and academic field of study. Here, we evaluate the ability of
the first course of a 3-course environmental engineering curriculum at a military academy to
shape environmental attitudes, increase knowledge, and develop an environmental ethic among
future leaders. Rolston [22] defines environmental ethics as a systematic account of values
carried by the natural world, coupled with an inquiry into duties toward animals, plants, species,
and ecosystems. The potential to increase environmental sustainability by leaders across
multiple disciplines derives from an environmental engineering education rooted in enhancing
environmental knowledge and attitudes via an environmental ethic. Graduates are future leaders
of the military and organizations across numerous global disciplines. The synergistic effect of an
educational environment and culture founded in a clearly defined set of values enables the
development of environmental ethics to permeate all aspects of life.

Methods
The military academy maintains a 4-year program from which every student graduates

with a bachelor of science degree. All classes are taught in small sections of no more than 20
students. All students enrolled in a non-engineering program must complete a 3-course



engineering curriculum during their third and fourth year. The first course of the environmental
engineering curriculum introduces students to the global and local issues that affect public health
and the environment. Students first study the Earth as a system. In this unit, students learn about
the interconnectedness of the lithosphere, atmosphere, hydrosphere, and biosphere, and human
interventions in each. They discuss the flow of energy and major biogeochemical cycles, the
concept of mass balance, the global commons and strategies to pursue sustainable access to
them. In the second unit, students study how human intervention strains Earth’s limited
resources. They discuss threats to global biodiversity and then study biodiversity in a field
laboratory exercise. In the third unit, students learn about conventional, alternative and
renewable sources of energy. In the fourth unit, students learn about the major types and sources
of both indoor and outdoor air pollution, and learn to assess risk to human health from both. In
the fifth unit, students discuss the sources and fates of waste generated by human activity. At the
end of each unit, students debate current issues related to that unit’s material. Each unit also has
an assignment that requires students to apply their knowledge to understand an environmental
problem (i.e., the carbon footprint of a coal fired plant vs. a natural gas plant). The second and
third courses build upon these themes to teach engineering design and evaluate proposed
sustainable solutions.

This study took place over one semester with 175 respondents in the first course of their
environmental engineering education. The majority of the participants were third-year students,
although some were second or fourth-year. The surveys were administered to students enrolled in
two similar courses: one designed for students majoring in environmental science or
environmental engineering, and the other for students enrolled in the 3-course environmental
engineering curriculum only.

We assessed student environmental knowledge and attitudes using a 12-question
knowledge survey and a 7-question attitude survey focused on the environmental subjects
integrated into the first of the three courses in their environmental engineering education. Since
the target population was within the same age group, the demographic factors we examined
include: student’s field of study, race, gender, hometown population, and parents’ highest
educational attainment. The environmental knowledge and attitudes surveys were adapted from
the nationwide 2000 National Environmental Education and Training Foundation (NEETF)/Roper
Survey [10]. To ensure we captured the students’ baseline knowledge and attitudes at the start of
the course, we administered surveys over the first two lessons. End-of-course surveys were
administered during the last two lessons. The 12-question environmental “knowledge survey” was
linked to themes covered in 5 units throughout the first course of their environmental engineering
education. The 5 units are Earth as a system (ES), strained resources (SR), energy (EN), human
health (HH), and pollution management (PM). The “attitudes survey” asked students to express
their attitudes on the environmental policies by using a Likert-type scale for some responses.

Statistical analyses were completed using R Studio, version 1.1.414. Statistical differences
between students’ overall survey results were determined by a paired t-test. Statistical differences
between males and females, and between white and non-white students were determined using a
Student’s t-test. Statistical differences between parents’ highest level of education and students’
hometown were determined by Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Post-hoc testing to determine



which contrasts were significant from ANOVA testing was conducted using Tukey’s Test for
Honest Significant Differences. Significance level for all analyses was a = 0.05.

Results
Environmental Knowledge Survey

We surveyed 175 students at the start and end of the first course of their environmental
engineering education. In terms of gender, males accounted for 74% of students, and females
accounted for 26%. By field of study, students enrolled in a STEM field of study accounted for
31% of the course population, and with respect to race, students who identified as white accounted
for 70%. In terms of the mothers’ highest level of education, 29% of student’s mothers attained
less than a bachelor’s degree, 33% attained a bachelor’s degree, and 38% attained a graduate
degree. In terms of the fathers’ highest level of education, 26% of students’ fathers attained less
than a bachelor’s degree, 29% attained a bachelor’s degree, and 45% attained a graduate degree.
In terms of the students’ hometown, 67% classified themselves as living in a suburban area, 25%
of respondents from a rural area, and 8% from an urbanized, major city location. In terms of
geographic region, the highest number of respondents came from the state of California with 10%,
Texas with 7%, and New York, New Jersey, Virginia, and Florida each with 5% of respondents.

In general, students’ scores on the environmental knowledge survey increased from
81.14% * 1.46% at the start of the course to 89.67% + 2.03% at the end (Figure 1). Students’
scores on questions linked to the five course themes increased across four of the five themes.
Student scores increased on questions linked to the theme of strained resources, from 80.14% +
2.38% t0 86.96% * 2.71%; energy, from 83.47% + 3.65% to 93.94% + 2.26%); human health,
from 66% + 4.99% to 77% * 4.36%); and pollution management, from 86.86% + 3.75% to
95.57% = 1.89%. Students’ scores on questions linked to the earth as a system theme were
already quite high at the start of the course, 97.14% + 2.49% and did not change significantly at
the end of the course.

We also found survey scores for students enrolled in a STEM field of study were not
significantly different than students enrolled in non-STEM fields at the start of the course
(p=8.01 x 1071, Figure 2). However, surveys administered at the end of the course showed that
students who major in non-STEM fields of study scored higher than students enrolled in STEM
field (p=1.94 x 10?).

We found statistically significant differences between students who identify as male and
those who identify as female at the start of the course (p=6.06 x 10%). Students who identified as
female scored 76.48% = 3.79% and students who identified as male scored 82.76% + 2.37% at
the start of the course (Figure 6). At the end of the course, both groups scored significantly
higher, but neither group was significantly different from the other (p=5.05 x 10%).

We also found statistically significant differences between students who racially identified
as white compared to those who racially identified as non-white at the start of the course (p=2.92
x 1073). Students who identified as non-white scored 75.68% =+ 4.45% and students who identified



as white scored 83.40% =+ 2.20% at the start of the course (Figure 3). At the end of the course,
however, there were no significant differences between these two groups (p=4.86 x 10%).

We found significant differences among students’ scores at the start of the course based
on the highest level of education attained by their mother (p=4.71 x 102, Figure 4). Students
whose mother earned a graduate degree (master’s or PhD) scored 82.34% + 3.19% at the start of
the course. Students whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree scored 83.19% =+ 3.49% at the
start of the course. Students whose mother earned less than a bachelor’s degree (associate’s
degree, high school diploma or GED) earned 77.17% + 4.03% at the start of the course. There
were significant differences between start and end survey scores among students whose mother
earned less than a bachelor’s degree (p=2.21 x 10°7) and start and end survey scores for students
whose mother earned a graduate degree (p=3.13 x 10°%). However, survey scores for students
whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree did not significantly increase from start to the end of
the course (p=6.06 x 10°%?). There was no significant relationship between students’ scores based
upon father’s highest level of education, either at the start or end of the course.

Environmental Attitudes Survey

The first two questions of the survey enabled understanding of students’ motivation to take
action regarding environmental sustainability. One of the questions asked, “Most of the time, do
you think environmental protection and economic development can go hand in hand, or that we
must choose between environmental protection and economic development?” At the start of the
course about 60% of all males and females, all STEM and non-STEM majors, and students
identified as white responded with, “environmental protection and economic development can go
hand in hand’ (Figure 5). Between 3 and 6% of these same groups responded with, ‘we must
choose to pursue economic development or protection of the environment’ and between 35 and
40% responded with, ‘it depends.” The largest population that indicated, ‘we must choose between
economic development and environmental protection,” were those enrolled in a non-STEM field
of study and whose mothers’ highest level of education was a bachelor’s degree. We also asked
students, “When it is impossible to find a reasonable compromise between economic development
and environmental protection, which do you usually believe is more important: economic
development or environmental protection?” Responses from almost all demographic groups
indicated that over 50% of respondents believed environmental protection is more important than
economic development (Figure 6). The largest population that indicated, ‘economic development
iIs more important,” were those whose mothers’ highest level of education was a bachelor’s degree.

When asked for an opinion on the statement, “There are differing opinions about how far
we’ve gone with environmental protection laws and regulations. At the present time, do you think
environmental protection laws and regulations have gone too far, not far enough, or have struck
about the right balance?” between 5 to 20% of all demographic groups at the start of the course
responded, “I do not know” (Figure 7). At the end of the course, only about 3% of respondents
still felt uninformed. Fewer students in almost all demographic groups indicated that current laws
and regulations have gone too far at 5% of respondents. By the end of the course, nearly all groups
increased their belief by 15% that current laws and regulations have not gone far enough. We
observed a 12% increase in students of all demographic groups who “strongly agree’ or ‘mostly



agree’ with the statement, “Technology will find a way of solving environmental problems”
(Figure 8).

We observed a small decrease in agreeing with the statement, “The condition of the
environment will play an increasingly important role in the nation’s economic future” (Figure 9).
Nearly all demographics had a small percentage, between 2-10% of respondents who ‘mostly
disagree’ with the statement at the end of the course when compared to the beginning of the course
where all respondents either “‘mostly agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement.

We also observed increased support at the end of the course among almost all
demographics to the statement, “Private companies should train their employees to solve
environmental problems” (Figure 10). Only a few students ‘strongly disagreed’ with the statement
at the end of the course, and fewer numbers indicated that they ‘mostly disagree.” Students
identified as female increased from 43% “strongly agree’ at the start to 67% *strongly agree’ at the
end of the course.

Finally, we asked students to indicate their support for the statement, “Government
agencies should support environmental education programs for adults.” There was greater than
80% of respondents who ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘mostly agreed’ with this statement from nearly
every demographic at the start of the course (Figure 11). This statement also elicited the most
‘strongly disagree’ responses of any question, by many demographics. By the end of the course,
however, most demographics increased their support by 3% for adult environmental education
funded by government agencies.

Discussion

Environmental Knowledge

The 3 general findings for knowledge surveys were (1) that students started at
significantly different knowledge levels based on most demographics, (2) their knowledge
increased across all demographics, and (3) that at the end of the course there were no longer
statistically significant differences in knowledge levels across nearly all demographics.
Differences in initial knowledge levels across demographics support previous research [10], [16],
and increases in knowledge due to education also support previous research [11], [12].
Statistically significant differences in baseline knowledge existed based on gender, race, and
parents’ educational attainment; however, differences at the end of the course were only
statistically significant between STEM and non-STEM fields of study and between students with
differing mother’s educational attainment. We postulate that the social environment in our
classrooms is inclusive and supportive of all of the demographics we studied, and this may have
led to a general lack of statistically significant knowledge level differences at the end of the
course across demographics. We must continue to use inclusive language in our communication,
take neutral stances politically, and use examples in class that are positive toward all
demographics.

While differences in knowledge levels based on mother’s educational attainment were
not statistically significant either at the beginning or end of the course, an interesting observation



was made. Students whose mother earned less than a bachelor’s degree scored an average of
77.17% at the start of the course, whereas students whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree or a
graduate degree scored within 1% of each other and scored an average of 82.73%. However at
the end of the course, students whose mother earned less than a bachelor’s degree or earned a
graduate degree scored within 0.1% of each other and scored an average of 90.88%. Students
whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree scored an average of 87.21% at the end of the course
and were the only one of the three groups whose scores did not show statistically significant
improvement. Students whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree had the highest mean scores at
the start of the course and the lowest scores at the end of the course. Further investigation into
the reason for the lack of statistically significant improvement among students whose mother
attained a bachelor’s degree may help improve education for this population.

Environmental Attitudes

The key finding for environmental attitudes was that student attitudes changed to become
more positive toward the environment and humanity’s ability to solve environmental problems.
Of the 7 questions asked in the attitudes survey, 3 illustrate these differences most clearly. These
questions asked students if they (1) thought environmental protection laws and regulations had
gone far enough, (2) thought technology would find a way of solving environmental problems,
and (3) thought private companies should train their employees to solve environmental problems.
Comparisons of student responses to these questions at the beginning and end of the course
indicated that students think we need more environmental protection, that technology can indeed
solve environmental problems, and that private companies should take a more active role in
environmental protection.

Nearly all demographics became more positive toward the environment and our ability to
protect it, and different demographics showed stronger trends in responses to different questions.
This indicates that across demographics, increased knowledge about the environment may lead
to more positive attitudes toward the environment.

These changes in attitudes were expected as previous studies have documented them
[11], [12]. Increased awareness of environmental problems may very well be the cause. Other
reasons for the more positive attitudes toward the environment may include pedagogy. Our
courses were taught in classes with student to teacher ratios of no more than 18 to 1. Students
were frequently encouraged to participate in class, and classes were not traditional lectures where
students may have been discouraged from asking questions or sharing personal examples. Also,
2 separate hour-long videos about environmental issues were shown in class, a field trip to a
recycling facility occurred, and all students had to participate in 3 hour-long debates about
environmental problems. These pedagogical tools may have made environmental problems more
meaningful for students.



Conclusion
Environmental Knowledge

The 3 general findings for knowledge surveys were that (1) students started at
significantly different knowledge levels based on many demographics, (2) their knowledge
increased across all demographics, and (3) that at the end of the course there were no longer
statistically significant differences in knowledge levels across nearly all demographics. We
intend to sustain our inclusive educational environment, and we expect this will continue to lead
to decreased knowledge level differences among demographics. Further, our study can be used
as an example for two key points. First, statistically significant differences in environmental
knowledge do indeed exist across demographics in society as indicated in our study and previous
research. Second, our study serves as a positive example of how education can eliminate
statistically significant differences in knowledge across demographics.

Environmental Attitudes

The key finding for environmental attitudes was that student attitudes changed to be more
positive toward the environment and our ability to solve environmental issues. Three questions
in our survey illustrate these differences most clearly between attitudes at the beginning and at
the end of the course. Nearly all demographics became more positive toward the environment
and our ability to protect it, and a lack of trends among demographics indicates that different
demographics were not more or less susceptible to changes in environmental attitudes. Increased
knowledge about environmental issues may lead to attitudes developing to become more positive
toward the environment and enable the development of an environmental ethic to inform future
actions and decisions.

References

[1] R. Carson, Silent Spring. Boston, MA: Houghton-Mifflin, 1962.

[2] G. Hardin, The tragedy of the commons. Northampton, MA, 2003.

[3] T. Saarinen, "Book Review", Environment and Behavior, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 406-408,
1984,

[4] D. Glass and P. Appleman, "Thomas Robert Malthus: An Essay on the Principle of
Population.”, Population Studies, vol. 30, no. 2, p. 369, 1976.

[5] P. R. Ehrlich, The population bomb. Cutchogue, NY: Buccaneer, 2007.

[6] C. Gaffey, “Stop whatever you're doing. Planet Earth has now used up its resources for
2017,” Newsweek, 02-Aug-2017. [Online]. Available: http://www.newsweek.com/earth-
overshoot-day-2017-climate-change-645296. [Accessed: 02-Feb-2018].

[7] D. B. Botkin and E. A. Keller, Environmental science: earth as a living planet. Hoboken:
Wiley, 2014.

[8] E. Sidiropoulos, “Education for sustainability in business education programs: a question
of value,” Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 85, pp. 472-487, 2014.

[9] A. M. Freeman, “Environmental Policy Since Earth Day I: What Have We Gained?,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 125-146, 2002.



[10] “Lessons from the Environment: Why 95% of Adult Americans Endorse Environmental
Education, Ninth Annual National Report Card on Environmental Attitudes; Knowledge, and
Behavior,” EPA, May-2001. [Online]. Available:
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=400007FL.TXT. [Accessed: 02-Feb-2018].
[11] B. Thapa, “Environmentalism: The Relation of Environmental Attitudes and
Environmentally Responsible Behaviors Among Undergraduate Students,” Bulletin of Science,
Technology & Society, vol. 19, no. 5, pp. 426-438, 1999.

[12] Bradley, T. Waliczek and J. Zajicek, "Relationship Between Environmental Knowledge
and Environmental Attitude of High School Students", The Journal of Environmental Education,
vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 17-21, 1999.

[13] P. Tikka, M. Kuitunen and S. Tynys, "Effects of Educational Background on Students'
Attitudes, Activity Levels, and Knowledge Concerning the Environment”, The Journal of
Environmental Education, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 12-19, 2000.

[14] D. Levine and M. Strube, "Environmental Attitudes, Knowledge, Intentions and
Behaviors Among College Students”, The Journal of Social Psychology, vol. 152, no. 3, pp. 308-
326, 2012.

[15] S. Liuand H. Lin, "Exploring Undergraduate Students’ Mental Models of the
Environment: Are They Related to Environmental Affect and Behavior?”, The Journal of
Environmental Education, vol. 46, no. 1, pp. 23-40, 2014.

[16] S. Pe'er, D. Goldman and B. Yavetz, "Environmental Literacy in Teacher Training:
Attitudes, Knowledge, and Environmental Behavior of Beginning Students”, The Journal of
Environmental Education, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 45-59, 2007.

[17] H. Miderrisoglu and A. Altanlar, “Attitudes and behaviors of undergraduate students
toward environmental issues,” International Journal of Environmental Science & Technology,
vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 159-168, Jan. 2010.

[18] N. Govindarajulu and B. F. Daily, “Motivating employees for environmental
improvement,” Industrial Management & Data Systems, vol. 104, no. 4, pp. 364-372, 2004.
[20] P.S.Wenz, “Environmental Ethics: Duties to and Values in the Natural World. Holmes
Rolston I11,” Ethics, vol. 100, no. 1, pp. 195-197, 1989.

[19] B. Robeliaand T. Murphy, "What do people know about key environmental issues? A
review of environmental knowledge surveys", Environmental Education Research, vol. 18, no. 3,
pp. 299-321, 2012.

[20] J. Devore and K. Berk, Modern mathematical statistics with applications. New York:
Springer, 2012.

[21] N.C.B.C. Yaziciand A. A. Babalik, “Determination of environmental awareness of
university students: the case of Suleyman Demirel University (SDU),” Environmental Earth
Sciences, vol. 75, no. 3, 2016.

[22] H. Rolston, A new environmental ethics: the next millennium for life on earth. New York:
Routledge, 2012.



Appendix 1 - Figures

i i i i i
o | | |
109 e
- { SR {
o4 i 1 i ! !
g % ¢ R R
g i : } : ! :
7] ! ‘ ‘ i 1
T | } B St
b 5 ; ; ; ;
= 0 N R
60 : : b :
Orrerall . : SR . EN . HH . PM
=175 ' ' ' ' '

Figure 1. Mean score on environmental knowledge surveys (overall and by course theme) at the
start and end of a semester-long course. Students’ overall scores increased from 81.14% +
1.46% at the start of the course to 89.67% = 2.03% at the end of the course (t = -7.4901, df =
174, p = 3.81 x 10"%). Among the course’s five units, student scores increased in SR, from
80.14% + 2.38% t0 86.96% + 2.71% (t = -3.90, df = 174, p-value = 1.37 x 10™); EN, from
83.47% + 3.65% t0 93.94% =* 2.26% (t = -5.37, df = 174, p-value = 2.46 x 107'); HH, from 66%
+4.99% to 77% + 4.36% (t = -3.5455, df = 174, p-value = 5.04 x 10™*); and PM, from 86.86% +
3.75% t0 95.57% * 1.89% (t = -4.72, df = 174, p-value = 4.64 x 10°F).
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Figure 2. Mean score on environmental knowledge surveys by gender identity at the start and
end of a semester-long course. Students who identified as female scored 76.48% + 3.79% and
students who identify as male scored 82.76% + 2.37% at the start of the course (t =-2.81, df =
82.41, p-value = 6.06 x 10%). Scores of both groups were significantly higher on the end-of-
course survey, but neither group was significantly different from the other at the end (t = 0.66, df
=70.08, p-value = 5.05 x 101).
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Figure 3. Mean score on environmental knowledge surveys by racial identity at the start and end
of a semester-long course. Students who identified as non-white scored 75.68% = 4.45% and
students who identified as white scored 83.40% + 2.20% at the start of the course (F value =
6.04, df = 2, p-value = 2.92 x 10%). At the end of the course, there were no significant
differences (F value = 0.72, df = 2, p-value = 4.86 x 10%).
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Figure 4. Mean score on Environmental Knowledge Survey by mother’s educational attainment
at the start and end of a semester-long course. Students whose mother earned a graduate degree
(master’s or PhD) scored 82.34% + 3.19% at the start of the course and 90.92% + 2.34% at the
end. Students whose mother earned a bachelor’s degree scored 83.19% + 3.49% at the start of
the course and 87.21% + 2.57% at the end. Students whose mother earned less than a bachelor’s
degree (associate degree, high school diploma or GED certificate) earned 77.17% + 4.03% at the
start of the course and 90.83% * 2.76% at the end. There were significant differences between
start and end survey scores among students whose mother earned less than a bachelor’s degree (t
=-5.62, df = 86.70, p-value = 2.21 x 10°") and students whose mother earned a graduate degree
(t=-4.32, df = 120.99, p-value = 3.13 x 10°%). Students whose mother earned a bachelor’s
degree did not significantly improve (t = -1.85, df = 104.71, p-value = 6.61 x 10°?).
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Figure 5. Student response to the question, “Most of the time, do you think environmental
protection and economic development can go hand in hand, or that we must choose between
environmental protection and economic development?” at the start (top) and end (bottom) of the
course.
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usually believe is more important: economic development or environmental protection?” at the

compromise between economic development and environmental protection, which do you
start (top) and end (bottom) of the course.

Figure 6. Student response to the question, “When it is impossible to find a reasonable
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Figure 7. Student responses to the question, “There are differing opinions about how far we’ve

gone with environmental protection laws and regulations. At the present time, do you think

environmental protection laws and regulations have gone too far, or not far enough, or have

struck about the right balance?” at the start (top) and end (bottom) of the course.
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Figure 8. Student responses to the statement, “Technology will find a way of solving

environmental problems,” whether you strongly agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or strongly

disagree.” at the start (top) and end (bottom) of the course.
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increasingly important role in the nation’s economic future,” whether you strongly agree, mostly
agree, mostly disagree, or strongly disagree.” at the start (top) and end (bottom) of the course.

Figure 9. Student responses to the statement, “The condition of the environment will play an
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Figure 10. Student responses to the statement, “Please indicate for the following statement,

“Private companies should train their employees to solve environmental problems,” whether you
strongly agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or strongly disagree.” at the start (top) and end

(bottom) of the course.



O Mostly disagree
B Mostly agree
Strongly agree

[¥]
=
=1}
[+]
=
=}
P
=i}
=]
=]
i-|
[£]
m

[, § Og=u ‘9080 sienpes 1oTR
; 3 gemtt ‘sarda] s o deg (19te ]
[FE222222222 Y [ G=n ‘990 5 01oTPR~ 19T
BB 777/ Y [ gt ‘SoiBoq AP GO
772222222 N M2 G~ 9983 5 101oTPeg PR

fry =T ‘TR MANE

=1 ‘TeqIn

pe=T ‘[Emy

69=1 ‘I LS-ToN

8r=U WHLS

£E=T ‘B -TIOR]

[z LT1= TR

education programs for adults,” whether

[Ewil ‘BarEa] 5 J0[PReE- RO

you strongly agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or strongly disagree.” at the start (top) and

Figure 11. Student responses to the statement, “Please indicate for the following statement,
end (bottom) of the course.

“Government agencies should support environmental



