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A study of school teachers’requirement and
satisfaction with ecological ponds in elementary

schools in Taichung.

Abstract

“The environment education” is a significant issue of the contemporary education,
the campus ecology pond embodies the spirit of this tendency. However, many ecology
ponds only emphasize the exterior construction, neglecting the genuine meaning of the
ecology function. The motivation of the research was how to achieve “the requirement
of the instructor” and how to establish the ecology pond that met the requirement. The
research took elementary school teachers' feedback in Taizhong City toward the
requirement and the degree of satisfaction of the usage of the campus ecology pond as
the subject. The subjects were the incumbent teachers in Taizhong City in 102
academic year. The purpose of this study was to understand the circumstances about



elementary school teachers' requirement and the degree of satisfaction of the usage of
the campus ecology pond, and analyzed the differences in the requirement and the
degree of satisfaction of the usage of the campus ecology pond between elementary
school teachers with different backgrounds. According to the conclusions of the study;,
there are some references to future rebuilds and newly construction of the campus
ecology pond for educational organizations and school authorities.

The research tool was questionnaire, and analyzed whether requirement and
satisfaction of using campus ecology ponds of elementary teachers with different
backgrounds showed significant differences through Hotelling T and multivariate
analysis of variance. The results showed no significant differences in requirement;
however satisfaction of using campus ecology ponds showed significant differences in
ages, position and service periods.
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Fig. 1.  Research Chart
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