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ing in the everyday life of Finnish early childhood educators (n =219) from
the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, Finland. The data were collected during
2012 using a semantic differential technique. The data were analysed
using quantitative methods. We identified a gap between early childhood
educators’ thinking (importance of sustainable living) and actual behaviour
(materialising of sustainable living). The gap was the narrowest in favouring
a vegetarian diet. The largest gap was in replacing goods and equipment
only when broken. Increasing activity in non-governmental organisa-
tions seems to be a good way of narrowing the gap between thinking
and behaviour in general. According to our findings, sustainable living was
divided into two orientations: a regional and a temporal orientation. The
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conclusion is that the fundamental target for human growth is to expand the
sphere of human responsibility towards regional and temporal orientations.
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Introduction

Sustainable development (sustainability) is a notion of everlasting good
life for all on Earth. It can be understood as a process, target or value
(Haughton 1999, Salonen 2010). The power of sustainable development
is based on a holistic approach with a long-term and interconnected
ecological, social, and economic orientation (Bettencourta & Kaurc
2011, Ehrenfeldt 2008, Senge et al. 2008).

Early childhood educators can be agents of change in a society.
The years from birth to six have been recognised as crucial learning
years for child development. During those years, children develop
their basic values, attitudes, skills, behaviours, and habits, which
will have an impact on their life for a long time to come. Therefore,
early childhood educators have enormous potential to foster values,
attitudes, skills, and behaviours that support sustainable development.
This is, in the frame of sustainable development, cultural diversity,
gender equality, democracy, and the use of natural resources. Early
childhood educators transmit their values and attitudes through
education. They are role models for children (Chawla 1998, Davis &
Gibson 2006, Heckman 2006, Wells & Lekies 2006).

This research was conducted in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area,
Finland. In Finland, Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) is
steered by the Ministry of Education and Culture. ECEC is a service
for children from 1 to 6 years, and a service for the family. Pre-primary
education refers to education and care provided the year preceding
the start of compulsory education. Pre-primary education is directly
related to early childhood education and care, and primary education.
Pre-primary education is offered for all, irrespective of their place of
residence, language, and economic standing. The care and education
staff operating at day-care centres includes kindergarten teachers,
special kindergarten teachers, social educators or bachelors of social
sciences, bachelors and masters of education, practical children’s nurses,
kindergarten practical nurses, and practical nurses. The ECEC consists
of four perspectives: society, children, parents, and staff (Ministry of
Education and Culture 2018).

The Finnish National core curriculum for early childhood educa-
tion and care structures the objectives of Education for Sustainable
Development (ESD) combining well-being and a sustainable way of
living:

“All activities take into account the necessity of an ecologi-
cally, culturally and economically sustainable way of living.
Everyday choices and actions reflect a responsible relationship
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with nature and the environment. Early childhood education
and care promotes the shared use of equipment and facilities,
moderation and economy in using them as well as repairing
and reusing them” (EDUFI 2016, p. 33).

Thus, the curriculum underlines the embedded systematic approach
towards ESD.

Towards sustainable society in the Era of
Anthropocene

In the Era of Anthropocene, human activity is the biggest single factor
affecting the future of the planet (Crutzen & Stoermer 2000). These
human-incurred changes of the Earth and its atmosphere occur more
quickly than the natural planetary changes. For example, 74% of the
observed global warming is due to human activity (Huber & Knutti
2012). For this reason, sustainability is linked to fundamental changes
in a society. It is about “long term transformation of basic aspects
of the present industrial economic system” (Baker 2006, p. 47). In
other words, sustainability is an existential challenge that involves
all people in the global community. It requires changing the systems
that shape human behaviour (Haughton 1999, p. 235). It deals with
culture, ideals, and values. Values can be defined as abstractions that
guide our choices (Kluckhohn 1954, p. 395). Morals protect what we
value. They guide us in how we balance the things that we value and
the everyday choices we make in life. Education has a great role to play
in this fundamental social change because it deals with the processes of
human growth that tie people to the systems, institutions and communi-
ties important to their well-being (Hamaldinen 2003, p. 76). However,
a sustainability-promoting way of life is a challenge for the education
system itself. Currently, the aims of education mainly focus on national
economic growth in industrial countries. Educators are supposed to
help children to learn how to be economically productive rather than
to think critically and become empathetic human beings (Nussbaum
2010). By doing so, educators reproduce a present culture. Rather than
only reproducing the present culture, it would be essential for all of us
to learn what it means, in practical terms, to live in harmony on Earth
(Martusewicz et al. 2015, p. 19, Foster et al. 2018).

Human beings are fully dependent on nature. There is no human
society without a sustaining ecological ground, and there is no economy
without people (Ahlberg et al. 2015, p. 231-233). From the point of
ecological sustainability, it is alarming that the ability of ecosystems to
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sustain future generations can no longer be taken for granted (Ripple
et al. 2018, MEA 2005, Blunden & Arndt 2016). Social sustainability
emphasizes human dignity and solidarity. Its foundation is the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. In practical terms, social sustainability
promotes inclusion, participation, social identity and social compe-
tence (Bostrom 2012, Hamaldinen & Matikainen 2018). Economic
sustainability is materialised in a circular economy that is about the
effective use of raw material, the energy efficiency of the production
process, and manufacturing of long-lasting and recyclable products.
On the national level, the increase in economic sustainability can be
realized in the form of thriving small-scale entrepreneurship, locally
owned companies, and an increase in the companies that are pioneers
of sustainable production and services. A transition from industrial
society towards the service society is also an example of economic
sustainability (Salonen & Ahlberg 2013a).

Temporal and regional orientations overlap in sustainability-
promoting life. Ensuring the basis of good life for future generations
is a more valuable goal for education than looking for short-term
benefits limited to our generation only. The main question for inter-
generational justice is “how much sacrifice on the part of the present
can be justified or required on the basis of obligations to the future?”
(Norton 20085, p. 321). In a complex world, there is a lot to be gained
by transforming questions of yes-or-no into questions of more-or-less.
Yes-or-no builds confrontation but more-or-less lends itself to trade-
offs (Solow 1998). The way forward is clear; most beneficial actions
combine a temporal and a regional orientation. These actions indicate
planetary orientation that maintain diverse life and intergenerational
justice on local and global levels (Barry 2002, Bauman 2008, Dobbelt
2008, pp. 139-145, Kidder 1995, pp. 18-25, Marshall & Toffel 2005).
See Table 1.

Life Individual Collective Planetary
orien-
tation
Moral |1 | My Friends [ My | All Human | Human | Eco- | Pla-
circle family | and na- | pe- |beings [ beings, | sys- net
relati- [ tion | ople |and animals [ tems | Earth
ves animals | and
plants

Table 1. Principles of change and a path towards a sustainable future in the
Era of Anthropocene, from left to right (adapted from Salonen & Ahlberg

2012).
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Intercultural cooperation is at the centre of human survival (Hofstede
etal. 2010). Community brings individuals together in united awareness
and feeling, sharing time, energy and information. However, increasing
individualism and an emphasis on competitiveness have reduced the
attractiveness of cooperation and sharing on local and global levels
(Marglin 2008). Social cohesion can be built on the equally shared
benefits and disadvantages of development — between developing
and developed countries. This is important because “people are the
instruments and beneficiaries, as well as the victims, of all deve-
lopment activities” (Serageldin & Steer 1994, p. 5). Sustainability
demands people to shift from human competition to collaboration
and from individuality towards a planetary life orientation. This is a
way forward because people with community-based orientation are
more aware of the wide perspective and relations of sustainable well-
being. They also tend to stand for the human rights and possibilities
of the future generations (Kasser 2011, p. 207).

Extending the moral circle is crucial because we all form a global
community. Simple everyday life is a part of a complex global network
of communications, trade and transportation. There is an intercon-
nection between people from different countries simply because our
commodities and food are often imported from abroad. In addition,
humans are fully dependent on the non-human world, for example,
by the food humans eat. Therefore, a transition towards a sustainable
society and way of life underlines the importance to expand the moral
circle not only to cover people and culture but also animals and other
organisms, plants, and life-supporting ecosystems (Salonen 2013,
Salonen & Ahlberg 2012).

Early childhood educators as teachers can be agents of change in a
society (Bour 2016, Fullan 1993, Freire 2005). Education in the early
years has a great impact on the development of values, everyday life
choices, and on the gradually growing sense of responsibility (Puroila,
Johansson & Estola 2016). The practical early childhood educators
work is based on their worldview and their knowledge about the
world — how it is and how it should be — combined with their personal
beliefs, feelings, and emotions (Benjamin & Kuusisto 2016). We still
need to learn more about the ways the educators’ perceptions, norms,
and values are manifested in early childhood education practice and
guiding documents (Bjork Eydahl 2012). Based on the essential role
of the educators, we are interested in early childhood educators’
thinking (values and the importance of sustainable living) and their
actual behaviour (materialising of sustainable living). We also want to
reformulate if there would be differences between socio-demographics.
Our specific research questions are:
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1. What kinds of gaps can be recognised between respondents’
thinking and behaviour?

2. What is the respondents’ structure of the sustainable living?

Can the respondents be divided by socio-demographics based on

elements of sustainable lifestyles?

4. How do the respondents react to increased information about and
awareness of the sustainability crisis?

(O8]

Materials and Methods

Our respondents were Finnish early childhood educators (n = 219) in
the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, Finland. Their ages ranged from 19
to 63 years. The median age was 42 years. The data were collected
during 2012 by applying a semantic differential technique (Osgood
1957). This technique has been extensively applied to studies that have
an evaluative approach (Heise 2010). The method makes it easy to eva-
luate the meaning of the concepts (Fishbein & Ajzen 2010, p. 79-82).

We applied a structured questionnaire with a measurement tool
that consisted of ecological, social, and economic aspects of sustai-
nable development (Salonen & Tast 2013). Each aspect included five
items. The operationalisation of sustainable development was, thus,
made up of 15 items (Table 2).

Ecological Social Economic

Saving energy Maintaining civil Favouring local enterprises
society

Favouring vegetarian | Consumer’s social Favouring eco-labelled

diets responsibility products

Recycling, compost- | Supporting communa- | Life cycle as a criterion for

ing, and dealing lity, intergenerational | choosing commodities

with hazardous link and trust

waste

Use of renewable Global poverty reduc- | Favouring energy-efficient

energy sources tion products

Replacing goods Low perceived value of | Use of services instead of

and equipment only | ownership ownership of goods

when broken

Table 2. Three aspects of sustainable development in the measurement instrument
(Salonen & Tast 2013).

Early childhood educators rated the 15 variables on a six-step scale
(1-7). The scale ranged from importance (not important—extremely
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important) to the actual implementation of the item (not at all-always,
perfectly) in the respondent’s individual everyday life. The relatively
large scale made it possible to obtain differentiated information about
the rated items (Osgood et al. 1957, pp. 36-39). See Table 3.

Recycling, composting and taking care of hazardous waste

Importance and not important for me - extremely important for me
value of the item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(thinking)

Actual implemen- not at all - always, perfectly
tation of the item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(behaviour)

Table 3. Example of the way of rating the variable (item) on a six-step scale in
the structured questionnaire.

We also asked participants’ gender, age, and activity in non-govern-
mental organisations. In addition, we asked them to tell us how they
react when they get new information concerning sustainability issues.

We are aware of the limitations of the structured questionnaire.
Respondents can express their thinking and behaviour only to the
questions asked. The other weakness is — even if all the respondents
are early childhood educators — that they differ in performance,
expectations, expertise, experience, and responsibility (Hufnagel &
Conca 1994). In other words, items included in the questionnaire could
be both the subject of everyday reflection or a strange issue that the
respondent has never thought about. Thus, we know that this may
cause inaccuracies in the results.

We started our analysis by identifying the potential gap between
thinking (importance of the 15 items of sustainability) and behaviour
(actual realisation of the 15 items of sustainability) with a #-test. In
the other words, we were interested in examining differences between
respondents’ thinking and behaviour. In practical terms, we tested
dependent variables, because the compared means were from the same
sample (Field 2009, pp. 324-333). We also analysed the correlation
of thinking and behaviour by calculating Pearson’s correlation coef-
ficients, ranging from -1 to +1. By doing so we were able to identify
the kind of relationship between respondents’ thinking and behaviour.
However, with this method we cannot draw direct conclusions about
causality between thinking and behaviour (Field 2009, p. 179).

Following this, we continued with an explorative factor analysis
that was conducted on the 15 items that described the implementation
of sustainability in the everyday life of early childhood educators. We
were interested in how our respondents behave in everyday life and
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how their behaviour can be structured. Factor analysis helps us to
understand the structure of several variables (Field 2009, p. 628).
In this case, factor analysis helped us to concisely describe the relation-
ships among observed variables because it is a technique for identifying
groups of variables. In other words, we were interested to know which
items in the set form coherent subsets that are relatively independent
of one another. (Tabachnik & Fidell 2007, pp. 607-610). First, we
verified that factor analysis could be conducted on the 15 variables.
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for
the analysis (KMO = 0.9), which is well above the acceptable limit
(Hutcheson & Sofroniou 1999, p. 225). Bartlett’s test of sphericity, 32
(105) = 884.3, p < 0.000, indicated that correlations between variables
were sufficiently large for principal axis factoring. On the other hand,
with the correlation matrix, we verified that the correlations were not
too strong (>0.8), so that multicollinearity would prevent presenting
results. The strongest correlation was 0.6, which means that the re-
sults could be presented (Field 2000, p. 446, pp. 456—457, p. 648).

We applied the Principal Axis Method for factor extraction. The
analysis was based on the correlation matrix. With orthogonal rotation
(varimax), we reduced small factor loads and enlarged the large ones
to help the interpretation of the results (Tabachnik & Fidell 2007,
p. 620). The eigenvalue was defined as greater than 1, according to
Kaiser’s criterion. When applying the Principal Axis Method, there
is only a little dependence between factors. We are aware that this
makes it easier to interpret the results, but may reduce exemplifying
of the phenomenon (Tabachnik & Fidell 2007, p. 637).

Results

What kind of gaps can be recognised between respondents’
thinking and behaviour?

We calculated the differences between the importance and actual im-
plementation of the items in order to verify the gap between thinking
and behaviours (Table 4). The importance of an item indicates thin-
king, and the actual implementation of the item indicates behaviours.
For vegetarian diets, the difference was the lowest, 0.65 points. We
analysed the difference more precisely with a paired #-test. Respon-
dents valued vegetarian diets more in their thinking (M = 5.60; SD =
2.4) than they actually followed this diet in everyday life (M = 4.95;
SD =2.4;¢(209) = 5.06; p < 0.000; r = 0.696). The confidence inter-
val of the difference was the smallest in favouring vegetarian diets.

88



EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATORS AND SUSTAINABILITY...

This means that the respondent who was thinking that favouring
vegetarian diets is important also likely ate a vegetarian diet. On the
other hand, the respondent who was thinking that replacing goods
and equipment only when broken is important still did not do so
in their everyday life very often. Thus, a gap between thinking and
behaviour was the broadest in this rated item. Also, in the other 13
variables the difference between the importance of the item and the
actual implementing of it were statistically significant or statistically
very significant.

Variable Importance | Implemen- | Paired samples t-test t df Sig.
of the tation of
variable the
variable

M SD M SD | M SD Std. | 95%
Erro | Confidence

r Interval of the
Mea | Difference
n Lower | Upper

1. Replacinggoodsand | 6.4 |49 |54 |12 | 1.0 4.8 | .32 |.358 1.64 |3.07 218 .002
equipment only
when broken

2. Supporting 64 (.84 |53 |1.1 |12 |10 |.07 [1.03 |1.30 |17.21 217 .000
communality,
intergenerational
link and trust

3. Consumer’s social 63 | .84 |42 |13 |22 1.3 | .09 |2.02 |237 |24.73 215 .000
responsibility

4. Recycling, 63 .96 |51 |12 |13 |1.1 |.07 [114 |1.43 |[17.78 |218 .000
composting, and
dealing with
hazardous waste

5. Lifecycleasa 63 (.8 |50 |12 |13 |1.1 |.08 [1.17 |1.47 |17.26 |218 .000
criterion for
choosing
commodities

6. Saving energy 6.2 |10 |50 |11 |12 1.1 | .07 | 1.07 1.36 16.69 218 .000

7. Favouring eco- 60 |.99 [46 |13 |14 1.1 | .07 |1.26 1.54 19.49 217 .000
labelled products

8. Use of renewable 60 (1.1 |41 |13 |19 |14 |.09 [1.76 |213 [20.95 |210 .000
energy sources

9. Favouring energy- 59 | 1.2 |45 |13 |14 1.2 |.08 |1.19 1.51 16.67 212 .000
efficient products

10.Favouring local 58 | 1.1 43 |13 |15 |12 |.08 |138 |[1.71 |18.57 215 .000
enterprises

11.Global poverty 57 | 1.2 |35 |13 |23 [14 |.10 |2.09 |246 |2372 |214 .000
reduction

12.Maintaining civil 55 |11 |40 |13 |15 [13 |[.09 |132 |167 |16.84 |213 .000
society

13.Use of services 54 |12 (42 |12 |12 [1l2 |.08 |1.02 |1.35 |14.55 |207 .000
instead of ownership
of goods

14.Low perceived value | 5.3 | 1.2 (4.4 |12 | .9 1.2 |.08 |.781 |1.10 |11.33 |217 .000
of ownership

15.Favouring vegetarian | 4.4 | 1.7 |36 | 1.6 |.7 1.3 | .09 | .570 |.911 | 8.55 217 .000
diets

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and results of the paired samples t-tests
between importance of the variable and factual implementation of the same
variable.

We calculated Pearson’s correlation coefficients for each of the 15
evaluations of the variables (Table 5) in order to determine the varia-
tion between respondents’ thinking and behaviour. The correlation
between the matter considered important and the actual implementa-
tion of the matter was the strongest for vegetarian diet, r = 0.70. This
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means that there is the variance of 48% (r?> = 0.48) between thoughts
that vegetarian diets are important and eating a vegetarian diet in
everyday life. Other variables with strong (r > 0.5), correlation between
importance and actual implementation of the item were Favouring
eco-labelled products (r = 0.59), Favouring energy efficient products
(r = 0.55), Recycling, composting, and dealing with hazardous waste
(r = 0.53), Use of services instead of ownership of goods (r = 0.52),
and Favouring local enterprises (r = 0.51). The weakest correlation
between thinking and behaviour was for the item Replacing goods
and equipment only when broken. It appears that there are challenges
with the circumstances. Early childhood educators want to replace
their goods and equipment only when broken, but find this difficult
to do in everyday life.

Variable (importance and actual implementing of | n Pearson r
the item)

Favouring vegetarian diets 218 .703
Favouring eco-labelled products 218 .b87
Favouring energy-efficient products 213 547
Recycling, composting, and dealing with hazardous | 219 .530
waste

Use of services instead of ownership of goods 208 .b23
Favouring local enterprises 216 513
Saving energy 219 497
Low perceived value of ownership 218 494
Supporting communality, intergenerational link and | 218 480
trust

Maintaining civil society 214 450
Life cycle as a criterion for choosing commodities 219 440
Global poverty reduction 215 .376
Use of renewable energy sources 211 .359
Consumer’s social responsibility 216 .329
Replacing goods and equipment only when broken 219 .204

Table 5. Pearson’s correlation coefficients of importance and factual realisation
of the variables in ascending order.

What is respondents’ structure of the sustainable living?

Table 6 shows the results of the factor analysis, which was used to
analyse the actual behaviour (implementation of the items) of the
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early childhood educators. We ended up with a two-factor solution
that explained 46.8% of the variance. The result was justified by
Cattell’s scree test as the third factor would not substantially increase
the explanatory power of the phenomenon. We named the factors
(a) Regional orientation and (b) Temporal orientation. The lowest
loading included in the interpretation of the analysis was 0.5, which
surpasses the limit defined by Dennis Howitt and Duncan Cramer
(2008a, p. 242). Cronbach’s alpha was used as a reliability analysis. It
measures the consistency of the factors. The analysis was conducted
on the items that loaded more than 0.4, and the limit of 0.32 defined
by Tabachnik and Fidel (2007, p. 649) was surpassed. The overall
reliability of the factors is good — values are 0.8 or over (Field 2009,
pp- 673-681, Howitt & Cramer 2008b, pp. 406-408).

Variable Factor
1 2
Regional | Temporal | Commu-
orientation | orienta- | Nality (ex-
tion traction)
Favouring energy-efficient products .680 .198 .502
Consumer’s social responsibility .656 137 449
Favouring local enterprises .620 231 438
Maintaining of civil society .612 .173 404
Favouring eco-labelled products .603 224 414
Global poverty reduction .581 .354 463
Use of services instead of ownership | .574 414 .501
of goods
Use of renewable energy sources .542 .3561 417
Recycling, composting and taking care | .409 .199 .206
of hazardous waste
Saving energy .391 .603 .b16
Life cycle as a criterion of choosing 371 .592 488
commodities
Replacing goods and equipment only | .039 541 .295
when broken
Supporting of communality, intergen- | .150 .510 .282
erational link and trust
Low perceived value of ownership .289 410 .2b1
Favouring vegetarian diets .209 .366 .178
Eigenvalues 5.66 1.36
46.8 % of variance explained 377 % 9.1 %
Cronbach a 9 .8
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Table 6. Results of factor analysis concerning implementing of the items (va-
riables) in everyday life. Communalities and loadings of variables as well as
eigenvalues, explained variance, and alpha-values of factors are presented. The
variables included in the interpretation of results are in bold. The extraction
method was Principal Axis Factoring and the rotation method was Varimax
(with Kaiser Normalisation). Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Can socio-demographics divide the respondents from each
other based on elements of sustainable lifestyles?

The age of the respondent correlated with many of the sustainable
lifestyle choices; the older respondents had a more sustainable lifestyle
(Table 7). The correlation was at the highest in replacing goods and
equipment only when broken. Global responsibility, favouring energy-
efficient products, and use of services instead of ownership of goods
also increased in accordance with age. Similar results have been found
in previous research (Salonen & Ahlberg 2013a).

. . . . Sig.
Variable (actual implementing of the item) |n Pearson r (2-tailed)
Replacing goods and equipment only when | 214 | .267 .000
broken
Global poverty reduction 210 |.214 .002
Favouring energy-efficient products 208 |.202 .004
Use of services instead of ownership of 204 |.201 .004
goods
Supporting communality, intergenerational | 213 |.197 .004
link and trust
Recycling, composting, and dealing with 214 1.190 .005
hazardous waste
Use of renewable energy sources 206 |.183 .005

Table 7. Correlations between age and sustainable lifestyles.

The correlations between Non-Governmental Organisational (NGO)
activity and sustainable lifestyles appeared in eight categories. Previous
studies (Salonen 2010) have found similar results. These correlations
were relatively stronger than the correlations between age and sustai-
nable lifestyles. These correlations are presented in Table 8.
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. . . . Sig.
Variable (actual implementing of the item) n Pearson r (2-tailed)
Recycling, composting, and dealing with 218 |.313 .000
hazardous waste
Global poverty reduction 214 | .257 .000
Favouring eco-labelled products 217 |.239 .000
Favouring energy-efficient products 212 |.237 .000
Use of renewable energy sources 210 |.219 .001
Use of services instead of ownership of 207 | .201 .004
goods
Supporting communality, intergenerational 217 |.188 .006
link, and trust
Favouring vegetarian diets 217 |.186 .006

Table 8. Correlations between non-governmental organisational (NGO) activity
and sustainable lifestyles.

How do the respondents react to increased information
about and awareness of sustainability crisis?

We asked early childhood educators to write what they did when their
consciousness and awareness changed or when they received new
information concerning a sustainable way of living, climate change,
or inequality of people (Table 8).

n %
| become incapable 2 1.0
| feel guilty 32 15.6
| start to act to achieve social change 97 47.3
| gain confidence in my own viewpoints 74 36.1
Total 205 100

Table 9. The emotions and responses of the early childhood educators when
they received new information concerning a sustainable way of living, climate
change, or inequality of people.

According to our data, 47% of the early childhood educators responded
that they would start to act in order to achieve social change. More than
one-third of the respondents (36 %) felt that raising awareness normally
increases their confidence to act towards more sustainable future. Some
of the early childhood educators responded that they would feel guilty
(16%) or even become incapable to act (1%) when they would get new
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information concerning a sustainable way of living, climate change, or
inequality of people.

Discussion and concluding remarks

Results of this research deepen the understanding of a sustainable
lifestyle of early childhood educators in Finland. According to our
results older early childhood educators have a more sustainable
lifestyle. It seems that the younger generation does not follow a
sustainable lifestyle as expected even though awareness of the
consequences of an unsustainable lifestyle is increasing. Younger
respondents have more likely been brought up in a consumer culture.
Older respondents might have a more stable life situation and balanced
financial state and feel less social pressure to build an identity via trends
of consumerism (Salonen et al. 2018). Maybe they also have better sense
of interconnectedness than the younger early childhood educators (see
Lehtonen et al. 2018).

The gap between thinking and behaviours is widely recognised
(Ajzen 1991). Most people relate to sustainability issues positively but
passively (Diekmann & Preisendorfer 2003, Kollmuss & Agyeman
2002). According to our findings, the gap between thinking and be-
haviours for a sustainable lifestyle varies. The gap is narrow in those
variables where the surrounding conditions are not challenging. The
narrowest gap between thinking and behaviour was in vegetarian
diets. This confirms previous results that indicate a strong effect of
contextual factors (Salonen & Tast 2013, also Salonen & Ahlberg
2013b). Human behaviour is always limited by contextual factors
such as laws and regulations, financial incentives and penalties, and
social pressure (Doppelt 2008, pp. 69-71, Giddens 2009). The gap
between thinking and behaviours was broader in variables related
to everyday life situations where the surrounding conditions do not
support sustainable actions. The facilitating conditions are not only
concrete environmental elements but also the social atmosphere. For
example, in replacing goods and equipment only when broken, the
implementation of this variable is related to the life cycle of a pro-
duct — not only mechanical breakage but also technical functionality,
sometimes even unsustainably effected by the manufacturers (Salonen
et al. 2014). According to previous research, an intervention in the
context of society is a more effective way to reach sustainability than
encouraging individuals to change their attitudes and behaviour
(Salonen & Tast 2013, Salonen et al. 2018, Salonen & Ahlberg
2013b). This raises a question about how early childhood educators
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can facilitate sustainability-promoting circumstances for children.
This is also a challenge for policies and decision making in society.

According to our findings, a structure for sustainable living is
divided into two orientations: a regional and a temporal orienta-
tion. The elements of the regional orientation are related to place
and distance. Currently, both global and local circumstances are
apparent in everyday life. In the global economy, our everyday life
choices as consumers of food, clothes and other products have an
impact on the lives of people far from us and the sustainability of
the natural resources globally. On the other hand, supporting local
products and services enhances the local economy. This is also a case
of active citizenship. Active citizenship helps maintain strong local
civil society. Collaboration between early childhood education and
national and international non-governmental organisations offers the
potential to support growing towards active membership of society in
an era of globalisation. This aim is important because abstract and
dynamic impacts of our everyday choices such as energy solutions and
eco-labelled products that have impacts both on local and global levels.

The elements of the temporal orientation illustrate the time-related
orientation of the value-based actions of early childhood educators. In
practical terms this means using life cycle as a criterion of choosing
commodities or switching of unnecessary lights. Awareness of various
temporal impacts of our everyday actions is very much needed. It is
apparent that we can still trace echoes of the earliest human-caused
carbon emissions in our atmosphere (Pongratz & Caldeira 2012).

If early childhood educators want to be strong agents of change
in society, they can enhance both the regional and temporal orien-
tations of children. Melting glaciers, burning equatorial rainforests
or mountains of accumulated toxic waste are easy to depersonalise
(Pratatelli & Aragon 2008). However, our planet is not a collection
of discrete phenomena and events but a system of interdependence.
All past, present and future forms of life are connected as well as all
areas of the planet (Miller & Spoolman 2009). Therefore, in the era
of Anthropocene, human responsibility should include people, ani-
mals, plants, life-supporting ecosystems and natural resources of the
planet now and in the future. Regional orientation can be built, for
example, by talking about the origin of goods. When we buy a can
of soda, we hardly think of the chain of human beings, institutions
and natural resources affected by our choice. Children can be very
interested in the impact of small changes, for example, how recycling
a soda can supports sustainable utilisation of global resources. The
foundation of the sustainable temporal orientation is built in the aware,
conscious and active interaction between educators and children. The
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temporal orientation could also be materialising by working together
with elder generations, the grandparents. By understanding the past,
how previous generations have built our society, we can also build an
idea of the future and our own agency in forming it.

According to our findings, the impact and the role of non-
governmental organisations in education for sustainability seem to
be significant in general. This finding is similar to previous research
(Salonen 2010, Salonen & Ahlberg 2013a). Frequent interaction
among a diverse set of people tends to produce a norm of generalised
reciprocity. Civic engagement and social capital entail mutual obliga-
tion and responsibility for action (Putnam 2000). Citizen participation
is essential to a socially sustainable and healthy democratic society.
This is any activity that involves spending time, unpaid, doing something
that aims to benefit someone or the environment (Williams 2003). By
nourishing the relationships with inhabitants of less wealthy countries,
we can build awareness of the impact of our actions, understand equal
global human rights, and grow a sense of moderation of consumerism.
This relationship can be reached by working with sister institutions
or by supporting godchildren in deprived countries together with the
children in early childhood education and pupils at school.

According to Marc Pratarelli (2014) people may simply shrug
their shoulders and rationally conclude that there is no hope or im-
pact, for example, combat climate change, and, thus, no reason to
change their unsustainable way of living. However, according to our
data, one-third of the early childhood educators felt that raising awa-
reness increases their confidence. Even half of them mentioned that
they would start to act in order to achieve social change. Awareness
gives most of them the confidence to act and to have a social change
in their environment. This is important because competing factors,
conflicting results, and tolerating compromises form a new normal in
our societies (Bauman 2008). Transition towards a sustainable society
is powerful if education helps to enhance critical thinking so that
children can synthesize the rich information about the wide range of
situations around them (Nussbaum 2010). Constructive criticism and
questioning the dominant culture are very much needed, but we are
on the wrong path if the consequence is a paralysing feeling of guilt.

By working with the literature of this field and conducting the
study, it become clear that early childhood education is one of the
keys to strengthen the sense of global responsibility and to build a
society where a sustainable lifestyle could be an imperative for all.
The fundamental target for human growth is to expand the sphere
of human responsibility towards a regional and a temporal orienta-
tion. In the end, human responsibility should cover people, animals,
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plants, life-supporting ecosystems and the natural resources of earth
now and in the future.

References

Ajzen, Icek (1991): The theory of planned behaviour.
Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes 50(2),
179-211.

Baker, Susan (2006): Sustainable Development. London:
Routledge.

Barry, John (2002): The ethical foundations of a sustainable
society. In Tony Fitzpatrick & Michael Cahill, eds: Environment
and Welfare, pp. 21-42. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Bauman, Zigmund (2008): Does Ethics Have Change in a World of
Consumers? Cambridge: Harvard University.

Benjamin, Saija & Kuusisto, Arniika (2016): ‘Identity is
experience — my experience is where ’'m from.” Towards a
wider understanding of worldview pluralism in educational
settings. Journal of Religious Education, 63(2-3), 1-14.

Bjork Eydal, Gudny (2012): Childcare policies at a crossroads: The
case of Iceland. In Anne Trine Kjorholt & Jens Qvortrup eds:
The Modern Child and the Flexible Labour Market: Child Care
Policies and Practices at a Crossroad? pp. 38-55. UK: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Blunden, Jessica & Arndt, Derek (2016): State of the Climate in
2015. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 97(8), 1-275.

Bostrom, Magnus (2012): A missing pillar? Challenges in
theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to
the special issue. Sustainability. Science, Practice, & Policy 8(1),
3-14.

Bourn, Douglas (2016): Teachers as agents of social change.
International Journal of Development Education and Global
Learning 7(3), 63-77.

Chawla, Louise (1998): Significant life experiences revisited: a
review of research on sources of environmental sensitivity. The
Journal of Environmental Education 29(3), 11-21.

97



ARTO O. SALONEN & SyLvia HAKARI

Davis, Julie & Gibson, Megan (2006): Embracing complexity:
Creating cultural change through education for sustainability.
International Journal of Knowledge, Culture and Change
Management 6(2), 92-102.

Diekmann, Andreas & Preisendorfer, Peter (2003): Green and
greenback. The behavioural effects of environmental attitudes in
low-cost and high-cost situations. Rationality and Society 15(4),
441-472.

Doppelt, Bob (2008): The Power of Sustainable Thinking. How
to create a positive future for the climate, the planet, your
organization and your life. London: Earthscan.

EDUFI (2016): National Core Curriculum for Early Childhood
Education and Care. Helsinki: Finnish National Agency for
Education.

Ehrenfeld, John (2008): Sustainability by Design. A subversive
strategy for transforming our consumer culture. New Haven:
Yale University.

Field, Andy (2009): Discovering Statistics Using SPSS, 3" edition.
London: Sage.

Fishbein, Martin & Ajzen, Icek (2010): Predicting and Changing
Behaviour. The reasoned action approach. New York:
Psychology Press.

Foster, Raisa; Makeld, Jussi & Martusewicz, Rebecca (2018): Art,
Ecojustice, and Education. Intersecting theories and practices.
New York & London: Routledge

Freire, Paulo (2005): Teachers as Cultural Workers. Cambridge,
MA: Westview Press.

Fullan, Michael (1993): Why teachers must become change agents.
Educational Leadership 50(6), 12-17.

Giddens, Anthony (2009): Politics of Climate Change. Cambridge:
Polity Press.

Haughton, Graham (1999): Environmental justice and the
sustainable city. Journal of Planning Education and Research
18(3), 233-243.

Heckman, James (2006): Skill formation and the economics of
investing in disadvantaged children. Science, 312(5782), 1900-
1902.

Heise, David (2010): Surveying Cultures. Discovering shared
conceptions and sentiments. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons.

Hofstede, Geert; Hofstede, Gertjan & Minkov, Michael (2010):
Cultures and Organizations, Software of the Mind. Intercultural
cooperation and its importance for survival. London: McGraw-
Hill.

98



EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATORS AND SUSTAINABILITY...

Howitt, Dennis & Cramer, Duncan (2008a): Introduction to SPSS
in Psychology. For Version 16 and earlier. 4 edition. London:
Pearson.

Howitt, Dennis & Cramer, Duncan (2008b): Introduction to
Statistics in Psychology. 4" edition. London: Pearson.

Huber, Markus & Knutti, Reto (2012): Anthropogenic and natural
warming inferred from changes earth’s energy balance. Nature
Geoscience, 5(1), 31-36.

Hufnagel, Ellen & Conca, Cristopher (1994): User response
data: The potential for errors and biases. Information Systems
Research 5(1), 48-73.

Hutcheson, Graeme & Sofroniou, Nick (1999): The Multivariate
Social Scientist. London: Sage.

Hamaldinen, Juha & Matikainen, Pasi (2018): Mechanisms and
pedagogical counterforces of young people’s social exclusion:
Some remarks on the requisites of social sustainability.
Sustainability, 10(7), 2166.

Hiamaladinen, Juha (2003): The concept of social pedagogy in the
field of social work. Journal of Social Work, 3(1), 69-80.

Kasser, Tim (2011): Cultural values and the well-being of future
generations: A cross-national study. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 42(2), 206-215.

Kidder, Rushworth (1995): How Good People Make Tough
Choices: Resolving the dilemmas of ethical living, 2™ edition
2009. London: Harper.

Kollmuss, Anja & Agyeman Julian (2002): Mind the Gap: Why do
people act environmentally and what are the barriers to pro-
environmental behaviour? Environmental Education Research,
8(3), 239-260.

Kluckhohn, Clyde (1954): Values and value orientations in the theory
of action: An exploration in definition and classification. In Talcott
Parsons & Edward A. Shils, eds: Toward a General Theory of
Action, pp. 388-433. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Lehtonen, Annaj; Salonen, Arto O.; Cantell, Hannele & Riuttanen,
Laura (2018): A pedagogy of interconnectedness for encountering
climate change as a wicked sustainability problem. Journal of
Cleaner Production 199, 860-867.

Marglin, Stephen A. (2008): The Dismal Science. How thinking
like an economist undermines community. London: Harvard
University.

Marshall, Julian D. & Toffel, Michael W. (2005): Framing the
elusive concept of sustainability: A sustainability hierarchy.
Environmental Science & Technology, 39(3), 673-682.

99



ARTO O. SALONEN & SyLvia HAKARI

Martusewicz, Rebecca A.; Edmundson, Jeff & Lupinacci, John
(2015): Ecojustice Education: Toward diverse, democratic and
sustainable communities. 2™ ed. London: Routledge.

MEA (2005): Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis.
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Washington DC: Island
Press.

Miller, G. Tyler & Spoolman, Scott E. (2009): Living in the
Environment: Principles, connections, and solutions. 16™ ed.
Cole: Brooks.

Ministry of Education and Culture (2018): Legislation on Early
Childhood Education and Care. Retrieved 01.03.2018 from
https://minedu.fi/en/early-childhood-education-and-care-services

Norton, Bryan G. (2005): Sustainability: A philosophy of adaptive
ecosystem management. Chicago: University of Chicago.

Nussbaum, Martha (2010): Not for Profit. Why democracy needs
the humanities. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Osgood, Charles E.; Tannenbaum, Percy H. & Suci, George J.
(1957): The Measurement of Meaning. Urbana: University of
Illinois Press.

Otieno, Lorraine (2008): The role of culture in integration of
education for sustainable development in early childhood
education. The role of early childhood education for a
sustainable society, pp. 46—49. Gothenburg University. Retrieved
31.10.2018 from http://www.ufl.gu.se/digital Assets/837/837347_
Workshop_May07_papers.pdf

Pongratz, Julia & Caldeira, Ken (2012): Attribution of atmospheric
CO2 and temperature increases to regions: importance of
preindustrial land use change. Environmental Research Letters,
7(3), 1-9.

Pratarelli, Mark; Mize, Kristal & Browne, Blaine (2014): What
kind of people call themselves environmentalists? Global
Bioethics 20(1-4), 9-23.

Pratarelli, Mark & Aragon, Connie (2008): Acknowledging the
“primitive origins of human ecological dysfunction™ A view
toward efficacy and global ecological integrity, Globalization,
8(1), 1-17.

Putnam, Robert (2000): Bowling Alone: The collapse and revival
of American community. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Puroila, Anna-Maija; Johansson, Eva; Estola, Eila; Emilson,
Anette; Einarsdéttir, Johanna; Brostrom, Stig (2016):
Interpreting values in the daily practices of Nordic preschools:
A cross-cultural analysis. International Journal of Early
Childhood, 48(2), 141-159.

100



EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATORS AND SUSTAINABILITY...

Ripple, William; Wolf; Christopher; Newsome; Thomas M.;
Galetti Mauro; Alamgir, Mohammed; Crist, Eileen; Mahmoud,
Mahmoud I. & Laurance, William F. (2018): World scientists’
warning to humanity: A second notice, BioScience, 67(12),
1026-1028.

Salonen, Arto O. (2010): Sustainable Development and its
Promotion in a Welfare Society in a Global Age. Research
Report 318. Helsinki: Helsinki University Press.

Salonen, Arto O. (2013): Responsible Consumption. In Idowu,

S., Capaldi, N., Zu, L. & Das Gupta, A., eds: Encyclopedia
of Corporate Social Responsibility, pp. 2048-2055. Berlin:
Springer.

Salonen, Arto O.; Fredriksson, Leena; Jarvinen, Saara; Korteniemi,
Paivi & Danielsson, Jari (2014): Sustainable consumption in
Finland - the phenomenon, consumer profiles and future scenarios.
International Journal of Marketing Studies, 6(4), 59-82.

Salonen, Arto O., Siirild, Jani & Valtonen, Mikko (2018):
Sustainable living in Finland: Combating climate change in
everyday life. Sustainability, 10(1), 104.

Salonen, Arto O. & Tast, Sylvia (2013): Finnish early childhood
educators and sustainable development. Journal of Sustainable
Development, 6(2), 70-85.

Salonen, Arto O. & Ahlberg, Mauri (2012): The path towards
planetary responsibility — Expanding the domain of human
responsibility is a fundamental goal for life-long learning in a
high-consumption society. Journal of Sustainable Development
5(8), 13-26.

Salonen, Arto O. & Ahlberg, Mauri (2013a): Towards sustainable
society — From materialism to post-materialism. International
Journal of Sustainable Society, 5(4), 374-393.

Salonen, Arto O. & Ahlberg, Mauri (2013b): Obstacles to
sustainable living in the Helsinki metropolitan area. Sustainable
Cities and Society, 8(10), 48-55.

Sen, Amartya (2009): The Idea of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard
University.

Senge, Peter; Smith, Bryan; Kruschwitz, Nina; Laur, Joe & Schley,
Sara (2008): The Necessary Revolution: How individuals and
organizations are working together to create a sustainable
world. London: Doubleday.

Serageldin, Ismail & Steer, Andrew (eds.) (1994): Making
Development Sustainable: From Concepts to Action.
Washington, D.C.: The World Bank.

101



ARTO O. SALONEN & SyLvia HAKARI

Solow, Robert (1998): An Almost Practical Step toward
Sustainability. New York: Routledge.

Tabachnick, Barbara & Fidell, Linda (2007): Using Multivariate
Statistics. Pearson International Edition. 5% edition. London:
Pearson.

Wells, Nancy & Lekies, Kristi (2006): Nature and life course:
Pathways from childhood nature experiences to adult
environmentalism. Children, Youth and Environments 16(1),
1-25.

Williams, Colin (2003): Cultivating voluntary action in deprived
neighbourhoods: A fourth sector approach. Voluntary Action
5(3), 7-25

Ahlberg, Mauri, Aineslahti, Mervi, Alppi, Anu, Houtsonen, Lea,
Nuutinen, Anna-Mari & Salonen, Arto O. (2015): Education for
sustainable development in Finland. In Rolf Jucker & Reiner
Mathar, eds: Schooling for Sustainable Development: Concepts,
Policies and Educational Experiences at the End of the UN
Decade of Education for Sustainable Development, pp. 221-239.
Berlin-Heidelberg: Springer.



