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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to depict the behaviors of teacher candidates with regard to the
environment and to determine how gender, grade level, department and the place within they
grew affect these behaviors. The study was carried out with the participation of 457 teacher
candidates. Only fist and fourth grade teacher candidates were participated in the study. The
participants were from departments of social studies education, pre-school education, science
education, Turkish education, mathematics education and primary school teaching education in a
state university in Southern Turkey. The data were collected in the spring of 2017-2018 with the
‘Environmental Behavior Scale’ developed by Goldman, Yavetz and Pe’er and adapted to Turkish
by Timur and Yilmaz (2013). The results indicate that gender is an effective factor on
environmental behaviors. The environmental behaviors of female teacher candidates are
significantly positive than those of male prospective students. The increase of class level positively
affects the environmental behaviors as well. Finally, the teacher candidates from pre-school
education department demonstrated significantly positive behaviors in at least one dimension of
the scale used in this study. It has also come out that the size of the settlement area does not
create significant difference on the environmental behaviors of teacher candidates.
Keywords: teacher candidates, social studies, environmental behavior, environmental literacy

INTRODUCTION
The environment is a biological, physical, social, economic and cultural environment in which living things
maintain relationships and interact with each other throughout their lives (Açıkgöz & Arcak, 2012: 130). In
other words, the environment is regarded as human biosphere because all of the changes at natural conditions
such as air, water and soil, i.e. the flora and fauna that develop in the “ecological parcel”, ultimately affect the
human being (Akman, Düzenli, & Geven, 1996: 7).
Since mankind has existed, he has used all the resources of the world in his favor. The notion of property
and the concept of land, which emerged as a result of sedentism, led people to expect more from nature. People
have begun to ask for more than they can obtain from the nature. These requests increased continually. As a
result of these demands, the ecological balance has deteriorated considerably and “environmental pollution”,
which is one of the biggest problems of our time, has emerged. Environmental pollution can be defined as;
“The increase in the amount of certain substances in the environment which affects negatively human life”
(Akdur, 2005: 15). Velasquez (2011) defines pollution as “Pollution is the introduction of contaminants into an
environment that causes instability, disorder, harm or discomfort to the ecosystem i.e., physical systems or
living organisms” (p. VII).
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According to Kılıç (2006), the reason for the environmental crisis that modern society experiences is a
human-centered worldview that does care about nature and environment.
In the past environmental pollution was ignored in the name of economic development. The industrial
revolution, which started in England in the 18th century and then affected the whole world, caused great
damage to the environment, though there is a great development in the name of humanity. The environmental
cost ofeconomic development has been neglected for many years under the influence of the industrialists, and
the environment and natural resources are regarded as only “raw material” and / or “sink” (Aksu, 2011: 29;
Beckerman, 1992; Gwartney, Lawson, & Holcombe, 1999; Stern, Common, & Barbier, 1996). These
environmental problems, which started to show their effects especially in the 20th century, continue as of
today.
Some of the leading facts and events that disrupt the ecological balance and make the world uninhabitable
can be listed as intensive energy use, destruction of forests, intensification of some substances in the human
environment, production of some artificial materials which do not exist in nature, and intensive use of artificial
fertilizer (Akdur, 2005). Prevalence of these pollutants is a sign that people are betraying the planet they live
on and that the world will become unlivable unless behaviors of people change.
The ideas that natural resources are infinite and the nature is humankind’s slave, which will be at his
disposal forever, give place to a different thought recently. Environmental problems, which were seen as
regional problems, are beginning to be seen as a global problem. Because the problems identified as local or
regional are ultimately leading to global damage, such as in the depletion of the ozone layer or in the change
of world climate (Kaplan, 1999: 42). Along with the globalization of these problems, many treaties and
conferences were held. Countries have come to realize that they must act together to safeguard the world they
live in because the nature that satisfied was in the danger of depletion in the future. That is why the world
needs to learn how to use and manage resources in the right way.
The seriousness of the environmental problems arising from human behavior has begun to be pronounced
in 1960s, and efforts to prevent it have increased gradually (Altunok, 2013: 39). The most important concept
introduced for this purpose is the concept of “Sustainable Development”. The concept of Sustainable
Development introduced firstly in World Nature Charter document adopted in 1982 by the International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and took its final shape in 1987 in Brundtland Report published by
the World Commission on Environment and Development. Sustainable development can be described most
generally as “development that can meet today’s needs without compromising the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs” (Brundtland Report, 1987). The “Bruntland Report” has given us important clues as
to how to realize a neat and healthy living environment without destroying our planet. In addition, as
important outputs of Conference on Environment and Development in June 1992, both “Rio Declaration” and
the “Agenda 21”, which is the implementation document of the declaration principles, set the same goals more
concretely as continuation and complementary of “Brundtland Report” (1987). The conclusions of the Rio
Summit have also affected the agenda of all subsequent United Nations (UN) meetings. International
Conference on Population and Development held in Cairo in 1994, World Summit for Social Development held
in Copenhagen in 1995, United Nations Conference on Human Settlements -Habitat II held in Istanbul in
1996, The Millennium Summit held in New York in 2000, the World Summit on Sustainable Development
held in Johannesburg in 2002, United Nations Development Programme held in Cape Town in 2006 are the
main ones of these meetings (Baykal & Baykal, 2008: 10).
All these conferences and meetings contributed a lot to creation of consciousness about to pollution which
resulted in important actions. They gave way to important developments in the areas of replacing existing
technological facilities with environmentally friendly ones and using natural resources in a logical and
economical way (Alagöz, 2007: 51), the control of the pollutants thrown into the environment; detection of
pollution types and their concentrations and search for solutions; the elimination of existing pollution and the
prevention of recontamination (Aras, 2001).However, it is known that the real purpose is to maintain those
measures. The way to achieve this is through education. Educating the individuals is important because global
environmental problems can also be expressed as a sum of individual behaviors. An educated individual is the
one who has become aware of himself and his environment. According to Erten (2006), education should
develop attitudes, value judgments, knowledge and skills to protect the environment, and should foster
demonstration of environmentally friendly behaviors. While education activities about environment aim to
acquisition of the necessary cognition, affections and behaviors towards the environment, personality
development processes such as experiencing, active participation and responsibility are important outcomes
as well. An education about environment should be understood as a general area where the ability to live in
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harmony with the environment and is acquired rather than a specific part and a topic of the general education
series (Özdemir, 2007: 25). Since the main source of environmental pollution is feelings and thoughts that
motivate humans to faulty and destructive behavior; what is expected from education is to lay the groundwork
for promoting sensitive and logical actions towards the environment (Ayvaz, 1996: 6). Environment is an
important factor at education of pupils (Vurgun, 2017). Teachers equipped with environmental education are
also needed for a good environmental education, because the biggest task in education falls on to teachers.
Teachers are role models of learners. According to the Social learning theory, even if they are unaware, most
of the time students adopt the behaviors of the teachers and try to be like them.
Originally introduced by Miller and Dollard (1941) social learning theory was developed by Bandura (1977,
1986). One of the concepts of the theory of this theory is the modeling. Rodríguez-Campos and Bombly (2009)
describe modeling as teachers’ showing correct and appropriate behaviors, and students’ observing, adopting
and practicing them. Based on this theory, every teacher who behaves erroneously causes erroneous behaviors
in students. Teachers should not be just people who provide environmental education but also they should be
persons who act according to what they know and teach. There is, of course, no certainty in the social learning
theory that the student will take the behavior of the teacher. However, it should not be forgotten that the
teacher is a big factor. Because actions of people are the main cause of environmental problems, human
behaviors, habits and thoughts are the greatest indicators of what will happen to the environment in the
future. In order to develop a capacity of understanding and interpreting environmental systems, and
appropriate behaviors o maintain, restore or improve environmental systems (Roth, 1992: 1, as cited in Aksoy,
Karatekin, 2012: 1424) environmental education should be given to the student correctly and permanently.
There are already existing studies in the literature about the behaviors of teachers and prospective
teachers regarding environment. For example; Teksöz, Şahin and Ertepınar (2010) concluded in their work
that teacher candidates have environmental awareness and positively directed environment-oriented
thinking. Studying with the teacher candidates about their knowledge, attitude and behavior towards the
environment, Sargın et al. (2016) found that teacher candidates had high environmental sensitivities and even
changed their habits to contribute to the solution of environmental problems. In their study where
environmental literacy levels of prospective teachers are investigated, Aksoy and Karatekin (2012) found that
there was no effect of the level of income on the environmental literacy of the prospective teachers, while
gender, level of environmental curiosity, presence of environmentally sensitive individual in the family,
frequency of presence in natural areas, and environmental education courses in universities are influential.
Esa (2010) stated that biology teacher candidates do not demonstrate environment friendly behaviors,
although they are informed about environmental concepts. Spiropoulou, Antonakaki, Kontaxakaki, and
Bouras (2007) revealed that primary teacher candidates are willing to save the environment but their limited
knowledge about environment keeps them from acting properly. Liarakou, Gavrilakis, and Flouri (2009)
argued that teachers refrain from adopting clear position with regard to environmental issues even though
they have necessary knowledge. Hsu and Roth (1998) found that teachers in Taiwan have positive attitudes
towards the environment. Goldman et al. (2006) and Pe’er, Goldman, and Yavetz (2007) revealed that preservice teachers in Israel have limited knowledge of environmental literacy which results in some negative
environmental behaviors. Stir (2006) found that teacher candidates are interested highly in environmental
issues but they have lack of confidence with regard to taking proper actions. Boubonari, Markos, and
Kevrekidis (2013) concluded that Greek teacher candidates Show moderate limited action and limited
collective action to towards pollution. Since the issue is very important we thought that investigation of the
subject in a different time period and with participation of a different sampling group is important. Respobsible
actions towards the environment may include a variety of actions (Sia, Hungerford, & Tomera, 1986). These
categories may include ecomanagement, consumerism, persuasion, political action and legal action (Hsu, 2004;
Hungerford & Peyton, 1980; Sia et al., 1986). On the other hand, Goldman et al. (2006) specified six dimensions
that are investigated in our current study.

Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this study is to reveal behaviors of teacher candidates with regarding to the environment,
and to determine how these behaviors are affected by their gender, grade level, department and size of the
settlement in which they grew up.
The study focuses on the following questions:
1. Is the size of the settlement where the teacher candidates grew up effective on the teacher candidates’
behavior towards the environment?
http://www.ijese.com
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2. Is gender effective on the teacher candidates’ behavior towards the environment?
3. Is grade level effective on the teacher candidates’ behavior towards the environment?
4. Is department effective on the teacher candidates’ behavior towards the environment?

Significance of the Research
Because the environment means life for people, protecting the environment is a very important issue. As
seen above, many conferences, notifications, reports and summit meetings were held on the environment. But
the greatest impact on the environment can be with education. It is thought that this research can determine
some of the factors that are effective on determining the environmentally oriented behaviors of the prospective
teachers. This study will also provide an opportunity to make comparisons with results of earlier studies
enabling us to see changing or continuing trends. It will also test findings of earlier studies in a different time
and with different participants. Finally we believe that this research will contribute to the development of
environmental education given in classrooms.

METHOD
In this section, the model of the research, the universe and the sample, the data collection tools, the
collection of the data and the analysis of the data will be discussed.

Design of the Research
The study was carried out by means of quantitative research methods and it is a descriptive study.
According to Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun (2012), descriptive studies define a particular situation as complete
and as precise as possible. The most commonly used descriptive research method in educational research is
survey (Fraenkel et al., 2012). General survey models are survey arrangements trying to reach a general
judgement about a population by focusing either population as a whole or on a group or sample that will be
taken from the population when it consists of too many units (Karasar, 2012: 79).

Sampling
The target population of the study consists of teacher candidates who receive training in departments of
primary school teaching, social studies education, pre-school education, Turkish education, mathematics
education, and science education. All of the participants were either in the 1st grade or in the 4th grade.. The
sample was formed through convenience sampling. All of the accessible population were tried to be included,
but the study was conducted only with the teacher candidates who attended the classes during the
implantation of data collection instrument.
321 of the participants were female and 130 were male. 6 participants did not report their gender. There
are 227 prospective teachers in the first grade and 230 prospective students in the fourth grade. As the
environment they grew up, 79 of the participants reported as “village”, 76 of them as “town” and 293 of them
as “city”. 9 participants did not declare where they grew up. 74 of them were from in social studies education
department, 60 of them were from mathematics education department, 50 of them were from pre-school
education department, 158 of them were primary school teaching department,62 of them were from science
education department, and 53 of them were from Turkish education department.

Data Collection Tool
In accordance with the purpose of the study, ‘Environmental Behavior Scale’ originally developed by
Goldman et al. (2006) and adapted to Turkish by Timur and Yılmaz (2013) was used. The scale consists of 20
items and is prepared in five point likert type. Validity and reliability studies of the original scale were carried
out by Goldman et al. (2006) and Timur and Yılmaz (2013) showed that the scale is also valid in terms of
Turkish culture. In terms of reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient calculated by Timur and
Yılmaz (2013) for the whole data collection instrument is .85. In this study Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was
found as .86. The scale was collected under 6 factors. These factors are; RCAEBP (Resource Conservation
Activities for the Economic Benefit of the Person), ESC (Environmentally Sensitive Consumer, LARN (Leisure
Activities Related to Nature), RE (Recycling Efforts), RC (Responsible Citizenship) and EA (Environmental
Activism). In study of Timur and Yılmaz (2013) Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient values for the factors are as
follows: RCAEBP=.68; ESC=.66; LARN=.70; RE=.63; RC=.68; and EA=.57. For the current study we have
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Table 1. Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Data
RCAEBP
ESC
LARN
RE
RC
EA

Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis

-.963
.233
-.411
.564
-.266
-.199
-.131
-.555
-.036
-.303
.350
-.559

found these values as RCAEBP=.60; ESC=.60; LARN=.70; RE=.60; RC=.67; and EA=.72. The first part of the
questionnaire included information on class, department, gender and place of growing up.
Their study group consisted of teacher candidates as being done in our study. Thus, although the sample
has been changed the main characteristics of the participants are the same: teacher candidates. However we
have looked at item statistics. According to Item Total statistics deletion of any item does not raise total
reliability score considerably. Corrected Item-Total Correlations has revealed that score of item 14 is .018 and
can be considered for removal. However we preferred to keep this item on the ground that removing it may
create concerns for validity of the research instrument.
In order to control construct validity of the instrument we applied to Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Scores
for the fitness of the model were as follows: 𝜒𝜒2/sd = 2,348, df=154; p<0.001; GFI=.92; NFI=.90 IFI=.94; CFI=.94;
RMSEA=.054. Values between 0.90 and 0.95 for the indices of NFI, GFI, and CFI are acceptable values
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Hooper et al., 2008). For IFI scores any value above .90 is acceptable (Şimşek, 2007;
Sümer, 2000). For RMSEA values any value between 0.80 and 0.05 is acceptable (Byrne & Campbell, 1999;
Steiger, 2007). Thus it is possible to conclude that the construct of the research instrument is structurally
valid.

Analysis of Data
For the analysis of the data, independent samples t-test and Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
were used.
First, it was checked whether the data were normally distributed. It is understood that the data are not
normally distributed according to the test results. However, it can be seen from Table 1 that the values of
skewness and kurtosis are at the feasible level of parametric tests.
If skewness and kurtosis values are between +2 and -2 the distribution was considered normal according
to George and Mallery (2010); Tabahnick and Fidell (2013) considered values between +1.5 and -1.5, and
Karasar (2014) +1.96 and -1.96 as normal. As shown in Table 1, the distribution was considered normal and
parametric tests were applied since the values of skewness and kurtosis in our study remained within the
stated limits.

FINDINGS
Overview of Teacher Candidates’ Behavior towards The Environment
According to Table 2, pre-service teachers demonstrate quite positive behaviors with regard to RCAEBP
(Resource Conservation Activities for the Economic Benefit of the Person) dimension. It was observed that
pre-service teachers showed moderate positive behaviors in the dimensions of ESC (Environmentally Sensitive
Consumer), RE (Recycling Efforts) and LARN (Leisure Activities Related to Nature) dimensions. However, it
was understood that the behaviors of prospective teachers were quite low in RC (Responsible Citizenship) and
EA (Environmental Activism) dimensions.
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Table 2. Average Scores About Teacher Candidates’ Behavior Towards Environment
N
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
RCAEBP
457
1.00
5.00
4.33
ESC
457
1.00
5.00
3.80
LARN
457
1.00
5.00
3.47
RE
457
1.00
5.00
3.26
RC
457
1.00
4.60
2.82
EA
457
1.00
5.00
2.47
Valid N (listwise)
457

Std. Deviation
.80990
.81284
.76624
.87227
.70916
1.00860

Table 3. Independent Samples T-Test Results Based on Gender of Teacher Candidates
Group
N
x̄
SD
df
T
Female
321
4.38
.68
RCAEBP
449
3.49
Male
130
4.10
.81
Female
321
3.94
.79
ESC
449
5.55
Male
130
3.49
.73
Female
321
3.48
.77
LARN
449
.67
Male
130
3.43
.74
Female
321
3.32
.87
RE
449
2.34
Male
130
3.11
.86
Female
321
2.88
.69
RC
449
2.81
Male
130
2.67
.72
Female
321
2.51
.99
EA
449
1.37
Male
130
2.37
1.03
*p<0.05

P
.001*
.000*
.531*
.020*
.005*
.171*

Findings Related To Gender Variable
Table 3 presents the data on whether there is a significant difference between the environmental behavior
scores of male and female teacher candidates depending on gender variable.
According to Table 3, the difference between the average scores of female and male prospective teachers
is statistically significant in terms of RCAEBP (Resource conservation activities for the economic benefit of
the person) [t(449)=3.49, p<.05]. Similarly, environmental behavior score averages of male and female teacher
candidates were also found statistically significant in terms of ESC (Environmental Sensitive Consumer)
[t(449)=5.55, p<.05] dimension; RE (Recycling Efforts) [t(449)=2.34, p<.05]; dimension and RC (responsible
citizenship) [t(449)=2.81, p<.05] dimension. According to this, female teacher candidates are more active in
protecting the resources for the economic benefit of the individual (x̄ =4.38) than male teacher candidates (x̄ =
4.10). The female teacher candidates (x̄ =3.94) are more sensitive to the environment than the male candidate
teachers are (x̄ = 3.49). Female teacher candidates (x̄ = 3.32) show more recycling efforts than male teacher
candidates do (x̄ = 3, 11). It is also understood that female teacher candidates (x̄ = 2.88) show more responsible
citizenship behaviors than male teacher candidates do (x̄ = 2.67).

Findings Related to Grade Variable
The data on whether there is a meaningful difference between the environmental behavior scores of male
and female teacher candidates in term of grade is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Independent Samples T-Test Results Based on Grades of Teacher Candidates
Grade
N
x̄
SD
df
T
1st
227
4.20
.86
RCAEBP
455
3.38
4th
230
4.45
.73
1st
227
3.64
.83
ESC
455
4.61
4th
230
3.98
.75
1st
227
3.29
.75
LARN
455
5.20
4th
230
3.65
.73
st
1
227
3.17
.87
RE
455
2.02
4th
230
3.34
.86
1st
227
2.68
.65
RC
455
4.16
4th
230
2.95
.73
1st
227
2.31
.96
EA
455
3.45
4th
230
2.63
1.0
*p<0.05

P
.001 *
.000 *
.000 *
.043 *
.000 *
.001 *

Table 5. MANOVA Results According to the Departments and Settlement Places of Teacher Candidates
Dependent variables
Wilk’s Λ
F
Hypothesis sd
Error sd
p
η2
department
0,89
1,75
30
1786
0,007 0,023
settlement
0,98
0,53
12
880
0,893 0,007
According to Table 4, the difference between the mean scores of the first grade prospective teachers and
the fourth grade teacher candidates is statistically significant in terms of the RCAEBP [t(449)=3.51,
p<.05].Likewise, the difference between the environmental behavior score averages of first grade prospective
teachers and fourth grade prospective teachers is statistically significant in terms of dimensions of
ESC[t(449)=4.61, p<.05], RE[t(449)=2.02, p<.05], and RC [t(449)=4.16, p<.05]. According to this, the teacher
candidates (x̄ =4.41) who are studying in the 4th class demonstrate more resource conservation activities for
the economic benefit of the person than the first class teacher candidates (x̄ = 4.17) do. Prospective teachers
in the fourth grade (x̄ =3.98) are more sensitive to the environment than the first-grade prospective teachers
are (x̄ =3.64). Prospective teachers in the fourth year (x̄ =3.34) show more recycling efforts than the first-year
prospective teachers do (x̄ =3.17). Prospective teachers in the 4th grade (x̄ =2.95) showed more responsible
citizenship behavior than the prospective teachers in the 1st grade do (x̄ = 2.68). In addition, prospective
teachers (x̄ =2.63) in the 4th grade exhibited more environmental activism than the first class teacher
candidates do (x̄ =2.31).

Findings Related To Department and Settlement Variables
We have analyzed average scores of teacher candidates based on their department and settlement they
live by using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and findings are presented in Table 5.
According to Table 5, there was a statistically significant difference in behaviors of teacher candidates
based on their department [Wilks’ λ=0.89, F(30, 1786)=1.75, η2=0.023, p<0.05]. However there wasn’t a
statistically significant difference in behaviors of teacher candidates based on their settlement [Wilks’ λ=0.98,
F(12, 880)=0.53, η2=0.007, p>0.05].
In order to determine the source of the difference we have run tests of between-subjects effects and the
results are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Type III Sum of
Source
Variable
Squares
ESC
9.446
LARN
5.940
RE
3.479
Department
RC
4.440
EA
6.637
RCAEBP
6.552
ESC
291.836
LARN
261.786
RE
343.470
Error
RC
224.886
EA
457.243
RCAEBP
292.555

df
5
5
5
5
5
5
451
451
451
451
451
451

Mean
Square
1.889
1.188
.696
.888
1.327
1.310
.647
.580
.762
.499
1.014
.649

F

Sig.

2.919
2.047
.914
1.781
1.309
2.020

.013
.071
.472
.115
.259
.075

Partial Eta
Squared
.031
.022
.010
.019
.014
.022

Table 7. Tukey HSD Test Results for the Source of Difference According to the Department
95% Confidence Interval
Mean
Dependent
(I)
(J)
Std.
Difference (ISig.
Lower
Upper
Variable Department Department
Error
J)
Bound
Bound
social studies
.4401*
.14726
.035
.0187
.8616
education
mathematics
.2889
.15403
.419
-.1520
.7297
education
primary
pre-school
ESC
school
.3861*
.13053
.038
.0125
.7596
education
teaching
science
.3172
.15290
.303
-.1204
.7548
education
Turkish
.5548*
.15859
.007
.1009
1.0087
education
We can see from this table that department has a statistically significant effect on only ESC (F (5, 451) =
2.919; p < .05; partial η2 = .031). Since the value we have found in Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
was 0.094 we have decided to run a Tukey HSD test for post-hoc analysis. The results are presented in
Table 7.
Table 7 shows that for mean scores for ESC were statistically significantly different between pre-school
education and social studies education (p < .0005), pre-school education and primary school teaching (p <
.0005), and pre-school education and Turkish education (p < .0005)

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The first findings of the study indicate that teacher candidates demonstrate quite positive behaviors
towards the environment. Although their average scores of “responsible citizenship” and “environmental
activism lower than expected it is not surprising. Turkish university students may refrain from activism
(Avaroğulları, 2016). Even though it is environmental activism people may prefer to stay away.
The main findings from the study were: gender is an influential factor on environmental behavior; the
increase in class level positively affects the environmental behavior; the pre-school teacher candidates show
positive behaviors in at least one dimension in compare to the teacher candidates from other departments,
and the size of the settlement is not effective enough to make a significant difference on the environmental
behavior of teacher candidates. These results will be handled and discussed respectively below.
First of all, gender has been seen as an effective factor in some dimensions of environmental behavior.
Female teacher candidates show more positive behaviors than male teacher candidates. We can say that this
is an expected situation. In many studies, including Koç and Karatekin (2013), Timur, Yilmaz and Timur
(2013), Aksoy and Karatekin (2012), Kayalı (2010), Çabuk and Karacaoğlu (2003), Kahyaoğlu, Daban and
Yangın (2008), Ek, Kılıç, Öğdüm, Düzgün, Şeker (2009) and Kayalı (2018), it has been shown that women are
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more sensitive to the environment than men. This study has reached similar results. But what might be the
underlining fact that women have more positive attitudes towards the environment? One reason for this may
be gender roles. Feminine gender roles are often characterized by tenderness, understanding, emotionality,
dependency; while masculine gender roles are characterized by leadership, dominance, and independence.
(Cüceloğlu 2006, as cited in Zara and Özdemir 2013). Because of these gender roles, men may be more
apathetic, as women are more dependent on their surroundings and more sensible to their environment.
Güneş (2013), on the other hand, argues that environmental problems such as climate change have a direct
impact on domestic responsibilities traditionally seen as appropriate for women. Activities such as clean food
supply, access to clean water and heating are seen as appropriate for females and are directly affected by
environmental pollution. Thus women may see results of environmental pollution first more clearly and
arrange their behaviors accordingly. From another point of view, researches reveal that the most important
element of environmental consciousness, “responsibility towards nature”, is reflected instinctively by the
behaviors of women in particular because of their nature (Akt & Güneş, 2013; Kabaş, 2004). It can be said
that due to this instinctual approach, the women is sensitive to her environment without being aware of it.
As a result of the research, it is seen that the teacher candidates who are studying at the 4th grade level
are more sensitive to the environment than the 1st grade students are. These findings support the findings of
previous studies. In a study conducted by Çabuk and Karacoğlu (2003), it was observed that the 4th grade
teacher candidates were more sensitive to environment. Likewise, Ek, Kılıç, Öğdüm, Düzgün, and Şeker (2009)
reached the results parallel to the findings of this study. It can be argued that this difference between 1st and
4th grades is based on the fact that fourth grade students developed personally more than first grade teacher
candidates do, and that they are more aware of the threats towards the environment due to their longer
training period.
It is seen that pre-school teachers are more environmentally conscious consumers than teacher candidates
in other departments. They are followed by departments of mathematics, science, primary school teaching,
social studies and Turkish. Çabuk and Karacaoğlu (2003) also achieved parallel results in their study. It is
thought that such a difference may arise from the teaching program applied in preschool department. When
the curriculum is examined, it is determined that there are courses related to environmental education in preschool education department. A course named “Early Childhood Environmental Education” is compulsory in
the pre-school education department and a course named” Sustainable Development and Education” is taken
electively. These courses may have caused them to exhibit more sensitive behaviors.
As a result, it is understood that there is a need to focus on male teacher candidates in order to achieve
teachers who exhibit environmentally-sensitive, role model behaviors for students. The fact that 4th grade
students exhibit more positive behaviors than 1st grade students do is a positive finding. It means that the
training given in the education faculty is effective to some degree. Environment-oriented courses offered in
the pre-school education department seem to cause students in this department to behave more positively
than other students do. Especially active participation of students may raise consciousness (Durmaz & Kiriş
Avaroğulları, 2016) In this case; it may be effective to offer similar compulsory or elective courses for other
departments, especially for departments of science education and social studies education which deals with
environmental education greatly.
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