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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING PARENTAL ENVIRONMENTALLY SIGNIFICANT BEHAVIORS
PERFORMED INDIVIDUALLY AND WITH CHILDREN

DEMIRCI, Giines Ezgi
M. S., The Department of Elementary and Early Childhood Education, Early
Childhood Education
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Refika OLGAN

September 2023, 344 pages

This qualitative study aims to explore parents' definitions of various types of private
and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors, their individual and
collaborative engagement in these behaviors with their children, the barriers
encountered while engaging in these behaviors with their children, and potential
differences between mothers and fathers in terms of reported definitions, behaviors,

and barriers. A phenomenological research design was used.

Data were collected from 13 mothers and ten fathers who have children between the
ages of three and six and are enrolled in a preschool, using a semi-structured
interview protocol. It was revealed that most of the mothers and fathers of young
children have accurate, however limited knowledge on the definitions of different
environmentally significant behaviors. While parents' reported behaviors align with
existing literature, they exhibit low involvement in environmentally responsible
consumption, non-activist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental

activism. Resource conservation behaviors are most commonly practiced, whether



individually or with children, while activism is less frequent. Both mothers and
fathers tend to prefer engaging individually in all types of environmentally
significant behaviors rather than involving their children. Common barriers to
engaging environmentally significant behaviors with children include time
constraints, urban lifestyles, lack of awareness, and mistrust in effectiveness of these
behaviors. The main difference observed between mothers and fathers is that mothers
engage in environmentally significant behaviors more than fathers, both individually
and with their children. Study findings were discussed, offering recommendations for

early childhood environmental education stakeholders.

Keywords: early childhood environmental education, parents of preschool children,
environmentally significant behaviors, private/public sphere environmentally

significant behaviors, barriers
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EBEVEYNLERIN BIREYSEL OLARAK VE COCUKLARI iLE BIRLIKTE
GERCEKLESTIRDIKLERI CEVRE DOSTU DAVRANISLARIN
ARASTIRILMASI

DEMIRCI, Giines Ezgi
Yiiksek Lisans, Temel Egitim, Okul Oncesi Egitimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof Dr. Refika OLGAN

Eyliil 2023, 344 sayfa

Bu nitel ¢alismanin amaci, ebeveynlerin 6zel ve kamusal alanda ¢evreci davranislara
iliskin tanimlarini, bireysel olarak ve ¢ocuklari ile gergeklestirdikleri 6zel ve kamusal
alan ¢evreci davranislari, bu davranislar1 ¢ocuklariyla birlikte gergeklestirmelerinin
karsisindaki engelleri ve bildirilen tanimlar, davranislar ve engeller agisindan anneler
ve babalar arasindaki potansiyel farkliliklari arastirmaktir. Arastirma yontemi olarak
fenomenolojik yaklagimdan faydalanilmistir. Veriler, {i¢ ila alti yas arasinda,
anaokuluna kayitli en az bir ¢ocugu olan 13 anne ve 10 babadan yari yapilandirilmig
goriisme protokolil araciligiyla toplanmistir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogunun, 6zel ve kamusal
alanda cevreci davraniglarin tanimlart hakkinda dogru, ancak sinirli bilgiye sahip
oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ebeveynlerin bildirdigi davraniglar mevcut alan yaziniyla
uyumludur fakat cevreye duyarli tiiketim, kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan
davraniglar ve g¢evresel aktivizm konularinda diisik katilim sergilemektedirler.
Kaynak koruma davranislari, bireysel olarak veya cocuklarla birlikte en yaygin
sekilde uygulanirken, ¢evresel aktivizm en az siklikta goriilen davranis olmustur.

Hem anneler hem de babalar, 6zel ve kamusal alanda g¢evreci davraniglarin her
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kategorisini ¢ocuklariyla birlikte gerceklestirmektense bireysel olarak gergeklestirme
egilimdedir. Cocuklarla birlikte 6zel ve kamusal alanda ¢evreci davraniglarda
bulunmanin 6niindeki yaygin engeller arasinda zaman kisitlamalari, kentsel yasam
tarzlari, farkindalik eksikligi ve bu davranislarin etkililigine duyulan giivensizlik yer
almaktadir. Anneler ve babalar arasinda gézlemlenen en temel fark, annelerin hem
bireysel olarak hem de ¢ocuklartyla birlikte babalardan daha fazla 6zel ve kamusal
alanda ¢evreci davraniglarda bulunmasidir. Calisma bulgular1 tartisilmis ve erken

cocukluk donemi ¢evre egitimi paydaslari i¢in dneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: erken gocukluk ¢evre egitimi, okul dncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin

ebeveynleri, ¢evre dostu davranislar, 6zel/kamusal alan gevrec¢i davranislar, engeller

vii



To Cincin, Leon & Kepge,
my beloved companions and endless sources of inspiration,
for the well-being of all Earth's creatures and their habitats...

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

There were some incredible people who generously provided their assistance and
guidance during the entire duration of this thesis composition, warranting my
profound gratitude. First and foremost, | wish to convey my heartfelt appreciation to
my supervisor, Prof. Dr. Refika OLGAN, for her invaluable constructive feedbacks,
warm and enlightening attitude throughout this journey. Most importantly, 1 am
grateful for her consistent use of “we”, which fostered a sense of support, ensuring |
never felt alone. It has been an honor to collaborate with her and benefit from her

extensive academic expertise.

| also wish to express my appreciation to the examining committee members, Assoc.
Prof. Dr. Selda ARAS and Assist. Prof. Dr. Fatma YALCIN for their valuable input,
suggestions, and contributions that enhanced the quality of my study. Thanks to their
warm and constructive feedback, | not only had the chance to enhance different
aspects of my study but also experienced my very first thesis defense in a very
positive manner that will not be forgotten. | would also like to thank Prof. Dr. Feyza
TANTEKIN ERDEN and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hasibe Ozlen DEMIRCAN for their

motivation, support, and caring attitudes throughout the process.

I would also like to express my gratitude to all the parents who participated, who are
the unsung heroes of this study. Without their assistance, time, and sincerity, this
research could never have been conducted. Furthermore, | am thankful to the

individuals who facilitated contact with these parents.

My special thanks also go to my family, particularly to my mother, Pemra UNGUL,
whose support went beyond just emotional assistance during this process. From the
writing part to the defense, she always stood behind me. I would also like to convey
my appreciation to my beloved sister, Ece Su DEMIRCI, and my precious brother,

Batuhan DEMIRCI, I love you to the moon and back. | would also like to thank



Zehra Sevval KATMER, who is not only the funniest family member but, more
importantly, a true friend. She served as fuel for me throughout the writing process,
as every conversation with her brought laughter and a realization of my capabilities.
Thank you for always being there at the exact moment | am in need. There were
other family members who called me every week to inquire about how they could
assist with my thesis, provide emotional support, and share in my challenges. This
support was invaluable to me, and for that, | would like to extend my heartfelt thanks
to my uncle Erhan CATAKOGLU and my aunt Esra AKKUS. Whenever | needed
assistance, there was someone who would suddenly appear and help me overcome
my problems; Ibrahim UNGUL, | want to express my gratitude for your problem-
solving spirit. Finally, | would like to express my gratitude to my grandmother,
Fatma CATAKOGLU, for always being there for me, understanding me, and for

everything she has done for me until today. Your place is unique in my heart.

When | was writing this thesis, there were some exceptional people who were always
beside me. They listened to my happiness, excitement, sadness, anxiety, and more,
and never left me alone. Instead, they supported me in various ways, even when it
was challenging for them. Thank you, my dear friends. Beste KAYA AYCICEK,
from the day we met, we have experienced many events together, as life is full of
surprises. Whether they were good or bad, these surprises were always better or
manageable with you by my side. Thank you for always being there for me. It will
always be an honor to share laughter or tears with you! | would also like to express
my gratitude to Nisa Sevval KAHYAOGLU (even though they may seem like just
cookies, 1 will never forget the support they brought to me from you), as well as to
Feyza Tugba AKYUZ and Ayse Nur YAGCI for their irreplaceable support since the
beginning of my undergraduate years. Everything was made easier with you girls!
Even though life has taken us to different places, separating us from the Fabb’s
breakfasts, | always knew that each of you was there for me throughout this process,
thank you. During the preparation process of the thesis, there was one person who
was always beside me, both mentally and physically, and without her motivation and
support, this thesis would not have been completed; Nazli Berfin YAPAR. | would
like to thank her not only for the emotional support she provided me from day till

night but also for her academic contributions to my thesis. It was, and will always be,

X



a pleasure to be bombastic side-eye partners with her! | would also like to express
my gratitude to Hatice Sebnem CETKEN-AKTAS, who was more like a sister than a
colleague in this process. Her calmness and professional experience guided my way
in each step of the journey. | would also like to thank Hazal SERPEN & Nilgiin
ERZINCAN with whom we experienced very similar process since we were together
in the adventure of a thesis writing. | was lucky enough to share this path with you
and share both happiness and sadness, now, we are all “uzman”, who would
believe?! During my late-night work sessions, my door rang and there were packages
from Ipek OZTURK, which made me smile and find the power to continue, in
addition to all those phone conservations that were empowering, thank you. Finally, |
would like to thank Zeynep ERARSLAN, with whom | grew up, and | don't feel the
distance even though we are far apart. Knowing your support was invaluable. Thank
you all. A lot.

“Here’s a toast to my real friends...”

Last but not least, | would like to thank all of my friends, mentors, and colleagues in
our department. | would like to express my gratitude to Zeliha DEMIRCI UNAL,
who listened to me each and every day and guided me with her invaluable
recommendations, both academically and personally. | would also like to thank
Aysenur MUMCUOGLU for always making me believe | am competent enough to
complete this process and for listening to me for hours. |1 would also like to express
my gratitude to Dr. Funda Eda TONGA, who was a source of inspiration since my
undergraduate years. | would also like to thank Tugge Esra TERZIOGLU, who has
been an incredible mentor both when | was a student and now, as a source of
information to help me improve my research and occupation. Finally, 1 would also
like to thank Sabiha UZUM, Ezgi SENYURT, Elif GUVELIOGLU, Beyza
HAMAMCI and Oktay TASKIN for always supporting me throughout this thesis.
Every day, one of you was in the corridors, asking me whether | needed help or

assistance, and you enlightened me with your experiences. Thank you.

Xi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM ...ttt nnae e e nae e e ii
ABSTRACT e e e naren \Y
OZ ettt ettt vi
DEDICATION ...ttt ettt sttt sttt nbennns viii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt iX
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt e e e Xii
LIST OF TABLES ...ttt XX
LIST OF FIGURES ..ottt XXiv
CHAPTERS
L INTRODUCGTION ...ttt ettt e et e e s e e e e s naeeanneas 1
1.1. Significance of the StUAY ..........ccoiiiiiii e 6
1.2. Definition of KEY TEIMS ...c..oiviiiicc et 16
2. LITERATURE REVIEW. ...ttt 19
2.1. Vital Signs of the PIANet ..o 19
2.2. A Plan of Action to the Environmental Crisis: Environmental Education .....22
2.2.1. Early Childhood Environmental Education .............c.cccceoveiveveiieieenene, 25
2.2.1.1. Role of Parents in Early Childhood Environmental Education........... 26
2.3. Revitalizing the Planet: Environmentally Significant Behaviors.................... 28
2.4. Theoretical Framework of the Study..........ccccoviiiiiiiie 33
2.4.1. Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior (Stern, 2000).............. 33
2.4.1.1. Studies Employing Stern's (2000) Categorization of
Environmentally Significant Behaviors............ccccooviiniiiicinns 38
2.4.2. Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) ..........cccccoovvvvvenne. 43
2.4.3. Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977)......cccccccvevievieiiieiie e, 46

2.5. Conceptualization of Different Types of Private and Public Sphere
Environmentally Significant BEhaviors. ..o, 48
2.5.1. Conceptualization of Different Types of Private Sphere

Environmentally Significant Behaviors...........ccccooveiiiiiiiiiiiccic e, 48

Xii



2.5.1.1. Conceptualization of Environmentally Responsible Consumption.... 49
2.5.1.2. Conceptualization of Resource Conservation ..........c.c.cccceeverreererennnnes 51
2.5.1.3. Conceptualization of Waste and Waste Management...............cccocuv.e. 52
2.5.2. Conceptualization of Different Types of Public Sphere
Environmentally Significant BEhaviors ..., 56
2.5.2.1. Conceptualization of Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere..... 56
2.5.2.2. Conceptualization of Environmental ACtiviSm ..........cccocvvreivrinvrnnnnn 57
2.6. Studies Related to Different Types of Private and Public Sphere
Environmentally Significant BEhaviors. ..o, 59
2.6.1. Studies Related to Private Sphere Environmentally Significant
BENAVIOIS ... 59

2.6.1.1. Studies Related to Environmentally Responsible Consumption

BERaVIOrs ..o 60

2.6.1.2. Studies Related to Resource Conservation Behaviors ...........cccoeevnee. 64

2.6.1.3. Studies Related to Waste Management Behaviors............cccccceviinnn. 69
2.6.2. Studies Related to Public Sphere Environmentally Significant

BENAVIOIS ..o 74

2.6.2.1. Studies Related to Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere.......... 74

2.6.2.2. Studies Related to Environmental ACtiviSm ..........ccceovnieiiicieniinnes 79

2.7. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Different Types of Private and Public
Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors............cccocoiiiiniiinicneen, 81
2.7.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Private Sphere Environmentally
Significant BENaViors ..........cccooviiiiiiic e 81
2.7.1.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Environmentally Responsible
Consumption Behaviors ..o 82
2.7.1.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Resource Conservation
BeRhaviors .......cocoiiiie e 83
2.7.1.3. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Waste Management Behaviors. 85
2.7.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant BENAVIOIS .........cccoiviiiiiii e, 87
2.7.2.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Nonactivist Behaviors in the
PUDBLIC SPhEre ... 87

2.7.2.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Environmental Activism........... 88

Xiii



2.8. Parenting Trends iN TUIKIYE.......c.coveiereiirinisesieieeeee e 94

2.9. Summary of Literature REVIEW ........ccoieeiieiiiiecieee e 96
3. METHODOLOGY ..ottt sttt an s 103
3.1. The Design of the StUAY .........ccccviiiiiiiice e 103
3.2. Data Collection INStrUMENTS..........cooviiirieie et 105
3.2.1. Demographic Information FOrmM ... 106
3.2.2. Semi-Structured Interview Protocol............ccoovvvineni i 107
3.3 PHOL STUAY ... 117
3.3.1. Sampling and Participants for the Pilot Study ..........ccccccovvvvvviiernernene 118
3.3.1.1. Demographic Information of Parents in the Pilot Study .................... 119
3.3.2. Data Collection Procedure of Pilot Study ..........ccccceevevieieeieiicieeee 120
3.4, The MaiN STUAY ......ooviiiiecieee ettt eeeae s 124
3.4.1. Sampling and Participants of the Main Study ............cccocovviniinninnnenn. 124
3.4.1.1. Demographic Information of Parents in the Main Study ................... 126
3.4.2. Data Collection Procedure of the Main Study ..........c.ccoceeveveiievnenenne. 127
3.5. Data ANAIYSIS ..cvveivieiecee ettt 129
3.6. Trustworthiness of the StUAY ... 130
36,1 Validity ..o 131
3.6.2. RElIADIILY ... 132
3.7 ELNICAI ISSUBS.....veevierieieiie ettt 133
3.8, LIMITALIONS ...eveiieciiee ettt aneennees 134
A FINDINGS ... e e e e ne e e e ne e e e reaeanes 135

4.1. Mothers’ and Fathers’ Definitions Regarding Different Types of Private
and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors.......................... 135

4.1.1. Parents’ Definitions Regarding Private Sphere Environmentally

Significant BENAVIONS .........cccviiiiiii e 137
4.1.1.1. Parents' Definitions of "Environmentally Responsible Consumers" 137
4.1.1.1.1. Parents’ Definitions of “Environmentally Responsible
Consumers” Related to Product Purchasing Process................... 139
4.1.1.1.2. Parents’ Definitions of “Environmentally Responsible
Consumers” Related to Product Disposal Process...........ccccocnuee. 141
4.1.1.1.3. Uncategorized Definitions ..........ccccceovrivirnnrnniinisceccceens 142

Xiv



4.1.1.1.4. No Definition Given for “Environmentally Responsible

CONSUIMET™ ...ttt bbbt 142
4.1.1.2. Parents' Definitions of "Resource Conservation" ...........c.c.coceeennnnnes 142
4.1.1.2.1. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on
Renewable RESOUICES........ccouiiiiiuiiiiiciceieccsee e 143
4.1.1.2.2. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on
Energy RESOUICES. ..o 143
4.1.1.2.3. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on
Non-Renewable ReSOUICES............covuiviviviieiciiicceeccs 144
4.1.1.2.4. Uncategorized Definitions ..........ccccceveeeiiiiieninininininnnssssn, 144
4.1.1.3. Parents' Definitions of "Waste" and “Waste Management”............... 145
4.1.1.3.1. Parents' Definitions of "Waste" ..........cccoririeiiininnieicc, 145
4.1.1.3.2. Parents' Definitions of "Waste Management" ..............c.c.coooene. 147
4.1.1.3.2.1. No Definitions Given for "Waste Management" ................ 147
4.1.2. Parents’ Definitions Regarding Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant Behaviors ..........ccvoiiiiiieie e 148
4.1.2.1. Parents' Definitions of "Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public
SPRETE” ... e 148
4.1.2.1.1. Definitions Related to Collective Environmental Activities...... 149
4.1.2.1.2. No Definitions Given for "Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public
SPRETE” ..o 150
4.1.2.2. Parents' Definitions of "Environmental Activists” ..........c.cccevvrirnnne. 150

4.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Mothers and Fathers Perform ... 151
4.2.1. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
That Parents Perform Individually ..o 152
4.2.1.1. Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That
Parents Perform Individually ..........cccocoiviiiiiinnncccce 152
4.2.1.1.1. Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors

Performed by Parents Individually...........ccccooniiiniiiicn, 152

4.2.1.1.1.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly
Products......cccueeiieiiiee e 154
4.2.1.1.1.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption ..... 157

XV



4.2.1.1.2. Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents
INdiVIAUALLY ..o 158
4.2.1.1.2.1. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable
RESOUICES ....ovviiiiiiiiii i 158

4.2.1.1.2.2. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Non-Renewable

RESOUICES ... 161

4.2.1.1.2.3. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy ..................... 161
4.2.1.1.3. Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents

INdiVIAUALLY ..o 162

4.2.1.1.3.1. Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste ..........ccccoevvervenenn. 162

4.2.1.1.3.2. Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste............ccocvviiiiiiennnn. 165

4.2.1.1.3.3. Behaviors Targeting Recycling of Waste ............c.cccocvennene 167

4.2.1.2. Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents
Perform Individually .........cccoooiiiiiiniiiiie 168
4.2.1.2.1. Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere
Performed Individually...........cccoooiiiiinniiicccs 168
4.2.1.2.1.1. Behaviors Related to Participating in Environmental
CollectiVe ACHIVILIES ..uvvveieiiieiiiiesiiee et 168
4.2.1.2.1.2. Behaviors Exhibited When Confronted with
Environmental Challenges ...........c.cccooeviiiiiiiiiniciicienn 170
4.2.1.2.2. Environmental Activism Behaviors Performed by Parents
Individually ..o 172
4.2.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
That Parents Perform with Their Children ...........cccoooiiiiniiiicnnnn 172
4.2.2.1. Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That
Parents Perform with Their Children ..o, 174
4.2.2.1.1. Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors
Performed by Parents with Their Children.............cccccocoviiiinnns 174
4.2.2.1.1.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly
Products Performed with Their Children .............ccoceees 176
4.2.2.1.1.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption

Performed with Their Children .........oooovvveeieeeieiiiieeenn, 177

XVi



4.2.2.1.1.3. Parents’ Uncategorized Environmentally Responsible
Consumption Behaviors Towards Their Children.............. 178
4.2.2.1.2. Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents with
Their Children ... 179
4.2.2.1.2.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable
Resources Performed with Their Children..............cccoe.ee. 181
4.2.2.1.2.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy
Resources Performed with Their Children......................... 182
4.2.2.1.2.3. Parents’ Uncategorized Resource Conservation Behaviors
Towards Their Children .........cccocoeviiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 183
4.2.2.1.3. Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents with
Their Children ..o 184
4.2.2.1.3.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste Performed
with Their Children.........coooviiiiiiiiiee e 184
4.2.2.1.3.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste Performed
with Their Children..........coooiiiiiiiii 186
4.2.2.1.3.3. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Recycle of Waste Performed
with Their Children..........cccooooiiiiiiii e 187
4.2.2.1.3.4. Parents’ Uncategorized Waste Management Behaviors
Towards Their Children ... 188
4.2.2.2. Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That
Parents Perform with Their Children...........cccocooviiiniiniii 189
4.2.2.2.1. Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere
Performed with Their Children ..., 189
4.2.2.2.2. Environmental Activism Behaviors Performed by Parents with
Their Children ..o 190
4.2.3. Variations in Private and Public Environmentally Significant
Behaviors of Parents Depending on Whether They Engage
Independently or With Their Children ..........ccccooeeiiiiiicicce e, 190
4.2.3.1. Variations in Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
of Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or
With Their Children ... 191

Xvii



4.2.3.1.1. Variations in Environmentally Responsible Consumption
Behaviors of Parents Depending on Whether They Engage
Independently or With Their Children ...........cccccoovvvviniiiiiciennns 191
4.2.3.1.2. Variations in Resource Conservation Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With
Their Children..........ccooiiiiiiieere e 192
4.2.3.1.3. Variations in Waste Management Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With
Their Children..........ccoiiiiiiieieeee e 193
4.2.3.2. Variations in Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
of Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or
With Their Children.........cccooiiiiiiiiicc e 195
4.2.3.2.1. Variations in Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public
Sphere Depending on Whether They Engage Independently
or With Their Children ... 195
4.2.3.2.2. Variations in Environmental Activism Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With
Their Children. ... 196
4.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Performing
Different Types of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant Behaviors with Their Children...........c.ccoovieiiniiiicen, 197
4.3.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Private Sphere
Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their Children................ 199
4.3.1.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing

Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors with Their

CRILALEN et 199
4.3.1.1.1. EXIEINAl BAITIETS . .cco oottt e e e e e e e eeeee s 200
4.3.1.1.2. INterNAl BATTIETS ..eecvvee ettt e e e e e eeee e 201

4.3.1.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Resource

Conservation Behaviors with Their Children ........ccccoooveovvivvieeeeee, 202
4.3.1.2.1. EXIEINAL BAITIETS ..o i oeeeee et e e e e e e e eeee s 203
4.3.1.2.2. INErNAl BATTIETS ..eecveee et eeeeeeee e eeeeeeee e 204

Xviii



4.3.1.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Waste

Management Behaviors with Their Children...........c.cocoviiiiiiinee 205
4.3.1.3.1. External Barriers ..o 206
4.3.1.3.2. Internal Barriers ..o 208

4.3.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Public Sphere
Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their Children................ 209
4.3.2.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Nonactivist

Behaviors in the Public Sphere with Their Children......................... 210
4.3.2.1.1. EXtEINaAl BAITIETS ....eveeieeeeeee et ee e ee e e eteeenen e 210
4.3.2.1.2. INtErNAl BATTIETS «ovooeveeeeeeeeee e eeee e e eee e e e e e seee e s e s eeeneeeneeeneeenens 211

4.3.2.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Environmental

Activism Behaviors with Their Children ............cccooiiiiiiiniinines 213

4.3.2.2.1. External Barriers .......cccoviririinniinisisei s 214
4.3.2.2.2. Internal BarTIers ........ccccoviiieeiriieeieisieeee s 215

4.4, KEY FINGINGS ..cuviiiiiiiieiit ettt ettt esreenn e ra e ans 216

4.4.1. Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Different Types of

Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors...... 216
4.4.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

That Parents Perform Individually ............ccccoovvoveiieiiiiic e, 218
4.4.3. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

That Parents Perform with Their Children...........ccccooovevviiiiiviieien, 219
4.4.4. Variations in Environmentally Significant Behaviors of Parents

Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their

CRITAIEN . 221
4.4.5. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Different Types

of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

With Their Children .......coooov i 223
5. DISCUSSION, EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS ...ttt 225
5.1, DISCUSSION ....vivieiresieeieesieesieeseesteesteesee st e teeseesseestaesteaseessaessesneesaeeseeneesseenseens 225
5.1.1. Definitions of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant
BENAVIOIS ... i 225

5.1.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

XiX



That Mothers and Fathers Perform ..., 232
5.1.2.1. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
That Parents Perform Individually ..........cccoovviiiiiniiiniiiiiicen, 232
5.1.2.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
That Parents Perform with Their Children ...........ccccccoceoiiiicnnnnnen. 241
5.1.2.3. Variations in Environmentally Significant Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their
CRILAIEN.....coiiiicie e 249
5.1.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Different Types
of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

With Their Children ........oovoveee s 251
5.2, IMPIICALIONS ...ttt ane s 260
5.2.1. Implications for RESEArCH..........ccooceiiiiiiiicce e 261
5.2.2. Implications fOr PraCtiCe ...........ccoeiiriiiiiiniiiieieesiese e 263
5.3. Recommendations for Further STUdIes..........coovviirieiiieiene i, 268
REFERENGCES ..ottt sttt sttt se st seenaans 272
APPENDICES
A. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE. 323
B. INVITATION FORM....coiiiiiiiiiieietse et 324
C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET .......cccooeieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseaeis 326
D. THESIS PERMISSION FORM / TEZ IZIN FORMU.........cccoooveveeieeirercene, 344

XX



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Summary of reported barriers faced by individuals while engaging in
different types of environmentally significant behaviors..............ccccceenenee. 89

Table 2 Summary of the categorization of environmentally significant

DERNAVIONS ... s 109
Table 3 Demographic Information of Parents in the Pilot Study ...............c.ccue....... 119
Table 4 Distribution of the Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions............ 122
Table 5 Samples of Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions....................... 123

Table 6 Demographic Information of Mothers and Fathers in the Main Study ...... 126
Table 7 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding
Environmentally Responsible CONSUMETS .........ccoveviniiiniiisiceeeeee 138
Table 8 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Resource
CONSEIVALION ..ttt sttt ettt bbb b b ne e 142
Table 9 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Waste
and Waste Management .........cceoeririiririniseeesieee e 145
Table 10 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding
Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere..........ccccocoovviiiiiiiiccccee, 148
Table 11 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding
Environmental ACHVISTS......ccuviieiieieciese e 150
Table 12 Summary of the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
performed by mothers and fathers individually .............c.ccccooeiiinnn, 155
Table 13 Summary of the resource conservation behaviors performed by mothers
and fathers individually ..., 159
Table 14 Summary of the waste management behaviors performed by mothers
and fathers iNdividually ... 163
Table 15 Summary of the mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere performed individually ...........cccccooeiiiiniii 169
Table 16 Summary of the environmental activism behaviors performed by

mothers and fathers individually .............ccccooiiiiiiii i, 172

XXi



Table 17 Summary of the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors

performed by mothers and fathers with their children................c...oc...... 175
Table 18 Summary of the resource conservation behaviors performed by mothers

and fathers with their children...........ccocoiiiiii 180
Table 19 Summary of the waste management behaviors performed by mothers

and fathers with their children............cocoooeii i, 185
Table 20 Summary of the mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the

public sphere performed with their children.............cccooveeeiieiiniceciee, 190
Table 21 Variations in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors of

mothers and fathers depending on whether they engage independently

or With their ChIlAreN ..........oooviiie e 192
Table 22 Variations in resource conservation behaviors of mothers and fathers

depending on whether they engage independently or with their

(0101 [0 [T o SRRSO 193
Table 23 Variations in waste management behaviors of mothers and fathers

depending on whether they engage independently or with their

(0101 [0 [T o SRS PRSI 194
Table 24 Variations in mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the public

sphere depending on whether they engage independently or with their

CRIAIEN . 196
Table 25 Variations in environmental activism behaviors of mothers and fathers

depending on whether they engage independently or with their

CRIAIEN . 197
Table 26. Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing

environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their

CRIIATEN ... nrees 199
Table 27 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing

resource conservation behaviors with their children................ccoccooienee. 203
Table 28 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing waste

management behaviors with their children ..o, 206
Table 29 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing

nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their children................. 210

xxii



Table 30 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing

environmental activism behaviors with their children...........oooveeeveven.....

XXiil



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 Summary the categorization of environmentally significant behaviors

proposed by Stern (2000) ......ccveieeieiieiieriee e 36
Figure 2 Value-Belief-Norm Model (Stern et al., 1999)........ccccoiviviiiiicieeiicen, 38
Figure 3 Ecological Systems Theory of Bronfenbrenner (1979) .......c.cccceovevviienen. 45
Figure 4 Summary of the waste management hierarchy .............ccccevvvvieiiveiiiiennn, 54

Figure 5 Theoretical Framework for Semi-Structured Interview Protocol
QUESTIONS ...ttt ettt s et e b e e st e s e nteeneeaneenteeneeereenreenteeneenreas 113
Figure 6 Finalized Structure of Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions.....116
Figure 7 Summary of The Findings Related to Parents’ Definitions Regarding
Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors..............cccccoe.... 136
Figure 8 Summary of The Findings Related to Parents’ Definitions Regarding
Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors..............cccccocue.... 137
Figure 9 Summary of the findings related to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform individually........................... 153
Figure 10 Summary of the findings related to public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform individually ........................ 154
Figure 11 Summary of the findings related to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform with their children................ 173
Figure 12 Summary of the findings related to public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform with their children................ 173
Figure 13 Summary of the findings related to obstacles stand in the way of
mothers’ and fathers’ performing private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors with their children...........ccoooiiiii 198
Figure 14 Summary of the findings related to obstacles stand in the way of
mothers’ and fathers’ performing public sphere environmentally

significant behaviors with their children............cccoooiii 198

XXiv



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the Anthropocene era that we live in, we are currently experiencing the collapse of
numerous, interconnected systems on which all life is ultimately dependent. In the
4.5 billion years since the earth’s formation, these collapses have only ever led to one
result; mass extinctions (Hickel, 2020). While the present scenario is similar to past
occurrences, this is the first time in history that systems have been brought down by
humans. Due to the unsustainable human activities that advance greenhouse gas
accumulation (Saklani & Khurana, 2019), every living thing on land, in the water,
and the air, no matter how small or great, faces diverse threats. The
interconnectedness of systems causes that insect extinctions in a rainforest in Puerto
Rico, United States (Lister & Garcia, 2018) somehow can contribute to a 240-day-
long mega forest fire in Australia which destroyed more than 3 billion native species
(Haque et al., 2021). There is a serious problem which effects the whole Earth, and
although human beings still have hope, many other creatures are on the verge of
extinction. Humanity has now reached an important turning point when quick action

is required to save the systems from completely collapsing.

Since the main aspect of the solution is strongly related to human behavior,
education is a viable option to ensure that individuals change their behaviors in a
more environmentally friendly way. In order to address these serious issues and put
an end to the human-caused domino effect, it is advised that only an environmentally
literate public will be able to come up with practical, fact-based solutions to these
serious problems (NAAEE, 2011). Obviously, an educational system had to be set up
in order to raise such individuals. At this point, educational policies and research
began to emphasize environmental education as being of utmost importance.
Environmental education is defined as the process that aids people, communities, and

organizations in learning more about the environment, developing the abilities to
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investigate their environment (Hollweg et al., 2011). The most fundamental objective
of environmental education is to increase individuals' environmental literacy. People
who are environmentally literate have, to varying degrees, knowledge and
understanding of a wide range of environmental concepts, problems, and issues, as
well as a set of cognitive and affective dispositions, a set of cognitive skills and
abilities, and the necessary behavioral strategies to apply this knowledge and
understanding to make wise decisions in a variety of environmental contexts
(Hollweg et al., 2011).

Along with the framework, the age at which environmental education is introduced is
significant to guarantee the learners permanent, life-long learning. The very first
level of formal schooling, early childhood education, is one of the key periods that
can be recognized in this regard. According to Shonkoff & Richter (2007), the early
years of life are when the majority of the brain's circuitry is built. Young children's
early experiences provide the groundwork for their future learning, behavior, and
health. These claims are supported by a wealth of environmental education research
on how early experiences have a significant impact on environmentally significant
behaviors (Evans et al., 2018), as well as their predictors, including ecological
awareness (Corraliza & Collado, 2019), environmental attitudes (Ewert et al., 2005;
Otto et al., 2019), and nature relatedness (Phenice & Griffore, 2003). Numerous
studies have also linked positive childhood experiences in the outdoors to the
emergence of environmental concern and engagement in environmentally significant
behaviors in adulthood (Chawla, 2007; Rosa et al., 2018). That is why, early
childhood is regarded as a crucial age for developing environmental literacy, and
research on and techniques for early childhood environmental education have gained
traction (NAAEE, 2010). According to a framework report prepared by NAAEE
(2010), early childhood environmental education is a holistic notion that includes
both academic knowledge of the natural world and the development of emotions,
attitudes, and skills. Early childhood environmental education offers opportunities to
experience the delight of being close to nature, developing a feeling of wonder, an
appreciation for the beauty and the mystery of the natural world, and respect for
other living things (NAAEE, 2010).



Early childhood environmental education programs encompass details regarding
different dimensions; staff development, education practices, assessment techniques,
site design, indoor-outdoor classroom design, inclusion of materials to educative
practices, and maintenance of the whole concept. In addition to these factors, the
philosophy's core places a strong emphasis on including the parents, the children's
background, and their culture in the program (NAAEE, 2010). Early childhood
education programs and homes are the two environments that have the biggest
impact on how young children develop. That is why, it is essential that these two
parties have a good working relationship, and children gain hands-on experience
with the topics covered in school curricula at their home too, by equal emphasis

given by their parents (Halgunseth, 2009).

Based on diverse theories of child development and countless research studies, it is
commonly known that parents have a substantial impact on their children,
particularly during their early years. Bronfenbrenner (1979) stated that parents are
one of the most key agents in a child's microsystem, and from the perspective of
ecological systems, there is a strong probability that parental norms, beliefs,
attitudes, and practices affect a child's development. In a similar vein, Bandura
(1977) also emphasized that children learn from one another through observation,
modeling, and imitation, and parents serve as strong, high-probability role models for
their children. These theories have been supported by a number of research findings

in the field of environmental education.

Different research showed that family is a crucial contributing factor that determines
people's environmentally significant behavior (Chawla, 1998). Various research
studies have demonstrated that there is a transfer of nature connectedness (Soga et
al., 2018), environmental values (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Scopelliti et al.,
2021), concern (Casalo & Escario, 2016; Meeusen, 2014), attitudes (Grenhej &
Thegersen, 2009; Leppanen et al., 2012), environmentally significant behaviors
(Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et al., 2012), and
ecological awareness (Ewert et al., 2005) from parents to their children. Despite this,
the underlying details among the positive relationships between parental and

children’s environmental knowledge, values, and behaviors remain unknown.
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According to Jia & Yu (2021), one of the understudied factors is the active
involvement of parents in environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
In their study, they noted that parents ’environmentally significant behaviors might
not have an impact on their children’s environmentally significant behaviors unless
the children witness their parents ’behaviors, and participate in environmentally
significant behaviors with them. There have been very few studies on the specific
types of environmentally significant behaviors engaged in by parents together with
their children from different cultures, despite the fact that this active involvement is
extremely important in the transmission of environmental knowledge, values, and
behaviors (Jia & Yu, 2021).

It's crucial to operationally define the construct “environmentally significant
behavior” in order to analyze particular behaviors of parents. Despite the fact that
environmental significant behaviors were once thought of as a single,
undifferentiated concept; a large and growing body of literature has concluded that it
actually has a variety of types and it encompasses a variety of different dimensions
(Larson et al., 2015; Stern, 2000). In his paper, Stern (2000) divided environmentally
significant behaviors into four categories. The first type of environmental significant
behaviors was environmental activism. This category is extremely pertinent to
people's activist viewpoints and behaviors; in other words, it generally refers to
taking an active part in environmental protests. Actually, the second category, which
IS nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, represented a more involved level of
environmental citizenship. Signing environmental petitions, contacting the
appropriate authorities about environmental issues, joining environmental
organizations, and supporting policies that are in favor of the environment are a few
examples of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere. In contrast to public
behaviors, private sphere environmentalism, Stern's (2000) third category, was
defined as the acquisition, use, and removal of personal and domestic products that
have an impact on the biosphere, which can be also specified as environmentally
responsible consumption, resource conservation, and waste management.
Environmentally responsible consumption involves the eco-friendly purchase and
usage of products from the point of purchase to disposal (Gupta & Agrawal, 2017).

These actions, undertaken within individual contexts, such as the purchase of green
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products, serve as examples of environmentally significant private actions (Stern,
2000). On the other hand, resource conservation involves protecting the resources
that are necessary for life to continue (Robertson & Harwood, 2013). Although these
behaviors can also be practiced on larger scales, such as in factories or companies,
people also practice these behaviors on smaller scales in their daily lives. For this
reason, private sphere environmentalism also includes personal resource
conservation measures (Stern, 2000). Waste management is another private sphere
environmentally significant behavior, according to Stern (2000), and it encompasses
necessary steps to manage waste in an environmentally friendly manner from its
creation through final disposal (Pongracz, 2002). Since individuals are responsible
for generating on average 1.3 billion metric tons of household waste each year (Clark
& Matharu, 2013), this is another issue to address under the title of private sphere
environmentalism, according to Stern (2000). In general, all significant behaviors in
the private sphere environmentally aim to reduce the detrimental effects of human
life styles on the natural world. The final category of Stern (2000) was other
environmentally significant behaviors that are closely related to people's actions,
which have potential to influence large organizations to make crucial decisions that
are favorable to the environment. It is emphasized that public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors such as nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere and
environmental activism have indirect but greater impact, whereas private sphere
environmentally significant behaviors such as environmentally responsible
consumption, resource management, and waste management have direct and more
minimal impact on the environment. Stern (2000) highlighted that although the
impact of those different categories of environmentally significant behaviors into
natural world vary, performing all of them is significant thanks to their collective
impact. Therefore, it is useful to address all the categories listed in order to
comprehensively analyze the environmentally significant behaviors of parents. A
high usage rate was attained by Stern's (2000) classification. There is a large volume
of published studies which utilized the private-public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors classification (Hansmann & Binder, 2020; Heidbreder et al.,
2022; Liobikiene & Poskus, 2019; Liu et al., 2018; Lu et al., 2017). Additionally,
this classification has been applied in different research focusing on parents of

children in preschool years (Iwaniec & Curdt-Christiansen, 2020; Torres-Antonini &
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Vatralova, 2012). Therefore, applying Stern's (2000) theory can be a useful strategy

for examining the environmentally significant parental behaviors in detail.

Taking into account the aforementioned information, the focus of this study is on
parents of young children because they serve as their children's primary role models
and major developmental influences. In accordance with the literature's request (Jia
& Yu, 2021) and drawing upon Stern's (2000) theory, this study centers its attention
on environmentally significant behaviors carried out by parents, both individually
and in cooperation with their children. The study offers a thorough analysis of a
number of factors, including the definitions provided by parents on these behaviors,
specific environmentally significant behaviors taken by parents alone or with their
children, difficulties encountered by parents, and any potential differences between
mothers and fathers. It is anticipated that this research will significantly add to the
body of literature on the intergenerational transmission of environmental values and
practices from parents to their children by conducting a thorough analysis of parents'
active involvement in environmentally significant behaviors together with their

children.

1.1. Significance of the Study

As Anne Larigauderie, Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services executive secretary, said in one of her talks in 2020, “We
are currently, in a systematic manner, exterminating all non-human living beings.”
(Hickel, 2020). Today, major scientific resources from around the world are focusing
on issues that make Earth inhabitable for all living beings; such as heat deaths, food
shortages, climate plagues, polluted oceans, unbreathable air, and even wars
(Wallace-Wells, 2018). It is accurate to say that irresponsible human behavior is the
primary cause of all these incidents (Saklani & Khurana, 2019). That is why,
investigating human behavior regarding the environment from any aspect is

significant.

This research has been organized around distinct objectives, each of which is

significant in itself. The first purpose of the current study is to determine how parents
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define various categories of private environmentally significant behaviors, such as
environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation, and waste-waste
management, as well as different types of public environmentally significant
behaviors, such as nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental
activism. If a person is unaware of environmental issues or potential solutions, it is
unlikely that they will consciously care about the environment or take positive
environmental actions; in other words, to engage in environmentally significant
behaviors, environmental knowledge for both issues, and solutions is essential
(Gifford & Nilsson, 2014). Numerous empirical research findings support this
conclusion by demonstrating that environmental knowledge is a strong predictor of
environmentally significant behaviors (Amoah & Addoah, 2020; Geier et al., 2019;
Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Pothitou et al., 2016; Vicente-Moline et al., 2013). These
studies' findings support the following assertions; it is true that people may not
conserve resources effectively if they do not understand what a resource is, nor can
they be fully environmentally conscious consumers if they do not know the
characteristics of such consumers. Similar conclusions can be drawn regarding waste
management; since waste is a subjective term (Lynch, 1990), if people cannot define
waste with its proper characteristics or what waste management is, it is more difficult
for them to manage their waste effectively. Finally, lack of knowledge about non-
activist behaviors in the public sphere may make people less likely to engage in
them. In a similar vein, lack of knowledge about environmental activism makes
people less likely to become activists. That is why, investigating the definitions given
by parents for different types of environmentally significant behaviors is significant
for several reasons. Firstly, this kind of environmental knowledge is a strong
contributor of performing environmentally significant behaviors (Amoah & Addoah,
2021; Geier et al., 2019; Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Pothitou et al., 2016; Vicente-
Moline et al., 2013). After looking into the definitions they provided, the current
picture of parents' knowledge can be assessed. Second, since parents are well-known
to play a significant role in their children's acquisition of environmental knowledge
(Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009), learning how parents define various environmentally
significant behaviors is crucial because it may offer clues about the knowledge that is
passed down to children. It is also important to note that although numerous studies

have been conducted on adults' environmental knowledge on different
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subdimensions of environmentally significant behaviors both internationally (Amoah
& Addoah, 2021; Bang et al., 2000; Carmi et al., 2015; Frick et al., 2004; Indriani et
al., 2019; Vicente-Molina et al., 2013) and in Tirkiye (Akyol, 2014; Dogan, 2013;
Dogan et al., 2022; Oflag¢ & Goger, 2015; Timur & Yilmaz, 2011), there are few
studies that target parents (Grodzinska-Jurczak et al., 2003; Trueblood et al., 2016).
Furthermore, there are very few studies that specifically target parents of young
children. The fact that many studies in the literature are of a quantitative nature
should also be noted. By shedding light on the definitions offered by parents, the first
goal of this study is to assist literature in filling the gap in parental environmental
knowledge that currently exists. The study's qualitative design is also crucial as it
provides an in-depth analysis of parents' definitions and hence an opportunity to

identify any misunderstandings that may exist.

Determining the parents ’individual private and public environmentally significant
behaviors is the second purpose of this study. It is crucial to have an understanding
of the types of private and public behaviors that parents of young children engage in
since many serious environmental issues are triggered by human behavior (Saklani &
Khurana, 2019). Comprehensive analysis can reveal which types are carried out
more frequently or less frequently, and this information may point to parental needs
that the stakeholders of early childhood environmental education may be able to
address. In addition to their individual role in the environment, determining parental
behaviors is indeed essential since parents are young children's primary socialization
agents (Bandura, 1977; Bronfenbrenner, 1979). This is also true in the formation of
environmental behaviors, attitudes, and values (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-
Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et al., 2012). Since parents serve as children's primary
role models (Bandura, 1977), it is anticipated that children carefully observe their
parents to learn how to act in an environmentally friendly way. This expectation has
been confirmed by numerous empirical studies, which show that children that have
parents who engage in environmentally significant behaviors tend to exhibit similar
behaviors to their parents (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020;
Matthies et al., 2012; Jia & Yu, 2021). Detection of parents’ environmentally
significant behaviors is therefore essential because it has a significant impact on the

environment and influences how their children behave. Although researchers abroad
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(Collado et al., 2019; Grenhej & Thegersen, 2009, 2012, 2017; Katz-Gerro et al.,
2020; Matthies et al., 2012; Jia & Yu, 2021; Straub & Leahy, 2017; Torres-Antonini
& Vatralova, 2012; Xia et al., 2022) have studied the environmentally significant
behaviors of parents in detail, studies are scarce in Tiirkiye (Ersoy-Quadir & Temiz,
2017). Given that parents of young children play a crucial role in early childhood
environmental education and have a significant impact on their children's
environmental values, attitudes, and behaviors, it is necessary to undertake a variety
of research on parental environmentally significant behaviors of people who have
preschool children by developing different frameworks and conducting these
frameworks at various times. By carefully analyzing parents' individual private and
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors, it is hoped that the current study

fills the gap in the body of literature.

The relationship between parental socialization and the intergenerational
transmission of environmental attitudes, values, and behaviors has recently been the
subject of a wide variety of studies (Grenhej & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al.,
2020; Matthies et al., 2012; Jia & Yu, 2021). Even though the majority of studies
indicated a connection between parents and their children's environmentally
significant behaviors in general as noted above, the "transmission™ process has
received little attention, which fits well with the fourth purpose of the current study;
determining what kinds of private and public environmentally significant behaviors
parents engage in with their children. In several studies which highlighted the link
between parents *and their children's different types of environmentally significant
behaviors, it is possible to find contradictory and unclear findings. For instance,
although Matthies et al. (2012) found a favorable relationship between parents'
recycling behavior and that of their children, they were unable to find any
appreciable relationship between reuse behavior. Similarly, Jia & Yu (2021) revealed
strong correlations between parents' and children's participation in collecting and
recycling, as well as outdoor normative pro-environmental behaviors; but they were
unable to identify any correlations between parents’ and children's energy
conservation behaviors. These results indicated that various studies on how parenting
affects the transmission of environmental dispositions, behaviors, and values have

produced contradictory results (Iwaniec & Curdt-Christiansen, 2020). This situation
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emphasizes the importance of conducting similar studies from various contexts in the
literature to better understand the moderators that may have a significant impact on
the relationship between parents' and children's environmentally significant
behaviors. One of the first studies to address this need was carried out by Jia & Yun
(2021). In their study, which was conducted with 518 parent-child dyads, the
moderator effect of parent-child interactions that are observable, communicative, and
engaged was discovered; in other words, they concluded that when parents actively
engage in environmentally significant behaviors with their children, and talk with
them regarding environmental issues, the parental transmission of environmental
dynamics is then valid and valuable. This finding signaled that focusing on parents'
engagement and active involvement with their children may be more meaningful
than focusing solely on parents' individual environmental characteristics. As a result
of calls from researchers in the field (Jia & Yun, 2021), and to fill the void in the
current national and international literature, the current study also aims to understand
the dynamics of parent-child environmentally significant behaviors. Determining
environmentally significant behaviors performed by parents, and their children is
significant for two distinct reasons; firstly, the active involvement of parents is
crucial for children to learn from them and model their behavior. Thus, if the current
picture of the types of environmentally significant behaviors that are performed
together can be obtained, helpful recommendations can be made to the practical
aspect of the early childhood environmental education field. Secondly, the lack of a
valid and trustworthy measurement tool that assess active parental involvement in
children's environmentally significant behaviors may be the reason why the dynamic
and active relationship between parents and their children on environmental issues
has not been thoroughly investigated in the literature (Jia et al., 2022). By providing
detailed qualitative data on the topic for later studies, it is hoped that the current
study aids the development of a valid and reliable measurement tool to assess parent-

child environmentally significant behaviors.

Another purpose is to shed light on the possible barriers parents face when engaging
in various types of public and private environmentally significant behaviors with
their children. The range of complex interactions between human beings and the

environment, including barriers and enablers of pro-environmental behaviors, is a
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significant research subject, especially in the environmental psychology literature
(Kolmuss & Agyeman, 2010). Consequently, different forms of barriers to people's
environmentally significant behavior have been found by various researchers. In
general, the literature has categorized obstacles into two main types: internal barriers,
which include an individual's knowledge, attitude, and sense of control, and external
barriers, which encompass social, political, and institutional constraints such as
financial limitations or inadequate resources (Blake, 1999; Gifford, 2011; Kolmuss
& Agyeman, 2010). In his paper, Stern (2000) also addressed several factors that
could influence the environmentally significant behaviors of individuals. These
encompass attitudinal factors, such as norms, beliefs, and contextual forces like
interpersonal influences, in addition to personal capabilities, which encompass
knowledge and skills, as well as habits or routines. There has been some research to
identify perceived barriers on individual’s behaving in an environmentally
significant way (Desrochers & Zelenski, 2022; Kolmuss & Agyeman, 2010; Soliman
et al, 2018; Oimby & Angelique, 2011; Yuriev et al., 2018) but none of these studies
specifically target parents of young children because they take a psychological
perspective rather than an educational one. Addressing these barriers in detail is
essential since it can reveal important approaches to encourage environmentally
significant behaviors (Quimby & Angelique, 2011). Furthermore, the identification
of these barriers can equip environmental educators with the most effective
approaches to promote environmentally significant behaviors among learners of all
levels (Kolmuss & Agyeman, 2010), including parents of young children and young
children themselves. Therefore, the importance of the current study also lies in one
of its objectives to recognize obstacles that prevent parents from engaging in
environmentally significant behaviors with their children since identifying obstacles
can provide early childhood educators and early childhood environmental education
program designers with information about what parents need and the best course of
action to follow in order to overcome these barriers. By highlighting parental
constraints, the importance of early childhood environmental education in
intergenerational learning can be stressed, and authorities can address parents' needs
by creating more comprehensive environmental education programs. By identifying

the specific challenges experienced by parents, and addressing the void in the current
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literature, the study's findings are meant to guide decision-makers in the field of

early childhood environmental education.

Finally, the current study aims to investigate any potential differences between
mothers and fathers for all the aforementioned factors, including their definitions of
environmentally significant behaviors, their own behaviors, the behaviors they
engage in with their children, and their self-reported barriers. Conflicting results
from different studies showed that whereas women tend to act in more
environmentally friendly ways (Kennedy & Kmec, 2017; Vicente-Molina et al.,
2018), environmental knowledge of men seems to be higher than their women
counterparts (Arachchi & Managi, 2021). According to Mostafa (2006), women are
less aware of environmental issues than men are yet another study revealed that
women have more favorable attitudes about the environment (Tuncer et al., 2007).
That is why, studies which have a similar nature should be replicated in different
historical periods and cultural contexts in order to identify any additional variables
that might have an impact on the association between gender and various
environmental aspects. While there are some findings addressing gender in adult
samples, no study specifically examines the differences between young children's
mothers and fathers. If the differences between mothers and fathers are well known,
early childhood educators can organize and carry out more specialized family
engagement activities in terms of environmental education in line with the different
needs of mothers and fathers. With a new sample and a different cultural context, the
current study aims to contribute to the body of literature. It is also hoped that the
findings of the current study provide advice for early childhood educators on how to
address different knowledge, behavior, and barriers related to various types of
environmentally significant behaviors of the mothers and fathers they are working
with.

As each linked paragraph above demonstrates, there are studies that concentrate on
various aspects of environmental skills in adult samples, such as knowledge,
behavior, or barriers. However, this study stands out from others in several ways.
Firstly, it specifically looks at mothers and fathers of young children. It examines

mothers and fathers with young children rather than adults without children, which
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may result in differences in the aforementioned aspects of environmentally
significant parental behaviors, including definitions, behaviors themselves, and
barriers detected in the previous studies. The legacy hypothesis contends that having
children increases individuals' concerns about the environment because parents are
concerned about the ecological legacy they will leave to their children (Thomas et
al., 2017). However, the findings are conflicting. Numerous studies have shown that
having children has little or no impact on an adult's pro-environmental attitudes and
behavior (Palmer, 1996; Thomas et al., 2017; Loghi, 2013). On the other hand, some
have emphasized the link between parenthood and greater levels of environmental
and climate concern (Ekholm & Olofsson, 2016; Milfont et al., 2011). Because
parenthood may affect the outcomes of prior studies, the current study is also
uncommon in that it examines parents of young children as the sample. Secondly, the
study holds a comprehensive perspective by focusing on different types of
environmentally significant behaviors from both private and public spheres, whereas
many other previous studies only focus on one type of behavior (Collado et al., 2019;
Matthies et al., 2012). It is significant to have a comprehensive perspective since not
all environmentally significant behaviors are the same and require the same effort
(SGuin et al., 1998). This may result in different findings and provide insights for
comparisons between different behaviors, signaling varying needs among
participants. The third reason why the current study stands out is because it
investigates parental active involvement in environmentally significant behaviors
with their children, a factor missing in previous intergenerational transmission of
behavior studies (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et
al.,, 2012). In general, studies have investigated parental and children's
environmentally significant behaviors separately using a quantitative approach, and
then attempted to detect any possible relationships between these two different
samples to investigate intergenerational transmission of environmentally significant
behaviors. However, since the latest research emphasizes the mediating role of active
engagement by parents and children together in these behaviors (Jia et al., 2022), it is
significant to explore this active process with a qualitative approach, which is one of
the primary objectives of the current study and was generally missing in previous

research.

13



When current situation of the studies in Tiirkiye are examined, it is possible to find
various studies on definitions, behaviors, and barriers reported by different
participants concerning environmentally significant behaviors. To illustrate, there are
studies on how participants define environmentally responsible consumption (Aksu,
2019; Calisir, 2020) and waste management (Demirbag & Giingérmiis, 2012;
Hacisalihoglu, 2021). However, there is a notable gap in research regarding how
participants define resource conservation, non-activist behaviors in the public sphere,
and environmental activism in Tiirkiye, which are some of the goals of the present
study. Similarly, there are some studies in the national literature focusing on
environmentally responsible consumption (Gedik et al., 2014; Yenigeri, 2009),
resource conservation (Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Timur & Yilmaz, 2013), waste
management (Kili¢ & Eryilmaz, 2022), nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
(Timur & Yilmaz, 2013) and environmental activism (Gicir et al., 2020;
Semenderoglu & Arslan, 2022) behaviors of individuals, however, none of them was
targeting parents of young children, which is the sample of the current study. In a
similar vein, in Tirkiye, although there are a few studies that explore parents'
behaviors with preschool children in relation to the environment (Kesicioglu &
Alisinanoglu, 2009; Quadir Ersoy & Temiz, 2017), they primarily focus on outdoor
experiences as environmentally significant behaviors, rather than examining
behaviors in both the private and public spheres. Moreover, although there are
variety of studies focusing on self-reported barriers of participants on performing
environmentally responsible consumption (Kése, 2021; Oviig, 2015), resource
conservation (Ergen, 2014; Oluk et al., 2019), waste management (Demirbag &
Giing6rmiig, 2012; Kilig-Aydin & Eryilmaz, 2022) and nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere (Baran, 2019) behaviors of participants, the current study focuses on
barriers to perform these behaviors with their children, which is quite different from
the individual barriers. That is why the current study is also significant from a

theoretical perspective, as it helps to fill gaps in the national literature.

In summary, this study is significant from both theoretical and practical perspectives.
It is intended to fill various gaps in both national and international literature by
attentively focusing on the parents of young children, with a research design of a

qualitative nature. Additional studies which target the parents of young children are
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necessary to enhance and advance the quality of early childhood environmental
education in Tirkiye. It is expected that recommendations derived from the results of
the current study can aid policymakers, educators, and parents of young children in
developing various environmental education programs at both national and

international levels.

Based on the above mentioned notions, the current study aims to investigate how
parents define various categories of private environmentally significant behaviors,
private and public environmentally significant behaviors engaged by the parents
individually, and with their children, variations in environmentally significant
behaviors of parents depending on whether they engage independently or with their
children, parents' challenges while engaging in different categories of private and
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children, and finally
differences between mothers *and fathers ’definitions, self-reported behaviors, and
barriers regarding different types of private and public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. In accordance with the purposes of the current study, the

research questions below are formulated.

R.Q.1. How do mothers and fathers define various forms of private and public

sphere environmentally significant behaviors?

R.Q.2. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors

that mothers and fathers perform?

R.Q.2.1. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant

behaviors that mothers and fathers perform individually?

R.Q.2.2. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant

behaviors that mothers and fathers perform with their children?

R.Q.2.3. How do the private and public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors of mothers and fathers differ when they engage in them individually

compared to when they engage in them with their children?
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R.Q.3. Which obstacles stand in the way of mothers ’and fathers ’performing
different types of private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors

with their children?

1.2. Definition of Key Terms

Environmental Education: Environmental education is a process of learning that
broadens people's knowledge and awareness of the environment and the related
problems, develops the skills and knowledge needed to deal with these problems;
and nurtures attitudes, motivations, and commitments to make wise decisions and
take responsible action (UNESCO, Thilisi Declaration, 1977).

Early Childhood Environmental Education: Early childhood environmental
education is a holistic term that includes both academic knowledge of the natural
world, the environment and the development of emotions, attitudes, and skills related
to environment. Sense and appreciation of wonder and the natural world are key
components of the concept. It encompasses wide range of opportunities to enjoy the
close contact with nature, and respect for all of the living things (NAAEE, 2010).

Environmentally Significant Behavior: Any behavior that alter the environment's
ability to provide materials or energy, or that change the dynamics and organization
of ecosystems or the biosphere (Stern, 2000), in other words, behavior that either

benefits the environment or causes as little harm as possible (Steg & Vlek, 2009).

Environmentally Responsible Consumption: Any consumption-related behavior,
such as purchasing, using, and disposing, carried out in a way that lessens the impact
of consumption on the environment (Gupta & Agrawal, 2017). However, because
behaviors related to use and disposal were examined under the waste management
category, environmentally responsible consumption in this study was restricted to

only behaviors related to purchase.

Product Purchasing Process: The series of steps and actions that consumers take

when buying a product (Solomon, 2019).
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Product Disposal Process: The process of getting rid of a product that is no longer
needed or usable. Several methods include keeping, reusing, throwing away,

donating, or recycling the product (Wang et al., 2020).

Eco-Friendly Product: A product (whether tangible or intangible) that reduces its
environmental impact, both direct and indirect, throughout its entire life cycle
(Sdrolia & Zarotiadis, 2018).

Minimalist Consumption: A lifestyle approach wherein individuals consciously
decrease their consumption and restrict their possessions to the essential minimum
(Martin-Woodhead, 2021).

Resource Conservation: Preserving and even improving the resources that are

essential to sustainability (Robertson & Harwood, 2013).

Renewable Resources: Resources capable of self-renewal within the span of a
human lifetime (Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018).

Non-Renewable Resources: Resources which a human lifetime is not enough for
their regeneration (Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018).

Energy Resources: Materials employed for energy generation, which can be
classified as renewable or non-renewable based on the source of the energy
(Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018).

Waste: Waste is material that has no purpose, either because it was never given one,
did not receive a new purpose after the first one was completed, or was unable to
efficiently perform its intended role owing to defects in structure or dysfunction
(Pongracz & Pohjola, 2004).

Waste Management: Waste management is typically a practical field that seeks
solutions to specific waste issues. The necessary processes and actions to manage
waste from its creation to final disposal are included in waste management
(Pongracz, 2002).
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Reduce: Diminishing excessive consumption of goods and resources (Bautista et al.,
2018).

Reuse: Optimizing material utilization by reusing them prior to disposal (Bautista et
al., 2018).

Recycle: Gathering and treating materials that might otherwise be discarded as
waste, then converting them into fresh products. This procedure usually takes place
at locations separate from where the items are used (EPA, 2022).

Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere: Behaviors that are not driven by
activism but still contribute to environmental change through public engagement
(Liu etal., 2017).

Collective Volunteering Activities on Environment: Coordinated efforts by a
group of individuals who volunteer their time and skills to participate in projects or
initiatives that contribute to the betterment of the environment (Seymour & Haklay,
2017).

Environmental Activism: Participating in environmental movements which involve
behaviors associated with more involvement and greater determination (SGuin et al.,
1998).

Environmental Activists: People or organizations that advocate environment by
emphasizing protection and conservation through various movements and urge
governments and corporations to take immediate action and find global solutions to

environmental issues (Heyes & King, 2018).

External Barriers: Challanges that come from the external environment, society, or
circumstances, which may discourage or make it difficult for individuals to adopt

environmentally significant behaviors (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).

Internal Barriers: Psychological or personal factors that prevent individuals from

adopting environmentally significant behaviors (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Beginning with the necessity for environmentally significant behaviors in light of the
state of the planet today, this chapter moves on to environmental education and the
role of parents in early childhood environmental education as a means of achieving
environmentally significant behaviors. Then, a focus is placed on conceptualizing
and categorizing the term “environmentally significant behaviors." The study's
theoretical framework is then presented, drawing from both child development
theories (specifically Ecological Systems Theory and Social Learning Theory) and
the theory used to construct environmentally significant behaviors in the current
study (Theory of Environmentally Significant Behaviors). Last but not least,
different national and international studies are shared, which have the goal of
examining individuals' definitions, self-reported barriers, and gender differences
relating to various domains of environmentally significant behaviors, including
private sphere environmentally significant behaviors such as environmentally
responsible consumption, resource conservation, waste management, and public
sphere environmentally significant behaviors including environmental activism, and

nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere.

2.1. Vital Signs of the Planet

With no indications of slowing down, human activity is producing greenhouse gas
emissions at record levels (UN, 2020). Consequently, these behaviors that contribute
to greenhouse gas emissions are leading to a significant environmental crisis that
poses a threat to all living beings on Earth. Due to the unsustainable human activities
that contribute to the production of greenhouse gas emissions (Saklani & Khurana,

2019), the temperature on Earth has risen by one °C on average since pre-industrial
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times (Lindsey & Dahlman, 2022). With the help of information from earlier eras, it
is possible to roughly predict what would occur when similar temperature changes
occurred on Earth. Researchers have started to publish findings that contain evidence
that a period of mass extinction has started, as was to be expected. The only thing
that stood out was how they were all connected, whether the findings related to an
insect population in some studies or increasing number of hurricane occurrences in
another (Lister & Garcia, 2018; Weiner et.al, 2020). Sharing some research findings
on the effects of unsustainable human activity and the actual seriousness of global

warming is important to create a clearer picture.

In comparison to research done in the same manner in 1970, it was discovered that
98 percent of ground insects were extinct in the rainforest of El Yunque, that is in
Puerto Rico, United States, although it is a place there is no human intervention
(Lister & Garcia, 2018). In the same study, it is also emphasized that there is
synchronized decreases in insect-eating lizards, frogs, and birds in the habitat. The
results of the study were replicated in much other research; according to a review
study by Sanchez-Bayo & Wyckhuys (2019), in which 73 different papers were
analyzed from all over the world, it was concluded that over 40% of insect species
are in danger of extinction, insect biodiversity is under threat globally, and insect
species across the globe may go extinct in the next few decades due to the critical
increase in the global temperature. From an anthropocentric perspective, insects may
be viewed as small and insignificant creatures despite their high numbers, however,
insects and other animals pollinate an estimated 87.5% of the world's plants, and
more than three-quarters of the primary types of global food crops benefit to some
extent from animal pollination (Rhodes, 2018). In a multi-regional study conducted
by Reilly et.al. (2020), researchers investigated the effect of pollination crisis on the
main fruit, vegetable, and nut-producing areas in North America. Unfortunately, they
discovered indications of pollinator limitation, in other words, decrease in crop
production due to a lack of insect pollination, in five of the seven pollinator-
dependent crops that were investigated. The results signal that a range of worldwide
crops may experience pollination-related limitations, which eventually may result in
global food crisis (Reilly et.al, 2020). As with pollinators, the quality of the soil is

crucial to growing crops (Doran et. al, 1994). According to a special report published
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by Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2018), agricultural soils are being
destroyed 100 times faster than they can regenerate due to industrial agriculture
techniques that use chemical additives, and the soil's biodiversity is also at danger
because of this predicament. Moreover, due to those techniques, nitrogen and
phosphorus, two agricultural pollutants, are released into rivers and transported to the
ocean each day (Ngatia et.al, 2018).

Unsurprisingly, ocean biodiversity and habitats are also experiencing similar
extinctions. One of the major threats to the wellbeing of the oceans and marine life
around the world is overfishing. An estimated 11-26 million tons (12-28%) of
fishing globally is illegal and unreported (Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations, 2014). Giant nets are being used by large fishing corporations to
collect "precious" and "bestselling” fish. Numerous species, including corals,
jellyfish, and other fish are destroyed while these fish are being caught (Hickel,
2020). Agricultural pollutants cause giant algae explosions, prevents the oceans from
retaining the oxygen, and eventually negatively affects ecosystem vitality (Ngatia
et.al, 2018). Another big problem that contributes to this worldwide devastation is
the acidification of the oceans and the rise in the amount of plastic waste in the
oceans (Hickel, 2020). The world's oceans contain more than 90% of the extra heat
brought on by global warming, where it builds up and raises ocean temperatures. In
addition to harming the aquatic ecology, higher ocean temperatures cause sea levels
to rise (Cheng et. al, 2019). Since 1880, sea levels have risen on average by
approximately 23 cm, with about three of those centimeters coming in the past 25
years (Nunez, 2022). Unsurprisingly, those who live in coastal areas and on tiny
islands should expect the effects of rising sea levels to be more severe in terms of
coastal flooding and saltwater intrusion, as well as additional effects on marine
ecosystems (Rhodes, 2018). It is important here to note that eight of the top ten cities

worldwide are located close to a seashore (Lindsey, 2017).

Closely linked to sea level rise, around ten Category 4 and 5 hurricanes occurred on
average per year throughout the 1970s. When the new century is considered, there
are now almost twice as many Category 4 and 5 hurricanes worldwide each year, on
average 18 (Webster et.al, 2005). Parallel with the findings, the United States was hit
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by three separate hurricanes of the fifth category just in 2017; Harvey, Irma, and
Maria. The 2017 North Atlantic hurricane season set records for rainfall, wind speed,
hurricane frequency, and damage inflicted, underscoring the close connection
between extreme weather events and anthropogenic climate change (Weiner et.al,
2020). Obviously, weather-related disasters are not just confined to hurricanes. Heat
waves occurred more frequently and lasted longer than they ever did (EPA, 2022). In
2015, heat waves that hit Pakistan and India brought temperatures exceeding 45
degrees Celsius and resulted in the deaths of over 5,000 people (Hickel, 2020). Not
just humans are at risk from heat waves, in general, heat waves that are longer, more
intense, and have higher air temperatures promote the occurrence and growth of
forest fires (Nojarov & Nikolova, 2022). Only in 2019, Australia experienced a 240-
day-long mega forest fire exacerbated by drought, human-caused climate change,
and current land-use policies (Ward et al., 2020). When the fire was over, in 2020, it
was detected that mega-fires destroyed more than 3 billion native vertebrates,
including 143 million mammals, 2.46 billion reptiles, 181 million birds, and 51
million frogs (Haque et al., 2021), as well as 69% of all plant species' (17,197
species) suitable habitat (Gallagher et al., 2021). It is estimated that those fires
contributed to the extinction of 700 insect species (WWF, 2020). It is important to
note that the extinction of insects in a rain forest in Puerto Rico, the United States,
was the initial cause of each of the aforementioned consequences, and that they all
ended with a similar situation, but this time as a result, in Australia. Aside from the
extremely limited examples given above, the entire world, from the United States to
Australia, is currently attempting to solve these and related issues. Human beings
still have hope, but many other creatures are on the verge of extinction. A turning
point has been reached where humans must now act decisively to prevent a total
collapse of the systems. Since human behaviors have a cascading impact on
numerous, interconnected systems as exemplified above, drastic efforts should be

made to change them as a last remedy.

2.2. A Plan of Action to the Environmental Crisis: Environmental Education

Since the state of the planet's vital signals is not comforting, an emergent action plan

was required to alter the current pattern. Since human activity was the primary cause
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of the tragedy (Saklani & Khurana, 2019), it was anticipated that the strategy would
also target humans. Education was seem as an effective way of ensuring that people
alter their behavior to be more ecologically friendly, which was the origin idea

behind environmental education.

According to Palmer (1998), even though they may not have used the same term
explicitly, significant thinkers from the 18th and 19th centuries had a profound
impact on the environmental education that exists today, such as Montessori,
Froebel, Haeckel, Goethe, Rousseau, Dewey, and Humboldt. However, many of the
scholars believe that the founding of environmental education can be attributed to Sir
Patrick Geddes, who was a professor on botany. He was the first to draw the crucial
connection between the environment, and education, and be a pioneer in the teaching
techniques which involves students ’being in close contact with the nature. Geddes'
ideas served as a major inspiration for the founding of the School Nature Study
Union in 1902. The phrase "environmental studies™ arose as a result of the research
done in the union. In fact, the National Association for Environmental Education in
the UK (NAEE) today may be traced back to this association, which was once
known as the National Rural Environmental Studies Association. It was at a meeting
held in Staffordshire in 1965 when the phrase "environmental education™ was first
used on paper. This conference was crucial since it was the first time that educators
and environmentalists met at this conference, which inspired the founding of the
Council for Environmental Education (CEE). CEE had three significant purposes;
development of appropriate theory, and also practice for environmental education,
promotion of environmental education to all levels of education, and monitoring and

evaluation of practices (Palmer, 1998).

Even while warnings of potential risks began to sound, it wasn't until the late 1960s
that the general public began to pay attention to these issues; yet, the 1960s
witnessed an increase in interest in the topic on a global scale. The Biosphere
Conference, which brought together experts and state authorities to debate the
origins, impacts, and potential solutions for environmental problems, was held in
Paris in 1968. The Man and Biosphere Program (MAB) was one of the most

significant outcomes of the meeting (Bridgewater, 2016). The program's goal was to
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create healthy relationships between the use of natural resources and humans (Reed,
2019). Following this progress, the United Nation's leadership decided to hold a
different conference in order to develop a united front against serious environmental
issues; the 1972 Stockholm Conference. In a two-week period, a comprehensive
action plan that included 109 recommendations was prepared in addition to forming
a basic Declaration. The main goal of this conference was to ensure that the
participating nations adopted a declaration governing the rights and obligations of
states and citizens on environmental protection (UNEP, 1972). Following this
meeting, which highlighted the importance of developing a global education program
that targets raising environmentally literate individuals, The International
Environmental Education Programme (IEEP) was established with the collaboration
of United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). The first intergovernmental
environmental education conference in history was conducted in Thilisi in 1977 as a
part of the educational plan that had been created with the help of UNESCO and
UNEP (UNEP, 1977). The conference was an important turning point in the
development of environmental education. The meeting established the goals, scope,
and pedagogical underpinnings of environmental education (UNEP, 1977). Ten years
later, Moscow hosted the International Congress on Environmental Education and
Training where the framework developed in Thilisi was used in order to develop new
strategies in environmental education that would be used in 1990’s (Smyth, 2009).
Another milestone in environmental education was the Rio Conference, formally The
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) held in Rio
de Janeiro in 1992. In contrast with earlier conferences, this one included
representatives from a wide range of organizations; including non-governmental
institutions, teachers, and scientists (UN, 1997). This conference also made a
significant contribution to the promotion of environmental education by highlighting
the idea of sustainable development. As a result, more social and economic
foundations have taken precedence over the environment alone. The main goal of the
Rio "Earth Summit™ was to develop a comprehensive agenda and a fresh strategy for
global action on environmental and development issues (UN, 1997). The Rio+10
Conference, formally the World Summit on Sustainable Development was held ten

years later in Johannesburg. This was also a significant gathering for the emerging
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field of environmental education and education for sustainable development
(Tilbury, 2003). Governments were urged to incorporate sustainable development
into education systems at all levels in the conference's outputs in order to promote
education as a major change agent (Tilbury, 2003). Soon after, United Nations
officials proclaimed 2005-2014 as the Decade of Education for Sustainable
Development, recognizing the crucial role that education plays in the urgent change
that is required (UNESCO, 2014). The primary objective of the Decade of Education
for Sustainable Development was for all people to have access to education and learn
the values, behaviors, and lifestyles that are essential for a sustainable future
(Teksoz, 2020). These were the years when environmental education research gained
momentum, both theoretically and practically. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, which offers a shared vision for the current and future well-being of
people and the planet, was ultimately approved by all UN Member States in 2015.
The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which were prepared as an urgent
call to action for all nations in a global partnership, are at the center of the agenda;
and a significant and vital component of that is education (UN, 2015). The scope,
goal, and pedagogy of environmental education were highlighted during the Thilisi
Conference, and these elements are still important today. All educational levels have
been made to align with the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) through
continuing efforts (Teksoz, 2020). All these significant occasions have played a

significant role in advancing environmental education to where it is today.

2.2.1. Early Childhood Environmental Education

According to NAAEE (2010), early childhood environmental education is a
comprehensive concept which encompasses both academic knowledge of the natural
world, and development of positive emotions, attitudes towards nature, and practical
skills regarding natural protection. It is crucial for environmental education practices
to allow children to feel amazed by nature, appreciate its beauty, connect closely
with the natural world, and learn to respect all living beings. Additionally, it involves
enhancing children’s capacity for problem-solving as well as developing an interest
in and appreciation for the environment (NAAEE, 2010).
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Early childhood environmental education differs from environmental education in
the primary grades in that it places less emphasis on children's direct knowledge
acquisition and more on their own exploration of the natural world. Personal
experiences, the perceptions formed through these experiences, fostering positive
attitudes towards the environment, and developing a strong sense of connection with
nature are main objectives during this stage (NAAEE, 2010). The guideline prepared
by North American Association for Environmental Education (2010) on early
childhood environmental education states that important elements of environmental
education at this level include exploring various natural areas, having hands-on
experiences like feeling mud, spending time in outdoor locations with different
topology, and connecting to nature. In this way, children can observe the beauty of
nature, comprehend its components, and gain an understanding of the systems it
encompasses. Certainly, early childhood educators are not solely responsible for the
success of environmental education. All stakeholders in a child's life, particularly
parents, play a crucial role in early childhood environmental education (NAEEE,
2010).

2.2.1.1. Role of Parents in Early Childhood Environmental Education

Parents are known as the first teachers of their children. Many research studies have
shown that children form their basic beliefs and principles primarily within their own
families. For example, if families demonstrate prosocial behaviors, children are
likely to develop values associated with helping others (Hasenfratz & Knafo, 2015).
Similarly, a child's attitude towards reading can be shaped by the opinions and
experiences shared by their family members (Tessaro, 2021). Since the family serves
as the starting point for acquiring crucial skills, it also holds significant responsibility
in fostering environmental consciousness. Being a role model and participating in
approaches to early childhood environmental education as part of school-family
partnerships are the two key responsibilities that parents play in this process to assist

their children's environmental awareness (Cappellaro & Yazici, 2020).

Children's environmental dispositions and actions are known to be significantly

influenced by the adults who they look up to as role models (Futer, 2005; Liang et
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al., 2022). Parents serve as powerful role models for their children, setting an
example that is certain to have an impact on how they develop (Bandura, 1977).
Numerous studies have provided evidence that parental role models play a crucial
role in shaping various aspects of their children's different environment related
dispositions, and behaviors, such as nature connectedness (Soga et al., 2018),
environmental values (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Scopelliti et al., 2021),
environmental concern (Casalo & Escario, 2016; Meeusen, 2014), environmental
attitudes (Grenhej & Thegersen, 2009; Leppanen et al., 2012), environmentally
significant behaviors (Grenhej & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies
et al., 2012), and ecological awareness (Ewert et al., 2005). All these studies signaled
that parents with particular features are more likely to have children with those same
attributes. It is unavoidable to state that there is intergenerational learning between
parents and their children in terms of environmental dispositions and actions. Since
parents have an impact on a variety of environmental dispositions and behaviors,
they are expected to encourage their children to participate in outdoor activities,
develop an affection for nature, and nurture a sense of ownership towards it
(Cappellaro & Yazici, 2020). Hence, the home environment and the experiences
provided by parents, along with their behaviors as role models, play a crucial role in

the effectiveness of early childhood environmental education.

The responsibilities of parents extend beyond being role models; they also have the
responsibility to fulfill their roles in school-home partnerships satisfactorily.
According to Ecological Theory of Bronfenbrenner (1979), when the systems are in
an ongoing, reciprocal, and mutually supporting interaction, children can develop
healthily and learn most effectively. This perspective has led to a significant
emphasis on the involvement of parents in early childhood education. The theory
was supported with different research indicated that high quality relationships, and
also partnerships between the teacher, and the family are strongly related to positive
effects on young children (Sheridan et al., 2017). In a similar vein, the interactions
between the home and educational systems have an impact on children's learning and
social competence (Barbarin et al., 2010; Elicker et al., 2013). For this reason,
parents play a significant role as agents in their children's environmental education.

They should let their children sustain the behaviors they learn at school, expand upon
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them, and provide them with enriching experiences that foster a qualified connection
with nature. Without the involvement of parents, all the efforts given by schools can
become pointless, and children may experience a disconnection between their daily
lives and what they are experiencing in school, leading to a reduction in the
effectiveness of early childhood environmental education. In a metaphorical sense, if
early childhood environmental education is likened to a table, parents serve as one of

the essential legs that provide its equilibrium and functionality.

2.3. Revitalizing the Planet: Environmentally Significant Behaviors

Since achieving a shared adoption of environmentally significant behaviors within
society is the ultimate aim of environmental education and a remedy for the
environmental crisis (Hollweg et al., 2011), it is important to investigate and
comprehend the dynamics associated with the term. In the literature, environmentally
significant behaviors are often referred to by various terms such as pro-
environmental behaviors, ecological behaviors, environmentally responsible
behaviors, environmentally friendly behaviors, or environmental protection
behaviors. These terms are used interchangeably (Wan & Du, 2022). The term
"environmentally significant behaviors" has been given several definitions by
different researchers. To illustrate, Palupi & Sawitri (2018) defined environmentally
significant behaviors as behaviors related to environmental conservation. On the
other hand, Xu & Han (2019) considered these behaviors as daily behaviors which
are beneficial for the environment and critical in protecting it. Sivek & Hungerford
(1990), well-known researchers in the field of environmental education, defined the
term as an act in which either individuals or groups fix environmental issues.
Intentional behaviors taken to reduce the negative impact of one's actions on the
natural environment was another definition recommended by Kolmuss & Agyeman
(2010). Krajhanzl (2010) defined the term as any behavior that may have intention to
protect the environment. In the current study, environmentally significant behaviors
were defined as any behavior that does not alter the environment's ability to provide
materials or energy, or change the dynamics and organization of ecosystems or the
biosphere (Stern, 2000), in other words, behavior that either benefits the environment

or causes as little harm as possible (Steg & Vlek, 2009).
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To completely comprehend the concept, it is also essential to understand the
components of environmentally significant behaviors. While in the past,
environmentally important behaviors were thought of as a unified concept without
any dimensions, extensive research has revealed that it encompasses various forms
and includes diverse dimensions (Larson et al., 2015; Stern, 2000). Diverse
classifications have been used by various studies to group environmentally
significant behaviors. In a study conducted by Smith-Sebasto & D’Costa (1995),
environmentally significant behaviors were categorized into six different
subdimensions; civic action, educational action, financial action, legal action,
physical action, and persuasive action. In simple terms, civic actions are when
individuals exhibit different behaviors that don't involve money, like voting for
environmentally friendly candidates. Individuals are engaging in educational actions
when they try to learn more about the environment and environmental issues.
Financial actions are when individuals give money to support environmental
problems, such as donating or buying eco-friendly products even if they are more
expensive. Legal actions involve using laws to protect the environment. Physical
actions are when people physically engage in behaviors to conserve the environment,
such as picking up litter or recycling. Lastly, persuasive actions refer to behaviors in
which people try to convince others to act in environmentally friendly ways (Smith-
Sebasto & D’Costa, 1995). Good citizen behavior, healthy consumer behavior, and
environmental activism are three different dimensions of pro-environmental
behaviors offered by Karp (1996). Recycling, voting for a green candidate, not to
litter, etc. were examples given by Karp (1996) of good citizen behaviors. On the
other hand, environmental activism was related to giving money to environmental
organizations, and doing volunteering work for the environment. In his study, good
citizen behaviors were exemplified as recycling, voting for a green candidate, not to
litter, etc. Finally, the subdimension of healthy consumers included actions that
influenced both health and the environment, such as avoiding chemical-containing
items, buying organic foods, etc. Kaiser (1998) was another researcher who focused
on the dimensions of environmentally significant behaviors and he listed them as;
prosocial behavior, ecologically aware consumer behavior, volunteering in nature
protection activities, garbage inhibition, ecological automobile use, water and power

conservation, and ecological garbage removal. Kaiser (1998) believed that
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environmentally significant behaviors are part of prosocial behaviors in general. So,
in their measurement scales, they also considered the concept of prosocial behavior
as one dimension of pro-environmental behaviors. Ecological garbage removal was
generally related to individuals' environmentally friendly product disposal processes.
Water and power conservation behaviors, on the other hand, are the behaviors
targeting reducing the usage of water and energy. Ecologically aware consumer
behaviors are related to efforts to be environmentally friendly when making
purchases. Behaviors targeting reducing solid waste are under the category of
garbage inhibition, according to Kaiser (1998). Whereas volunteering nature
protection activities refer to behaviors targeting any collective/volunteering
organization related to the environment, ecological automobile use was linked to
behaviors targeting eco-friendly modes of transportation (Kaiser, 1998). Goldman et
al. (2006) were other researchers who were interested in the development of a scale
that assess environmentally significant behaviors, and the factors revealed in the
scale were listed as; resource-conserving actions with a personal financial benefit,
environmentally responsible consumerism, nature-related leisure activities, recycling
efforts, citizenship action, and environmental activism. Resource-conserving
behaviors are those that try to use fewer renewable and nonrenewable resources for
also saving money. Environmentally responsible consumerism is more about the
purchasing behaviors of individuals, similar to the ecologically aware consumer
behaviors of Kaiser (1998). Having an interest in nature, and behaviors targeting
spending time outdoors were specific as nature-related leisure activities, according to
Goldman et al. (2006). Whereas behaviors targeting recycling were named as
recycling efforts, citizenship actions refer to the behaviors in which individuals take
roles in protecting the environment but do not have any financial benefit, similar to
the good citizen behavior of Karp (1998). Finally, environmental activism was
exemplified as actively participating in environmental protests (Goldman et al.,
2006).

When the categorizations of environmentally significant behaviors in more recently
published studies are examined, it is possible to detect different dimensions
attributed to these behaviors, such as in the study of Whitmarsh & O’Neill (2010).

Waste reduction, eco-shopping and eating, conservation, one-off domestic energy
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conservation actions, eco-driving, political actions, and reducing car use and flying
were listed dimensions of environmentally significant behaviors proposed by
Whitmarsh & O’Neill (2010). As a difference, Whitmarsh & O'Neill (2010) focused
on eco-eating and political actions, specifically highlighting green voting, in their
categorizations. In the recent studies from Tirkiye, different subdimensions of
environmentally friendly behaviors were reported, such as transforming knowledge
into behavior, giving information to others regarding environment, and recycling
(Comert, 2011), and political action, eco-management, consumer and economic
action, and individual and public persuasion (Erdogan et al., 2012). The first
category in Comert's (2011) study is about turning knowledge into action. It includes
different behaviors like using eco-friendly modes of transportation, buying green
products, and participating in volunteer activities to help the environment. The
second category involves informing others about the environment, such as warning
people who are not being environmentally friendly and trying to persuade others to
protect the environment. The last category is called recycling, which focuses on
actions that involve properly disposing of products in an eco-friendly way, similar to
what other studies have also identified. The categories for environmentally
significant behaviors that Erdogan et al. (2012) discovered were quite comparable to
those indicated in earlier studies like Goldman et al. (2006), Kaiser (1998), and
Whitmarsh & O'Neill (2010). Recent studies show a tendency to use fewer categories
when compared to earlier studies. In a scale developed by Markle (2013), four
factors were revealed; conservation, environmental citizenship, food, and
transportation. Whereas conservation and environmental citizenship is quite similar
to the previous studies and includes behaviors such as turning lights off for the
former and being a member of environmental education in the latter, food was a
dimension not emphasized in much of the studies. It was related to behaviors
targeting eco-friendly food consumption, such as reducing beef consumption
(Markle, 2013). Zafeiroudi & Hatzigeorgiadis (2014) was another researcher who
focused on the assessment of environmentally significant behaviors. According to
their analyses, environmentally significant behaviors have only two subdimensions;
individual environmental action and group environmental action. Group actions
include participating in activities organized to protect the environment or

participating in volunteering events such as garbage collection with others; on the
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other hand, individual actions encompass making green decisions in purchasing
phase or engaging in recycling; in summary, group actions are the ones which are
conducted with other people, whereas individual actions are more personal behaviors
(Zafeiroudi & Hatzigeorgiadis, 2014). Another study also classified environmentally
significant behaviors into two; participatory actions and leadership actions (Alisat &
Riemer, 2015). According to Alisat and Riemer (2015), engaging in activities that
demand significant dedication and activism, such as participating in environmental
protests, was classified as leadership actions. On the other hand, behaviors that
involve less effort, such as discussing environmental concerns with others, were
referred to as participatory actions. Conservation lifestyle behaviors, social
environmentalism, environmental citizenship, and land stewardship were different
subdimensions attributed to the environmentally significant behaviors by Larson et
al. (2015). They identified conservation lifestyle behavior as a subdimension that
closely resembled the dimensions mentioned in various studies related to
conservation. Social environmentalism, on the other hand, involved engaging in
behaviors such as joining environmental organizations or actively participating in
environmental activities. Environmental citizenship was associated with green
politics in Larson et al.’s (2015) study. The primary distinction observed in this study
concerning subdimensions of environmentally significant behaviors was the concept
of land stewardship. Land stewardship involves behaviors aimed at supporting
wildlife and protecting biodiversity. Lavelle et al. (2015) also offered a
categorization for environmentally significant behaviors, which is unique; habitual
and occasional pro-environmental behavior. As the name suggests, habitual
behaviors refer to environmentally significant behaviors that individuals regularly
engage in as part of their everyday lives. These are behaviors that become a habit or
routine. On the other hand, occasional environmentally significant behaviors are
done infrequently or only once, such as installing insulation or participating in a
single environmental protest (Lavelle et al., 2015). MacDonald & She (2015), on the
other hand, specified subdimensions of environmentally significant behaviors as
curtailing behavior, political behavior, and efficiency behavior. Curtailing refers to
actions that reduce environmental impact by changing individual behaviors. On the
other hand, efficiency behaviors involve reducing environmental impact through the

choices made during purchasing products. Political actions have an impact on
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environmental politics. For example, if someone turns off the lights to save energy, it
is curtailing behavior because it involves changing individual behavior. If someone
buys an energy-efficient light bulb to save energy, it is an efficient behavior. Finally,
if someone changes their electricity provider or by voting for a green party, it is a
political behavior (MacDonald & She, 2015). In addition to detecting various
subdimensions, studies have examined how environmentally significant behaviors
can be classified and what criteria can be used as well. Kurisu (2016) was one of the
notable researchers who made an effort to address these questions. He strongly
argued that environmentally significant behaviors could be categorized based on
different characteristics, including location, actor, influential domains, and sub-
impacts. In fact, Kurisu (2016) provides a comprehensive explanation that
encompasses all the mentioned subdimensions of environmentally significant

behaviors.

The most suitable classification for the research objectives is crucial to ensure high-
quality results. In this study, as the sample consisted of parents of young children,
and the focus was on behaviors of these parents conducted both individually and
with their children, it was essential to choose a categorization suitable for the age
group and aligned with the research objectives. Therefore, a theoretical framework
encompassing all the mentioned categorizations was employed as the foundation for
this research by considering the age-appropriateness of the subdimensions; Theory of

Environmentally Significant Behavior by Stern (2000).

2.4. Theoretical Framework of the Study

The theoretical framework that was utilized to examine environmentally significant
behaviors; the Theory of Environmentally Significant Behaviors proposed by Stern
(2000) and child developmental theories associated with the current study are

presented in detail in this section.

2.4.1. Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior (Stern, 2000)

Since there is a need to utilize a theoretical framework that should be age-appropriate

for young children and detailed enough to address all different categorizations of
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environmentally significant behaviors, Stern’s (2000) Theory of Environmentally
Significant Behavior was utilized in the current study as a theoretical framework for
environmentally significant behaviors. Hopefully, recent advances in theory and
research are promising in terms of developing a framework for changing human
behaviors that boost environmental problems. One of the researchers who attempted
to put environmentally significant behaviors in a framework was Paul C. Stern
(2000). In his well-known paper “Toward a Coherent Theory of Environmentally
Significant Behavior”, he discussed the meaning of environmentally significant
behaviors, and categorization of these behaviors and their causes as well as
systematizing the evidence on the determinant variables of environmentally

significant behaviors (Stern, 2000).

According to Stern (2000), environmentally significant behaviors can be defined by
considering their impacts, in other words, the size of an environmental significant
behavior's impact on the biosphere should be taken into account. For instance, while
some environmentally significant behaviors, like clearing trash from a forest, have a
direct but local, small impact on the environment; others, like protesting an
environmental policy, can have a more indirect but more significant impact. Stern
(2000) also discussed the definition of these pro-environmental behaviors as being
intent-oriented; in other words, many people may have good intentions for the
preservation of the environment, and these intentions can be assessed as intent-
oriented environmental significant behaviors. However, it is also noted that
sometimes environmentally significant behaviors that are motivated by intent don't
actually produce much of a positive change in the environment. Stern (2000)
believed that both definitions have their uses in various contexts. Impact-oriented
definition should be considered if the goal is to pinpoint the target behaviors that
could directly affect the environment, in other words, behaviors that could provide a
concrete change in the environment. On the other hand, it is preferable to stick with
intent-oriented definition if there is a need to identify beliefs, motives, and other
dispositional characteristics of people that may eventually cause a change in their
behavior (Stern, 2000). This division of Stern (2000) has influenced a wide range of
research focusing on environmentally significant behaviors (Gkargkavouzi et al.,
2021; Larson et al., 2015; Moser & Kleinhiickelkotten, 2017; Poortinga et al., 2004,
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Ture & Ganesh, 2014). Environmentally significant behaviors were defined by
researchers who used the impact-oriented approach as behaviors that have a minimal
negative impact on the environment, that have benefits for the environment, or that
are taken consciously to lessen one's own negative effects on the environment and
the biosphere (Kolmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Steg & Vlek, 2009). Researchers who
prefer to utilize intent-oriented approach defined environmental significant behaviors
as a specific behavior that is performed by the actor with the intention of protecting
or benefiting the environment (Poortinga et al., 2004). Stern (2000) believed that this

emphasis is significant in order to make research more effective.

Apart from providing a definition, a classification for environmentally significant
behaviors was also offered by Stern (2000). As mentioned in the previous chapter,
Stern (2000) divided environmentally significant behaviors into four categories in his
paper. Environmental activism was the first category of environmentally significant
behaviors, according to Stern (2000). This category is often related to actively
participating in environmental protests or other activist actions that seek to affect any
present environmental issue by advocating for the environment. The second
category—nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere—represented a deeper level of
environmental citizenship. A few instances of nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere include signing environmental petitions, contacting the relevant authorities
about environmental issues, joining environmental organizations, and supporting
policies that are in favor of the environment, as exemplified by Stern (2000). Private
sphere environmentally significant behaviors, Stern's (2000) third category, was
described as the acquisition, use, and removal of domestic and personal products that
have an impact on the environment. These behaviors may be connected to the
acquisition of the products, their use and maintenance, and their eventual disposal.
Stern (2000) used waste management, green consumerism, and energy conservation
as examples of these behaviors. The theory also points out that when compared to
public sphere behaviors, which have an indirect but greater impact, private sphere
environmentally significant behaviors have a direct but smaller impact on the
environment. The final category of Stern (2000) was other environmentally
significant behaviors. These behaviors are connected to individuals' decision-making

within their work environments, potentially influencing major corporations to make
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significant environmentally-friendly choices. As Stern (2000) suggests, an engineer's
decision to design a green product with greater environmental sensitivity is an
example of such behavior. Considering that companies are responsible for
considerable environmental damage, these behaviors are anticipated to have a
notable influence on the environment (Stern, 2000). Figure 1 provides a summary of
the categorization of environmentally significant behaviors proposed by Stern
(2000).

Environmentally
Significant Behavior

Environmental Nonactivist Behaviors Private-Sphere Other Environmentally
Activism in the Public Sphere Environmentalism Significant Behaviors

Signing petitions, The use and maintenancy
donating to organizations,
supporting environmental
laws. agreeing to pay
more in taxes for
environmental protection,
etc.

of environmentally
significant products,
household waste disposal.
environmentally
responsible consumption,
etc.

Influencing the decisions
made by the
organizations in a more
environmentally friendly

Participation in
environmental
organizations and
protests on a regular
hasis

way.

Figure 1 Summary the categorization of environmentally significant behaviors
proposed by Stern (2000)

The final investigation of Stern (2000) in his paper was related to the variables that
influenced environmentally significant behavior and made an effort to hypothesize
these factors within a framework. In order to create the framework, Stern and
colleagues (1999) developed Value-Belief-Norm Theory to clarify how human
values affect environmentally significant behaviors of people. The causal chain

theory explains how values, beliefs, norms, and behaviors relate to one another.

Stern et al. (1999) defined “value” as a foundational basis for all actions. They used a
variety of values, including egoistic, biospheric, altruistic; and openness to change
values, in their theory to predict environmentally significant behaviors. Altruistic
values are more related to other people and living things. It is stated by Stern et al.
(1999) that having a value towards other people and living things contributes to
environmentally significant behavior. Egoistic values, on the other hand, are
intimately tied to one's personal benefits. They involve having favorable values

toward success, power, and influence. Ecosystems, nature, balance, and the
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biosphere are all valued according to the third category of values, known as
biospheric values. These three diverse forms of values collectively predict people's
adoption of the new ecological paradigm (NEP) worldview, in other words, the belief
that the delicate biosphere is seriously harmed by human activity (Stern et al., 1999).
The new ecological paradigm concept was first put forward by Dunlap & Van Liere
(1978). People’s ability to comprehend the harmony of nature, the place of humans
in the complex ecological systems, and the effects of humans on the environment are
highly correlated with the NEP worldview. Stern et al. (1999) claim that people with
NEP worldviews become aware of the negative repercussions and consequences of
these human-based detrimental behaviors towards the environment, in other words,
their awareness regarding the consequences of harmful behavior increases. When
one become aware of the consequences, the “ascription of responsibility” variable
stands out, which was firstly used by Schwartz (1973). It is the belief or denial that
one’s own behaviors also contributes to the consequences, in other words, the
ascription of responsibility belief is strongly related to taking responsibility for
causing consequences. The final predictor in the model is pro-environmental
personal norms, which can be defined as feelings of moral commitment to protect the
environment. When pro-environmental personal norms develop, it is believed by the
individuals that PEB is ethically required. When these standards are well established,
they significantly influence various types of pro-environmental behaviors (Stern et
al., 1999). It is highlighted by Stern et al. (1999) that the only factor in the model that
reliably and directly predicts all dimensions of environmentally significant behaviors
was pro-environmental personal norms. Stern et al. (1999) combined data from
various theories and models (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Schwartz, 1973) in their
value-belief-norm model and came to the conclusion that when people have positive
environmental values, they begin to comprehend their place in complex systems and
become aware of the potential harm that humans can cause. Following the
realization, people begin becoming aware of the consequences of these harms. They
start to take responsibility for their behaviors when they are more aware of the
consequences, and then it becomes morally imperative for them to protect the
environment which finally results in different types of environmentally significant
behavior. The factors identified by Stern et al. (1999) serve as a foundational basis

for various models that aim to predict pro-environmental behavior, such as Theory of
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Reasoned Action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) and the Theory of Planned Behavior
(Ajzen, 1985).
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Figure 2 Value-Belief-Norm Model (Stern et al., 1999)

The contribution of the Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior to the field
has made it a fundamental source regarding the definition, classification, and
determining factors of environmental behavior. Due to its comprehensiveness,
suitability for use with young children, and relevance to the research purposes,
Stern's classification was deliberately chosen as an essential theoretical framework
that served as the foundation for this study. Similarly, Stern's categorization has also
been used in a large number of other research to investigate environmentally
significant behaviors in other samples. The following section provides a summary of
these studies.

2.4.1.1. Studies Employing Stern's (2000) Categorization of Environmentally
Significant Behaviors

Stern's (2000) classification of environmentally significant behaviors has been
extensively employed, with many published research utilizing this framework to
analyze behaviors under the private and public spheres categories. Many of the
studies aim to apply the Value-Belief-Norm theory to various classifications of

behaviors that have a significant impact on the environment.

Hansmann and Binder (2020) conducted a study in Sweden with 1206 participants to

identify the factors influencing different types of environmentally significant
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behaviors. The study categorized such behaviors into private and public sphere
environmentally significant behaviors, in line with the framework offered by Stern
(2000). The findings revealed that social practices and norms positively impact the
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors. At the same time, promoting
green self-identity plays a crucial role in enhancing the private sphere
environmentally significant behaviors. These results indicate that different
determinants influence different categories of pro-environmental behaviors
(Hansmann & Binder, 2020).

A similar study was conducted by Heidbreder et al. (2022), focusing on reducing
household plastic consumption. The primary purpose of the study was to analyze the
antecedents of three different plastic reduction behaviors; less purchasing of plastics,
making activism regarding the issue and supporting policies that highlight the
reduction of plastics. The categorization of Stern (2000) was also utilized in this
study, in which purchasing behaviors were investigated under the title of private
sphere behaviors, and activism and policy support was examined under the category
of public sphere behaviors. According to the results, personal norms are a predictor
for both private and public sphere plastic reduction behaviors. However, sufficiency
orientation, which is associated with positive attitudes towards reduction, and
collective efficacy, which represents the belief in the individual's actions making a
difference and influencing others, only predicted public sphere plastic reduction
behaviors. On the other hand, locus of control was found to specifically predict
private sphere plastic reduction behaviors (Heidbreder et al., 2022). Similar
conclusions were made with the study of Hansmann & Binder (2020); different

determinants influence different categories of pro-environmental behaviors.

In their study, Liobikiene & Poskus (2019) attempted to evaluate the role of
environmental knowledge in carrying out various kinds of environmentally
significant behaviors. Similar to the previous studies, they found differences in the
predictive role of environmental knowledge on different behaviors. Although
environmental knowledge directly affected the private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors of Lithuanian citizens, any effect on the public sphere

environmentally significant behaviors can’t be found. Similarly, in their study,
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Hamann and Reese (2020) discovered differences in the factors that impact the two
classifications of environmentally significant behaviors. The results indicated that
self-efficacy played a crucial role in influencing behaviors related to the private
sphere, while participatory efficacy was a significant determinant of public sphere
environmentally significant behaviors (Hamann & Reese, 2020). Liao and Yang
(2022) conducted a study with similar findings, indicating that intentions and norms,
which are determinants of pro-environmental behaviors, are only predictive for
private sphere environmentally significant behaviors and not for behaviors in the
public sphere. Perceived power, another factor identified as a predictor of
environmentally significant behaviors, was observed to differ based on whether the
behaviors were in the private sphere or the public sphere, with a stronger association

found for private sphere environmentally significant behaviors (Ertz et al., 2016).

Another interesting finding was offered by Hadler & Haller (2011) in a study
conducted with 24.000 participants from 23 different countries. This research
showed that whereas private sphere environmentally significant behaviors are more
prone to cultural differences, public sphere environmentally significant behaviors

show similarities across numerous countries.

Gender differences regarding various categories of environmentally significant
behaviors have been a widely discussed subject in the literature, as well. Briscoe et
al. (2019) found that women are more likely to perform both public and private
sphere environmentally significant behaviors than men. On the other hand, Xiao &
Young (2010) confirmed that women are more prone to perform private sphere
environmentally significant behaviors than men. However, they concluded that there
were no gender patterns observed when it comes to public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. Hunter et al. (2004) also aimed to detect gender differences in
public and private sphere environmentally significant behaviors. Similar results were
found in their study. They found that women, across many countries, engage more in
environmentally significant behaviors, particularly in private sphere behaviors.
Moreover, women and men prioritize private environmental behaviors over public
ones (Hunter et al., 2004). Similar findings were also presented by Dalton (2015),
who emphasized that although private sphere environmentally significant behaviors

tend to increase, those in the public realm considerably decreased.
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In accordance with their research objectives, several researchers focused primarily
on only public or private domain behaviors. Liu et al. (2018)'s use of this strategy is
one example. In their research, they examined Mongolian college students *public
sphere environmentally significant behaviors. They discovered that, of all the factors
included in the model, only altruistic values and personal norms have a significant
effect on children's environmentally significant behaviors in the public domain. In
their study, which focused on behaviors in the public sphere as well, Xing et al.
(2022) tested Attitude-Behavior-Context theory on public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors of residents in China. The results of the study suggest that three
variables —social trust (trust in other members of society), environmental self-
identity (how people view themselves as environmentally friendly or not), and
politicized identity (how people view themselves as activists or not)—predict
people's pro-environmental behaviors in the public sphere. Another study related to
predictors of public sphere environmentally significant behaviors conducted by
Schmitt et al. (2019) focused especially on environmental activism. They reported
that politicized identity was the direct predictor of self-reported environmental
activism of participants. Despite the fact that there have been prior studies exploring
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors, as exemplified above,
researchers generally agree that further in-depth research on these behaviors is
needed. The existing research has not fully explored the entirety of pro-
environmental behaviors in the public sphere (Xing et al., 2022). On the other hand,
there are other studies which focus on only private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. To illustrate, Gkargkavouzi et al. (2019) integrated the theories
of value-belief-norm model and planned behavior to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. In line with the tested theories, they found that intention is the
most powerful predictor of environmental behavior, followed by habits.
Additionally, intention is greatly influenced by subjective norm, which is defined as
the felt social pressure. A similar study was also conducted in the east side of the
world; China. Liao & Yang (2022) tested the factors specified in Theory of Planned
Behaviour, the Norm Activation Model and the Attitude-Behaviour-Context theory
to predict private sphere environmentally significant behaviors. Similar to previous
studies, they also found that intentions and personal norms are strong predictors of

private sphere environmentally significant behaviors, by confirming the theories
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tested. Nature connectedness is also found to be a significant predictor of private
sphere environmentally significant behaviors in a more recent study (Iwiska et al.,
2023). A further predictor of private sphere environmentally significant behaviors
was perceived status, which refers to one's opinion of one's own social class (Niu et
al., 2023). Moreover, numerous studies have been conducted on the factors that
influence individuals' environmentally responsible consumption (lvanova et al.,
2018; Pena-Vinces et al, 2020; Tripathi & Singh, 2017; Zavali & Theodoropoulou,
2018), resource conservation (Clark & Finley, 2007; Dolisca et al., 2009; Fielding et
al., 2012; Ngo et al., 2009; Singha et al., 2022), and waste management (Ayob et al.,
2017; Chenggin et al., 2022; Minelgait¢ & Liobikien¢, 2019) behaviors, which
confirmed that the variety of research focused on private sphere environmentally

significant behaviors are higher than their public sphere counterparts.

Finally, several studies that especially focus on the preschool years have used Stern's
(2000) categorization as well. A study conducted by Torres-Antonini and Vatralova
(2012) showed that parents who engage in more environmentally significant
behaviors in both the public and private spheres tend to enroll their children in
childcare facilities that are more environmentally friendly. In a different study which
set out to determine whether a designed program is successful to make preschool
teachers environmental citizen role models, Spektor-Levy & Abramovich (2016)
found that after the program, preschool teachers tended to engage in environmentally
significant behaviors more often. In their recent study, lwaniec & Curdt-Christiansen
(2020) utilized from the classification of Stern (2000) too, and they highlighted that
parents play an agentive socialization role in their interactions with children by
influencing their environmental attitudes, knowledge, skills, and environmentally
significant behaviors. These studies collectively demonstrate the comprehensiveness
and breadth of Stern's (2000) classification of environmentally significant behaviors.
Additionally, because it is age-appropriate, it is particularly suitable and useful for

working with young children.

There are several links between the current study and the Theory of Environmentally
Significant Behavior proposed by Stern (2000). First of all, the current study utilized
the definition and categorization proposed by Stern (2000) to operationally define
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environmentally significant behaviors. Any behavior that has a direct or indirect
impact on the environment is evaluated as an environmentally significant behavior,
as proposed by Stern (2000). Moreover, when preparing the data collection tool for
the current study, the categorization from Stern's (2000) theory was utilized. In other
words, mothers and fathers of young children were asked about their private sphere
behaviors (such as environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation,
waste management) and public sphere behaviors (including non-activist behaviors in
the public sphere and environmental activism), as outlined in the theory. When
coding the responses of the participants, the names of these behaviors were used as
themes and categories. Thus, the fundamental framework of the current study was
created based on Stern's theory. There were several reasons for utilizing this
particular theory. Firstly, as mentioned above, since the theory has been frequently
used in previous studies in the literature, it is considered reliable and effective for
exploring environmentally significant behaviors. Secondly, Stern's (2000) public-
private classification encompasses a wide range of environmentally significant
behaviors, making it comprehensive. Finally, there were other studies that used the
theory in research targeting parents of young children (lwaniec & Curdt-
Christiansen, 2020; Torres-Antonini & Vatralova, 2012), which indicated that the
theory is also appropriate for use with parents as well as young children. In other
words, it is suitable for exploring parental environmentally significant behaviors with

their children.

2.4.2. Ecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979)

According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), it is not possible to comprehend a child's
development without taking into account their surroundings, environment, culture,
social setting, and the significant people in their everyday lives. Children do not live
in an isolated environment; rather, they do so within a social framework. The
ecological systems theory of Bronfenbrenner provides a number of systems that have
an impact on children's development both collectively and individually. The terms
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem are used to

describe these systems (Thomas, 2000).

43



The first and most intimate system of Bronfenbrenner's model, the microsystem,
includes all of the interactions and activities that take place in a child's local
environment, including their home, school, and neighborhood. According to
Bronfenbrenner, children's individualistic development results from the interaction
between the genetic background, including their temperament, habits, and specific
characteristics, and the impacts of the individuals inside the microsystem (Thomas,
2000).

Bronfenbrenner (1979) introduced the mesosystem as the second system in his
framework of child development. Children are significantly influenced by the
mesosystem as well, which can be viewed as the interconnection of individuals
within the microsystem, such as peers, parents, teachers, and the settings of home
and school. In other words, the primary concept underlying the mesosystem is
understanding how the interactions between influential individuals in the
microsystem impact the child's development. For instance, Bronfenbrenner believed
that even if a teacher makes an attempt to give children a quality education, it
becomes difficult for a child to succeed in a specific topic without the support of
parents (Thomas, 2000). Therefore, negative interactions within the mesosystem may

jeopardize children's skill acquisition and development.

The exosystem, another key aspect of Bronfenbrenner's framework, involves the
indirect environment surrounding the child, which has the potential to have a
significant influence on their development. The financial situation of the parents,
parental dynamics at work, and the presence of a religious or cultural traditions in the
environment are a few examples of exosystem components (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
Even if they are not present in the child's immediate environment, these elements can

nevertheless have a significant impact on how they develop (Thomas, 2000).

The macrosystem, the most comprehensive system within Bronfenbrenner's
framework (Thomas, 2000), actually reflects the larger societal context in which
children grow and develop. It includes societal standards, political aspects of the
country that the child live in, cultural and religious beliefs and practices that take

place in the environment that the child grows up. By influencing the options
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available to the child within his specific society or culture, the macrosystem creates
the broader framework in which the other systems function (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

It is crucial to remember that as a child gets older, the dynamics of the four systems
stated previously cannot stay the same. Throughout their growing up, several
historical occurrences, including wars, pandemics, and natural disasters, might occur.
Even the child's immediate surroundings can change, such as when they switch
schools, meet new friends, or move to a new neighborhood. As he emphasized that
the child's growth should be understood within the framework of these evolving
systems, Bronfenbrenner referred to these changes as the chronosystem (Thomas,
2000). Fundamentally, in his theory, Bronfenbrenner (1979) placed an emphasis on
the interdependence and variety of elements that affect children's development. He
compared each system's component to a domino, where the absence or inadequacy of
any one figure can have a significant impact on a child's growth and learning. A

summary of Bronfenbrenner's (1979) Ecological Systems Theory can be found in the

figure below.
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There are several links between the current study and the Ecological Systems Theory
proposed by Bronfenbrenner (1979). Firstly, participants of this current study are
parents of young children, who are special agents and the most critical figures in
Bronfenbrenner’s microsystem. According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), parents play a
crucial role in the development of children, influencing their attitudes, beliefs, and
behaviors, and contributing to the formation of habits and specific characteristics.
This process involves a combination of innate factors and nurturing influences.
Hence, examining parental factors becomes essential. The present study aims to
explore how parents define, engage in individual behaviors, and perceive obstacles
related to various environmentally significant behaviors. Drawing on Ecological
Systems Theory, it emphasizes the significance of the opportunities provided by
parents to their children and the environmental context created during their growing
up process. These factors greatly influence children's future behaviors, habits, and
specifically, environmentally significant behaviors. Relying on Bronfenbrenner's
theory, parents were selected as the sample in the current study, considering their
pivotal role within the microsystem as a critical factor and as influential agents in
nurturing individuals who engage in environmentally significant behaviors, which
aligns with the ultimate goal of environmental education. Secondly, within the
mesosystem framework proposed by Bronfenbrenner (1979), the interactions
between important figures, in the case of this study, parents and teachers, were
emphasized. It is hoped that the findings of the current study will provide valuable
insights to early childhood educators regarding the specific needs of parents when it
comes to engaging in environmentally significant behaviors with their children. This,
in turn, may lead to more effective interactions between two significant figures in
Bronfenbrenner's theory (1979): parents and teachers. Therefore, the current study is
also linked to Bronfenbrenner's theory in terms of the significant implications it
offers for early childhood environmental education practices in the field.

2.4.3. Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977)

Albert Bandura developed Social Learning Theory, which is categorized as a
behaviorist. This theory, whose focus is on the important impact of social factors on
behavior and personality development, seeks to comprehend how children learn

(Thomas, 2000). According to Bandura (1977), social learning occurs as individuals
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observe, model, and imitate one another. Children carefully follow the role models in
their environment, including their parents, teachers, and peers, as they learn new
behaviors. The child then encodes the observed behavior to comprehend how to react
in a certain context and can afterwards use it when faced with similar circumstances.
This kind of learning is referred to as "observational learning” by Bandura (Engler,
2003). The theory emphasizes that four crucial processes are involved in
observational learning: motivational processes, motor production processes,
attentional processes, and retention processes. As a result, it exceeds simple behavior
of copying (Engler, 2003). Different factors that affect attentional processes
influence how focused the child is on a given model or activity. According to
Bandura, some models might be more attractive than others, and some behaviors
might be more engaging for children to observe (Thomas, 2000). The child makes an
effort to recall and maintain the seen behavior during the retention process, assuring
its availability for application in many contexts in the future. The child converts the
symbolic representation of the behavior into actual actions during the motor
production processes. Although it might seem simple, the child needs to be able to
recall not only the behavior itself but also the specific circumstances and context in
which it should be used. The motivational processes emphasize how significant the
child's motivation or desire to exhibit the observed behavior is. The young child
might not be able to imitate the specific behavior without enough motivation (Engler,
2003).

Children learn many behaviors through learning, but not all of them are put into
practice, according to Bandura (1977). Children can be motivated to engage in the
desired actions by using reinforcement approaches. The theory emphasizes how the
effects of a model's behavior greatly affect the observer's behavior. A child is more
likely to learn and imitate an action if they see favorable results from it (Bandura,
1977). 1t is also important to highlight that children often choose role models who
have meaning for them, are powerful figures, and have traits in common with them

(Bandura, 1977), such as parents in the context of this study.

The importance of parents as significant role models must be emphasized, especially

in the early stages of a child's growth. According to the social learning theory,
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children select their role models, such their parents, and learn by observing and
imitating them (Bandura, 1977). This study aims to explore a range of objectives,
including investigating the individual knowledge, behaviors, and self-reported
perspectives of parents, as well as examining the behaviors they engage in with their
children. Even if parents do not directly involve their children in their behaviors,
children can still observe and learn environmentally significant behaviors by
observing and imitating them. However, when parents actively involve their children
and engage in environmentally significant behaviors together, children are more
likely to successfully observe and imitate these behaviors, leading to increased
motivation, which is a crucial aspect of learning modeled behavior. Therefore,
parental environmentally significant behaviors, whether conducted individually or
with their children, play a significant role in the success of environmental education
in early childhood. Drawing upon Bandura's Social Learning Theory (1977), it can
be inferred that children are more likely to notice and adopt environmentally friendly
behaviors when parents actively participate in such behaviors with them and serve as
role models. This, in turn, can foster their awareness of their ecological impact and
environmental responsibilities. Thus, Bandura's Social Learning Theory serves as
one of the fundamental theories employed in the present study.

2.5. Conceptualization of Different Types of Private and Public Sphere
Environmentally Significant Behaviors

In this section, definitions provided in the literature for different types of
environmentally significant behaviors in the private and public spheres are presented.
Additionally, studies on how individuals have defined specific types of
environmentally significant behaviors in both the private and public spheres are also
shared.

2.5.1. Conceptualization of Different Types of Private Sphere Environmentally

Significant Behaviors

As Stern (2000) exemplified, private sphere environmentally significant behaviors

include behaviors targeting environmentally responsible consumption, resource
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conservation, and waste management. This part presents conceptualizations of
environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation, and waste

management according to relevant literature.

2.5.1.1. Conceptualization of Environmentally Responsible Consumption

Different definitions were given the term by different researchers. In general terms,
environmentally responsible consumption is defined as any consumption-related
behavior, such as purchasing, using, and disposing, carried out in a way that lessens
the impact of consumption on the environment (Gupta & Agrawal, 2017). More
specific definitions exist as well. For instance, environmentally responsible
consumption can be defined as the act of purchasing products that are manufactured
without depleting natural resources while also respecting the right of future
generations to access and utilize those resources, free from toxic substances, and do
not generate waste or pollutants throughout their entire lifespan (OECD, 2008).
Minimizing the adverse effects of consumption in the purchase process by buying
eco-friendly products was another definition given by Yue et al. (2020). Paavola
(2001) named environmentally responsible consumption as the utilization of

products that have a decreased negative effect on the environment, in shortly.

The literature also includes definitions for the term "environmentally responsible
consumer™ in relation to environmentally responsible consumption. These two terms
are often used interchangeably due to their close similarity. Webster (1975) defined
environmentally responsible consumers as individuals who take responsibility for the
consequences of their purchasing practices. In other words, these individuals
evaluate the environmental consequences of the products they prefer to purchase. To
successfully describe environmentally responsible consumers, it is essential to
understand the factors responsible for the formation of these individuals (Pinto et al.,
2011). In other words, environmentally responsible consumers are also defined with
their specific features in the literature. Some of the features of environmentally
responsible consumer are to have positive attitudes towards environment (Al Mamun
et al., 2018; Kaiser & Scheuthlei 2003; Moser (2016), sense of responsibility for the

environment (Degirmenci, 2022; Yue et al., 2020), high awareness regarding the
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environment (Shen & Wang, 2022). Moreover, individuals who are eco-literate
(Tiwari, 2022), who have knowledge of environmental issues (Lin & Niu, 2018), and
as well as knowledge of green products (Hojnik et al., 2019; Liobikiené et al., 2016)

were defined as environmentally responsible consumers.

Since green or environmentally friendly products have a role in conceptualizing
environmentally responsible consumption, it is essential to understand what an eco-
friendly product is. Ottman (1998) was one of the researchers who studied green
products for a long period of time. According to his first definition, an eco-friendly
product, also named a green, environmental, environmentally friendly, ecological
product, usually describes products that are durable, non-toxic, packaged in a
minimal way, and made of recycled or recyclable materials. In 2006, Ottman et al.
widened the definition and stated that products that prevent any harm to the natural
environment, require the least possible energy in their production, do not include any
toxic agents, and do not cause waste can be considered as eco-friendly products
(Ottman et al., 2006). Sheng (2019), on the other hand, defined eco-friendly products
as less polluting, reusable, and recyclable. Pickett-Baker & Ozaki (2008) claimed
that there is no such thing as a truly eco-friendly product. They believed that all the
products individuals purchase will have a negative impact on the environment,
especially during their use and discard processes. However, this impact can be
minimized, making it possible for a product to be considered eco-friendly. Several
examples of eco-friendly products listed in the literature were organic food, energy-
efficient products, and green electricity (Welsch & Kuhling, 2011).

To compare and contrast the literature with the actual perceptions of individuals
regarding the definition of environmentally responsible consumers and eco-friendly
products, different studies have been carried out. In a study conducted by Durif et al.
(2010), 104 adults were surveyed in Canada in terms of what an eco-friendly product
is. According to their responses, the most attributed features of eco-friendly products
were being biodegradable, non-toxic, safe for the planet, protective of natural
resources, having recyclable content, being free of phosphate and ammonia, energy-
saving, not tested on animals, locally sourced, and hypoallergenic (Durif et al.,

2010). In another study carried out in Canada, individuals' perceptions regarding eco-
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fashioned and green beauty products were investigated (Carvellon & Carey, 2011).
Several terms were frequently used by the participants to define eco-fashioned
products; ethical, organic, fair trade, recyclable, recycled, and reusable. On the other
hand, participants generally defined green beauty products as products with fewer
chemicals, natural ingredients, and cruelty-free (Carvellon & Carey, 2011).
Moreover, in a study conducted by Campbell et al. (2015), it was found that
individuals are more likely to associate the terms ‘environmentally friendly' and
‘green’ with organic, local, and eco-labeled products. There have also been studies
conducted in Tirkiye on how individuals define environmentally responsible
consumers and green products. According to a study conducted by Aksu (2019),
participants generally associated the term “green products” with products that are
energy-efficient, packaged in recyclable materials, and free from chemicals.
Moreover, it is highlighted that while there is an increasing variety of green products,
the participants in the study displayed limited knowledge by only citing three
different products. On the other hand, Calisir (2020) found that participants
generally described eco-friendly products as organic, energy-efficient, and chemical-
free. In a similar study conducted by Onurlubas et al. (2017), it is revealed that
participants believe that green products do not damage human health, are energy-
efficient, recyclable, biodegradable, and use minimal resources during production.
All in all, both nationally and internationally, it is apparent that eco-friendly products

are commonly associated with similar features.

2.5.1.2. Conceptualization of Resource Conservation

In simplest terms, resource conservation can be defined as preserving and even
improving the resources that are essential to sustainability (Robertson & Harwood,
2013). Another well-known definition of natural resources was offered by Hart et al.
(1995), emphasizing that natural resources are naturally occurring entities and have
value to human beings. According to Schellens & Gisladottir (2018), natural
resources are indeed present throughout life; however, they are only recognized as
"resources” when humans derive benefits from them. In order to provide holistic
details of resource conservation, Schellens & Gisladottir (2018) carried out a

systemic literature review. According to their findings, natural resources were
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classified in different ways by various researchers. The mostly utilized one is
categorization of natural resources according to their regeneration rate (Jowsey,
2007; Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018). Renewable resources are defined as resources
that can naturally renew themselves within a time span of a human lifetime (ex.
Water, fish, and forests). On the other hand, non-renewable resources do not have the
capability to renew themselves within the span of a human lifetime, such as minerals,
oil, sand, natural gases, coal. However, according to Schellens & Gisladottir (2018),
if this classification is left in an undetailed manner, such as the one described, it can
be misleading since it may mislead people into thinking that renewable resources
would always be accessible, ignoring the significance of effective resource
management. That is why, renewable resources are also further divided to two;
unconditionally renewable resources, such as solar power, wind energy, geothermal
energy, and conditionally renewable resources, such as water, forests, biodiversity,
air, soil, which means that improper management of resources, particularly in the
case of conditionally renewable resources, can result in their depletion and transform
them into non-renewable resources (Jowsey, 2007; Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018). In
a similar manner, Dewulf et al. (2015) categorized resources into three groups:
exhaustible non-renewable resources (similar to non-renewable resources),
exhaustible renewable resources (conditionally renewable), and inexhaustible
renewable resources (unconditionally renewable resources). Jowsey & Kellett
(1998), on the other hand, mention categorized natural resources as depletable
(nonrenewable), critical zone (conditionally renewable) and continuous (renewable)
resources. Although the literature offers various definitions and categorizations for
resource conservation, studies specifically aimed at providing insights into

individuals' definitions of resources and resource conservation are relatively limited.

2.5.1.3. Conceptualization of Waste and Waste Management

In simpler terms, waste is described as a material that has no purpose, either because
it was never given one, did not receive a new purpose after the first one was
completed, or was unable to efficiently perform its intended role owing to defects in
structure or dysfunction (Pongracz & Pohjola, 2004). Upon closer examination, it

becomes evident that the term "waste" is a general term used with varying meanings
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across different studies in the current literature (Thiirer et al., 2015). According to
White et al. (1995), waste is a product that is useless to its owner (Basu, 2009), even
if it still contains some substances available in the useful product. Since the
usefulness depends on the owner of the product, it is highlighted that the meaning of
“waste” can vary from person to person (Amasuomo & Baird, 2016). Cheremisinoff
(2003) emphasized that the continuous generation of waste results in loss of vital
resources, since a material which can be regarded as waste to one person, may be a
resource to another. Bilitewski et al. (1994) presented another study in which the
definition of waste was given as materials that can be managed, and which were
discarded by the owner after use. Lynch (1990) provided a similar definition by
emphasizing that waste is material discarded by the owner, which is created as a
result of the owner's consumption and does not meet the owner's needs. When
considering all the definitions provided for waste, it is possible to conclude that
waste is a material that does not meet the needs of the users, is unwanted, or has

defects in its function.

In terms of the categorization of waste, it is possible to see some differences between
the studies. However, in general, three types of waste categorization were used:
categorization according to physical state of waste (solid, liquid, gaseous), source of
waste (household/domestic, industrial, agricultural, commercial, demolition and
construction, mining) and environmental impact of waste (hazardous, nonhazardous)
(Amasuomo & Baird, 2016). When examining the existing literature, it is evident
that the focus is mainly on solid waste. Solid wastes are materials resulted from
human or animal consumption and which are physically solid under normal
conditions (Tchobanoglous et al., 1977). When these solid wastes are collected by
municipalities and local governments, it is called municipal solid waste. Garbage is a
term often used interchangeably to refer to municipal solid waste (Rathje, 1992).
However, whereas garbage refers to wet, animal or food residues, waste is a much
more comprehensive term (Rathje, 1992). It is also important to emphasize that
waste can contain some substances available in the useful product (White et al.,
1995).

Waste management, on the other hand, refers to a practical field that seeks solutions

to specific waste issues. The necessary processes and actions to manage waste from
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its creation to final disposal are included in waste management (Pongracz, 2002).
These processes can be specified as the collection, transportation, processing,
recycling, or disposal, as well as the monitoring of waste. There are also several
goals of waste management, highlighted as the reduction of the total amount of waste
produced, recycling or reusing waste, and the reintegration of biological waste into
its life cycle (Demirbas, 2011). Moreover, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (2022) has introduced the Waste Management Hierarchy, to
clarified the proper steps of waste management. The waste management hierarchy
consists of six distinct steps: avoiding and reducing waste, reusing waste, recycling
waste, recovering energy, treating waste, and disposing of waste. In the first step,
the objective is to reduce waste even before it is generated, such as by avoiding the
use of packaged products. The second step promotes the reuse of waste, thereby
further reducing the total amount of waste generated. The third step involves the
segregation and recycling of waste, ensuring that valuable components are not lost.
In the fourth step, additional authorities come into play to recover energy from the
waste. Finally, if none of the previous steps can be implemented, waste is disposed
of in the sixth and final step (EPA, 2022). Figure 4 presents a summary of the waste

management hierarchy.

Most preferable

Avoid and reduce waste
Reuse waste

' Recycle waste

Recover energy

Treat waste

Dispose of waste
Least preferable
Figure 4 Summary of the waste management hierarchy

(EPA, 2022)
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There are different studies in the literature regarding the level of knowledge
individuals have on waste management. In a study conducted by Adeolu et al. (2014)
in Nigeria, it was found that 19.4% of the secondary school students who attended
the study had low levels of knowledge, while 63.4% of them had high levels of
knowledge in terms of waste management. Similarly, Adogu et al. (2015) also
highlighted that large numbers of residents in Nigeria are knowledgeable about waste
management, whereas females were found to be more knowledgeable than males. In
a study conducted in Northern Thailand, 73% of the participating adults
demonstrated high levels of knowledge regarding waste management, whereas 23%
exhibited moderate levels and 2.9% exhibited low levels of knowledge (Laor et al.,
2018). On the other hand, Maldaye et al. (2022) discovered that only 37.9% of
residents in Ethiopia demonstrated good knowledge of solid waste management.
Another study conducted in India reported that 60% of participants do not know the
difference between biodegradable (can be used for composting) and non-
biodegradable (can be used for recycling) wastes (Mukherji et al., 2016). They also
noted that women in the study outperformed men in terms of knowledge of waste
management. Muiruri et al. (2020) reported that residents in Kenya had very limited
or no knowledge on how to segregate their waste. Similar results were reported in the
studies conducted by Martinez-Borreguero et al. (2019), Galarpe & Heyesa (2017),
and Ifegbesan (2011). All of these studies emphasized that teachers in developing
countries lack practical knowledge of waste separation. When studies carried out in
Tiirkiye are examined, it is found that the knowledge of participants regarding waste
management is generally assessed through their self-reported information. For
instance, Hacisalihoglu (2021) asked secondary school students about their level of
knowledge on waste management. It was revealed that 45% of the students claimed
to have adequate knowledge, 52% of them reported having partial knowledge, and
only 3% of them claimed to have no knowledge. Similarly, in a study conducted by
Demirbag & Giingérmiis (2012), 60% of the participants reported that they possessed
knowledge regarding waste management. From all of these studies, it can be inferred
that while individuals in certain regions have adequate knowledge of waste and
waste management, there are others who do not possess the same level of

knowledge.

55



2.5.2. Conceptualization of Different Types of Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant Behaviors

As Stern (2000) exemplified, public sphere environmentally significant behaviors
include nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental activism
behaviors. This part presents conceptualizations of nonactivist behaviors in the

public sphere, and environmental activism according to relevant literature.

2.5.2.1. Conceptualization of Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere

Nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere is a term introduced by Stern (2000), and
in general, in encompasses behaviors that are not driven by activism but still
contribute to environmental change through public engagement (Liu et al., 2017).
Stern (2000) defined nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as more active and
collective kinds of environmental citizenship, and it should be distinguished from
environmental activism. According to another definition provided by Inoue &
Alfaro-Barrantes (2015), nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere involve
individuals *environmental support in a public context which is less intense than
environmental activism, however, still needed for success of an environmental
movement. When these nonactivist behaviors are supported by environmental
citizenship and policy support, environmental movements that are effective can arise.
Stern (2000) gave a few examples of these behaviors, such as signing petitions
regarding environmental problems, being a member of or supporting environmental
organizations, supporting policies that promote environmentally friendly choices,
such being willing to pay higher taxes for the protection of the environment. An
active environmental citizen is defined as an individual aware of the value of nature
and life in nature, promoting resource conservation and protection of nature and
biodiversity on private and public scales (Ellis & Waterton, 2004). Moreover,
environmental citizens are also expected to participate in environmental
policymaking, obey environmental law, and organize events that highlight
sustainability (Bell, 2007). In a broad sense, Stern (2000) categorized all these
behaviors, which include supporting policies, participating in sustainability-related
events, and engaging in collective activities for environmental protection, as

nonactivist behaviors within the public sphere. Different examples were given to
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these behaviors in different studies. To illustrate, in a study conducted by Piyapong
(2019) with university students in Thailand, making financial donations to
environmental organizations, signing petitions regarding environmental issues,
supporting green policies, voting for green parties were examples of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. Similarly, support and acceptance of policies
targeting environmental protection and citizenship were emphasized examples of
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere in the study of Chen (2015). Furthermore,
Xing et al. (2022) described nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as actions
where individuals express their environmental needs, concerns, and interests through
established institutional channels, and exemplified as getting involved in groups and
events for the purpose of protecting the environment, sharing posts about the
environment on social media, or getting in contact with authorities regarding
environmental issues. Although the samples and factors investigated may vary, there
are numerous other studies that also examine nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere and attribute similar meanings as mentioned earlier (Balzekiene & Telesiene,
2011; Chen, 2015; Lee, 2014; Lu et al., 2017, Park & Ha, 2012; Tsai et al., 2021).

2.5.2.2. Conceptualization of Environmental Activism

In simpler terms, environmental activism is defined as participating in environmental
movements which involve behaviors associated with more involvement and greater
determination (SGuin et al., 1998). According to SGuin et al. (1998), individuals
have different levels of environmental involvement, and there are differences in the
time and energy they spend on environmentally significant behaviors. Furthermore,
they suggested that the differences also apply to environmentally significant
behaviors, as each of them varies in terms of the level of difficulty required for their
performance. They also exemplified that some behaviors, such as recycling, are
perceived by individuals as easier to perform when compared with other behaviors,
such as involvement in environmental protests. It is emphasized that as behaviors
become more difficult, greater motivation is needed by the performer. Behaviors
associated with environmental activism are considered to be among those that
demand higher levels of motivation, more time and energy, and greater dedication to
the environment (SGuin et al., 1998). Whereas Stern (2000) defines the term
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environmental activism as committed involvement in environmental protests, SGuin
et al. (1998) highlighted that environmental activism includes being a part of an
environmental movement, taking active action on a specific environmental issue,
trying to alter the attitudes and behaviors of policymakers, citizens in favor of the
environment, and participate in politics related to the environment. On the other
hand, Marquart-Pyatt (2011) defined the term as organized involvement in
environmental issues with others. Unlike everyday behaviors such as recycling and
conservation, environmental activism is typically expressed through specific
activities that demonstrate a strong commitment to the environment. These activities
are often channeled through formal settings and carried out within institutional
structures (Marquart-Pyatt, 2011). In line with the definitions provided by different
researchers, there are other examples of what constitutes environmental activism
behaviors in various studies. Participating in a group action to protect the
environment, such as a march or rally (Xing et al., 2022; Schmitt et al., 2019), trying
to prevent individuals or policies that are harmful to the environment (Piyapong,
2019), educating the public, lobbying government or boycotting companies that have
an substantial ecological footprint on the environment (Pago & Rodrigues, 2016) are
some of the examples shared in the literature regarding behaviors targeting

environmental activism.

Environmental activists, on the other hand, are individuals or institutions who
perform behaviors specified earlier. They are defined as people or organizations that
advocate for the environment by emphasizing protection and conservation through
various movements and urge governments and corporations to take immediate action
and find global solutions to environmental issues (Heyes & King, 2018). In line with
their definitions of environmental activism, SGuin et al. (1998) also defined
environmental activists as individuals who intentionally engage in the most difficult
environmentally significant behaviors, such as environmental protests, and have a
high level of commitment and expend considerable energy on environmental issues.
These people generally have active membership in an environmental organization
and try to affect other people’s opinions, attitudes, and behaviors on environmental
manners. According to Droz (2021), environmental activists are individuals or

institutions who do the right thing for the sustainability of the Earth, although they
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are surrounded by harmful organizational structures, governmental policies, and
uncooperative people. It is also essential to note that environmental activists tend to
have high levels of education, higher scores on environmental knowledge, attitudes,
identity, locus of control, nature connectedness, and personal efficacy (Scopelliti et
al.,, 2018). While the description provided above defines what environmental
activists are, people's opinions about them can differ. Various studies indicate that
institutions or individuals who are conflicted with environmental activists, such as
landowners or corporate decision-makers, tend to hold negative views towards them
(Hutchings, 2005; Klas et al., 2018). Moreover, it is reported that individuals who are
least concerned about climate change are more likely to view environmental activists
negatively (Swim & Geiger, 2018). These findings are not unexpected. However,
Klas et al. (2018) found that even members of the public can hold negative
perceptions towards environmental activists. In their study, Klas et al. (2018)
uncovered that members of the public hold both positive and negative perceptions of
environmental activists. On one hand, they are seen as individuals who value nature
and play a crucial role in bringing about positive environmental change. On the other
hand, a significant number of people perceive environmental activists as aggressive
in their behavior and stubborn in their beliefs; and those members were generally
female. It is important to highlight that there is a scarcity of international literature
addressing individuals ’perceptions on environmental activists (Klas et al., 2018).
Furthermore, to the researchers' knowledge, there are no studies specifically focusing
on this topic in Tiirkiye, which indicates a notable gap in the existing literature

particularly with the national context.

2.6. Studies Related to Different Types of Private and Public Sphere

Environmentally Significant Behaviors

This section presents international and national studies focusing on different types of

private and public environmentally significant behaviors.

2.6.1. Studies Related to Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

Studies related to environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation,

and waste management are shared in this section.
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2.6.1.1. Studies Related to Environmentally Responsible Consumption
Behaviors

There are different studies in the literature that demonstrate the wide range of
behaviors included in environmentally responsible consumption. To begin with, in a
study conducted by Roberts & Bacon (1997) in the United States, it was revealed
that participants engage in different environmentally responsible consumption
behaviors. These behaviors include buying products made from recycled materials or
with recyclable packaging, preferring to purchase energy-efficient and chemical-free
products, purchasing products in reusable containers, avoiding products with
excessive packaging, purchasing from ecological brands, and avoiding aerosols
(Roberts & Bacon, 1997). Reading the label on the ingredients of the product before
purchasing, purchasing organically grown and produced products (Jiaswal & Kant,
2018), purchasing biodegradable products (Kim & Choi, 2005), avoiding the
purchase of disposable materials (Sun et al., 2022), checking eco-labels on the
product (Lee, 2010), avoiding purchase of meat (Markle, 2013), choosing products
that are not tested on animals (Ribeiro Cardoso & van Schoor, 2017), purchasing
durable (Pereira Luzio & Lemke, 2013) and second-hand products, participating in
boycotts of certain products or brands (Young et al., 2010), choosing products with
refilled packaging, preferring regional products, consuming meat from ethically
appropriate husbandry (Moser, 2016), and avoiding the purchase of excessively
packaged products (Karaman, 2020) are some of the environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors cited in the relevant literature and practiced by various

groups of individuals.

Although there are various behaviors that could be performed in order to be an
environmentally responsible consumer, several studies indicate that individuals'
actual green purchase behavior is quite low. In a study conducted by Tatic &
Cinjarevic on 150 adult consumers in Bosnia and Herzegovina (2010), it was found
that participants had low tendency to purchase green products, although they have
environmental concern. Similar conclusions have been drawn by different studies,
highlighting the existence of an attitude-behavior gap when it comes to

environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. In other words, although
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individuals generally hold positive attitudes or express high intentions towards
ecologically responsible consumption, the actual behavior of purchasing green
products often does not align with these attitudes, in most contexts (Nguyen et al,
2015; Wu & Chen, 2014). Indeed, there have been several studies focusing on
specific green products and examining the intention-behavior gap. Hughner et al.
(2007), to illustrate, worked on purchasing organic food. They revealed that even
though 67% of UK citizens have positive attitudes towards organic foods, only 10%
purchase them. Similarly, in Canada, there was a significant 40% difference in the
intention-behavior gap among participants. This gap refers to the difference between
individuals who reported having positive attitudes towards purchasing green
products and those who actually engage in the behavior of purchasing green products
(Peattie, 2010). Chan (2001) was another researcher who emphasized that in his
study in China, environmentally responsible consumption behaviors reported by
participants were far below the average. Witek & Kuzniar (2021) highlighted in their
study that green products were bought by the majority of respondents relatively
rarely and accidentally. Other studies have reported different results, indicating that
participants in their studies exhibited slightly higher than average levels of
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors (Moser, 2015). Moreover, there
are different studies which highlight that since the 1990’s demand for green products
has increased significantly (Kanchanapibul et al., 2014; Liobikiene et al., 2016; Sui
et al., 2019, Zhou, 2018). In Tiirkiye, various studies have been conducted to assess
the levels of environmentally responsible consumption behaviors among individuals,
as well. Aydin & Tufan (2018) investigated the green purchase behaviors of
Generation Y. Based on the data obtained, it can be concluded that individuals
belonging to Generation Y exhibit sensitivity towards the environment, despite their
consumption-oriented lifestyles. This sensitivity is also reflected in their purchasing
behavior. Yeniceri (2009) conducted a similar study, however obtained different
results. According to the results of the study, it was found that only 38.6% of the
university students who participated in the study exhibited high levels of
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. Furthermore, Gedik et al.
(2014) corroborated the earlier findings by demonstrating that university students
prioritize quality, price, functionality, brand, and environmental impact when making

purchasing decisions, respectively. Therefore, environmental concerns were found to
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be considered at the final step of their decision-making process. Based on all the
studies described earlier, it can be concluded that conflicting findings exist regarding
the level of involvement in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors

among individuals.

There were also some studies which investigated gender differences in the
involvement of environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. In general,
many of the studies have discovered that women tend to engage in more
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors compared to men. In a study
conducted with 161 young citizens of India, it was found that women exhibited more
positive attitudes towards green purchasing and engaged in environmentally
responsible consumption behaviors more regularly compared to men (Uddin &
Khan, 2015). Similar findings have been reported in various studies conducted in
different locations around the world, such as Poland (Witek & Kuzniar, 2021), Spain
(Urena et al., 2008), China (Lee, 2009), Croatia (Radman, 2005) and finally in
Tirkiye (Cabuk et al., 2008; Yenigeri, 2009). Some studies suggest alternative
perspectives. For instance, there are studies that claim men may outperform women
in terms of actively seeking information on green products, as found in the research
conducted by Ling-yee (1997). Additionally, there are studies that have failed to find
significant differences between genders in terms of environmentally responsible

consumption behaviors, as highlighted by Fontes et al. (2021).

When the literature was reviewed to find any studies conducted with parents,
especially parents of young children, it was seen that investigations regarding
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors of parents are scarce. Migheli
(2019) conducted a study gathering data from 61 countries to investigate the
potential impact of parenthood and the number of children on parents'
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. The study concluded that
parenthood itself did not have a significant effect on green purchase behaviors.
However, the findings indicated that as the number of children increased, the
probability of parents engaging in environmentally responsible consumption
behaviors decreased, due to the financial issues. Moreover, they highlighted that

mothers perform more environmentally responsible consumption behaviors than
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fathers. In Tirkiye, Giiven (1999) conducted a study to identify the factors that
influence the purchasing decisions of mothers. The study revealed that
environmental concern was the least prioritized factor when making purchases, with

only 9.6% of mothers indicating such a concern.

Parents were generally investigated along with their children as dyads in terms of
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. Essiz & Mandrik (2021) carried
out a study in which they investigate the similarity between mothers ’and
adolescents ’environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. In addition to
confirm the similarity, they also noted that both mothers and daughters ’level of
engagement in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors were above the
average. Hota & Bartsch (2019), on the other hand, conducted a study in India
involving 292 children between the ages of six and 16. In the study, it was revealed
that parents are more likely to engage in conversations and behaviors related to
environmentally responsible consumption together with their children when they are
adolescents, but less so in early childhood. During early childhood, the interaction
primarily revolves around restrictions on what their children can buy. In a different
study conducted by Kim et al. (2009), it is highlighted that mother-child interactions
are more frequent and play a more critical role in children’s consumer socialization,
in other words, the process in which young children acquire knowledge, skills,
attitude regarding their purchasing practices. The findings indicate that fathers'
communication patterns have an impact on children's acquisition of consumer roles
related to grocery and food products during shopping (Al-Zu’bi, 2008). The study
also confirmed that fathers ’consumer socialization generally takes place with co-
shopping practices with their young children. Moreover, it was observed that fathers
were more likely to engage in a concept-oriented communication structure with their
children. This structure involves explaining the rationale behind certain behaviors,
facilitating discussions of ideas between parent and child, and actively involving the
child in the behavior (Al-Zu’bi, 2008). On the other hand, there is also a socio-
oriented communication pattern, which expects obedience from the child and is
generally based on controlling children’s behavior (Vassallo, 2003). Vassallo (2003)
conducted a study aiming to compare concept-oriented and socio-oriented

communication patterns among parents of young children, and to examine the effects
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of these patterns on children's influence on purchasing decisions. According to the
results of the study, children who have parents with concept-oriented communication
patterns exhibit influence on purchasing practices. In contrast, children who have
parents with socio-oriented communication patterns do not demonstrate the same
level of influence (Vassallo, 2003). The aforementioned studies highlight the
importance of parent-child interactions during the buying process in developing
environmentally conscious consumers. This underscores the necessity for additional
research that specifically investigates parent-child interactions during the green

purchasing behaviors.

2.6.1.2. Studies Related to Resource Conservation Behaviors

When reviewing the literature, it becomes apparent that there is a lack of specific
assessments of individuals' resource conservation behaviors. Many studies have
focused on broader aspects such as general pro-environmental behavior, while others
have examined specific types of conservation behaviors like water or electricity
conservation. Therefore, to better understand the behaviors associated with resource
conservation, it is necessary to investigate different studies on pro-environmental
behaviors and various types of resource conservation found in the existing literature.
To begin with, in a study conducted by Bronfman et al. (2015) on Latin American
citizens, participants reported engaging in various resource conservation behaviors.
These included reducing heating in their homes which is related to conservation of
both electricity and fossil fuels, using natural light instead of electricity, unplugging
electronic devices, conserving water for personal and household hygiene, and reduce
their reliance on private cars by choosing to walk, bike, or share rides with others. In
a different study conducted by Garcesa & Limjuco (2014) with science teachers,
participants were asked about similar resource conservation behaviors, such as
conserving water in personal hygiene, not littering, and turning off the lights to save
electrical energy. Zainuri et al. (2022) conducted a study that examined individuals'
behaviors related to conserving resources, particularly focusing on energy
conservation. Their scale statements were similar to those used in previous studies.
These statements included purchasing energy-efficient products, conserving water in

personal hygiene practices, and reducing reliance on fossil fuels by making changes

64



in car usage. Lange & Dewitte's (2019) study revealed similar behaviors associated
with resource conservation. These included the conservation of water in personal and
household hygiene practices, the conservation of electrical energy by reducing
electricity usage from appliances, and the importance of not littering. Reducing the
use of planes to conserve fossil fuels and saving water and energy in households
were other reported resource conservation behaviors in Halkos et al.’s (2018) study.
In a similar vein, Mateer et al. (2022) referred to eco-friendly modes of
transportation and conserving electrical energy in the household. There were also
different studies conducted in Tiirkiye in terms of resource conservation behaviors
individuals performed. To illustrate, in a study carried out by Timur & Yilmaz
(2013) with science teachers, it was revealed that science teachers engage in different
conservation behaviors, especially regarding electrical energy, by turning off the
lights and water by conserving it during their hygiene processes. In a different study
by Giiven & Aydogdu (2012) on pre-service science teachers, it was found that they
preferred to conserve fossil fuels by changing their transportation habits.
Additionally, they showed an interest in conserving biodiversity, which is not a
common behavior associated with resource conservation. Conserving energy by
unplugging household appliances and conserving water in personal and domestic
hygiene were additional behaviors reported in the study by Demirci-Giiler & Afacan
(2012). Upon examining all the studies, it can be concluded that there are consistent
behaviors associated with resource conservation. These behaviors primarily include
conserving water in personal and household hygiene practices, practicing energy
conservation in the household by turning off lights and appliances when not in use,
refraining from littering to preserve soil quality, showing respect for living
organisms to promote biodiversity conservation, and conserving fossil fuels by

making changes in transportation habits.

Apart from the behaviors themselves, various studies in the existing literature assess
the levels of resource conservation behaviors of different groups of individuals.
When studies related to general environmentally significant behaviors are
investigated, it is revealed that resource conservation behaviors are generally the
most performed behaviors compared to other types of environmentally significant

behaviors. Bronfman et al. (2015) revealed that the most commonly performed
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behavior among Latin American citizens was resource conservation. They claimed
that this preference is due to the low cost, absence of behavioral restrictions,
reduction in household spending, and the fact that it does not require major changes.
A similar result was obtained by Janmaimool & Denpaiboon (2016). Their study
discovered that Thailand villagers generally engage in resource conservation
behaviors rather than waste management; in other words, resource conservation
behaviors were performed more than waste management behaviors. When specific
resource conservation behaviors were investigated, it was possible to see individuals'
high levels of involvement. Garcia-Cuerva (2016) uncovered that most U.S. citizens
somehow conserve water. Similar results were also obtained from Australia,
Dolnicar et al. (2012) observed that most Australian citizens also conserve water. On
the other hand, Miller & Buys (2008) revealed that while there are positive attitudes
towards water conservation in Australia, the corresponding behavior is not as widely
practiced. Regarding household energy-saving, Hori et al. (2013) found that in Japan,
over half of the participants in the study were involved in electrical energy-saving
behaviors within their homes. The findings from Vietnam also supported this trend
(Lee et al., 2022). In their study involving 600 12th graders, Lee et al. (2022)
observed that the level of engagement in energy-saving behaviors among the
participants was remarkably high. Yue et al. (2013) revealed that there were three
different behaviors related to electrical energy conservation among individuals in
China; usage-reduction behavior which is associated with reducing the amount of
electrical energy consumed by turning off the lights or equipment in the home;
energy-efficient promotion behavior which is associated to purchasing products that
are energy-efficient, and interpersonal interaction behavior which involves activities
related to energy conservation performed with others. The findings of their study
indicated that a majority of the participants engaged in all three types of behaviors.
However, the behavior that was most commonly observed and practiced among the
participants was usage reduction behavior (Yue et al., 2013). In the context of soil
conservation through the act of not littering, Al-mosa et al. (2017) reported that
approximately half of the citizens in Saudi Arabia were observed to leave their litter
on the ground. The findings presented in the international literature differed
significantly from those observed at the national level. Uyar et al. (2023) conducted a

study involving adults and found that despite a high percentage of individuals
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acknowledging that water resources can deplete (90%), perceiving Tiirkiye as a
country under the threat of drought (66%), and recognizing their responsibility to
conserve water (70%), the actual water conservation behavior among the individuals
was found to be relatively low. In another study conducted with pre-service teachers,
it was observed that water conservation behaviors were inadequate and there was a
lack of effort among the pre-service teachers in addressing this issue (Alas et al.,
2009). Similar results were also obtained for electrical energy conservation. In his
study, Boylu (2012) uncovered that less than 50% of men conserve electrical energy
in their homes. On the contrary, in a more recent study conducted by Kogak &
Tektas (2022), it was found that individuals exhibited electrical energy-saving
behaviors that were above average. Lastly, in their study involving 388 secondary
students, Vural & Yilmaz (2016) emphasized that the behavior of not littering was
performed above average. Both national and international studies on resource
conservation highlight the need for further research in diverse locations and time
periods, using different samples, due to the presence of contradictory results.
However, in summarizing the findings, Tirkiye can be perceived as relatively less
effective in resource conservation compared to other European and Eastern

countries.

Gender differences related to resource conservation behaviors have been a significant
area of research in the current literature. Janmaimool & Denpaiboon (2016)
discovered that women engaged in more resource conservation behaviors than men
in their study of villagers in Thailand. However, when the literature is examined, it is
possible to detect different trends among different types of resource conservation.
When studies on water conservation are examined, it is possible to see some
contradictions. Whereas Tong (2017) revealed similar results by emphasizing that
women tend to conserve water more than men in China, Clark & Finley (2007)
claimed that there were not any significant differences between the water
conservation behaviors of women and men in Bulgaria. With regards to energy
conservation, Yue et al. (2013) revealed that there were not any significant gender
differences in terms of energy conservation behaviors of people in China, except for
interpersonal interaction behaviors. In other words, women were more prone to

attend any activities regarding energy-saving behaviors than men. Still, both groups
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showed similar levels of usage-reduction behavior and energy-efficient promotion
behavior. Similar results were also shared by Fatoki (2022) from South Africa,
emphasizing that there were no significant differences between the two genders. On
the other hand, a study conducted in Malaysia found that women tend to conserve
energy more than men. Moreover, a survey conducted in America revealed that
women outperform men in respecting biodiversity and biodiversity conservation
(Czech et al., 2001). When examining studies conducted in Tiirkiye, it becomes
evident that contradictory findings regarding resource conservation behaviors persist.
In a study conducted by Oluk et al. (2019) with pre-service teachers, it is reported
that there are no significant differences between the two genders in terms of
electrical energy conservation; on the other hand, in a study carried out by Ekinci et
al. (2022) with secondary school students, it is revealed that girls are more likely to
conserve water than boys, in the specific study. Despite the presence of contradictory
findings among different countries and samples, it can be generally concluded that
there is either no significant difference or a difference in favor of women in terms of

resource conservation behaviors.

When specifically targeting studies that assess resource conservation behaviors
among parents, it is evident that there is a limited number of research studies
available. One of these studies, conducted by Campbell et al. (2004), found that
parents tend to conserve water more when compared to individuals without children.
Similar findings were also shared by Moore et al. (1994), who conducted a study
with secondary school students, teachers, and parents on their water conservation
behaviors in Australia. Compared to secondary school students and teachers, parents
were the group most conserving water. Mills & Schleich (2012) studied individuals ’
energy-saving behaviors in different European countries; Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Denmark, France, Greece, Hungary, Norway, Portugal, and Romania.
According to their results, individuals with children under 12 years old are more
prone to conserve energy in their homes. However, a study conducted in Tirkiye
found contradictory results. According to a study performed by Ayvaz-Kizilgol &
Ipek (2019), if individuals do not have child, they conserve more water.

There were also limited studies regarding resource conservation, which investigated

both children's and parents' behaviors together. In one of these studies, Lindemann-
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Matthies and Matthies (2004) highlighted a strong correlation between children's
knowledge regarding biodiversity and their parents' knowledge regarding
biodiversity conservation. In Germany, Wallis and Klockner (2020) conducted a
study investigating the relationship between parents' and adolescents' energy-saving
behaviors, and they found strong and significant positive correlations. Whereas
Grenhgj & Thegersen (2012) reported similar results in Denmark, Jia et al. (2022)
presented that there was not any significant relationship between parents ’and

children’s energy saving behaviors in China.

2.6.1.3. Studies Related to Waste Management Behaviors

When the relevant literature is examined, it is possible to conclude that most studies
focused on the reducing, reusing, and recycling behaviors of individuals from
different cities and with different samples. In a study conducted by Minelgaite &
Liobikiene (2019), individuals from European countries revealed that they engage in
need-based purchasing to decrease their waste, prefer eco-friendly packaging, make
compost in their homes, avoid usage of disposable products, drink tap water to
reduce plastic bottle waste, repair, purchase second-hand products, and sort their
waste. Similar behaviors were also presented to participants in a quantitative study
carried out by Barr et al. (2005), and asked whether they engage in such behaviors;
as composting, reusing paper/glass, utilizing recycled products, use own bags while
shopping, preferring fewer packaged products, make donations, and sort waste. Two
years later, in 2007, Barr added some new behaviors related to waste management:
avoiding the use of disposables, repairing items, and prolonging the use of purchased
products. Ebreo & Vining (2001) conducted a similar study examining individuals ’
self-reported recycling and waste reduction behaviors. Purchasing recyclable items,
utilizing a reusable shopping bag, preferring refillable containers, avoiding restaurant
packaging foams, purchasing products in bulk sizes, making donations, and sorting
waste were some behaviors reported by individuals in the U.S. Reusing old
materials, returning redeemables, and donating were additional reported behaviors of
individuals in the United States, as found in a different study conducted by Margai in
1997. On the other hand, individuals from Japan were found to engage in various

reduce-reuse-recycle practices. They utilize their bags while shopping, avoid
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products with excessive packaging, reuse paper, make repairs, reuse containers,
make donations, utilize deposit-refund systems, bring thermos flasks with them,
compost organic waste, and sort their waste (Kurisu & Bortoleto, 2011). Similar
behaviors have been attributed to waste management in Tirkiye as well. These
behaviors include purchasing products with minimal packaging, making donations,
reusing paper, avoiding disposables, sorting waste, using reusable products, engaging
in need-based purchasing, repurposing food waste, paying bills online to reduce
paper usage, and utilizing long-term shopping bags (Demirci-Giiler, 2012; Giinal et
al., 2018; Tanik, 2012).

Apart from the behaviors themselves, various studies in the existing literature have
assessed the levels of waste management behaviors among different groups of
individuals. In a study conducted by Barr et al. (2004) with UK citizens, it was
revealed that, in general, participants prefer to engage in recycling and reusing
activities, and they engage in waste reduction the least. On the other hand, Swami et
al. (2011) reported that there were no significant differences in the recycling,
reducing, and reusing behaviors among UK citizens, and all behaviors are preferred
to be performed. Ebreo & Vining (2001) also investigated people's self-reported
waste management behaviors in the U.S., and they discovered that people engage in
reuse more than recycling. According to their study, whereas 43.8% of the
participants engage in reusing, only 12.5% of the participants engage in recycling.
Moreover, they reported that only 9.4% of the participants make compost. On the
contrary, in 2007, Barr conducted a follow-up study to his previous one,
investigating the household waste management levels of UK citizens. In this study,
Barr found that participants were least likely to engage in recycling, while they
showed a greater preference for reusing and reducing waste. Another notable finding
of Barr's (2007) study was that recycling behavior was observed to be definitive. In
other words, participants either engaged in recycling or did not, without any
intermediate scores indicating occasional or partial participation in recycling.
Moreover, in most of the cases, the majority of samples indicated that they reuse
their waste items. Apart from comparing and contrasting different waste
management behaviors, some studies investigate the participation levels in these

behaviors. In a quantitative study carried out by Vicente-Molina (2018), it was found
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that 75% of the participants engage in recycling regularly in Spain. Similar findings
were obtained by Whitmarsh et al. (2018), who reported that 68% of the participants
engage actively in recycling in the United Kingdom. They also emphasized that
while only 3% of the UK population reported never engaging in recycling, the
percentage increases to 15% for those who never purchase products with minimal
packaging, and 30% for those who never refrain from buying new items. On the
other hand, a study conducted in Malaysia showed that only 38% of participants
engage in recycling, which is relatively lower than reported in the United Kingdom
and Spain (Mutang & Haron, 2012). A study undertaken in Japan by Kurisu &
Bortoleto (2011), found that 80% of the participants engage in reducing practices.
While most of them reported that the never performed composting, they nevertheless
engaged in behaviors such as carrying their own bags while shopping to minimize
waste, reusing paper, and making need-based purchases. In a comparison study of
the waste reduction practices of individuals in the UK and Brazil, it is found that in
both countries, waste reduction is only moderately popular, and 29.6% of UK and
16.9% of Brazil participants reported that they have never avoided buying new
things, and 15.4% UK, 9.4% Brazil participants indicated that they never bought
products with less packaging (Whitmarsh et al., 2017). Finally, in a study conducted
by Minelgaite & Liobikiene (2019) with citizens of European Union countries , it is
discovered that individuals are more prone to engage in reducing and reusing waste
behavior, rather than recycling, since recycling seems to be more difficult to
perform. Furthermore, the study reported that the highest levels of involvement in
waste reduction behaviors were observed in the United Kingdom, Austria, and
Portugal, while the lowest levels were found in Romania and Malta. In terms of
waste reuse, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Portugal ranked the highest, while
Germany, Austria, and Belgium ranked the highest in recycling. On the other hand,
Romania, Cyprus, and Bulgaria showed the lowest levels of recycling behavior
(Minelgaite & Liobikiene, 2019). Additionally, there have been various studies
conducted in Tiirkiye and reported in national literature, which have investigated
waste management behaviors among different samples of individuals. Demirbag &
Gling6érmiis (2012) found that 50% of 14.600 participants do not segregate waste and
engage in recycling. Furthermore, in their study, Kilig and Eryilmaz (2022)

concluded that despite individuals in Tiirkiye having positive attitudes and beliefs
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towards waste management, including reducing, reusing, and recycling, their actual
involvement in these behaviors is lacking. This suggests the existence of an attitude-

behavior gap among the Turkish samples.

As it was present in many environmentally significant behaviors, some studies
revealed gender differences in the waste management behaviors of individuals from
different countries, as well. According to Kurisu and Bortoleto's study (2011)
conducted in Japan, it was reported that women engage in more reduce, reuse, and
recycle behaviors compared to men. A more recent study conducted in China also
had the same results; with women outperforming men in all three behaviors (Li et al.,
2022). Similar results were also reported by Barr et al. (2011); their study revealed
that women in the United Kingdom tend to reduce their waste more than men. In a
similar vein, Escario et al. (2020) detected gender differences in reduce and reuse
behaviors among participants, favoring women in Spain. However, no significant
differences were found in terms of recycling behaviors between genders. The finding
regarding recycling, which showed no significant differences between men and
women, was also supported by different studies conducted in Malaysia and Spain.
These studies emphasized that there were no notable gender differences in terms of
recycling behaviors (Mutang & Haron, 2012; Vicente-Molina et al., 2018). In
Tirkiye, the findings did not support the results found in Malaysia and Spain.
Instead, it is reported that women are more inclined to engage in behaviors related to
reducing, reusing, and recycling (Aydin-Eryilmaz & Kilig, 2021).

When specifically examining the involvement levels of parents in waste management
behaviors, it is observed that, similar to previous types of environmentally significant
behaviors, there is a limited focus on parents in both national and international
literature. To investigate waste segregation behaviors of parents of preschool
children, Padilla et al. (2022) conducted a study in Philippines. They reported that
96% of the parents who participated in the study perform waste segregation
behaviors. Another notable finding was shared by Kurisu & Bortoleto (2011) that in
Japan, parents were more likely to engage in reuse behaviors when compared to
individuals without any child. In Tirkiye, there was one study which involves

mothers and investigates their waste management behaviors (Kestane, 2020). The
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results of the study conducted by Kestane (2020) indicated that out of the 13 mothers
surveyed, only two reported segregating their waste. However, all 13 mothers
reported donating products they no longer needed. Additionally, with the exception
of one mother, 12 out of the 13 mothers stated that they do not dispose of oil down
the sink, as revealed by the study. Although studies with parents were limited, there
were some studies investigating the waste management levels of preschool teachers,
and preschool waste. In a study conducted by Senyurt (2018), preschool teachers
reported that they segregate paper (64.5%), glass bottles (73.9%), plastic bottles and
plastics (80.4%), batteries (70.5%), and aluminum boxes (39.3%) recently. However,
there were also found to be a significant number of teachers who stated that they did
not segregate paper (21.4%), glass bottles (17.5%), plastic bottles or plastics
(12.9%), batteries (19.8%), and aluminum boxes (49.7%) recently. Finally, Giingor
& Cevher-Kalburan (2022) found that regardless of their role within the institute, all
staff members exhibited waste management behaviors that were above the average

level.

Although studies targeting parents of young children and their environmentally
responsible consumption and resource conservation behaviors performed together
with their children are lacking, it is possible to find some studies that focus on
parents of preschool children and examine how behaviors related to waste
management are conducted together with their children. Matthies et al. (2012)
conducted a study involving 10 children aged 8-10 and their parents to investigate
their waste management behaviors. A notable finding of the study was that parents
influenced their children's recycling behavior through the use of various sanctions
and by modeling their own behavior. However, this influence was not observed in
the case of reuse behavior. The confirmed model of the study suggested that parents
guided their children's reusing behavior by providing them with explanations and
knowledge about environmental issues. This study holds significance as it
contributes to pro-environmental socialization in children during early stages of
development. Another study, conducted by Ergazaki et al. (2009), looked at
preschool children and their participation in waste segregation with their parents.
This found that only 25% of the children had the chance to separate their waste

together with their parents at home. Grodzinska-Jurczak et al. (2006) made a
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significant contribution to the literature by finding that while over half of the parents
participate in recycling activities, only 30% of children accompany them. Similarly,
in a study carried out by Padilla et al. (2022) with preschool children and their
parents in Philippines, it is revealed that whereas majority of the parents ’scores
(96.43%) are in the high level for waste segregation, less than half of the children
(42.86%) scored in the high level for waste segregation. Faridy & Rohendi (2020)
were other researchers who focused on the waste management behaviors of
preschool children and their parents performed jointly. They performed a qualitative
study in India with 22 parents and highlighted that parents with higher educational
degrees are more worried about the solid waste issue, thus they have implemented
the behaviors related to reduce, reuse, and recycle at home. Moreover, they
discovered that only half of the parents actively involve their children in practicing
behaviors related to reduce, reuse, and recycle by providing their children with
examples from their daily lives. Similar studies were lacking in the national

literature.

2.6.2. Studies Related to Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

Studies related to nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental

activism are shared in this section.

2.6.2.1. Studies Related to Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere

When examining the relevant literature, it becomes possible to conclude that public
sphere behaviors are not as prevalent as private sphere behaviors. As a result, there
are limited studies regarding the nonactivist behaviors of people in the public sphere.
To begin with, in a study conducted by Song et al. (2019), some of the self-reported
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere of Chinese citizens were participating in
environmental events taking place in their city, volunteering in projects to protect the
environment and making suggestions to friends on these environmental organizations
and events. In another study carried out by Alisat & Riemer (2015), participating in a
workshop related to the environment, organizing an educational event regarding the

environment, talking with others about environmental issues, using online tools to
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raise awareness regarding environmental issues, contacting authorities when facing
with an environmental problem, financially supporting or taking up active
involvement in environmental organizations, organizing or attending a petition and
participating in nature conservation efforts with others (planting, garbage collection,
etc.) were some of the behaviors that are included in their quantitative scale to assess
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors. Similar behaviors were
attributed to nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere by Tsai et al. (2021), who
found that membership of an environmental organization, signing a petition and
donating money to environmental groups are some of the examples of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. According to Piyapong (2020), Thai university
students support green policies in their schools, green political parties, and donate
money for environmental protection activities, which are viewed as nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. In a similar manner, Menardo et al. (2019) also
mentioned that supporting a political leader who advocates for environmental issues
and contacting authorities when faced with an environmental problem are both
considered nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, according to their scale.
Money and time donations to environmental organizations, as well as signing a
petition, were attributed to nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere in Trelohan's
study (2022), which are consistent with the previous research mentioned. Liu et al.
(2018) also investigated the public sphere pro-environmental behaviors of
Mongolian college students. The most emphasized nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere were participating in environmental campaigns sponsored by the
government or university, and engaging with environmental organizations through
active involvement or donation. These behaviors were similar to the ones mentioned
in previous studies. Additionally, they also explored the open expression of support
for environmental protection policies, which was not mentioned in the previous
studies. Membership in an environmental organization and active involvement in its
events, voting for green parties, sharing posts about environmental protection on
social media, and writing letters to call on governments to take action were reported
as nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere in the study conducted by Xing et al.
(2022). There were also some studies in Tirkiye that investigated different
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere; however, the findings were generally

consistent with those reported in the national literature. In a study by Tanik (2012),
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talking with others regarding environmental issues, donating to environmental
organizations, and voting for green political leaders were specified as nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. In a similar vein, Timur & Yilmaz (2013) emphasized
that contacting authorities and the media regarding environmental issues, attending
environmental protection campaigns, and being a member of environmental
organizations are some of the behaviors cited as nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere. Lastly, Giiven & Aydogdu (2012) also reported that nonactivist behaviors in
the public sphere strongly relate to attending educative events regarding the
environment, such as congresses, workshops, etc., and warning people if they are
littering. From all the national and international studies listed, it can be concluded
that similar behaviors were attributed as nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere

across different studies.

There were also different studies that investigated the levels of individuals'
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere; however, they were limited. Balzekiene &
Telesiene (2011) revealed in their study with Lithuanian citizens found that only
6.6% of participants signed a petition regarding the environment in the last five
years. Additionally, only 1.8% of participants were members of an environmental
organization, and merely 1.2% of participants donated money to environmental
organizations during the same period. Similar results were also revealed in a study
conducted in China by Lu et al. (2017), they emphasized that employees tend to
engage in private sphere environmentally significant behaviors more compared to
public ones. However, the reported percentages are relatively higher when compared
to Balzekiene & Telesiene’s (2011) study. To illustrate, Lu et al. (2017) reported that
66% of the participants had membership in an environmental organization, and 36%
attended petitioning regarding ecological issues. On the other hand, in another study
conducted in China by Liu et al. (2018) with college students, it was revealed that the
mean scores of different nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere were relatively
lower than the mean scores of private sphere environmentally significant behaviors.
The least performed behavior among the nonactivist behaviors was being a member
of environmental organizations, while the most performed behavior was donating
money to environmental organizations. Mi et al. (2020) also revealed similar results

in their studies and emphasized that nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
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performed less than private sphere environmentally significant behaviors. Their
findings were also supported with a very recent study conducted in Germany
(Heidbreder et al., 2023). Furthermore, Alisat & Riemer (2015) revealed that the
least performed nonactivist behavior in the public sphere in their sample, which
included citizens from Bangladesh, Germany, India, Uganda, and the United States
of America, was contacting authorities to call for action against environmental
problems. On the other hand, the most performed nonactivist behavior in the public
sphere was participating in an educational event regarding the environment.
However, overall participation was still low. Different from all the studies
mentioned, Piyapong (2020) discovered that Thai university students show a high
level of engagement in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere. For instance,
nearly all the students have consistently supported green political leaders. When the
national studies are examined, it is revealed that studies targeting nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere are scarce in the Tiirkiye context. Ozek (2016)
highlighted that only 2% of Turkish citizens have membership in environmental
organizations. Moreover, he reports that within the last five years, only 5% of the
citizens attended a petitioning, and only 3% donated money to environmental
organizations. Similarly, Uluginar-Sagir et al. (2008) found that only 20% of the
participating seventh and eighth-grade students attended a volunteering activity
related to the environment. Giiven & Aydogdu (2012) conducted a study with pre-
service teachers and discovered that 57% of participants attended an educational
event related to the environment, which is relatively higher than other reported
results in similar studies. Overall, studies in Tiirkiye generally highlight that there is

a low to moderate level of participation in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere.

Gender differences in the involvement of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
were the subject of several research studies in the international literature. Trelohan
(2021) revealed that women participate in more nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere, however, this behavior is due to the social expectations of French society.
Another study conducted by Heidbreder et al. (2022) in Germany also confirmed that
women outperform men in terms of participating in nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere. On the other hand, Hunter et al. (2004) conducted a study with

participants from 22 different nations and discovered that in only three countries,
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namely Netherlands, Australia, and New Zealand, women tend to engage in
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere more than men. However, in the remaining
19 countries, there were no significant differences in terms of gender participation in
nonactivist behaviors. There is also one study in the literature which emphasized
that, although women tend to perform more private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors, nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere are generally

performed more by men compared to women (Gaither et al., 2004).

When studies regarding the nonactivist behaviors of parents are searched for in the
literature, there are very limited studies in which parents were specifically examined
in terms of their nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere. In a study conducted by
Torres-Antonini & Vatralova (2012) in the United States of America, the relationship
between preschool parents ’environmental knowledge, belief, and behaviors and
their childcare preferences was investigated. One of the significant results of the
study was that 80% of parents self-reported engaging in different types of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. On the other hand, contradictory findings on this
issue were reported in a study conducted by Thomas et al. (2018) in the United
Kingdom. They emphasized that according to their results, parents perform
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere less than private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. These findings signal a further need for investigation in terms
of parents ’nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, especially in national
literature, since there is no such study specifically focused on parents of young
children. The only study related to nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere of
parents with young children and its effects was conducted by Halmatov & Ata
(2017). However, this study did not directly focus on nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere; instead, it examined all environmentally significant behaviors.
According to the results, 37% of participating parents reported making trips related
to the environment with their children. Only 2% of them attended garbage collection
events that took place in their children’s school, and 5% participated in planting
events at their children’s school, which reveals a low participation rate. However,
since the research does not focus more specifically on non-activist behaviors in the
public sphere, there is a further need for research that specifically focuses on these

behaviors, as their nature is quite different from those in the private sphere.
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2.6.2.2. Studies Related to Environmental Activism

Environmental activism was also one of the subjects that could not find enough
space in the national and international literature. The studies generally focus on
either general activist behavior or behaviors targeting environmental protests or
boycotts. In some studies examining the environmental activism behaviors of
individuals, similar results were reported. To begin with, in a study conducted by
Tranter (2010) in Australia with citizens, it was found that only 2.8% of the
participants were engaging in environmental protests and became activists. Very
similar results were also reported by Balzeikiene & Telesiene (2011) from Lithuania.
It is found that only 2.7% of Lithuanian citizens participated in environmental
protests in the last five years. Piyapong (2019) discovered that from different private
and public spheres, environmentally significant behaviors and behaviors related to
environmental activism were less common among Thai university students. The
same findings were also obtained in China by Lu et al. (2017); among the different
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors, participating in protests has a
relatively high level of involvement among individuals. On the other hand, in a more
recent qualitative study conducted in the United States with 52 participants, Geiger
(2022) discovered that 17% of the participants were participating in environmental
protests, the higher percentage among the different studies investigated. A notable
finding was also present in the study carried out in China by Yang & Weber (2019),
who stressed that according to their findings, people with low socioeconomic status
tend more to participate in environmental protests. There were also various studies
conducted in Tirkiye on the environmental activism behaviors of individuals.
However, these studies typically focused on all types of environmentally significant
behaviors, including environmental activism. Ozek (2016) carried out a study in
which he utilized the data presented in the International Social Science Program’s
(ISSP) cross-country survey on the environment and revealed that in Tirkiye, 2% of
individuals attended an environmental protest within the last five years.
Semenderoglu & Arslan (2022) conducted a study focusing on environmentally
significant behaviors of students studying at different levels in the Department of
Geography in Urfa, an eastern city in Tirkiye. In their study, they revealed that

students were less likely to engage in environmental activism behaviors. Gicir et al.
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(2020) carried out a study on environmentally significant behaviors among different
samples from Generation X, Y, and Z, and found notable results concerning
environmental activism. They revealed that individuals from Generation X were
more likely to involve environmental protests compared to individuals from
Generation Y. Moreover, they also highlighted that individuals who are members of
an environmental organization are more prone to attend environmental protests, as
well. Although participation in environmental activism seems to be low in Tiirkiye,
when studying environmental protests related to specific events, it is interesting to
see that people engage in such protests against issues that are local and directly affect
the everyday life of individuals. To illustrate, Koyuncu & Ciftci (2022) conducted a
study on 240 participants living in Amasra, a touristic place in Tirkiye, regarding
their involvement in environmental protests aimed at preventing the construction of a
coal-fired power plant. Interestingly, they discovered that 68% of the participants,
who were local citizens of Amasra, actively participated in the environmental
protests to address the specific environmental issue. When considering all studies
together, both national and international research consistently highlights that
participation in environmental protests is generally low. However, it is interesting to
observe that when the issue becomes more local and closely related to individuals,

their tendency to participate increases.

Apart from the studies targeting the general level of involvement in environmental
protests, there were also some national and international studies regarding gender
differences in performing environmental activism behaviors. Heidbreder et al. (2022)
revealed that women are more likely to attend environmental protests than men,
based on their German participants. In a report prepared by Moor et al. (2019) on the
Fridays for Future (FFF) climate protests, they examined the profile of the FFF
participants among different countries, revealing that, in general, female participants
were dominate. On the other hand, Tindall et al. (2003) claimed that there were no
significant gender differences in attending environmental protests based on the
participants from the United Kingdom. Moreover, Piyapong (2020) reported that
male students in Thailand were more likely to engage in environmental protests
when compared to their female counterparts. In Tirkiye, two different studies

emphasized that there were no significant differences between males and females
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regarding participation in environmental protests (Arslan & Kizildag, 2018; Demir et
al., 2022). Additionally, there was only one study that revealed women were more
likely to engage in environmental protests (Gicir et al., 2020). All these national and
international studies signaled that there are contradictory results among the gender
differences reported for participation in environmental protests, and further research

is needed.

When examining studies specifically focused on parents’ involvement in
environmental protests, it is evident that such research is scarce. In one of the limited
studies, Tindall et al. (2011) investigated whether parenthood increases the
likelihood of being more activist or not, and they revealed that being a parent does
not heighten the level of involvement in environmental protests. On the other hand,
in a study conducted by Logsdon-Conradson & Allred (2010), it was discovered that
motherhood serves as a strong motivation to participate in behaviors related to
environmental activism. Unfortunately, there were not many studies that specifically
targeted the environmental activism behaviors of parents in Tiirkiye, nor were there
studies focusing on how parents engage with their children in environmental

activism within the national or international literature.

2.7. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Different Types of Private and Public

Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

This section presents international and national studies focusing on barriers towards

different types of private and public environmentally significant behaviors.

2.7.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Private Sphere Environmentally

Significant Behaviors

Studies taken place in the relevant literature in terms of barriers towards
environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation, and waste
management are shared in this section. The section starts with the subdimenstion of
environmentally responsible consumption and ends with the subdimension of waste

management.
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2.7.1.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Environmentally Responsible

Consumption Behaviors

Since behaviors targeting environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
performed at low levels in general (Nguyen et al., 2015; Wu & Chen, 2014; Tatic &
Cinjarevic, 2010), there have been many studies in the national and international
literature exploring why people prefer to engage in environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors less. To illustrate, Gleim et al. (2013) reported that the prices
of the green products, poor experience with the green products, uncertainty about
quality, knowledge, trust in the products, availability, and lack of options were the
most cited barriers among their participants, who are United States citizens.
Similarly, knowledge regarding the green product, lack of economic resources,
limited availability, price, lack of trust in eco-labels, and time were reported barriers
found in a meta-analysis conducted with 53 studies on green purchasing (Joshi &
Rahman, 2015). Barbarossa & Pastore (2012) were other researchers who focused on
obstacles to performing environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. They
interviewed 51 consumers in Italy and found that higher price and scarce availability
were two main barriers towards performing environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors, accompanied by a lack of time to shop, a lack of desire to
shop, and a lack of mass-media communication. In a more recent study conducted by
Nguyen et al. (2017) in Vietnam, they identified the barriers as cost, credibility of the
products, knowledge and availability, in simple terms. Sheoran & Kumar (2022)
emphasized that when individuals try to purchase in an environmentally responsible
way, they come across a high price, which demotivates them to buy. Moreover, some
individuals do not believe that green products really have environmental impacts,
and these products are not preferred by their friends and family, while also lacking
knowledge about the products. In a study conducted in the state of Kerala, among
people 18-65 years old who are social media users, Kripa & Vinod (2021) reported
similar results with the previous studies; by listing price and lack of availability as
significant barriers. In addition to emphasizing price, trust in green products, and
lack of availability of the products, were reported similar to the previous studies,
Hasan et al. (2018) also highlighted other barriers, such as social influence (influence

of parents/friends) and confusion regarding ecolabels. In Australia, Tan et al. (2016)
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discovered similar results concerning price, time, and knowledge as barriers to
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. However, they also noted some
unique barriers, including the belief that being an environmentally responsible
consumer is challenging and the influence of the place of residence, particularly in
big cities. In Tiirkiye, there have also been studies aimed at investigating the barriers
to environmentally responsible consumption. In a very recent study, Veral (2023)
reported that price, availability, and lack of trust in green products were the main
barriers. Additionally, he found that the excessive presence of non-qualified products
in the market and their tendency to malfunction, even when they are new, was also a
significant barrier. There were also studies investigating barriers to purchasing
specific types of green products, namely organic (Koése, 2021) and eco-friendly
packaged products (Oviig, 2015). In detail, Kose (2021) reported that individuals
avoid purchasing organic products for the following reasons: lack of time, lack of
trust in the products, price, and lack of availability. Ovii¢ (2015) highlighted that the
most significant barrier towards purchasing eco-friendly packaged products was the
lack of knowledge on sustainable packaging, specifically, what a sustainable package
is. It is important here to note that none of the studies were specifically designed to
investigate mothers ’and fathers’ self-reported barriers regarding environmentally
responsible consumption, which is a notable gap in both the national and

international literature.

2.7.1.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Resource Conservation Behaviors

Although resource conservation behaviors were relatively more commonly
performed than other types of environmentally significant behaviors, there are still
some obstacles preventing individuals from engaging in these behaviors more
regularly. Regarding these obstacles, in a study conducted by Manolas (2015) in
Greece, it is reported that lack of knowledge and reluctance to change life styles
were two of the significant barriers people face in practicing resource conservation
behaviors. In a different study, lack of information, misunderstanding of
conservation behavior, feelings of disconnectedness, other life priorities, time, and
social pressure were listed as barriers for conservation practices among zoo visitors

in the United States, according to Nageotte & Buck (2023). Moreover, Yuriev et al.
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(2018) also investigated the barriers to general resource conservation behaviors.
Similar to previous studies, lack of knowledge, lack of awareness, social norms, and
time constraints were reported. However, they also pointed out that non-exemplary
role models, lack of support, and lack of self-efficacy were other barriers to resource
conservation behaviors among individuals. There were also more specific studies
targeting barriers on different conservation behaviors of individuals, such as water
conservation. Dolnicar & Hurlimann (2010) conducted a study in Australia and noted
that the biggest barriers to water conservation were the impracticality and cost of
purchasing water-efficient devices. On the other hand, Zhao et al. (2019) reported
that not knowing the actual water consumption, and its environmental impact are
great barriers to conserve water in households in Hong Kong. In a study carried out
in South Africa by Onyenankeya et al. (2021), it is reported that, similar to other
studies, time constraints, the cost of water-efficient devices, and the availability of
incentives/disincentives are also significant barriers to water conservation. Apart
from water conservation, barriers towards energy conservation were also explored in
the relevant literature. Stokes et al. (2012) conducted a study in Toronto related to
the energy conservation behaviors of residents. The study concluded that the
perception of losing time, laziness, forgetfulness, diffusion of responsibility (not
knowing to whom responsibility belongs), and lack of knowledge were significant
barriers to conserving electrical energy in Canada. Similar to Stokes et al.’s (2012)
study, Cole et al. (2018) also reported that lack of time is a significant barrier for
individuals in the United States. In Tirkiye, there were some limited studies which
investigated the barriers to the resource conservation behaviors of individuals,
especially targeting a specific resource, such as energy. For example, Oluk et al.
(2019) reported that the main barriers to energy conservation were a lack of
knowledge on the importance of conservation and a lack of interest. On the other
hand, Ergen (2014) revealed that, in general, the main obstacles to performing
environmentally significant behaviors can be listed as disability to leave old behavior
patterns, habits, lack of environmental awareness, lack of motivation, and lack of
knowledge. In general, it is possible to conclude that both in national and
international literature, there are similar barriers reported on resource conservation
behaviors, with time, habits, and specifically, lack of knowledge being prominent

factors. However, it is critical to point out that no studies specifically targeting
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parents of young children have been found, indicating a significant gap in the

literature.

2.7.1.3. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Waste Management Behaviors

When examining the literature regarding barriers towards different types of waste
management behaviors in households, it is possible to find studies that have
summarized these barriers. To illustrate, in a study carried out by Ezeah & Roberts
(2012), policies lack waste management strategies, insufficient waste management
equipment provided by municipalities, poorly paid waste workers, low level of
knowledge among the public, weak legal framework, and unplanned city aspects
regarding waste management were some of the listed barriers that individuals engage
in when they try to manage their waste in Nigeria. Different from what has been
proposed by Ezeah & Roberts (2012), Whitmarsh et al. (2018) mentioned that
unclear rules on how to separate waste, lack of bin labeling, collection infrequency,
limited storage space, and cost of waste management were also significant barriers in
the United Kingdom. In a study conducted by Yukalang et al. (2017), participants
stated that they have a hard time finding boxes to separate their wastes, and these
bins are difficult to access. They also believe that waste facilities do not work
efficiently, and they face challenges with the high volume of waste and storage
problems. These are all reported barriers towards waste management in Thailand.
Biu et al. (2020) conducted a similar study to shed light on the barriers and listed that
failing to observe signs posted on the bins, poor cooperation in the residency,
absence of a controlling mechanism, lack of time, lack of staff, lack of knowledge
were all barriers to managing the waste. Furthermore, Kattoua et al. (2019)
investigated barriers towards specifically recycling in Palestine. Like the other
studies, the participants reported that lack of awareness, lack of information on
separation, lack of encouragement, limited available waste segregation facilities
nearby, lack of personal time, and the effort needed to recycle were the main barriers
to their recycling behaviors. In another study in South Africa, conducted by Viljoen
et al. (2021), the main barrier reported by participants was related to waste
management facilities provided by municipalities, as mentioned in the other studies

above. The participants highlighted that municipalities do not pick up the waste
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appropriately, even if it's segregated. Community behavior was another cited barrier
by the participants, with an emphasis on the fact that most people do not manage
their waste properly, and many lack knowledge on how to do it. There were also
some studies conducted in Tiirkiye to investigate the barriers reported by individuals
regarding waste management in their daily lives. In their recent study, Kilig-Aydin &
Eryilmaz (2022) revealed that storage problems (lack of space to put waste
segregation bins at home), lack of time, lack of knowledge on waste segregation and
lack of waste segregation bins provided by municipalities were the main challenges
confronted while managing their waste according to participants. Demirbag &
Giingormiis (2012) also contributed to the relevant literature by highlighting that lack
of time, lack of awareness, and lack of proper waste management facilities provided
by municipalities are significant barriers. Additionally, individual forgetfulness and
the effort needed to segregate waste were identified as other obstacles to effective
waste management. Finally, Timer-Kabaday1 et al. (2023) recently conducted a
comprehensive systematic review of 72 studies, summarizing findings from both
international and national research on waste management barriers in a concise and
organized manner. They reported that, among the different studies reviewed, the
most common barriers were related to the perception that waste management is
difficult and impractical. Some of the most reported barriers were the lack of
effective and accessible waste management facilities, insufficient waste collection,
distant waste segregation bins, lack of incentives, low social awareness, and lack of
trust in recycling. All in all, it is possible to conclude that in different countries,
similar barriers are faced by individuals when it comes to waste management

behaviors.

Despite the well-established nature of waste management behaviors in the literature,
only one study focuses on the reported barriers of parents' waste management
behaviors conducted with their children. Kaveri (2021) reported that parents cited
time poverty, heavy school assignments, and lack of knowledge about the challenges
they face when they try to perform behaviors related to reducing, reusing, and
recycling with their children.
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2.7.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant Behaviors

Studies related to barriers towards nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere and

environmental activism are shared in this section.

2.7.2.1. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public

Sphere

The literature regarding nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere was also scarce in
terms of barriers; therefore, only limited studies could be reviewed. While some
studies investigated barriers towards general environmentally significant behaviors,
including nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, none of them specifically
dedicated to it. To illustrate, some of the studies with a general context, like
Kollmuss & Agyeman (2002), revealed that institutional factors caused barriers for
many environmentally significant behaviors, including nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere. For example, lack of organizations or insufficient presence of
environmental organizations in general were identified as contributing factors to
these barriers. Moreover, economic factors, similar to those listed above in the
section on environmentally significant behaviors in the private sphere, also
discourage people from participating in such organizations. Other barriers for
engaging in environmentally significant behaviors, including nonactivist behaviors in
the public sphere, include motivation, environmental knowledge, awareness, locus of
control, and daily life responsibilities and priorities (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).
Similarly, in a different study focusing on challenges related to various
environmentally significant behaviors, some of the listed barriers included lack of
social awareness and role models, limited opportunities to behave in environmentally
friendly ways, and financial issues (Tyers, 2021). Although the number is low, some
studies also investigated the barriers to different types of nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere, such as membership of environmental organizations. Higgins &
Shackleton (2015) conducted a study on volunteers from 26 different environmental
organizations in South Africa and reported that inadequate knowledge about the role
within the environmental organization, failure of communication between members

and the organization, problematic group dynamics, lack of resources for either the
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organization or volunteers, lack of time, and cost were some of the barriers
mentioned by their participants. Another study was conducted by O’Brien et al.
(2010) on attending nature conservation volunteering activities in the United
Kingdom, specifically on the motivators and barriers to participate in such
volunteering events for the environment. They discovered that participants
experience different barriers to getting involved and staying involved in
environmental organizations. Lack of information about the expectations and
opportunities offered within the environmental organization, having the confidence
to enter, and the necessary cost were cited as barriers to getting involved in the
organization. On the other hand, lack of organization, planning, and problematic
group dynamics were barriers to staying involved in the environmental organization
(O’Brien et al., 2010). Similar results were also obtained by Wahl (2010), who
discovered that lack of time, not having interest, the required effort, and lacking
skills were some of the individual barriers towards environmental volunteering
activities. Bushway et al. (2011) emphasized that time, difficulty in finding a good fit
for skills and experiences within the environmental organizations were also barriers.
In contrast to the other studies, Ahmad et al. (2012) also emphasized that the
perception of environmental volunteering activities as being not useful is a
significant barrier among individuals. Finally, in Tiirkiye, there was also one study in
which the barriers to participating in volunteering activities regarding the
environment were mentioned as lack of time, financial constraints, and lack of
necessary knowledge (Baran, 2019). Since the studies conducted on nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere were limited, there remains an insufficiency in studies
explicitly targeting parents of young children or investigating barriers to their joint

participation in such events.

2.7.2.2. Studies Related to Barriers Towards Environmental Activism

Similar to the other public sphere behaviors listed above, such as nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere, studies on environmental activism were also limited
in the relevant literature, especially from the environmental education point of view.
In a study carried out by Latkin et al. (2022), it was reported that individuals have

some hesitations to attend environmental protests because of the perception that
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other people are better at it, they themselves hadn’t been trained for activism, hadn’t
been asked or encouraged to attend, did not know how to attend protests, were too
busy due to lack of time, and thought that organizations would ask them for money
and they have financial constraints. Different from Latkin et al.’s (2022) study,
Roser-Renouf et al. (2014) emphasized that mistrust in the effectiveness of protests,
people’s decision not to identify themselves as activists, and lack of motivation were
also significant obstacles for individuals to participate in environmental protests. An
interesting finding was also presented by Tindall et al. (2014), who revealed that
women face a different barrier to environmental activism compared to men: domestic
work. Since women spend a considerable amount of time on domestic
responsibilities, often akin to a second job, they cited domestic work as a barrier in
Tindall et al.'s (2014) study. Finally, in a study conducted by Quimby (2011), in
which barriers to all types of environmentally significant behaviors were
investigated, including environmental activism behaviors, it was found that the most
significant constraints were time, cost, lack of social support, and mistrust in
efficacy. Since studies were scarce in the literature, no studies that specifically
focused on parents of young children and their participation together could not be
addressed. Table 1 presents a summary of reported barriers faced by individuals

while engaging in different types of environmentally significant behaviors.

Table 1 Summary of reported barriers faced by individuals while engaging in
different types of environmentally significant behaviors

Environmentally Barriers Towards to Researchers

Significant Behaviors  Participation of Behaviors

Gletm et al. (2013)
Joshi &  Eshman
{2013)

Barbarcsza & Pastore
(2012)

Price of green products Nguyen etal (2017)
Sheoran & Kuomar
(2022)

Eripa & Vinod (2021)
Hasan et al {2018)
Tanetal (2016)
Veral (2023)

Késze (2021)
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Table 1. continued

Environmentally
Responsible

Consumption

Poor experience with green Glesm et al (2013)

products

Lack of nowledge

Glemn et al (2013)
Joshi &  Bshman
(2015

Nguyen etal (2017)
Sheoran & Kumar
(2022)

Tanet al (2016)

Orviig (2013)

Lack of trust in green products

Gleitn et al. (2013)
Joshi &  Eahman
{2013

Ngwyen etal (2017)
Haszan et al. (2018)
Veral (2023)

Kdze (2021)

Avalability /Lack of options

Gleim et al (2013)
Joshi &  Fshman
(2015

Barbarcsza & Pastore
{20120y

Ngwyen etal (2017)
Eripa & Vinod (2021)
Hazan et al (2018)
Veral (2023)

Kize (2021)

Lack of time

Joshi &  Bshman
(2015)

Barbarosza & Pastore
(2012)

Tanet al (2016)

Kdze (2021)

Lack of desire

Barbarcsza & Pastore
(2012)

Lack of encouragement

Barbarosza & Pastore
(2012)

Sheoran & Kumar
(2022)

Hazanet al (2018)

Confusion about eco-labels

Hasan et al (2018)

Mistrust in the efficacy of green

Sheoran & Eumar

products in terms of prevention of (2022)

envirommental damage
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Table 1. continued

Resource Conservation

Belief that being an Tanet al (2016)
etrvironmentally responsible
conzumer 13 challenging
The influence of the place of Tan et al (2016)
residence (big cities)
Manolas (2013)
Lack of knowledge Nageotte & Buck
{2023)

Yuriev etal (2018)
Zhao etal (2019)
Stakes et al (2012)
Oluk etal. (2019)

Ergen (2014
Feluctance to change life styles MManclas (2013)
Ergen (2014)
Mizunderstanding of conservation Nageotte & Buck
behavior (2023)
Nageotte & Buck
(2023)
Lack of time Yuriev etal (2018)
Onyenankeya et al
(2021)
Stokes et al. (2012)
Coleet al (2018)
Lack of awareness Yurev etal (2018)
Ergen (2014)
Impracticality Dolnicar & Hurlinarm
{2010y
Financial constraints Dolnicar & Hurlimamnn
{2010y

Onyenankeya et al
(2021

Availability of

incentives/dizsmoentives

Onyenankeya et al
{2021

Laziness Stolkes et al (2012)
Forgetfulness Stokes et al (2012)
Dyffiszion of responsibility Stokees et al (2012)

Policies lack of waste management Ezeah &  Foberts

strategies

(2012)
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Table 1. continued

Biu etal (2020)

Inzufficient waste management
equipment provided by
municipalities

Waste Management

Ezeah & Roberts
{2012)

Whitmarzsh et al
(2018)

Yukalang et al (2017)
Kattoua etal (2019)
Viljoen et 2l (2021)
Eihg-Aydin &
Eryilmaz (2022)
Demirbai &

Giing érmiig (2012)
Tiimer-Kabaday: et al
(2023)

Lack of knowledge

Ezesh &  Roberts
(2012)

Bm etal (2020)
Eattoua etal (2019)
Wiljoen etal (2021)
Eihg-Aydin &
Eryilmaz (2022)
Eaveri (2021)

Uneclear mles on how to separate
waste

Whitmarzsh et al
(2018

Lumnited storage space in the
household

Whittnarsh et al
{2018)
Eihg-Aydin &
Ervilmaz (2022)

Financial constraints

Whitmarzsh et al
(2018

Poor cooperation in residency

B etal (2020)
Viljoen et al. (2021)
Tiimer-Kabadayi et al.
(2023)

Lack of titme

B etal (2020)
Eattoua etal (2019)
Eihg-Aydin &
Eryilmaz (2022)
Demirbag &

Giing Srmiig (2012)
Eaveri (2021)
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Table 1. continued

Kattoua etal. (2019)

Lack of awarensss Demirbai &
Gingdrmis (2012)

Lack of encouragetent Kattoua etal. (2019)
Titmner-Kabadayi et al.
(2023)

Effort needed to manage waste Kattowa etal (2019)
Tiimer-Kabadayi et al.
(2023)

Mistrust in efficacy of waste Tiimer-Kabaday: et al.

management (2023)

MNonactivist Behaviors
in the Public Sphere

Inzufficient presence of
efrvirommental or ganizations

Eollmuss & Agyeman
(2002)
O’Brienet al (20100

Financial constraints

Eollmuss & Agyeman
{2002)

Twers (2021)

Higgins & Shackleton
(2015)

O’Brienet al (2010)
Baran (2019)

Lack of imowledze

Eollmuss & Agyeman
{2002)

Higgins & Shackleton
{2015)

O’Brienet al (2010)
Wahl (2010)

Baran (2019)

Nothaving interest of motivation

Eollmuss & Agyeman
(2002)
Wahl (2010)

Lack of awareness

Eollmuss & Agyeman
(2002)
Twerz (2021)

Locus of control

Kollmuss & Agyeman
{2002)

Lack of time

Kollmuss & Agyeman
{2002)

Higginz & Shackleton
(2013)

Wahl (2010)

Bushway etal (2011)
Baran (2019)
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Table 1. continued

Lack of role models Tryers (2021)
Problematic group dynamics Higgins & Shaclkleton
(2015
O’ Brienet al (2010)
Required effort Wahl (2010}
Mistrust in the efficacy of Ahmad etal (2012)
volinteering activities
Perception that other people are Latki etal (2022)
better at it
Lack of knowledge Latkin etal (2022)
Lack of encouragement Latkin etal (2022)
Environmental Quamby @0Lh
Activism Perception that organizations Latkin etal (2022)
would azk them money Creamby (2011)
Lack of time Latkin et al (2022)
Quimby (2011)
MMiztrust in the effectiveness of Rozer-Renouf et al
protests (2014)
Quimby (2011)
Lack of motivation Bozer-Fenouf et al
(2014
Domestic work Tindall et al. (2014)

2.8. Parenting Trends in Tiirkiye

As with many other aspects, culture plays a significant role in influencing parental
practices (Sen et al., 2014). While many studies categorize cultural aspects into two
main types, individualism and collectivism, Tiirkiye represents a blend of both
cultural orientations, as it does not fully align with Western individualism or Eastern
collectivism. In essence, Tiirkiye currently occupies an intermediate position on the
individualism-collectivism spectrum, ranking 37th out of 93 countries in terms of
individualism (Hofstede et al., 2010). This unique cultural blend in Tiirkiye gives
rise to a distinctive cultural pattern that can also have a unique impact on parenting
practices. In Turkish families, two prominent social norms, namely patriotism and
respect for authority, hold a significant position (Kagit¢ibasi, 1970). Cultural values
reflect a strong preference for sons and exhibit clear distinctions in attitudes and

behaviors toward girls and boys. Additionally, Turkish families are characterized by
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a sense of dependency on and obedience to parents (Kagit¢ibasi, 1987). In Turkish
culture, much like in many other Third World countries, children remain dependent
on their parents until the parents grow old, at which point parents often rely on their
children (Kagit¢ibasi, 1987). Furthermore, in traditional Turkish families, relatives
and family relationships play a significant role in family life (Giines-Ayata, 1996).
One significant driver of this trend is the fact that in Tirkiye, there are 3.2 million
working mothers with children under the age of 15 (TUIK, 2022). Various studies
have also indicated that Turkish mothers exhibit high levels of warmth; however,
other aspects of positive parenting, such as maternal sensitivity, providing
explanations to children, and cognitive stimulation, tend to increase with maternal
education (Sen et al., 2014). Concerning parental control, within the traditional
Turkish family, parents predominantly rely on punishment-oriented control as the
most common method of control, with verbal reasoning being used infrequently. In

this context, parents tend to adopt an authoritarian approach (Sen et al., 2014).

Different studies have also revealed that the concept of maternal gatekeeping is
prevalent in Tiirkiye; in other words, mothers tend to prevent fathers from getting
involved in child-rearing practices, believing that fathers are not capable enough
(Akgoz-Aktas, 2017). Moreover, there is research indicating that one-third of
mothers and one-seventh of fathers were found to be overprotective of their children
(Y1lmaz, 2020), which suggests that helicopter parenting is quite common in the
parenting trends of Tiirkiye. Furthermore, gender norms are still practiced in the
perceptions of motherhood and fatherhood. It is still observed that the majority of
domestic roles are assigned to women, while the majority of responsibilities outside
the home are assigned to men. More specifically, it has been found that mothers are
the primary caregivers of children, spending more time with them and being
responsible for domestic work, while fathers are responsible for providing
financially, managing the household finances, and handling repairs (Unver &
Demirli, 2022). This trend has also affected fathers' involvement in their children's
education, leading to less paternal involvement in areas such as early childhood

education in Turkish context (Organ-Kagan et al., 2020).
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2.9. Summary of Literature Review

Due to unsustainable human behaviors that contribute to the production of
greenhouse gas emissions (Saklani & Khurana, 2019), life on Earth is under serious
threat. Since the main source of the threat is human behavior, it is inevitably essential
to take precautions on transforming individuals' behaviors into environmentally
friendly ones. One of the most vital and necessary methods to affect this
transformation is through environmental education. When environmental education
starts at an early age, it becomes more effective in providing life-long habits and
positive attitudes towards the environment (NAAEE, 2010). Families, as emphasized
by Bronfenbrenner (1979) and Bandura (1977), are one of the most significant agents
in the process of early childhood environmental education, as they are influential
parts of the microsystem and serve as major role models for children. That is why,
parents ’definitions, behaviors, and self-reported barriers towards performing
environmentally significant behaviors with their children is of merit to investigate.
Although there are many different categorizations of environmentally significant
behaviors (Alisat & Riemer, 2015; Comert, 2011; Erdogan et al., 2012; Goldman et
al., 2006; Kaiser, 1998; Karp, 1996; Kurisu, 2016; Larson et al., 2015; Lavelle et al.,
2015; MacDonald & She, 2015; Markle, 2013; Smith-Sebasto & D’Costa, 1995;
Whitmarsh & O’Neill, 2010; Zafeiroudi & Hatzigeorgiadis, 2014), Stern's (2000)
categorization, which includes environmental activism, nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere, and private sphere environmentalism, is one of the most
comprehensive frameworks for investigating parents' definitions, individual
behaviors, and behaviors with their children, as well as their self-reported barriers.
Additionally, another advantage of using this categorization is the extensive adoption
of Stern's framework in numerous other studies, leading to a cumulatively growing
literature that relies on it (Briscoe et al., 2019; Dalton, 2015; Ertz et al., 2016;
Gkargkavouzi et al., 2019; Hadler & Haller, 2011; Hansmann & Binder, 2020;
Hamann & Reese, 2020; Heidbreder et al., 2022; Hunter et al., 2004; Liao & Yang,
2022; Liobikiene & Poskus, 2019; Liu et al., 2018; Schmitt et al., 2019; Xiao &
Young, 2010; Xing et al., 2022). Below, there is a summary of various studies from
the national and international literature that investigate Stern's (2000) categories of

environmentally significant behaviors. These studies encompass the definition of
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such behaviors, general patterns of engagement, and the barriers individuals face
when attempting to adopt these behaviors.

In various studies, individuals conceptualize different types of environmentally
significant behaviors in diverse ways. To begin with, environmentally responsible
consumers generally defined as individuals who have positive attitudes towards
environment (Al Mamun et al., 2018; Kaiser & Scheuthlei 2003; Moser (2016),
sense of responsibility on the environment (Degirmenci, 2022; Yue et al., 2020),
high awareness regarding the environment (Shen & Wang, 2022). Acts of purchasing
green products were also attributed to environmentally responsible consumption.
Green products were generally defined as manufactured without depleting natural
resources (Aksu, 2019; Calisir, 2020; Durif et al., 2010; OECD, 2008; Ottman, 1998;
Onurlubas et al., 2017; Paavola, 2001; Welsch & Kuhling, 2011), free from toxic
substances (chemical-free/organic) (Aksu, 2019; Calisir, 2020; Durif et al., 2010;
OECD, 2008; Ottman, 1998; Welsch & Kuhling, 2011), and do not generate waste or
pollutants throughout their entire lifespan (Aksu, 2019; OECD, 2008; Ottman, 1998;
Onurlubas et al., 2017), durable (Calisir, 2020; Ottman, 1998), made of recycled or
recyclable materials (Calisir, 2020; Ottman, 1998), require as little as possible energy
during production (Ottman, 1998; Onurlubas et al., 2017), reusable (Carvellon &
Carey, 2011), biodegradable (Durif et al., 2010), not tested on animals (Carvellon &
Carey, 2011; Durif et al., 2010), locally sourced (Campbell et al., 2015; Durif et al.,
2010), hypoallergenic (Durif et al., 2010) and eco-labeled (Durif et al., 2010). There
were also some studies that aimed to explore conceptualization of resource
conservation. In simplest terms, resource conservation can be defined as preserving
and even improving the resources that are essential to sustainability (Robertson &
Harwood, 2013). Natural resources are generally categorized according to their
regeneration rate (Jowsey, 2007; Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018); renewable resources
(unconditionally renewable resources such as solar power, wind energy, geothermal
energy /conditionally renewable resources such as water, forests, biodiversity, air,
soil) and nonrenewable resources such as minerals, oil, sand, natural gases, coal.
When the term "resource conservation™ is used, it encompasses all the natural
resources that are critical to sustainability. Waste management was another category

of environmentally significant behaviors of Stern (2000), and studies on
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conceptualization of waste and waste management is also present in the relevant
literature. Waste is generally defined as a material that has no purpose (Pongracz &
Pohjola, 2004), is unable to efficiently perform (Pongracz & Pohjola, 2004), useless
(Basu, 2009), and discarded after use (Bilitewski et al., 1994; Lynch, 1990). Waste
management, on the other hand, refers to a practical field that seeks solutions to
specific waste issues. The necessary processes and actions to manage waste from its
creation to final disposal are included in waste management (Pongracz, 2002). These
processes can be specified as the collection, transportation, processing, recycling, or
disposal, as well as the monitoring of waste, according to Pongracz (2002).
Nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, another category introduced by Stern
(2000), generally encompasses behaviors that are not driven by activism but still
contribute to environmental change through public engagement (Liu et al., 2017);
such as such as signing petitions regarding environmental problems, being a member
of or supporting environmental organizations, supporting policies that promote
environmentally friendly choices, being willing to pay higher taxes for the protection
of the environment (Stern, 2000), participate in environmental policymaking, obey
environmental law, and organize events that highlight sustainability (Bell, 2007).
Finally, environmental activism was conceptualized as participating in
environmental movements which involve behaviors associated with more
involvement and greater determination (SGuin et al., 1998) and behavior of attending
environmental protests were investigated (Marquart-Pyatt 2011; Schmitt et al., 2019;
SGuin et al., 1998; Xing et al., 2022).

In the literature, various studies have targeted the investigation of different types of
environmentally significant behaviors, the level of involvement in such behaviors,
gender differences and specific studies that focus on parents of children. To begin
with, some of the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors were listed as
buying products made from recycled materials or with recyclable packaging (Roberts
& Bacon, 1997), preferring to purchase energy-efficient (Roberts & Bacon, 1997)
and chemical-free products (Jiaswal & Kant, 2018; Roberts & Bacon, 1997),
purchasing products in reusable containers (Markle, 2013; Moser, 2016; Roberts &
Bacon, 1997), avoiding products with excessive packaging (Moser, 2016; Karaman,

2020; Roberts & Bacon, 1997), purchasing from ecological brands (Roberts &
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Bacon, 1997), and avoiding aerosols (Roberts & Bacon, 1997), reading the label on
the ingredients (Jiaswal & Kant, 2018), purchasing biodegradable products (Kim &
Choi, 2005), choosing products that are not tested on animals (Ribeiro Cardoso &
van Schoor, 2017), purchasing durable (Pereira Luzio & Lemke, 2013) and second-
hand products, participating in boycotts of certain products or brands (Young et al.,
2010). There are some contradictory results in terms of environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors of individuals. Whereas there are studies indicating that
participants from different countries engage in such exemplified behaviors at a low
level (Chan, 2001; Hughner et al., 2007; Nguyen et al, 2015; Tatic & Cinjarevic,
2010; Wu & Chen, 2014), there were also a few studies, although fewer in number,
that emphasized environmentally significant behaviors are performed at a higher
level than the average (Kanchanapibul et al., 2014; Liobikiene et al., 2016; Moser,
2015; Sui et al.,, 2019). In general, women were found to engage in more
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors (Cabuk et al., 2008; Lee, 2009;
Uddin & Khan, 2015; Urena et al., 2008; Radman, 2005; Witek & Kuzniar, 2021;
Yenigeri, 2009).

The second category of environmentally significant behaviors examined was
resource conservation. When reviewing the literature, it becomes evident that
behaviors targeting the conservation of electrical energy and fossil fuels, water
conservation, soil conservation, and biodiversity conservation were dominant themes
in the studies (Bronfman et al., 2015; Demirci-Giiler & Afacan, 2012; Garcesa &
Limjuco, 2014; Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Halkos et al., 2018; Lange & Dewitte,
2019; Mateer et al., 2022; Timur & Yilmaz, 2013; Zainuri et al., 2022). It was also
revealed that resource conservation behaviors are generally the most performed
behaviors compared to other types of environmentally significant behaviors
(Bronfman et al., 2015; Garcia-Cuerva, 2016; Janmaimool & Denpaiboon, 2016).
Moreover, when specific resource conservation behaviors were investigated, it was
possible to see individuals' high levels of involvement (Dolnicar et al., 2012; Garcia-
Cuerva, 2016; Hori et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2022; Vural & Yilmaz, 2016). On the
other hand, when the literature is examined with regards to gender differences, it can
be generally concluded that there is either no significant difference or a difference in

favor of women in terms of resource conservation behaviors (Clark & Finley, 2007;
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Ekinci et al., 2022; Fatoki, 2022; Janmaimool & Denpaiboon, 2016; Tong, 2017,
Yue et al., 2013).

The studies related to the third category, waste management, mostly focused on
reducing, reusing, and recycling behaviors of individuals from different cities and
with different samples. Need-based purchasing to decrease waste, preferring eco-
friendly packaging, making compost, avoiding the usage of disposable products,
drinking tap water to reduce plastic bottle waste, repairing items, purchasing second-
hand products, waste segregation, reusing paper/glass, using own bags while
shopping, making donations, prolonging the use of purchased products, and returning
redeemables were some of the examples taken from different studies to exemplify
reduce/reuse/recycling behaviors of individuals. There were also contradictory
findings regarding the level of involvement of individuals in different types of waste
management strategies. Whereas some of the studies emphasized that participants
prefer to engage in recycling and reusing activities, and they engage in waste
reduction the least (Barr et al., 2004), some of the studies reported that there were no
significant differences in the recycling, reducing, and reusing behaviors, Swami et al.
(2011). Engaging in reuse more than recycling (Ebreo & Vining, 2001), or engaging
in recycling least and showing a greater preference for reusing and reducing were
also another findings (Barr, 2007). It was also notable to detect that there was a high
level of involvement in all reduce/reuse/recycling behaviors especially in European
countries (Minelgaite & Liobikiene, 2019; Vicente-Molina, 2018; Whitmarsh et al.,
2018). Although there are some contradictory findings on gender differences, it can
be generally concluded that there is either no significant difference or a difference in
favor of women in terms of waste management behaviors (Aydin-Eryilmaz & Kilig,
2021; Barr et al., 2011; Li et al., 2022; Mutang & Haron, 2012; Vicente-Molina et
al., 2018).

When public sphere environmentally significant behaviors were investigated, in
terms of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, participating in environmental
events, volunteering projects to protect the environment and making suggestions to
friends on these environmental organizations and events (Song et al., 2019),

participating in a workshop related to the environment, organizing an educational
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event regarding the environment, using online tools to raise awareness regarding
environmental issues, contacting authorities when facing with an environmental
problem, financially supporting or active involvement in environmental
organizations, organizing or attending a petition (Alisat & Riemer, 2015) were some
of the exemplified behaviors for nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere in
different studies. On the other hand, it was notable in the relevant literature that
studies that investigated the levels of individuals' nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere were limited. In general, a lower participation in such behaviors were
identified in different studies when compared to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors (Balzekiene & Telesiene, 2011; Liu et al., 2018; Mi et al.,
2020; Ozek, 2016). Gender differences in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
were contradictory in the relevant literature. While some studies emphasized that
women outperformed men in these behaviors (Heidbreder et al., 2022; Trelohan,
2021), some studies discovered men to be more engaged in such activities (Gaither et
al., 2004) or there were not any significant differences between two genders in
general (Hunter et al., 2004).

Finally, environmental activism was related to attending environmental protests or
boycotts, in general, and both national and international research consistently
highlights that participation in environmental protests is generally low (Balzeikiene
& Telesiene, 2011; Geiger, 2022; Gicir et al., 2020; Piyapong, 2019; Tranter, 2010;
Yang & Weber, 2019). Similar trends were observed in environmental activism
behaviors of individuals regarding gender differences as seen in nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. Some studies showed that women performed better in
these behaviors (Gicir et al., 2020; Heidbreder et al., 2022; Moor et al., 2019), while
other studies found men to be more involved in such activities (Piyapong, 2020), or
there were no notable gender differences (Arslan & Kizildag, 2018; Demir et al.,
2022; Tindall et al., 2003).

Barriers to participating in various types of environmentally significant behaviors
were investigated and reported in this current section, as well. Whereas price of
green products, lack of knowledge regarding green products, lack of availability, and

lack of time were found to be the main barriers people face in terms of
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environmentally responsible consumption (Barbarossa & Pastore, 2012; Gleim et al.,
2013; Joshi & Rahman, 2015; Kripa & Vinod, 2021; Nguyen et al., 2017; Oviig,
2015), lack of knowledge on how to conserve resources, lack of time, lack of
awareness and impracticality were some of the reported barriers to adopting resource
conservation behaviors (Dolnicar & Hurlimann, 2010; Manolas, 2015; Nageotte &
Buck, 2023; Onyenankeya et al., 2021; Yuriev et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). On the
other hand, individuals generally reported that insufficient waste management
equipment provided by municipalities, lack of knowledge on waste management,
lack of time and lack of encouragement were challenges they faced with when they
try to engage in waste management behaviors (Biu et al., 2020; Demirbag &
Giingérmiis, 2012; Ezeah & Roberts, 2012; Kattoua et al., 2019; Viljoen et al.,
2021). Moreover, individuals reported several barriers to nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere, including financial constraints, lack of knowledge, lack of interest or
motivation, lack of time, and mistrust in the efficacy of volunteering activities
(Baran, 2019; Higgins & Shackleton, 2015; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; O’Brien et
al., 2010; Tyers, 2021). When it came to participating in environmental protests,
some obstacles noted by individuals included lack of knowledge, lack of
encouragement, lack of time, and mistrust in the efficacy of such protests (Latkin et
al., 2022; Roser-Renouf et al., 2014; Quimby, 2011).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, some information is presented regarding how the current study
utilized specific procedures as well as strategies to identify different kinds of
environmentally significant behaviors conducted by parents individually, and with
their preschoolers. The chapter begins with the explanation of the research design
decided upon in line with the research questions. Then, details regarding the selected
sample of the study are shared. Following that, the instrument used to collect the data
is outlined in greater detail. After discussing the crucial points of the pilot study, the
data collection and analysis procedure employed in the main study is described. The
chapter ends with discussions concerning potential ethical issues and limitations of

the current study.

3.1. The Design of the Study

In the current study, details regarding parental environmentally significant behaviors
are aimed to be taken under examination. According to Stern (2000),
environmentally significant behavior can be defined to the degree of its impact, by
considering whether it has a direct, or indirect impact on the ecosystems or
biosphere. It has become apparent that there are various diverse forms of
environmentally significant behavior, and that the various types are determined by
various combinations of the determinants of the behavior (Stern, 2000).
Environmental activism, nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, private-sphere
environmentalism, and other environmentally significant behaviors were different
categories proposed by Stern (2000) to investigate environmentally significant
behaviors comprehensively, as mentioned earlier. Additionally, it is claimed that

private sphere environmentally significant behaviors have a direct but smaller
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impact, whereas public sphere environmentally significant behaviors have an indirect
but bigger impact on ecosystems and the biosphere (Stern, 2000). Although the
degree and type of impact varies, each type of the environmentally significant
behaviors should be considered while designing the research to acquire accurate and

detailed information on parental behaviors.

In line with the Stern’s (2000) theory, distinct purposes constituted the framework
for the current study. The first purpose was to determine how parents define various
categories of private environmentally significant behaviors. Determining private and
public environmentally significant behaviors engaged in by the parents individually,
and with their children, as well as understanding variations in environmentally
significant behaviors of parents depending on whether they engage independently or
with their children is the second purpose of the study. Another purpose of the study
is to shed light on parents' challenges while engaging in different categories of
private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
The final aim of the study is to understand the difference between mothers ’and
fathers ’definitions, self-reported behaviors, and barriers regarding different types of
private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors. In accordance with

the purposes of the current study, the following research questions are addressed.

R.Q.1. How do mothers and fathers define various forms of private and public

sphere environmentally significant behaviors?

R.Q.2. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors

that mothers and fathers perform?

R.Q.2.1. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant

behaviors that mothers and fathers perform individually?

R.Q.2.2. What are the private and public sphere environmentally significant

behaviors that mothers and fathers perform with their children?
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R.Q.2.3. How do the private and public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors of mothers and fathers differ when they engage in them individually

compared to when they engage in them with their children?

R.Q.3. Which obstacles stand in the way of mothers ’and fathers ’performing
different types of private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors
with their children?

According to various researchers' recommendations (Creswell, 2009; O'leary, 2004),
the research questions put forth and the study's methodological design must match
each other well. In light of this, the methodological design for the study was formed
in accordance with the aforementioned research questions. The current research was
designed as a phenomenological study from among qualitative research designs. The
goal of phenomenology studies is to understand how people come to-a certain way of
comprehending the world. The goal is to explain a phenomenon as it happens, with a
focus on identifying crucial questions and ideas in relation to a specific event
(Houser, 2009). In this current study, there is an attempt to deeply identify parents’
environmentally significant behaviors performed individually and with their
children. So, how people experience a phenomenon, in the case of this study, how
parents experience environmentally significant behaviors individually and with their
children, is investigated deeply in this study. That is why, to deeply explore the
experiences of mothers and fathers, phenomenological design was utilized in the

current study.

3.2. Data Collection Instruments

According to Patton (2014), there are different types of data sources for qualitative
research, and the ones employed in the current study as the data source are in-depth
interviews. Data for the current research was collected through face-to-face
interviews with participants regarding their and their children’s private and public

sphere environmentally significant behaviors.

The majority of qualitative research studies rely on participant interviews (Saldana,
2011), and they are the primary method of data collection (Savin-Baden & Major,

105



2013). One of the significant reasons why interviews are widely used is that they
allow the researcher to get intricate, detailed information from participants (Savin-
Baden & Major, 2013). In addition to providing factual information about people's
lives, conducting interviews is an effective approach to elicit and record people's
opinions and beliefs regarding their social environment and details of their personal
experiences (Saldana, 2011); which is in line with the purposes of the current study.
From various interview formats, semi-structured interviews, in which the researcher
asks both pre-determined questions and extra questions in response to participants ’
answers were used in the current study (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). In semi-
structured interviews, the researcher has the chance to probe the discussion, use the
limited interview time as fruitfully as possible, and to understand the participant
perspectives in a more detailed way by asking probing questions (Savin-Baden &
Major, 2013). When the purpose and the research questions of the study are
considered, collecting data through semi-structured interview is considered a viable
option due to the advantages mentioned. Among the different strategies that
interviewers can use during the data collection process, the current study made audio
recordings of the interviews to avoid any distraction during the interview process,

and distortion of the accuracy of the data (Gay et al., 2011).

3.2.1. Demographic Information Form

According to Lee & Schuele (2010), certain characteristics of a population are
referred to as demographics. Background information about research participants is
provided through demographic data, so, it is significant to collect demographics of
selected participants either by orally or with a form. In quantitative studies,
demographic information is also used for the generalization purposes by elucidating
how well the sample is representative, on the other hand in qualitative studies,
demographic information of the participants is important to consider in order to
discuss the research results much better (Lee & Schuele, 2010). Considering these

reasons, a demographic information form was developed for the current study.

The demographic information form prepared in line with the purposes of this study

includes some questions regarding the parents ’status of being a father or a mother,
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their age, their children’s age, their children’s gender, the duration of their children's
pre-school attendance, their educational status, and their socio-economic level. Those
questions were asked in order to have a detailed background information of the

participants.

3.2.2. Semi-Structured Interview Protocol

In order to investigate the details regarding environmentally significant behaviors
conducted by mothers and fathers, a semi-structured interview protocol was used to
collect data from the participants in the current study. According to Merriam (2009),
semi-structured interviews mix more- and less-structured questions, and the phrasing

of the questions is flexible.

The semi-structured interview protocol used in the current study was prepared by
taking the base of relevant literature. A number of theories were examined to detect
the types of environmentally significant behaviors that people engaged in and the
theoretical frameworks that were developed for the categorization of these behaviors.
Researchers have typically seen environmentally significant behaviors as having
multiple dimensions, and they have assigned different classifications to the
behaviors. Sia et al. (1986) proposed five different categories to take
environmentally significant behaviors in a framework; “persuasion, consumer action,
ecological management, political action and legal action”. In another study, three
dimensions of environmentally significant behaviors have been proposed by Karp
(1996); “good citizen behavior, healthy consumer behavior, and environmental
activism”. In more recent studies, environmentally significant behaviors were
divided into eight different domains; “waste reduction, eco-shopping and eating,
conservation, one-off domestic energy conservation actions, eco-driving, political
actions, reducing car use and flying” (Whitmarsh & O’Neill, 2010). While Lavelle et
al. (2015) divided environmentally significant behaviors into two; “habitual and
occasional behavior”, MacDonald & She (2015) proposed three different dimensions
for it; “curtailing behavior, political behavior and efficiency behavior”. Apart from
more specific categorizations, in his book, Kurisu (2016) discussed the options for

categorizing environmentally significant behaviors. According to Kurisu (2016),
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environmentally significant behaviors may be categorized according to place (home,
office/school, outside), actor (individual or collective), influential fields (based on
their targets), and sub-impacts (cost-benefits). After all above-mentioned theories
were examined in detail, quantitative scale development studies were also
investigated to uncover the factors revealed and categories associated with

environmentally significant behaviors.

When quantitative research studies were searched to determine the number of factors
revealed in scales developed to assess environmentally significant behaviors, and
how the researchers named revealed factors, a diverse range of categories were
obtained as a result. Smith-Sebasto & D’Costa (1995) proposed six different
dimensions for environmentally significant behaviors in their scale; “civic action,
educational action, financial action, legal action, physical action and persuasive
action”. In a commonly used scale developed by Kaiser (1998), factor analyses
revealed that environmentally significant behaviors that are attempted to be assessed
may divide into seven categories: “prosocial behavior, ecological garbage removal,
water and power conservation, ecologically aware consumer behavior, garbage
inhibition, volunteering in nature protection activities, ecological automobile use”. In
another scale developed by Goldman et al. (2006), six categories of environmentally
significant behaviors were created as a result of factor analysis of the students'
responses; “Resource-conserving actions with personal financial benefit,
environmentally responsible consumption, nature-related leisure activities, recycling
efforts, citizenship action, and environmental activism”. Markle (2013) stated that
environmentally significant behaviors may be investigated under four different titles;
“conservation, environmental citizenship, food, transportation”, whereas in a scale
developed by Zafeiroudi & Hatzigeorgiadis (2014), environmentally significant
behaviors were investigated under two different dimensions; “individual and group
environmental action”. Larson et al. (2015) reflected the multi-dimensional structure
of environmentally significant behaviors as “conservation lifestyle behaviors, social
environmentalism, environmental citizenship, and land stewardship”. In another
scale, Alisat & Riemer (2015) named the category of the behaviors as “participatory
actions and leadership actions” after explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis.

When some scale development studies conducted in Tirkiye are examined, it is
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possible to see similar categorization for environmentally significant behaviors. In a
study which was conducted by Comert (2011), “transforming knowledge into
behavior, environmental knowledge, and recycling” were listed as categories of
environmentally significant behaviors. Finally, in the Children’s Responsible
Environmental Behavior Scale, developed by Erdogan et al. (2012), “political action,
eco-management, consumer and economic action, and individual and public
persuasion” were listed as subdimensions of the concept environmentally significant
behavior. Table 2 provides a summary of the categorization of environmentally
significant behaviors in the relevant literature. All of the studies mentioned below
were thoroughly explained in the literature review chapter, providing a

comprehensive overview of their content.

Table 2 Summary of the categorization of environmentally significant behaviors

Researchers Topic Target Group Categorization of
Environmentally

Significant Behaviors

Siaetal. (1986) Identifying Adults Persuasion
determinants of Consumer action
environmentally Ecological management
significant Political action
behaviors. Legal action

Smith-Sebasto & Environmentally Undergraduate  Civic action

D’Costa (1995) Slgnlfl_cant Students E_ducat_lonal gctlon
Behavior Scale Financial action
Development Legal action

Physical action
Persuasive action

Karp (1996) Values as a Undergraduate  Good citizen behavior
determinant of Students Healthy consumer
environmentally behavior
significant Environmental activism
behaviors.
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Table 2. (continued)

Kaiser (1998)

Environmentally Adults
Significant

Behavior Scale
Development

Prosocial behavior
Ecological garbage
removal

Water and power
conservation
Ecologically aware
consumer behavior
Garbage inhibition
Volunteering in nature
protection activities
Ecological automobile
use

Goldman et al.
(2006)

Environmentally Pre-service
Significant Teachers
Behavior Scale

Development

Resource-conserving
actions with personal
financial benefit
Environmentally
responsible
consumerism
Nature-related leisure
activities

Recycling efforts
Citizenship action
Environmental activism

Whitmarsh &
O’Neill (2010)

Pro-environmental ~ Adults
self-identity as a
determinant of
environmentally

Waste reduction
Eco-shopping and
eating Conservation
One-off domestic

significant energy Conservation
behaviors. actions
Eco-driving
Political actions
Reducing car use and
flying
Comert (2011) Effects of Primary School Transforming
Cooperating Students knowledge into
Learning on behavior
Student’s Environmental
Environmental knowledge
Knowledge, Recycling
Attitude, and
Behavior
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Table 2. (continued)

Erdogan et al.

Environmentally

Primary School Political action

(2012) Significant Students Eco-management
Behavior Scale Consumer and
Development economic action
Individual and public
persuasion
Markle (2013) Environmentally Undergraduate  Conservation
Significant Students Environmental
Behavior Scale citizenship Food
Development Transportation
Zafeiroudi & Environmentally Adults Individual
Hatzigeorgiadis  Significant environmental action
(2014) Behavior Scale Group environmental
Development action
Alisat & Riemer  Environmentally Adults Participatory actions
(2015) Significant Leadership actions
Behavior Scale
Development
Larson et al. Environmentally Adults Conservation lifestyle
(2015) Significant behaviors
Behavior Scale Social
Development environmentalism
Environmental
citizenship
Land stewardship
Lavelle et al. Categorization of Adults Habitual behavior

environmentally

Occasional behavior

(2015) significant behavior
MacDonald & Systematic Review - Curtailing behavior
She (2015) on Eco-design Political behavior

Efficiency behavior

Kurisu (2016)

Overview of
environmentally
significant
behaviors

According to place
According to actor
According to influential
fields

According to sub-
impacts
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When the above-mentioned literature had been reviewed, utilizing a theory that
would address all the aforementioned sub-dimensions while also addressing age-
appropriate behaviors to conduct with 36-72 months old children was deemed
appropriate. In other words, the classification should include a wide range of actions
that children between the ages of 36 and 72 months may also take or participate in.
Accordingly, it was decided to use the classifications proposed by Stern (2000) while
preparing the semi-structured interview protocol for the current study. In one of
Stern’s most cited studies, which is also explained in the previous chapter, “Toward
a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior”, environmentally
significant behaviors were classified as; “environmental activism, which can be
included among the public sphere behaviors, nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere, private-sphere environmentalism, and other environmentally significant
behaviors”. As explained earlier, Stern (2000) defined environmental activism
behaviors as being observable in people actively attending demonstrations which
aimed to protest environmental issues. Nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
were resembled to the environmental citizenship components such as signing
petitions, joining, and making donations to environmental organizations, and
working towards changing policies into more environmentally friendly ones. Private
sphere behaviors are strongly related to personal and minimal behaviors which aim
to protect the environment and minimize the negative effects of human lifestyles on
the natural world. Behaviors related to purchase, use, and disposal of personal and
household products, waste disposal, green consumerism, and conservation were
different examples provided by Stern (2000) to private sphere behaviors. According
to Stern (2000), other environmentally significant behaviors are related to affecting
the actions and positions of significant organizations in terms of being more sensitive
to the environment. In other words, it is emphasized that people may use their titles
in an organization to make more environmentally friendly decisions, which will

affect the position of the whole organization, and have a greater impact.

The public-private distinction suggested by Stern (2000) can encompass a broad
range of environmentally significant behaviors without being constrained by a
society's developmental stage or cultural differences, which is one of its main

benefits; therefore, in empirical investigations, the public-private classification is
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frequently utilized (Liu et al., 2018). This is why, also in the current study, the main
classification of public-private sphere environmentally significant behaviors was
used to build the theoretical framework of the semi-structured interview questions.
Under the public sphere behaviors dimensions, questions regarding environmental
activism, and nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere are located (Stern, 2000). On
the contrary, under the private sphere behaviors dimension, participants’
environmentally responsible consumption practices, waste management strategies,
and resource conservation behaviors are questioned (Stern, 2000). The “other
environmentally significant behaviors” dimension suggested by the Stern (2000) is
strongly related to individuals *position in their working places. While fulfilling the
task assigned to individuals, they may behave with environmental concerns within
the framework of their powers and responsibilities, and they could have an impact on
their affiliated organizations ’decisions. Those behaviors were not included in the
framework since it may not be possible for 36-72 months old children to accompany
their parents at work, especially when the parents have organization-based decisions.
So, the final classification based on how the interview questions were structured is

depicted below.

Environmentally
Significant
Behavior
Private Sphere Public Sphere
Behaviors Behaviors
\

Environme_ntally Nonactivist
Responsible || Behaviors in the
Consumption Public Sphere
Resource | | Environmental

Conservation — Activism

Waste

Management |

Figure 5 Theoretical Framework for Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions
(Stern, 2000)
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After the main structure of the interview questions was finalized with the help of
relevant literature, each subdimension (environmentally responsible consumption,
resource conservation, waste management, environmental activism, and nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere) were examined separately to provide participants
with clearer questions. In order to develop detailed questions from different contexts,
literature relevant to each subdimension was reviewed. Various studies were
examined to determine the contexts in which people might exhibit their
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors. By combining different
research, questions regarding participants ’food, book/stationary/toys, cosmetics,
clothing, electronic devices, and furniture consumption habits were added to the
semi-structured interview protocol (Alper, 2014; Goldman et al., 2006; Jia et
al.,2022). Although environmentally responsible consumption is defined as any
consumption-related behavior, such as purchasing, using, and disposing, carried out
in a way that lessens the impact of consumption on the environment (Gupta &
Agrawal, 2017), it is important here to note that questions in the environmentally
responsible consumption dimension were designed to solely target people’s
purchase-related behaviors, not behaviors concerning use or disposal of products
since they were presented in the waste management subdimension, similar to some
other research (Kim et al., 2012; Sudbury-Riley & Kohlbacher, 2016).

Questions related to the resource conservation subdimension were prepared by
utilizing a renewable-nonrenewable resource categorization (Schellens & Gisladottir,
2018). Resources that renew on a human-life timescale are referred to as renewable
resources, whereas some resources that take longer than one human-life timescale to
regenerate are called non-renewable resources (Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018).
Although the renewable-nonrenewable classification and above definitions for them
are widely used, it is emphasized by several researchers that those definitions may
lead to a misunderstanding that no matter how they are managed, renewable
resources will always be available (Cutter & Renwick, as cited in Schellens &
Gisladottir, 2018). Thus, it is significant to further categorize renewable resources;
unconditionally renewable resources, such as solar energy or conditionally renewable
resources, such as wildlife (Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018). Because unsustainable

resource management has the potential to deplete the regenerative capacity of
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conditionally renewable resources, and rendering them non-renewable, questions
targeting how to protect non-renewable, and conditionally renewable resources were
added to the semi-structured interview protocol. For determining the behaviors
performed to protect conditionally renewable resources, questions regarding
protection of water, forests, biodiversity, and prevention of air/water/soil pollution
were prepared. In order to detect behaviors that aim to protect nonrenewable
resources, questions related to reduction of fossil fuel use were added to the
interview protocol. Due to the dependence of energy generation on a variety of
resources, a question regarding energy conservation was also prepared. The energy
question was not categorized as renewable or non-renewable because different types
of energy can be generated from different types of renewable/non-renewable
resources (Schellens & Gisladottir, 2018).

The questions for the waste management sub-dimension also aim to gather
information about parents ’definitions of waste to gain a comprehensive
understanding of how parents perceive waste management. Then, for the further
questions, the steps in the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (2022)
Waste Management Hierarchy were utilized. In line with the framework, questions
intended to elicit information about waste management behaviors such as "reducing,”

"reusing,” and "recycling” were added to the semi-structured interview protocol.

For the public sphere environmentally significant behavior questions, Stern’s (2000)
explanations were utilized in general. Despite the need for additional research on
some private sphere environmentally significant behaviors, Stern's (2000) theory
provided detailed and specific explanations for both nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere, and environmental activism. That’s why, the questions designed to
gather information about nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and
environmental activism behaviors, were prepared by utilizing the examples provided
by Stern (2000). In order to detect participants *nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere, some questions were added to the protocol which aim to learn
environmentally significant behaviors in the context of environmental organizations-
municipalities-schools, ways of contacting the authorities with regards to
environmental issues, status of attending seminars with others (Tsai& Li, 2021;
Zafeiroudi & Hatzigeorgiadis, 2014).
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Finally, questions regarding the environmental activism sub-dimension were
designed according to Stern’s (2000) examples of those behaviors; attending
environmental protests. After the classification of subdimensions were decided with
the relevant literature, the structure of the interview protocol was finalized with a
total of 27 questions as follows. Each of the concepts listed below was the focus of a
different question in the protocol.

Food

Book/Stationery/Toys

Environmentally
Responsible
Consumption

Cosmetics

Clothing

Electronical Devices

Furniture
Water
Forests
Renewable Biodiversity
Private Sphere Resources
Behaviors ;
Air
Resource Soil
Conservation N ol
onrenewable )
Resources —— Fossil Fuel
Energy
Reduce
Environmentally Significant Waste/Waste
Behavior Management Reuse
Recycle

Being Member
of Environmental
Organizations

o Schools /
Nonactivist Municipalities
Behaviors in the
Public Sphere
Contacting with

Authorities

Public Sphere Behavi .
ublic Sphere Behaviors Attending

Informative
Events

Attending
——  Environmental
Protests

Environmental
Activism

Figure 6 Finalized Structure of Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions
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Opinions of five experts were sought to validate the interview questions included in
the protocol. All of the experts specialized in early childhood education, qualitative
research methods, and environmental education. Three of the experts are also parents
themselves, therefore, their input on the interview questions were also taken from
this perspective. A document was prepared for the experts which includes semi-
structured interview questions in two languages, Turkish and English, explanations
regarding the research purpose, research questions, and the theoretical framework
utilized in the current study. Then, the five experts ’opinions were asked regarding
the interview questions in terms of research purpose, intelligibility, appropriateness
of English-Turkish translation and appropriateness to the relevant sub-dimension.
The experts provided their opinions on the document about the questions' alignment
with the research questions and purpose as well as their understandability. Their
thoughts on how each question was translated and whether the questions were
acceptable to ask in relation to the chosen sub-dimension were also taken.

Based on the feedback received from the experts, the protocol's questions changed in
a way that there is a terminology that is more in line with everyday discourse, and
the structure of the questions were revised. In order to acquire more detailed and
accurate answers from the participants, the experts made note of probing questions
for a number of the main questions. Therefore, different sub-questions were also
added to the protocol's closed-ended (yes/no) inquiries to explain why the answer is
yes or no. Additionally, some probing questions that call for participants to provide
examples were included in the protocol. After consulting the experts, the number of
questions remained the same, so there were no new questions, nor were any of the
questions eliminated. Once the interview protocol was revised according to the
opinions of the experts, a pilot study was conducted to determine the appropriateness
of the semi-structured interview protocol in terms of it being in line with the

purposes of the current study.

3.3. Pilot Study

According to Fraenkel et al. (2012) conducting a pilot test is significant to assess the
feasibility of the plans for main research. Saldana (2011) stated that pilot studies may

help the researcher to evaluate how understandable interview questions are.
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Additionally, pilot studies offer excellent opportunities for researchers to experience
conducting interviews. Similarly, Fraenkel et al. (2012) emphasized that a wide
variety of issues can be identified during a pilot study that can be fixed before the
main study is conducted. Identifying problems and obstacles in the recruitment of
potential participants process, practicing the role of a researcher in a
phenomenological manner and in accordance with cultural norms, and modifying
interview questions if necessary were three main purposes for conducting a pilot

study in phenomenological research (Kim, 2010).

For the reasons listed above, the pilot study was conducted to finalize the semi-

structured interview protocol.

3.3.1. Sampling and Participants for the Pilot Study

The participants of the pilot study were selected by using purposive sampling
technique. According to Patton (2014), purposive sampling gives researchers the
opportunity to deliberately or intentionally choose participants who may allow them
to investigate the phenomenon in more depth. Moreover, there are several strategies
may be used within the scope of purposive sampling (Patton, 2014). The current
study used criterion-based case selection from various of purposive sampling
strategies. In the criterion-based case selection strategy, each participant is chosen
based on a set of important criteria, and with those who satisfied the criteria chosen
as a sample of the population (Patton, 2014). That is why, before choosing
participants, a set of criteria for the sampling was established, including the
following requirements: (1) all participants had to agree to take part in the study
voluntarily; (2) all participants had to live in Ankara districts; (3) all participants had
to be parents of at least one child between the ages of 36 and 72 months; (4) all
participants had to have at least one child enrolled in an early childhood education
program. The participants in the pilot study were chosen based on abovementioned
standards. There were no sample selection criteria for the participants’ age,
educational level, economic standing, number of children, or the type of preschool
the child attended (whether private or public). The pilot study included three mothers

who fit the five pre-determined criteria for the study.
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3.3.1.1. Demographic Information of Parents in the Pilot Study

In the pilot study, all of the participants were mothers of children aged 36 to 72
months who reside in Ankara. One of the mothers was between the ages of 35-39,
with two of them being between the ages of 30-34. Two mothers have children who
are 60—72 months old, while one of the mothers has a child who is 36-48 months
old. Two of the mothers each have a boy, whereas only one mother has a girl. In the
pilot study, one mother had completed her secondary education while the other two
had completed their high school education. Two mothers had household incomes that
were less than $27,000 per month, which is considered to be below the poverty line
(TUIK, 2022) (Table 3).

Table 3 Demographic Information of Parents in the Pilot Study

Frequency (f)

Parent Completing the Form

Mother 3

Father 0
Age

30-34 2

35-39 1
Child’s Age

36-48 Months 1

60-72 Months 2
Child’s Gender

Girl 1

Boy 2
Child’s Pre-school Attendance Duration

Attendance for Less Than Two Semesters 2

Attendance for Two and More Semesters 1

Highest Education Level Attained by the Parent
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Table 3. (continued)

Secondary School 1

High School 2
Household Monthly Income

0-9000 1

9001 — 27.000 1

27.001 —54.000 1

3.3.2. Data Collection Procedure of Pilot Study

After making necessary revisions on the semi-structured interview protocol as
suggested by experts, several early childhood educators were contacted by phone and
given access to the online version of the prepared invitation form (see Appendix B)
in order to ask their help in contacting parents who met the study's participation
criteria. The information of the parents who were interested in participating in the
study was obtained through teachers, and each mother was contacted to provide
information about the study's protocols and to schedule an appointment for the
interviews. The time and location of the interviews were determined by the
participants according to their availability, and all the participants were visited at
their residences.

First, two mothers who met the sampling criteria participated in the pilot study.
Before beginning the interviews, both mothers were once again given an explanation
of the study's purposes and procedures. Demographic information was provided
after the participants were asked to complete a consent form. The semi-structured
interview protocol was then used to formulate questions. In addition to taking notes
during the interviews, voice recording of the interview was also taken. After
conducting the interviews, participants ’honest opinions regarding the
understandability of the questions were requested. The average length of each
interview was 70 minutes. All interview recordings were listened to twice following
the interviews, and mothers were contacted to clarify any aspects that were unclear

and to receive their approval on the accurateness of their responses.
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In these two pilot interviews, it was found that once the participants were not able to
define different categories of environmentally significant behaviors, they also went
on to answer other questions off-topic. Various strategies were investigated to
prevent item non-response bias that may arise from this situation. Different studies
revealed that leaving the interpretation of questions solely to participants may
decrease data quality (Schober et al., 2004). Moreover, in the interviews, it is more
critical to standardize the participants' interpretation rather than standardize the
questions (Schober & Conrad, 2002). That is why, more recent attention has focused
on the provision of clarifications for the interview questions, in order to ensure that
interviewer and the participant have understood each other well enough for the
current purposes of the conversation (Schober & Conrad, 2020). In a study by
Schober & Conrad (2020), 12 qualitative studies were investigated to test the
effectiveness of providing clarifications to the participants during the interviews. The
results across different samples and languages demonstrated that giving participants
clarifications during the interview results in noticeably more accurate question
interpretation and response accuracy (Schober & Conrad, 2020). Therefore, it is
advised by the researchers that the interviewer should engage in a grounding dialog
with the participant and provide necessary clarifications if, for a specific reason, the
interviewer believes the respondent would benefit from clarification—whether
because the respondent requested it or because the interviewer senses the respondent
is confused or has misunderstood the question (Schober et al., 2004; Schober &
Conrad, 2002; Schober & Conrad, 2020). That is why, for the current study, it was
decided to provide the participants with clarifications of various behavior types
before moving on to the other questions of the dimension if they failed to give
accurate answers to the definition questions, and seemed to need further clarification.
The first questions for each dimension were revised in a way that firstly, participants’
definitions were requested; and then, specific clarifications were provided to the

participants if considered necessary.

After the necessary revisions were done, one more interview was conducted within
the scope of pilot study. In the final interview, the participant had inaccurate
information regarding most of the types of environmentally significant behaviors as

well. Then, the pre-determined clarifications were provided to the participant after
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requesting her own definition. It was observed that with provided clarifications, the
mother was able to answer the remaining questions in the sub-dimension more

accurately.

Following the revisions made according to three interviews conducted as a part of
the pilot study, the final semi-structured interview protocol included 27 questions,
with two main dimensions (public sphere behaviors, private sphere behaviors), and
five sub-dimensions (environmentally responsible consumption, resource
conservation, waste management, environmental activism, nonactivist behaviors in
the public sphere). Table 4 shows how the finalized semi-structured interview

questions were arranged.

Table 4 Distribution of the Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions

Dimensions Interview Questions

Private Sphere — Environmentally Responsible 6 questions (1 to 6)
Consumption

Private Sphere — Resource Conservation 6 questions (7 to 12)

Private Sphere — Waste Management 7 questions (13 to 18)

Public Sphere — Nonactivist Behaviors in the 4 questions (19 to 22)
Public Sphere

Public Sphere — Environmental Activism 5 questions (23 to 27)

In the final format, the interview started with the demographic information form that
participants were asked to complete. Then, with the first six questions, the researcher
aimed to learn how participants define “environmentally responsible consumption”,
the environmentally responsible consumer behaviors they perform individually, the
environmentally responsible consumer behaviors they perform with their children
and challenges they face while performing these behaviors with their children. From
the seventh question to the 12" question, participants ’definition of “resource
conservation”, their resource conservation behaviors conducted individually, the

resource conservation behaviors they perform with their children and challenges they
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face while performing these behaviors with their children were investigated in the
specified order. Questions numbered 13 to 18 then were asked with the aim of
shedding light on the details regarding participants ’definition of ‘“waste
management”, their waste management behaviors conducted individually, the waste
management behaviors they perform with their children and challenges they face
while performing these behaviors with their children. Questions after the 18th one
investigated the public sphere environmental behaviors (Stern, 2000). Questions 19
to 22 were asked in order to learn about nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
that participants perform individually, the nonactivist behaviors they perform with
their children and challenges they face while performing these behaviors with their
children. Finally, questions 23 through 27 were asked to investigate details regarding
participants ’definition of “environmental activism”, environmental activism
behavior conducted by participants individually, the environmental activism
behaviors they perform with their children and challenges they face while engaging
in environmental activism behaviors with their children. Sample questions for each

dimension of the semi-structured interview protocol are provided in Table 5.

Table 5 Samples of Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Questions

Environmentally Significant Behavior Interview Questions

Dimensions

Environmentally Responsible What does the term “environmentally

Consumption responsible consumer” bring to your
mind? What traits make a consumer
environmentally responsible in your
opinion?

Resource Conservation What are the actions you take to

conserve the resources you mentioned?
What precautions do you take? Can you
provide examples?

How do you provide transportation for
your daily visits such as
school/work/shopping with your child?
What changes would you make in your
transportation preferences in order to
reduce the use of fossil fuels? Can you
provide examples?
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Table 5. (continued)

Waste Management How do you include your child in your
daily recycling applications? Can you
give details about the recycling-oriented
practices you do with your child?

Are there any factors do you think that
prevent you from acting so as to
manage your waste with your child
(waste reduction /reuse /recycling)?
What would enable you to engage in
waste management behaviors (waste
reduction/reuse/recycling) more often
with your child? Can you provide
examples?

Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Does your child participate in

Sphere environmentally  friendly activities
organized by your child’s school,
various  organizations or  local
governments (ex. Municipalities) with
you? Can you provide examples?

Environmental Activism Have you ever participated in an
environmental protest with your child?
What environmental issue was this
protest about? Do you think it achieved
its purpose? What do you think your
child might have learned in this
process?

3.4. The Main Study

3.4.1. Sampling and Participants of the Main Study

One of the most crucial steps in the research process is choosing the sample of
participants. Since participants are the ones who provide the data, the participants’
selection will undeniably affect how well the research questions are answered
(Fraenkel et al., 2012). Qualitative research samples are typically unique, smaller,

and less representative compared to the samples chosen for quantitative research.
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Similarly, it is recommended that qualitative researchers should almost always work
with small samples that are available for interaction for a long period of time, and let
the researcher make investigations in a greater depth in order to acquire the rich
information needed. According to Patton (2014), since phenomenological research
includes investigation of a phenomenon from different perspectives and as deeply as
possible, a sampling technique which will provide the researcher with the most
intense, information-rich participants is significant. When it comes to sample size,
the idea of data saturation is the most essential concept to keep in mind when making
decisions for qualitative research. Data saturation generally refers to the point at
which the data collection process stops producing any new or pertinent data
(Dworkin, 2012). Fraenkel et al. (2012) stated that in more concrete terms, sample
size, which consists of a range between one to 20 participants is enough to have data

saturation.

By taking into account the above-described principles of qualitative research, the
participants in the current study were selected by using purposive sampling
technique. Since in main studies, the exact procedures which are followed in the pilot
study should be replicated (Saldana, 2011), the criteria outlined in the pilot study
sampling were also used to determine the participants in the main study; (1) all
participants had to agree to take part in the study voluntarily; (2) all participants had
to live in Ankara districts; (3) all participants had to be parents of at least one child
between the ages of 36 and 72 months; (4) all participants had to have at least one
child enrolled in an early childhood education program. Identical to the pilot study,
there were no sample selection criteria for the participants' age, educational level,
economic standing, number of children, or the type of preschool the child attended

(whether private or public).

Initially, there was no set quota for participants because data saturation is a
significant phenomenon in qualitative research (Saldana, 2011). The data collection
process was terminated after 23 parents were interviewed and it became clear that the
parents had stopped providing any novel information, in other words, the data was
saturated. The data for the current study was finally provided by 13 mothers, and 10

fathers who met the pre-determined five criteria.
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3.4.1.1. Demographic Information of Parents in the Main Study

In the present study, when mentioning participants, both mothers and fathers are
being referred to. There was a total of 13 mothers and 10 fathers in the current study.
Nine of the total participants (39%) were between the ages of 35 and 39, compared to
just one participant (4%) in each of the age ranges of 25 to 29 and 45 to 49. Only two
participants (9%) have children who are 36-48 months old, while the majority of
participants (61%) have children who are 60—72 months old. Nine participants (39%)
have a girl, whereas 14 participants (61%) have a boy. Seventeen of the participants'
children (74%) attended pre-school for at least two semesters, compared to six (26%)
whose children attended for less than that. In contrast to the 13 participants (57%)
who have bachelor's degrees, there were only one participant (4%) with the highest
level of education being secondary school and one participant (4%) who is a high
school graduate. Eight participants (35%) had household incomes that were less than
£27,000 per month, which is considered to be below the poverty line (TUIK, 2022).
Regarding the aforementioned traits and other demographic information of the

participants in the main study, Table 6 offers an overall framework.

Table 6 Demographic Information of Mothers and Fathers in the Main Study

Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
Nm= 13 Ng=10

Age
25-29 1 0 8 0
30-34 5 4 38 40
35-39 7 2 54 20
40-44 0 3 0 30
45-49 0 1 0 10
Child’s Age
36-48 Months 1 1 8 10
48-60 Months 5 2 38 20
60-72 Months 7 7 54 70
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Table 6. (continued)

Child’s Gender

Girl 5 4 38 40
Boy 8 6 62 60
Child’s Pre-school Attendance
Duration
Attendance for Less Than 4 2 31 20
Two Semesters 9 8 69 80
Attendance for Two and
More Semesters
Highest Education Level
Attained by the Parent
Secondary School 0 1 0 10
High School 1 0 8 0
Bachelor’s Degree 8 5 61 50
Graduate Degree 4 4 31 40
Household Monthly Income
0-9001 0 1 0 10
9001 — 27.000 4 3 31 30
27.001 — 54.000 7 4 54 40
54.000 and above 2 2 15 20

3.4.2. Data Collection Procedure of the Main Study

The data for this study was gathered by conducting semi-structured individual
interviews with parents who met the study’s sampling criteria. After making the
necessary modifications to the semi-structured interview procedure in accordance
with the revisions recommended by experts and the needs identified during the pilot
study, the appropriate permits were obtained from an Ethics Committee to put the
instrument into use. Middle East Technical University's Research Center for Applied

Ethics ethical committee provided the current study’s approval (see Appendix A). In
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other words, it is approved that the nature of the study is appropriate to conduct in a
manner that maintains the ethical standards.

After necessary permissions were taken by Ethics Committee, preschool principles in
different districts of Ankara were contacted via telephone. After the information
regarding the purpose and process of the study were given to the principals, their
help was requested to reach the parents. The invitation text was sent to some school
principals in an online format. Also, a hard copy of the invitation text was delivered
to the school principals and teachers to convey to parents. With the help of the school
principals and the early childhood educators, volunteer parents were identified, and

contacted to make an appointment for the interview.

The interview time and place were scheduled by the participants according to their
availability. As preference of both participants and the researcher, quiet places such
as offices of participants, homes of participants, home of the researcher, or available
cafés were preferred in order to avoid any situations which may interrupt the
interview process. The interviews started with small talk about daily habits for easing
pressure on the environment, and to make participants comfortable. In the small
talks, participants were encouraged to talk about their daily lives, their children, and
the practices they conducted with their children to get them used to sharing their
experiences. Then, it was explained to participants that the information they would
provide will be kept as confidential and they could end the interview whenever they
wished. Moreover, the purpose of the study, and the details about the ethics were
explained to the participants, as well as taking their verbal and written permission on
voice recording. The participants were given a demographic information form after
being asked to complete the consent form. Followed by the demographic information
form, questions taking place in the semi-structured interview protocol, and some
additional questions as probes were asked. The pre-determined questions were asked
to each participant in the same order during the interviews, however, probe questions
changed from participant to participant. Throughout the interviews, voice recordings
were taken in addition to taking notes of the answers of participants. Interviews
lasted 75 minutes on average. The interviews were conducted between February and
March of 2023.
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3.5. Data Analysis

In qualitative research, making meaning of text and visual data is a key component
of data analysis. The data analysis procedure entails preparing the data for analysis,
getting deeper and deeper into the understanding the data provides, portraying the
data, and creating an interpretation of the data's wider meaning (Creswell, 2009).

According to Merriam & Tisdell (2015), in qualitative research, data collection and
data analysis should be done simultaneously, and this is one of the most important
characteristics of qualitative designs that set them apart from positivist-focused
quantitative designs. As soon as the data collection is complete, analysis becomes
more sophisticated because all the data has been acquired. In the present research,
data analysis got under way as soon as the first interview's transcription was finished.
To avoid becoming overwhelmed by the amount of data, each interview was
transcripted once it was completed. Then, each of the transcripts was compared and
contrasted, and memos were written on them to detect potential codes while the data

collection procedure was continuing.

From various data analysis techniques in qualitative studies, content analysis is a
tactful method that enables researchers to examine somewhat unstructured data in
light of its meanings, symbolic features, explicit contents, and communication
functions in the lives of its providers (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). Fraenkel et al.
(2012) stated that utilizing content analysis is advantageous since it is unobtrusive,
useful to analyze especially interviews, simple, economical, and replicable by the
other researchers. That is why, in the current study, the interview transcriptions were

analyzed by utilizing content analysis.

Following the completion of the data gathering process, the study's data was
analyzed according to Creswell's (2009) guidelines for data analysis for qualitative
research. According to Creswell (2009), the first step is to organize and prepare the
data for the study, which is transcribing the interviews in the case of this study. Each
of the interviews was transcribed immediately after they were conducted, in order

both to start analysis process, and to be able to contact parents immediately if there
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were an unclear points regarding their answers. The second step of the data analysis
is reading through all data to have a general sense of the overall meaning. As
suggested, after transcribing the recordings of the interviews, all the transcripts were
read one more time in order to familiarize with the data. In step three, the coding
process would be started (Creswell, 2009). Saldana (2011) emphasized that there are
numerous coding methods available, and researchers can select the one that best suits
the purposes, research questions, and topic of the study. Moreover, a combination of
different coding strategies, in other words, utilizing a blended approach, is quite
common in literature, if a combination works best for the requirements of the current
study (Graebner et al., 2012; Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). Therefore, the current
study utilized both deductive and inductive coding techniques sequentially. In the
beginning, Stern's (2000) Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior was used
as the foundation for the deductive coding. In light of the theoretical framework, the
categories were established prior to the analysis. Then, the inductive coding method
was utilized to derive the codes from the raw data, and they were assigned to any
relevant categories. The fourth step of Creswell (2009) was already finished since
deductive coding was also used. In step five, a decision is made regarding how the
narrative's ideas and description will be portrayed. It is decided to portray example
passages of what participants said, to clearly explain how themes, categories, and
codes were determined. Also, some tables were used in order to present findings
better and in a clearer way, and they were shared in the results chapter. In step six’s
scope, deciding how interpretations regarding the data may be conveyed is
recommended. While conveying the interpretations, different theories and research
studies were used to make accurate interpretations, and details regarding

interpretations were shared in the discussion chapter.

3.6. Trustworthiness of the Study

According to Miles et al. (2014), in qualitative research, there are some various types
of analytical bias that might invalidate the findings. “The holistic fallacy” which is
defined as perceiving patterns in events that are not there, “elite bias” which is
underrepresenting data from less articulate, lower status participants in favor of data

from more intelligent, typically high status people, “personal bias” which is
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explained as bias resulted from the researcher’s personal agenda, or making personal
biased comments on the findings in a way that desirable outcomes are found, and
“going native” which is losing perspective or the capacity for "bracketing,” are the
ones which are serious threats to the validity and reliability of the research (Miles et
al., 2014). In order to avoid any of the biased mentioned, some strategies were used
to have valid and reliable findings. In this section, different strategies used in the

current research within the scope of validity and reliability are going to be explained.
3.6.1. Validity

Although using the term “validity” in the qualitative-oriented research procedures is
controversial (Maxwell, 2013), many researchers preferred to use the term because
of its being common sense, and straightforward (Creswell, 2009; Fraenkel et al.,
2012; Maxwell, 2013). Validity in the qualitative research is defined as accuracy or
credibility of a statement, judgment, explanation, interpretation, or other type of
account (Maxwell, 2013). There are some strategies offered by different researchers
to ensure the validity of qualitative research. While Guba (1981) suggested that to
ensure validity, researcher should lengthen their participation in the study site,
observe persistently, use peer de-briefing, conduct member checks, and practice
triangulation and reflexivity, Creswell (2009) suggested researchers to use rich, thick
description to convey findings, clarify the bias which the researchers themselves may
bring to the study, and utilize an outside auditor to examine the entire project. The

validity of the current study is ensured by using a few of the strategies suggested.

Firstly, member checks, in other words, respondent validation was used to ensure the
validity of the research. According to Creswell (2009), the final report of the
participants ’answers can be sent to them in order them to validate that it reflects
what they actually meant during the interview. After the interview period, all the
interview recordings were listened to and parents were called to get clarification on
any unclear points. In total, three parents were contacted to clarify misunderstood
points in the interview and to take their validation with regards to the meaning of
their answers. All of three parents confirmed their answers. Thus, any potential for
misinterpretation of the interview protocol and misunderstanding of responses was

removed.
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Secondly, while presenting the findings, rich, and thick descriptions regarding the
setting, and shared experiences of the participants were provided. According to
Creswell (2009), the outcomes are more realistic and richer when qualitative
researchers provide specific descriptions of the context or offer a variety of

viewpoints on a particular issue, which increase the validity of the study.

Finally, while designing the instrument for the current study, a semi-structured
interview protocol, five experts ’opinions were taken regarding the interview
questions in terms of research purpose, intelligibility, appropriateness of English-
Turkish translation and appropriateness to the relevant sub-dimension. Additionally,
before the main study was completed, a pilot study had been carried out with three
participants to evaluate how easily comprehensible the interview questions were and
to discover any issues with the interview protocol and data collection procedure.
Revisions were made in response to the needs identified by the expert opinions and

pilot research.

3.6.2. Reliability

According to Gay et al. (2011), the degree to which study data consistently measure
whatever they measure is referred to as reliability. Although the term generally
seems to be related to quantitative studies, reliability can also be taken into account
by qualitative researchers in their studies, particularly the reliability of the data
collection methods they employ (Gay et al., 2011). Creswell (2009) suggested some
strategies for researchers to provide qualitative reliability in their studies. Checking
transcriptions to ensure that no obvious mistake was made, and making sure that
during the coding process, the meaning of the codes or their definition did not
change, was two commonly used strategies offered by Creswell (2009) for
researchers working alone rather than in a research group. Both recommendations
were taken into consideration in the current study. Transcriptions were checked both
by the researcher, and a relative of the researcher who is also interested in qualitative
research. The coding process of the analysis were done carefully by writing memos

about the codes, as well as continuously comparing data with the codes.
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There is yet another technique that aids qualitative researchers in demonstrating the
reliability of their study. Creswell (2009) stated that individual researchers should
seek a second person to cross-check their codes, which is called intercoder
agreement, or cross-checking. Whether two coders agree on the codes used for the
identical text passages forms the basis of such an agreement. For good qualitative
reliability, Miles & Huberman (1994) advise that the consistency of the coding be in
agreement at least 80% of the time. According to the size of the data set, O'Connor
and Joffe (2020) suggested that 10-25% of the data units would be optimal to
multiply code. Taking into account all the standards of the intercoder agreement, a
second coder contributed for the current study as well. The second coder was a post-
graduate student working as a research assistant in early childhood education.
According to the percentage offered by O'Connor and Joffe (2020), three interviews
from a total of 23 interviews were multiply coded with the external coder. Three
interviews were selected randomly from the data set. It was discovered that there was
an 87% agreement between the coders after the multiple coding procedure, which
means that in the current study the qualitative reliability was assured. A discussion is
made by the researcher, and the external coder regarding the agreements, and
disagreements of the codes, and themes used to analyze the data set, to reach

consensus on the final version of the codebook.

3.7. Ethical Issues

According to Fraenkel et al. (2012), in all of the research studies, ethics should be
considered throughout study by making sure that any potential harm to participants is
avoided, that the information they provided is used only for research purposes and
kept confidential, and that there is no participant deception. Therefore, some
strategies were used to avoid any potential harm to ethics throughout the study.
Before any data collection, necessary permissions were taken from Middle East
Technical University's Research Center for Applied Ethics, in which it was
confirmed that the instruments used in the study, and data collection procedure was
complied with ethical standards. Attendance at the current research study was
entirely voluntary. Each participant was asked to sign a consent form before

beginning to the interviews. The consent form specifically explained the current
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study's purpose, process, and requirements. Before recording any of the interviews,
verbal consent of participants was obtained as well. Furthermore, just before
interviews began, participants were informed that they could withdraw from the
study at any time if they felt uncomfortable. Any personal information that could
threaten the respondents' privacy or the confidentiality of their answers was not
requested during any part of the study. Each participant received a participation
identification code, which they used to complete the demographic information form.
Additionally, participants *voice recordings were saved under the same participation
identification code, so that the data collected was analyzed collectively, and

anonymously.

3.8. Limitations

In order to evaluate the findings of this recent study more accurately, one main
significant limitation is identified. The data in this study was obtained through only
interviews, which were used to gather detailed information regarding parents'
environmentally significant behaviors. As a result, the collected data is self-reported.
According to O’Leary (2004), in studies which involve interviews, the participant's
honesty and openness are assumed. However, it is a known fact that people want to
be liked, uphold their dignity, and maintain some measure of privacy, which is also
called as social desirability (O’Leary, 2004). Collecting reliable data may be difficult
if respondents feel judged or ashamed. In order to reduce the negative effects of
social desirability on the current study, participants were ensured that their data will
be kept as confidential, and even their names were not asked and saved to any part of
the data. Moreover, an effort was made to create a more relaxed atmosphere before
the interview took place, so that participants would feel more at ease expressing their
thoughts. According to Saldana (2011), multiple data-gathering methods enhance the
credibility of the studies. However, the nature of the current research was not able to
deploy additional qualitative data collection methods such as observations, or
document analysis. In order to minimize the adverse effects of using only one data-
gathering method based on the self-reports of the participants, a comprehensive
semi-structured interview protocol was prepared, and sent to high number of experts,

and a pilot study was conducted.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

This chapter offers an in-depth explanation of the current study's findings in light of
the addressed research questions as well as the study's overall purpose. The
framework for the current study consisted of different purposes. The first purpose
was to determine how parents define various categories of private environmentally
significant behaviors. Determining private and public environmentally significant
behaviors engaged in by the parents individually, and with their children as well as
understanding variations in environmentally significant behaviors of parents
depending on whether they engage independently or with their children is the second
purpose of the study. Another purpose of the study is to shed light on parents'
challenges while engaging in different categories of private and public sphere
environmentally significant behaviors with their children. The final aim of the study
IS to understand the difference between mothers’ and fathers’ definitions, self-
reported behaviors, and barriers regarding different types of private and public
sphere environmentally significant behaviors. Semi-structured individual interviews
were used to gather the data. Detailed explanation of these interview results is
explained below, and at the end of the chapter, a summary is provided with regards

to key findings.

4.1. Mothers’ and Fathers’ Definitions Regarding Different Types of Private
and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

This section presents in-depth research findings on parents’ definitions on various
types of environmentally significant behaviors, including private sphere
environmentally significant behaviors (environmentally responsible consumer,

resource conservation, waste management) and public sphere environmentally
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significant behaviors (nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental
activism). Figure 7 summarizes the definitions provided by parents regarding private
sphere environmentally significant behaviors, whereas definitions provided by
parents regarding public sphere environmentally significant behaviors were
summarized in Figure 8. The findings are presented in the same order as depicted in

the Figure 7 and Figure 8.

Parents’ Definitions Regarding Private Sphere Environme ntally Significant Behaviors
Parents' Definitions of "Environmentally Responsible Consumers"
Definitions Related to Product Purchasing Process (nm=12, nf=8)
Purchasing Recyclable Products (n,,=5, n =4)
Purchasing Chemical-Free Products (nm=4, n 3)
Purchasing Products with Eco-Friendly Packaging (n =3, n =4)
Purchasing Local Products (nm=2, n 1)
Purchasing Biodegradable Products (nw=1, n #2)
Purchasing Cruelty-Free Products (n n=2, n=0)
Purchasing Products from Eco-Friendly Brands (n =1, n =1)
Need-based Purchasing (n =3, n #0)
Purchasing Energy-Efficient Products (n =0, n~1)
Definitions Related to Product Disposal Process (nm=5, nf=5)
Not Disposing the Product in the Environment after Use (nm=4, n+4)
Engaging in Recycling (n w=4, n =2)
Uncategorized Definitions (nm=1, nf=0)
Purchasing Latest Model Products (n =1, n =0)
No Definitions Given for Environmentally Responsible Consumption (nm=0, nf=1)
Parents’ Definitions of "Resource Conservation"
Definitions Based on Renewable Resources (nm=13, nt=10)
Water Conservation (nm=13, n9)
Conservation of Nature (n,=2, n=3)
Definitions Based on Energy Resources (nm=5, nt=3)
Electrical Energy Conservation (n =5, n =3)
Definitions Based on Nonrenewable Resources (nm=1, nf=3)
Conservation of Fossil Fuels (n,=1, n=3)
Uncategorized Definitions (nm=1, nf=0)
Conservation of Money (1 n=1, n &0)
Parents’ Definitions of "Waste" and "Waste Management"
Definitions of Waste (nm=13, nf=10)
Unneeded/Non-Essential Materials (n m=7, n =4)
Unrecyclable Materials (nm=4, n 1)
Recyclable Materials (n,=2, n2)
Leftover Materials After Use (nn=1,n#2)
Materials with a Long Biodegradation Time in Nature (n =0, n 1)
Definitions of Waste Manage ment (nm=11, n=9)
Waste Segregation and Recycling (# =9, n=7)
Waste Collection and Disposal (n,=3, n=1)
Reducing Waste (nn=0, n=1)
No Definitions Given for Waste Manage ment (nm=2, nf=1)

Figure 7 Summary of The Findings Related to Parents’ Definitions Regarding
Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
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Parents’ Definitions Regarding Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors
Parents' Definitions of "Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere"
Definitions Related to Collective Environmental Activities (nm=12, nt=10)

Garbage Collection Events (nm=S8, n=7)
Tree Planting Events (n w=7, n/3)
Informative Events on Environment (# ,=1, n =2)
Events Organized by Environmental Organizations (n,=0, n =1)

No Definitions Given for Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere (nm=1, n=0)

Parents' Definitions of "Environmental Activism'

Definitions Related to Environmental Activists (nm=13, nt=10)
Inviduals/Institutions with Environmental Knowledge and Sensitivity (nm=6, n =7)
Individuals/Institutions Advocating for the Environment (n mn=8, n =3)

People Using Force to Protect the Environment (n =2, n #2)

Figure 8 Summary of The Findings Related to Parents’ Definitions Regarding
Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

4.1.1. Parents’ Definitions Regarding Private Sphere Environmentally

Significant Behaviors

This section provides the definitions of environmentally responsible consumption,
resource conservation, and waste/waste management as expressed by mothers and

fathers who took part in the study.

4.1.1.1. Parents' Definitions of ""Environmentally Responsible Consumers"*

When the participants, 13 mothers and 10 fathers, were asked about the definition of
“environmentally responsible consumers,” 22 out of 23 participating parents
provided a response that could be analyzed (nm=13, n=9). Out of the 22 parents who
provided definitions, 12 mothers and eight fathers gave definitions related to the
product purchasing process. In other words, a total of 20 parents believe that
environmentally responsible consumption is related to practices conducted during the
product purchasing process. In addition, out of 22 parents who provided a definition,
five mothers and five fathers also defined the term in relation to practices in product
disposal (nm=5, ns=5). In simple terms, these total of 10 parents constructed the term
based on how people behaved when disposing of products. One parent, specifically a
mother, gave an irrelevant definition so that it could not be categorized (nm=1, ns=0).
Moreover, one parent, specifically a father, did not provide any definition (nm=0,
ne=1).
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Table 7 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Environmentally Responsible Consumers

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Definitions Related to Product Purchasing Recyclable
Purchasing Process Products M1 ,M6,M7,M8MI0 5 38% F2,F6,F7.,F9 4 40%
Purchasing Chemical-Free
£ Products M4,M6,M8 M12 4 31% F1,F3,F9 3 30%
3 Purchasing Products with
£ Environmentally Friendly
g Packaging M7, M10,M13 3 23% F3,F7,F8,F10 4 40%
Q Purchasing Local Products M8, M12 2 15% F9 1 10%
% Purchasing Biodegradable
g Products MS 1 8% F3,F6 2 20%
% Purchasing Cruelty-Free
& Products M2.M5 2 15% 0 0%
= Purchasing Products from Eco-
£ Friendly Brands MI10 1 8% Fl 1 10%
"é Need-based Purchasing M3,M9.M12 3 23% 0 0%
E Purchasing Energy-Efficient
E Products 0 0% F9 1 10%
=  Definitions Related to Product Not Disposing the Product in
Disposal Process the Environment after Use M6,M8,M11,M13 4 31% F1,F4F5F8 4 40%
Engaging in Recycling M2 M8,M11,M13 4 31% F1,F6 2 20%
Purchasing Latest Model
Uncategorized Definitions Products M3 1 8% 0 0%
No Definition Given 0 0% F4 1 10%
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4.1.1.1.1. Parents’ Definitions of “Environmentally Responsible Consumers”

Related to Product Purchasing Process

Among the participants in the current study, 12 out of 13 mothers and eight out of 10
fathers highlighted that in order to be an environmentally responsible consumer,
individuals should perform some behaviors in their purchasing process, such as
purchasing environmentally friendly products, or purchasing only for their needs. To
begin with, five mothers, and four fathers emphasized that individuals who buy
recyclable products can be defined as environmentally responsible consumers (nm=5,
ni=4). As an example, one of the participating mothers who provided her definition
of an environmentally responsible consumer based on purchasing recyclable
products shared that “If someone is an environmentally responsible consumer, s/he
need to use certain products. In other words, these products should be recyclable,
that's the first thing that comes to my mind. For example, | think of my child, they
grow very fast. When we buy clothes, they can wear the clothes only for a season.
So, it needs to be recyclable.” (M1). Four out of 13 mothers and three out of 10
fathers emphasized that environmentally responsible consumers are the ones who
purchase chemical-free products (nm=4, n=3), and one of the mothers elaborated on
her definition in the following manner. “Does the product contain natural
ingredients rather than dangerous chemicals? If someone reads what is written on
the back, the ingredients, and if someone pays attention to it, we can say that s/he is
an environmentally responsible consumer.” (M6). Purchasing products with
environmentally friendly packaging was another definition of environmentally
responsible consumers, according to three out of 13 mothers and four out of 10
fathers (nm=3, n=4). With regards to that, one of the participating fathers expressed
that being an environmentally responsible consumer means “avoiding products with
one-time disposable packages” (F10). Whereas two out of 13 mothers and one out of
10 fathers highlighted purchasing local products by stating that "Purchasing “Made
in Tiirkiye” written products, or instead of buying a coffee from a non-local coffee
brand?, buying the coffee from a local shop, or from farmers, in other words, instead
of global brands, buying products from local brands can be a feature of an

L A specific nonlocal coffee brand name was shared by the participant.
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environmentally responsible consumer" (M8) (nm=2, n=1), one out of 13 mothers
and two out of 10 fathers focused on purchasing biodegradable products with one
father mentioning “Not purchasing or underutilizing materials that are difficult to
biodegrade” (F6) (nm=1, n=2). Two out of 13 mothers defined the term by
highlighting purchase of cruelty-free products, and one of them stated that “4
product's creation involves an experimental procedure; thus, it is essential to
consider how much harm it causes to soil, plants, and animals. It merits
consideration” (M2) (nm=2, n=0). Moreover, one out of 13 mothers and one out of
10 fathers also defined environmentally responsible consumers as consumers who
know eco-friendly brands and prefer those brands by stating that “for example, more
environmentally friendly brands can be preferred rather than a company that
pollutes the environment” (F1) (nm=1, n=1). Three out of 13 participating mothers
described an environmentally responsible consumer as “not buying too much of
something, that is, more products than you need” (M3) or “people who consume as
little as possible” (M12) and highlighted making needs-based, and minimal
purchases (nm=3, n+=0). Lastly, one of the fathers who took part in the study
emphasized the importance of considering energy efficiency when purchasing
electronic devices. He specifically defined the term as "paying attention to energy

efficiency when buying an electronic device" (F9) (nm=0, nf=1).

When the responses of mothers and fathers are compared, it is possible to observe
both similarities and differences in their definitions of 'environmentally conscious
consumers' related to the purchasing process. Firstly, both groups of parents defined
the concept by emphasizing the purchase of recyclable (nm=5, ni=4), chemical-free
(nm=4, n=3), local (nm=2, n=1), and eco-friendly packaged (nm=3, ni=4) products.
Moreover, similar number of mothers and fathers considered an environmentally
responsible consumer as preferring eco-friendly brands. However, based on the
findings of the current study, it was observed that mothers are more likely to define
environmentally responsible consumers as individuals who purchase cruelty-free
products as none of the fathers mentioned this aspect (nm=2, ns=0). Another
important difference was that although some of the mothers in the study defined
environmentally responsible consumers as making need-based, minimal purchases,

none of the fathers in the current study mentioned that in their definitions (nm=3,
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ns=0). It signals that mothers are more likely to define environmentally responsible
consumers as individuals who make need-based, minimal purchases. On the other
hand, fathers are more likely to define the term in relation to the purchase of products
with energy efficiency since none of the mothers participating in the study did not

give any definition related to purchasing energy-efficient products (nm=0, ns=1).

4.1.1.1.2. Parents’ Definitions of “Environmentally Responsible Consumers”

Related to Product Disposal Process

Among the participants in the current study, five out of 13 mothers and five out of 10
fathers defined the term environmentally responsible consumer with regards to
specific practices that take place in the product disposal process. In other words,
these 10 parents in total highlighted that to be environmentally responsible
consumers, individuals should dispose of their products in an environmentally
friendly way (nm=5, ns=5). Four out of 13 mothers and four out of 10 fathers
emphasized that environmentally responsible consumers are individuals who do not
dispose of waste products in the environment after use. In simpler terms, these eight
parents emphasized that if someone does not litter, he can be an environmentally
responsible consumer (nm=4, n=4). In this manner, one of the participating mothers
stated that “environmentally responsible consumers are the ones who avoid littering
the streets or throwing away plastic” (M13). A father who had a similar opinion to
M13 also expressed that environmentally responsible consumers are “people who do
not pollute the environment and have the necessary sensitivity in this regard” (F8).
Individuals who engage in recycling was another definition for environmentally
responsible consumers offered by four of the 13 mothers, and two of the 10 fathers.
(nm=4, n=2), and they clarified their definition as “when | think of an
environmentally responsible consumer, | usually think of people who are engaging in
recycling” (M8) and “environmentally responsible consumers are people who don't
throw batteries and plastic in the same trash” (F1). When examining the definitions
provided by mothers and fathers concerning environmentally responsible consumers
related to product disposal, it is possible to conclude that there are no differences
between the two genders. Both mothers and fathers tend to view environmentally
responsible consumers as individuals who do not dispose of waste products in the

environment after their usage (nm=4, nr=4) and engage in recycling (nm=4, ns=2).
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4.1.1.1.3. Uncategorized Definitions

Under this section, responses that were irrelevant to the given question were
reviewed. Out of the total 23 participants, which included 13 mothers and 10 fathers,
one mother provided an unrelated definition to environmentally responsible
consumer by stating that “consumers who buy the most up-to-date, latest model of a
product” (M3).

4.1.1.1.4. No Definition Given for “Environmentally Responsible Consumer”

Out of the total 23 participants, 13 mothers and 10 fathers, one father did not give a

specific definition for the environmentally responsible consumer.

4.1.1.2. Parents' Definitions of "'Resource Conservation"*

When the 13 mothers, and 10 fathers who participated in the study were asked what
resource conservation means to them, all were able to list different resources that
should be conserved. Notably, all participants provided definitions of resource
conservation that centered around renewable resources (nm=13, n=10). There were
also five mothers, and three fathers who gave a definition related to energy resources
(nm=5, ns=3). Definitions related to non-renewable resources were also given by the
one mother’s and three fathers’ responses (nm=1, ns=3). One mother, gave an
irrelevant definition that could not be categorized (hm=1, n+=0). Table 8 summarizes
the definitions provided by mothers and fathers in terms of resource conservation.

Table 8 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Resource
Conservation

Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
M1,M2,M3,M4,Ms5,
Definitions Based on Water Mé6,M7,M8 M9,M10, F1,F2,F3,F4,F5,
- Renewable Resources Conservation M11,M12,M13 13 100% F7,F8,F9,F10 9 90%
£ Conservation
S ofNatwre  M4,M10 2 15% _ F5F6F7 3 30%
g Electrical
;3 Definitions Based on Energy  Energy
E Resources Conservation M1,M2 M8 M9M13 5 38% F2,F8,F10 3 30%
g Conservation
E Definitions Based on of Fossil
Nonrenewable Resources Fuels M13 1 8% F1,F3,F9 3 30%
Conservation
Uncategorized Definitions of Money M12 1 8% 0 0%
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4.1.1.2.1. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on Renewable

Resources

Parents' definitions included two types of renewable resources. All the participating
mothers, and nearly all the participating fathers stated that resource conservation is
actually water conservation (nm=13, ns=9) by stating that “What is directly on our
agenda right now is water, especially water resources. It is the resource that needs
to be protected the most intensely” (F7) and “I mean, | think water is our most
important resource to conserve right now” (M12). Another renewable resource
mentioned in their definitions was nature (nm=2, n=3), with five parents associating
resource conservation with nature conservation. In this manner, one of the
participating mothers stated that “we always talk about the protection of trees and
how much these trees as resources are needed for clean air, for nature, for our
country, for the world” (M10). A father also expressed a similar opinion that
resource conservation is “conservation of all of nature, with all its components” (F7).
When examining the definitions provided by mothers and fathers concerning
resource conservation based on renewable resources, it is possible to conclude that
there are no differences between two groups of parents. Both mothers and fathers
tend to view resource conservation as conservation of water (nm=13, n=9) and nature
(Nm=2, ns=3).

4.1.1.2.2. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on Energy

Resources

Five out of 13 mothers, and three out of 10 fathers defined resource conservation by
referring to energy resources in their definitions (nm=5, ns=3). In simpler terms, these
parents perceive resource conservation as the protection of energy resources. Among
different energy resources, electrical energy was the one only mentioned by these
eight parents. In other words, none of the energy types rather than electiricty were
not mentioned by the participants. Instead, they emphasized that resource
conservation involves the conservation of electrical energy (nm=5, n=3). One of the
mothers, namely M2, shared her resource conservation definition in the following

manner:
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Conserving energy. We need to deal with electricity not with nuclear power,
but with wind, which is more sustainable and more natural. (M2)

Upon examining the definitions given by both mothers and fathers regarding
resource conservation focused on energy resources, it can be concluded that there are
no notable differences between genders. Both mothers and fathers share the
perspective that resource conservation includes the conservation of electrical energy
(Nm=5, n=3).

4.1.1.2.3. Parents’ Definitions of “Resource Conservation” Based on Non-

Renewable Resources

One out of 13 mothers, and three out of 10 fathers addressed conservation of non-
renewable resources when they were asked about the definition of resource
conservation. These parents reported that resource conservation involves
conservation of fossil fuels particularly natural gases, and oil (hm=1, ns=3).
Regarding conservation of fossil fuels as a definition of resource conservation, F1

expressed the following.

The conservation of natural gas comes to my mind. It is a problem at the
moment, you know, the gradual increase in prices, the problem in providing
it. (F1)

According to the findings of the present study, when comparing the responses of
mothers and fathers, it was evident that they mentioned conservation of fossil fuels in
their definition of resource conservation. However, the proportion of fathers was
higher than that of mothers (nm=1, n+=3). It indicated that in the current study, fathers

are more prone to define resource conservation as the conservation of fossil fuels.

4.1.1.2.4. Uncategorized Definitions

Under this section, responses that were irrelevant to the given question were

reviewed. Out of the total 23 participants, which included 13 mothers and 10 fathers,
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only one mother provided an unrelated definition to resource conservation by stating
that “It could be conservation of money. Money is also a resource, it is important to

use it appropriately” (M12).

4.1.1.3. Parents' Definitions of ""Waste' and “Waste Management”

To better understand the definitions of parents regarding waste management, their
“waste” definitions were also obtained. Once the participants had provided their
definitions of waste, they were then asked about their opinions on what waste
management means. Below, there is a table that summarizes the definitions of waste,

and waste management provided by both mothers and fathers.

Table 9 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Waste and
Waste Management

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers

Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Unneeded/Non- M2,M5,M7,M8,
Essential Materials  M9,M12.M13 7 54% F1LF2F7F8 4 40%

Unrecyclable
Materials MIM3 M4 M6 4 31% F2 1 10%
Definitions of Recyclable Materials M10,M11 2 15% F4,F5 2 20%
B  Waste Leftover Materials
§ After Use M7 1 8% F3,F6 2 20%
g
g Materials with a
% Long Biodegradation
'g Time in Nature 0 0% F10 1 10%
= Waste Segregation M1,M4,M5,M7, F1,F2,F3 F5,
Definitions of and Recycling M8,MIMIOM 9 69% F6,F7 F9 7 70%
Waste Waste Collection
Management and Disposal M2,M3 M12 3 23% F8 1 10%
Reducing Waste 0 0% F10 1 10%
No Definition
Given M6,M11 2 15% F4 1 10%

4.1.1.3.1. Parents' Definitions of ""Waste"'

When participating mothers and fathers were asked about what waste means to them,
all participants provided responses that can be analyzed and categorized (nm=13,
ni=10). Seven mothers, and four fathers stated that waste is materials that are
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unneeded/non-essential (nm=7, ns=4). According to these parents, a material is
considered waste when it is no longer needed by them. Regarding waste as a
unneeded/non-essential material, one of the mothers expressed that "I mean, | can
say that anything that is no longer needed by me is waste for me, in the simplest
terms." (M12). Moreover, four out of 13 mothers, and one out of 10 fathers defined
waste as materials that are not recyclable. To support their idea of waste as materials
that cannot be recycled, one of the fathers shared that “I define waste as the final
form of a substance or a product to the point where it can no longer be recycled.”
(F2). There were also another group of parents who defined waste as materials that
are recyclable (nm=2, ns=4), on the other hand. M11 and F4, who supported the idea
of waste as a recyclable material stated that waste is “materials that we can recycle”
(F4) and "things that can be recycled such as shopping bags and glass" (M11). Left-
over materials were another definition given by one out of nine mothers and two out
of nine fathers regarding waste (nm=1, ns=2), and one of the fathers defined the waste
by stating that “materials that arise after consumption are considered waste. For
instance, when you purchase food, it often comes with packaging. Once you have
used the product, the packaging remains, becoming waste” (F3). Lastly, one father
who defined waste as materials with a long biodegradation time in nature, whereas
none of the mothers defined the term in this way (nm=0, ns=1). He expressed his idea
as follows: “if it does not disappear in nature in a short time and causes harm, it is
waste" (F10).

When examining the detailed definitions of waste provided by parents, it is possible
to identify certain similarities and differences. Firstly, both mothers and fathers in the
present study regarded waste as materials that are unnecessary or non-essential
(nm=7, n=4), and capable of being recycled (nm=2, ns=2). It is also found that both
mothers and fathers mentioned left-over materials in their definitions, however, a
larger proportion of fathers in the study defined waste as leftover materials, referring
to the remaining components of products after use (nm=1, n=2). Additionally, while
only one father defined waste as materials with a lengthy biodegradation time in
nature, none of the mothers included this aspect in their definitions (nm=0, ns=1). On
the other hand, the proportion of mothers defining waste as unrecyclable material

was higher than fathers (nm=4, ns=1).
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4.1.1.3.2. Parents' Definitions of ""Waste Management"

When study participants were asked what waste management is, 11 out of 13
mothers, and nine out of 10 fathers provided responses that can be analyzed (nm=11,
n=9). Among those 11 mothers, and nine fathers, nine mothers and seven fathers
defined waste management as waste segregation and recycling (nm=9, ns=7). These
parents believe that waste management involves segregation of waste, and recycling
of waste, and they supported their idea by stating that waste management is
“grouping of wastes according to certain characteristics” (M1), “separating waste
into recyclable and non-recyclable” (F6) and "recycling comes to mind when I think
of waste management” (F9). Waste collection and disposal were another waste
management definition provided by three of the mothers, and one of the fathers
(nm=9, ns=7). Regarding waste management as waste collection and disposal F8
expressed that “when | think about waste management, areas where garbage is taken
for disposal comes to my mind” (F8). M3, who has similar opinions to F8 regarding
waste management also reported that “waste collection comes to mind” (M3).
Finally, among the 10 fathers interviewed, only one father defined waste
management as the act of reducing waste. In contrast, none of the mothers mentioned
this aspect in their definitions (nm=0, n=1). This particular father, referred to as F10,
expressed the belief that any efforts to produce less waste also contribute to waste

management, stating that "producing less waste can be waste management" (F10).

When mothers’ and fathers’ definitions regarding waste management are compared,
it is possible to uncover some similarities and differences. Firstly, similar numbers of
mothers and fathers in the current study defined waste management as waste
segregation, and recycling (nm=9, n+=7). On the other hand, in the current study,
mothers were more likely to include waste collection and disposal in the definition of
waste management when compared with the participating fathers (nm=3, ns=1).
However, one father specifically emphasized the reduction of waste while providing

a definition of waste management, whereas none of the mothers did so (nm=0, ns=1).
4.1.1.3.2.1. No Definitions Given for "*Waste Management"*

Under this section, responses that did not provide a clear definition for the term were

reviewed. Two out of 13 mothers, and one of the 10 fathers were unable to provide a
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definition of the term "waste management,” stating that they did not know its
meaning (nm=2, ns=1). A similar proportion of mothers and fathers were unable to
provide a definition of waste, suggesting that there is no difference between the two

groups in this regard.

4.1.2. Parents’ Definitions Regarding Public Sphere Environmentally

Significant Behaviors

This section provides the definitions of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere,
and environmental activism as expressed by mothers and fathers who took part in the

study.

4.1.2.1. Parents' Definitions of ""Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere”

When participating parents were asked what nonactivist behaviors are performed in
the public sphere, 12 out of 13, and 10 out of 10 fathers gave a response that could be
analyzed (nm=12, ns=10). Specifically, 12 mothers and 10 fathers defined nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere as various collective environmental activities. Table
10 summarizes the definitions of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere provided

by both mothers and fathers.

Table 10 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Nonactivist
Behaviors in the Public Sphere

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage  Participan n Percentage
Garbage MI1,M3,M5, F1,F3,F5,
g Collection M6,M8M10, F6,F7,F9,
k= Definitions Events M11.M12 8 62% F10 7 70%
£2  Rebtedto  Tree M1,M3,M7,
% 5 Colective Planting M8 ,M9,.M10,
E (ﬁ Environmental Events M13 7 54% F1,LF8F103 30%
2 2 Activities Informative
;E é Events on
g Environment M2 1 8% F2,F4F9 3 30%
2 No Definition
Given M4 1 8% 0 0%
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4.1.2.1.1. Definitions Related to Collective Environmental Activities

Garbage collection events were the most commonly mentioned definition, with eight
out of 12 mothers and seven out of 10 fathers referring to them (nm=8, n=7). These
total of 15 parents viewed participating in garbage collection events as nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. One of the fathers who defined nonactivist behaviors
in the public sphere as garbage collection events mentioned that “it may be the
activities designed to clean up the environment, for example the seas. Or, it may be
the activities to clean the coasts” (F1). A mother who has a similar opinion with F1
added that “it may be the garbage collection activities in the forest” (M10). Tree
planting events were another activity mentioned by parents when describing
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, with seven out of 12 mothers and three
out of 10 fathers referring to them (nm=7, ns=3). Among those parents, M7 stated, “it
may be a collective tree planting activity” (M7), while F8 mentioned “I think of
planting a tree with other people” (F8). Additionally, one of the 13 mothers and
three of 10 fathers stated that nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere can involve
informative events on the environment (nm=1, n#=3). In this regard, one of the
mothers stated that “it may be the seminars organized by non-governmental
organizations to make people more aware” (M2), whereas another father expressed
that “for example, events where people are told collectively how certain things can

be done, what recycling is like, both theoretically and in practice” (F9).

When mothers’ and fathers’ answers regarding the definition of nonactivist behaviors
in the public sphere are investigated, it can be concluded that both groups have
similar opinions regarding the meaning of the term. Similarly, parents defined
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere by referring to garbage collection (hm=8,
ns=7) and tree-planting (nm=7, ns=3) events. Although mothers and fathers mentioned
informative events on the environment in their definitions, the fathers’ numbers were
higher (nm=1, n=3). This signals that fathers participating in the current study were
more likely to involve informative events on environment in their descriptions of

nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere.
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4.1.2.1.2. No Definitions Given for "*Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere”

Under this section, responses that did not provide a clear definition for the term were
reviewed. Only one mother, out of 13 mothers, could not define nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere, stating that she did not know its meaning (hm=1,
n=0). All fathers defined the term; none of them left it undefined, which signals a
slight difference between mothers and fathers in terms of the definition of the term

nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere.

4.1.2.2. Parents' Definitions of ""Environmental Activists”

When participating parents were asked about what could be considered
environmental activists, all the mothers and fathers provided responses that could be
analyzed (nm=13, ns=10). Table 11 summarizes the definitions of environmental

activists provided by both mothers and fathers.

Table 11 Summary of the Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding
Environmental Activists

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage

Inviduals/Institutions

B with Environmental  M2,M6,M9,

§ Knowledgeand ~ M10,M11,M F1,F2,F4F

< Definitions Sensitivity 13 6  46% 5F6,F8F9 7  70%

*E Related to Individuals/Institutio M1,M3,M5,

g Environmental ns Advocating for M7,M8,M10

S Activists the Environment JM12 M13 8 62% F1,F2 F7 3 30%

E People Using Force

5] to Protect the
Environment M4,M7 2 15% F3,F10 2 20%

Six of the 13 mothers, and seven of the 10 fathers reported that environmental
activists are individuals/institutions with environmental knowledge and sensitivity
(nm=6, n#=7). These parents emphasized in their definitions that environmental
activists are people or individuals who are sensitive to the environment, have
environmental knowledge, and spread this sensitivity and expertise to others. With

regards to this, M6 and F6 reported the following statements; an environmental

150



activist is “a person who is sensitive to the environment and will sensitize the people
around him/her” (M6), and “I think of people, organizations, and institutions that
inform and raise awareness” (F6). Another definition given for environmental
activists was individuals or institutions who advocate for the environment (nm=8,
ns=3). In other words, eight of 13 mothers and three of 10 fathers believe that
environmental activists advocate for the environment with different strategies, stand
up on environmental issues and raise awareness about environmental issues. “A
person who prioritizes the environment, who stands up for the environment” (F1) and
“a group of people marching to protect the environment, trying to make their voices
heard on this issue” (M13) were definitions given by a mother and father with
regards to environmental advocacy. Lastly, there were two mothers, and two fathers
who emphasized use of force in their environmental activist definitions (nm=6, ne=7).
According to these two out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers, environmental
activists utilize force to protect the environment. Regarding this, M4 and F3 shared
the following explanations: “people who fulfill their wishes by shouting” (M4), and

“people who resort to violence when they cannot get their rights” (F3).

When mothers’ and fathers’ responses to definitions of environmental activists were
analyzed, it can be concluded that there are similar responses between the two
groups. Both define environmental activists as individuals or institutions with
environmental knowledge and sensitivity (nm=6, n=7) and people who use force to
protect the environment (nm=2, n=2). Both groups also mentioned
individuals/institutions advocating for the environment as environmental activists;
however, more mothers than fathers mentioned this aspect in their definitions (hm=8,
ns=3). This indicates that in the current study, mothers were more likely than fathers
to view environmental activists as individuals/institutions advocating for the

environment.

4.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Mothers and Fathers Perform

In this section, various forms of private (environmentally responsible consumption,

resource conservation, waste management) and public (nonactivist behaviors in the
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public sphere, environmental activism) sphere environmentally significant behaviors
of parents, which were conducted individually and with their children, were

analyzed.

4.2.1. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That
Parents Perform Individually

Parents were initially questioned about different types of environmentally significant
behaviors they perform individually. The outcomes for each category of parents'
environmentally significant behaviors are listed in this section. Below, there is a
figure summarizing the private and public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors that parents perform individually. The findings are presented in the same

order as depicted in the Figure 9 and Figure 10.

4.2.1.1. Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents

Perform Individually

4.2.1.1.1. Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors Performed by

Parents Individually

When participating parents were asked what behaviors they individually engage in to
be environmentally responsible consumers, two categories of behaviors emerged.
Firstly, all 13 mothers and seven of the 10 fathers reported purchasing different kinds
of eco-friendly products to be environmentally responsible consumers (hm=13, ns=7).
These parents listed different eco-friendly products that they pay attention to when

shopping.

The second type of behavior mentioned by participants, engaged in by 11 out of 13
mothers and seven out of 10 fathers, was targeting minimalist consumption (nm=11,

n=7). These parents reported that they try to purchase as little as possible.

Table 12 summarizes the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors

performed by parents individually with details.
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Private Sphere Environme ntally Significant Behaviors That Parents Performed Individually
Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually
Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly Products (nm=13, n=7)
Purchasing Chemical-Free Products (n =10, n=3)
Purchasing Long-Lasting Products (n,=5, n &5)
Purchasing Cruelty-Free Products (# =6, n #2)
Purchasing Products with Eco-Friendly Packaging (nm=7, n=1)
Purchasing Energy-Efficient Products (nm=3, n4)
Purchasing Second-Hand Products (nm=3, n =2)
Purchasing Local Products (nmw=4, n 1)
Purchasing Recycled Products (n =2, n ~0)
Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption (nm=11, n=7)
Need-Based Purchasing (nm=11, n &7)

Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable Resources (nm=13, n~=10)

Water Conservation (nn=13, n#9)
Conservation of Plants and Animals (n =12, n =9)
Prevention of Environmental Pollution (n =12, n =8)
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Nonrenewable Resources (nm=8 nf=6)
Fossil Fuel Conservation (7 ,=8, n =6)
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy (nm=13 nf=9)
Conservation of Electrical Energy (nm=13, n #9)
Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually
Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste (nm=12 nr=9)
Reducing the Use of Disposable Materials (n =8, n £7)
Long-term Use of Materials (n m=8, n6)
Cooking for Portions (nn=4, n=4)
Utilizing Technology to Reduce Waste (n,=3, n=3)
Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste (nm=13 nf=9)
Donation (nm=13, n =10)
Reusing Waste for Same/Different Purposes (nm=13, n=10)
Repairing (nm=10, n =8)
Utilizing Deposit-Refund Systems (1 n=5, n 73)
Behaviors Targeting Recycle of Waste (nm=9 n=4)
Segregating Waste (nm=9, n=3)
Making Compost (rm=3, n=1)

Figure 9 Summary of the findings related to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform individually

Figure 9 presents the all the codes revealed when participants were asked regarding
their private sphere environmentally significant behaviors performed individually,
whereas Figure 10 presents all the codes revealed when participants were asked
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors performed individually. The

findings are presented in the same order as depicted in the Figure 9 and Figure 10.

153



Public Sphere Environme ntally Significant Behaviors That Parents Performed Individually
Parents' Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere Performed Individually
Behaviors Related to Participating in Environmental Collective Activities (nm=9 nr=7)

Participating in Volunteer Activities Organized to Protect the Environment (n »=8, n =6)
Participating in Informative Activities on Environment (n »=7, n =2)
Being A Member of Environmental Organizations (n,=3, n =1)

Behaviors Exhibited When Confronted with Environmental Challenges (nm=5 nf=2)

Communicating with Authorities on Environmental Issues (nm=4, n #3)
Participating in Petitions Organized on Environmental Problems (n =2, n =0)
Environmental Activism Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually
Behaviors Related to Environme ntal Protests (nm=3 nf=1)

Attending Environmental Protests (nm=3, n =1)

Figure 10 Summary of the findings related to public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform individually

4.2.1.1.1.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly Products

When mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors targeting purchase of eco-friendly products
were analyzed, it is found that total of 13 mothers and 10 fathers participated in the
current study reported that they pay attention to buy chemical-free (nm=10, ns=3),
long-lasting (nm=5, n{=5), cruelty-free (nm=6, ns=2), eco-friendly packaged (nm=7,
ne=1), energy-efficient (nm=3, n=4), second-hand (nm=3, n=2), local (nm=4, n=1)

and recycled (nm=2, ns=0) products.

Ten mothers, and three fathers reported that they purchase chemical-free products
(nm=10, ns=3). These parents claimed that they pay attention to purchasing chemical-
free products when shopping for various items, including food, clothing, furniture, or
toys. In this regard, M13 stated that “I mean, | pay attention to buy clothes made
from cotton, | try to buy organic ones, | try not to buy too much synthetic stuff, |
always look at the content” (M13). Moreover, five out of 13 mothers and five out of
10 fathers expressed that they try to purchase items that can be used for a long time,
in order words, long-lasting products (nm=5, n+=5). To exemplify those products, M5
expressed that “I avoid buying things that will become waste immediately and
generate plastic waste. | mean, | always prefer reusable items like glass straws
instead of plastic ones” (M5) whereas F8 mentioned that “I bought rechargeable
batteries, and I charged them to use that battery again in order to avoid waste” (F8).

154



Table 12 Summary of the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors performed by mothers and fathers individually

Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
_§ Purchasing Chemical-Free ~ M2,M4,M5M6 M7,M
E‘ Products 8. MOMIOMI2ZMI3 10 77% F1,F3,F6 3 30%
E Purchasing Long-Lasting
8 Products M1,M5M7,M9,M12 5 38% F1,F2,F3,F8,F9 5 50%
P Purchasing Cruelty-Free M1,M2 M5,M9,M11,
% Products MI13 6 46% F3,F10 2 20%
= . .
e . . Purchasing Products with ~ M1,M3 M7,M8 M9.M
g Behaviors Targeting Purchase of - o i1y Packaging  10.M12 7 54% F9 1 10%
g  Eco-Friendly Products P - -
~y urchasing Energy-Efficient
3 Products M1,M2,M9 3 23% FLFE2ZF3FI0 4 40%
s Purchasing Second-Hand
E Products M2M8M12 3 23% F2,F9 2 20%
_§ Purchasing Local Products M8,M9MI10,M12 4 31% Fé6 1 10%
> ;
é Purchasing Recycled
Products MI10,M12 2 15% 0 0%
. . N MI1 M2 M3 .M4M5M
Behaviors Targeting Minimalist 7,M8,M9,M11,MI2,M F1,F2,F3,F4,F8
Consumption Need-Based Purchasing 13 11 85% JF9F10 7 0%
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Another eco-friendly product that parents pay attention to purchase was cruelty-free
products (nm=6, ns=2).These parents reported that, particularly when it comes to
cosmetics, they prefer products that are not tested on animals and do not cause any
harm to animals. Regarding cruelty-free products, "when | shop for cosmetics, the
most important factor to me is to purchase products that haven't been subjected to
animal testing" was a statement provided by M9. Seven out of 13 mothers, and one
out of 10 fathers also claimed that they purchase products with eco-friendly packages
(nm=7, n=1). In other words, these parents, especially when it comes to food
shopping, prefer products that are either unpackaged or packaged in recyclable
materials. F9 shared his opinion regarding purchase of eco-friendly packaged
products in the following manner: “When buying something, especially in terms of
packaging, | try not to prefer products packaged unnecessarily, garishly, heavily
dyed, or more than necessary, paper or plastic” (F9). M1, who also performs similar
behaviors to F9, reported that “for example, when | buy milk, I prefer glass bottles
because | know that glass bottles can be recycled” (M1). Purchasing energy-efficient
products was another behavior performed by three of the mothers, and four of the
fathers (nm=3, n=4). M9 and F3, who are among those parents purchase energy-
efficient products, and expressed their behaviors as follows: “we did not turn on the
light at night until our son was afraid of the dark, but now he has such a fear, but we
found a solution by purchasing a light bulb that saves much energy” (M9), and “for
example, when purchasing white goods, we preferred more energy-efficient ones
with labels like A++” (F3). Three out of 13 mothers, and two out of 10 fathers
claimed that they purchase second-hand products (nm=3, n=2). All five of these
parents emphasized that they utilize second-hand shopping platforms to purchase
various second-hand items. One of the fathers expressed, “we sold some of our
furniture. We also bought second-hand furniture for ourselves” (F2) highlighting his
experience of purchasing second-hand products. Purchasing local products was
another performed behavior of both mothers and fathers (nm=4, n+=1). Four of the
mothers and one of the fathers reported that they try to purchase products from local
manufacturers. While exemplifying her behavior, M9 expressed that “we prefer to
get food locally, for instance, we make an effort to purchase the most well-known
natural products from Antep” (M9). Lastly, two of the mothers out of 13 stated that

they pay attention to purchase recycled products (hm=2, n=0). As these parents
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believe that using recycled products is an encouragement for recycling, given the
tangible results they observe, they prefer such products. They gift them to others to
encourage them. In this manner, M12 shared her experience in the following way:
“for instance, a brand? offers products made from recycled glass. Only in that brand?
| find this kind of series. | buy those and give them as gifts to my friends, introducing
the recycled series to them as well” (M12).

When mothers’ and fathers’ environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
targeting purchasing eco-friendly products are investigated, it is found that both
mothers and fathers have similar behaviors in this manner. Both groups of parents
reported that they perform behaviors such as purchasing chemical-free (nm=10,
ni=3), long-lasting (nm=5, n{=5), cruelty-free (nm=6, ns=2), eco-friendly packaged
(nm=7, ns=1), energy-efficient (nm=3, ns=4), second-hand (nm=3, n=2), and local
(nm=4, nf=1) products. On the other hand, the behavior of purchasing recycled
products was not mentioned by any fathers in the current study, whereas it was
reported by two mothers (hm=2, ns=0). It was also notable that the proportion of
mothers who performed behaviors targeting purchasing chemical-free, cruelty-free,
eco-friendly packaged and local products was higher compared to fathers, which
signals that in the current study, mothers were more likely to perform such

environmentally responsible consumption behaviors.

4.2.1.1.1.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption

In addition to purchasing eco-friendly products, some parents also reported making
efforts to consume in a minimalistic manner by making need-based purchases
(nm=11, n=7). More specifically, these parents expressed that when they go
shopping, they try to stick to buying what they need to avoid consuming too much.

Regarding this issue, M8 and F2 expressed their ideas in the following manner.

When it comes to consuming stuff, I stop and ask myself: "Do | really need
this?" If I do, then | make an effort to purchase it (M8).

2 The participant shared the name of a specific home product store.

157



We purchase according to our needs. We're making a list of everything we
need beforehand, and we'll stick to that when we go shopping (F2).

When mothers’ and fathers’ responses regarding minimalist consumption are
compared, it is possible to conclude that there are no notable differences between the
two groups of parents. According to their self-reports, both mothers, and fathers

make need-based purchases.

4.2.1.1.2. Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually

When mothers and fathers who participated in the current study were asked about
their resource conservation behaviors, they reported that they perform some
behaviors targeting the protection of renewable (nm=13, n=10), nonrenewable (Nnm=8,

ns=6), and energy (nm=13, ns=9) resources.

Table 13 summarizes the resource conservation behaviors performed by parents

individually in detail.

4.2.1.1.2.1. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable Resources

All mothers and fathers participated in the current study expressed that they conserve
different kinds of renewable resources (nm=13, n+=10). More specifically, parents
engage in various behaviors to conserve water (nm=13, n+=9), protect animals and

plants (nm=12, n=9), and prevent environmental pollution (nm=12, ns=8).

According to their responses, all 13 mothers and nine out of 10 fathers conserve
water individually (hm=13, ns=9). These parents reported engaging in a variety of
behaviors to conserve water, including practicing water conservation in personal or
domestic hygiene, reusing wastewater, and protecting natural water resources.
Regarding their self-reported behaviors targeting conservation of water conducted
individually, mothers and fathers share different experiences. Below, there are some
examples provided by participated mothers and fathers on conserving water on their

own in different contexts.
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Table 13 Summary of the resource conservation behaviors performed by mothers and fathers individually

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Water Conservation MI1,M2,M3,M4,M5M6,M7M 13 100% F1,F2,F3,F5F6,F7F 9 90%
8,M9,M10,M11,M12,M13 8,F9,F10
E Behaviors Targeting
g Conservationof Renewable "Goncervation of Plants  M1,M2,M3,M5,M6,M7,M8,M F1,F2,F3,F4,F6,F7,F
2 BReiources and Animals 9,M10,M11,M12,M13 12 92% 8,F9,F10 9 90%
S Prevention of MI1,M2,M3,M4,M5,M6,M7,M F1,F2,F4,F5,F7,F8F
8 Environmental Pollution 8,M10,M11,M12,M13 12 92% 9,F10 8 80%
%' Behaviors Targeting
2  Conservation of M4,M5,M7, M8 M9 M10,M11,
& Nonrenewable Resources Fossil Fuel Conservation M12 8 62% F1,F3,F5,F8,F9.F10 6 60%
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of M1,M2,M3,M4,M5M6,M7,M F1,F2,F3,F4,F5F6,F
Conservation of Energy Electrical Energy 8,M9,M10,M11,M12,M13 13 100% 7,F9,F10 9 90%
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It really bothers me that the water is flowing too much while washing hands-
face and brushing my teeth. I have an inner motivation about it. 1 pay
attention to this. (M1)

So basically, when we wash our greens, we save the water and use it for
watering the flowers instead of wasting clean water. (M8)

While using the dishwasher, I try to fill the dishwasher properly, and I try to
choose the eco-programs of the dishwasher. (F9)

For example, we store the waste oils in packages correctly, and we do not
pour them out of the sink. We do not throw napkins and similar things into
the toilet that would be hard to go. (M10)

We do not leave any garbage around when we are by the lake or the sea.
(F10)

Conservation of plants and animals was another behavior performed by parents
individually (nm=12, n=9). In general, 12 out of 13 mothers and nine out of 10
fathers expressed that to conserve different animal and plant species, they are
respecting plants and animals, helping them, and engaging in planting activities to
foster plant growth. Regarding this issue, M5 stated that “we love animals very
much; we have a cat and a dog in our house. Whenever we're out, we think about
what we can do for them, how to provide a better environment for animals, and we
build a hut” (M5), whereas a father who has similar behaviors expressed that “just
two days ago, a black fly had come to the house. It was quite numb, but instead of
killing it, I still took it with a napkin and threw it out” (F9). For the conservation of
renewable resources, the last type of behavior mentioned by 12 of the mothers and
eight of the fathers was prevention of environmental pollution by not littering
(nm=12, ns=8). “Whenever I'm outside, | actively search for trash cans along the
streets. If I can't find one, | collect my garbage in my pocket. Sometimes, my car ends
up being filled with garbage” (M4) and “not throwing garbage is the main
motivation. | do not throw garbage. In any way, any unnatural product left by us
should not stay there, because it causes pollution in various forms” (F9) were
explanations shared by some of the parents regarding their behaviors targeting

prevention of environmental pollution.

160



When mothers” and fathers’ renewable resource conservation behaviors are
compared, it can be concluded that there are similar responses between the two
groups. Both mothers and fathers in the current study mentioned conservation of
water (nm=13, ns=9), animals-plants (hm=12, n=9), and prevention of environmental

pollution (nm=12, nt=8).

4.2.1.1.2.2. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Non-Renewable Resources

Eight out of 13 mothers, and six of the 10 fathers reported that they are performing
behaviors targeting conservation of non-renewable resources (nm=8, ns=6). These
parents reported that they conserve fossil fuels, especially natural gas, and oil, by
preferring eco-friendly modes of transportation and efficient use of natural gas in
their homes. Regarding their behaviors targeting the conservation of fossil fuels, F5
shared that ““I switch off the gas when the weather is nice outside and turn it back on
when it gets very chilly” (F5), whereas M12 added that “if I'm not going out with my
child, I use public transportation to fulfill all of my needs throughout the week”
(M12).

Both mothers and fathers in the current study reported that they perform some
behaviors targeting the conservation of fossil fuels. Their responses were similar in

this manner.

4.2.1.1.2.3. Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy

Another resource protected by parents in the current study was energy resources
(nm=13, n=9). Among different energy resources, both mothers and fathers in the
current study only mentioned that they perform behaviors targeting electrical energy
conservation (nm=13, n+=9). All the mothers and nine out of ten fathers reported that
they either turn off the lights when they are not needed, turn off electrical devices, or
avoid using electrical devices when given the opportunity. Regarding their behaviors
targeting conservation of electrical energy, different experiences were shared by the

participants. Different experiences expressed by participants are reported below.
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To be honest, it feels awkward to have lights on when no one's around in the
room. So, I usually stand up and switch them off (F10)

As an instance, the dryer would be really helpful for me in my busy schedule,
but we are still reluctant to use it. Instead, we opt for hanging our clothes to
dry, as we have enough space at home. We attempt to be sensible when it
comes to electricity usage (M9).

When the behaviors of mothers and fathers are compared, it is seen that both groups
of parents reported that they conserve electrical energy, and also with similar
methods.

4.2.1.1.3. Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually

According to the responses of mothers and fathers who participated in the current
study, they perform behaviors targeting reducing (nm=12, nt=9), reusing (hm=13,

n=10), and recycling (nm=9, nr=4) waste related to waste management.

Table 14 summarizes the waste management behaviors performed by parents

individually in detail.

4.2.1.1.3.1. Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste

In terms of ways to reduce waste, 12 out of 13 mothers, and nine out of 10 fathers
reported that they engage in various behaviors in an effort to do so. When those
parents’ responses were analyzed, it was revealed that they generally engage in four
different behaviors, all targeting reduction of waste they produce; reducing the use of
disposable materials (nm=8, n+=7), long-term use of materials (nm=8, n+=6), cooking

for portions (hm=4, ns=4), and utilizing technology to reduce waste (nm=3, n=3).

Eight out of 13 mothers, and seven out of 10 fathers stated that they avoid using
disposable materials in their daily lives (nm=8, n+=7), in this way, they have made
critical attempts to reduce the waste they produce. In other words, these parents do
not prefer to use one-time usage materials, which have a significant positive impact

on reducing their waste generation.
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Table 14 Summary of the waste management behaviors performed by mothers and fathers individually

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Reducing the Use of M2 M3 M4 M7 M8 M9, M10,M
Disposable Materials 12 8 62% F1,F3,F4F5,F6,FTF9 7  70%
M2,M4 M6,M8 M9 M10,M12,
Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste Long-term Use of Materials M13 8 62% F1,F3,F4,F6,F9,F10 6  60%
Cooking for Portions M7,M9MI11,M12 4 31% F4,F7,F8,F9 4 40%
g Utilizing Technology to
E Reduce Waste MI1,M6,M10 3 23% F3,F1.F10 3 30%
& MI1,M2 M3,M4 M5 M6,M7,M8 F1,F2,F3 F4,F5,F6,F7,
% Donation M9M10,M11,MI12,M13 13 100% F8,F9.F10 10 100%
s Reusing Waste for MI,M2,M3,M4,M5 M6, M7,M8 F1,F2,F3,F4,F5,F6,F7,
s . . Same/Different Purposes MIMI10,MI11,MI12.M13 13 100% F8,F9.F10 10 100%
$ Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste M2, M3, M4, M7,M8 M9,M10,M F1,F2,F3 F4F5.F6,F8,
Repairing 11,M12,M13 10 77% F9 8  80%
Utilizing Deposit-Refund
Systems M1,M4, M5 M6MI10 5 38% F1,F2,F7 3 30%
MI1,M2M4,M7, M8 M9M10,M
Behaviors Targeting Recycle of Waste Segregating Waste 11,M12 9 6% F2 F7,F10 3 30%
Making Compost M9M10,M11 3 23% F9 1 10%
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M4 and F1 who are among the parents who try to minimize their use of disposable
materials, conveyed their experiences as follows: “we are making an effort to avoid
using grocery bags as much as possible. Instead, we rely on paper or cloth bags to
get our groceries” (M4) and “I typically use my thermos all the time. | like to drink
tea and coffee from it throughout the day at work, right up until the evening”
(F1).Another behavior performed to reduce their waste by parents was long-term use
of materials. These parents generally expressed that they do not immediately stop
using a product; instead, they try to use it for as long as possible until it serves its
purpose. M6, who is among those mothers who use materials for a long time, stated
that “I usually try to use things for as long as possible, especially when it comes to
clothes. As long as they're not ripped or torn, I'll continue wearing them. | do the
same thing with shoes too. Honestly, | just don't like the idea of throwing things
away and wasting them like that” (M6). M9, who has similar practices to M6,
reported that “when it comes to things like phones, we don't necessarily upgrade to
the latest model as soon as it's released. Instead, we use the phone until it no longer
meets our needs or until it breaks down completely” (M9). There were also fathers
who try to use materials long-term, and one of them said that “We've had the same
TV for more than 10 years now. Even though I'd like to get a bigger one, | don't
really watch TV that often. The TV we have still works, even though it's covered in
scratches from our child. But we haven't replaced it yet because it's still functioning
properly” (F10). Cooking in portions was another behavior practiced by four out of
thirteen mothers and four out of ten fathers in order to reduce their organic waste,
particularly (nm=4, ni=4). While explaining cooking for portions, M12 and F8 stated
respectively that “I limit the variety of food | prepare because we have a certain
capacity to consume it, and any excess is likely to go to waste. To avoid this, | am
cautious about not making too many different dishes and instead, | focus on
preparing meals that will be consumed quickly and remain fresh” (M12), and “for
example, because our family is small in size, we prepare meals in small portions to
minimize food waste and maintain its freshness” (F8). The final behavior performed
by parents to reduce waste was utilizing technology (nm=3, n+=3). Three out of 13
mothers and three out of 10 fathers reported utilizing technology to reduce

particularly their paper waste. Regarding this, F10 emphasized that “since my work is
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computer-based, | note down everything on it or on my phone. | hardly use paper at
all” (F10).

When mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors regarding reducing waste are compared, it was
evident that both perform similar behaviors to reduce their different kinds of waste;
reducing their use of disposable materials (nm=8, ns=7), usage of materials in long-
terms (nm=8, ns=6), cooking for portions (nm=4, n=4), and utilizing technology to
reduce their paper waste (nm=3, n=3). The proportion of mothers and fathers who
perform these behaviors was also similar. Concerning behaviors targeting the
reduction of waste, there were no notable differences between mothers and fathers in

the current study.

4.2.1.1.3.2. Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste

A noteworthy finding of the present study was that each of the 23 participating
parents employed a method for reuse of their waste (nm=13, ns=10). Mostly, the
participants demonstrated a preference for reusing waste by means of making
donations (nm=13, n+=10) and repurposing products for similar or different purposes
than their original intended use (nm=13, n=10). There were also different types of
behaviors targeting reusing the waste by making repairing (nm=10, n=8) and
utilizing deposit-refund systems (nm=5, n=3) among the parents. So, there were four
different types of behaviors reported by mothers and fathers to reuse their waste.

All mothers, and all fathers who participated in the study reported that they make
donations (nm=13, ns=10). While explaining their experiences, M10 and M13 shared
respectively that: “my aim is to donate my furniture to those who need it, as long as it
is still usable” (M10) and “I give old clothes to people in need” (M13). Similarly, all
participating mothers and fathers conveyed that they repurpose their waste,
extending the lifespan of the product by using it in ways similar or different to its
original intended use (nm=13, ns=10). Below are statements from various mothers
and fathers explaining their process of reusing their waste for similar/different

purposes.
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| slice open cans of ketchup, fill them with soil, and use them to grow plants
outdoors. (M2)

| use plastic containers to feed dogs. (M5)

One option is to repurpose the boxes for storing small items, like buckles, in
drawers if they fit well, rather than disposing of them. This way, the boxes
can be utilized to organize shelves efficiently. (M9)

As an instance, when clothes become old or have a stubborn stain that cannot
be removed, | repurpose them as cleaning cloths or washcloths. (F3)

| prepare a face mask from fruit peels and vegetable peels, or a peeling
product from coffee waste... 1 am very keen on creating gift packages using
materials such as paper bags that are not too creased, and | do so with an
environmentally conscious mindset. (F9)

We repeatedly utilize our glass jars by simply switching out the lid. (M3)

We store plastic bottles under the sink in case of water scarcity, which
happens very rarely. Instead of disposing of a bottle of coke after
consumption, we keep it as a backup in case of a water problem. Similarly,
we reuse large 10-liter bottles while cleaning our balcony by filling them with
water to use for washing. (M12)

Repairing was also prevalent among mothers and fathers to reuse their waste (nm=10,
ne=8). Although it was not common as a donation or reusing products with
similar/different purposes, it was still performed by 10 out of 13 mothers and eight
out of 10 fathers in the current study. While explaining experiences regarding
repairing, F2 stated that “when it comes to electronic products, I usually try to have
them repaired and continue using them, if possible” (F2). F3 had also a similar
experience and conveyed that “I do a lot of repairing myself. | try to repair our
phones as much as | can. And when our last computer broke, we fixed it instead of
throwing it away” (F3). The final behavior performed by parents to reuse their waste
was utilizing deposit-refund systems (nm=5, ns=3). In their responses, five out of 13
mothers and three out of 10 fathers shared that they take their waste to various stores
and, in return, receive different discounts or financial rewards. To clarify further, M5
3

and M6 provided distinct examples as follows: “I throw my textile waste in a store’s

recycling bin and get 15% discount, which is very nice” (M5) and “we take the egg

3 A specific clothing store name was shared by the participant.
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boxes back to the place where we bought the eggs, and they deduct it from the price
of the next eggs we buy” (M6).

When mothers' and fathers' behaviors targeting the reuse of their waste are
compared, the current study's findings emphasized that both mothers and fathers
engage in similar behaviors, according to their self-reported responses. Both mothers
and fathers reuse their waste for similar/different purposes (nm=13, n+=10), make
donations (nm=13, n{=10), do repairs (nm=10, ns=8), and utilize deposit-refund
systems (Nm=5, n+=3). The proportion of mothers and fathers who perform these
behaviors was also similar. To conclude, according to the study's findings, mothers
and fathers perform identical behaviors when it comes to behaviors targeting the

reuse of their waste.

4.2.1.1.3.3. Behaviors Targeting Recycling of Waste

Although behaviors aimed at reducing and reusing waste were more prevalent than
recycling waste, some mothers and fathers reported engaging in various behaviors
focused on recycling their waste (nm=9, ns=4). Mothers and fathers mentioned two
specific behaviors in the current study, which target recycling of the waste they

produce; segregating waste (nm=9, ns=3) and making compost (nm=3, ns=1).

Nine out of 13 mothers, and three out of 10 fathers reported that they segregate waste
in their daily lives (nm=9, ns=3). These parents emphasized that they segregate waste
in their workplaces or homes, categorizing it into at least two types: recyclable and
non-recyclable, or more. Regarding the details of segregating waste, M2 stated that
“I dispose of household garbage and paper, glass, and plastic separately” (M2). F10
had also similar experiences with M2 and added that “we separate glass, cardboard
and plastics. We also dispose of electronics separately” (F10). Making compost was
another behavior performed by three out of 13 mothers and one out of 10 fathers to
recycle their waste (nm=3, ns=1). However, it's worth noting that these four parents
had only tried composting in the past, but were not currently practicing it, as they
found it to be ineffective and one of them explained her reasoning as “Unfortunately,

we are not doing anything to utilize the food waste. We made compost at home for a
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while, but it smelled too much. Maybe it would be more enjoyable if we had a house
with a garden. That was also tried. It was done once or twice. We had a lot of plants
in the garden for a while. We were putting them in it, but there were a lot of flies and
stuff like that. It wasn't very sustainable for me at that time. It was precious, but

unfortunately it wasn't very sustainable for me” (M9).

When mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors targeting recycle of waste was compared, it is
revealed that both groups of parents practice segregating waste and making compost.
However, the number of mothers who perform waste segregation (nm=9, n=3) and
compost (nm=3, ns=1) was higher than the fathers in the current study. This points out
that mothers in the current study were more likely to perform waste segregation and

composting than fathers.

4.2.1.2. Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents

Perform Individually

4.2.1.2.1. Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere Performed

Individually

When the responses of mothers and fathers is analyzed, it is found that in general,
parents have two types of nonactivist behaviors performed in the public sphere. The
most frequently performed behavior by mothers and fathers was to engage in
environmental collective activities (nm=9, ns=7). Mothers and fathers also engage in
some behaviors exhibited when confronted with environmental challenges (nm=5,
ne=2).

4.2.1.2.1.1. Behaviors Related to Participating in Environmental Collective

Activities

Nine out of 13 mothers and seven out of ten fathers reported attending environmental
collective activities, such as volunteering to protect the environment (nm=8, n=6),
participating in informative activities on the environment (nm=7, n+=2), and being

members of environmental organizations (nm=3, n=1).
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Table 15 Summary of the mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere performed individually

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants nPercentage  Participants n Percentage

5 Participating in
5- Volunteer Activities M1,M3,M5,
.2  Behaviors Related Organized to Protect the M8 M9,M10 F1,F2,F3,F4
-'E to Participating in Environment MIIMI3 8 62% ,JF6,F8 6  60%
~  Environmental Participating in M1,M7,M8,
£ Collective Informative Activities on M9,M10,M1
E Activities Environment 1,M12 7 54% F1,F9 2 20%
8 Being A Member of
& Environmental MIM3MI2 3 23% F9 1 10%
&  Behaviors Communicating with MS5,M7,M8,
_“é Exhibited When .Authorities on M9 4  31% F1,F6,F9 3 30%
'é Con_fronted with  participating in Petitions
g Environmental Organized on
#  Clglicpees Environmental Problems M7M12 2 15% 0 0%

Participating in volunteer activities organized to protect the environment was the
nonactivist behavior in the public sphere that mothers and fathers in this study
engaged in the most frequently (nm=8, ns=6). More than half of the parents said they
had at least once taken part in volunteer environmental activities like planting trees
or picking up garbage collectively. However, it is noteworthy to mention that a
considerable number of parents mentioned that they participate in volunteering
activities at least once, but it is not a regular habit that they engage in. Some of the
parents shared their experiences regarding attending collective environmental
activities as follow: “there was a garbage collection event in Eymir. | participated in
that” (M3), and “there is a recreation area in Yakacik. | saw people collecting
garbage there, so | joined them, and we collected it together” (F3). Participating in
informative activities about the environment was another nonactivist behavior
undertaken in the public sphere by seven out of 13 mothers, and two out of 10 fathers
(nm=7, n=2). Those parents engaged in informative activities such as congress,
seminars, or lectures regarding the environmental issues at least once. Similar with
the volunteering behaviors, it should be noted that the lack of habit or regularity in
behavior is applicable to this behavior as well. On their experiences of informative
activities, M1 and M12 respectively expressed that: “I mean, there are elective
courses | have taken that have given me a lot of awareness on this issue. | took my

first course in the fourth year of my undergraduate degree” (M1) and “For example,
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when | am interested in a topic, | research the experts on the subject and listen to
their speeches. You know, I listen to them for an hour or two in the long term to see
what the truth of the matter is. There are live broadcast meetings of those | follow
through social media. There are informative seminars. | try to attend them... |
listened to seminars on how to consume less, how to recycle, or how to get your
waste to the right place in the right way” (M12). Lastly, three out of 13 mothers and
one out of 10 fathers reported that they are a member of an environmental
organization (nm=3, n=1). However, when their activeness was questioned, it is
concluded that even if they have a membership to the organizations, many of them
do not take any active role in the organization. Instead, they provide money or follow
the platform's social media profiles to learn more about environmental issues. On this
issue, M3 shared the following statement: “I am a member of an environmental
organization®, we are planting trees... | usually receive messages, but | don't attend
all of them, I mean, I go to as many as | can. | can probably only go once every 3

months or so” (M3).

When mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere are compared,
it is revealed that both groups of parents experienced similar nonactivist behaviors,
including attending collective environmental activities, informative activities on the
environment, and being a member of environmental organizations. However, in the
current study, more mothers than fathers attend informative activities on the
environment (nm=7, n=2) and become a member of environmental organizations
(nm=3, ns=1). This indicates that mothers in the present study were more prone to

perform these two types of behaviors when compared to fathers.

4.2.1.2.1.2. Behaviors Exhibited When Confronted with Environmental
Challenges

Five out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers stated that they perform some

behaviors when they confront environmental challenges (nm=5, ns+=2). More

4 The participant shared the specific name of a non-governmental organization (NGO) dedicated to
reforestation and the preservation of natural habitats in Tiirkiye.
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specifically, these parents reported that when they face an environmental issue, they
contact the authorities (nm=4, ns=3) or attend petition campaigns to address an

environmental problem (nm=2, nt=0).

Four out of 13 mothers, and three out of 10 fathers reported that when an
environmental problem bothers them, they contact the appropriate authorities to have
it fixed (nm=4, n=3). They expressed their efforts to address environmental issues by
sharing specific incidents. One mother stated “In a park®, for example, the animals
were in bad condition. The horses, for example, were very dirty there, and | directly
called X® municipality and complained, you know, the animals here are in very bad
condition, what are you doing?” (M5). Another father shared “When we went to
Mersin, we once saw the top of a mountain on fire... We called the authorities. We
were on one of those tour boats with my wife. Well, the helicopter came, we watched
it extinguish the fire” (F1). Two of the mothers participated in the study reported that
they attend online petition campaigns to solve environmental problems (nm=2, n=0).
These mothers highlighted that there are many environmental issues around to
address and in order to raise their voices on these issues, they attend petition
campaigns. Regarding one of her petitioning experiences, M13 shared that “there
were so many different campaigns that | signed, | can't remember them all now.
There was this ship loaded with asbestos. You know, it was going to be broken up in

a shipyard in Izmir. There was a petition about it, | signed it” (M13).

It is noteworthy to highlight that according to the current study's findings, mothers
and fathers have similar behaviors regarding contacting the authorities on
environmental issues (nm=4, n=3). Yet, only the mothers refer to participating in
petitions organized on environmental problems (nm=2, n=0), which signals that
mothers in the current study were more likely to support petitioning campaigns than

fathers.

5 A nearby park where various animals like horses, ducks, and rabbits live in small huts under the
municipality's care and responsibility.
¢ The participant mentioned a particular municipality from a province in Ankara.
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4.2.1.2.2. Environmental Activism Behaviors Performed by Parents Individually

Upon analyzing the parents' responses, it was found that three out of 13 mothers and
one out of 10 fathers had taken part in environmental protests, and their participation
was only a one-time occurrence (nm=3, ns=1). One of the mothers who took part in
environmental demonstrations shares her experience as “l have participated in an

environmental protest about animals before” (M5).

Table 16 Summary of the environmental activism behaviors performed by mothers
and fathers individually

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
g Behaviors
= .
£ g Related to ggfﬂiﬁi
g2 Environme M5,M12,M13 3 23% F9 1 10%
s <€ ntal -
= Protests
= Protests

When parents' overall individual behaviors were investigated, it became clear that
going to environmental protests was the least regulated behavior. When the
differences between mothers and fathers about attending environmental protests are
explored, it is seen that while both groups of parents claimed to have attended
environmental protests at least once, the proportion of mothers who participated were
higher (nm=3, n=1). This indicates that in the current study, mothers tend to attend
environmental protests more than fathers.

4.2.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That
Parents Perform with Their Children

In this section, details regarding parents’ private and public environmentally
significant behaviors that they carry out with their children are reported. Below, there
are figures summarizing the private and public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors that parents perform with their children.

The findings are presented in the same order as depicted in the Figure 11 and Figure
12.
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Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents Performed with Their Children
Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their Children
Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly Products (nm=4, n=2)
Purchasing Chemical-Free Products (n =2, n=0)
Purchasing Products with Eco-Friendly Packaging (nmw=2, n=0)
Purchasing Long-Lasting Products (7 ,=0, n =2)
Purchasing Local Products (nn=1, n=0)
Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption (nm=3, n=1)
Need-Based Purchasing (nm=3, n¢=1)
Uncategorized Responses (nn—4, n=3)
Informing Children About Eco-Benefit and Eco-Damage of Products (n =2, n=3)
Setting Eco-Rules for Children (n =3, n=0)
Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their Children
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable Resources (nm=13, n=10)
Water Conservation (n.=12, n=5)
Conservation of Plants and Animals (7 »=6, n=3)
Prevention of Environmental Pollution (n =8, n=2)
Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy (nm=7, nt=5)
Conservation of Electrical Energy (n =7, n=5)
Uncategorized Responses (nm=9, nt=10)
Warning Children To Conserve Resources (nw=5, n=7)
Informing/Being Role Model for Children With Regards to Resource Conservation (nm=6, nt=3)
Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their Children
Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste (nm=5, nf=2)
Reducing the Use of Disposable Materials (nun=4, n=2)
Utilizing Technology to Reduce Waste (n =1, n=0)
Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste (nm=13, n=10)
Reusing Waste for Same/Different Purposes (n =13, n=9)
Repairing (nn=5, n=6)
Donation (n =6, n=2)
Behaviors Targeting Recycle of Waste (nm=5, nr=1)
Segregating Waste (nm=4, n=1)
Making Compost (nm=1, n=0)
Uncategorized Responses (nm=5, n=4)
Informing/Being Role Model for Children With Regards to Waste Management (nn=5, nf=4)

Figure 11 Summary of the findings related to private sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform with their children

Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents Performed with Their Children
Parents' Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere Performed with Their Children
Behaviors Related to Participating in Environmental Collective Activities (nm=4, nt=4)

Participating in Volunteer Activities Organized to Protect the Environment (n =4, n=4)

Figure 12 Summary of the findings related to public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors that parents perform with their children
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4.2.2.1. Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents
Perform with Their Children

4.2.2.1.1. Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors Performed by
Parents with Their Children

When participating parents were asked what behaviors they engage in with their
children to be environmentally responsible consumers, two categories of behaviors
emerged, similar to the individual behaviors they performed. However, there was a
notable decrease in the variety of behaviors, and number of parents who engaged in
them. The first category of environmentally responsible consumption behaviors was
purchasing eco-friendly products with their children (nm=4, ns=2). Four out of 13
mothers, and two out of 10 fathers listed different eco-friendly products that they pay
attention to in their shopping process with their children. The second type of
behavior mentioned by participants, engaged in by three out of 13 mothers and one
out of 10 fathers with their children, was targeting minimalist consumption (nm=3,
ne=1). These parents reported that they try to purchase as minimal as possible with
their children.

Despite being asked about the behaviors they engage in together with their children,
some parents provided responses that involved behaviors not performed jointly with
their children. Instead, these responses mainly consisted of recommendations,
intentions to provide knowledge/explanation, or setting rules for their children
(nm=4, ns=3). Although these uncategorized responses were not the main focus of the
current study, they are also included in the finding, since there was an attempt on not
to lose what participants said in addition to the theoretical framework taken as a base
in the study. Therefore, this section also reports the findings related to the

uncategorized responses.
Below, there is a table which summarizes all environmentally responsible

consumption behaviors performed by parents with their children in detail in three

categories revealed when the responses of the participants were analyzed in detail.
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Table 17 Summary of the environmentally responsible consumption behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n_Percentage Participants n Percentage

_g Purchasing Chemical-Free
2 Products M10,M12 2 15% 0 0%
S Purchasing Products with
£  Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-  Eco-Friendly Packaging M8, M9 2 15% 0 0%
E Friendly Products Purchasing Long-Lasting
% Products 0 0% F1,F8 2 20%
=
%‘ Purchasing Local Products M10 1 8% 0 0%
i Behaviors Targeting Minimalist
= Consumption Need-Based Purchasing ~ M3,M8.M12 3 23% F2 1 10%
£ Informing Children About
E Eco-Benefit and Eco-
_g Uncategorized Responses Damage of Products M5, M7 2 15% F2,F3,F8 3 30%
E Setting Eco-Rules for

Children MI1,M4.M7 3 23% 0 0%
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4.2.2.1.1.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Purchase of Eco-Friendly Products
Performed with Their Children

When mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors performed with their children targeting
purchase of eco-friendly products were analyzed, it is found that out of total 13
mothers and 10 fathers participated in the current study reported that they pay
attention to buy chemical-free (nm=2, n=0), long-lasting (nm=0, ns=2), eco-friendly
packaged (nm=2, ns=0), and local (nm=1, n=0) products with their children when they

go shopping together.

Only two out of 13 mothers mentioned that when they go shopping with their
children, they purchase chemical-free products (nm=2, n=0). In other words, the
mothers and their children pay attention to the products they buy in terms of being
natural or not. To exemplify this, M10 conveyed, “When we buy eggs from a market,
my daughter has become as attentive as | am to whether it starts with zero, one, or
two” (M10). Purchasing products that are eco-friendly packaged was another
behavior two out of 13 mothers performed with their children (nm=2, ns=0). These
two mothers highlighted in their responses that, particularly for food shopping, they,
and their children both pay attention to purchasing products that are not packaged or
recyclable packaged by stating that “we are very sensitive to the package being
reusable. My son is also very sensitive to that recycling sign, he is very curious about
it. He always tries to find it on the packages when we are buying something” (M9).
There were also two fathers, out of 10, who reported that they purchase long-lasting
products with their children (nm=0, ns=2). One of these fathers conveyed that “my son
asks me, how much battery can we buy? | say batteries are expensive, rechargeable
ones are more expensive, but we can use this one for much longer. So, he says let's
buy and use rechargeable ones. Then, we charge the batteries at home together”
(F1) emphasizing how his child also decides to purchase a product that can be used
long-term instead of disposable ones. Lastly, there was only one mother out of 13
mothers, and 10 fathers, who emphasized that together with her child, they purchase
products that are local (nm=1, n=0) by stating that “I go to the bazaar with my
daughter. | talk to her about the products, and we choose together the ones we want

to buy. We usually shop from the villagers there” (M10).
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When mothers” and fathers’ behaviors targeting the purchase of eco-friendly
products with their children are compared, it is possible to detect some differences.
To begin with, whereas mothers reported purchasing chemical-free (nm=2, nt=0),
eco-friendly packaged (nm=2, n=0) and local (nm=1, n#=0) products with their
children, none of the fathers did so. In other words, mothers who participated in the
current study were likelier to purchase chemical-free, eco-friendly packaged and
local products with their children than fathers. On the other hand, whereas two out of
10 fathers conveyed that they purchase long-lasting products with their children
(nm=0, ns=2), none of the mothers gave a response in this manner, which signals that
fathers tend to purchase long-lasting products with their children more than mothers

in the current study.

4.2.2.1.1.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Minimalist Consumption Performed
with Their Children

In addition to purchasing eco-friendly products, some parents also reported making
efforts to consume in a minimalistic manner by making need-based purchases with
their children (nm=3, ns=1). Three out of 13 mothers, and one out of 10 fathers stated
that they make need-based purchases together with their children. M12 who was
among the parents who claimed that they purchase according to their needs, in a
minimal way with her child, shared her experience as “before we go shopping, we
make a shopping list. While preparing the list, I ask my child if there is anything
missing in our house, if you think we are missing eggs, for example. | send him to the
kitchen to check if there are eggs, for example. Then, we stick to this list while we are
purchasing.” (M12)

When comparing the responses of mothers and fathers, it is found that both groups of
parents attempt to make need-based purchases with their children. However, the
number of parents engaging in this behavior is relatively low. Additionally, the
proportion of mothers who make need-based purchases with their children exceeds
the proportion of fathers in the current study (nm=3, n+=1), suggesting that mothers

are more inclined to engage in this behavior with their children.
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4.2.2.1.1.3. Parents’ Uncategorized Environmentally Responsible Consumption

Behaviors Towards Their Children

In this section, the responses of parents who shared experiences related to
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors that remained only in discourse
and were not translated into actual behavior by their children is reported (nm=4,
ns=3). These parents reported that they try to encourage their children to buy eco-
friendly products or make need-based purchases by explaining to them why it is
essential to buy eco-friendly products (nm=2, ns=3) and setting rules for them to

make need-based purchases (nm=3, n=0).

Two out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers conveyed that they try to inform
their children about the eco-benefit and eco-damage of products when shopping with
their children and encourage them to make eco-friendly purchases (nm=2, ns=3).

Regarding this issue, different experiences shared by parents are listed below.

For example, let's say my daughter sees a pack of colorful plastic straws and
wants to buy them. | say to her that these are harmful to the Earth, so we
should not buy them. I tell her why we should not buy them. (M5)

| explain to my son how the refrigerator and washing machine work, and
which ones we should consider when making a purchase. | try to teach him
that some appliances consume more electricity, while others consume less.
We discuss the importance of choosing appliances that consume less
electricity. (F3)

There were also some mothers who put eco-rules for their children while going to
shopping (nm=3, ns=0). In general, three out of 13 mothers were setting rules for
children to purchase the products only they need, or the ones which are eco-friendly.
M4 was among those parents who put eco-rules for their children and conveyed her

idea as following.

When | go shopping with my child, I have a rule that allows him to buy only
one thing he wants. This helps to prevent him from buying more than he
actually needs. (M4)
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Similarities and differences are revealed when mothers’ and fathers’ uncategorized
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors toward their children are
compared. Firstly, both mothers and fathers reported that they try to inform their
children about the eco-benefit and eco-damage of products they purchase (nm=2,
ni=3). However, although three mothers set eco-rules for their children in the
purchasing process, none of the fathers did so (nm=3, n=0). This indicates that
mothers in the current study are more likely to put some rules for their children to

make them more environmentally responsible consumers.

4.2.2.1.2. Resource Conservation Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their
Children

When participating parents were asked what behaviors they engage in with their
children to conserve resources, two categories of behaviors emerged. The first
category of resource conservation behaviors performed with children was behaviors
targeting conservation of renewable resources (nm=13, n=10). All the mothers and
all the fathers participated in the current study conserve renewable resources with
their children. The second type of behavior mentioned by participants, engaged in by
seven out of 13 mothers and five out of 10 fathers with their children, was targeting
conservation of energy resources (nm=7, ns=5). These parents reported that they try to

conserve energy together with their children.

Despite being asked about the behaviors they engage in with their children, some
parents provided responses involving behaviors not performed jointly with their
children. Instead, these responses mainly consisted of warning children to conserve
resources, informing them about resource conservation and why it is essential, and
being role models to learn how to conserve resources (nm=9, ns=10). In other words,
there were also some responses in which parents tried encouraging their children to
conserve resources. However, the child is passive and does not engage in the
behavior. These uncategorized responses are also included in the findings of the
current study. Therefore, this section also reports the findings related to the

uncategorized responses related to resource conservation.

Below, there is a table which summarizes all resource conservation behaviors

performed by parents with their children in detail.
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Table 18 Summary of the resource conservation behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
M1,M3,M4,M5,M6,M7,M8.M
Water Conservation 9,M10,M11,M12,M13 12 92% F1,F2,F5,F6,F9 5 50%
Behaviors Targeting Prevention of
Conservation of Environmental M2,M4,M6,M7,M8 M10,M11,
_E Renewable Resources Pollution Mi2 8 62% F2,F8 2 20%
E Conservation of Plants
§ and Animals M1,M3,M5 M8,M9,M10 6 46% F1,F2,F8 3 30%
S  Behaviors Targeting
E Conservation of Energy  Conservation of
E Resources Electrical Energy MI1,M3,M4,M5,M7,M8,M9 7 54% F1,F3,F6,F7,F10 5 50%
§ Warning Children To F2,F3,F4,F5,F6,F7
~ Conserve Resources M2 M4, M5 M9 M13 5 38% ,F10 7 70%
. Informing/Being Role
Uncategorized Responses Model for Children
With Regards to
Resource Conservation M1,M2,M4 M6 M7, M12 6 46% F1,F8.F9 3 30%
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4.2.2.1.2.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Renewable Resources
Performed with Their Children

Like individual behaviors, water conservation was the most performed behavior of
parents, with 12 out of 13 mothers and five out of 10 fathers conserving water with
their children (nm=12, ns=5). While giving details regarding water conservation, F9
highlighted to conserve water during personal hygiene by stating that “when
brushing teeth, for example, the water is never turned on. | believe we have instilled
the need to always keep the volume of water low, because she really turns it down.
For example, when she is soaping up after wetting her hand, | turn off the water
instead of her, | say, look, there's no need for it to be running right now, then she
turned off too” (F9) whereas M12 emphasized reuse of wastewater to conserve water
by referring that “for example, he takes a flask to school. We don't pour the leftover
water into the sink. My son has a grass man, we pour it into the grass man” (M12).
Conservation of plants and animals was another behavior performed by parents with
their children (nm=6, n=3). Six out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers reported
that they perform behaviors including helping stray animals, respecting living things,
and planting with their children. M1, who was one of the mothers who help stray
animals with her child expressed their experience as “when it's very cold, we make
birdseed from toilet paper and hang it on trees, or we feed animals, such as cats and
dogs. We believe that they might not be able to find food and they should not have to
starve”. F8, who has similar experiences with M1 also conveyed that “We don't
consume a lot of bread, but unfortunately a lot of bread is wasted. We try to save
them in our balcony and put them in our handbag when we go for a nature walk and
throw them to the ducks and birds there together with our daughter” (F8). While
M10 emphasized they respect animals with her child by stating that “For example, if
it is raining, we walk looking at the ground so as not to step on snail shells” (M10),
F1 highlighted that they engage in planting with his child together; “We planted
almond or olive trees with him (his child) many times when we went to Mersin” (F1).
The last behavior performed by parents with their children targeting the conservation
of renewable resources was preventing environmental pollution by not littering
(nm=8, n=2). Regarding this behavior, M6 conveyed that “If we have something that

we want to throw away, she doesn't throw it into the environment. In fact, she holds
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it in her hand, holds onto it, holds onto it. When she finds a trash can, we then throw
it away” (M6).

When mothers' and fathers' behaviors regarding the conservation of renewable
resources with their children are compared, it is possible to conclude that both groups
of parents have similar behaviors performed with their children. Both mothers and
fathers conserve water, plants/animals and prevent environmental pollution by not
littering with their children. However, although the proportion of mothers and fathers
was similar in terms of conservation of water (nm=12, ns=5) and plants/animals
(nm=6, ns=3), the proportion of mothers in the current study was more than fathers,
when it comes to prevention of environmental pollution by not littering with their
children (nm=8, ns=2). According to the current study's findings, mothers include
their children more in their behaviors targeting the prevention of environmental

pollution than fathers.

4.2.2.1.2.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Conservation of Energy Resources
Performed with Their Children

Among different energy resources, both mothers and fathers in the current study
emphasized that they conserve electrical energy together with their children (nm=7,
n=5). Seven out of 13 mothers and five out of 10 fathers reported that they conserve
energy either by promoting energy-saving lighting or by turning off electrical
appliances with their children. One mother and one father shared their experiences as
follows: “we turn off the lights we don't use, and he turns them off too. Or we open
the curtains in the morning, so we don't need the lights” (M8), and “together we
open the curtains, to get more sunlight. We have a small solar lamp. We charge it in
the sun during the day and in the evening, he uses as a night light” (F6).

Both mothers and fathers reported that they conserve electrical energy together with

their children (nm=7, ns=5). There were similar trends observed among these two

groups of parents.
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4.2.2.1.2.3. Parents’ Uncategorized Resource Conservation Behaviors Towards
Their Children

In this section, the responses of parents who shared experiences related to resource
conservation behaviors that remained only in discourse and were not translated into
actual behavior by their children is reported (nm=9, n=10). Nine out of 13 mothers,
and 10 out of 10 parents reported that they try to encourage their children to conserve
resources by warning children to conserve resources, informing them about resource
conservation and why it is essential, and being role models to learn how to conserve

resources.

Five out of 13 mothers and seven out of 10 fathers reported that they warn their
children to conserve different types of resources (nm=5, n=7). Regarding this issue,
M4 shared that “For example, | often warn him to turn off the tap when he brushes
his teeth” (M4) in terms of water conservation, whereas F5 emphasized prevention of
environmental pollution by conveying that “when we go to a picnic area, | tell my
children, let's not throw garbage around, let's take a bag, let's throw it in our bag. In
other words, | warn them that we should keep the environment clean in that way”
(F5). Moreover, there were also some mothers and fathers who provide information/
be a role model for them in terms of resource conservation (nm=6, ns=3). Regarding
informing her children, M2 expressed that “for example, | inform my child about
animals and plants. | explain to them the importance of these living beings in the
ecological system, how they contribute to the food chain, and why it's crucial to
protect their species. | emphasize that we should take care of them and avoid
harming them” (M2). Moreover, one of the mothers shared her experience on being a
role-model as follow: “At home, my husband and I don't turn on the heater, the
radiator, etc. at a very high level. We try to use it a little more economically. We
wear warm clothes and burn less natural gas. We talk about the economic and
environmental impact of this. My son hears us too. He inevitably witnesses these
things” (M7).

Similarities and differences are revealed when mothers' and fathers' uncategorized
resource conservation behaviors toward their children are compared, and similar

trends are observed. Both mothers and fathers reported that they try to encourage
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their children to conserve resources by warning children to conserve resources
(nm=5, n=7) and informing them/being a role model about resource conservation and

why it is essential (nm=6, n=3).

4.2.2.1.3. Waste Management Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their
Children

According to responses of mothers and fathers who participated in the study, they
perform three different categories of behaviors with their children, namely behaviors
targeting the reduction of waste (nm=5, n=2), reuse of waste (hm=13, n+=10), and
recycling of waste (nm=5, ni=1), similar to the behaviors parents engage in
individually. Despite being asked about the behaviors they engage in with their
children, some parents provided responses involving behaviors not performed
together with their children. Instead, these responses mainly consisted of informing
them about waste management and why it is essential and being role models to teach

how to manage their waste (nm=>5, n=4).

4.2.2.1.3.1. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Reduce of Waste Performed with
Their Children

Five out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers reported trying to reduce their waste
with their children by performing different behaviors (nm=>5, ns=2). Put simply, these
mothers and fathers expressed that they are cautious about minimizing waste
generation, and they involve their children in this effort. In general, to reduce their
waste, parents either reduce the use of disposable materials (nm=5, ns=2) or utilize
technology to reduce their waste (nm=1, ns=0) with their children.

Five out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers specifically mentioned that they
avoid using disposable materials with their children (nm=5, n=2). To exemplify these
experiences, M9 shared that “we have cloth bags that we keep in the car. It is very
rare that we forget them at home, and if we do, we prefer not to use plastic bags with
my son if they fit in our bag and we can carry them by hand” (M9). F7, who has a
similar experience with M9 also conveyed that “we make sure that we use flasks, not

plastic bottled water. He has two flasks, one for school and one for home, I also have

184



mine” (F7). There was also one mother, out of 13, who highlighted their use of
technology to minimize waste with their child (nm=1, n#=0). She explained her
experience as follows: "We purchased a drawing tablet because my child uses a lot
of paper. With the tablet, she can work on her drawings repeatedly by erasing and
redoing them. She loves to draw, but it leads to a significant amount of paper waste,
and there are papers scattered all over our home. So, we bought the drawing tablet
to reduce that" (M6).

When analyzing the waste management behaviors of both mothers and fathers aimed
at reducing waste with their children, it becomes apparent that both groups make an
effort to avoid using disposable materials (hm=5, ns=2). However, the use of
technology to minimize waste was only observed in one mother's interaction with her
children. None of the fathers in the current study engaged in such waste reduction

behaviors with their children (nm=1, ns=0).

Table 19 Summary of the waste management behaviors performed by mothers and
fathers with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Particip
Participants n Percentage ants n Percentage
Behaviors Reducing the
Targeting Use of
Reduce of Waste Disposable M7,M8,M9,
Materials Mi12 4 31% F5,F7 2 20%
Utilizing
Technology to
Reduce Waste M6 1 8% 0 0%
Behaviors Reusing Waste M1,M2,M3,
< Targeting Reuse for M4,M5,M6, F1,F2,F
g of Waste Same/Different M7,M8,M9, 3,F4,F6,
&% Purposes M10.M11,.M F7,F8.F
E 12,M13 13 100% 9.F10 9 90%
= Repairing F1,F3,F
2 M3,M8,M11 4,F5,F6,
; MI12.M13 5 38% F8 6 60%
Donation
MI1,M3,M4,
M5M8MI0 6  46% F1,F6 2 20%
Behaviors
Targeting
Recycle of Segregating M7,M8,M9,
Waste Waste M12 4 31% F10 1 10%
Making
Compost MIl11 1 8% 0 0%
Uncategorized Informing/Being
Responses Role Model for
Children With
Regards to
Waste M2,M4,MS, F2,F7.F
Management MI12,M13 5 38% 9.F10 4 40%
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4.2.2.1.3.2. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Reuse of Waste Performed with Their
Children

All the mothers and all the fathers who participated in the current study reported
engaging in different reuse behaviors with their children (nm=13, n=10).
Specifically, parents conveyed that they reuse their waste for same/different purposes
(nm=13, ns=9), do repairing (nm=5, n=6), and make donations (nm=6, n=2) with their

children.

All 13 mothers and nine out of 10 fathers reported that they engage in the practice of
reusing waste. They accomplish this by either transforming the waste into a
completely new object and utilizing it, or by reusing the item repeatedly for its
original intended purpose (nm=13, n=9). While sharing their experiences with their
children regarding the reuse of materials for different or similar purposes, M1, M2

and F9 made the following statements:

We collect these little milk cartons at home. We build them as a building
construction game. Or we use them when we need to build a big giraffe for a
game. (M1)

We separate the lego toys into small yogurt containers, separate the ones that
can fit from the cars and put them in yogurt containers. (M2)

For example, toilet paper rolls. We play with them at least 2-3 more times.
We paint them, stick things on them, make figures out of them and use them.
If we bought something and it has a big box, it becomes a toy for us for at
least 2-3 weeks, a rope is tied to it. It is taken around the house like a car or a
ship. (F9)

Repairing was another behavior performed by parents with their children in order to
enhance the life-span of the product they use. Five out of 13 mothers and six out of
10 fathers expressed that they do repairing with their children (nm=5, n=6). F1, who
iIs among those fathers doing repairing with his child, expressed that “for example,
we fix toys together all the time. Last time we even fixed a kettle with my son. Last
time something spilled on my keyboard by mistake. We completely disassembled the
keyboard; it was a mechanical keyboard. We completely disassembled it and put the

keys back together with my son. | found a picture of the keyboard on the internet, we
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looked at the picture and matched the letters” (F1). Lastly, six out of 13 mothers and
two out of 10 fathers mentioned that they involve their children in making donations.
They specifically stated that they give away their unneeded materials to those who
are in need of them (nm=6, n=2). As an example, M1 provided the following
response regarding this issue: "my child gets actively involved in deciding what to
give away. He separates the items, saying that babies can play with them. | take the
things he has separated and donate them to the toy library. He continues to do this,
suggesting items that he feels he no longer plays with, saying ‘we can give this, I'm

not playing with it anymore™ (M1).

According to the current study, mothers and fathers have similar behaviors
performed together with their children regarding reusing their waste. Both groups of
parents mentioned that they reuse their waste for same/different purposes, do
repairing, and make donations with their children. However, while the proportion of
mothers and fathers who engage in reusing waste for similar or different purposes
(nm=13, ns=9), as well as making repairs (nm=5, nf=6), is similar, there is a noticeable
variation in the proportion of mothers and fathers who make donations with their
children (nm=6, n=2). More mothers in the current study reported that they give
unneeded materials to others to reuse their waste with their children, compared to
fathers. In simpler terms, mothers in the current study were more likely to make

donations with their children than fathers.

4.2.2.1.3.3. Parents’ Behaviors Targeting Recycle of Waste Performed with
Their Children

Although it was not mentioned as frequently as the behaviors targeting reducing and
reusing waste, parents reported that they also engage in behaviors targeting recycling
with their children (nm=5, n=1). In order to recycle their waste, mothers and fathers
in the current study mentioned segregating waste (nm=4, ns=1) and making compost
(nm=1, n=0) with the child.

Four out of 13 mothers and one out of 10 fathers reported that they actively engage

in waste segregation with their children. These parents mentioned that they segregate
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waste into different categories, such as recyclable and non-recyclable items, or even
at a more detailed level by separating paper, composite materials, glass, and metal
with their children (nm=4, ns=1). M9, one of the mothers who segregates waste with
her son, shared her experiences in the following manner: “for example, if he drinks
milk with fruit, he washes it and then throws it in the recycling bin so that it doesn't
smell. We pay attention to recycling at home” (M9). Out of the 13 mothers
interviewed, only one mother reported making compost with her child (nm=1, n=0).
However, it is important to note that this behavior was not a regular habit, but rather
a one-time occurrence. M11 shared her composting experience with her daughter by
stating, "we occasionally make compost together with my daughter using eggshells
and bananas. Since we have a backyard where we grow vegetables, we need

fertilizer, so we make it from these eggshells™ (M11).

When analyzing the behavior of mothers and fathers targeting recycling, performed
together with their children, it is revealed that both groups of parents make an effort
to segregate waste within their homes, involving their children in the process (nm=4,
ns=1). However, according to findings of the current study, it is found that there is a
higher proportion of mothers who involve their children in the recycling process
compared to fathers. Additionally, while none of the fathers mentioned engaging in
composting with their children, one mother reported actively participating in
composting together with her child (hm=1, n+=0). These differences indicate that, in
the context of the current study, mothers are more likely to engage in behaviors

targeting waste recycling with their children.

4.2.2.1.3.4. Parents’ Uncategorized Waste Management Behaviors Towards
Their Children

In this section, the responses of parents who shared experiences related to waste
management behaviors that remained only in discourse and were not translated into
actual behavior by their children is reported (nm=5, n=4). Five out of 13 mothers and
four out of 10 fathers reported that they try to encourage their children to manage
their waste by informing/being role model for children with regards to waste

management. On this issue, M13 shared that “I make sure my child doesn't tear the
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books; | tell him not to tear the books. | also tell him that when he tears the books,
the trees disappear, | try to give information on this” (M13). On the other hand, F9
emphasized reduce of waste, stating, “when we go shopping, we bring our own cloth
bags. By doing so, we minimize the consumption of plastic bags, and this action

serves as an example for my daughter” (F9).

In general, similarities are revealed when mothers' and fathers' uncategorized waste
management behaviors towards their children are compared. Both mothers and
fathers reported that they try to encourage their children to manage their waste by
informing/being role model for children with regards to waste management (nm=5,
ne=4).

4.2.2.2. Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That Parents
Perform with Their Children

4.2.2.2.1. Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere Performed with
Their Children

When parents were asked about their nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere that
they performed together with their children, it became apparent that the only
nonactivist behavior reported by parents was participating in environmental
collective activities with their children (nm=4, ns=4). Four out of 13 mothers and four
out of 10 fathers stated that they actively participate in collective volunteering
activities with their children, particularly focusing on activities such as planting trees
and collecting garbage. Regarding these activities, here are some statements shared

by parents:

We participated in a garbage collection day on a beach at the summer house.
We met all the neighbors there. Everyone took the bag. We collected cigarette
butts and stuff on the beach with my daughter. (M5)

We participated in a tree planting event, there was an event organized by a
birdwatching community, we participated in that with my son. (F1)
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Table 20 Summary of the mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere performed with their children

Theme  Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage  Participants n Percentage
- é’ @ Behaviors Participating in
‘é* = % Rela'te.d to' . Vol}]n.tt?er
E E? Pan}c1pat1ng1n Act1v1ltles M3 ,M5,M8, 4 31% F1.F2.F6,F8 4 40%
£ ‘E = Environmental Organizedto  MI10
Z 5 2 Collective Protect the
- Activities Environment

When analyzing the nonactivist behaviors of mothers and fathers in the public
sphere, it is found that both groups of parents mentioned participating in collective
volunteering activities related to the environment, such as tree planting or garbage
collection, with their children (nm=4, ns=4). Moreover, the proportion of mothers and
fathers who engage in these behaviors with their children was similar. This indicates
that mothers and fathers in the current study actively participate in various collective
volunteering activities focused on the environment together with their children.
Below, there is a table which summarizes parents’ nonactivist behaviors in the public

sphere performed with their children in detail.

4.2.2.2.2. Environmental Activism Behaviors Performed by Parents with Their
Children

As environmental activism behaviors are closely linked to environmental protests
(Stern, 2000), the parents in this study were questioned about their participation in
environmental protests with their children. While four parents reported participating
in environmental protests on their own, none of the parents in the study had
participated in an environmental protest with their children. Therefore, no quotes or
tables examining differences between mothers, fathers, regarding this matter can be

presented in this section.

4.2.3. Variations in Private and Public Environmentally Significant Behaviors of
Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their
Children

The behaviors of parents engaged either individually or with their children are

examined in this part to find out how their public and private environmentally
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significant behaviors vary depending on whether they engage independently or with
their children.

4.2.3.1. Variations in Private Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors of
Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their
Children

This section examines the environmentally responsible consumption, resource
conservation, and waste management behaviors of mothers and fathers when they
engage in these behaviors either individually or with their children. It aims to explore
the differences in these behaviors when parents engage in them individually

compared to when they engage in them with their children.

4.2.3.1.1. Variations in Environmentally Responsible Consumption Behaviors
of Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their
Children

The following table demonstrates any possible differences in environmentally
responsible consumption behaviors among mothers and fathers depending on

whether they engage with their children or individually.

According to the current study's findings, both mothers and fathers were more prone
to engage in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors on their own rather
than with their children. Specifically, mothers and fathers tend to exclude their
children from these purchasing decisions when purchasing cruelty-free, energy-

efficient, recycled, and second-hand products.

While it is generally concluded that all behaviors are performed individually,
variations were found in certain behaviors depending on whether the participant is a
mother or a father. For instance, two out of 13 mothers mentioned purchasing
chemical-free products with their children, whereas none of the fathers engage in this
behavior with their children, despite practicing it individually. A similar pattern is

observed for purchasing products with eco-friendly packaging and local products.

191



While two mothers mentioned that they purchase eco-friendly packaged products

with their children, and one mother mentioned purchasing local products with her

children, none of the fathers reported engaging in these behaviors with their children,

although they did individually. On the other hand, although two out of 10 fathers

mentioned involving their children in purchasing long-lasting products, none of the

mothers include their children in this specific buying behavior.

Table 21 Variations in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors of
mothers and fathers depending on whether they engage independently or with their
children

Behaviors Performed

Behaviors Performed with

Individually the Child
Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
n n n n
Purchasing Chemical-Free
£ Products 10 3 2 0
E Purchasing Long-Lasting
£ Products 5 5 0 2
E Purchasing Cruelty-Free
% Products 6 2 0 0
=  Behaviors Targeting Purchasing Products with
E Purchase of Eco-Friendly  Eco-Friendly Packaging 7 1 2 0
% Products Purchasing Energy-
&~ Efficient Products 3 4 0 0
=:‘ Purchasing Second-Hand
B Products 3 2 0
E Purchasing Local Products 4 1 1
e Purchasing Recycled
z Products 2 0 0 0
= Behaviors Targeting
Minimalist Consumption e 4. Based Purchasing 11 7 3 1
Informing Children About
Eco-Benefit and Eco-
Uncategorized Responses  Damage of Products 0 0 2 3
Setting Eco-Rules for
Children 0 0 3 0

4.2.3.1.2. Variations in Resource Conservation Behaviors of Parents Depending
on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

The following table illustrates any possible differences in resource conservation

behaviors among mothers and fathers depending on whether they engage with their

children or individually. In other words, all the revealed codes for environmentally

significant behaviors performed individually and with their child are compared and

contrasted with the following tables.
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Table 22 Variations in resource conservation behaviors of mothers and fathers
depending on whether they engage independently or with their children

Behaviors Performed

Behaviors Performed with

Individually the Child
Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
n n n n
. Behaviors Targeting Water Coqservation 13 9 12 7
H . Conservation of Plants and
=  Conservation of .
g Renewable Resources Animals 12 2 6 3
H Prevention of Environmental
£ Pollution 12 8 8 2
3 Behaviors Targeting
g Conservation of
% Nonrenewable Resources Fossil Fuel Conservation 8 6 0 0
&  Behaviors Targeting
Conservation of Energy ~ Conservation of Electrical
Resources Energy 13 9 7 5
Warning Children To
Conserve Resources 0 0 5 7
Uncategorized Responses  Informing/Being Role Model
for Children With Regards to
Resource Conservation 0 0 6 3

In the context of resource conservation behaviors, parents mostly prefer to engage in

these activities individually. However, despite this preference, a majority of them

still include their children in these behaviors especially the ones related to water

conservation. The only exception was behaviors targeting non-renewable resources,

specifically fossil fuels, which were reported to be performed individually and not

with their children.

It is worth mentioning that there was a noticeable decrease in the number of both

mothers and fathers who involved their children in resource conservation behaviors

compared to the number of parents who performed these behaviors individually. This

suggests that any difference could not be observed among the mothers and fathers in

terms of performing resource conservation behaviors with their children.

4.2.3.1.3. Variations in Waste Management Behaviors of Parents Depending on

Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

The following table illustrates any possible differences in waste management

behaviors among mothers and fathers depending on whether they engage with their

children or individually.
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Table 23 Variations in waste management behaviors of mothers and fathers
depending on whether they engage independently or with their children

Behaviors Performed Behaviors Performed
Individually with the Child
Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
n n n n
Reducing the Use of
Disposable Materials 8 7 4 2
Behaviors Targeting bong—tlerm Use of
Reduce of Waste Materials 8 6 0 0
= Cooking for Portions 4 4 0 0
E Utilizing Technology to
) Reduce Waste 3 3 1 0
E Reusing Waste for
= Same/Different
@
§ Behaviors Targeting Purpotv.es 13 10 13 E
2 Reuse of Waste Donation 13 10 6 2
Repairing 10 8 5 6
Utilizing Deposit-
Refund Systems 5 3 0 0
Behaviors Targeting Segregating Waste 9 3 4 1
Recycle of Waste  Making Compost 3 1 1 0
Uncategorized Informing/Being Role
Responses Model for Children
With Regards to Waste
Management 0 0 5 4

In general, it was observed that both mothers and fathers were more likely to engage
in waste management behaviors individually rather than involving their children. The
analysis of the responses from parents indicated that both mothers and fathers do not
include their children in behaviors that target long-term use of materials, cooking for
portions, and utilizing deposit-refund systems, even though they engage in these
behaviors individually. Additionally, there was a noticeable decrease in the number
of parents who engaged in specific types of behaviors when comparing the behaviors
performed individually to the behaviors performed with their children, such as
reducing use of disposable materials, making donations, and segregating waste, etc.

However, it is important to note that there was a specific waste management
behavior where a significant number of both mothers and fathers included their
children; reusing waste for same/different purposes. Out of the 13 mothers and 10
fathers, all 13 mothers and nine out of 10 fathers, in other words, nearly all of the

mothers and fathers, reported engaging in reusing waste for either the same or
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different purposes with their children. Furthermore, they also individually practiced
these behaviors.

When comparing the involvement levels of mothers and fathers in waste
management behaviors with their children, certain similarities and differences were
identified. First of all, both mothers and fathers generally prefer to engage in waste
management behaviors on their own rather than performing these behaviors together
with their children, a similar feature of both groups of parents. However, it is
essential to note that there were certain behaviors that were performed by mothers
both individually and with their children, but not by fathers, even though fathers
reported engaging in those behaviors individually; specifically, utilizing technology
to reduce waste, and making compost. In other words, while one out of 13 mothers
mentioned utilizing technology to reduce waste, and another mother reported making
compost with her child, none of the fathers reported engaging in these specific
behaviors, despite practicing them individually. This indicates a difference in the
involvement of mothers and fathers when it comes to including their children in

utilizing technology to reduce waste, and making compost.

4.2.3.2. Variations in Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors of
Parents Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their
Children

This section examines the nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and
environmental activism behaviors of parents when they engage in these behaviors

either individually or with their children.

4.2.3.2.1. Variations in Parents’ Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere

Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

The following table shows any possible similarities and differences between mothers'
and fathers' nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere based on whether they interact
with their children or behave individually. Comparisons between both groups of

parents were made with the assistance of the following table.
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Table 24 Variations in mothers’ and fathers’ nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere depending on whether they engage independently or with their children

Behaviors Performed Behaviors Performed

Individually with the Child
Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
n n n n

@ Participating in Volunteer
= Activities Organized to
& Protect the Environment 8 6 4 4
% Behaviors Related to
&  Participating in Environmental ~ Participating in Informative
é’ Collective Activities Activities on Environment 7 2 0 0
R Being A Member of
g Environmental
=z Organizations 3 1 0 0
S Communicating with
1‘5 . . Authorities on
2  Behaviors Exhibited When .
B . . Environmental Issues 4 3 0 0
€  Confronted with Environmental —— —
< Participating in Petitions
£  Challenges .
2 Organized on

Environmental Problems 2 0 0 0

Similar to the private sphere environmentally significant behaviors, in the context of
nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, it was observed that both mothers and
fathers were more likely to engage in these behaviors individually rather than
involving their children. The analysis of the responses from parents indicated that
both mothers and fathers do not include their children in behaviors that target
participating in informative activities on the environment, being a member of
environmental organizations, communicating with authorities on environmental
issues, and participating in petitions organized on environmental problems.
Moreover, there was a noticeable decrease in the number of parents who engaged in
specific behaviors when comparing the behaviors performed individually to those
performed with their children, such as participating in volunteer activities organized
to protect the environment. Without any notable differences between mothers and
fathers, both groups of parents tend to heavily engage in nonactivist behaviors in the

public sphere individually rather than involving their children.

4.2.3.2.2. Variations in Environmental Activism Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

The following table highlights potential variations in the environmental activism
behaviors of mothers and fathers based on whether they are engaging with their

children or behaving independently.
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Table 25 Variations in environmental activism behaviors of mothers and fathers
depending on whether they engage independently or with their children

Behaviors Performed Behaviors Performed

Individually with the Child
Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers
n n n n
g
g 5 Behaviors Related Attending
g E to Environmental ~ Environmental 3 1 0 0
E : Protests Protests
=

Upon examining mothers’ and fathers’ environmental activism behaviors, it becomes
apparent that both mothers and fathers attend environmental protests on their own,
without their children, and those parents are quite rare. In the present study, no
parents were found to bring their children to environmental protests. Without any
notable differences between mothers and fathers, both groups of parents tend to
heavily engage in environmental activism behaviors individually rather than

involving their children.

4.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Performing Different
Types of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors with
Their Children

Parents were finally asked about obstacles they face while performing different types
of private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their
children. For each type of environmentally significant behavior, the barriers parents
identified are provided in this section. Below, there are figures summarizing the
obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing different types of
private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
The findings are presented in the same order as depicted in the Figure 13 and Figure
14. Whereas Figure 13 presents obtacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’
performing private sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children,
Figure 14 presents obtacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing

public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
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Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Private Sphere
Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their Children
Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Environmentally Responsible
Consumption Behaviors with Their Children
External Obstacles (nn—=6, n=7)
Environmental Factors that Drive Consumption (7 m=5, n=4)
Cost and Accessibility of Environmentally Friendly Products (n =3, n =6)
Urban Lifestyle (nw=1, n=3)
Internal Obstacles (nm=6, n=3)
Time Constraints (1 =3, n=2)
Lack of Information/Awareness (n =3, n=1)
Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Resource Conservation
Behaviors with Their Children
External Obstacles (nn=5, nf=5)
Urban Lifestyle (n.=3, n3)
Lack of Qualified Transportation Facilities (nx=3, n=3)
Safety Issues (nm=1, n=1)
Internal Obstacles (nm=8, n=4)
Time Constraints (n =7, n=3)
Lack of Information/Awareness (1 =2, n=1)
Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Waste Management Behaviors
with Their Children
External Obstacles (nn=11, nr=6)
Inadequate Infrastructure for Managing Waste (nn=10, n=3)
Lack of Social Consciousness (# x=4, n=2)
Lack of Governmental Sanctions (nm=3, n¢=2)
Urban Lifestyle (nx=2, n=2)
Internal Obstacles (nm=9, ni=4)
Time Constraints (1 .=4, n=3)
Insecurity about the Effectiveness of Waste Management (nw=2, n3)
Lack of Information/Awareness (n w=4, n =0)

Figure 13 Summary of the findings related to obstacles stand in the way of mothers’
and fathers’ performing private sphere environmentally significant behaviors with
their children

Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Public Sphere Environmentally
Significant Behaviors with Their Children
Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Nonactivist Behaviors in the
Public Sphere with Their Children
External Obstacles (nm=11, n=9)
Infrequency of Collective/Volunteer Activities (n =11, n+=9)
COVID-19 (nn=1, n=1)
Internal Obstacles (nn=10, n=8)
Time Constraints (nm=10, 1 =6)
Mistrust in Environmental Organizations (nn=1, n=3)
Mistrust of the Effectiveness of Nonactivist Behaviors in the Public Sphere (n =0, n=2)

Obstacles Stand in the Way of Mothers' and Fathers' Performing Environental Activism Behaviors
with Their Children
External Obstacles (nm=11, n=9)

Safety Issues (nm=5, n=4)

Protests Defeating the Purpose (n.=3, n=5)

Lack of Organization of Environmental Protests (n n=4, n=0)

Inappropriateness of Environmental Protests for Children's Age (nw=1, n=2)
Internal Obstacles (nw=5, n=4)

Mistrust in the Effectiveness of Environmental Protests (n =3, n=2)
Time Constraints (n =2, n=2)

Figure 14 Summary of the findings related to obstacles stand in the way of mothers’
and fathers’ performing public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with
their children
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4.3.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Private Sphere
Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their Children

This section outlines the barriers which stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’
performing environmentally responsible consumption, resource conservation, and

waste management behaviors with their children.

4.3.1.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Environmentally

Responsible Consumption Behaviors with Their Children

Parents cited different obstacles which prevent them from engaging in
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children. Six out of
13 mothers and seven out of 10 fathers mentioned external barriers which prevent
them from engaging in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with
their children (nm=6, n=7). Additionally, six out of 13 mothers and three out of 10
fathers highlighted the internal obstacles they encounter (nm=6, ns=3). Table 25

presents a comprehensive summary of the barriers cited by parents.

Table 26. Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
£ Environmental
'.:,; Factors that
E Drive M4,M8,M09, F1,F2,F3 F1
E Consumption  M10,M12 5 38% 0 4 40%
o
o  External
E Obstacles Cost an.d' .
& Accessibility of
§. Environmentall
= y Friendly M7,M9,M1 F1,F2 F3 F6
= Products 2 3 23% ,F8,F9 6 60%
E Urban Lifestyle M4,M7 2 15% F3,F6,F8 3 30%
E Time M2 M7,Ml1
E Internal Constraints 2 3 23% F2,F8 2 20%
.E Obstacles Lack of
= Knowledge/Aw M1,M6,M1
areness 3 3 23% F7 1 10%
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4.3.1.1.1. External Barriers

In general, parents faced three distinct external barriers to engaging in
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors more frequently with their
children: environmental factors that drive consumption (nm=5, n=4), the cost and
accessibility of environmentally friendly products (nm=3, ns=6), and urban lifestyle
(Nm=2, ns=3).

Five out of 13 mothers and four out of 10 fathers highlighted the environmental
factors which promotes consumption to them and their children constantly, such as
media or social environment (nm=5, n{=4). These parents expressed that the
promotion of consumption is very dominant in their daily lives, making it
increasingly challenging for them to engage in environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors with their children. Regarding this issue, M8 shared that
“there is a huge bombardment of consumption on television” (M8). M9, who has
similar opinions with M8 also added that “his social environment is a barrier. More
emotional factors come into play as parents. For example, my son sees costumes
made entirely of polyester in his friends and he wants them. Before |1 became a mom,
| used to say that | would never have an Elsa’ costume or, | don't know, a
Spiderman® costume for my child. No, my son does too, now. He sees and wants it”
(M9). The cost and accessibility of environmentally friendly products was another
obstacle to parents’ performing environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
with their children, and emphasized by the three out of 13 mothers and six out of 10
fathers (nm=3, n=6). These parents conveyed their concerns regarding the lack of
accessibility to environmentally friendly products, citing both financial constraints
and limited variety. F2 and F3 who were among those fathers cited the cost and
accessibility of environmentally friendly products as a barrier, shared respectively
that “you can only find one product of this standard and they are usually a bit more
expensive. Sometimes you can afford it or not, you have to give it up. So, you are not

really left with much choice” (F2) and “well, of course, materiality is important here.

A cartoon character.
8 A cartoon character.
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There needs to be a strategy for every budget” (F3). The final external barrier
emphasized by mothers and fathers was urban lifestyle (nm=2, ns=3). Two out of 13
mothers and three out of 10 fathers expressed that the conditions present in urban
life, such as the daily commute, absence of green spaces for planting, and the
inability to produce their own food, pose significant barriers to engaging in
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children. M7 was
among those mothers who believe that the conditions she encountered in urban life is
a significant barrier, and explained her reasoning as follow: “I'm thinking especially
of urban life. All products are sold in packages. I don't know how much attention can
be paid in this situation, we cannot produce our own food” (M7).

When mothers’ and fathers’ external barriers towards performing environmentally
significant behaviors with their children are compared, it is revealed that both groups
of parents highlighted similar barriers, namely, environmental factors that drive
consumption, the cost and accessibility of environmentally friendly products, and
urban lifestyle. Moreover, the proportion of mothers and fathers who view
environmental factors that drive consumption (nm=5, nf=4) and urban lifestyle (nm=2,
nf=3) as significant barriers was also similar. On the other hand, the proportion of
fathers who emphasized the cost and accessibility of environmentally friendly
products (nm=3, n=6) as a significant barrier was higher than the mothers in the
current study. This signals that fathers are more likely to view the cost and
accessibility of environmentally friendly products as a significant barrier towards
performing environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children

than the mothers in the current study.

4.3.1.1.2. Internal Barriers

When mothers and fathers were asked regarding the barriers on engaging in
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children, according to
their responses, in order to engage in environmentally responsible consumption
behaviors with their children more regularly, they have to overcome two internal
barriers in addition to external ones: time constraints (nm=3, n=2), and lack of

knowledge/awareness (nm=3, n=1).
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Three out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers reported that they do not have
enough time to perform environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with
their children (nm=3, n=2). These parents stressed how little time they had to spend
with their children, which left little time for practicing these behaviors. M2 and F8,
who hold similar views on time constraints, expressed their perspectives as follows:
“it also makes our lives easier, for example, a plastic cup, but instead of dealing with
the buttermilk dishes at that moment, it is easier for us to drink the glass and throw it
in the garbage at that moment, because we don't have time” (M2) and
“unfortunately, it is difficult to do these things in the chaos of life in the evenings,
especially after work, because we have to live quickly due to our current life and
time conditions” (F8). Lastly, three out of 13 mothers and one out of 10 fathers
emphasized that they do not have enough knowledge or awareness, to be
environmentally responsible consumers, so they also cannot perform those behaviors
with their children (nm=3, n+=1). “Because | don't know much about it. Maybe if I
had more knowledge and awareness on this subject, maybe yes, | could do more with
my child” (M1) and “Actually, we as parents are not fully conscious about this issue”
(F7) were explanations given by M1 and F7 on lack of knowledge/awareness as a

significant internal barrier.

When mothers’ and fathers’ self-reported internal barriers towards performing
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their children were
compared, it is concluded that both mothers and fathers reported similar barriers on
this issue, namely, time constraints (hm=3, n=2), and lack of knowledge/awareness
(nm=3, ns=1). While the proportion of mothers and fathers who perceive time
constraints as a barrier is similar, the proportion of mothers and fathers who consider
lack of information/awareness as a barrier differs. In the present study, mothers were

more prone than fathers to perceive lack of information/awareness as a barrier.

4.3.1.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Resource
Conservation Behaviors with Their Children

Parents cited different obstacles which prevent them from engaging in resource

conservation behaviors with their children. Five out of 13 mothers and five out of 10
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fathers mentioned external barriers which prevent them from engaging in resource
conservation behaviors with their children (nm=5, ns=5). Moreover, eight out of 13
mothers and four out of 10 fathers highlighted the internal obstacles they encounter
(Nm=8, n=4).

Table 27 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing resource
conservation behaviors with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Urban
Lifestyle M7M9MI0 3  23% F1,F6,F8 3  30%
Lack of
g External  Qualified
%  Obstacles Transportati
% on Facilities MIM4M7 3  23% F6,F7.FI0 3  30%
E Safety
@ Issues M7 1 8% F10 1 10%
w
<@
5 Time M2,M6,M8,
E Constraints M9,M10,MI1
Internal 1, M12 7 54%  F2FAF6 3 30%
Obstacles 7.1 of
Knowledge/
Awareness M8,MI13 2 15% F7 1 10%

4.3.1.2.1. External Barriers

In general, parents faced three different external barriers to engaging in
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors more frequently with their
children: urban lifestyle (nm=3, n=3), lack of qualified transportation facilities
(nm=3, n=3), and safety issues (nm=1, ns=1).

Three out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers expressed that since they live in a
big city, they cannot properly conserve resources with their children (nm=3, nf=3)
due to the conditions of urban living. M9 elaborated on the issue “my child grew up
in the big city with us. He always grew up in apartments. We live on the 16th floor,
and we always use the elevator. We have no other alternative... (In terms of electrical

energy conservation).” (M9). Lack of qualified transportation facilities was another
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barrier cited by three out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers, especially for
performing behaviors targeting the conservation of fossil fuels with their children
(nm=3, ns=3). These parents highlighted that if they had access to qualified
transportation facilities, they could more frequently utilize public transportation with
their children, which, in turn, provides conservation of fossil fuels. On this issue, F10
shared that “the fact that transportation is not very easy is a bit of an obstacle. |
mean, | travel abroad. In some of the countries | have visited, public transportation
facilities are very good. Like Japan, Czech Republic. There, instead of taking a taxi,
I used to commute directly by public transportation, and it was a change for me, and
we reduced the use of private vehicles. There is no such thing in Ankara, it is very
difficult” (F10). Lastly, safety issues were also reported by one out of 13 mothers and
one out of 10 fathers in the current study as a barrier to performing resource
conservation behaviors with their children (nm=1, n+=1). Both parents emphasized
stray dog problems in Ankara and highlighted that since they are many in number,
they could not prefer to walk with their children; instead, they use their private cars.
F10 shared his experience: “Unfortunately, the problem of stray dogs on the streets is
also a bit of an obstacle; it is a bit difficult to walk with children; there are many

dogs right outside the building we live in” (F10).

When examining the external barriers faced by mothers and fathers in engaging in
resource conservation behaviors with their children, it becomes apparent that both
groups perceive urban lifestyle (hm=3, n=3), lack of qualified transportation facilities
(nm=3, ns=3), and safety issues (hm=1, ns=1) as barriers. Moreover, the proportion of

mothers and fathers who consider these issues as barriers is similar.

4.3.1.2.2. Internal Barriers

According to responses of mothers and fathers, in order to engage in resource
conservation behaviors with their children more regularly, they have to overcome
two internal barriers in addition to external ones: time constraints (nm=7, n+=3), and

lack of knowledge/awareness (hm=2, nf=1).

Seven out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers reported that they do not have

enough time to perform resource conservation behaviors with their children (nm=7,
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ni=3). M6 expressed their perspective on this matter, stating, “I work very hard and
so does my husband. We both work hard as parents. Therefore, even on the weekend,
we didn't have many activities such as a forest walk or an event where we could
explain that we would value our resources” (M6). Lack of knowledge/awareness was
another barrier reported by two out of 13 mothers and one out of 10 fathers (nm=2,
ni=1). Simply put, these three parents mentioned that they would be open to
conserving resources with their children, but they lack knowledge about specific
strategies for doing so. As a result, they are unable to engage in such behaviors.
Regarding this issue, M8 and F7 shared their perspectives as follows: “we don't
really have a different awareness. It seems to me that different things can be done,
for example, about protecting the air or saving energy. | mean, | think maybe it
would be good for us to be more aware. As parents, we should be aware of what can
be done with our children” (M8) and “we do as much as we are conscious with our

children. We can be more conscious about this” (F7).

When examining the internal barriers faced by mothers and fathers in engaging in
resource conservation behaviors with their children, it becomes apparent that both
groups perceive time constraints (nm=7, n+=3), and lack of knowledge/awareness
(nm=2, nf=1) as barriers. Moreover, the proportion of mothers and fathers who
consider these issues as barriers is similar as well. This signals that both mothers and
fathers in the current study tend to view time constraints and lack of
knowledge/awareness as a barrier to performing resource conservation behaviors

with their children without any difference between the two groups of parents.

4.3.1.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Waste
Management Behaviors with Their Children

Parents have highlighted a variety of barriers that prevent them from engaging in
waste management behaviors with their children. 11 out of 13 mothers and six out of
10 fathers mentioned external barriers which prevent them from engaging in waste
management behaviors with their children (nm=11, n=6). Moreover, nine out of 13
mothers and four out of 10 fathers highlighted the internal barriers they encounter
(Nm=9, n=4).
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Table 27 provides an in-depth description of the obstacles stated by mothers and
fathers for engaging in waste management behaviors more regularly with their

children.

Table 28 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing waste
management behaviors with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
Inadequate MI1,M2,M3,
Infrastructure  M4,M5,M6,
for Managing M7,M10,M1

Waste 2,M13 10 77% F2,F7,F10 3 30%
Lack of Social M2,M7,M9,
External .
Obstacles Consciousness M10 4 31% F9,F10 2 20%
Lack of
g Governmental M2,M10,M1
E Sanctions 2 3 23% F3,F9 2 20%
=T1]
«
;‘ Urban Lifestyle M1.M10 2 15% F3,F8 2 20%
= Time M1,M2,M6,
2 Constraints  M11 4  31% _ F3F4F6 3 30%
z Insecurity
about the
Internal Effectiveness

Obstacles  of Waste
Management M8 M12 2 15% F3,F6,F9 3 30%

Lack of
Knowledge/A M1,M4,M7,
wareness MI13 4 31% 0 0%

4.3.1.3.1. External Barriers

In general, parents faced four different external barriers to engaging in waste
management behaviors more frequently with their children: inadequate infrastructure
for managing waste (nm=10, ns=3), lack of social consciousness (nm=4, n=2), lack of

governmental sanctions (nm=3, nf=2) and urban lifestyle (nm=2, n=2).

10 out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers reported that there is inadequate
infrastructure for waste management, in other words, they could not find any bins to
segregate their waste or places where organic waste could be collected and utilized

for compost. Some parents highlighted that even garbage bins are lacking, rather than
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waste segregation bins (nm=10, ns=3). Regarding this issue, M4 and F10 shared the
following statements respectively; “because there are no sorting boxes around, there
is no place where | can sort. It would be better if they were more frequent, in terms
of sorting, and the child can also see this. He can better observe what to throw which
box” (M4) and “the municipality once distributed posters saying that we will collect
your waste every Tuesday of the week if you pack it separately. My wife and | started
to pack everything separately, glass, boxes, etc. We waited, no one came. Finally, we
saw a truck somewhere collecting waste one day. We asked why they didn't come,
and we got the answer that we can't go everywhere” (F10). Lack of social
consciousness regarding waste management was another barrier cited by four out of
13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers in the current study (nm=4, ni=2). These parents
emphasized that even if they manage their waste properly with their children, other
people generally do not, which discourages them and sets a wrong role model for
their children. “You sort your waste and put it in recycling bins, and other people
throw their garbage on top of it. Awareness is very lacking” was a response given by
M2 regarding lack of social consciousness. Three out of 13 mothers and two out of
10 fathers expressed that there should be governmental sanctions people to manage
their waste. They believe that through this approach, a sense of collectivity can be
achieved, and their own waste management efforts with their children can become
more meaningful. On this issue, M12 shared that “In Japan, for example, you cannot
throw away wooden furniture waste. There is a tax on this. You know, maybe there
could be such sanctions, municipalities charging garbage tax would lead to proper
monitoring of waste and it would be valuable. Right now, you can throw a sofa next
to the garbage and no one can ask you what you are doing. This is discouraging”
(M12). Lastly, two out of 13 mothers and two out of 10 mothers expressed that due
to the living conditions in urban life, they could not manage their waste properly
with their children (nm=2, ns=2). Especially, these parents highlighted that they
struggle to reduce waste with their children due to the prevalence of packaging in
urban lifestyles. M1 elaborated on this issue, stating, “I know life in the village. We
used to go to the village in the summer. Life in the village was not like this, we had
no waste. There wasn't even a place for garbage in the village. We used to give the
leftovers to the animals, the packages didn't come out much. Now we live in an

apartment, it doesn't suit our lifestyle” (M1).
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When mothers’ and fathers’ cited external barriers regarding waste management
behaviors performed with their children is analyzed, it is revealed that both groups of
parents have similar barriers towards these behaviors, namely, inadequate
infrastructure for managing waste (nm=10, ns=3), lack of social consciousness (nm=4,
n=2), lack of governmental sanctions (nm=3, ns=2) and urban lifestyle (hm=2, ns=2).
Although the proportion of parents who view lack of social consciousness, lack of
governmental sanctions, and urban lifestyle as barriers is similar, there is a difference
in the proportion of mothers and fathers who view inadequate infrastructure for
managing waste. According to the findings of the current study, mothers tend to
perceive inadequate infrastructure as a greater hindrance to performing waste

management behaviors with their children compared to fathers.

4.3.1.3.2. Internal Barriers

According to responses of mothers and fathers, in order to engage in waste
management behaviors with their children more regularly, they have to overcome
three internal barriers in addition to external ones: time constraints (nm=4, ns=3),
insecurity about the effectiveness of waste management (nm=2, n+=3) and lack of

knowledge/awareness (nm=4, ns=0).

Four out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers reported that they do not have
enough time to perform waste management behaviors with their children (nm=7,
ni=3). M6 expressed their perspective on this matter, stating, “I mean, if there was
time, it would be a topic | would really like to focus on. For example, we can't say we
had dinner, we can separate the leftovers”, even that is a burden because of the time.
We just throw it in the garbage. It is actually an obstacle because we have to speed
things up” (M6). Insecurity about the effectiveness of waste management was
another obstacle cited by two out of 13 mothers and three out of 10 fathers in the
current study (nm=2, ns=3). These parents highlighted that even if they manage waste
properly, primarily through waste segregation, they do not believe it to be useful or
valuable. All five of these parents stated that due to their lack of belief in its
effectiveness, they preferred not to engage in these behaviors with their children.

“You put the waste in boxes, and then you don't know whether it goes where it is
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supposed to or not” (F6) and “Recycling can become demotivating when our efforts
seem pointless, and all the waste ends up in the same landfill. These tasks demand
significant effort in terms of labor, time, and patience. When we realize that our hard
work will not yield good results, it naturally discourages people. This leads them to
consider giving up and just throwing things away, rather than washing and sorting
them. This feeling is very human and understandable” (F9) was statements which
include the opinions of F6 and F9 regarding insecurity about the effectiveness of
waste management as a barrier. The final internal barrier mentioned by four out of 13
mothers was lack of knowledge/awareness (nm=4, ns=0). These mothers believe that
if they have a higher levels of waste management knowledge, they could perform
these behaviors more with their children. M4 was one of the mothers who
commented on this issue, stating, “for example, a paper with gelatin on the outside, I
don't know where to throw it, in plastic or in paper, | can't show it to the child”
(M4).

When mothers’ and fathers’ cited internal barriers regarding waste management
behaviors performed with their children is analyzed, some differences and
similarities are emerged. Firstly, both mothers and fathers view time constraints and
insecurity about the effectiveness of waste management as significant barriers to
performing waste management behaviors with their children. However, it was
specifically the mothers who mentioned that their own lack of knowledge and
awareness regarding proper waste management is also a significant barrier. They
recognized that if they themselves do not know how to manage waste properly, they
cannot effectively perform these behaviors with their children. This finding indicates
that, in the current study, mothers were more likely than fathers to perceive a lack of
knowledge and awareness as an obstacle to engaging in waste management

behaviors with their children.

4.3.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Public Sphere

Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their Children

This section outlines the barriers which stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’
performing nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental activism

behaviors with their children.
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4.3.2.1. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Nonactivist
Behaviors in the Public Sphere with Their Children

Mothers and fathers mentioned different barriers which prevent them from engaging
in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their children. 11 out of 13 mothers
and nine out of 10 fathers mentioned external barriers which prevent them from
engaging in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their children (nm=11,
n=9). Additionally, 10 out of 13 mothers and eight out of 10 fathers highlighted the

internal obstacles they encounter (nm=10, n=8).

Table 28 provides an in-depth description of the obstacles stated by mothers and
fathers for engaging in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere more regularly with

their children.

Table 29 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants  n Percentage Participants n Percentage
§ Infrequency of MI1,M2,M3,M F1,F2,F4,F5
2 External Collective/Volun 4,M5,M6,M7, ,F6,F7,F8,F
cg Obstacles  teer Activiies M8 M9 MI12, 11  85% 9.,F10 9 90%
= COVID-19 M12 1 8% F4 1 10%
£
2 M1,M2,M3,M
g 5,M7,M9,M10, F2,F3,F4,F5
E Time Constraints M11,MI12.M13 10 77% ,F8,F9 6 60%
= Mistrust in
S  Internal  Environmental
g Obstacles Organizations  M10 1 8% F6,F9,F10 3 30%
= Mistrust of the
g Effectiveness of
z Nonactivist
Behaviors in the
Public Sphere 0 0% F3,F10 2 20%

4.3.2.1.1. External Barriers

In general, parents faced two distinct external barriers to engaging in nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere more frequently with their children: infrequency of
collective/volunteer activities (hm=11, ns=9) and COVID-19 (nm=1, n=1).
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11 out of 13 mothers and nine out of 10 fathers mentioned that many of the activities
which are related to nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, such as volunteering
activities, informative activities, or petitions on environmental issues, are not
frequent, so they could not attend such activities with their children (nm=11, n+=9).
Moreover, they also emphasized that even if waste management activities are
conducted frequently, they lack knowledge about them. Therefore, they suggested
that these activities should be better announced. On this issue, M13 and F6
respectively shared that “unfortunately, such activities are very limited. Also, these
events need to be reflected more prominently in the media, no one knows about
them” (M13) and “we haven't participated so far because they haven't organized
much, or we haven't heard about it” (F6). The other external barrier mentioned by
one out of 13 mothers and one out of 10 fathers was COVID-19 (nm=1, n=1). These
parents stressed that their children are highly affected by the pandemic conditions,
such as curfews, so they could not attend any activities related to nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere. F4 elaborated on this issue, stating “The pandemic
ended 2 years after she was born. After the age of 2, she slowly started to meet
people. Otherwise, she didn't see people before that. There was no one on the street,
we didn't go out, so we didn't have the opportunity to participate” (F4).

When mothers’ and fathers’ cited external barriers regarding nonactivist behaviors in
the public sphere performed with their children is analyzed, it is found that both
mothers and fathers have similar views on these barriers. Both group of parents
emphasized that infrequency of collective/volunteer activities (nm=11, ns=9) and
COVID-19 (nm=1, ns=1) were significant barriers to engage in nonactivist behaviors

in the public sphere with their children.

4.3.2.1.2. Internal Barriers

According to responses of mothers and fathers, in order to engage in nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere with their children more regularly, they have to
overcome three internal barriers in addition to external ones: time constraints
(nm=10, ns=6), mistrust in environmental organizations (nm=1, n=3) and mistrust of

the effectiveness of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere (nm=0, n=2).
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10 out of 13 mothers and six out of 10 fathers reported that they do not have enough
time to perform nonactivist behaviors in the public with their children (nm=10, ns=6).
In other words, these parents emphasized that they lack the time to attend
volunteering or informative events on the environment and take action against
environmental issues with their children. M7 expressed their perspective on this
matter, stating, “It's a matter of time. | really don't have much time because | work
very hard. Such events can usually happen on weekends. I don't have time for that
either” (M7). Since being a member of environmental organizations or attending the
events they organized is a nonactivist behavior in the public sphere, one out of 13
mothers and three out of 10 fathers expressed that they do not trust environmental
organizations in general (nm=1, n=3). Regarding their reasoning, F6 conveyed that
“we don't intervene too much in these NGOs because they don't do the work they are
supposed to do but get involved in politics” (F6). Lastly, two out of 10 fathers
mentioned that they do not trust the effectiveness of involving nonactivist behaviors
in the public sphere, so they do not prefer to attend such activities with their children
(nm=0, ns=2). F3 shared the rationale behind this preference as follows: “I don't
really believe in it. I don't believe in the magnitude of its impact because, as | said, if
you live in the city, the impact is very minimal or it's just that decisions need to be
made at a level above NGOs. So, | don't do much about it. I don't want to spend time
with my child in there” (F3).

When mothers’ and fathers’ cited internal barriers regarding nonactivist behaviors in
the public sphere performed with their children is analyzed, some differences and
similarities are emerged. Firstly, both mothers and fathers view time constraints
(nm=10, n=6), mistrust in environmental organizations (nm=1, n=3) as significant
barriers to engage in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their children.
However, the proportion of fathers who view mistrust in environmental
organizations as a barrier was higher than the mothers. Moreover, there were two
fathers, out of 10, who mentioned mistrust of the effectiveness of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere (nm=0, ns=2), whereas none of the mothers cited this
as a barrier. When these differences are considered, it can be concluded that fathers
in the current study were more likely to view mistrust in environmental organizations

and mistrust of the effectiveness of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as a
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significant barrier to engage in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their
children, compared to mothers.

4.3.2.2. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Environmental
Activism Behaviors with Their Children

When participating mothers and fathers were asked regarding the obstacles stand in
the way of them in terms of performing environmental activism behaviors with their
children, they mentioned different barriers which prevent them from engaging in
these behaviors. 11 out of 13 mothers and nine out of 10 fathers mentioned external
barriers which prevent them from engaging in environmental activism behaviors with
their children (nm=11, n=9). Additionally, five out of 13 mothers and four out of 10
fathers highlighted the internal obstacles (nm=5, ns=4). In other words, the responses
of mothers and fathers reevaled two different categories being external and internal,

similar with the other subdimensions of environmentally significant behaviors.

Table 30 Obstacles stand in the way of mothers’ and fathers’ performing
environmental activism behaviors with their children

Theme Categories Codes Mothers Fathers
Participants n Percentage Participants n Percentage
M1,M2 M3,

Safety Issues  M5,M11 5 38% F3,F7,F8,F9 4 40%
Protests
Defeating the M7,M10,M1 F4,F6,F8,F9,
Purpose 1 3 23% F10 5 50%
Lack of

E  External Organization of

= Obstacles Environmental M3,M4,M12,

3 Protests M13 4 31% 0 0%

= Inappropriatene

g ss of

E Environmental

£ Protests for

E Children's Age M6 1 8% F1,F2 2 20%
Mistrust in the
Effectiveness

Internal of .
Obstacles Environmental

Protests M1,M2MI13 3 23% F1,F3 2 20%
Time
Constraints MS8,M9 2 15% F2,F5 2 20%
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4.3.2.2.1. External Barriers

In general, parents faced four different external barriers to engaging in environmental
activism behaviors more frequently with their children: safety issues (nm=5, n=4),
protests defeating the purpose (nm=3, ns=5), lack of organization of environmental
protests (nm=4, ns=0) and inappropriateness of environmental protests for children's
age (nm=1, n=2). Five out of 13 mothers and four out of 10 fathers highlighted safety
issues in the protests in general (nm=5, n=4). These parents stated that it is unsafe to
bring their children to protest because of the violence they may experience. On
safety issues, F8 and F3 commented respectively that “I would not want to take my
child to these protests anyway, as | think there may be a security weakness in
environmental protests. Even when my child starts to make his/her own decision, I
actually don't want my child to participate” (F8) and “we are not Norway or Sweden.
Let's accept this for once. What my child will experience about the protest here will
only be violence” (F3). Another significant external barrier cited by three out of 13
mothers and give out of 10 fathers was protests defeating the purpose (nm=3, ns=5).
These eight parents believe that even if the protest is organized to address an
environmental issue, the actual protest is not done for the environment but for
political issues. That is why these mothers and fathers prefer not to bring their
children to environmental protests, as it defeats the purpose. F8 elaborated on this
Issue, stating, “while I find some of the environmental protests justified, some of them
raise questions about their purpose. | mean, as far as | can see, | can’t say that the
main purpose there is the environment” (F8). Lack of organization of environmental
protests was another barrier mentioned by four out of 13 mothers (nm=4, n=0). These
mothers mentioned that they have not heard about many environmental protests, as
such activities are scarce. Therefore, they do not attend environmental protests with
their children. “I don't see any protests about the environment. I mean, it's not on the
agenda anyway” was the statement of M4 regarding the infrequency of
environmental protests. The final external barrier reported by one out of 13 mothers
and two out of 10 fathers was inappropriateness of environmental protests for
children's age (nm=1, ns=2). These parents believe that their children are too young to

attend any type of protests or advocate at such a level. Regarding this, M6 stated that

214



“environmental protests may be for a slightly older age group, it is not something
that is suitable for my daughter. She cannot protest or defend at this age” (M6).

When mothers’ and fathers’ cited external barriers regarding environmental activism
behaviors performed with their children is analyzed, some differences and
similarities are emerged. Firstly, both mothers and fathers tend to view safety issues,
protests defeating the purpose and inappropriateness of environmental protests for
children's age as significant barriers to perform environmental activism behaviors
with their children. However, although the proportion of mothers and fathers who
view the safety issues (nm=5, n=4) as a barrier is quite similar, proportion of fathers
who mentioned protests defeating the purpose (nm=3, n+=5) and inappropriateness of
environmental protests for children's age (nm=1, ns=2) as barriers was higher than the
mothers. On the other hand, mothers in the current study reported lack of
organization of environmental protests as a significant barrier as well, whereas none
of the fathers mentioned so. All in all, it can be concluded that fathers in the current
study were more likely to view protests defeating the purpose and the
inappropriateness of environmental protests for children's age as significant barriers
to engaging in environmental activism behaviors with their children. On the other
hand, mothers tended to regard the lack of organization of environmental protests as

a significant barrier.

4.3.2.2.2. Internal Barriers

According to responses of mothers and fathers, in order to engage in environmental
activism behaviors with their children more regularly, they have to overcome two
internal barriers in addition to external ones: mistrust in the effectiveness of
environmental protests (nm=3, ns=2) and time constraints (nm=2, n=4). Three out of
13 mothers and two out of 10 fathers reported that they do not believe in the
effectiveness of environmental protests (nm=3, n+=2). In other words, these parents
emphasized in their responses that attending environmental protests would not
change anything and would not solve any environmental problems. That is why,
these parents do not prefer to perform environmental activism behaviors with their

children. Regarding this issue, M1 stated that “protests don't make anything better,
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unfortunately, according to my observations. I think yes, they should be done, but I
don't think it changes anything” (M1). The last internal barrier mentioned was time
constraints. Two out of 13 mothers and four out of 10 fathers conveyed that they do
not have enough time to perform environmental activism behaviors with their
children (nm=2, ni=4). F5 expressed his perspective on this matter, stating, “As | said,
we really don't have time to participate in such things (environmental protests)”
(F5).

When mothers’ and fathers’ cited internal barriers regarding environmental activism
behaviors performed with their children is analyzed, it is found that both mothers and
fathers have similar views on these barriers. Both group of parents emphasized that
mistrust in the effectiveness of environmental protests (hm=3, n=2) and time
constraints (nm=2, n=4) were significant barriers to engage in environmental

activism

4.4. Key Findings

4.4.1. Definitions of Mothers and Fathers Regarding Different Types of Private
and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors

e According to the participants, environmentally responsible consumers are
individuals who purchase recyclable (nm=5, n{=4), chemical-free (nm=4,
ne=3), environmentally friendly packaged (nm=3, n=4), local (nm=2, ns=1),
biodegradable (nm=1, ni=2), cruelty-free (nm=2, n=0), eco-friendly branded
(nm=1, ni=1), and energy efficient (nm=0, ns=1) products in a minimalist way
(nm=3, ns=0) and individuals who not dispose the product in the environment
after use (hm=4, n=4), and engage in recycling (nm=4, n=2). In terms of
differences between mothers and fathers, mothers defined environmentally
significant behaviors by mentioning purchasing cruelty-free products and
making need-based purchases, which fathers did not mention. On the other
hand, one father included purchasing energy-efficient products in his

definition, while none of the mothers did.
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The particpants defined resource conservation as conservation of water
(nm=13, ns=9), nature (nm=2, ns=3), electrical energy (nm=5, n=3), and fossil
fuels (hm=1, ns=3). Both groups of parents generally had similar definitions,
except fathers were more inclined to include the conservation of fossil fuels

in their definition of resource conservation than mothers.

Waste is described as material that is unneeded/non-essential (nm=7, ni=4),
unrecyclable (nm=4, ns=1), recyclable (nm=2, n=2), leftover (nm=1, n=2) and
biodegradable through a long process in nature (nm=0, n&=1) by the
participants. Both mothers and fathers regarded waste as materials that are
unnecessary or non-essential, and capable of being recycled; however, only
one father defined waste as materials with a lengthy biodegradation time in
nature, none of the mothers included this aspect in their definitions. On the
other hand, the proportion of mothers defining waste as unrecyclable (nm=4,
ni=1) was higher than fathers. With regards to waste management, the
participants defined the term as waste segregation and recycling (nm=9, ne=7),
waste collection and disposal (nm=3, ns=1), and reducing waste (nm=0, n=1).
In general, mothers and fathers have similar definitions of waste
management. However, mothers are more likely to include waste collection
and disposal in their definition, while one father specifically emphasizes
waste reduction, which none of the mothers do.

The participants defined nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as
participation to garbage collection (nm=8, ns=7), tree-planting (nm=7, ns=3),
and informative events on environment (nm=1, n+=3). Both groups share
similar views on the meaning of the term in relation to garbage collection and
tree planting. However, a higher proportion of fathers define the term with

informative events.

The participants defined environmental activists as inviduals/institutions with
environmental knowledge and sensitivity (Nm="6, ne=7),
individuals/institutions advocating for the environment (hm=8, n=3) and

people using force to protect the environment (nm=2, n=2). However, more
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mothers than fathers mentioned individuals/institutions advocating for the

environment in their definitions.

4.4.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Parents Perform Individually

The participants conveyed that they purchase chemical-free (nm=10, n=3),
long-lasting (nm=5, ns=5), cruelty-free (nm=6, ns=2), eco-friendly packaged
(nm=7, n=1), energy-efficient (nm=3, ns=4), second-hand (nm=3, n=2), local
(hm=4, n=1) and recycled (nm=2, ns=0) products, and make need-based
purchases (nm=11, ns=7). Less than half of the mothers and fathers preferred
the green products except for chemical-free ones, indicating a low
involvement in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
especially regarding purchasing green products. The proportion of mothers
who performed behaviors targeting purchasing chemical-free, cruelty-free,
eco-friendly packaged, recycled and local products was higher compared to
fathers. It seems that mothers engage in more environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors and exhibit a greater variety of such behaviors than

fathers.

Participants in the current study conserve water (nm=13, ns=9), protect
animals and plants (nm=12, ns=9), prevent environmental pollution (nm=12,
ni=8), conserve fossil fuels (hm=8, n+=6) and conserve electrical energy
(nm=13, ns=9). Nearly all of the mothers and fathers engage in various
resource conservation behaviors, indicating a high level of involvement.

There were no notable differences between two groups of parents.

Participants in the current study reduce the use of disposable materials (nm=8,
ne=7), use materials for long time (nm=8, ns=6), cook for portions (nNm=4,
ne=4), utilize technology to reduce waste (nm=3, n=3), make donations
(nm=13, nt=10), reuse their waste for different/similar purposes (Nm=13,
ni=10), do repairing (Nnm=10, ns=8), utilize deposit-refund systems (Nm=>5,
ni=3), segregate waste (nm=9, n=3) and make compost (nm=3, n=1). Also,
more than half of the mothers and fathers practice different kinds of reducing

and reusing behaviors, but recycling was less common compared to reducing
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and reusing. Both mothers and fathers engage in similar behaviors in terms of
reducing and reusing their waste. However, although both groups of parents
practice behaviors targeting recycling, proportion of mothers was higher than

the fathers in the current study.

Within the scope of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, the
participants attend environmental volunteering activities (nm=8, ns=6),
informative activities on the environment (nm=7, n=2), become members of
environmental organizations (nm=3, nf=1), contact the authorities to solve
environmental problems (nm=4, n+=3) and attend petition campaigns to stop
the environmental problems (nm=2, nf=0). Besides participating in
environmental volunteering activities, less than half of the parents engaged in
non-activist behaviors in public sphere, and all these actions were one-time
occurrences instead of regular habits, showing low involvement in these
behaviors. The proportion of mothers who attend volunteering and
informative activities and sign petitions was higher than that of fathers.

Participants in the current study attend environmental protests (nm=3, ns=1),

however, the level of participation is notably low.

Private sphere behaviors were more regularly performed than public sphere
behaviors by both group of parents.

The most commonly performed behaviors among both mothers and fathers
were related to resource conservation in general, and reusing waste as part of
waste management. Additionally, environmental activism behaviors were the

least common among both groups.

4.4.3. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Parents Perform with Their Children

The participants reported that they purchase chemical-free (nm=2, ns=0), long-
lasting (nm=0, n=2), eco-friendly packaged (nm=2, n=0), and local (hm=1,
ne=0) products and make need-based purchases (nm=3, n=1) with their
children. There were critical differences between two groups of parents;

whereas mothers reported purchasing chemical-free, eco-friendly packaged

219



and local products with their children, none of the fathers did so. Moreover,
the proportion of mothers who make need-based purchases with their children
exceeds the proportion of fathers. On the other hand, whereas fathers
conveyed that they purchase long-lasting products with their children, none

of the mothers gave a response in this manner.

The participants conserve water (nm=12, ns=5), plants/animals (nm=6, n=3),
electrical energy (nm=7, n=5) and prevent environmental pollution (nm=8,
n=2) with their children. The proportion of mothers was higher than that of
fathers when it comes to the prevention of environmental pollution. The other

behaviors were similar between the two groups.

The participants reduce use of disposable materials (nm=4, n=2), utilize
technology to reduce waste (nm=1, ns=0), reuse their waste for
similar/different purposes (nm=13, n=9), do repairing (nm=5, ns=6), make
donations (nm=6, n=2), segregate waste (nm=4, ns=1), and make compost
(nm=1, n=0) with their children. The proportion of mothers was higher than
fathers in terms of the use of technology to minimize waste, making
donations, segregation of waste, and making compost. Mothers outperformed
fathers in terms of engaging in waste management behaviors with their

children.

The only nonactivist behavior reported by the participants was participating
in environmental collective activities with their children (nm=4, n=4). Both

groups of parents perform this behavior with their children.

Both mothers and fathers don’t prefer to attend environmental protests with

their children.

In addition to behaviors performed together, mothers and fathers also prefer
to explain their children why it is essential to buy eco-friendly products
(nm=2, ns=3), set rules for them to make need-based purchases (nm=3, ns=0),
warn their children to conserve resources (nm=5, ns=7), inform/be role model
for their children to promote resource conservation (hm=6, ns=3), and

inform/be a role model for their children to promote waste management
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behaviors (nm=>5, ns=4). Setting rules for need-based purchases was only valid
for mothers. Other methods were preferred both mothers and fathers.

Both mothers and fathers perform private sphere behaviors more regularly

than public sphere behaviors with their children.

The most commonly performed behaviors among both mothers and fathers
were related to resource conservation in general, and reusing waste as part of
waste management. Environmental activism behaviors were the least

common among both groups.

4.4.4. Variations in Environmentally Significant Behaviors of Parents

Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

Mothers were found to engage in environmentally responsible consumption
behaviors more than fathers, particularly displaying a strong inclination
towards purchasing chemical-free products (nm=10, n=3) and the lowest
inclination towards buying recycled products individually (nm=2, n=0). On
the other hand, both groups show an attention to making need-based
purchases (nm=11, n{=7). When behaviors performed with children is
investigated, it is revealed that both mothers and fathers are more inclined to
individually engage in all behaviors within environmentally responsible
consumption. However, while fathers only pay attention to purchasing long-
lasting products (nm=0, n=2) with their children, mothers were found to make
need-based purchases (nm=3, n=1) more, and purchase chemical-free (hm=2,
n=0), eco-friendly packaged (nm=2, ns=0), and local (nm=2, n=0) products
with their children. This signals higher levels of involvement and a greater
variety of behaviors related to environmentally responsible consumption by

mothers performed with their children compared to fathers, as well.

Both mothers and fathers exhibit similar resource conservation behaviors
when carried out individually, with a higher prevalence of water conservation
(nm=13, n=9) and a lesser emphasis on fossil fuel conservation (nm=8, n+=6).
When behaviors performed with children is investigated, it is revealed that

both mothers and fathers are more inclined to individually engage in all
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behaviors within the resource conservation category. While both mothers
and fathers prioritize water conservation (nm=12, ns=5) when engaging in
activities with their children, the least commonly practiced conservation
behavior varies between the two groups. For mothers, the least performed
behavior pertains to conserving plants and animals (nm=6, n+=3), whereas for
fathers, it involves addressing environmental pollution (hm=8, n+=2). The
proportion of mothers engaging in various resource conservation behaviors

with their children was generally higher.

Individually, both mothers and fathers engage in similar waste reduction and
reuse behaviors, which are the most common waste management practices
among parents. Recycling is more prevalent among mothers but less common
overall compared to reducing and reusing. When considering behaviors with
children, both mothers and fathers are more inclined to individually engage in
all behaviors within waste management, except for reusing waste (nm=13,
ns=9). Both mothers and fathers prioritize waste reuse when involving their
children. However, mothers involve their children more in recycling and
some reduce-reuse behaviors, showcasing a wider variety of waste
management practices with children. This highlights greater engagement and
diversity in waste management practices among mothers with their children

compared to fathers.

Mothers were found to engage in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
more frequently than fathers, particularly displaying a strong inclination
towards participating in volunteer activities organized to protect environment
(nm=8, ns=6) and the lowest inclination towards participating in petitions
organized on environmental problems (nm=2, n=0). When considering
behaviors with children, both mothers and fathers are more inclined to
individually engage in all behaviors within nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere category. The findings indicate that the only behavior performed with
children is participating in volunteer activities. Other behaviors, such as
attending informative events or being a member of environmental
organizations, which were reported as individual actions, were not carried out

by either mothers or fathers with their children.
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Individually, mothers appear to attend environmental protests more than
fathers (nm=3, ns=1). However, it's worth noting that neither mothers nor

fathers participate in environmental protests with their children.

In general, both mothers and fathers are more inclined to individually engage

in all environmentally significant behaviors.

In general, mothers engage in more environmentally significant behaviors

with their children compared to fathers.

4.4.5. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Different Types of

Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their
Children

Environmental factors that drive consumption (nm=5, ns=4), the cost and
accessibility of environmentally friendly products (nm=3, ns=6), urban
lifestyle (nm=2, ns=3), time constraints (Nm=3, n=2), and lack of
knowledge/awareness (nm=3, ns=1) were barriers cited by the participants on
performing environmentally responsible consumption behaviors with their
children. Fathers were more concerned about the cost and accessibility of
environmentally friendly products, whereas mothers were more concerned

about a lack of knowledge/awareness as a barrier.

Urban lifestyle (nm=3, ns=3), lack of qualified transportation facilities (nm=3,
n=3), safety issues (nm=1, ns=1), time constraints (nm=7, ns=3), and lack of
knowledge/awareness (nm=2, n=1) were barriers cited by the participants on
performing resource conservation behaviors with their children. There were

not any notable differences between two groups of parents.

Inadequate infrastructure for managing waste (nm=10, n+=3), lack of social
consciousness (nm=4, ns=2), lack of governmental sanctions (nm=3, n=2),
urban lifestyle (nm=2, n=2), time constraints (hm=4, n=3), insecurity about
the effectiveness of waste management (nm=2, n=3) and lack of
knowledge/awareness (nm=4, n=0) were barriers cited by the participants on

performing waste management behaviors with their children. Mothers were
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more concerned about inadequate infrastructure for managing waste and lack

of knowledge and awareness as a barrier than fathers.

Infrequency of collective/volunteer activities (nm=11, n=9), COVID-19
(nm=1, nf=1), time constraints (Nm=10, n=6), mistrust in environmental
organizations (nm=1, n=3) and mistrust of the effectiveness of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere (nm=0, n=2) were barriers cited by the
participants to performing nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with
their children. Fathers were more concerned about mistrust in environmental
organizations and mistrust of the effectiveness of nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere as a barrier than mothers.

Safety issues (nm=5, ni=4), protests defeating the purpose (nm=3, ns=5), lack
of organization of environmental protests (nm=4, n=0), inappropriateness of
environmental protests for children's age (nm=1, ns=2), mistrust in the
effectiveness of environmental protests (nm=3, ns=2) and time constraints
(nm=2, ns=4) were barriers cited by participants on performing environmental
activism behaviors with their children. Fathers emphasized protests' defeating
the purpose and age-inappropriateness as barriers more than mothers, while
mothers saw lack of organization in environmental protests as a significant

barrier compared to fathers.

Overall, the most commonly mentioned barriers included time constraints,
urban lifestyle, lack of information/awareness, and mistrust in the

effectiveness of behaviors.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The current study aimed to determine how parents define various categories of
private and public environmentally significant behaviors, private and public
environmentally significant behaviors engaged in by the parents individually, and
with their children, variations in environmentally significant behaviors of parents
depending on whether they engage independently or with their children, parents'
challenges while engaging in different categories of private and public sphere
environmentally significant behaviors with their children and to understand the
difference between mothers’ and fathers’ definitions, self-reported behaviors, and
barriers regarding different types of private and public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. In light of these purposes of the study, this chapter begins with
a discussion of the findings and continues with implications. Finally,

recommendations for further research are shared at the end of the chapter.

5.1. Discussion

5.1.1. Definitions of Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant

Behaviors

The first category of environmentally significant behaviors investigated was
environmentally responsible consumption. When the participants were asked what
defines an environmentally responsible consumer, apart from two participants who
failed to give accurate definitions for the term, they either defined the term with the
green product purchasing processes or product disposal process such as not littering

the product after use or engaging in recycling; which is in line with the proposed
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definitions in the relevant literature; any consumption-related behavior, such as
purchasing, using, and disposing, carried out in a way that lessens the impact of
consumption on the environment (Gupta & Agrawal, 2017). That is why, it can be
deduced that the majority of the mothers and fathers attribute appropriate definitions
to environmentally responsible consumption and show a high level of knowledge
regarding the issue. Moreover, mothers and fathers stated that environmentally
responsible consumers make minimalist purchases, which is in line with several
proposed definitions in the literature related to respecting the right of future
generations to access and utilize resources by consuming fewer products today
(OECD, 2008). Recyclable, chemical-free, environmentally friendly packaged, local,
biodegradable, cruelty-free, eco-friendly branded, and energy efficient products were
features of the products the participants mentioned that an environmentally
responsible consumer should buy; in other words, green products. When the scope of
green products are examined, it is seen that they are defined as manufactured without
depleting natural resources (Aksu, 2019; Calisir, 2020; Durif et al., 2010; OECD,
2008; Ottman, 1998; Onurlubas et al., 2017; Paavola, 2001; Welsch & Kuhling,
2011), free from toxic substances (chemical-free/organic) (Aksu, 2019; Calisir, 2020;
Durif et al., 2010; OECD, 2008; Ottman, 1998; Welsch & Kuhling, 2011), and do
not generate waste or pollutants throughout their entire lifespan (Aksu, 2019; OECD,
2008; Ottman, 1998; Onurlubas et al., 2017), durable (Calisir, 2020; Ottman, 1998),
made of recycled or recyclable materials (Calisir, 2020; Ottman, 1998), require as
low as possible energy during the production (Ottman, 1998; Onurlubas et al., 2017),
reusable (Carvellon & Carey, 2011), biodegradable (Durif et al., 2010), not tested on
animals (Carvellon & Carey, 2011; Durif et al., 2010), locally sourced (Campbell et
al., 2015; Durif et al., 2010), hypoallergenic (Durif et al., 2010) and eco-labeled
(Durif et al., 2010). When the findings of the study and relevant literature is
compared, it is possible to infer that the mothers and fathers have similar views on
green products with the studies conducted in different times and countries. When the
differences between the two groups of parents were examined in the current study, it
was highlighted that whereas mothers defined the term with relation to purchasing
cruelty-free products and making need-based purchases, none of the fathers
mentioned this aspect. On the contrary, the fathers tended to define the term by

referring to purchasing energy-efficient products, while none of the mothers did. One
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possible explanation may be that, although the term ‘cruelty-free product' is related to
both food choices and cosmetics shopping (Grappe et al., 2021), all of the mothers in
the current study referred to cosmetics shopping when mentioning cruelty-free
products. Since cosmetic shopping is relatively more common among women
(Amberg & Fogarassy, 2019; Craig, 2006), mothers are more likely to include
cruelty-free products in their environmentally responsible consumer definitions. The
similar trend was also observed in making need-based purchasing, with an emphasis
given by mothers, but none of the fathers mentioned it in the current study, despite
its place in the literature (OECD, 2008). Minimalist consumption is a popular trend
in the marketing sector, with campaigns emphasizing simple, minimal, and high-
quality products. Industries are adopting slogans like “less is more” to promote this
trend (Chen & Liu, 2023). As some women are viewed by marketers as individuals
who have strong earning power and spending power, marketers have started to focus
on them when preparing advertisements (Li et al., 2015). Women's higher exposure
to such marketing campaigns may influence their definitions of an environmentally
responsible consumer, leading them to include aspects of making need-based,
minimal purchases in their definitions. As a final difference, including energy-
efficiency was unique to fathers' answers, whereas none of the mothers mentioned it.
A possible explanation for this difference may be that purchasing energy-efficient
products is strongly related to the financial cost of the product during the
consumption process. Although in the division of labor in the household, practices
regarding financial issues such as paying bills are found to be gender-neutral in other
countries such as the United States (Noonan, 2004), in Tiirkiye, these practices are
still perceived as men's responsibilities and are more commonly practiced by men
within households (Unver & Demirli, 2022). That may be the reason behind fathers’
energy-efficiency related definitions regarding environmentally responsible

consumption.

In the current study, participants were also asked to define the second category of
environmentally significant behaviors; resource conservation. Mothers and fathers
mostly defined resource conservation as the conservation of water and electrical
energy. Only some of them included nature and fossil fuels in their definitions,

despite the fact that resources encompass various other aspects, such as solar power,
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wind energy, geothermal energy, air, mines and soil (Jowsey, 2007; Schellens &
Gisladottir, 2018). This may show that parents may have limited information on
resources, and they generally emphasize conditionally renewable resources in their
definitions, especially water. One possible reason that explain this finding can be
their exposure to numerous news items emphasizing water scarcity in the media,
such as the fact that nearly two billion individuals across the globe currently lack
access to safe drinking water (UN, 2022). This exposure may create the perception
that the water issue is real and has become a serious threat for everyone. Although
the scarcity of other resources did not manifest its effects as prominently as water
scarcity did, these resources may be viewed by both mothers and fathers as a
secondary priority compared to water. Moreover, water is related to the everyday life
of individuals and is needed not only for health but also for many other applications
such as domestic work and personal hygiene. On the other hand, other resources such
as mines or wind power are not in the immediate life cycle of participants, and there
are limited behaviors to protect them in a household context, which could be another
possible explanation for the prioritization of water as a significant resource.
Regarding differences between mothers and fathers as to the definition of resource
conservation, both groups of parents generally had similar definitions, except that
fathers were more inclined to include the conservation of fossil fuels in their
definition, in the current study. In general, fathers referred to gasoline and natural gas
when mentioning fossil fuels in their definitions, that is why the difference between
two groups of parents in this aspect may also be explained by traditional gender roles
still practiced in Tirkiye. According to the data presented by the General Directorate
of Security in 2018, women comprise only 24.1% of car drivers in Tiirkiye. Due to
the connection between purchasing gasoline and car usage, and the financial aspects
of maintaining a supply of natural gas, which are still predominantly handled by men
(General Directorate of Security, 2018; Unver & Demirli, 2022), fathers may be
more inclined to include fossil fuels in their definitions of resource conservation,

influenced by their daily practices.

Within the scope of the third category, participants were asked for their definitions of
waste and waste management. They defined waste as material that is unneeded/non-

essential, unrecyclable, recyclable, leftover and biodegradable through a long process
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in nature. All explanations for waste were in line with those found in the literature;
such as being unneeded/non-essential (Basu, 2009; Lynch, 1990), recyclable (White
et al., 1995), leftover (Bilitewski et al., 1994; Lynch, 1990) and biodegradable
through a long process in nature (Basu, 2009). This may signal that the participants’
level of knowledge is higher than studies conducted over the last decade in
developing countries like Nigeria, Ethiopia, Kenya and Tiirkiye (Adogu et al., 2015;
Hacisalihoglu, 2021; Maldaye et al., 2022; Martinez-Borreguero et al., 2019). One
plausible explanation for this difference could be attributed to the varying education
levels of the participants involved. For instance, in the study conducted by
Hacisalihoglu (2021), the majority of the participants were secondary school
students, with a limited representation of teachers and school administrators. In
contrast, the present study comprises mothers and fathers of young children, with
higher educational levels. Since the educational level and environmental knowledge
are significantly correlated (Grodzi'nska-Jurczak, 2003), the knowledge of mothers
and fathers in the current study could be higher than that of the participants in the
other studies. Another notable finding of the current study was that more mothers
than fathers defined waste as unrecyclable material. Garbage, typically consisting of
wet materials and often composed of animal or food residues, is a type of waste
commonly generated from domestic kitchen activities and is considered unrecyclable
(Rathje, 1992). It's important to emphasize here that while waste can include
garbage, not all waste is synonymous with garbage. This is because there are various
waste types that are reusable and recyclable, extending beyond the category of
garbage. Since women are still primary actors in households when it comes to
preparing meals, which is the main source of garbage, the increased exposure of
mothers to garbage may indeed lead them to define it as unrecyclable. In other
words, this trend among mothers can be explained by the gender norms that are still
present in Tiirkiye (Unver & Demirli, 2022). In terms of waste management, the
majority of mothers and fathers defined the term as waste segregation and recycling,
with a low level of acknowledgment for waste collection and disposal, as well as
waste reduction, which is only mentioned by one of the fathers. However, it is
important to note that waste management also encompasses activities such as
reusing, processing, and monitoring of waste, and reduction of waste is also a

fundamental aspect of waste management (Pongracz, 2002). The main perception
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among mothers and fathers that waste management is strongly and exclusively linked
to waste segregation or recycling can be attributed to the widespread misbelief that
recycling represents the most sustainable approach for waste management, which

reflects recycling bias, reduction and reusing neglect (Barnett et al., 2023).

According to the findings of the current study, the fourth category of
environmentally significant behaviors, nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere,
were defined by mothers and fathers as participation in garbage collection, tree-
planting, and informative events on environment, which is in line with the proposed
definition of the term in the literature; behaviors that are not driven by activism but
still contribute to environmental change through public engagement (Liu et al.,
2017). However, when the examples of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
were searched in the literature, many behaviors such as signing petitions regarding
environmental problems, being a member of or supporting environmental
organizations, supporting policies that promote environmentally friendly choices,
such as being willing to pay higher taxes for the protection of the environment
(Stern, 2000), participate in environmental policymaking, obey environmental law,
and organize events that highlight sustainability (Bell, 2007), making financial
donations to environmental organizations (Piyapong, 2019) and voting for green
parties (Chen, 2015) were listed, different from the participants of the current study.
The limited knowledge of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere among mothers
and fathers can be attributed to the general conclusion that such behaviors are less
frequently practiced by individuals when compared to private sphere behaviors (Liu
et al., 2018; Lu et al., 2017; Mi et al., 2020). This often results from the fact that
public sphere actions often demand more effort and time compared to those in the
private sphere (SGuin et al., 1998), further contributing to the lack of familiarity with
such behaviors. Another noteworthy finding from the current study was that,
although both mothers and fathers have similar views on the definition of nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere regarding volunteering activities, a higher proportion
of fathers define the term with informative events. This difference between the two
groups of parents may be attributed to traditional gender roles and gender
socialization in which education and knowledge acquisition is attributed to men
(Sayilan, 2012).
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Finally, participants were also asked to give their understanding of behaviors related
to environmental activism. They defined environmental activists as
individuals/institutions ~ with  environmental ~ knowledge and  sensitivity,
individuals/institutions advocating for the environment, and people using force to
protect the environment, which is in line with different definitions provided in the
relevant literature, such as trying to prevent individuals or policies that are harmful to
the environment which is in line with advocation (Piyapong, 2019), educating the
public, lobbying government or boycotting companies that have a substantial
ecological footprint on the environment (Pago & Rodrigues, 2016) or people or
organizations that advocate for the environment by emphasizing protection and
conservation through various movements and urge governments and corporations to
take immediate action and find global solutions to environmental issues (Heyes &
King, 2018). In the current study, 15% of the mothers and 20% of the fathers
expressed some negative features of environmental activists since they may use force
to protect the environment, which reveals that for some of the mothers and fathers,
environmental activists also have a bad image in their perceptions. Similar findings
were also reported in Klas et al.’s (2018) study, which uncovered that a significant
amount of people believe that environmental activists are aggressive in their
behavior and stubborn in their beliefs, resulting in different kinds of violence. Thus,
having negative perceptions towards environmental activists was not unigue to the
mothers and fathers of young children. One possible reason parents define
environmental activists negatively could be the media image presented regarding the
activists. In many countries, environmental protests and activists are negatively
portrayed by various media tools, including newspapers and social media (Brown &
Harlow, 2019). Another notable finding of the current study was that advocacy for
the environment found place mostly in mothers’ definitions regarding environmental
activists. The majority of fathers (70%) connected environmental activists with
spreading environmental knowledge, and the majority of mothers (62%) referred to
environmental advocation in their definitions. Although they focused on different
aspects of environmental activism, both views parallel the definitions offered in the
literature (Heyes & King, 2018; Pago & Rodrigues, 2016).
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5.1.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Mothers and Fathers Perform

In this section, the findings of the current study related to the types of private and
public behaviors that mothers and fathers both performed individually and with their
children. These are discussed in relation to the relevant literature. Moreover, the

differences between individual and joint behaviors are explored.

5.1.2.1. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Parents Perform Individually

Detecting differences in the environmentally significant behaviors performed by
mothers and fathers individually is one of the major purposes of the current study.
Behaviors performed within the scope of first category, environmentally responsible
consumption, were reported by mothers and fathers as purchasing chemical-free,
long-lasting, cruelty-free, eco-friendly packaged, energy-efficient, second-hand,
local and recycled products, and making need-based, minimal purchases. Although
85% of mothers and 70% of fathers reported making need-based purchases, the rate
of purchasing different green products was not that high. The only common green
purchasing behavior was purchasing chemical-free products, with 77% of mothers
and 30% of fathers reporting. Less than half of the mothers and fathers preferred the
other green products, indicating a low involvement in environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors especially regarding purchasing green products. The reported
environmentally responsible consumption behaviors were in line with the relevant
literature. In other words, different studies have listed environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors as follows: purchasing green products such as recyclable
materials, organic and energy-efficient products (Roberts & Bacon, 1997), avoiding
purchasing products with excessive packaging (Karaman, 2020), purchasing
biodegradable products (Kim & Choi, 2005), avoiding purchasing disposable
materials (Sun et al., 2022), choosing eco-labeled products (Lee, 2010), preferring
cruelty-free products (Ribeiro Cardoso & van Schoor, 2017), selecting durable
(Pereira Luzio & Lemke, 2013) and second-hand products (Young et al., 2010), and

purchasing products with reusable packaging and consuming them in a minimal way

232



(Moser, 2016). Avoiding the consumption of meat (Markle, 2013; Moser, 2016) was
not mentioned by participants in the current study. This omission may be due to a
lack of environmental awareness among these individuals. In different studies
conducted in Tiurkiye, it was revealed that citizens in Ankara have low carbon
footprint awareness (Ozgen & Demirci-Aksoy, 2017). Additionally, in another study
carried out in Antalya, another major city of Tiirkiye, it was discovered that the main
component of the ecological footprint among individuals was food (ilkem, 2019).
The second reason may be related to the culture of Turkish cuisine. In Tiirkiye,
cuisine holds significant importance, and it includes a wide variety of dishes made
with meat. This culinary tradition has its roots dating back to the early Turkish
civilizations (Demirgiil, 2018). So, the parents of young children may not be aware
of the contribution of meat consumption to their ecological footprints, or, even if
they know, they may prioritize culture over environmental concerns. The low
involvement in purchasing green products was not unique to the current study's
participants. In many other studies from different cultures, it has been revealed that
individuals purchase green products in lower percentages in Bosnia and Herzegovina
(Tatic & Cinjarevic, 2010), United Kingdom ((Hughner et al., 2007), Canada
(Peattie, 2010), China (Chan, 2001), and also in Tirkiye (Gedik et al., 2014;
Yenigeri, 2009). One possible reason for the low involvement rates could be the fact
that some of the environmentally significant behaviors require more effort than
others, which can demotivate individuals from performing them. Some examples of
these behaviors, which are viewed as more difficult than the others, include green
purchasing, attending volunteering activities or participating in environmental
protests (SGuin et al., 1998). Another contributing factor could be economic reasons,
as green products often have higher prices and fewer options compared to other
products (Olson, 2012). The findings of the present study show that mothers engage
in more environmentally responsible consumption behaviors and exhibit a greater
variety of such behaviors. This finding was also in line with the literature, which
emphasized that although there are a few studies that emphasized that men
outperform women in this regard (Ling-yee, 1997), or that the differences between
the groups are insignificant (Fontes et al., 2021), in the majority of studies, females
were found to be more environmentally friendly consumers and purchase green

products, including women in Tiirkiye (Cabuk et al., 2008; Lee, 2009; Radman,
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2005; Uddin & Khan, 2015; Urena et al., 2008; Yenigeri, 2009; Witek & Kuzniar,
2021).

When the mothers’ and fathers’ resource conservation behaviors performed
individually are investigated, it is found in the current study that they conserve water,
protect animals and plants, prevent environmental pollution, conserve fossil fuels,
and conserve electrical energy. Nearly all mothers and fathers engage in all types of
resource conservation behaviors, indicating high involvement. Specifically, water
conservation stood out as one of the most frequently practiced environmentally
significant behaviors by both mothers and fathers individually. One possible
explanation may be that the water issue is currently trending and critical. In an
annual environmental survey conducted by Gallup (2021), it was found that among
issues such as deforestation, global warming, air pollution, and biodiversity loss,
water scarcity was the concern that individuals were most worried about.
Furthermore, conserving water involves everyday actions that require no extra time,
cost, or effort. Additionally, water conservation is linked to financial savings, as
water usage comes with a cost. Therefore, may also reduce their water bills through
such conservation efforts. The other behaviors reported by the mothers and fathers of
young children were in line with the relevant literature, since different studies also
emphasized water (Bronfman et al., 2015; Demirci-Giiler & Afacan, 2012; Garcesa
& Limjuco, Halkos et al., 2018; Lange & Dewitte, 2019; 2014; Timur & Yilmaz,
2013; Zainuri et al., 2022), electrical energy (Bronfman et al., 2015; Demirci-Giiler
& Afacan, 2012; Halkos et al., 2018; Garcesa & Limjuco, 2014; Lange & Dewitte,
2019; Mateer et al., 2022; Timur & Yilmaz, 2013; Zainuri et al., 2022), fossil fuel
(Bronfman et al., 2015; Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Halkos et al., 2018; Mateer et al.,
2022; Zainuri et al., 2022), soil (Garcesa & Limjuco, 2014; Lange & Dewitte, 2019)
and biodiversity (Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012) conservation; however, the scope of the
behaviors are not limited to what the participants shared. Although air conservation,
such as engaging in behaviors to avoid aerosols or reduce excessive use of planes,
was common among the studies in the relevant literature (Bronfman et al., 2015), the
participants of the current study did not mention anything regarding the conservation
of air quality. When asked why they do not engage in any such behaviors, the

majority of participants commented that there is nothing they can do individually for
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air protection. Instead, they believed that these are issues related to big companies
and factories, which signals the reason for their lack of engagement as the locus of
control of mothers and fathers of young children. The high performance rate of
resource conservation behaviors was not unique to participants in the current study.
Various international studies have highlighted before that resource conservation
behaviors are common among individuals from different cities and occupations
(Dolnicar et al., 2012; Garcia-Cuerva, 2016; Hori et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2022; Yue
et al., 2013). However, in Tirkiye, the findings were quite different. There are a
considerable number of studies in Tiirkiye which have shown that conservation
behaviors are not performed by individuals at high levels (Boylu, 2012; Alas et al.,
2009; Uyar et al., 2023), or they have highlighted that these behaviors are performed
only slightly above average (Kog¢ak & Tektas, 2022; Vural & Yilmaz, 2016).
Although the findings of the current study support those seen in the international
literature, there is a difference in terms of the national context. One possible reason
for this difference may be that none of the previously mentioned studies conducted at
the national level focused directly on parents. According to the legacy hypotheses,
when individuals become parents and have children, they tend to consider the legacy
they will leave to their children in terms of environmental quality more (Thomas et
al., 2017). The hypothesis were also found to be true for water conservation in
different studies. To illustrate, Campbell et al. (2004), found that parents tend to
conserve water more when compared to individuals without children. Moreover,
Moore et al. (1994) reported that compared to secondary school students and
teachers, parents were the group most conserving water. That is why, parents in the
current study may conserve resources more than other samples due to their parental
role. Another notable finding of the current study was that resource conservation
behaviors were the most commonly performed behaviors of the participants when
compared to other types of both private and public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors. Similarly, in a study carried out by Bronfman et al. (2015) in
the USA, it was discovered that resource conservation was the most common type of
environmentally significant behavior, and Janmaimool & Denpaiboon (2016) found
that resource conservation is preferred more than waste management in Thailand.
Bronfman et al. (2015) explained this trend as being due to the low cost, absence of

behavioral restrictions, reduction in household spending, and the fact that it does not
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require major changes. All these explanations may be valid for the participants of the
current study, as well. Moreover, another explanation could be the fact that resource
conservation behaviors are highly aligned with economic savings. According to the
latest statistics shared by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK, 2021), the earnings
of 14.4% of individuals in Tirkiye fall below the poverty line, which is a rate
calculated to cover only the food necessities of individuals. When the economic
effects of the previous two years are considered as well, it is plausible that parents
may perform these resource conservation behaviors with the intention of saving
money in Tirkiye. Another remarkable finding of the current study was that there
were no notable differences between mothers and fathers in terms of resource
conservation behaviors, while there are contradictory findings on this issue in the
literature. It is possible to detect different trends among different types of resource
conservation, however it can be generally concluded that there is either no significant
difference or a difference in favor of women in terms of resource conservation
behaviors (Fatoki, 2022; Janmaimool & Denpaiboon, 2016; Oluk et al., 2019; Tong,
2017; Yue et al., 2013). So, the findings of the current study regarding gender
differences in terms of resource conservation behaviors are parallel with the existing

studies.

In the current study, mothers and fathers’ self-reported waste management behaviors
performed individually were also investigated. According to the findings, mothers
and fathers in the current study reduce the use of disposable materials, use materials
for long time, cook for portions, utilize technology to reduce waste, make donations,
reuse their waste for different/similar purposes, do repairing, utilize deposit-refund
systems, segregate waste and make compost. Moreover, in general, more than half of
the mothers and fathers engage in different reducing and reusing behaviors; however,
the rate of recycling was lower when compared to reducing and reusing. Similar
findings were revealed in different studies. For the "reduce" category, behaviors such
as avoiding the use of disposables (Minelgaite & Liobikiene, 2019), prolonging the
use of purchased products (Barr et al., 2005), avoiding restaurant packaging foams
(Ebreo & Vining, 2001), paying bills online (Demirci-Giiler, 2012), and purchasing
products in bulk sizes (Ebreo & Vining, 2001) were listed. For the "reuse™ category,

behaviors like repairing (Barr et al., 2005; Kurisu & Bortoleto, 2011; Minelgaite &
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Liobikiene, 2019) and reusing waste for different purposes (Barr et al., 2005; Kurisu
& Bortoleto, 2011; Tanik, 2012), making donations (Barr et al., 2005; Margai, 1997),
and returning redeemables (Margai, 1997) were mentioned. Lastly, for the "recycle”
category, making compost (Barr et al., 2005; Kurisu & Bortoleto, 2011; Minelgaite
& Liobikiene, 2019) and waste segregation (Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Giinal et al.,
2018; Kurisu & Bortoleto, 2011) were identified as major components of waste
management. Moreover, the finding that participants engage in reducing and reusing,
rather than recycling, is also supported by different studies in the literature (Barr,
2007; Ebreo & Vining, 2001; Minelgaite & Liobikiene, 2019), as well as by the
Waste Management Hierarchy Theory utilized in the current study (EPA, 2022). In
the proposed model of the theory, the base is related to behaviors targeting reduction.
If someone cannot reduce their waste, then they may prefer to reuse it. Finally, if
reuse is also not an option, recycling should be considered. In other words, the
preferred steps for achieving waste management are reduction, followed by reuse and
recycling, which aligns with the individual behaviors of the participants in the
current study. However, other studies have published contradictory findings and
indicate that recycling and reusing were mostly performed, rather than reducing
(Barr et al., 2004). Additionally, some studies suggest that there is no significant
difference between performing reducing, reusing, and recycling behaviors (Swami et
al., 2011). Since recycling requires more knowledge, physical space, and is not
directly related to economic savings, mothers and fathers of young children may
prefer to engage in recycling-related behaviors less, similar to what previous studies
have mentioned. In terms of involvement rates in recycling, the literature presented
contradictory findings. However, considering different studies, it can be concluded
that the recycling rates in developed countries were higher, while the rates for
developing and underdeveloped countries were low including Tiirkiye (Demirbag &
Glingérmiis, 2012; Kilig and Eryilmaz, 2022; Minelgaite & Liobikiene, 2019;
Mutang & Haron, 2012; Whitmarsh et al., 2018; Whitmarsh et al., 2017; Vicente-
Molina; 2018), as also supported by the findings of the current study. Another
notable finding was that although both groups of parents practice behaviors targeting
recycling, the proportion of mothers was higher than fathers in the current study,
which is parallel with other studies conducted in China (Kurisu & Bortoleto, 2011;
Li et al., 2022) the United Kingdom (Barr et al., 2011), and also in Tirkiye (Aydin-
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Eryilmaz & Kilig, 2021). There may be two possible reasons for the higher
engagement of women in recycling. The first reason could be their higher
environmental concern (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014), and also their higher empathy
skills (Christov-Moore, 2014), including concern for future generations. As a result,
women may engage in recycling more than men. The second reason can be gender-
stereotyped domestic work in households, since women are stereotypically
responsible for waste disposal in kitchens especially in Tiirkiye (Unver & Demirli,

2022), they may engage in recycling behaviors more.

Another category of behaviors investigated in the current study was nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere performed individually by mothers and fathers of
young children. The mothers and fathers’ self-reports indicated that they participate
in environmental volunteering activities such as tree planting or garbage collection,
informative activities on the environment, become members of environmental
organizations, contact the authorities to solve environmental problems and attend
petition campaigns to stop the environmental problems. Apart from attending
environmental volunteering activities, the majority of nonactivist behaviors in the
public sphere were performed by less than half of the parents, with all such being
reported as one-time occurrences rather than a habit, which indicates low
involvement in these kinds of behaviors. Participating in environmental events,
volunteering projects to protect the environment and making suggestions to friends
on these environmental organizations and events (Song et al., 2019; Giiven &
Aydogdu, 2012; Trelohan, 2022; Tsai et al., 2021), participating in workshops
related to the environment, organizing an educational event regarding the
environment, talking with others about environmental issues, using online tools to
raise awareness regarding environmental issues, contacting authorities when facing
with an environmental problem, financially supporting or active involvement in
environmental organizations, organizing or attending a petition and participating in
nature conservation efforts with others (Alisat & Riemer, 2015; Tamk, 2012,
Trelohan, 2022; Tsai et al., 2021; Xing et al., 2022), supporting green policies and
green political parties (Liu et al., 2018; Menardo et al., 2019; Piyapong, 2020; Tanik,
2012) were some of the listed nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere in the

literature. Although the self-reported non-activist behaviors of the mothers and
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fathers of young children are in line with previous studies, it is essential to highlight
that the range of behaviors performed by parents is limited. To illustrate, although in
the previous studies, participants were found to be engaged in the organization of
educative/volunteering events related to the environment or money donation to
environmental organizations, none of the participants in the current study reported
such behaviors. One possible reason for parents’ lack of engagement in organizing
environmental events may be due to their low take-up of membership in
environmental organizations. According to the findings of the current study, only
23% of mothers and 10% of fathers said they were members of environmental
organizations that have the capacity to organize various events. Furthermore,
organizing such an event demands significantly more time and effort compared to
merely attending. As emphasized by SGuin et al (1998), individuals are less likely to
engage in environmentally significant behaviors that necessitate higher levels of
effort to perform. It was also noteworthy that parents were not making donations to
environmental organizations, a practice that is very common in other studies (Alisat
& Riemer, 2015; Tanik, 2012; Trelohan, 2022; Tsai et al., 2021; Xing et al., 2022).
This could be attributed to the impact of economic challenges experienced in Tiirkiye
over the past few years. As of 2021, 14.4% of citizens were living below the poverty
line, and currently, the conditions have become even more challenging. This
situation might lead parents to refrain from making financial donations to
environmental organizations. Low involvement in nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere among mothers and fathers of young children were another remarkable
finding of the current study, and it is supported by different studies carried out in
different locations and time (Balzekiene & Telesiene, 2011; Liu et al., 2018; Lu et
al., 2017; Mi et al., 2020). As found in the current study, in other studies it is also
emphasized that private sphere environmentally significant behaviors are performed
more than public sphere environmentally significant behaviors (Heidbreder et al.,
2023; Mi et al., 2020). Furthermore, in the majority of the studies, the most
commonly performed non-activist behavior in the public sphere was attending events
related to the environment, either voluntarily or for educational purposes (Alisat &
Riemer, 2015; Liu et al., 2018). This pattern is consistent with the findings of the
current study, as well. Finally, although there were no notable differences in certain

behaviors, such as participating in volunteering activities or communicating with
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authorities regarding environmental issues between mothers and fathers, in other
behaviors, such as participating in activities regarding the environment, being a
member of environmental organizations, and participating in petitions, mothers
outperformed fathers. This trend was also in line with the studies in the literature
which revealed that women engage in nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere
more than men (Heidbreder et al., 2022; Trelohan, 2021). Since non-activist
behaviors in the public sphere require more time and effort (SGuin et al., 1998), a
higher level of concern and dedication is needed to participate. This dedication
appears to be higher in females compared to males. Another explanation could be
that, in general, females tend to be more inclined to participate in public and
collective activities, indicating higher levels of social engagement compared to males
across various contexts (Zani & Barrett, 2012). This could be one reason; regardless
of environmental concerns, females might participate in such collective behaviors

more than fathers.

The final category of behaviors that was examined involves the environmental
activism behaviors of mothers and fathers of young children, specifically their level
of participation in environmental protests. According to the findings of the current
study, only 23% of mothers and 10% of fathers participated in environmental
protests. However, these instances were also one-time occurrences, which positions
the environmental activism category as the least performed behavior category. Low
rates of involvement among mothers and fathers of young children were also
reported as 2% in Tiirkiye (Ozek, 2016), 2.8% in Australia (Tranter, 2010), 2.7% in
Lithuania (Balzeikiene & Telesiene, 2011), and 17% recently in the United States
(Geiger, 2022). One possible reason for low involvement could be attributed to the
low enrollment rate in environmental organizations since Geiger (2022) also
emphasized that individuals who are members of environmental organizations are
more likely to participate in environmental protests. It may be that residents of the
capital Ankara, from where the participants were drawn, do not face with any critical
environmental challenges as suggested by a lack of media coverage and low levels of
engagement with civil society organizations. Consequently, environmental protests
might not be organized, or they could be organized as general events. Koyuncu &

Ciftei (2022) found that when there is a critical environmental issue very close to
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where people live, the involvement rates tend to rise. In their study, 68% of Bartin
citizens were noted to have participated in protests related to the construction of a
coal-fired power plant. Therefore, if there were a critical event in Ankara that is more
specific, mothers and fathers of young children might be more inclined to attend
protests. A lack of organization of environmental protests might also discourage
participants from engaging in protests, as they claim. According to findings of the
current study, the mothers were more likely to engage in environmental protests,
compared to fathers. There were contradictory findings on this issue in the related
literature. While certain findings have suggested that women tend to participate more
in environmental protests (Gicir et al., 2020; Heidbreder et al., 2022; Moor et al.,
2019), other studies have shown that there are no significant gender differences
(Arslan & Kizildag, 2018; Demir et al., 2022; Tindall et al., 2003), and in some
cases, men attend more (Piyapong, 2020). Although there are contradictory findings,
in the current study, more mothers than fathers participated. One possible reason
could be the mothers' higher engagement in environmental organizations in the
current study, which may give them more opportunities to participate. The second
reason could be women's greater involvement in mainstream media (Kimbrough et
al., 2013), an influential channel for information about environmental protests. For
these reasons, the mothers of young children might prefer to attend environmental

protests in the current study.

5.1.2.2. Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors That

Parents Perform with Their Children

Another major purpose of the current study was to investigate different kinds of
private and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors that parents perform
with their children. Similar with the previous sections, the first category investigated
was environmentally responsible consumption. According to the findings, very few
mothers and fathers engage in purchasing chemical-free, long-lasting, eco-friendly
packaging and local products and making need-based purchases with their children.
Moreover, some of the parents prefer to explain to their children why it is essential to
buy eco-friendly products and set rules for them to make need-based purchases,

instead of performing behaviors together. The finding that mothers and fathers
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involve their children to a limited extent in their purchasing practices is not exclusive
to the present study. In a study carried out by Hota & Bartsch (2019), it was reported
that parents are more likely to engage in conversations and behaviors related to
environmentally responsible consumption together with their children when they are
adolescents, but less so in early childhood. Moreover, they emphasized that during
early childhood, the interaction primarily revolves around restrictions on what their
children can buy, which is parallel to the findings of the current study. Involving
children directly in the behavior or simply imposing restrictions represents a
distinction that has been identified in various studies. Researchers have labeled these
approaches as concept-oriented (involving children in the behavior and explaining)
and socio-oriented (setting rules and limits during the purchasing process)
communication structures in consumer socialization (Al-Zu’bi, 2008; Vassallo,
2003). Both of these approaches were present in the current study; however, both
approaches were limited in their implementation. According to the statements of the
participants in the current study, many of them do not actually prefer to bring their
children along while shopping due to time constraints. Shopping with a child and
explaining things to them consumes much more time compared to shopping
individually. Additionally, avoiding children's impulse purchases is another reason,
as children might desire many things that are not necessary, and this could lead to
conflicts during the shopping process. As a result, the participants of the current
study were unable to engage in environmentally responsible consumption behaviors
with their children to a high degree of involvement. Another remarkable finding of
the current study was related to the differences between environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their children. In
most of the behaviors, such as buying chemical-free, eco-friendly packaged, and
local products with their children and setting specific rules, mothers outperformed
fathers. Ongoing gender roles might still play a role in this trend, as women are often
associated with child-rearing and shopping for the household (Unver & Demirli,
2022). The combination of these stereotypical attributes could explain why mothers
are more likely to involve their children in purchasing practices. Another
contributing factor could be the fact that, in general, mothers spend more time with
their children when compared to fathers (Guryan et al., 2008). Given their

increasedtime together, it's understandable that mothers also engage in
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environmentally responsible consumption behaviors more frequently than father-
child dyads.

Resources conservation behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their
young children was investigated in the current study, as well. According to the
findings, the mothers and fathers conserve water, plants/animals, electrical energy,
and prevent environmental pollution with their children and the rate of child
involvement in these activities is higher compared to other behavioral categories. In
addition to performing behaviors together, mothers and fathers also prefer to warn,
inform/serve as role models for their children in order to promote resource
conservation. This increased involvement is also consistent with previous studies in
the literature. For instance, Campbell et al. (2004) discovered that parents are more
inclined to conserve water compared to individuals without children. Additionally,
Mills & Schleich (2012) highlighted that individuals with children under 12 years old
are more likely to conserve energy in their homes. It's understood that there is a
positive correlation between the resource conservation behaviors of parents and their
children (Grenhegj & Thegersen, 2012; Klockner, 2020; Lindemann-Matthies &
Matthies, 2004). Given the high occurrence of individually performed resource
conservation behaviors among mothers and fathers of young children, it aligns with
the expectation that they also engage in these behaviors with their children, or at the
very least, warn, serve as role models/inform them. Parents' preference for being role
models is consistent with one of the fundamental theories of the current study:
Bandura's Social Learning Theory. Bandura (1977) highlighted that parents serve as
primary role models for their children, playing a crucial role in shaping their
attitudes, behaviors, and intentions, whether consciously or unconsciously. The
findings of the current study confirmed that parents, whether knowingly or
unknowingly, indeed function as role models for their children, particularly in terms
of resource conservation. A notable difference between mothers and fathers
regarding resource conservation behaviors performed with their children was
informing/serving as role models and preventing environmental pollution. Mothers
tended to engage their children in these behaviors and pay attention to be role models
more than fathers. Similar to the category of environmentally responsible

consumption, the superior performance of mothers can be attributed to gender roles
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that associate child-rearing with mothers, resulting in them spending more time with
their children (Craig, 2006). Another potential explanation could involve mothers'
higher levels of anxiety concerning their children's future. Given that resource
conservation behaviors are linked to mitigating climate change and environmental
issues (Ekholm, 2017), and considering that mothers often experience greater climate
change-related and general environmental anxiety compared to fathers, they might be
more inclined to pay additional attention to conserving resources with their children
and teaching them about it. This could be driven by their concerns for their child's

future, as highlighted by certain participants in the current study.

Waste management behaviors were the third category that was investigated.
According to the findings of the current study, mothers and fathers reduce use of
disposable materials, utilize technology to reduce waste, reuse their waste for
similar/different purposes, do repairing, make donations, segregate waste and make
compost with their children. In addition to performing behaviors together, mothers
and fathers also prefer to inform/serve as role models for their children to promote
waste management behaviors, similar with the resource conservation category.
Although nearly all parents involve their children in reusing waste for various
purposes, fewer than half of the parents participate in other behaviors. This once
again underscores the fact that parents do not engage their children in waste
management behaviors at high levels. The findings of the study were parallel with
the previous studies; to illustrate, Matthies et al. (2012) also discovered that parents
influenced their children's recycling behavior through the use of various sanctions
and by modeling their own behavior, rather than performing behaviors together. So,
similar methods were employed by the parents to teach their children regarding
waste management. Furthermore, a low involvement in children’s waste
management behaviors were also reported in previous studies. Ergazaki et al. (2009)
revealed that only 25% of the children had the chance to separate their waste together
with their parents at home. Similarly, Grodzinska-Jurczak et al. (2006) discovered
that while over half of the parents participate in recycling activities, only 30% of
children accompany them. Faridy & Rohendi (2020) also highlighted that only half
of the parents actively involve their children in practicing behaviors related to

reduce, reuse, and recycle and provide their children with examples from their daily
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lives. Therefore, the low involvement of children in waste management behaviors by
parents is not exclusive to the current study. Different reasons were listed by the
parents for the low involvement of children in the current study, such as inadequate
infrastructure for managing waste, lack of social consciousness, lack of
governmental sanctions, urban lifestyle, time constraints, insecurity about the
effectiveness of waste management and lack of information/awareness. In addition to
these factors, another reason could be that parents may not believe their children are
capable of effectively managing their waste. They might consider these behaviors
age-inappropriate, given the potential hygiene concerns involved. However, this
belief is contradictory to what is found both in national, and international literature.
Kahriman-Oztiirk et al. (2012) found that preschool children have a clear
understanding and accurate ideas, particularly about the environmental pillar of
sustainability concepts, more specifically; reduce, reuse, and recycle. When
questioned, preschool children demonstrated knowledge of these concepts and
provided examples of related behaviors. Likewise, Palmer et al. (2007) demonstrated
that preschool children in the United Kingdom and Poland are indeed highly capable
of developing a sophisticated understanding of waste-related issues. These diverse
studies indicate that preschool children have the potential to engage in various waste
management behaviors with their parents if provided with the opportunity. Another
remarkable finding of the current study was related to differences between mothers;
mothers outperformed fathers in terms of engaging in waste management behaviors
with their children. One possible explanation could be linked to the higher individual
involvement of mothers in waste management behaviors. Since mothers tend to
perform more of these behaviors individually in the current study, it can be expected
that they would engage in them with their children more frequently as well. Despite
what was analyzed in the resource conservation category, with regards to waste
management, both mothers and fathers prefer to inform/be role models for their
children. The unexpected result of fathers serving as role models and informing their
children as much as mothers could be linked to participants' perceptions of
fatherhood. In a study conducted by Unlii-Cetin & Olgan (2018), fathers viewed
themselves as the primary providers and reported frequently engaging in activities
that could be categorized as "mother support & teaching”. If fathers in the current

study held similar perceptions, this might explain their preference to be role models
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and especially inform their children, which is a more passive approach compared to
engaging in behaviors together with children. This aligns with helping mothers who

are trying to teach children about waste management.

Another behavioral category investigated was nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere. According to the findings, the only nonactivist behavior reported by parents
was participating in environmental collective activities with their children, and less
than half of the parents reported this, indicating very low involvement in nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere with their children. These findings parallel those
reported in the relevant literature. To illustrate, Halmatov & Ata (2017) revealed that
only 37% of participating parents reported making trips related to the environment
with their children, only 2% of them attended garbage collection events that took
place in their children’s school, and 5% participated in planting events at their
children’s school, which reveals a low participation rate, supporting the findings of
the current study. One of the most likely reasons behind the low participation rate
could be the absence of such activities, particularly in Tiirkiye. The majority of these
activities are organized by various environmental organizations, rather than state
entities. Since parents in the current study often lack membership in environmental
organizations, with only 23% of mothers and 10% of fathers having memberships,
they might not be aware of when and where events are taking place. This could result
in their inability to attend such events with their children. Furthermore, these
behaviors often demand more effort than domestic activities and sometimes require
additional costs. This could be another reason why parents are hesitant to involve
their children in such events related to environment. While both mothers and fathers
engaged in behaviors such as attending informative activities on the environment,
contacting authorities to address environmental issues, and participating in petition
campaigns to prevent environmental problems, none of these actions were carried out
in the presence of their children. Given that many of these activities often have legal
age restrictions of 18 and above (especially for contacting authorities and
participating in petitions), it was anticipated that children would not be able to
participate in such nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, as found in the study.
Finally, there was not any notable differences between mothers and fathers in terms

of their nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere performed with their children; both
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groups brought their children to various environmental events; however, the
participation rates were low for both. Similar results were also presented by Hunter
et al. (2004), who observed that both women and men participate in nonactivist
behaviors in the public sphere without any notable differences. This may also
suggest that both groups of parents are equally prone to involve their children in such

activities.

Environmental activism behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their
young children is also investigated; however, it is found that neither mothers nor
fathers prefer to attend environmental protests with their children. According to
Arslanalp & Erkmen (2022), participating in protests can lead to sanctions, including
instances of violence, protest bans, and administrative penalties (Arslanalp &
Erkmen, 2022). That is why, the parents may not want to attend environmental
protests with their children. Moreover, there were some participants in the current
study, as well as in previous studies in the literature (Klas et al., 2018), who hold a
negative view of protests. These participants view environmental activists as
stubborn in their beliefs and display aggressive behavior, which can lead to various
forms of violence. Given the negative perception of environmental activists, the
mothers and fathers of young children may choose not to attend environmental

protests with their children.

One of the most significant findings of the current study is that, when compared to
mothers, fathers are seem to be less likely to engage in environmentally significant
behaviors with their children, especially concerning behaviors within the private
sphere. They also tend to be less involved in behaviors related to the public sphere's
environmental significance. However, it's worth noting that this trend was also
observed for mothers. Despite the fact that fathers play a crucial role in the
development of young children, and a child's development is notably impacted by
both the extent and quality of father involvement (Wilson & Prior, 2009), it is well-
acknowledged that fathers often have limited engagement in various aspects of their
children’s lives. This includes caregiving responsibilities (Paquette, 2004), as well as
activities both at home and in school, including early education (Ihmeideh, 2013). A

similar pattern was also observed for environmentally significant behaviors, with
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fathers displaying more hesitancy to engage in such behaviors with their children. On
the contrary, Jia et al. (2022) found that both mothers and fathers engage in
environmentally significant behaviors with their children without any significant
differences in China. This contradicts the findings of the current study. This
difference with the existing literature may be attributed severally as follows. First,
the gender norms that are still present in Tirkiye can be one possible explanation
(Unver & Demirli, 2022). It is highlighted that the role of mothers is often defined by
responsibilities such as housework, childcare, and low-income jobs, whereas the role
of fathers is commonly associated with leadership, authority, and high-income jobs,
in line with the stereotypical gender roles (Mercan & Tezel-Sahin, 2017). These
norms could potentially have an impact on fathers' reduced engagement in behaviors
with their children. A second possible reason could be one of the most influential
factors of low father involvement; maternal gatekeeping, which refers to the extent to
which mothers either encourage or discourage father involvement in childrearing
(Schoppe-Sullivan, 2015). In a recent study conducted in Tiirkiye by Akgoz-Aktas
(2017), it was discovered that almost half of the mothers discourage fathers from
participating in child-rearing, reflecting a discouraging form of maternal
gatekeeping. Since these mothers often hold the belief that fathers are not sufficiently
competent to be involved in child-rearing, they discourage fathers from participating
and instead take full responsibility for caring for the child themselves. On the other
hand, in a study carried out in China, it was revealed that even though mothers prefer
to discourage fathers, which may be also referred to as maternal gate-closing, it was
not associated with father involvement (Liu et al., 2022). The difference between the
two countries can be explained by the distinct dynamics that occur in relation to
maternal gatekeeping. Since this term is relatively new within the national literature,
additional studies are required to investigate whether maternal gatekeeping might
influence environmentally significant behaviors carried out by fathers with their
children. A third possible explanation could be the comparatively lower involvement
of fathers in preschool events when compared to mothers (Or¢an-Kagan et al., 2020).
As fathers tend not to attend events organized by schools for young children, they
miss out on opportunities to learn about the environment and sustainability. This
could be another reason why they might not engage in environmentally significant

behaviors with their children to the same extent as mothers do.
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5.1.2.3. Variations in Environmentally Significant Behaviors of Parents
Depending on Whether They Engage Independently or With Their Children

Another major purpose of the current study was to understand the variations in
environmentally significant behaviors of parents depending on whether they engage
independently or with their children. According to the findings, both mothers and
fathers, without any differences between two groups of parents, are more inclined to
individually engage in all behaviors within environmentally responsible
consumption, resource conservation, waste management in the public sphere, and
environmental activism categories, except for reusing waste for same/different
purposes in the waste management category. This low level of involvement has also
been observed in various previous studies, particularly in the behavioral categories of
environmentally responsible consumption (Hota & Bartsch, 2019), waste
management (Ergazaki et al., 2009; Grodzinska-Jurczak et al., 2006; Padilla et al.,
2022), and nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere (Halmatov & Ata, 2017).
However, due to the limited research on resource conservation and environmental
activism, similar studies were not identified. Nevertheless, the current study revealed
that similar trends were observed for these two categories as well. Several reasons
may contribute to the low involvement of young children in their parents'
environmentally significant behaviors. The first reason could be parents’ beliefs
regarding their children’s low capabilities and lack of knowledge regarding
environmentally significant behaviors. Parents may believe that their children are too
young to engage in certain behaviors, such as making purchases, participating in
environmental events, or sorting waste, as reported by some of the participants in the
current study. In a study carried out by Engdahl (2015), in which data were obtained
from 28 participating countries, involved more than 44,330 children aged from birth
to 8 years, it is revealed that adults often underestimate the competencies of young
children regarding environmental issues. However, these misconceptions have been
refuted by many different studies in the literature (Engdahl, 2015; Kahriman-Oztiirk
et al., 2012; Palmer et al., 2007). The second reason for the low levels of joint
environmentally significant behaviors done by children and parents could be the time
constraints faced by parents, which participants themselves also identified as a

significant barrier. Performing a behavior individually requires less time compared to

249



when performing the behavior with a preschool child, as children in the
preoperational stage of their cognitive development are highly curious and tend to
ask many questions about the behaviors being performed and the stimuli in their
environments (Piaget, 1929). So, the busy schedule of parents may prevent them
from performing different environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
A third reason could be parents' tendency towards overprotection. In a study
conducted by Yilmaz (2020) in Tiirkiye, it is found that one-third of mothers and
one-seventh of fathers were found to be overprotective by their children. Due to their
efforts to overprotect their children, they may prevent them from participating in
various environmentally significant behaviors, particularly those related to waste
management, nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere, and environmental activism.
The final reason for the low involvement of children in environmentally significant
behaviors with their parents could be attributed to different parenting styles. Grenhgj
& Thegersen (2017) demonstrated that certain parenting styles have a more
significant impact on children's environmentally significant behaviors than others.
For instance, it was found that an autonomy-supporting parenting style is positively
correlated with a child's engagement in environmentally significant behaviors. Since,
in the current study, the parenting styles of mothers and fathers are not investigated,
this could be a critical dynamic that plays a role behind mothers' and fathers'
decisions to perform environmentally significant behaviors with their children.
Waste reuse was the only behavior that stood out as different from all the others, as
parents engaged their children in these activities. Interestingly, in the waste reuse
behavior, there was no decrease in involvement when comparing individually
performed behaviors with those done jointly with children. The reason behind this
preference could be the potential of waste materials to be used as open-ended
materials or different types of toys for children. Since the waste materials are open-
ended, can be manipulated in different ways, it is found in one of the studies that
some children were more interested in playing with used items than bought toys
(Faridy & Rohendi, 2020). The strong interest that children have in waste materials
may encourage parents to engage more in reusing waste behaviors with their
children. Furthermore, since reusing waste materials is also a common activity in
preschools, the familiarity that children have with this practice may also contribute to

the joint behavior performed with parents and children.
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5.1.3. Obstacles Stand in The Way of Parents’ Performing Different Types of
Private and Public Sphere Environmentally Significant Behaviors with Their
Children

The final aim of the current study was to understand obstacles stand in the way of
parents’ performing different types of private and public sphere environmentally
significant behaviors with their children. Firstly, mothers and fathers were asked
about the barriers they face in terms of practicing environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors with their children. They reported that environmental factors
that drive consumption, the cost and accessibility of environmentally friendly
products, urban lifestyle, time constraints and lack of knowledge/awareness were the
main ones. Similar barriers were reported by the participants in other studies
conducted previously. To illustrate, Gleim et al. (2013) also reported that the prices
of green products, knowledge, availability, and lack of options were some of the
most cited barriers among their participants. Moreover, Barbarossa & Pastore (2012)
had similar results since their participants also reported that higher price and scarce
availability were two main barriers. Lack of time was another significant barrier
found in different studies (Barbarossa & Pastore, 2012; Tan et al., 2016). Whereas
environmental factors that drive consumption were also stressed in Hasan et al.’s
(2018) study, urban lifestyle was mentioned as a significant barrier in the study of
Tan et al. (2016). So, it is possible to conclude that mothers and fathers participating
in the current study reported barriers to engaging in environmentally responsible
consumption behaviors with their children in line with the previous studies.
However, the reported barriers in the literature were not limited to what participants
said. To illustrate, poor experience with green products (Gleim et al., 2013), lack of
trust in green products (Gleim et al., 2013; Joshi & Rahman, 2015; Nguyen et al.,
2017; Veral, 2023), and lack of encouragement to purchase green products
(Barbarossa & Pastore, 2012) were other barriers which have a considerable role in
the literature. One possible reason behind the absence of mention of experience with
green products and lack of trust in green products by the mothers and fathers in the
current study could be attributed to the fact that these are barriers related to re-
purchasing the product, rather than for the first time. Since mothers' and fathers'

green purchase behaviors are low in the current study, they may not have
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encountered such barriers. With regards to the lack of encouragement purchase such
products not being listed, the dominance of other cited barriers may play a role; this
could be the reason why mothers and fathers did not mention it, even if they
experienced it. Another notable finding regarding this section was that fathers were
more concerned about the cost and accessibility of environmentally friendly
products, whereas mothers were more concerned about a lack of
knowledge/awareness as a barrier. Fathers’ greater concern regarding cost can be
attributed to the gender roles still common in Tirkiye where fathers are thought the
breadwinners of the family and to control financial issues (Unver & Demirli, 2022).
Apart from that, different studies have claimed that women are more
environmentally sensitive (Mohai, 1997), more concerned about the environment
(Xiao & McCright, 2012; Zelezny et al., 2000) and they are more inclined to seek out
information on environmental issues or environmental impacts (Heidbreder et al.,
2022). This tendency may lead them to be more concerned about lack of

knowledge/awareness as a barrier.

The current study also investigated obstacles that stand in the way of parents’
performing resource conservation behaviors with their children. According to the
findings, urban lifestyle, lack of qualified transportation facilities, safety issues, time
constraints, and lack of knowledge/awareness were significant barriers to performing
resource conservation behaviors with their children, among mothers and fathers,
without any notable differences. Only a few of the cited barriers, namely time
constraints (Nageotte & Buck, 2023; Onyenankeya et al., 2021; Stokes et al., 2012;
Yuriev et al., 2018), and lack of information/awareness (Manolas, 2015; Nageotte &
Buck, 2023; Oluk et al., 2019; Yuriev et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019) was parallel
with the existing studies in the literature. Urban lifestyle, lack of qualified
transportation facilities, and safety issues were special to the participating mothers
and fathers in the current study. Participants cited the urban lifestyle, especially for
the conservation of energy and fossil fuels. They mentioned that the demands of
urban living, such as residing in high-rise buildings requiring elevator use or the
necessity of using private cars due to the problems they face when commuting to and
from work in the city, hinder their ability to individually conserve resources.

Consequently, these limitations also prevent them from performing these behaviors
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with their children. The urban lifestyle may not seem to be a significant barrier,
especially for participants from developed countries, such as China, the United
States, and countries in the European Union, as they have access to green energy
alternatives (International Energy Agency, 2021) and a high prevalence of electric
cars in countries like Germany, the United Kingdom, France, and Norway (Eurostat,
2022). However, these opportunities are unavailable to many citizens in Tirkiye. In
underdeveloped and developing countries, quality of public transportation is also a
significant issue. It involves difficulties and threats for users, such as overcrowding
and safety issues, especially when traveling with children. There are often no safety
precautions taken for children during travel (Sohail et al., 2006). That is why, as
citizens of a developing country, it is expected for mothers and fathers to view
qualified public transportation as a significant barrier towards conserving fossil fuels.
Finally, safety concerns were a distinct aspect in the responses of the participants in
the current study. When addressing safety issues, both mothers and fathers frequently
mentioned the problem of stray dogs in Tiirkiye. This concern led them to choose
private cars over walking for transportation and prevent them from meaningfully
engaging in fossil fuel conservation behaviors with their children. Due to human
destruction of dogs' habitats and improper feeding practices, Tiirkiye is confronting a
considerable threat from stray dogs. In the previous years, 340 dog attacks were
reported, 13 people died directly from dog bites, and 20 were Kkilled in traffic
accidents while fleeing from dogs. Regarding injuries, 307 were reported, including
134 children (TUIK, 2022). Therefore, it is common for parents to choose vehicles
over walking or biking, which is not surprising. Although some unique barriers were
identified by mothers and fathers, the barriers reported in the literature were not
limited to what the participants said. Previous studies reported more honest barriers
mentioned by participants, including impracticality (Dolnicar & Hurlimann, 2010),
laziness, forgetfulness, and diffusion of responsibility (Stokes et al., 2012), which
were not mentioned by the participants in the current study. One possible reason
could be social desirability among mothers and fathers in the current study, which
refers to a tendency to conceal behaviors or attitudes that are viewed as socially
undesirable while being more outspoken about behaviors and attitudes that are
viewed as socially acceptable (Chung & Monroe, 2003). When considering that

mothers and fathers tend to have social desirability regarding their parenting as well
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(Bornstein et al., 2014), it is possible that they may not mention such barriers even if
they have experienced them before. Both mothers and fathers had similar opinions
regarding obstacles in the way of parents’ resource conservation behaviors with their
children; both groups reported the same barriers. Since both groups exhibit a similar
level of individual involvement and engage in similar behaviors with their children,
and there is a high level of involvement in both types of parents, it may be expected

that they would report the same barriers.

Parents’ self-reported barriers to performing waste management behaviors with their
children were also investigated as a critical part of the current study. According to
the findings, inadequate infrastructure for managing waste, lack of social
consciousness, lack of governmental sanctions, urban lifestyle, time constraints,
insecurity about the effectiveness of waste management and lack of
knowledge/awareness were barriers cited by parents on performing waste
management behaviors with their children. Similar findings were also presented by
previous studies in both the national and international literature. Insufficient waste
management equipment provided by municipalities (Ezeah & Roberts, 2012; Kattoua
et al., 2019; Kilig-Aydin & Eryilmaz, 2022; Timer-Kabaday1 et al., 2023;
Whitmarsh et al., 2018; Yukalang et al., 2017), lack of knowledge (Biu et al., 2020;
Ezeah & Roberts, 2012; Kattoua et al., 2019; Kilig-Aydin & Eryilmaz, 2022; Viljoen
et al., 2021), financial constraints (Whitmarsh et al., 2018), poor cooperation in
residency (Biu et al., 2020; Viljoen et al., 2021), lack of time (Biu et al., 2020;
Kattoua et al., 2019; Kilig-Aydin & Eryilmaz, 2022) and mistrust in efficacy of
waste management (Timer-Kabaday et al., 2023) were some of the barriers listed by
different samples in previous studies. So, it can be concluded that similar with the
other citizens, mothers and fathers of the young children also view inadequate
infrastructure for managing waste, lack of social consciousness, time constraints,
insecurity about the effectiveness of waste management and lack of
information/awareness as significant barriers towards performing waste management
behaviors with their children. Different from what was listed in the previous studies,
the lack of governmental sanctions and urban lifestyle were unique barriers reported
by the mothers and fathers participating in this study. In Tiirkiye, although there are

different regulations for institutions or organizations, there are no specific
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regulations decided by the government for citizens to manage their household waste.
Different regulations and sanctions provided by governments may be effective in
encouraging parents to perform waste management, similar to how sanctions work in
different instances, such as traffic. It is known that fines for people violating rules in
traffic reduce accidents and promote traffic-friendly behavior. However, it is also
noted that these effects are typically short-term (Kavsiract & Demirbas, 2021), which
is similar to what is expected for reward and punishment systems, as they hinder
internal motivation to act (Kohn, 1993). There are some examples in different
countries, such as Japan, Singapore or United States, where penalties exist if a person
is caught littering: a fine not exceeding $1000 for the first time; a fine not exceeding
$2000 for the second time; and a fine not exceeding $5000 for a third or subsequent
time, and it seems to work (NCSL, 2022; Ong & Sovacool, 2012). Since there are
similar instances in some countries, the lack of sanctions may be perceived as a
significant barrier to mothers and fathers in Tiirkiye when it comes to performing
waste management behaviors with their children. Mothers and fathers also
commented on urban lifestyle, which was quite new compared to previous studies,
stating that since they cannot produce the products they use and need to purchase
everything, they find it impossible to reduce waste with their children. This may be a
result of the lack of qualified products and a limited variety of accessible
sustainable/green products in Tiirkiye (Mete & Toptas, 2022). Furthermore, another
contributing factor could be the declining amount of time parents spend outdoors
with their children (Witten et al., 2013; Yilmaz & Giiney, 2021). This lack of
outdoor time may lead them to feel disconnected from various natural activities
including planting. Apart from the barriers mentioned by mothers and fathers
participating in the current study, there were some additional barriers frequently
mentioned in the literature, as reported by various studies. These include limited
storage space in households (Kilig-Aydin & Eryilmaz, 2022; Whitmarsh et al., 2018)
and the effort required to manage waste (Kattoua et al., 2019; Tiimer-Kabaday et al.,
2023). Since the sample of the current study consisted of mothers and fathers, all of
whom have at least one child, it is more likely for them to have additional spaces in
their homes or they are more capable of using areas in a more effective way due to
their children compared to individuals without children. This could be the reason

why the lack of storage area is not a significant barrier for mothers and fathers of

255



young children. Although the effort required to manage waste was not directly
mentioned by the participants of the current study, some of the barriers cited by
parents, such as lack of time and lack of appropriate services, can be easily related to
the effort required for waste management. Another notable finding on parents’ self-
reported barriers to performing waste management behaviors with their children was
that mothers were more concerned about inadequate infrastructure for managing
waste and lack of knowledge and awareness as a barrier than fathers. These
tendencies can be attributed to the gender roles practiced by mothers, as they are
more responsible for waste disposal in their homes (Unver & Demirli, 2022), making
it more likely for them to detect deficiencies in the waste management systems
provided. Women are more worried about not having enough knowledge when
managing waste with their children. Similar findings were found in terms of barriers
to environmentally responsible behavior. So, the same reasons can apply to waste
management. Women are more sensitive to the environment (Xiao & McCright,
2012; Zelezny et al., 2000) and attend more informative events (Heidbreder et al.,

2022), making it easier for them to notice the lack of knowledge.

Investigating obstacles that stand in the way of parents performing different types of
public sphere environmentally significant behaviors with their children was another
purpose of the current study. In part of this scope, barriers reported by parents in
terms of engaging in non-activist behaviors in the public sphere with their children
are explored. According to the findings of the current study, mothers and fathers of
young children view infrequency of collective/volunteer activities, COVID-19, time
constraints, mistrust in environmental organizations and mistrust of the effectiveness
of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as significant barriers towards
performing nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere with their children. When the
relevant literature is reviewed, similar barriers were reported by participants in
different studies, such as insufficient presence of environmental organizations
(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; O’Brien et al., 2010), lack of time (Bushway et al.,
2011; Higgins & Shackleton, 2015; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Wahl, 2010) and
mistrust in efficacy of volunteering activities (Ahmad et al., 2012). There were some
distinct barriers which were mentioned by the mothers and fathers of young children

but not before in different studies in the literature; namely COVID-19 and mistrust in
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environmental organizations. The main reason that COVID-19 is mentioned firstly in
the current study may be that mothers and fathers were asked about their barriers to
performing these behaviors together with their children. Since their children's age is
between three to six, these children spent a very significant amount of time in
pandemic conditions, making it impossible to physically attend any non-activist
behaviors in the public sphere. Since the dates of other studies are older, this may be
a reason why COVID-19 was revealed as a barrier in the current study. It also signals
that studies regarding each component of environmentally significant behaviors
should be replicated after the pandemic, as there might be alterations after that time.
Apart from COVID-19, there is a current trend in Tirkiye of mistrust in non-
governmental organizations due to some instances in the past where donations were
used for other purposes and where individuals used the name of such organizations
for their own gain (Ozgen et al., 2020). Consequently, the current trust level in
Tiirkiye varies from NGO to NGO and is generally low (Ozgen et al., 2020), which
aligns with the findings of the current study; parents highlighted that they cannot
trust environmental organizations, which hinders their ability to attend with their
children. Another notable finding of the current study was that the fathers were more
concerned about mistrust in environmental organizations and mistrust of the
effectiveness of nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere as a barrier than the
mothers. These findings could be attributed to the fact that men generally score
higher in external locus of control regarding various issues, including environmental
ones, compared to women (Suarez-Alvarez et al., 2016). In other words, men tend to
attribute external factors to their behaviors, which may lead to trust issues, as they
attribute a cause for their reluctance to exhibit them in public. This external locus of
control may lead them to mistrust the efficacy of nonactivist behaviors in the public
sphere and prevent them from attending those activities with their children. In a
similar manner, Stern et al. (1999) also highlighted in their theory that the ascription
of responsibility contributes to environmentally significant behaviors. This is why it
aligns with the theory of Stern et al. (1999) that fathers engage less in
environmentally significant behaviors with their children, as they lack an ascription
of responsibility. This lack of ascription responsibility is evident from their responses

to barriers, where they frequently emphasize mistrust.
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The final category of environmentally significant behaviors investigated was
environmental activism, specifically, attending environmental protests, and barriers
cited by parents on performing environmental activism behaviors with their children.
The mothers and fathers of young children mentioned that safety issues, protests
defeating the purpose, lack of organization of environmental protests,
inappropriateness of environmental protests for children's age, mistrust in the
effectiveness of environmental protests and time constraints were significant barriers
for them to perform environmental activism behaviors with their children. Some of
the reported obstacles were in line with the relevant literature, such as safety issues
(Morgan, 2017), mistrust in the effectiveness of environmental protests (Quimby,
2011; Roser-Renouf et al., 2014) and time constraints (Latkin et al., 2022; Quimby,
2011). However, some of the barriers mentioned by mothers and fathers were
specific to the current study, namely, protests defeating the purpose, lack of
organization of environmental protests, inappropriateness of environmental protests
for children's age. It is important to keep in mind that studies investigating barriers
towards participation in environmental protests have been very limited. Furthermore,
studies that have focused on mothers and fathers of young children and their joint
involvement have been lacking. Therefore, it is not surprising to discover new
barriers in addition to the ones that have already been identified in the related
literature. The belief held by mothers and fathers that many environmental protests
end up defeating their purpose and transforming into protests against the government
appears to be supported when examining the history of environmental movements in
Tiirkiye. Even in the first reported environmental protest in Artvin, which concerned
a factory causing harm to plant diversity in the region in 1975, apart from protesting
the environmental damage, there were also protests against the economic harm
caused by the government to the country (Bozkir, 2018). In many instances, the
actors responsible for environmental damage are either private companies or
governmental entities. However, when the focus shifts from environmental concerns
to direct protests against the government, it appears that mothers and fathers become
hesitant to bring their children, as they might encounter different aspects beyond just
environmental protection, which is also strongly related to the perception of parents
that environmental protests are not age-appropriate for their preschool children.

Mothers and fathers also mentioned that the absence of environmental organizations
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is another barrier. This indicates that if they know any environmental protests, they
would be more prone to attend with their children. One of the possible reasons for
parents’ perception that environmental protests are lacking is their lack of
membership in environmental organizations. Environmental protests are generally
prepared and announced through the channel of environmental organizations, and it
is known that people who have an active membership in these NGOs have higher
levels of participation in environmental protests (Gicir et al., 2020). Another notable
finding regarding the reported barriers of mothers and fathers to participating in
environmental protests with their children was that fathers emphasized protests'
defeating the purpose and age-inappropriateness as barriers more than mothers, while
mothers saw lack of organization in environmental protests as a significant barrier
compared to fathers. These findings revealed that fathers of young children have
more negative views towards environmental protests than mothers. This trend may
be the result of the fact that men tend to participate more in types of activism that
include confrontational actions (Dodson, 2015), so they may experience more
conflict during the protests, which may eventually lead to their negative perceptions.
Since, in general, fathers did not want to participate in protests and held negative
views, they did not list many barriers, as their negative beliefs are the main barriers.
That is why the number of mothers who view the lack of environmental protests as a
barrier can be higher, as fathers did not mention any additional barriers due to their

negative perceptions of protests.

In general, the reported barriers of the mothers and fathers were in line with Stern’s
Theory of Environmentally Significant Behaviors, which is the foundational theory
utilized for the current research. Stern (2000) indicated that attitudinal factors—such
as norms, beliefs, and contextual forces like interpersonal influences—along with
personal capabilities, including knowledge and skills, as well as habits or routines,
were significant factors affecting the environmentally significant behaviors of
individuals. Similar to what was emphasized in the summary, the majority of
mothers and fathers mentioned their mistrust in the effectiveness of various forms of
environmentally significant behaviors as an example of attitudinal factors. They also
highlighted the lack of encouragement to perform certain behaviors and a lack of

social awareness as examples of contextual forces. Furthermore, they indicated a
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lack of knowledge as an example of personal capabilities, and time constraints or
urban life style as examples related to general routines. The perfect fit with the
theory can be attributed to the theory's comprehensiveness and well-established
nature, which incorporates a blend of insights from various prior research and
theories. Furthermore, when investigating the reported barriers of the mothers and
fathers from an ecological systems perspective, it becomes possible to detect how
each system in the theory has an actual impact on the children's engagement in
environmentally significant behaviors with their children. Parental dynamics, such as
a lack of knowledge/awareness or time constraints, hinder children from engaging in
environmentally significant behaviors within their parents. This occurs within the
microsystem of the child and directly affects them. On the other hand, various
dynamics, including the cost and accessibility of specific behaviors, the absence of
qualified waste management and transportation services, and governmental issues
encompassing those in the exosystem, continue to influence the experiences of young
children. The culture in urban cities, which is a part of the macrosystem, was also
mentioned by the parents. Furthermore, some dynamics are emphasized by both
mothers and fathers in terms of the chronosystem, particularly COVID-19. This is
why, within the reported barriers of the mothers and fathers, it is inevitable to

identify dynamics from different systems, as suggested by Bronfenbrenner (1979).

5.2. Implications

The current study aimed to investigate environmentally significant behaviors of
parents with a holistic approach. Definitions for different types, individual and joint
behaviors conducted with children, and barriers to performing these behaviors
together with their children were investigated. As a result, critical implications were
revealed regarding both research and practice, especially for preschool teachers,
managers and policymakers. In other words, the findings of the current study present
valuable insights to all stakeholders of early childhood environmental education. The
current section starts with the implications on research and then continues with
implications related to practice. Finally, recommendations for further research will

be discussed.
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5.2.1. Implications for Research

This study has five different implications for future research based on the notable
findings highlighted. First, since parents serve as children's primary role models and
socialization roles (Bandura, 1977; Bronfenbrenner, 1979), it is significant to
investigate environmentally significant behaviors of mothers and fathers. Although
there are different examples in the relevant literature on this topic (Grenhej &
Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et al., 2012), the majority of the
studies conducted have a quantitative nature, which emphasizes numerical results to
draw conclusions about the behaviors of parents. However, the highlights of the
current study are hidden in the details, given its qualitative nature. For instance,
while other quantitative studies provide general results on green purchasing, the
current study offers distinct results for each specific behavior, such as purchasing
cruelty-free products. This approach may expose researchers to a broader range of
environmentally significant behaviors performed by parents, leading them to
investigate more specific behaviors. In other words, it opens the gate to further

research on these specific behaviors.

Secondly, there is cumulative research on the literature that parents are significant to
their children’s performing environmentally significant behaviors, since it is
discovered in many studies that children that have parents who engage in
environmentally significant behaviors tend to exhibit similar behaviors to their
parents (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et al., 2012;
Jia & Yu, 2021). However contradictory results were also observed in some specific
behaviors (Matthies et al., 2012; Jia & Yu, 2021). This led to a shift in focus towards
the idea that parental active involvement might moderate the relationship between
parental and children's environmentally significant behaviors (Jia & Yu, 2021).
Consequently, emphasizing the relationship between parents and children while
engaging in environmentally friendly actions becomes significant in better
understanding the intergenerational transmission of environmental behaviors. Indeed,
the current study serves as an example of the idea by focusing on environmentally
significant behaviors performed by both mothers and fathers with their children.

Since such studies are very scarce, and there is a shift to focus on the active
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involvement of parents, the current study may provide insights to researchers on the
issue from a developing country and help them to construct their own research by

referring to the findings of the current study.

Since the dynamic and active relationship between parents and their children on
environmental issues has not been thoroughly investigated in the literature (Jia et al.,
2022), it is also striking that there is no valid and trustworthy measurement tool
available to assess active parental involvement in children's environmentally
significant behaviors, especially one that is appropriate to the cultures of developing
countries. The qualitative nature of the current study may help researchers develop a
reliable and valid measurement tool to assess parental active involvement in
children's environmentally significant behaviors by presenting various different
behaviors performed by mothers and fathers with their children. Consequently, the
results of the current study may contribute to research on developing a reliable scale

for measuring this issue.

Another implication offered by the current study to research is filling specific gaps in
the literature, especially regarding public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors. When compared to private sphere environmentally significant behaviors,
studies on public sphere environmentally significant behaviors are very limited (Xing
et al., 2022), and studies focusing on mothers and fathers of young children are even
lacking. With the help of the current study's findings, researchers who are interested
in public sphere environmentally significant behaviors may utilize the results to
inform and shape their own research. The study provides valuable insights into how
parents of young children view these behaviors, the extent to which they engage in
them individually and with their children, and the barriers they face in performing
these behaviors. By referencing the current study's findings, researchers can gain a
better understanding of the dynamics of public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors, parental involvement in these behaviors and further contribute to the body

of knowledge in this field.

Finally, apart from the educational perspective, the current study also provides some

implications for the field of environmental psychology by focusing on mothers and
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fathers of young children, which has not been deeply investigated in the current
environmental psychology literature. The majority of studies have focused on
general citizens; however, each social role may contribute to individuals' behaviors
(Matsumato, 2007). By centralizing motherhood and fatherhood, the findings of the
current research may contribute to other studies in the field of environmental

psychology and enhance the understanding of environmentally significant behaviors.

5.2.2. Implications for Practice

The findings of the current study provide different implications for various
stakeholders responsible for early childhood environmental education. To begin
with, the current study revealed that mothers and fathers have some accurate,
however, limited knowledge with regards to definitions of different environmentally
significant behaviors. For instance, a significant number of parents tend to perceive
waste management as primarily involving recycling and waste segregation, which
underscores a bias towards recycling while neglecting the concepts of reduction and
reusing (Barnett et al., 2023). However, in the waste management hierarchy,
recycling comes after reduction and reuse. These gaps in both theoretical
understanding and practical knowledge among mothers and fathers need to be
addressed. Preschool institutions may play a critical role to enhance parents’
understandings and knowledge on the environmental behaviors, as well as issues
since there is a strong emphasis on parent education programs within the Ministry of
National Education Early Childhood Education Curriculum (OBADER, 2013).
According to Fine (1980), Parent education programs are designed to impart
knowledge, awareness, or skills to the parents of young children in a systematic
manner. These programs typically take the form of weekly meetings lasting a few
hours. In these programs, preschool teachers may focus on various types of
environmentally significant behaviors and provide theoretical knowledge. They may
utilize various methods, such as presentations, group discussions, and skill-building
activities, including homework assignments (Fine, 1980). In this way, these parent
education programs can play a crucial role in preventing the transmission of
misconceptions or limited knowledge about environmentally significant behaviors to

children. This is especially significant as parents are the primary influencers in
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transmitting environmental attributes to their children (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2009;
Leppanen et al., 2012).

Another significant finding of the current study was that for all types of
environmentally significant behaviors, parents tend to perform them individually,
rather than including their children. This finding has critical implications, especially
for preschool teachers. Parents can be assisted via various parent involvement
methods in terms of this issue. To illustrate, preschool teachers could provide parents
with various environmentally significant behavior experiences that they can perform
with their children in their daily lives. This can be achieved by encouraging parents
to volunteer in the classroom and be exposed to different environmentally significant
behaviors that they can perform with their children, assigning home activities related
to environmentally significant behaviors, or offering guidelines and a list of ideas for
behaviors that parents can engage in together with their children (Eipstein, 2001). In
other words, preschool teachers should be aware of parents' needs regarding
engaging in environmentally significant behaviors together with their children and
should address these needs through various parent involvement methods. Indeed, the
findings of the current study, which encompass information about which
environmentally significant behaviors are performed more frequently, which are
performed less frequently, and which are never practiced by parents, can be valuable
for preschool teachers when considered that effective parental involvement programs
are established upon careful consideration of the distinct needs of the community
(Durisic & Bunijevac, 2017). Moreover, the current study highlighted that fathers
were more hesitant than mothers to engage in environmentally significant behaviors
and involve their children, although children’s learning and well-being is
significantly affected by father involvement (Wilson & Prior, 2011). By taking this
finding into consideration, preschool teachers may place greater emphasis on father
involvement in environmental education while designing their practices. To increase
fathers' participation in their efforts to educate about the environment, they can
create and carry out special sessions for fathers to be involved. They should provide
chances for men to take part in activities where they can show their skills. They

should also design programs for mothers that highlight the importance of fathers'

264



involvement and develop programs that help fathers build their abilities in this area
(Lipscomb, 2011).

Given that mothers and fathers engage in a limited number of environmentally
significant activities with their children, and sometimes choose a more passive role
for their children by simply teaching these behaviors without actively participating,
as indicated by the low levels found in the current study, various stakeholders
involved in the environmental education of young children must assume an increased
responsibility to compensate for the gaps in household practices, especially for the
active involvement of the child. To fill the gaps in home hands-on practices and to
serve as role models for mothers and fathers, teachers should involve students in
various classroom activities that provide children with opportunities to actively
engage in environmentally significant behaviors. A range of techniques could
involve field trips to enhance children's connectedness to nature and attachment to
specific places, concept maps to help them identify the relationships between
environmentally significant behaviors, experiments conducted to demonstrate human
impact on the environment, projects focused on environmentally significant
behaviors that also involve parents in enhancing these behaviors, and various types
of play and drama techniques (Tastepe, 2020). While employing these methods,
preschool teachers are also recommended to focus on designing activities for
children that revolve around various systems. The goal is to show how these
behaviors are connected. This might involve emphasizing how people and nature
depend on each other and giving importance to the child's own surroundings to
develop a stronger connection to their environment. Furthermore, incorporating
activities from everyday life and blending activities from different areas can make
these ideas clearer and easier to grasp for the child (Olgan & Cengizoglu, 2020).
Expecting all of these responsibilities solely from preschool teachers could be
misleading, as there are various contributors to the environmental education of young
children. By working together with the community, teachers can partner with local
government institutions to tap into their resources for classroom activities and efforts
involving parents (Eipstein, 2001). Furthermore, providing in-service training for
preschool teachers on involving parents in environmental education can be

beneficial. Similarly, in pre-service teacher programs, the importance of parental
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involvement could be emphasized. Therefore, academics may also make use of the
insights discovered from the present study.

Since the present study also investigated the self-reported barriers of mothers and
fathers of young children in performing environmentally significant behaviors, it is
revealed that some of these barriers may be addressed by preschool teachers as well.
To illustrate, preschool teachers may support minimalist consumption in the
classroom by acting accordingly themselves and taking steps to decrease the
influence of environmental factors that encourage excessive consumption. This could
involve setting rules and guidelines to limit excessive consumption when working
with children in the classroom setting. Additionally, this minimalist mindset could be
reflected in the materials purchased by parents, in order to encourage them as well.
Another issue that preschool teachers could address is the lack of
information/awareness barrier reported by mothers and fathers regarding all types of
environmentally significant behaviors. As previously mentioned, parents may have
misconceptions, limited awareness and knowledge in this regard, so that they cannot
engage with their children. To overcome this barrier, preschool teachers can organize
various informative activities such as theoretical sessions and practical workshops,
ateliers, etc (Epstein, 2001). The findings of the current study may enlighten
preschool teachers about the kind of subjects that should be focused on in such

informative events.

The current study revealed some further implications for preschool principals, as
well. When investigating mothers and fathers' self-reported barriers to engaging in
environmentally significant behaviors with their children, it becomes evident that
some of these barriers can be addressed by preschools, particularly through the
organization of principals and school administrators. To begin with, since mothers
and fathers have difficulty accessing green products, preschools may encourage them
by initially purchasing green products for themselves. Subsequently, the preschools
can act as a bridge between the providers of these green products and parents,
facilitating easier access to such environmentally friendly items. Furthermore,
preschools may function as waste management centers, offering parents reliable and

practical waste management opportunities. For instance, preschools may provide
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waste segregation bins to use in the school area and ask parents to place their waste
in these designated boxes. Preschools can highlight the significance of responsible
waste management within the school community by encouraging parents to
participate in waste segregation practices while dropping off or picking up their
children. Moreover, principals may organize events such as exchange days or
donation drives where all parents and children can participate by bringing the items
they wish to donate. During these events, the collected donations can be distributed
to those in need, promoting the principles of reducing and reusing. Since it is known
that implementing such activities in preschools can offer convenience to parents and
enhance children's awareness of waste management (Mohamed et al., 2017), it holds
significance for principals to take action. Indeed, preschools are also well-positioned
to address the complaint about the lack of collective volunteering activities to protect
the environment. Principals may organize such events being both non-activist
(volunteering, informative events on environment) and activist (age-appropriate,
child-friendly environmental protests), and invite parents and children to practice
various kinds of environmentally significant behaviors together. Apart from
organization, following up on and announcing such behaviors may also inform
mothers and fathers about different environmental events, which can help them
engage in such behaviors with their children. To conclude, the barriers identified in
the findings of the current study can serve as a valuable road map for preschool
principals and teachers. By understanding these barriers, they can develop effective
strategies to support and encourage parents to engage more in environmentally

significant behaviors, both individually and with their children.

Finally, the current study provided implications for not only educational stakeholders
but also for general policy-makers and governmental institutions. To begin with,
concerning environmentally responsible consumption, similar to previous studies, it
is revealed that green products lack variety, have high prices, and are not accessible
to many people (Berger, 2019). Therefore, authorities can make efforts to provide a
wider range of green products at lower costs to increase their usage and promote
sustainable consumption practices. When it comes to resource conservation, it was
reported by mothers and fathers that the lack of qualified transportation facilities and

safety issues related to stray dog problems hinder their ability to conserve fossil fuels
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with their children. These critical issues should be addressed by local municipalities
to create safer and more sustainable transportation options that encourage families to
adopt eco-friendly practices. Moreover, mothers and fathers also expressed
complaints about the insufficient waste management opportunities provided by
municipalities, especially, the difficulty in accessing waste segregation bins.
Therefore, authorities in institutions should prepare policies that are more practical
and reliable for parents, addressing this serious issue. Policies targeting more
transparent waste management processes should be developed to convince parents
that their efforts in waste management are valuable and contribute to a cleaner
environment, since there is some mistrust among the mothers and fathers of young
children. Another implication of the current study may contribute to the policy-
makers in environmental organizations, since it is revealed that parents have some
trust issues relating to these organizations and they unaware of the events they
prepare, so, there are significant problems in the announcement of these events.
Moreover, parents did not believe that the events organized would be effective,

indicating a need for more transparent and concrete procedures.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Studies

This study investigated how parents define various categories of private
environmentally significant behaviors, private and public environmentally significant
behaviors engaged by the parents individually and with their children; variations in
environmentally significant behaviors of parents depending on whether they engage
independently or with their children, parents reported barriers while engaging in
different categories of private and public sphere environmentally significant
behaviors with their children and the difference between mothers’ and fathers’
definitions, self-reported behaviors, and barriers regarding different types of private
and public sphere environmentally significant behaviors. To extend the findings of
the current study and have a more comprehensive idea of the subject of
environmentally significant behaviors of mothers and fathers, several

recommendations are listed in this section for further research.
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First, the current study was conducted with 13 mothers and 10 fathers, and a semi-
structured interview protocol was used as the data collection tool. In further studies,
this aspect of the research could be enhanced by employing additional data collection
methods, such as observations. Since data collected through a semi-structured
interview protocol is vulnerable to social desirability bias (Chung & Monroe, 2003),
as is common in all self-reported tools, it is essential to employ additional methods,
such as observations, in future research. By doing so, researchers can make
cumulative contributions to the findings of the current study and enhance the overall

validity and reliability of the research.

Moreover, in future studies, similar methodological approaches can be implemented,
but this time with a focus on parents who have a boy and parents who have a girl. In
other words, further research may investigate whether parents' environmentally
significant behaviors performed with their children differ based on the gender of
their children. In various instances, such as in shared scientific thinking or
mathematical experiences, parents may unintentionally alter their involvement in
relation to their children. For instance, they might explain more scientific concepts to
boys rather than girls (Crowley et al., 2001) or provide less information about
mathematics to girls compared to boys (Gunderson et al., 2011). Similar trends could
also be observed among mothers and fathers of young children in relation to joint
environmentally significant behaviors. Consequently, further studies are significant
to investigate potential gender differences in parental involvement in these

behaviors.

The current study investigated the environmentally significant behaviors of mothers
and fathers of young children. However, the underlying causes and motivations of
their behaviors were not explored. Some statements from participants suggested that,
while they engage in specific behaviors with the intention of environmental
protection, there are additional motivations driving these behaviors, as well. These
motivations include factors such as financial savings, health considerations, or moral
norms. This perspective is also supported by various studies in the literature (Evans
et al., 2012; Helm et al., 2019). To reveal the relationships between such concerns

and environmentally significant behaviors and to better understand the motivations
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behind the environmentally significant behaviors of mothers and fathers of young
children, further studies may focus on this issue.

Furthermore, the current study focused on the mothers and fathers of young children.
However, the socioeconomic status of parents, which is also a strong contributor to
environmentally significant behaviors (Bronfman et al., 2015; Eom et al, 2018;
Moser & Kleinhiickelkotten, 2017), was not investigated. In other words, whether
parents from different socioeconomic statuses exhibit different environmentally
significant behaviors with their children, or if their level of engagement varies
according to socioeconomic status, is worth studying in future research. This could
provide a better understanding of the dynamics of engagement in environmentally
significant behaviors within parent-child dyads, and any potential effects on parents’

definitions and self-reported barriers.

The latest research has revealed that parents' engagement in their children's behaviors
may indeed be affected by their parenting styles. This is because the transmission of
various environmentally significant behaviors from parents to children is influenced
by the parenting styles of the parents, favoring those who have an autonomy-
supporting parenting style (Grenhgj & Thegersen, 2017). In the current study,
although parents' behaviors performed with their children were investigated, their
parenting styles were not considered. Since environmentally significant behaviors
performed by parents and children may be affected by parenting styles, further
studies could focus on this aspect and explore the relationship between parent-child

environmentally significant behaviors.

The sample of the current study included mothers and fathers of children aged
between three and six. Although three years might seem like a small span, in early
childhood, even a single year witnesses rapid development across all developmental
domains in a child (Harkness et al., 2012). That's why it could be anticipated that the
environmentally significant behaviors of mothers and fathers might differ based on
their children's age. Therefore, future studies could also examine mothers and fathers

with varying age ranges and explore potential differences among parents’ of children
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aged three to four, four to five, or five to six environmentally significant behaviors

performed together.

The current study has a qualitative nature and aims to explore the definitions,
behaviors, and self-reported barriers of both mothers and fathers, while also shedding
light on the differences between these two groups of parents. The study is designed
to use a small sample size to delve deeply into parental definitions, behaviors, and
barriers. Its purpose is not to arrive at definitive conclusions concerning the
differences. However, in a future study, a larger number of participants from various
cities or countries could be involved in the research process. This future study might
employ a quantitative approach to compare and contrast different participants,
leading to the identification of definitive conclusions regarding the observed
differences between mothers and fathers with regards to behaviors performed
individually and together with their children.

Finally, the current study revealed various findings that were not explored in detail
since they were not the primary focus of the study. For instance, the study
highlighted that mothers and fathers of young children tend to warn, provide
information, serve as role models, or explain various types of environmentally
significant behaviors in both public and private spheres to their children, rather than
engaging in these behaviors together with them. The underlying motivations and
reasons for these preferences could be the subject of further research, and the
potential impact of misconceptions, culture, or parenting styles on the decision-

making processes of mothers and fathers on this issue can be investigated in detail.
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B. INVITATION FORM

ARASTIRMAYA DAVET METNIi

Degerli Veliler,

Bu metin, ODTU Temel Egitim Boliimii Ogretim Uyelerinden Prof. Dr.
Refika OLGAN danismanliginda Arastirmaci Giines Ezgi Demirci tarafindan
yiriitiilen yiiksek lisans tez ¢alismasina, sizleri davet etmek amaciyla hazirlanmigtir.

Bildiginiz gibi, doganin dengesinin bozulmasina bagl olarak meydana gelen
olaylar, her gegen giin diinya giindeminde daha fazla yer almaya baglamistir. Sicaklik
artis1 ve iklim degisikliginin getirdigi Sel, kasirga ve orman yanginlari gibi felaketler,
farkl1 kirlilik tiirleri, habitat tahribati ve biyogesitlilik kaybi gibi birgok énemli ¢evre
sorunu tiim canlilarin gelecek nesilleri igin yasanilabilir bir diinya bulma noktasinda
ciddi tehditler olusturmaktadir.

Bu senaryoya katki saglayan temel faktorlerden biri olan insanlarin, ¢evre
sorunlarinin niteligini anlamasi, ¢6ziim Onerileri getirebilmesi ve ¢evre ile ilgili
davraniglarinda degisiklikler meydana getirebilmesi i¢in erken ¢ocukluk déneminden
itibaren baglayan cevre egitimi uygulamalar1 biiylik 6nem tasimaktadir. Erken
cocukluk déneminde gevre egitimi, ¢ocuklar1 dogaya yakinlastirmayi, onlara merak
duygusu asilamayi, dogal diinyanin giizelligi ve gizemini kesfetmelerini saglayacak
deneyimler sunmayi ve tim canlilara sevgi ve saygi duymayr Ogretmeyi
hedeflemektedir. Cocuklarimizin ilk yillarinda ¢evre egitiminin tamamen okullara ve
resmi miifredatlara ait bir sorumluluk oldugunu diisiinmek yeterli olmayacaktir.
Erken cocukluk doneminde gevre egitiminin kalitesine ve verimliligine katkida
bulunan en 6nemli paydaslardan biri de ailelerdir. Aileler, ¢ocuklarnin inanglarimni,
degerlerini ve davraniglarini etkileyebilecek en 6nemli sosyal gruplardir.

Sizden katilimcist olmanizi rica ettigimiz bu aragtirmanin bulgulari,
cocuklarimiza verimli, kapsamli ve aileleri de kapsayan ¢evre egitimi uygulamalari
sunulmasina katki saglamak amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Calismada, erken ¢ocuklukta
cevre egitiminin olduk¢a Onemli bir paydasi olan sizlerin, bireysel olarak ve
cocuklarinmizla birlikte gergeklestirdiginiz ¢evre dostu davraniglarin saptanmasi
amaclanmaktadir. Bu noktada, sizden herhangi bir o6n bilgi sahibi olmaniz
beklenmemektedir.

Asagidaki Dbilgilendirmeler size arastirmanin igerigini agiklamak igin
hazirlanmstir.

Calismanmin Amaci Nedir?

Bu calismanin bes farkli amaci bulunmaktadir. Calismanin ilk amaci,
ailelerin farkli ¢evre dostu davranis tiirlerini nasil tanimladiklarinin arastirilmasidir.
Bunun yani sira bu galisma; ailelerin bireysel olarak gergeklestirdikleri farkli tiirdeki
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gevre dostu davranislar1 ve ailelerin cocuklarinin farkli tiirdeki g¢evre dostu
davraniglarin farkinda olmalari ve sergilemelerinin 6nemi hakkindaki inanglarini
incelemeyi de hedeflemektedir. Anne ve babalarin ¢ocuklar1 ile birlikte
gerceklestirdikleri farkli tirdeki ¢evre dostu davranislarin saptanmasi ve ilgili
davraniglar1  gergeklestirmelerinde  ailelerin  karsilastiklar1  olas1t  engellerin
incelenmesi de arastirma amaglar1 arasindadir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmanizi isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmayi Kkabul ederseniz, sizden arastirmaci ile bas basa
gerceklesecek bir goriisme seansina katilmaniz beklenecektir. Yaklasik olarak 30-40
dakika siirmesi beklenen bu goriismede sizlere farkli ¢evre dostu davranis tiirlerini
nasil tanimladiginiz, giinlikk hayatinizda gergeklestirdiginiz farkli tiirdeki ¢evre dostu
davraniglar (¢evreye duyarh tiiketim, atik yonetimi, kaynak korunumu, c¢evresel
aktivizm, vb.), ¢ocugunuzun bu davranislarin farkinda olmasi ve sergilemesinin
onemi hakkindaki inanglariniz, ¢ocugunuzla birlikte gergeklestirdiginiz ¢evre dostu
davraniglar ve ¢evre dostu davranislar géstermeniz konusunda varsa karsiniza gikan
engeller hakkinda sorular yoneltilecektir. Verdiginiz cevaplarin bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilabilmesi igin goriisme boyunca ses kaydi alinacaktir. Goriisme Yyeri ve
zamani Sizin i¢in en uygun olacak sekilde belirlenecektir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katilminiz tamamen goniilliilik esasina dayanmaktadir.
Goriisme esnasinda sizden kisisel higbir bilgi istenmeyecektir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir.
Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel
yaylarda kullanilacaktir.

Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden &tiirii
kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz goriismeyi yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda arastirmaciya c¢aligmaya devam etmek istemediginizi sdylemeniz yeterli
olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz1 asagidaki iletisim bilgilerini kullanarak
yoneltebilirsiniz.

ARASTIRMACI
Giines Ezai DEMIRCI
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. GIRIS

Icinde yasanilan Antroposen c¢aginda, tiim canlilarin vazgecilmez bir pargasi oldugu,
birbirine bagli sistemlerin ¢okiisiine taniklik edilmektedir. Zamanin baglangicindan
bu yana gegen 4,5 milyar yilda Diinya bugiine benzer alarmlar verdiginde hep benzer
bir son izlenmistir; kitlesel yok oluslar (Hickel, 2020). Kitlesel yok oluslar daha 6nce
de gergeklesmis olsa da su anda deneyimlenen olaylarin dinamikleri gegmis
senaryolardan biraz daha farkli géziikmektedir. Bunun en énemli sebebi, tarihte ilk
defa sistemlerin insanlar tarafindan ¢okertiliyor olmasidir. Her gecen giin sera gazi
birikimine daha da katkida bulunan insan faaliyetleri nedeniyle (Saklani ve Khurana,
2019), karada, suda ve havada yasayan her canli sistemlerin ¢cokmesi tehdidi ile karsi

karstya kalmig durumdadir.

Tim bu var olan ¢evre sorunlarinin ¢oziimii insan davranislariyla yakindan ilgili
oldugundan, bireylerin davranislarin1 daha c¢evre dostu bir sekilde degistirmelerini
saglamak i¢in hazirlanan bir egitim programi hazirlamak ve miimkiin olan en erken
yasta uygulamak kritiktir. Erken ¢ocukluk ¢evre egitimi en genel anlamu ile, dogaya
yakin olmanin hazzin1 deneyimleme, merak duygusunu gelistirme, dogal diinyanin
glizelligini ve gizemini takdir etme ve diger canlilara saygi duyma firsatlar: sunan bir
program olarak nitelendirilmekte ve kapsayici bir program olarak aileleri de igerisine
almaktadir (NAAEE, 2010).

Aileler, ¢evre egitiminin 6nemli bir bileseni olmanin yani sira, Bronfenbrenner
(1979) ve Bandura (1977) gibi 6nemli gelisim teorisyenlerinin de erken c¢ocukluk
yillarinda en 6nemli olarak gordiigii faktorlerden biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
Bronfenbrenner (1979), ekolojik sistemler perspektifinden bakildiginda, ebeveyn

normlarmin, inanglarinin, tutumlarinin ve uygulamalariin bir ¢ocugun gelisimini
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etkileme olasiligmin giiglii oldugunu belirtirken, Bandura (1977) da g¢ocuklarin
gozlem, modelleme ve taklit yoluyla birbirlerinden 6grendiklerini ve ebeveynlerin
cocuklar1 igin gii¢lii, yiiksek olasilikli rol modelleri olarak hizmet ettiklerini
vurgulamistir. Bu teoriler, gevre egitimi alanindaki bir dizi arastirma bulgusu
tarafindan da desteklenmistir. Ornegin, farkli arastirmalar dogaya baglhilik (Soga vd.,
2018), cevresel degerler (Gronhgj ve Thagersen, 2009; Scopelliti vd., 2021) ve gevre
dostu davraniglarin (Grenhej ve Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro vd., 2020; Matthies
vd., 2012) ebeveynlerden ¢ocuklarma aktarildigini gostermektedir. Buna ragmen,
ebeveynler ve cocuklarin ¢evresel bilgi, deger ve davranislar1 arasindaki olumlu
iliskilerin altinda yatan detaylar bilinmemektedir. Jia ve Yu'ya (2021) gore, yeterince
calisgtlmamis faktorlerden biri, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte ¢evre dostu
davraniglara  aktif katilimlaridir.  Calismalarinda, ¢ocuklar  ebeveynlerinin
davraniglarina tanik olmadik¢a ve onlarla birlikte ¢evre dostu davraniglarda
bulunmadikga, ebeveynlerin ¢evre dostu davranislarinin gocuklarinin davraniglari

tizerinde bir etkisi olmayabilecegini belirtmislerdir.

Ebeveynlerin davraniglarin1 analiz etmek i¢in "g¢evre dostu davranis" yapisini
tanimlamak onemlidir. Bu ¢alisma boyunca ebeveynlerin ¢evre dostu davraniglari
arastirilirken, Stern  (2000) tarafindan  sunulan teorideki siniflandirmadan
yararlanilmigtir. Stern (2000) ¢evresel agidan anlamli davraniglar1 dort kategoriye
ayirmaktadir. Cevresel agidan anlamli davranislarin ilk tiirii cevresel aktivizmdir. Bu
kategori, insanlarin aktivist bakis agilar1 ve davraniglariyla son derece ilgilidir; bagka
bir deyisle, genellikle gevresel protestolarda aktif rol almay: ifade eder. ikinci
kategori olan kamusal alandaki aktivist olmayan davranislar, gevresel vatandasligin
daha ilgili bir diizeyini temsil etmektedir. Cevresel dilekgeleri imzalamak, ¢evre
sorunlar1 hakkinda ilgili makamlarla iletisime ge¢mek ve ¢evre orgiitlerine katilmak
kamusal alandaki aktivist olmayan davraniglara birka¢ Ornektir. Stern'in (2000)
iciinci kategorisi olan o6zel alan gevreci davranislar, gevreye duyarli tiikketim,
kaynaklarin korunmasi ve atik yonetimi olarak da belirtilebilecek, biyosfer {izerinde
etkisi olan kisisel ve evsel iriinlerin satin alinmasi, kullanilmasi ve ortadan
kaldirilmas1 asamasindaki ¢evre tizerindeki olumsuz etkilerini azaltmak olarak
tanimlanmistir. Son kategori ise diger ¢cevreci davraniglardir. Bu davranislar, kigilerin

tinvanlarin1 ¢evre dostu bir sekilde kullanmasi ve kurumsal baglamda gevreci
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kararlar vererek biiyiik o6lgekli bir etkiye sebep olmasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Stern, 2000).

Yukarida belirtilen bilgiler 1s1ginda, mevcut ¢alismanin odak noktasi ¢ocuklarinin
birincil rol modelleri olan ebeveynler olarak belirlenmistir. Alan yazini
dogrultusunda (Jia ve Yu, 2021) ve Stern'in (2000) teorisine dayanarak, bu ¢alismada
ebeveynlerin hem bireysel olarak hem de cocuklariyla birlikte gergeklestirdikleri
¢evre dostu davranmiglara odaklanilmaktadir. Calisma, ebeveynlerin bu davranislara
iligkin tanimlari, ebeveynlerin bireysel veya cocuklariyla birlikte gergeklestirdikleri
gevre dostu davranislar, davraniglar1 bireysel olarak veya cocuklariyla birlikte
gerceklestirdiklerinde gosterdikleri farkliliklar, ebeveynlerin karsilastiklar1 zorluklar
ve anneler ile babalar arasindaki olas1 farkliliklar da dahil olmak iizere bir dizi
faktoriin kapsamli bir analizini sunmaktadir. Bu calisma kapsaminda ele alinan

aragtirma sorulari asagidaki gibi belirlenmistir:

1. Anne ve babalar 6zel ve kamusal alanda ¢evreci davranislarin ¢esitli bigimlerini
nasil tanimlamaktadir?
2. Anne ve babalarin gergeklestirdigi 6zel ve kamusal alanda g¢evreci davranislar
nelerdir?
2.1. Anne ve babalarin bireysel olarak gergeklestirdikleri 6zel ve kamusal
alanda gevreci davranislar nelerdir?
2.2. Anne ve babalarin cocuklariyla birlikte gergeklestirdikleri ozel ve
kamusal alanda ¢evreci davraniglar nelerdir?
2.3. Anne ve babalarin 6zel ve kamusal alanda gergeklestirdikleri ¢evreci
davraniglar, bireysel olarak veya ¢ocuklariyla birlikte gerceklestirdiklerinde
nasil farklilik gostermektedir?
3. Anne ve babalarin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte farkl: tirde 6zel ve kamusal alan ¢evreci

davraniglar sergilemelerinin 6niinde hangi engeller vardir?

1.1. Arastirmanin Onemi

Bu arastirma, her biri kendi ic¢inde Onemli olan bes farkli amag etrafinda

diizenlenmistir. Mevcut ¢alismanin ilk amaci, ebeveynlerin farkli tiirdeki 6zel ve
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kamusal alan c¢evreci davraniglari nasil tanimladiklarini belirlemektir. Cevresel
sorunlarin veya potansiyel ¢oziimlerin farkinda olunmamasi halinde, c¢evreci
davraniglar gergeklestirmek pek olas1 degildir (Gifford ve Nilsson, 2014). Cok sayida
arastirma bulgusu, c¢evresel bilginin ¢evre dostu davranmisin giiglii bir yordayicisi
oldugunu gostermektedir (Amoah ve Addoah, 2020; Geier vd., 2019). Bu
caligmalarin bulgularina dayanarak, kisilerin bir kaynagin ne oldugunu bilmezlerse
kaynaklar1 etkili bir sekilde koruyamayacaklarii ya da ¢evreye duyarli bir tiiketici
hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmazlarsa, boyle tiiketiciler olmakta zorlanacaklarini
sOylemek miimkiindiir. Bu nedenle, ebeveynler tarafindan farkli ¢evresel agidan
anlamli davranis tiirleri igin verilen tanimlarin arastirilmasi birkag nedenden dolay1
onemlidir. ik olarak, bu tiir bir cevre bilgisi c¢evre dostu davranislarin
gerceklestirilmesine giiglii bir katki saglamaktadir (Amoah ve Addoah, 2021; Geier
vd., 2019). Sunduklart tamimlar incelenerek, ebeveynlerin bilgi diizeyleri
degerlendirilebilir. ikinci olarak, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarmin cevresel bilgi
edinmesinde 6nemli bir rol oynadig bilindiginden (Grenhgj ve Thegersen, 2009),
ebeveynlerin farkli tiirdeki ¢cevre dostu davranislari nasil tanimladiklarini 6grenmek,
cocuklara aktarilan bilgi hakkinda ipuglar1 sunabilecegi i¢in 6nemlidir. Konu ile ilgili
alan yazimi kiigik ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerini hedef alan ¢ok az sayida galisma
bulundugu ve bulunan ¢alismalarin da nicel yapiya sahip oldugu diistiniildiigiinde,

caligmanin bu amaciyla alan yazinindaki bir boslugu dolduracagi umulmaktadir.

Ebeveynlerin bireysel olarak gerceklestirdikleri 6zel ve kamusal ¢evreci
davraniglarin1 belirlemek bu ¢alismanin ikinci amacidir. Birgok ciddi ¢evre sorunu
insan davranislari tarafindan tetiklendiginden (Saklani ve Khurana, 2019), anne ve
babalarin ¢evre dostu davranislarinin arastirilmasi 6nemlidir. Bu ¢alisma ile
gerceklestirilecek olan kapsamli bir analizin, hangi tiir davranislarin daha sik veya
daha seyrek gergeklestirildigini tespit etmesi ve bu bilginin erken gocukluk cevre
egitimi paydaslarma 151k tutmasi hedeflenmektedir. Anne ve babalarin ¢evre dostu
davraniglarin1 tespit etmek sadece kendi bireysel g¢evre etkileri i¢in degil aym
zamanda g¢ocuklarinin ¢evre dostu davraniglari tizerinde etkili oldugu i¢in 6nemlidir
(Grenhgj ve Thegersen, 2009; Katz-Gerro vd., 2020). Uluslararast alan yazininda

benzer calismalar yer alsa da ulusal alan yazininda konu ile ilgili eksik goze
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carpmaktadir. Bu sebeple, nitel dogasi ile 6n plana ¢ikan bu calismanin 6zellikle

ulusal alan yazinindaki boslugu doldurmasi umulmaktadir.

Ebeveynlerin ve c¢ocuklarinin ¢evre dostu davraniglar1 arasindaki baglantiy1
vurgulayan cesitli arastirmalarda c¢eliskili ve belirsiz bulgulara rastlamak
miimkiindiir. Ornegin, ebeveynlerin geri doniisim davranis1 ile cocuklarininki
arasinda olumlu bir iliski belirlenmis olsa da atigi yeniden kullanma davranisi
arasinda kayda deger bir iliski raporlanmamistir (Matthies vd., 2012). Bu geliskili
bulgularin bir agiklamasi olarak Jia ve Yun (2021) arastirmalarinda gézlemlenebilir,
iletisimsel ve birlikte gerceklestirilen ebeveyn-¢ocuk davraniglarinin, ¢evre dostu
davraniglarin  anne-babadan ¢ocuga aktarilmasinda etkili oldugunu ortaya
cikarmiglardir fakat benzer arastirmalar oldukga smirhidir. Bu sebeple bu
aragtirmanin ti¢iincii amaci, anne ve babalarin ¢ocuklari ile birlikte gergeklestirdikleri
cevre dostu davranislarin belirlenmesidir. Birlikte gerceklestirilen ¢evre dostu
davraniglarin mevcut durumunu analiz edilmesiyle, erken ¢ocukluk gevre egitimi
alaninin pratik yoniine yararli 6nerilerde bulunulmasi hedeflenmektedir. Bunun yani
sira, anne ve babalarin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte gerceklestirdikleri ¢evre dostu
davraniglar1 6lgen gegerli ve glivenilir bir 6l¢iim aracinin olmamasi, ebeveynler ve
cocuklar arasindaki ¢evresel konulardaki dinamik ve aktif iliskinin alan yazininda
kapsamli bir sekilde arastirilmamasiin nedeni olabilir (Jia vd., 2022). Bu ¢alisma,
gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢iim aracinin gelistirilmesini hedefleyen daha sonraki

caligmalar i¢in konuyla ilgili ayrintili nitel veriler saglamasi agisindan da 6nemlidir.

Arastirmanin bir diger amaci ise, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte ¢evre dostu
davraniglarda bulunurken karsilastiklar1 olasi engellere 1sik tutmaktir. Bireylerin
cevre dostu davraniglart 6niindeki engelleri belirlemeye yoénelik bazi arastirmalar
yapilmistir (Desrochers ve Zelenski, 2022; Kolmuss ve Agyeman, 2010) ancak bu
calismalarin higbiri 6zellikle kiigiik ¢cocuklarin ebeveynlerini hedef almamaktadir ve
egitimsel bir bakis agisindan ziyade psikolojik bir bakis agis1 benimsemektedirler. Bu
caligma, alan yazindaki belirtilen boslugu doldurmasimin yani sira, engellerin
belirlenmesi ve ¢evre egitimcilerine ailelerin sahip olduklari ihtiyaclar ile ilgili done

saglamasi1 adina 6nemlidir.
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Son olarak, bu calisma, ¢evre dostu davramis tanimlari, bireysel davranislari,
cocuklariyla birlikte katildiklar1 davranislar ve algiladiklari engeller de dahil olmak
tizere yukarida belirtilen tiim faktorler agisindan anneler ve babalar arasindaki
potansiyel farkliliklar1 arastirmayi amaglamaktadir. Yiritilen ¢alismalardan elde
edilen farkli sonuglar, kadinlarin daha g¢evre dostu davranma egiliminde oldugunu
gosterirken (Kennedy ve Kmec, 2017), erkeklerin ¢evre bilgisinin kadinlardan daha
yiiksek oldugunu gosteren arastirmalar da bulunmaktadir (Arachchi ve Managi,
2021). Bu nedenle, cinsiyet ve c¢evre dostu davraniglar arasindaki iliskiyi
etkileyebilecek ek degiskenleri tespit edebilmek i¢in benzer nitelikteki galismalarin
farkl: tarihsel donemler ve kiiltiirel baglamlarda tekrarlanmasi 6nemlidir. Bunun yani
sira, anneler ve babalar arasindaki farkliliklar belirlendiginde, erken g¢ocukluk
egitimcileri, anne ve babalarin farkli ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda daha ozellestirilmis
cevre egitimi programlart hazirlayabileceginden, bu calismanin 6nemli oldugu

distiniilmektedir.

2. YONTEM
2.1. Arastirma Deseni

Mevcut arastirma, belirli bir olayla ilgili 6nemli sorular1 ve fikirleri belirlemeye
odaklanarak bir olguyu oldugu gibi agiklamaya c¢alisilan nitel arastirma
desenlerinden fenomenolojik bir caligma olarak tasarlanmistir (Houser, 2009).

2.2. Orneklem

Bu calismanin katilimcilart amagli 6rnekleme teknigi kullanilarak segilmistir.
Orneklem secimindeki kriterler (1) tiim katilimcilarin ¢aligmaya goniillii olarak
katilmay1 kabul etmesi; (2) tim katilimcilarin Ankara’nin merkez ve ilgelerinde
yastyor olmasi; (3) tiim katilimcilarin 36 ila 72 ay arasinda en az bir ¢ocugun
ebeveyni olmasi; (4) tiim katilimeilarin erken gocukluk egitim programina kayitli en
az bir c¢ocuga sahip olmasi olarak belirlenmistir. Mevcut c¢alisma igin Vveriler,
onceden belirlenmis dort Kriteri karsilayan 13 anne ve 10 baba tarafindan

saglanmustir.
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2.3. Veri Toplama Araclar

Bu ¢alismada, veri toplama araglar1 olarak Demografik Bilgi Formu (Ek B) ve anne-
babalarla goriismeleri gergeklestirmek igin yari yapilandirilmis goriisme sorulari

kullanilmastir.

Bu calismanin amaglari dogrultusunda hazirlanan demografik bilgi formunda
ebeveynlerin anne ya da baba olma durumlari, yaslari, ¢ocuklarinin yaslari,
cocuklarinin cinsiyetleri, ¢ocuklarmin okul 6ncesi egitime devam etme siireleri,
egitim durumlari ve sosyo-ekonomik diizeylerine iliskin bazi sorular yer almaktadir.

Bu calismada kullanilan yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme protokoli ilgili alan yazini
temel alinarak hazirlanmistir. Bireylerin gergeklestirdigi ¢evre dostu davranis
tirlerini ve bu davraniglarin kategorize edilmesi igin gelistirilen teorik cergeveleri
tespit etmek i¢in bir dizi teori incelenmistir. Kullanilacak siniflandirmanin 36-72 ay
arasindaki c¢ocuklarin da yapabilecegi ya da katilabilecegi genis bir davranig
yelpazesini igermesine dikkat edilmistir. Bu nedenle, mevcut g¢alismanin yari
yapilandirilmis goériisme protokolii hazirlanirken Stern (2000) tarafindan Onerilen
smiflandirmalarin kullanilmasina Karar verilmistir; kamusal alan ¢evreci davranislar,
cevresel aktivizm, 6zel alan ¢evreci davraniglar ve diger ¢evreci davranislar. Stern
(2000) tarafindan Onerilen kamu-6zel ayrimi, kiltiirel farkliliklar tarafindan
kisitlanmadan genis bir ¢evre dostu davramis Yyelpazesini kapsadigindan, bu
smiflandirma alan yazinda da siklikla tercih edilmektedir (Liu vd., 2018). Bu
nedenle, bu ¢alismada da yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme sorularinin teorik gergevesini
olusturmak i¢in kamusal-6zel alan ¢evre dostu davraniglar ana siniflandirma olarak
kullanilmistir. Kamusal alan ¢evreci davraniglar boyutu altinda, ¢evresel aktivizm ve
toplum iginde aktivist olmayan ¢evreci davraniglara iliskin sorular yer almaktadir
(Stern, 2000). Buna karsilik, 6zel alan c¢evreci davranislar boyutu altinda
katilimeilarin ¢evreye duyarli tiikketim uygulamalari, atik yonetimi stratejileri ve
kaynak koruma davranislari sorgulanmaktadir (Stern, 2000). Stern (2000) tarafindan
Onerilen "diger c¢evre dostu davraniglar" boyutu, bireylerin is yerlerindeki
konumlartyla iliskili oldugundan ve 36-72 aylik ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerine is yerinde
eslik etmeleri, 6zellikle de ebeveynlerin organizasyona dayali kararlarinda aktif rol

almalar1 imkansiz oldugundan dahil edilmemistir.
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Veri toplama araglar1 hazirlandiktan sonra, araglarin anlasilirhgr ve uygunlugunu
Olgmek adina alt1 farkli uzmandan fikir alinmistir. Uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda
yenilenen veri toplama araglar1 ile ti¢ farkli annenin katilimeir oldugu bir pilot
calisma yapilmistir. Pilot ¢alisma sonucunda demografik bilgi formu ve yar
yapilandirilmis goriisme protokoliinde anlasilirligi arttiracak revizeler yapilmis ve

araclar son haline getirilmistir.

2.4. Veri Analiz Siireci

Mevcut ¢alismada goriisme dokiimleri igerik analizi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
Veri toplama siirecinin tamamlanmasimin ardindan, ¢alismanin verileri Creswell'in
(2009) nitel arastirma igin veri analizi kilavuzuna goére analiz edilmistir. Creswell'e
(2009) gore, ilk adim verileri diizenlemek ve galisma i¢in hazirlamaktir; bu da bu
calisma i¢in gorlismelerin yaziya dokiilmesidir. Veri analizinin ikinci adimi, genel
anlam hakkinda genel bir fikir sahibi olmak i¢in tiim verilerin okunmasidir.
Onerildigi gibi, desifre islemi bittikten sonra, verilere asina olmak igin tiim
transkriptler bir kez daha okunmustur. Ugiincii adimda kodlama siirecinin
baslatilmas1 gerekmektedir (Creswell, 2009). Saldana (2011) ¢ok sayida kodlama
yontemi oldugunu ve arastirmacilarin ¢alismanin amagclarina, arastirma sorularina ve
konusuna en uygun olani secebilecegini vurgulamaktadir. Dahasi, farkli kodlama
stratejilerinin bir arada kullanilmasi, diger bir deyisle karma bir yaklasimin
kullanilmasi, mevcut c¢alismanin gereklilikleri igin en iyi kombinasyonun ise
yaramasi halinde alan yazininda oldukga yaygindir (Graebner vd., 2012; Linneberg
ve Korsgaard, 2019). Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢alismada hem tiimdengelim hem de
timevarim kodlama teknikleri sirayla kullanilmistir. Baslangigta, Stern'in (2000)
Cevresel Agidan Onemli Davranis Teorisi tiimdengelimli kodlama igin temel olarak
kullanilmistir. Teorik ¢ergeve 1s181inda, analiz 6ncesinde kategoriler olusturulmustur.
Ardindan, ham verilerden kodlar tiiretmek icin tiimevarimsal kodlama yontemi
kullanilmis ve bu kodlar ilgili kategorilere atanmistir. Tiimdengelimli kodlama da
kullanildigindan Creswell'in (2009) dordiincii adimi zaten tamamlanmustir. Besinci
adim, sonuglarin nasil raporlanacag: ile ilgilidir. Temalarin, kategorilerin ve kodlarin
nasil belirlendigini net bir sekilde agiklamak i¢in katilimcilarin soylediklerinden

ornek pasajlarla verilmesine karar verilmistir. Altinci adim kapsaminda, verilere

333



iliskin yorumlarin nasil aktarilabilecegine karar verilmesi énerilmektedir. Yorumlar
aktarilirken farkli kuram ve arastirmalardan yararlanilmas1 ve yorumlara iliskin

detaylarin tartigma boliimiinde paylasilmasi kararlastirilmistir.

3. BULGULAR VE TARTISMA

3.1. Anne ve Babalarm Farkh Tiirde Ozel ve Kamusal Alanda Cevreci

Davramislara liskin Tanimlar:

Katilimcilara ¢evreye duyarli tiiketicinin tanimi soruldugunda, terim i¢in dogru tanim
veremeyen iki katilimei diginda, terimi ya yesil tiriin satin alma stiregleri ya da tirtinii
kullandiktan sonra ¢ope atmamak veya geri doniisim yapmak gibi triin imha
stirecleri ile tanimlamislardir; bu da ilgili alan yazininda Onerilen tanimlarla
uyumludur. Ornegin, Gupta ve Agrawal (2017) gevreye duyarh tiiketimi satin alma,
kullanma ve imha etme gibi tiikketimle ilgili her tiirlii davranisin ¢evre lizerindeki
etkisini azaltacak sekilde gerceklestirilmesi olarak tanimlamistir. Bu nedenle, ¢cogu
anne ve babanin gevreye duyarli tiikketime uygun tanimlar yiikledikleri ve konuya
iliskin yiiksek diizeyde bilgi sahibi olduklari sdylenebilir. Anne ve babalar arasindaki
farklar incelendiginde, annelerin kavrami hayvanlar tizerinde deney yapilmayan
riinler satin almakla ve ihtiyaca yonelik alisveris yapmakla iligkilendirirken
babalarin tanimlarinda bu iki unsura yer vermedigi, fakat babalarin da enerji
tasarruflu iiriin satin almayr 6n plana koydugu goriilmiistiir. Hayvanlar tizerinde
deney yapilmayan iiriinlerin anneler tarafindan, enerji tasarruflu tiriinlerin de babalar
tarafindan vurgulanmasi cinsiyet rolleri temeliyle agiklanabilirken (Amberg ve
Fogarassy, 2019; Craig, 2006; Unver ve Demirli, 2022), ihtiyaca dayal tiiketimdeki
farkliliklar son zamanlarda popiiler olan ve kadinlar1 daha ¢ok etkileyen “minimalist
tiiketim” konsepti ile agiklanabilir (Li vd., 2015).

Kaynak korunumu tanimlart incelendiginde, anne ve babalar kaynaklarin
korunmasini ¢ogunlukla su ve elektrik enerjisinin korunmasi olarak tanimladigi
goriilmiistiir. Kaynaklarin giines enerjisi, riizgar enerjisi, jeotermal enerji, hava,
madenler ve toprak gibi gesitli diger unsurlar1 kapsamasina ragmen, sadece bazilari

tanimlarina dogay1 ve fosil yakitlar1 dahil etmistir (Jowsey, 2007; Schellens ve
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Gisladottir, 2018). Bu durum, ebeveynlerin kaynaklar hakkinda sinirli bilgiye sahip
oldugunu gostermektedir. Kaynaklarin korunmasinin tanimlanmasinda anne ve
babalar arasindaki farkliliklara gelince, babalarin fosil yakitlarin korunmasini
tamimlarina dahil etmeye daha egilimli olmalar1 disinda, her iki ebeveyn grubu da
genel olarak benzer tanimlara sahiptir. Genel olarak babalar fosil yakitlari
tanimlarken benzin ve dogalgaza atifta bulunmuslardir, bu nedenle iki ebeveyn grubu
arasinda bu agidan goriilen farklilik, Tiirkiye vatandaslarinda halen uygulanmakta
olan geleneksel toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ile de agiklanabilir. Emniyet Genel
Midiirligi'ntin 2018 yili verilerine gore, Tirkiye'deki otomobil siiriiciilerinin
yalnizca %24,1'ini kadinlar olusturmaktadir. Benzin alimi ile ara¢ kullanimi
arasindaki baglantt ve dogal gazin finansal boyutu ile fatura 6demelerinin hala
agirlikli olarak erkekler tarafindan yapilmasi (Emniyet Genel Midirligi, 2018;
Unver ve Demirli, 2022) bu farkliligin nedenleri olabilir.

Ucgiincii kategori olan atik ydnetimi kapsaminda, katilimcilara “atik” tanimlarr da
sorulmus ve katihmcilar atigi  “ihtiyag  duyulmayan/gereksiz”,  “geri
doniistirilemeyen”, “artik” ve “dogada uzun bir siiregte biyolojik olarak
pargalanabilen” malzemeler olarak tanimlamislardir. Atik igin yapilan tim
actklamalar alan yazminda Onerilen atik tamimlariyla uyumludur; Ornegin
gereksiz/gereksiz olma (Basu, 2009; Lynch, 1990), geri doniistiiriilebilir olma (White
vd., 1995), artik olma (Bilitewski vd., 1994; Lynch, 1990) ve dogada uzun bir siireg
sonunda biyolojik olarak pargalanabilir olma (Basu, 2009) ¢esitli ¢alismalarda atigin
tanimlart arasinda verilmistir. Atik yonetimi tanimlari incelendiginde ise, anne ve
babalarin ¢ogunlugu bu terimi atik ayrigtirma ve geri donisiim olarak tanimladig
goriilmiistiir. Ancak, atik yonetiminin atiklarin yeniden kullanimi, iglenmesi ve
izlenmesi gibi faaliyetleri de kapsadigini ve atiklarin azaltilmasinin da atik
yonetiminin en temel parcgalarindan biri oldugunu belirtmek 6nemlidir (Pongracz,
2002). Anne ve babalar arasinda atik yonetiminin atik ayrigtirma veya geri
doniistimle daha sik iligkilendirilmesi, geri doniisiimiin atik yoOnetimi igin en
stirdiirtilebilir yaklagimi temsil ettigine dair yaygin yanlis inanisa baglanabilir; bu da
geri dontisim Onyargisini, azaltma ve yeniden kullanma ihmalini yansitmaktadir
(Barnett vd., 2023).
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Kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan ¢evreci davranislar, anne ve babalar tarafindan ¢op
toplama, aga¢ dikme ve ¢evre konusunda bilgilendirici etkinliklere katilim olarak
tamimlanmustir.  Verdikleri tanmim, aktivizmden kaynaklanmayan ancak yine de
kamusal katilim yoluyla ¢evresel degisime katkida bulunan davranislar olarak
tanimlandig1 i¢in ilgili alan yazin ile uyumludur (Liu vd., 2017). Fakat, anne ve
babalarin tanimlarina dahil etmedigi baz1 6rnek davranislar da bulunmaktadir; gevre
sorunlariyla ilgili dilekgeleri imzalamak, c¢evre oOrgiitlerine iiye olmak veya
desteklemek vb. gibi. Anne ve babalar arasinda kamusal alandaki aktivist olmayan
gevreci davraniglara iligkin bilginin smirli olmasi, bu tiir davranislarin 6zel alan
cevreci davraniglara kiyasla bireyler tarafindan daha az siklikla uygulandigi
bulgusuna baglanabilir (Liu vd., 2018). Ayrica, babalarin daha yiiksek bir oraninin
bu kavram bilgilendirici etkinliklerle tanimladig1 bulunmustur. iki ebeveyn grubu
arasindaki bu farklilik, egitim ve bilgi edinmenin erkeklere atfedildigi geleneksel

toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine baglanabilir (Sayilan, 2012).

Anne ve babalar c¢evre aktivistlerini, ¢evre bilgisi ve duyarliligina sahip
bireyler/kurumlar, cevre icin Savunuculuk yapan bireyler/kurumlar ve cevreyi
korumak i¢in gii¢ kullanan kisiler olarak tanimlamiglardir ki bu da ilgili alan
yazininda verilen farkli tanimlarla uyumludur (Pago ve Rodrigues, 2016; Piyapong,
2019). Ayrica, annelerin %15'inin ve babalarin %20'sinin gevre aktivistleri hakkinda
olumsuz tutumlara sahip oldugu goriilmistiir. Benzer bulgular Klas ve digerlerinin
(2018) ¢alismasinda da rapor edilmistir. Anne ve babalarin ¢evresel aktivizmin farkli
yonlerine odaklanarak tanimladig1 goriilse de her iki goriis de alan yazininda sunulan

tanimlarla paralellik gostermektedir (Heyes ve King, 2018).

3.2. Anne ve Babalarin Gergeklestirdigi Ozel ve Kamusal Alan Cevreci

Davranislar

Anneler ve babalar, cevreye duyarli tiketim kapsaminda gergeklestirilen
davraniglarini, Kimyasal i¢ermeyen, uzun Omiirli, hayvanlar iizerinde deney
yapilmamus, siirdiiriilebilir ambalajli, enerji tasarruflu, ikinci el, yerel ve geri
doniistiiriilmiis trtinler satin almak ve ihtiyag temelli, minimal aligverisler yapmak

olarak siralamigtir. Rapor edilen ¢evreye duyarli tiikketim davraniglart ise ilgili alan

336



yazini ile uyumludur. Anne ve babalarin yarisindan azinin diger yesil iiriinleri tercih
etmesi, oOzellikle yesil Uriin satin alma konusunda ¢evreye duyarli tiketim
davraniglarina katilimin disiik oldugunu gostermektedir. Yesil tiriin satin alma
konusundaki diisiik katilim bu ¢alismanin katilimcilarma 6zgii degildir. Farkli
kiiltiirlerde yapilan bir¢cok ¢alismada, 6rnegin Bosna Hersek (Tatic ve Cinjarevic,
2010), Birlesik Krallik (Hughner vd., 2007), Kanada (Peattie, 2010), Cin (Chan,
2001) ve Tiirkiye'de (Gedik vd., 2014; Yenigeri, 2009) bireylerin yesil {irtinleri daha
diisiik oranlarda satin aldig: tespit edilmistir. Yesil tiriinlerin genellikle diger tirtinlere
kiyasla daha yiiksek fiyatli olmasi ve ulasilabilirliginin smirli olmasi bunun
nedenlerinden biri olabilir (Olson, 2012). Son olarak, annelerin ¢evreye duyarli
tilketim davranmiglarinda daha sik bulunduklar1 ve bu tiir davramislari daha fazla
cesitlilikte sergiledikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu, alan yazindaki diger calismalar ile
uyumludur (Cabuk vd., 2008; Lee, 2009; Radman, 2005; Uddin ve Khan, 2015).

Kaynak korunumu davraniglari soruldugunda, anne ve babalar su tasarrufu
yaptiklarini, hayvanlari ve bitkileri koruduklarini, ¢evre kirliligini 6nlediklerini, fosil
yakit tasarrufu yaptiklarini ve elektrik enerjisi tasarrufu yaptiklarini belirtmislerdir.
Neredeyse tiim anne ve babalar kaynak koruma davraniglarinin tiim tiirlerine
katilmaktadir, bu da yiiksek katilimi gostermektedir. Katilimcilarin  saydigi
davranglar ilgili alan yazmnla paralel olsa da davraniglarin kapsami katilimeilarin
paylastiklariyla sinirli degildir. Aerosollerden ka¢inmak veya asir1 ugak kullanimini
azaltmak i¢in davraniglarda bulunmak gibi havanin korunmasina yonelik davranislar
ilgili alan yazimnindaki ¢alismalar arasinda yaygin olmasina ragmen (Bronfman vd.,
2015), mevcut galismanin katilimcilart havanin korunmasina iliskin herhangi bir
davranig raporlamamiglardir. Neden herhangi bir hava koruma davraniginda
bulunmadiklar1 soruldugunda, katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu havanin korunmasi igin
bireysel olarak yapabilecekleri bir sey olmadigi yorumunu yapmistir. Mevcut
calismanin dikkat ¢ekici bir diger bulgusu da kaynak koruma davraniglarinin hem
6zel hem de kamusal alanda gevreci davranig tiirlerine kiyasla katilimcilar tarafindan
en sik gerceklestirilen davranislar olmasidir. Benzer sekilde, Bronfman vd. (2015)
tarafindan ABD'de gerceklestirilen bir ¢alismada, kaynaklarin korunmasinin en
yaygin ¢evresel agidan anlamli davranis tiirii oldugu ve Janmaimool & Denpaiboon

(2016) tarafindan Tayland'da kaynaklarin korunmasinin atik yonetiminden daha fazla
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tercih edildigi tespit edilmistir. Kaynak koruma davraniglart agisindan anneler ve

babalar arasinda kayda deger bir fark bulunmadigi da gozlemlenmistir.

Atik yonetimi kapsamindaki davranislar incelendiginde, anne ve babalarin tek
kullanimlik malzeme kullanimini azalttiklari, malzemeleri uzun siire kullandiklari,
porsiyonluk yemek pisirdikleri, atiklar1 azaltmak i¢in teknolojiden yararlandiklari,
bagis yaptiklari, atiklarini farkli/benzer amaglarla yeniden kullandiklari, tamirat
yaptiklari, depozito-iade sistemlerinden yararlandiklari, atiklari ayristirdiklart ve
kompost yaptiklart goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, anne ve babalarin siklikla bir ¢esit azaltma
veya yeniden kullanma davranisinda bulunduklari gbézlemlenirken, geri doniisiim
davraniglarinin en az tercih edilen atik yonetimi davraniglart oldugu bulunmustur.
Katilimeilarin geri doniisiimden ziyade azaltma ve yeniden kullanma faaliyetlerinde
bulunduklart bulgusu alan yazimindaki farkli c¢aligmalar tarafindan da
desteklenmektedir (Barr, 2007; Ebreo ve Vining, 2001). Geri doniisiim Yyapan
annelerin oraninin babalardan daha yiiksek olmasi bir diger bulgudur. Bu durum
Cin'de (Kurisu ve Bortoleto, 2011; Li vd., 2022), Birlesik Krallik'ta (Barr vd., 2011)
ve Tiirkiye'de (Aydm-Eryilmaz ve Kilig, 2021) yapilan diger ¢alismalarla paralellik
gostermektedir. Kadinlarin ¢evresel kaygilarinin daha yiiksek olmasi (Gifford ve
Nilsson, 2014) ve empati becerilerinin daha yiiksek olmasi (Christov-Moore, 2014)

bu durumu agiklayabilir.

Anne ve babalar aga¢ dikme veya ¢op toplama gibi ¢evre goniilliiliigii faaliyetlerine
katildiklarini, gevre konusunda bilgilendirme faaliyetlerinde bulunduklarini, ¢evre
orgiitlerine iiye olduklarini, ¢evre sorunlarinin ¢oziimi icin yetkililerle iletisime
gectiklerini ve ¢evre sorunlarinin durdurulmasi i¢in imza kampanyalarina
katildiklarini belirtmislerdir. Cevre goniilliiliigii faaliyetlerine katilmanin disinda,
kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan davranislarin ¢ogunlugu ebeveynlerin yarisindan
az1 tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir ve bunlarin hepsi bir aligkanliktan ziyade tek
seferliktir, bu da bu tiir davraniglara katilimin diisiik oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
durum alan yazindaki diger ¢alismalarin bulgular1 paraleldir (Balzekiene ve
Telesiene, 2011; Liu vd., 2018). Cevreyle ilgili etkinliklere katilma, gevre orgiitlerine
tiye olma ve imza kampanyalarina katilma konusunda anneler babalardan daha iyi

performans gostermistir. Bu egilim, alan yazininda kadmnlarin kamusal alanda
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aktivist olmayan davranislara erkeklerden daha fazla katildigini ortaya koyan
calismalarla da uyumludur (Heidbreder vd., 2022; Trelohan, 2021).

Cevresel aktivizm davranislar1 incelendiginde, annelerin sadece %23'lniin ve
babalarin %10'unun ¢evre protestolarma katildigi goriilmiistiir, bu da gevresel
aktivizm kategorisini en az gerceklestirilen davranig Kkategorisi  olarak
konumlandirmaktadir. Cevre protestolarina katilimin  disiik olmasi  sadece
katilimcilara 6zgii degildir. Alan yazininda g¢evre protestolarina katilim oranlarinin
Avustralya'da %2,8 (Tranter, 2010), Litvanya'da %2,7 (Balzeikiene ve Telesiene,
2011), Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nde %17 (Geiger, 2022) ve son olarak Tiirkiye'de
%2 (Ozek, 2016) oldugunu vurgulayan farkli bulgular da mevcuttur. Katilimin diisiik
olmasinin olas1 bir nedeni ¢evre orgiitlerine katilim oraninin diisiik olmasi olabilir
clinkii Geiger (2022) gevre orgiitlerine liye olan bireylerin ¢evre protestolarina
katilma olasiliginin daha yiiksek oldugunu vurgulamistir. Annelerin babalara kiyasla
cevresel protestolara katilma olasiligi daha yiiksek oldugu gériilmiistiir. Bu durum
alan yazindaki farkli ¢aligmalar ile ¢atisma igerisindedir (Demir vd., 2022; Tindall
vd., 2003). Bunun olas1 bir nedeni, kadinlarin gevre protestolart hakkinda bilgi
edinmek i¢in etkili bir kanal olan ana akim medyaya (Kimbrough vd., 2013) daha

fazla dahil olmalar1 olabilir.

Bulgulara gore, hem anneler hem de babalar, atik yonetimi kategorisindeki atiklarin
ayni/farkli amaglarla yeniden kullanimi davranislar1 harig, ¢evreye duyarl tiiketim,
kaynaklarin korunmasi, atik yonetimi, kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan davraniglar
ve cevresel aktivizm kategorilerindeki tiim davranislara bireysel olarak katilmaya
daha egilimlidir. Bu diisiik katilim diizeyi, 6zellikle ¢evreye duyarl tiikketim (Hota ve
Bartsch, 2019), atik yonetimi (Ergazaki vd., 2009; Grodzinska-Jurczak vd., 2006;
Padilla vd., 2022) ve kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan davranislar (Halmatov ve Ata,
2017) davranis kategorilerinde onceki ¢esitli ¢alismalarda da gozlemlenmistir. Ancak
kaynaklarin korunmasi ve ¢evresel aktivizm iizerine yapilan arastirmalarin sinirh
olmast nedeniyle benzer c¢alismalara rastlanmamustir. Bununla birlikte, mevcut
calisma bu iki kategori i¢in de benzer egilimlerin gézlemlendigini ortaya koymustur.
Kiiciik ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin gevresel ac¢idan Onemli davranislarina diisiik

katilimina cesitli nedenler katkida bulunabilir. Tk neden, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin
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diisiik yeteneklerine iligkin inanglar1 ve gevreci davranislara iligskin bilgi eksiklikleri
olabilir. Ebeveynler, cocuklarinin satin alma, g¢evresel etkinliklere katilma veya
atiklarin1 ayristirma gibi belirli davraniglarda bulunmak igin ¢ok kiigiik olduklarina
inanmiyor olabilir. Engdahl (2015) tarafindan yiiriitillen ve 28 katilimci tilkeden
verilerin elde edildigi, dogumdan 8 yasia kadar 44.330'dan fazla ¢ocugu kapsayan
bir calismada, yetiskinlerin genellikle kiiciik cocuklarin g¢evresel konulardaki
yeterliliklerini hafife aldigi ortaya ¢ikmustir. Ancak bu yanilgilar alan yazinindaki
birgok farkli ¢alisma ile ciiriitiilmiistiir (Engdahl, 2015; Kahriman-Oztiirk vd., 2012;
Palmer vd., 2007). Cocuklar ve ebeveynler tarafindan gergeklestirilen ortak ¢evre
dostu davraniglarin diisiik seviyelerde olmasmin ikinci nedeni, katilimcilarin
kendilerinin de 6nemli bir engel olarak tanimladigi zaman kisitlamalari olabilir.
Bilissel gelisimlerinin islem Oncesi evresindeki ¢ocuklar olduk¢a merakli
olduklarindan ve gergeklestirilen davranislar ve ¢evrelerindeki uyaranlar hakkinda
¢ok sayida soru sorma egiliminde olduklarindan, bir davranis1 bireysel olarak
gerceklestirmek okul 6ncesi donemdeki bir cocukla gergeklestirmeye kiyasla daha az
zaman gerektirir (Piaget, 1929). Dolayisiyla, ebeveynlerin yogun programlari,
cocuklariyla ¢evre dostu davraniglar gergeklestirmelerini engelleyebilir. Cocuklari ile
birlikte ¢evre dostu davranis gergeklestirme konusunda anne ve babalarin tercihleri
kiyaslandiginda, babalarin neredeyse her davranig kategorisindeki davraniglar igin
cocuklarin1 annelere oranla daha az dahil ettigi goriilmistiir. Bagka bir deyisle,
annelerin babalara kiyasla ¢ocuklari ile birlikte daha ¢ok ¢evre dostu davranig
sergiledigi mevcut caligma tarafindan ortaya konmustur. Aksine, Jia ve digerleri
(2022) Cin'de hem annelerin hem de babalarin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte ¢evre dostu
davraniglar sergilediklerini ve bu konuda 6nemli bir fark olmadigini tespit etmistir.
Tiirkiye'de halen mevcut olan toplumsal cinsiyet normlari (Unver ve Demirli, 2022)
ve yine Tiirk aile yapisinda siklikla goriilen “anne bekgiligi” (Akgoz-Aktas, 2017) bu
farki agiklayan sebeplerden bazilar1 olabilir.

3.3. Ebeveynlerin Cocuklariyla Birlikte Farkh Tiirde Ozel ve Kamusal Alan

Cevreci Davramislar Gergeklestirmesinin Oniindeki Engeller

Anne ve babalar, tiketimi yonlendiren cevresel faktorler, ¢evre dostu iiriinlerin

maliyeti ve erisilebilirligi, kentsel yasam tarzi, zaman kisitlamalart ve

340



bilgi/farkindalik eksikliginin ¢ocuklariyla birlikte c¢evreye duyarli tiikketim
davraniglar1 sergilemelerinin 6niindeki engeller oldugunu bildirmislerdir. Benzer
engeller daha 6nce yapilan farkli ¢alismalarin katilimcilar: tarafindan da bildirilmistir
(Barbarossa ve Pastore, 2012; Gleim vd, 2013). Babalarin g¢evre dostu {iriinlerin
maliyeti ve erisilebilirligi konusunda daha fazla endise duyarken, annelerin
bilgi/farkindalik eksikligi konusunda daha fazla endise duydugu anlasilmistir.
Babalarin maliyet konusunda daha fazla endise duymasi, babalarin ailenin ge¢imini
saglayan kisi olmas1 cinsiyet roliine baglanabilir (Unver ve Demirli, 2022). Bunun
disinda, farkli ¢alismalar kadinlarin gevreye ¢evresel konular veya gevresel etkiler
hakkinda bilgi aramaya daha meyilli olduklarini iddia etmistir (Heidbreder vd.,
2022), bu da annelerin bilgi eksikligi konusundaki endiselerini agiklayabilir.

Kentsel yasam tarzi, nitelikli ulasim olanaklarinin eksikligi, giivenlik sorunlari,
zaman kisitlamalar1 ve bilgi/farkindalik eksikligi, hem anne hem de babalar
tarafindan, kayda deger bir fark olmaksizin, g¢ocuklariyla birlikte kaynak koruma
davraniglarin1 gergeklestirmelerinin oniindeki 6nemli engeller olarak tanimlanmustir.
Zaman kisitlamalar1 (Nageotte ve Buck, 2023) ve bilgi/farkindalik eksikligi
(Manolas, 2015) alan yazinindaki mevcut ¢alismalarla paralellik gostermektedir.

Atik yonetimi igin Yyetersiz altyapi, toplumsal biling eksikligi, hiikiimet
yaptirimlarinin eksikligi, kentsel yasam tarzi, zaman kisitlamalari, atik yonetiminin
etkinligi konusunda giivensizlik ve bilgi/farkindalik eksikligi, ebeveynlerin
cocuklariyla birlikte atik yonetimi davraniglarini gergeklestirmelerinin  oniindeki
engeller olarak belirtilmistir. Benzer bulgular hem ulusal hem de uluslararasi alan
yazininda yer alan onceki caligmalarda da ortaya konmustur (Ezeah ve Roberts,
2012; Kattoua vd., 2019; Kilig-Aydin ve Eryilmaz). Anneler, babalara kiyasla atik
yonetimi i¢in yetersiz altyap1 ve bilgi ve farkindalik eksikliginin bir engel oldugu
konusunda daha fazla endise duymaktadir. Bu egilimler, annelerin evlerinde atiklarin
bertaraf edilmesinden daha fazla sorumlu olmalar1 (Unver ve Demirli, 2022) ve bu
nedenle saglanan atik yonetim sistemlerindeki eksiklikleri tespit etme olasiliklarinin
daha yiiksek olmasi nedeniyle, anneler tarafindan uygulanan toplumsal cinsiyet

rollerine baglanabilir.
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Anne ve babalar, kolektif/goniillii faaliyetlerin seyrekligini, COVID-19'u, zaman
kisitlamalarini, ¢evre oOrgiitlerine giivensizligi ve kamusal alanda aktivist olmayan
gevreci davraniglarin etkililigine dair giivensizligi ¢ocuklartyla birlikte kamusal
alanda aktivist olmayan ¢evreci davraniglar gerceklestirmelerinin ontindeki 6nemli
engeller olarak gormektedir. ilgili alan yazin incelendiginde, benzer engellerin farkli
calismalarda da katilimcilar tarafindan rapor edildigi goriilmektedir (Bushway
vd., 2011; Higgins ve Shackleton, 2015; Kollmuss ve Agyeman, 2002; Wahl, 2010).
Babalar, annelere kiyasla ¢evre oOrgiitlerine gilivensizlik ve kamusal alanda aktivist
olmayan cevreci davraniglarin etkinligine duyulan giivensizlik konusunda daha fazla
endise duymaktadir. Bu bulgular, erkeklerin ¢evresel konular da dahil olmak tizere
cesitli konularda kadinlara kiyasla dis kontrol odaginda genellikle daha yiiksek puan
almalarma baglanabilir (Suarez-Alvarez vd., 2016). Benzer bir sekilde, Stern ve
digerleri (1999) de teorilerinde sorumluluk atfinin ¢evre dostu davranislara katkida
bulundugunu vurgulamistir. Bu nedenle, babalarin sorumluluk atfetmedikleri igin
cocuklariyla birlikte ¢evresel dostu davramislara daha az katildiklar1 Stern ve

digerlerinin (1999) teorisiyle ortiismektedir.

Anne ve babalar, giivenlik sorunlari, protestolarin amacina ulagsmamasi, g¢evre
protestolarinin organize edilmemesi, ¢evre protestolarinin gocuklarin yasma uygun
olmamasi, ¢evre protestolarinin etkinliine giivensizlik ve zaman kisitlamalarinin
cocuklariyla birlikte gevre aktivizmi davranislarini gergeklestirmelerinin Oniindeki
onemli engeller oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Rapor edilen engellerden bazilari ilgili alan
yazini ile uyumludur (Morgan, 2017; Quimby, 2011; Roser-Renouf vd., 2014).
Babalar annelere kiyasla protestolarin amacindan sapmasini Ve yasa uygun
olmamasin1 daha fazla engel olarak vurgularken, anneler babalara kiyasla ¢evre
protestolarinda organizasyon eksikligini daha 6énemli bir engel olarak gérmektedir.
Bu bulgular, babalarinin annelere kiyasla ¢evre protestolarina karsi1 daha olumsuz
goriislere sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu egilim, erkeklerin gatismaci
eylemleri igeren aktivizm tiirlerine daha fazla katilma egiliminde olmalarinin bir

sonucu olabilir (Dodson, 2015).

Genel olarak, anne ve babalarin bildirdigi engeller, mevcut arastirma i¢in kullanilan

temel teori olan Stern'in Cevresel Ac¢idan Onemli Davranislar Teorisi ile uyumludur.
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Stern (2000), normlar, inanglar ve kisiler arasi etkiler, baglamsal giigler gibi tutumsal
faktorlerin yani sira bilgi ve beceriler de dahil olmak iizere kisisel yetenekler ile
aliskanliklarin veya rutinlerin, bireylerin ¢evre dostu davranislarini etkileyen 6nemli
faktorler oldugunu belirtmistir. Teoride vurgulananlara benzer sekilde, anne ve
babalarin ¢ogunlugu tutumsal faktorlere Ornek olarak ¢esitli ¢evre dostu
davraniglarin etkinligine duyduklar giivensizlikten bahsetmistir. Ayrica, baglamsal
giiclere ornek olarak belirli davranislar1 gerceklestirmek igin tesvik eksikligini ve
sosyal farkindalik eksikligini vurgulamiglardir. Ayrica, Kisisel yeteneklere ornek
olarak bilgi eksikligini ve genel rutinlerle ilgili &rnekler olarak da zaman
kisitlamalar1 veya kentsel yasam tarzini gostermislerdir. Teori ile uyum, teorinin

kapsamliligina baglanabilir.

3.4. Gelecekteki Arastirmalar i¢in Oneriler

Yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme protokolii araciligiyla toplanan veriler, tim 6z bildirim
araclarinda oldugu gibi sosyal arzu edilebilirlik yanliligina (Chung ve Monroe, 2003)
kars1 savunmasiz oldugundan, gelecekteki arastirmalarda gozlemler gibi ek
yontemlerin kullanilmasi 6nemlidir. Ayrica, gelecekteki arastirmalar, ebeveynlerin
cocuklariyla birlikte gerceklestirdikleri g¢evre dostu davranislarin gocuklarinin
cinsiyetine, yasina veya ebeveynlerin sosyoekonomik durumu ve ebeveynlik
stillerine gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini inceleyebilir. Bu ¢alismada anne ve
babalarmin ¢evre dostu davranmiglart arastirilmigtir. Ancak, davranislarinin altinda
yatan nedenler ve motivasyonlar arastirilmamistir. Bu konu, gelecekteki
arastirmalarda mercek altina alinabilir. Anne ve babalarinin bireysel ve ortak ¢evre
dostu davranislarindaki olas1 farkliliklar1 belirlemek igin nicel bir yaklasim kullan da

ileriki aragtirmalar i¢in Onerilebilir.
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