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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study was to determine the preschool teacher’s professional development (PD) 
needs about education for sustainability (EfS) as the first stage of a PD project. The general knowledge of teachers on 
sustainable development (SD) and their experience in preparing and implementing EfS activities was investigated. 
The data were collected from 1126 participants via a survey to determine preschool teachers’ knowledge level about 
SD and their practice to develop a PD program. Most preschool teachers acknowledge the term SD and revealed 
limited SD knowledge. Organizing learning centers and using outdoor learning environments on EfS were seen as 
challenging tasks for them. Few of them find themselves competent in family participation efforts for SD. 

Keywords: Early childhood education, sustainable development, education for sustainability, professional 
development, preschool teachers. 

ÖZ: Bu çalışma, mesleki gelişim (MG) projesinin birinci aşaması olarak, okul öncesi öğretmenlerinin 
sürdürülebilirlik için eğitim (SE) ile ilgili MG ihtiyaçlarını incelemektedir. Bu doğrultuda öğretmenlerin 
sürdürülebilir gelişme (SG) hakkındaki genel bilgileri ile sürdürülebilirlik için eğitim etkinliklerini hazırlama ve 
uygulama konusundaki deneyimleri araştırılmıştır. Öğretmenlerinin MG ihtiyaçlarını araştırmak için 1126 
katılımcıdan bir anket aracılığı ile veri toplanmıştır. Bulgular, okul öncesi öğretmenlerinin çoğunun sürdürülebilirlik 
terimi hakkında sınırlı bilgiye sahip olduğunu göstermiştir. Ayrıca, öğrenme merkezlerinin bu amaçla düzenlenmesi 
ve açık havada öğrenme ortamlarının kullanılması katılımcılar tarafından zorlu görevler olarak görülmüştür. 
Katılımcıların küçük bir kısmı sürdürülebilirlik için aile katılımı çalışmalarında kendilerini yeterli bulmaktadır. 

Anahtar kelimeler: Okul öncesi eğitim, sürdürülebilir gelişim, sürdürülebilirlik için eğitim, mesleki gelişim, okul 
öncesi öğretmenleri. 
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Most countries grapple with getting down too many problems: poverty, types of 
pollution, and loss of biological diversity. Recently, researchers have addressed these 
problems in many fields such as education, economy, and social policy. Further, 
politicians and activists put them down on their plan to deal with these problems. 
Sustainable development (SD) brings forward “meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 
1988). Education for Sustainability (EfS) brings people of all ages to assume 
responsibility to conceive a sustainable future (Bonnett, 1999; UNESCO, 2002). SD 
was gradually advanced in a multidimensional idea, consisting of pillars of SD 
environmental, economic, and socio-cultural as a whole constitute EfS (UNESCO, 
2005a, 2006). The scope of EfS aims to arrange “people of all walks of life to plan for, 
cope with, and find solutions for issues that threaten the sustainability of our planet” 
(UNESCO, 2005b). The existence of qualified teachers is significant to succeed in EfS 
goals (Panatsa & Malandrakis, 2018) since children among the age groups are active 
“agents” to initiate creating chances (UN, 2015). The early years are a “natural starting 
point” for continuing EfS for all children valued (Dyment et al., 2014), lifespan 
learning, and societal transformation (Centre for Environment and Sustainability, 2008; 
UNESCO, 2014). On the other hand, introducing early childhood education practices 
for sustainability (ECEfS) has been decelerating in recent years (Elliott & Davis, 2009). 

Background 
It is crucial to understand the scope of SD, the value of EfS, and how education 

affects teachers’ concept of sustainability (Panatsa & Malandrakis, 2018). Teachers 
shape future citizens’ behaviors while their practices are shaped and influenced by their 
ways of understanding and thinking (Nespor, 1987). Yet, the literature indicates that 
teachers possess a superficial understanding of SD (Borg et al., 2014). Furthermore, 
they attend to view EfS through the pillar of the environmental lens, consistently 
discounting economic and socio-cultural pillars (Borg et al., 2014; Pepper & Wildy, 
2008). The research still focuses on the environmental pillar of SD in EfS (Bascopé et 
al., 2019). However, understanding the relationship among them has a pivotal role in the 
holistic awareness of the EfS (Berglund & Gericke, 2016). Although there is policy and 
curriculum pressure, many teachers have unnoticed the link between sustainability and 
the curriculum. (Nicholls & Thorne, 2017). Barriers to associating integrating EfS in the 
curriculum is a lack of awareness of its priority (Nicholls & Thorne, 2017), teachers’ 
conceptions of EfS be limited in scope (Dyment et al., 2015), and inadequate to capture 
the essence of sustainability and its bearing within the curriculum (Australian Education 
for Sustainability Alliance, 2014). 

The Motivation of the Project and the Study 
According to Inoue et al. (2016), sustainability is a many-faceted concept. There 

are various groups, such as politicians, scientists and teachers, interpreting it differently. 
Sustainability as environmental issues rather than socio-cultural and economic pillars 
are primarily understood by teachers (Hill et al., 2014). Teachers perceive doing nature-
based activities as EfS (Elliott & Davis, 2009). They neglect the economic and socio-
cultural pillars. However, this sense of direction is not enough to address current 
sustainability crises and societal transformation (Inoue et al., 2016). Studies are limited 
to interventional as experimental and action research about EfS conducted with teachers 
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and far too little attention has been developed teachers’ practices (Güler Yıldız et al., 
2021). Thus, in-service education about sustainability is suggested to understand the 
scope of sustainability and plan and implement activities in the preschool classroom 
(Güler Yıldız et al., 2017). According to Nicholls and Thorne (2017), EfS practices 
could be improved by professional development (PD) in the classrooms. Therefore, a 
PD project for preschool teachers on EfS was proposed by Turkish and Korean 
researchers who came together Education for Sustainable Development World Project 
initiated by the World Organization for Early Childhood Education (OMEP) and carried 
out studies together to boost awareness of EfS among children and preschool teachers 
(Engdahl, 2015; OMEP, 2020).  

The project has been funded by the Scientific and Technological Research 
Council of Turkey (TUBITAK) and the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) 
under the Bilateral Cooperation Program between Turkey and South Korea. The 
purpose of the project is to increase awareness of EfS among preschool teachers and to 
support them in integrating EfS into their classroom program and their practices through 
the medium of the PD modules, which include 7R themes (reduce, reuse, recycle, 
respect, reflect, rethink, redistribute) on the context of two countries for two years. 
Because 7Rs are the appropriate pedagogical framework in the preschool classroom to 
address EfS (Duncan, 2011; Engdahl & Rabušicová, 2011), researchers provide 
professional training to preschool teachers after developing PD modules, and then the 
modules will be revised concerning the output. Besides, the different teachers will be 
enrolled in the prospective training, and researchers will follow up the reflection of the 
training into the school setting. All PD modules and processes will be carried out and 
negotiated in cooperation with the Korean team (ECEESDPD, 2020).  

This study is the first stage of the project and focuses on determining the 
preschool teacher’s PD needs about EfS. The PD modules will be developed based on 
the findings of the study. Also, this study is significant since minority groups outside 
the English-speaking culture have been supported by the researchers (Elliott et al., 
2020).  

A Snapshot of SD/EfS and Preschool Program in Turkey 
Turkey is seeking to reach 17 Sustainable Developmental Goals (SDGs) 

published in the UN Sustainable Development Agenda in 2015. Moreover, the Eleventh 
Development Plan for the years 2019-2023, which integrated SDGs, is implementing in 
Turkey. Concerning the plan, action plans and various projects like Save Your Food 
Project and Zero Waste are carrying out by ministries (Turkish Ministry of Environment 
and Urbanization, 2019, 2020). They are applying the projects not only in the public 
areas but also at the schools. In addition to the government’s effort, non-governmental 
institutions can reach the goals and raise awareness about sustainability for the public 
and the preschool teachers. For instance, training is conducted to improve teachers’ 
knowledge and practices on the environment by The Turkish Foundation for Combating 
Soil Erosion (TEMA, 2018).   

In Turkey, preschool education refers to 36-72 months old children till starting 
primary school. In 2013, the preschool program called “Preschool Education 
Curriculum” as a framework was developed to guide preschool teachers’ practices by 
the Turkish Ministry of National Education (MoNE). The concept of SD is not used in 
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this curriculum because it is not thematic but developmental. The curriculum supports 
all development areas of children in a holistic way. Teachers plan their monthly and 
daily educational process, classroom activities, assessment of children, and family 
involvements based on the objectives, which the teacher selects following children’s 
development level and needs. Teachers can add new objectives into the program related 
to the current local, national, and worldwide issues. Moreover, using outdoor learning 
environments and organizing learning centers, such as art, science and music, are 
promoted (MoNE, 2013). Therefore, teachers can associate SD and EfS into their 
educational process while following up the national program. 

The project aims to develop PD modules based on the preschool teachers’ needs. 
Because there is a unique role to guide teachers investigating their knowledge, skills, 
and dispositions (Inoue et al., 2016). Some studies have been carried out on how 
teachers defined the concept of sustainability and SD (Güler Yıldız et al., 2017; 
Haktanır et al., 2010; Kahriman, 2016; Korkmaz & Güler Yıldız, 2017; Uğraş & 
Zengin, 2019). However, no single study exists on what PD needs of teachers about 
EfS, and research to date have not yet determined what teachers know and how their 
skills for sustainability under the national preschool education curriculum in the Turkish 
context. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine the preschool teacher’s PD 
needs about EfS. Determining their needs is critical to prepare modules about ECEfS for 
the project so their knowledge and skills might be enacted with varied emphasis with 
PD modules. As a result, the following research questions were determined to 
investigate preschool teachers’ PD needs: 

1. What is the general knowledge of preschool teachers on SD and its pillars? 
2. What is preschool teachers’ experience in preparing and implementing EfS 

activities in the classroom? 
3. What are the PD needs of preschool teachers for EfS? 

Method 

Sample 
The sample consisted of 1126 pre-school teachers from 7 different geographical 

regions and 81 provinces of Turkey. Participants ranged in experience from zero to 43 
years with a mean year of 14.02. Most of the participants identified as female (97.1%), 
and the rest were male (2.8%). Concerning education level, most of the participants’ 
highest degree was a bachelor’s degree (n=823; 73.1%), while 123 (10.9%) earned a 
master’s degree, and 11 (1.0%) participants earned a doctoral degree. Among them, 366 
(32.5%) of the participants reported working in a kindergarten classroom in a public 
school. In comparison, 463 (41.1%) of the participants reported working in a public 
preschool. Also, 42 (3.7%) of the participants reported working in a kindergarten 
classroom in a private school, while 254 (22.6%) of the participants reported working in 
a private preschool. In terms of the children age group of the teachers’ classroom, 455 
(40.4%) participants were working with 5-year-old children, 205 (18.2%) participants 
were working with mixed-age children, 192 (17.1%) participants were working with 6-
year old children, 181 (16.1%) participants were working with 4-year old children, 83 
(7.4%) participants were working with 3-year old children, and 9 (.8%) participants 
were working with 2-year old and under age group children. 
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Table 1 
Some Demographic Information about Participants 

Teachers’  n % 

Gender 
Female 1093 97.1 

Male 32 2.9 

Education Level 

High School 18 1.6 

Associate degree 131 11.6 

Open Education Bachelor’s degree 19 1.7 

Bachelor’s degree 823 73.1 

Master’s degree 123 10.9 

Doctoral degree 11 1.0 

Missing 1 .1 

School Type 

Public kindergarten classroom 366 32.5 

Public preschool 463 41.1 

Private kindergarten classroom 42 3.7 

Private preschool 254 22.6 

Missing 1 .1 

Age of children in 
the classroom 

Two and under of two 9 .8 

Three 83 7.4 

Four 181 16.1 

Five 455 40.4 

Six 192 17.1 

Mixed 205 18.2 

Missing 1 .1 

Instruments and Procedure 
For data collection, a survey was developed by the researchers. The survey’s 

purpose was to determine preschool teachers’ knowledge level about SD and its 
reflection on their practice in the classroom to develop a PD program. The intention was 
to reach as many preschool teachers as possible from all cities/regions of Turkey. The 
survey, which was carried out from March to May in 2020, consists of three parts: 
participants’ demographics, views on EfS, and needs for implementing EfS in the 
preschool classrooms. In addition, there are questions about the participants’ gender, 
teaching experiences, education, type of their institution, and children’s age group of 
their classroom in the demographics section (Represented by seven questions).  

Next parts aim to better understand participants’ efficacies in knowing the SD 
concept, practicing EfS and their needs to implement EfS in their classroom. The 
second and third parts of the survey comprised 17 optional and close-ended questions 
(Six-point Likert scale from none/very poor/poor/fair/good/very good). Nine questions 
are also separated into three levels in the third part. These three levels are 
environmental, economic, and socio-cultural pillars of SD for every question in these 
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nine. Because of the survey structure, it is more appropriate to collect data on the 
descriptive level. Sample questions from the second and third parts of the survey are 
presented below (Table 2). 
 
Table 2 
Sample Questions from the Second and Third Parts of the Survey 

8. Have you heard the 
concept of sustainable 
development before? 
Yes/No 

If your answer is “yes,” please mark where have you heard it from? 
a. From mass media (newspaper, internet, TV, etc.) 
b. From academic publications (books, articles, etc.), 
c. From workshops, seminars, or in-service training 
d. From the conversations I had with faculty 
e. Non-governmental Organizations (TEMA, ÇEVKO, TÜRÇEV, etc.) 
f. From the courses I took during my undergraduate education 
g. Other …………………………. (Please explain) 

  
none 

very 
poor poor fair good 

very 
good 

15. Knowledge of concepts 
that I can address for 
education for sustainability 

Environmental 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Economic 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Socio-cultural 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

The survey was made available to participants via google forms for a three-
month interval. It was advertised through phone calls, social media such as Instagram, 
Facebook, Twitter, groups in messaging platforms; besides some phenomenon, 
preschool teachers in various social media tools advertised it for preschool teachers’ 
attention. The survey has also been distributed to the number of participants via direct 
message who were asked to send the hyperlink to their colleagues, thus creating a 
snowball effect. The instrument’s validity was granted from various field experts 
ranging from science education, preschool education, environmental education to 
educational measurement and evaluation. 

Data Analysis 
The data were analyzed via descriptive statistics because of the nature of the 

instrument. Most of the data were categorical in nature, so it was impossible to go 
further with inferential statistics. Instead, nonparametric Chi-square statistics were used 
in the analysis. 

Ethical Approval 
This study was approved with the Meeting Date and Number 

28.05.2019/35853172-600 by the Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee of 
Hacettepe University. 
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics Results 
To investigate the teachers’ needs for EfS, some questions were asked about 

their SD knowledge and enrollment in a course/seminar about SD. The first question 
was that “Have you heard the concept of SD before? If you heard, from where did you 
hear about the concept of sustainable development?” The results indicated that 362 
(32.6%) participants have not heard, but 764 (68.4%) participants reported that they had 
heard the concept of SD. Most of them stated that they heard the concept of SD from 
mass media (n=403; 36.2%) and academic publications (n=385; 34.6%). Few of them 
reported hearing from NGOs (Non-Governmental Organizations) (n=204; 18.3%), 
undergraduate courses (n=143; 12.9%), and conversations with academics (n=95; 
8.5%). The remaining participants stated that they have heard from other sources.  

The other question was, “Have you taking any training for EfS?” The analysis 
revealed that 164 (14.6%) participants reported that they took training for EfS. The 
places where they took training include undergraduate and postgraduate courses at 
universities (n=71; 6.4%), NGOs (n=69; 6.2%), MoNE (Ministry of National 
Education) (n=35; 3.1%), private education institutions (n=23; 2.1%), and TUBITAK 
(n=20; 1.8%). 

We also asked participants, “How would you evaluate your knowledge about 
SD?” The results showed that participants evaluated their knowledge of SD as poor at 
27% and fair at 29%. Examining the bar graph of the results shows that the participants’ 
knowledge about SD is low. In the present study, participants were asked to evaluate 
their knowledge about the environmental, economic, and socio-cultural pillars of SD. 
The results showed very similar findings with the level of knowledge about SD. Figure 
1 presents the bar graphs of the analyses. 

 
Figure 1 
Bar Graphs of the Analyses on the Knowledge about SD and Its Pillars 

 
On the other hand, examining the means and standard deviations of the scores 

concerning participants’ general knowledge on SD and its pillars, it seems that 
knowledge about the environmental pillar of SD has a higher mean score among the 
pillars of SD (Table 2). 
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Table 3 
The Means and Standard Deviations of the Scores Concerning Participants’ General 
Knowledge of SD and Its Pillars 
 M SD 

Knowledge about SD 1.99 1,31 

Knowledge about the environmental pillar of SD 2.07 1.36 

Knowledge about the economic pillar of SD 1.94 1.29 

Knowledge about the socio-cultural pillar of SD 2.01 1.34 

EfS Activities 
In this part of the analyses, participants evaluated their knowledge on planning 

EfS activities, implementing skills, evaluating these EfS activities, and the concepts 
related to the three pillars of SD. The results indicated that about 22% reported not 
having any information about planning EfS activities. Furthermore, more than half of 
the participants reported themselves as “poor” or “fair” in this regard. This finding was 
found to be similar in all pillars of SD (Figure 2). When the participants’ skills in 
implementing and evaluating EfS activities are examined, it can be seen that 
approximately 19% of the participants do not have any knowledge of all pillars. As a 
result of the analysis, it is seen that approximately 53% of them see themselves as poor 
or fair in implementing and evaluating skills (Figure 2). On the other hand, a small 
number of participants find themselves competent in these skills. The results also 
indicated that approximately one-third of the participants reported their knowledge of 
the concepts related to SD as “fair” and above (Figure 2). 
 

Figure 2 
Bar Graphs of the Analyses on Participants’ Knowledge on Planning Efs 

Activities, Skills in Implementing, Skills in Evaluating These EfS Activities, and 
Information about the Concepts Related to Three Pillars of SD 
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In this study, participants were asked about evaluating their skills for organizing 
learning centers or using outdoor learning environments regarding EfS. According to 
the results, about 18% of the participants found themselves inadequate in these skills, 
while about 47% reported that they see themselves as “fair” and above proficiency. 
(Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3 
Bar Graphs of the Analyses on Participants’ Skills for Organizing Learning 

Centers and Outdoor Learning Environments 

Family Involvement  
Another issue was participants’ skills on family involvement for SD. According 

to the results, only less than 20% of the participants consider themselves competent 
regarding family involvement. Moreover, 19% of them stated that they do not have any 
skills. Figure 4 represents some graphs to show the findings of family involvement. 

 
Figure 4 
Bar Graphs of the Analyses on the Knowledge about SD and Its Pillars 
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In the present study, the participants answered two additional questions about in-
service training on taking EfS. As a result, almost all participants stated that they needed 
in-service training on EfS (n=1068; 94.8%), and most of the participants (90.0%) also 
stated that they would enroll in in-service training for EfS (Figure 5). 

 
Figure 5 
Bar Graphs of the Analyses on the Knowledge about SD and Its Pillars 

 

Chi‐Square Test Results  
The study’s last findings were related to whether participants’ answers on 

hearing SD before differing regarding the types of schools they worked in. The chi-
square for independence was run after checking the assumptions for it such as minimum 
expected cell frequency. The test results firstly indicated that this assumption was not 
violated and all expected cell sizes are greater than 5 (43.15). The results also revealed 
that relation between these variables was significant, X2(1, N=1125)=13.131, p<.01. It 
means that participants’ answers have significantly differed concerning the schools’ 
type that they were working. It is observed that a higher proportion of participants in 
private schools have heard of SD compared to public schools (Table 4). 
 
Table 4 
The Number of Participants’ Hearing SD and the Type of Schools That Participants 
Were Working in 

 Have you heard the concept of SD before? 

 Yes No 

Public n=538(64.90%) n=291(35.10%) 

Private n=226(76.35%) n=70(23.65%) 

 
Discussion and Conclusion 

Children are regarded as individuals who hold the skills to participate in 
problem-solving and decision-making processes of recent environmental, social-
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cultural, and economic issues. These changing perspectives towards children made them 
active agents for change to be involved in activities related to SD (Davis, 2010; Duhn, 
2012; UNESCO, 2008;). Preschool teachers are seen as essential dynamics to promote 
SD in societies starting from the early years (Henderson & Tilbury, 2004; Kahriman 
Pamuk & Olgan, 2020). Today’s preschool teachers need to understand better the theory 
and practices of EfS to make connections between children and the sustainable world. In 
this regard, the current study aims to grasp preschool teachers’ general knowledge on 
SD and its pillars, their experience in preparing and implementing EfS activities, and 
their PD needs for EfS as a first stage of developing PD modules.  

According to the present study’s initial findings, but 68.4% of them have heard 
the concept of SD before, 32.6% of preschool teachers have not heard the concept of 
SD. These findings revealed that most of the preschool teachers acknowledge the term 
SD. Preschool teachers also reported that they heard about SD mainly by mass media 
(36.2%) and academic publications (34.6). Other critical resources were defined as 
NGOs (18.3%), undergraduate courses (12.9%), and conversations with academics 
(8.5%). Similarly, 68% of the Korean preschool teachers reported that they heard about 
SD, and they indicated workshops and seminars (28 %), mass media sources (19%), and 
academic publications (19%) as the primary source for this (Park et al., 2016).  

When comparing with the findings of previous studies, it may be concluded that 
SD is an emerging issue in Turkish early childhood education. Indeed, Haktanır et al. 
(2010) reported that pre-school teachers and pre-service preschool teachers did not 
know about the concepts of sustainability and SD ten years ago. Although SD is 
becoming more popular in early childhood education and preschool teachers reported 
that they believe in the importance of SD for the future, the whole meaning and 
underpinned ideas were not comprehended (Kahriman Öztürk & Olgan, 2016). 
Hedefalk et al. (2015) also highlighted the limited comprehension of preschool teachers 
about SD. Researchers reported that preschool teachers perceive SD with only the 
environmental pillar. Similarly, Inoue et al. (2016) concluded that though the Australian 
early childhood curriculum covers the issues of SD, the teachers do not have enough 
information and practices about EfS. Researchers suggested that in-service training 
opportunities related to EfS could be provided to teachers to promote sustainability-
related understandings and practices.   

Like the relevant literature, the current study also exhibits limited SD knowledge 
of preschool teachers. According to the findings, participants evaluated their knowledge 
of SD as poor at 27% and fair at 29%. It means that their level of knowledge is 
considered low. Examining the findings related to SD’s pillars, participants evaluated 
their knowledge about the environmental, economic, and socio-cultural pillars of SD as 
low too. As mentioned above, preschool teachers’ knowledge about SD is critical since 
they are responsible for introducing SD to children (World Commission on 
Environment and Development [WCED], 1987). Flogaitis and Agelidou (2003) and 
Bursjöö (2011) added that preschool teachers consider the lack of SD knowledge as a 
barrier to implementing EfS activities. Therefore, limited SD knowledge is one of the 
reported barriers to applying EfS the preschool classrooms. In connection with this 
argument from relevant literature, participants of the current study also evaluated their 
knowledge on planning EfS activities and skills in implementing and evaluating these 
EfS activities for three pillars of SD as poor or fair. Kahriman Pamuk and Olgan (2018) 
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defined EfS activities as in-class and outdoor learning processes run by preschool 
teachers with children’s participation to promote SD.  

There is a worldwide attempt to promote teachers’ sustainability-related 
understandings and practices. Reorienting education programs towards SD could be a 
way of encompassing teachers’ roles in EfS (Sterling & Huckle, 2014). In this regard, 
they must understand how teachers perceive SD and what they need to associate EfS 
into the existing curriculum. The national preschool education program (MoNE, 2013) 
implicitly refers to SD via its objectives and indicators.  For example, “respect for 
diversity,” “reflect on different cultural features,” and “maintain aesthetic values” are 
appropriate objectives that are also critical features for sustainability. However, the 
current study’s findings also revealed that preschool teachers do not know SD-related 
concepts in the national preschool education curriculum.    

Similarly, regarding the implementation of EfS activities, participants were 
examined about their knowledge on the concepts related to SD, skills for organizing 
learning centers, and outdoor learning environments. Organizing learning centers and 
using outdoor learning environments regarding EfS were seen as challenging tasks for 
the participants. About one-fifth of them do not know how to organize learning centers 
and use outdoor learning environments. Furthermore, half of them do not trust enough 
their skills to do these tasks. This result is not surprising since most participants noted 
that they had poor and fair knowledge about SD. In these circumstances, teachers could 
not create learning centers and use outdoor environments in the face of EfS and SD. 
This might be directly linked to teachers’ conceptions of EfS to be limited (Dyment et 
al., 2015), teachers’ value, and a lack of awareness of the priority of EfS (Nicholls & 
Thorne, 2017).  

On the other hand, according to teachers, they do not have enough resources to 
pick up materials for the learning centers independently of SD and EfS in Turkey 
(Demirci & Şıvgın, 2017; Özyürek & Kılınç, 2015). Therefore, teachers might not 
search how to organize, what materials use and how to use them for EfS. However, 
according to Prescott (1987), a well-organized environment encourages children to 
follow themselves or their curiosity. Besides, the environment affects how children 
move, behave, and it also determines how, what and where children will play (Hoorn et 
al., 1993). Moreover, it offers an educational experience and a visual representation of 
the value of school or teacher values (Barr et al., 2014).  

Furthermore, teachers reported they did not have sufficient skills to organize 
learning centers and outdoors for EfS in the present study. On the other hand, according 
to Davis (2010), the outdoor environment is a learning setting and a resource for 
children. Therefore, they need exposure to sustainable lifestyle practices to foster their 
capacities (Ginsburg & Audley, 2020). Furthermore, Kahriman Pamuk and Olgan 
(2018) addressed that eco and ordinary preschools had different physical conditions, but 
there was no significant difference in their classroom practices. Thus, organizing the 
environment might be related to teachers’ attitudes towards safety, nature, and place 
(Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2012). Otherwise, the physical environment influences how 
teachers think and practice implementing EfS practices (Henderson & Tilbury, 2004). 
Thus, it is imperative to figure out their pedagogical practices regarding EfS (Ginsburg 
& Audley, 2020) and guide them to improve their skills, knowledge, ideas, and 
practices about EfS to organize and use the indoor and outdoor learning settings. 
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Family involvement was another critical issue for this study. According to the 
results, one-fifth of them consider themselves competent regarding family involvement 
efforts for SD. Moreover, 19% of them stated that they do not have any skills for all SD 
pillars. The dynamics of the family impact the transition of children’s behaviors and 
knowledge to the home (Lee et al., 2019) because children might have the agency to 
adjust both at school and home (Ginsburg & Audley, 2020). According to Bandura 
(1986), parents are a social context for children’s learning. Borg (2019) stated that 
parents are sources of knowledge for children to learn other children’s economic 
situations. Educators recognized that more powerful messages could be delivered when 
parents participated in children’s sustainability awareness (Morris et al., 2016). Güler 
Yıldız et al. (2017) found that children’s behaviors were shaped in terms of doing 
activities at home because the skills about EfS ought to be part of their daily lives 
(Renton & Butcher, 2010). Therefore, teachers might support, lead and educate parents 
about SD (Güler Yıldız et al., 2017). Hence, skills and knowledge about planning, 
implementing, and evaluating parent involvement activities are critical for cooperating 
to lead children about SD and EfS. On the other hand, parental beliefs about the 
outdoors associate with risk (Knight, 2013; Michek et al., 2015), so it is a barrier to EfS. 
Therefore, family involvement is critical especially using the outdoor environment as a 
resource. In the present study, most of the teachers have poor or fair skills for planning, 
implementing, and evaluating the family involvement activities about the three pillars of 
SD. This might be linked to knowledge and skills for planning EfS activities and about 
22% reported that they did not have any information about planning EfS activities. 
Therefore, teachers need to know how to do these. This process is vital considering not 
only for children, but also for society (Davis et al., 2008; McNichol et al., 2011).  

The school type could be seen as a significant part of gaining awareness for SD. 
The last findings were related to whether participants’ answers on hearing SD before 
differing regarding the types of schools they worked in. The results indicated that 
participants’ answers differed concerning the type of school they were working at.  It is 
observed that a higher proportion of participants in private schools heard of SD 
compared to public schools.  This finding was also reported by Korkmaz and Güler 
Yıldız (2017) that there was a difference between public and private Eco-Schools 
regarding EfS practices in favor of private Eco-Schools. Teachers working in private 
schools were more competent for the environmental pillar of SD, but they were the 
same within the socio-cultural pillar. A possible explanation might be that SD activities 
generally contribute to the environmental pillar (Korkmaz & Güler Yıldız, 2017).  

Consequently, there is a widespread bolster for EfS, but it is still challenging for 
planning and implementation in preschool classrooms. As expected, almost all 
participants stated their needs for in-service training on EfS and their willingness to 
participate. This study’s findings revealed that a small portion of participants took 
training on EfS throughout undergraduate and postgraduate courses at universities, 
NGOs, MoNE, private education institutions, and TUBITAK.  Kahriman Öztürk and 
Olgan (2016) reported the need for in-service training on EfS. Similarly, Inoue et al. 
(2016) highlighted that EfS related in-service training such as courses, lessons, 
seminars, and so on would positively affect preschool teachers’ views about EfS. 
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Limitations 
The reader should bear in mind that the study is based on preschool teachers’ 

self-report to determine their needs about EfS as a first step for developing a PD. 
Establishing how teachers plan their activities, how activities are implemented, and how 
children use learning centers and outdoor environments are beyond the current study’s 
scope. Therefore, addressing them may provide more valid information on this issue for 
future studies. Also, it might exhibit the pedagogical content knowledge of teachers. 
Secondly, it is beyond the current study’s scope to explore what teachers know about 
EfS and how they translate knowledge into practice in the classroom. Exploring these 
processes might be helpful to guide teachers in improving their practices. Thirdly, some 
teachers reported that they have good and excellent knowledge and skills on planning, 
implementing, and evaluating SD activities for both children and family involvement, 
organizing learning centers, and using outdoor environments. Information on how they 
execute these was not the focus of this study. Future research might reveal these so 
teachers could see the best practices. Despite its limitations, the study certainly adds to 
what teachers say their knowledge and skills about SD and EfS activities regarding SD 
pillars.  
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