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Abstract 

Environmental issues are increasingly on the agenda and education is recognised as an 

important part in turning the negative trend. Originally formulated in 1976, the intent of 

environmental education was to protect the nature from human impact and to induce in 

students a sense of the natural worlds’ own values. However, this has come to change during 

the years and the focus now lies on the values that nature possess for humans, in the shape 

of education for sustainable development. Though creating a concern for the environmental 

issues, critics point out that the anthropocentric attitude is not as strongly committed to 

protecting the nature as the ecocentric attitudes are, and therefore suggest that ecocentrism 

should be included in the curriculums. Assuming that biology in Swedish upper secondary 

school is the only subject where such values may be considered this study examines whether 

there is a significant difference between students who undergo these classes and students 

who do not, in terms of their attitudes. The study was divided in two parts, where firstly a 

content analysis was performed to confirm that biology was indeed the only subject to include 

ecocentric values, and secondly a comparative study was performed with students (n=82) 

taking biology and students not taking biology in Swedish upper secondary school. The results 

imply that biology is unique in including ecocentric attitudes, however, not to the extent that 

was expected. Furthermore, the results reveal that there is no significant difference between 

students taking the biology classes and students who do not, implying that the subject biology 

is not successful in increasing students ecocentric attitudes. 

 

Key words: Ecocentrism, Anthropocentrism, Environmental education, Education for 

sustainable development.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

   In 1976, the Belgrade Charter declared that ‘the goal of environmental education is: To 

develop a world population that is aware of, and concerned about, the environment and its 

associated problems, and which has the knowledge, skills, attitudes, motivations and 

commitment to work individually and collectively toward solutions of current problems and 

the prevention of new ones’ (UNESCO, 1976).  

   McKeown and Hopkins (2003) point out that the main concern of this document was 

protection of the natural environment from the destructive forces of humanity. No section is 

dedicated to neither economics nor society. It was written for the protection of the 

environment from human impact and held an ecocentric position (McKeown & Hopkins, 2003; 

Kopnina & Cocis, 2017). As Omoogun, Egbonyi and Onnogghen (2016) reflect, this period of 

environmentalism was the source of environmental education, and its original intent 

therefore derive from the increased concern for the environment at this time. However, as 

Kopnina (2014a) revisits environmental education it appears to have transformed into 

education for sustainable development (Aguilar, 2018), which Jickling and Wals (2008) suggest 

is a consequence of globalising forces. While environmental education was committed to 

protecting the environment from economic growth and its adverse consequences, education 

for sustainable development is more concerned with equal distribution of resources, the 

sustainable use of these resources, and the general benefits of nature for humans (Kopnina, 

2014b; Bonnet, 2007; Frazier, 1997). Education for sustainable development even calls for 

economic growth, which can be recognised as being a major part of the problem to begin with 

(Doak et al, 2015; Cafaro et al, 2017). It is also known to include human rights-, health-, peace- 

and multicultural education, all important matters in the human context, however, inclusion 

of these matters causes the environment to become secondary (Kopnina, 2014b; Kopnina, 

2012; Frazier, 1997).  

   As education for sustainable development has altered the focus of environmental education 

and contain economic growth as well as social matters, Kopnina (2014a) argues that education 

for sustainable development holds an anthropocentric agenda, bringing forth environmental 

problems from a human point of view solely (Bonnet, 2007; Jickling & Wals, 2008). As Bonnet 

(2007) points out, what is it exactly that is to be sustained, that which is useful for humans? 
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This relates to the concern brought forth by Shoreman-Ouimet and Kopnina (2015), that 

anthropocentric attitudes will easily forget those species that are not essential for humankind. 

However, the difficulty with an anthropocentric bias in the curriculum, which is the main 

argument of Kopnina (2014a) and the focus of this study, is that studies have shown that those 

who possess anthropocentric motivations for being concerned about the environment have a 

lesser tendency to engage in environmentally positive behaviours than those who have 

ecocentric motivations, despite sharing the same concern (Box 1; Amérigo et al, 2007; Stern 

& Dietz, 1994; Stern, 2000; Kortenkamp & Moore, 2001). Individuals with ecocentric attitudes 

does not only have a higher tendency to act in an environmentally positive way but does also 

show lesser apathy for environmental issues (Box 1; Amérigo et al, 2007; Stern & Dietz, 1994; 

Stern, 2000; Kortenkamp & Moore, 2001).  

   Bonnet (2007) adds that with education for sustainable development on the curriculum little 

or no time will be spent on increasing the student’s comprehension of nature, and indeed the 

valuing of nature itself, which is what ecocentric attitudes are essentially about. The present 

constitution of education for sustainable development may be successful in developing in 

students a sense of environmental justice, that is a moral care for people who suffer due to 

environmental change (Kopnina, Washington, Gray, Taylor, 2018). However, no such moral is 

developed for the biosphere (Kopnina, 2012). Kopnina (2012) therefore ask if the original 

intent of the Belgrade Charter is even possible to achieve when education for sustainable 

development is unsuccessful in creating in students a true care for the natural environment. 

It seems that the ecocentric viewpoint, though present in governmental documents, is not 

heard in comparison to the anthropocentric interests (Sauvé, 2005; Kopnina, 2012). 

   Since it has been concluded that ecocentric individuals are more apt to act in an 

environmentally beneficial way it is legitimate to state that it lies in our interest that we 

educate our students to be more ecocentric if we wish to see future generations who are 

acting upon their environmental concern (Jickling & Wals, 2008; Bonnet, 2007; Washington et 

al, 2017). Since Jickling and Wals (2008) claim that education for sustainable development, in 

its current state, does not aid in turning the environmentally negative trend. Omoogun et al 

(2016) therefore call for a readjustment of the direction of environmental education to alter 

people’s attitudes and increase their respect towards nature and suggest that a change in 

curriculums is necessary.  
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   Using the study of Thompson and Barton in 1994 (Box 1) as a foundation, this study  

examines the subject biology in Swedish upper secondary school, which I believe to be the 

only subject to include that which environmental education originally intended, natures’ 

intrinsic values and a balance between nature and humans (Mathews, 2016). I propose that, 

assuming biology is the only subject to include ecocentric attitudes, then students taking these 

classes ought to be more ecocentric than students not taking the classes if biology is successful 

in delivering these attitudes to students.  

 

Box 1: Ecocentric and Anthropocentric attitudes towards the environment 

   In 1994, Thompson and Barton conducted a study to test their hypothesis that there exist 

two different motives for supporting environmental issues. Thompson and Barton (1994) 

based their assumptions on the observation that people did not seem prepared to act in an 

environmentally positive way despite the fact that the general environmental awareness was 

high. One of the explanations that Thompson and Barton (1994) put forward in their study is, 

that when presented with a choice to act in a way that would benefit conservation, people 

may find it difficult to make sacrifices that in different ways interfere with their standard of 

living. The conclusion that Thompson and Barton (1994) drew from this was that there exist 

two or more motives that determine a persons’ reasons for supporting conservation. A person 

with either of these motives will express an equal interest in environmental issues, however, 

they will differ in the reason for this concern and their tendency to act on it (Thompson & 

Barton, 1994).  

   An ecocentric individual find that nature has a value in itself. Similar to a spiritualist, an 

ecocentric considers nature to be important for its intrinsic values and for the experiences and 

feelings that people come to witness within it (Thompson & Barton, 1994). An ecocentric 

individual also maintain to a greater extent what Stern et al (1993) refer to as biospheric 

values, that is, concern for non-human species and the natural environment, and a disposition 

for self-sacrificing for the benefit of these. 

   An anthropocentric individual find nature to be important more for its instrumental values, 

such as providing humans with comfort and a high standard of living (Thompson & Barton, 

1994). For an anthropocentric, preservation of nature is important for the benefits it gives to 

humans, for example the discovery of new medicines or the reduction of pollution (Thompson 

& Barton, 1994). An anthropocentric also holds more egoistic values which would display itself 
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as being willing to part with a cost to protect the environment as long as the beneficial return 

for themselves is greater than the expense (Stern et al, 1993). The social-altruistic values that 

Stern et al (1993) describe also falls under the anthropocentric, since these values would make 

the person act only when other humans suffer in cases such as children living to close to an 

industrial plant. 

   What should be noted is that an ecocentric individual also agrees that conservation is 

important for the continued health of people, however, that is not their main argument. An 

ecocentric would still be willing to make self-sacrifices for nature even if it does not bring any 

benefit for humans (Thompson & Barton, 1994). 

   Based on these reflections Thompson and Barton (1994) hypothesised that an ecocentric 

individual would have a higher tendency to engage in environmentally beneficial behaviours.  

From the result that the study revealed, Thompson and Barton (1994) were able to conclude 

that ecocentric attitudes indeed predicted a higher tendency to act in a conservational 

manner. Individuals with anthropocentric attitudes had a greater tendency for apathy towards 

environmental issues and were to a smaller extent engaged in environmental organisations. 

 

1.2 Aims and objectives 

   This study aims to examine whether the subject biology in Swedish upper secondary school 

is successful in developing ecocentric attitudes in students, and to provide knowledge on 

whether the curriculum is sufficient in guiding such efforts. The objectives of the two parts of 

this study are therefore to determine if; 

- the curriculum for biology is indeed singular in including ecocentric attitudes in 

Swedish upper secondary school. 

- there is a significant difference between students taking the biology classes and 

students not taking the biology classes in terms of their ecocentric and 

anthropocentric attitudes, as well as their general apathy towards environmental 

issues.  
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2. Methods 

   In order to determine if the biology classes cause a difference in ecocentric attitudes the 

study was constructed to compare students taking the biology classes with students not taking 

the biology classes by using the questionnaire developed by Thompson and Barton (1994). 

However, as there are two subjects directly considering the natural world, biology and natural 

science, and students not taking biology will take natural science instead, a first study was 

performed to determine whether the curriculum of biology was indeed unique in including an 

ecocentric perspective in the form of environmental education. 

 

Study 1: Content Analysis 

Procedure 

   A quantitative content analysis (David & Sutton, 2016) was performed on the curriculum of 

biology and natural science, using the data analysis software program NVivo to compare the 

occurrence of formulations defined as environmental education and education for sustainable 

development, respectively (table 1). The definitions of the two categories were developed out 

of the literature on environmental education and education for sustainable development, and 

the descriptions that can be seen in table 1 are taken directly from the studies of McKeown 

and Hopkins (2003), Kopnina (2012), and Redford and Adams (2009). The analysis searched 

for formulations in the two different curriculums that could be identified as either perceiving 

the environmental issues from a human perspective, i.e. education for sustainable 

development, or as protecting the environment from human impact, i.e. environmental 

education. 

 

Table 1: Definitions of the two categories used in the content analysis. 

Categories Description 

Education for Sustainable 
Development 

The environment tends to be connected with something of 
human importance when mentioned in education for 
sustainable development, in formulations such as ‘health 
and the environment’ or ‘poverty and pollution’ (Kopnina, 
2012).  
‘Ecosystem services have now become the central metaphor 
within which to express humanity’s need for the rest of 
living nature’ (Redford & Adams, 2009). 
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Categories Description 

Environmental Education ‘The overall intent of environmental education […) was to 
preserve the natural environment and reduce human 
impacts. […] Society, economics, and development are not 
mentioned’. (McKeown and Hopkins, 2003). 
‘Environmental Education should favour a return to 
harmony with nature’ (Kopnina, 2012). 

 

Study 2: Correlations and Group Difference 

Participants 

   The participants were in total 84 Swedish upper secondary school students in ages 18 to 19 

years old. Out of these, 37 were students on the natural science program who had taken both 

of the two biology classes or were about to finish the second. Out of these 37 students, 2 

participants did not answer all questions and were therefore not included in the study. The 

remaining 47 students were studying on the social science program with different 

orientations, economics or law. These 47 students had all taken the first natural science class 

as part of their program.  

 

Procedure 

   The students were asked to fill in the questionnaire during their normal school day in their 

classroom. Before beginning, the students were informed that their participation was 

completely anonymous and voluntary, and that they could at any time withdraw their 

approval. The two different groups, natural science program students and social science 

program students, were from different Swedish schools and were therefore visited during 

different days, with three days apart. The students were free to ask if there was a word they 

did not understand since the questionnaire was in English. 

 

Measures 

   The study used the 30 items from Thompson and Barton’s (1994; table 5) second study since 

it reached a higher reliability than Thompson and Barton’s (1994) first study. Of the original 

30 items one was removed due to the framing of the statement (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). 

The 12 items measuring ecocentrism were designed to express a recognition of nature’s 

intrinsic value, to have an appreciation of the beneficial outcomes of spending time in natural 
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settings, and to have an understanding of the relation between animals and humans, as 

described by Thompson and Barton (1994). The 9 items measuring anthropocentrism were 

designed to express a concern for the environment out of a human viewpoint, that is, to see 

the environmental problems as important for the continued high standard of life and a wish 

to see the environment protected for future human generations. The 8 items measuring 

apathy towards the environmental issues were designed to express indifference and a general 

lack of concern, as well as a notion that the claimed issues with the natural environment are 

false (Thompson & Barton, 1994). The items were all statements, and the answering scale 

ranged from 1 to 5, where 1 was equal to strongly disagree, and 5 was equal to strongly agree. 

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to determine the internal reliability of each scale and was 

concluded to be 0.77 for ecocentrism, 0.74 for anthropocentrism and 0.71 for apathy.  

   For calculating correlation between ecocentrism and apathy, and anthropocentrism and 

apathy, a Pearson correlation was performed to measure the strength between the variables 

(DeCoster & Claypool, 2004). 

   For examining if there was any significant difference between the answers of the natural 

science program students and the students on the social science program, an independent 

samples t-test was performed since it is valid only when the two groups consists of completely 

different individuals (DeCoster & Claypool, 2004; David & Sutton, 2016).  

   All statistical analyses were performed in SPSS v. 26. 

3. Results 

Content Analysis 

   In total, 2 references were documented as environmental education in the curriculum for 

biology and no reference were found to be environmental education in the curriculum for 

natural science, as can be seen in table 2. In natural science, 4 references were documented 

as education for sustainable development, and in biology 2 references were coded as 

education for sustainable development. All references were established to be part of the 

curriculum for the first biology class and the first natural science class, respectively. 
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Table 2: Result of the content analysis of the curriculum for biology and natural sciences reveal 2 references in the category 

Environmental education and 6 references in the category Education for sustainable development. The references are my  

translations of the Swedish curriculums. 

Reference Category Subject 

‘…and for the protection of 
Earths’ ecosystem through 
ecology’ 

Environmental Education Biology 

‘Natural, and by the human 
caused, disturbances in the 
ecosystem with connections 
to questions about viability 
and biodiversity’ 

Environmental Education Biology 

‘…Ecosystem services’ Education for sustainable 
development 

Biology 

‘Ecologically sustainable 
development locally and 
globally’ 

Education for sustainable 
development 

Biology 

‘Allocating of Earths’ 
resources’ 

Education for sustainable 
development 

Natural Science 

‘Questions on sustainable 
development’ 

Education for sustainable 
development 

Natural Science 

‘Ecosystem services, 
utilization of resources, and 
ecosystem viability’ 

Education for sustainable 
development 

Natural Science 

‘Different aspects of 
sustainable development, 
for example concerning 
consumption, resource 
allocation, human rights and 
equality’ 

Education for sustainable 
development 

Natural Science 

 

Correlations 

   The Pearson correlations for ecocentrism and apathy, and anthropocentrism and apathy can 

be seen in table 3. The results show that ecocentrism is significantly negatively related to 

apathy towards the environment. Whereas anthropocentrism is significantly positively related 

to apathy.  
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Table 3: Results of the Pearson correlation for ecocentrism and anthropocentrism, and apathy. Correlation is significant at 

the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 APATHY 

EC
O

 

Pearson Correlation -0.372 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 82 

A
N

TH
R

O
 

Pearson Correlation 0.367 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 82 

 

 

Group Difference 

   The independent samples t-test revealed that there was no statistically significant difference 

between the two groups of students in either of the three scales (table 4). In order to assume 

a difference, the level of significance would have to have been lower than 0.05 (David & 

Sutton, 2016). The significance level of the three scales was 0.523 for ecocentrism, 0.867 for 

anthropocentrism, and 0.187 for apathy as can be seen in table 4. As Levene’s test for Equality 

of Variances revealed that the variances are equal, then the significance level on the first row, 

0.156 for ecocentrism, 0.653 for anthropocentrism, and 0.171 for apathy, enables acceptance 

of the null hypothesis, and the conclusion that there is no significant difference between the 

students on the natural science program and the student on the social science program (David 

& Sutton, 2016). 
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Table 4: Results of the Independent samples t-test of the natural science students compared to the social science students 

reveal that there is no significant difference between the two groups. 

Levene’s test 
for Equality of 
Variances  

t-test for Equality of 
Means 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

EC
O

 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 0.412 0.523 1.433 80 0.156 0.17651 0.12314 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed   1.467 74.031 0.146 0.17651 0.12028 

A
N

T
H

R
O

 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 0.028 0.867 0.452 80 0.653 0.06631 0.14675 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed   0.453 69.324 0.652 0.06631 0.14643 

A
P

A
TH

Y
 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.775 0.187 1.38 80 0.171 0.18646 0.13513 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed   1.345 62.608 0.183 0.18646 0.13863 

 

 

Table 5: The 29 items used in the questionnaire, and the mean of the natural science students, (N), and the social science 

students, (S). 

Item Scale N S 

One of the worst things about overpopulation is that many 

natural areas are getting destroyed for development 

ECO 3.82 3.84 

I can enjoy spending time in natural settings just for the 

sake of being out in nature 

ECO 4.64 3.94 

Environmental threats such as deforestation and ozone 

depletion have been exaggerated 

APATHY 2.33 2.04 

The worst thing about the loss of the rain forest is that it 

will restrict the development of new medicines 

ANTHRO 2.58 2.67 
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Sometimes it makes me sad to see forests cleared for 

agriculture 

ECO 3.97 3.76 

It seems to me that most conservationists are pessimistic 

and somewhat paranoid 

APATHY 2.82 2.57 

I prefer wildlife reserves to zoos ECO 4.33 4.02 

I do not think the problem of depletion of natural 

resources is as bad as many people make it out to be 

APATHY 2.03 1.73 

I find it hard to get too concerned about environmental 

issues 

APATHY 2.64 2.37 

It bothers me that humans are running out of their supply 

of oil 

ANTHRO 2.82 3.00 

I need time in nature to be happy ECO 4.03 3.45 

The thing that concerns me most about deforestation is 

that there will not be enough lumber for future 

generations 

ANTHRO 2.61 2.78 

I do not feel that humans are dependent on nature to 

survive 

APATHY 2.12 1.73 

Sometimes when I am unhappy I find comfort in nature ECO 3.97 3.53 

Most environmental problems will solve themselves given 

enough time 

APATHY 1.94 1.86 

I do not care about environmental problems APATHY 1.55 1.61 

It makes me sad to see natural environments destroyed ECO 4.52 4.55 

The most important reason for conservation is human 

survival 

ANTHRO 2.94 2.88 

One of the best things about recycling is that it saves 

money 

ANTHRO 2.30 2.22 

Nature is important because of what it can contribute to 

the pleasure and welfare of humans 

ANTHRO 3.76 3.41 

Too much emphasis has been placed on conservation APATHY 2.39 2.41 

Nature is valuable for its own sake ECO 4.27 4.06 

We need to preserve resources to maintain a high quality 

of life 

ANTHRO 4.12 3.82 

Being out in nature is a great stress reducer for me ECO 4.39 4.14 

One of the most important reasons to conserve is to 

ensure a continued high standard of living 

ANTHRO 3.30 3.06 

One of the most important reasons to conserve is to 

preserve wild areas 

ECO 4.03 3.92 
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Continued land development is a good idea as long as a 

high quality of life can be preserved 

ANTHRO 3.09 3.08 

Sometimes animals seem almost human to me ECO 3.30 3.78 

Humans are as much part of the ecosystem as other 

animals 

ECO 4.15 4.33 

 

4. Discussion 

   As anticipated, the formulations that could be coded as environmental education were 

indeed part of the curriculum for biology. However, the results revealed that the difference 

between biology and natural science were not as considerable as expected, and despite the 

reference, ‘…and for the protection of Earth’s ecosystem through ecology’, which was part of 

the main purpose section and therefore could be identified as carrying a greater emphasis, it 

still did not result in any significant difference. This is relevant since it implies that teachers 

might not consider this part of the curriculum to hold the greater emphasis that it does. Even 

though I recognize that this could be due to the specific school that was examined, it is yet a 

sign that the ecocentric attitudes that are part of biology are overlooked, perhaps as a result 

of how the Swedish curriculums are arranged, or even due to the attitudes of the teachers. It 

would be interesting to examine if the teachers in Swedish upper secondary school act similar 

to the teachers in the study of Almeida and Vasconcelos (2013), who, despite demonstrating 

ecocentric attitudes, still centred their environmental education on anthropocentric interests.  

   Furthermore, the curriculum for biology included as many formulations in accordance with 

education for sustainable development as for environmental education. I would have 

presumed that there would be a greater difference in amount of formulations than could be 

concluded. As Kopnina (2014a) suggest that environmental education has more and more 

become education for sustainable development, it would be of interest to examine if the 

curriculum of biology has indeed transformed during the years into its current state. If 

environmental education has been gradually replaced by education for sustainable 

development it does not only diminish the ecocentric perspective, but it may also prove to be 

moving in a direction where natures’ intrinsic values will be completely replaced by the 

anthropocentric perspective.   

   In opposite to what I had expected there was no difference between students taking the 

biology classes and students not taking the biology classes in respect to their ecocentric and 
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anthropocentric attitudes, nor in their general apathy. However, since the first study revealed 

that the curriculum for biology did not prove to include as many environmental education 

formulations as expected, the results can therefore be considered to be anticipated. 

Therefore, the results further imply that the differences found between biology and natural 

science are not enough to produce a difference between the students taking the different 

classes. Hence, biology in Swedish upper secondary school does not form a more ecocentric 

orientation in students. It appears that Sauvé (2005) and Kopnina (2012) make a valid point 

when reflecting that the ecocentric attitudes easily can get overshadowed by the 

anthropocentric interests. However, the mean value of the results for the natural science 

students and the social science students revealed that both groups had a higher value in 

ecocentrism than in anthropocentrism. On the basis that this study is correct in the conclusion 

that biology is unique in including ecocentric attitudes then it would be of interest to examine 

where the student’s ecocentric attitudes do derive from. For the assumption that biology is 

the only class where such attitudes are included imply that no ecocentric attitudes are formed 

during upper secondary school in Sweden. It would therefore be of interest to examine the 

student’s attitudes before entering, and after finishing upper secondary school, in order to 

determine which attitudes are promoted during these years. 

   In accordance with the finding of Thompson and Barton (1994) the results of the Person 

correlation testify that students with ecocentric attitudes demonstrate less apathy towards 

environmental issues, whereas students with a greater extent of anthropocentric attitudes 

exhibit more apathy. This result support the notion that students with more ecocentric 

attitudes are important if we wish to see future generation who care about environmental 

issues. Suggesting that Omoogun et al (2016) might be correct in proposing that a change in 

curriculum is necessary. With this in mind, I would like to call special attention to item 23 from 

Thompson and Barton (1994), ‘We need to preserve resources to maintain a high quality of 

life’. To this statement 70 % of students answered 4 or higher. Smith (2019) reflects on what 

is also my thought when faced with this figure, does true ecocentrism really exist? Despite 

students being appreciative of nature, as seen in this study, Bonnett (2004) surmise that the 

anthropocentric view is difficult to renounce.  

   Bonnetts’ (2004) own solution to this problem is environmental ethics. Environmental 

ethics, Omoogun et al (2016) explain, is both theory and practice that refer to reflections 

regarding our concern, and obligations towards nature. Environmental ethics can include 
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questions such as ‘Is the Earth and all the resources therein not meant for human 

consumption? […] What is wrong with cutting down trees in order to produce food for the 

growing population? […] Why should animals be respected and even given rights?’ (Omoogen 

et al, 2016). Karatas (2014) emphasise environmental ethics as the approach to creating in 

people a real understanding of nature’s values.  

   Similarly, a study by Kopnina and Cocis (2017) showed that when students were asked to 

reflect on compromises between ecological integrity and economic growth, then their 

discussions seemed to promote an ecocentric perspective. Smith (2019) reached similar 

conclusions regarding discussions and suggest that secondary schools do not only encourage 

teachers to engage in discussions with students on humans’ impact on the natural world but 

do also favour the ecocentric perspective to be promoted in these discussions.  

   Consequently, further research should try to determine if the results obtained in this study 

are equal across Sweden, since the small size of this study cannot claim that the results apply 

nationwide.  
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