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Global demand for sustainable building techniques has increased due to growing environmental
issues and the built environment's quick growth. Reducing adverse environmental effects, increasing
energy efficiency, and fostering long-term social and economic advantages are the goals of
sustainable construction. However, public awareness, acceptability, and behavioral readiness to adopt
such methods are critical to its successful implementation. This study investigates community
acceptance, views, and public awareness of sustainable building practices. The study evaluates
knowledge about green building technology, sustainable materials, and environmental certification
schemes using interview-based method research techniques. The results show that although attitudes
toward sustainability are generally good, awareness is still unequal and adoption is sometimes
hampered by things like high starting costs, a lack of technical information, and a lack of legislative
incentives. In order to promote the broader use of sustainable construction practices, the study
highlights the necessity of more robust educational initiatives, government assistance, and industry
cooperation. Recommendations are offered to close the knowledge gap and encourage wider

adoption, which will eventually improve quality of life and safeguard the environment.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Sustainable construction practices have emerged as a critical response to global environmental
challenges, including climate change, resource depletion, and urbanization. These practices
encompass the use of eco-friendly materials, energy-efficient designs, and construction methods that
minimize environmental impact while enhancing economic and social benefits. Despite their
potential, the adoption of sustainable construction remains uneven, often hindered by a lack of public
awareness, economic constraints, and systemic barriers. This literature review synthesizes existing

research to explore three key areas aligned with the research objectives:

(1) public knowledge of sustainable construction
(2) willingness to pay for green buildings

(3) barriers to adoption, including cost, trust, and availability.

By critically analyzing the state of knowledge, this review identifies gaps and provides a foundation

for investigating the slow adoption of sustainable practices.

An important factor in a country's socioeconomic development is the building sector. It offers
homes, jobs, and infrastructure which have a major impact on the growth and development of the
country. However, business is also acknowledged as a significant contributor to greenhouse gas
emissions, resource depletion, and environmental deterioration. Conventional building methods
frequently use a lot of non-renewable resources and energy-intensive procedures, which have a

detrimental effect on ecosystems and public health.

A deliberate strategy to reducing the built environment's environmental impact while fostering social
cohesion and economic viability has arisen in response to these issues: sustainable construction.
Sustainable building practices prioritize resource efficiency, waste reduction, the use of eco-friendly
materials, and the development of productive and healthy environments. It incorporates sustainable
practices into every phase of a building's life cycle, from planning and building to using and

dismantling it.

Despite widespread support for environmentally friendly and sustainable building methods, many
developing nations still have low levels of public awareness and implementation. Sustainable

building is still frequently seen as being costly, difficult, or technically demanding. Furthermore, its



extensive adoption has been hampered by a lack of institutional backing, professional capacity, and

public awareness.

In order to comprehend current gaps, identify obstacles, and create strategies to improve
sustainability in the construction industry, it is crucial to evaluate public knowledge and acceptance
of sustainable construction techniques. The purpose of this study is to assess the present level of
knowledge, attitudes, and practices around sustainable construction as well as the variables

affecting adoption among different stakeholders.

Even if sustainable building has become more well-known worldwide, many areas still have low
adoption rates. The building sector still uses traditional techniques that contribute to environmental
contamination, produce a lot of trash, and use a lot of energy. According to studies, the main obstacles
to implementing sustainable practices include low public awareness, an abundance of professional
training, lax enforcement of policies, and cost assumptions.

Additionally, there is a disconnect between awareness and practical application. Although some
people and organizations may be familiar with the concept of environmentally friendly construction,
their comprehension and implementation of its tenets are frequently cursory. Initiatives for
sustainability are unlikely to succeed without sufficient institutional backing and public education.
The purpose of this study is to ascertain the degree of public knowledge and willingness to embrace
sustainable construction practices. It aims to pinpoint the obstacles impeding adoption and offer

workable solutions for encouraging ecologically friendly construction methods.

The study focuses on the construction industry's acceptance of sustainable construction methods and
public knowledge of them. It encompasses the general population (homeowners, clients, and
prospective building users) as well as qualified participants (architects, engineers, builders, and
contractors). The geographic scope might be restricted to a certain city or region based on the data
that is available. The study investigates the degree of awareness, attitudes, and real-world

implementation of sustainable building practices.

General objectives:

The primary aim of this study is to examine public awareness, attitudes, and the actual uptake
of sustainable construction practices within the Finnish residential context, with particular
emphasis on the city of Jyviaskyla.



Specific Objectives

1. To assess the general public's knowledge and comprehension of sustainable building
practices.

2. To assess the degree to which stakeholders have embraced sustainable building
methods.

3. To determine the main forces behind and obstacles to adoption.

4. To make suggestions for raising awareness and encouraging the use of sustainable

construction.

Research question is given below

How the general population familiar with sustainable building practices?

This study holds both practical and academic importance in the context of Finland’s transition toward
a low-carbon built environment. First, it provides much-needed empirical evidence on the actual
levels of public awareness and adoption of sustainable construction practices among ordinary
residents, including underrepresented groups such as renters and international inhabitants. By
revealing where knowledge is strong, where it is superficial, and where it is entirely absent, the

findings help policymakers and housing organisations target interventions more effectively.

1.1 What the biggest reasons why people in Finland not choosing green buildings?

Second, the research identifies the specific barriers—cost, trust, and accessibility of information—
that continue to prevent positive attitudes from translating into action. Understanding these obstacles
is essential for designing policies and communication strategies that can realistically accelerate the
renovation of Finland’s ageing building stock and reduce residential energy consumption. Third, by
highlighting the everyday, resident-centred perspective the study offers practical, resident-generated
recommendations that can directly inform municipal strategies, student-housing providers and

national subsidy programmes.

The development and responsible maintenance of an environment that is healthy, founded on

ecological and resource-effective principles is known as sustainable construction.



Public Awareness: The degree to which the general public is aware of and comprehends sustainable

building methods.

Adoption: The extent to which people or groups have accepted and used sustainable building

practices.

A green building is one that is planned, built, and run to lessen its negative effects on the

environment and improve the comfort and health of its occupants.

Sustainability is the ability to satisfy current needs without sacrificing the capacity of generations to

come to satisfy their own.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Sustainable construction practices have emerged as a critical response to global environmental
challenges, including climate change, resource depletion, and urbanization. These practices
encompass the use of eco-friendly materials, energy-efficient designs, and construction methods that
minimize environmental impact while enhancing economic and social benefits. Despite their
potential, the adoption of sustainable construction remains uneven, often hindered by a lack of public
awareness, economic constraints, and systemic barriers. This literature review synthesizes existing

research to explore three key areas aligned with the research objectives:

(1) public knowledge of sustainable construction
(2) willingness to pay for green buildings

(3) barriers to adoption, including cost, trust, and availability.

By critically analyzing the state of knowledge, this review identifies gaps and provides a foundation

for investigating the slow adoption of sustainable practices.

2.1 Public Knowledge of Sustainable Construction

Public awareness and understanding of sustainable construction practices are pivotal for their
widespread adoption, as they influence consumer demand, policy support, and industry practices.
However, research consistently indicates that public knowledge of sustainable construction is often
limited, fragmented, and superficial, posing a significant barrier to the mainstreaming of green
building practices. This section synthesizes existing literature to explore the extent, nature, and
implications of public knowledge regarding sustainable construction, highlighting demographic
variations, regional differences, communication strategies, and gaps in current understanding. By
examining these dimensions, this review aims to provide a comprehensive foundation for addressing

the research objective of measuring public knowledge of sustainable construction.

The literature suggests that public understanding of sustainable construction is generally superficial,
often limited to visible or popularized features such as solar panels, green roofs, or energy-efficient
lighting, while more complex concepts like lifecycle assessment, embodied carbon, or passive design
principles remain poorly understood (Darko et al., 2017). Darko et al. (2017) conducted a

comprehensive review of green building adoption barriers, noting that public knowledge tends to



focus on tangible, aesthetic elements rather than the holistic environmental, economic, and social
benefits of sustainable construction. This superficial understanding is attributed to inadequate
educational outreach and inconsistent messaging from industry stakeholders, which fail to convey the

multifaceted nature of sustainability in construction.

A study by Ahn et al. (2013) further elaborates that public awareness is often shaped by media
exposure and marketing campaigns, which prioritize easily recognizable features over technical
details. For instance, campaigns highlighting energy savings from solar panels are more likely to
resonate with the public than discussions about embodied energy in building materials. This selective
focus can lead to a skewed perception of sustainable construction, where consumers overestimate the
importance of certain features while undervaluing others, such as water conservation or waste

reduction strategies (Hoffman & Henn, 2008).

Public knowledge of sustainable construction varies significantly across demographic groups,
influenced by factors such as age, education, income, and cultural background. Younger individuals,
particularly those with higher education levels, tend to exhibit greater awareness due to exposure to
environmental education and digital media platforms (Ahn et al., 2013). For example, a study by
Golbazi and O’Brien (2020) surveyed 1,040 students and found that those with higher self-reported
environmental knowledge were more likely to understand and value sustainable construction
practices, such as energy-efficient building designs. In contrast, older populations or those in lower-
income brackets often lack access to such information, resulting in a knowledge divide that hinders

adoption (Zuo & Zhao, 2014).

Gender and cultural attitudes also play a role. Research by Chan et al. (2017) suggests that in
collectivist societies, such as those in East Asia, there is a higher baseline awareness of sustainability
due to cultural emphasis on communal responsibility and environmental stewardship. However, in
individualistic societies, awareness may be more fragmented, driven by personal interests or exposure
to targeted campaigns. These demographic variations underscore the need for tailored educational

strategies that address specific audience segments to enhance overall public knowledge.

Regional disparities significantly influence public knowledge of sustainable construction. In
developed economies, such as those in the European Union or North America, stringent regulations,
government campaigns, and widespread access to information have fostered higher levels of

awareness (Zuo & Zhao, 2014). For instance, the European Union’s Energy Performance of Buildings



Directive (EPBD) has mandated energy efficiency standards, increasing public exposure to
sustainable construction concepts through certifications like BREEAM and LEED (European
Commission, 2020). In contrast, developing nations face challenges due to limited institutional
support, competing socioeconomic priorities, and weaker regulatory frameworks. A study in Nigeria
by Ojo et al. (2014) found that public awareness of sustainable construction is critically low, with

barriers including lack of educational resources and insufficient government-led initiatives.

In Zambia, Zulu et al. (2022) identified similar issues, noting that poor communication and limited
training opportunities hinder awareness among both the public and construction professionals. The
study highlighted that the informal construction sector, which dominates in many developing
countries, further complicates efforts to disseminate knowledge about sustainable practices due to its
decentralized and unregulated nature. These regional differences suggest that context-specific

strategies are essential for improving public knowledge, particularly in resource-constrained settings.

Effective communication and education are critical for bridging knowledge gaps in sustainable
construction. Hoffman and Henn (2008) argue that case studies of successful green buildings, such
as those achieving net-zero energy or significant waste reduction, can significantly enhance public
understanding by providing tangible examples of benefits. However, the effectiveness of these efforts
depends on the clarity and accessibility of the information provided. Misinformation or
greenwashing—where companies exaggerate environmental benefits—can undermine trust and

confuse consumers, further complicating efforts to build awareness (Chen & Chang, 2013).

Educational initiatives targeting both the public and industry stakeholders have shown promise. For
example, Du Plessis (2007) recommends expanding seminars, workshops, and training programs,
particularly for small and medium enterprises (SMESs) in the construction sector, to improve visibility
and understanding of sustainable practices. In Malaysia, Yusof et al. (2023) found that environmental
literacy programs significantly increased public awareness and willingness to engage cafeteria-style
restaurants, which are common in developing countries, further complicates efforts to disseminate
knowledge about sustainable practices due to their informal and unregulated nature (Ojo et al., 2014).
These regional disparities underscore the need for context-specific strategies to improve public

knowledge, particularly in resource-constrained settings.

Effective communication and education are critical for bridging knowledge gaps in sustainable

construction. Hoffman and Henn (2008) argue that case studies of successful green buildings, such



as those achieving net-zero energy or significant waste reduction, can significantly enhance public
understanding by providing tangible examples of benefits. However, the effectiveness of these efforts
depends on the clarity and accessibility of the information provided. Misinformation or
greenwashing—where companies exaggerate environmental benefits—can undermine trust and

confuse consumers, further complicating efforts to build awareness (Chen & Chang, 2013).

Educational initiatives targeting both the public and industry stakeholders have shown promise. For
example, Du Plessis (2007) recommends expanding seminars, workshops, and training programs,
particularly for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in the construction sector, to improve visibility
and understanding of sustainable practices. In Malaysia, Yusof et al. (2023) found that environmental
literacy programs significantly increased public awareness and willingness to engage with green
building practices. These programs are particularly effective when tailored to local contexts,

addressing specific cultural and economic barriers.

The awareness of sustainable construction has roots in the 1970s, spurred by global energy crises and
resource shortages, which highlighted the need for energy-efficient and resource-conscious building
practices (Sustainability in Construction, 2018). Over time, policies such as green building
certifications (e.g., LEED, BREEAM) and government regulations have played a significant role in
shaping public knowledge. For instance, the U.S. Green Building Council (2022) reports that LEED-
certified buildings have increased public awareness by demonstrating measurable environmental
benefits, such as reduced energy consumption and lower greenhouse gas emissions. However, in
regions with limited regulatory frameworks, such as parts of Africa and South Asia, public knowledge
remains low due to insufficient policy support and educational infrastructure (Adjei-Kumi & DeGraft,
2022).

Despite progress in understanding public knowledge of sustainable construction, several research
gaps remain. First, there is a lack of longitudinal studies tracking how awareness evolves in response
to educational campaigns or policy changes. Most studies, such as those by Darko et al. (2017) and
Golbazi and O’Brien (2020), are cross-sectional, providing snapshots rather than dynamic insights.
Second, there is limited research on public knowledge in non-residential sectors, such as commercial
or public infrastructure, where stakeholder dynamics may differ. Third, the impact of digital media
and social platforms on shaping public perceptions of sustainable construction is underexplored,
particularly in developing regions where internet access may be limited (Barriers to Adoption of

Construction 4.0, 2024).



Addressing these gaps requires interdisciplinary approaches, combining insights from environmental
psychology, communication studies, and construction management. Comparative studies across
developed and developing contexts could further illuminate how cultural, economic, and regulatory

factors shape public knowledge and engagement with sustainable construction.

To illustrate regional disparities in public knowledge, the following figure (hypothetical, based on
literature synthesis) depicts estimated awareness levels across different regions, based on studies like
Zuo and Zhao (2014) and Adjei-Kumi and DeGraft (2022). The data reflects the influence of

regulatory frameworks, educational outreach, and socioeconomic factors.

Region Awareness Level (%) Key Influencing Factors

European Union 75% Strong regulations, certifications (BREEAM)
North America 70% LEED certifications, media campaigns

East Asia 60% Cultural emphasis on communal responsibility
Sub-Saharan Africa  30% Limited education, weak regulatory support
South Asia 35% Economic constraints, informal sector

Note: Hypothetical estimates for illustrative purposes.

Table 1: Public awareness level by region

2.2 Willingness to Pay for Green Buildings

The economic viability of sustainable construction hinges on consumer willingness to pay (WTP) a
premium for green buildings, which often have higher upfront costs. Research on WTP reveals a
complex interplay of economic, psychological, and social factors. According to Zhang et al. (2016),

consumers are generally willing to pay a premium of 5-10% for green-certified buildings, driven by



perceived long-term benefits such as lower energy costs and improved indoor environmental quality.

However, this willingness is not universal.

Several studies highlight that WTP is closely tied to awareness and perceived value. For example,
Robinson et al. (2019) found that consumers with greater knowledge of green building benefits, such
as energy savings or health improvements, exhibit higher WTP. Conversely, limited awareness or
skepticism about the tangible benefits of green buildings reduces WTP (Portnov et al., 2018). This
suggests that effective communication of economic and non-economic benefits is crucial for market

acceptance.

Demographic and cultural factors also influence WTP. In high-income countries, affluent consumers
are more likely to prioritize sustainability and accept cost premiums (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017).
In contrast, in developing economies, cost sensitivity often overshadows environmental
considerations, limiting WTP (Li et al., 2020). Additionally, cultural attitudes toward environmental
responsibility shape WTP. For instance, collectivist societies, such as those in East Asia, may exhibit
higher WTP due to a stronger sense of communal responsibility (Chan et al., 2017).

Government incentives, such as tax rebates or subsidies, can significantly enhance WTP. Kats (2003)
found that financial incentives reduce the perceived cost barrier, making green buildings more
attractive to consumers. However, the effectiveness of such incentives depends on their accessibility

and public awareness, highlighting the need for integrated policy and communication strategies.

2.3 Barriers to Adoption of Sustainable Construction

The adoption of sustainable construction faces multiple barriers, with cost, trust, and availability
being among the most prominent. These barriers operate at individual, organizational, and systemic

levels, creating a complex landscape for stakeholders.

Cost is frequently cited as the primary barrier to sustainable construction adoption. Green buildings
often require higher initial investments due to specialized materials, technologies, and certifications
(Ahn et al., 2013). While lifecycle cost analyses demonstrate long-term savings, consumers and
developers often prioritize short-term financial considerations (Darko et al., 2017). This myopia is
particularly pronounced in developing countries, where budget constraints limit investment in

sustainable technologies (Chan et al., 2018).



Moreover, the cost barrier is exacerbated by market dynamics. Developers may hesitate to invest in
green buildings due to uncertainty about consumer demand and return on investment (Zuo & Zhao,
2014). Similarly, contractors may lack the expertise to implement sustainable practices cost-
effectively, leading to higher project costs (Hwang & Tan, 2012). These findings suggest that cost

barriers are not solely financial but also stem from market inefficiencies and skill shortages.

Trust is a critical yet understudied barrier to sustainable construction adoption. Consumers often
express skepticism about the performance and benefits of green buildings, particularly when claims
are not substantiated by credible certifications or transparent data (Chen & Chang, 2013).
Greenwashing further erodes trust, as exaggerated or misleading claims undermine confidence in the
industry (Hoffman & Henn, 2008).

Trust issues also extend to stakeholders within the construction supply chain. Developers and
contractors may distrust new technologies or materials due to unfamiliarity or perceived risks (Hwang
& Tan, 2012). Similarly, financial institutions may be reluctant to fund green projects due to
uncertainties about market acceptance (Zhang et al., 2016). Building trust requires robust certification

systems, such as LEED or BREEAM, and transparent communication of performance metrics.

The concept of availability plays a central role in public awareness and adoption of sustainable
construction practices. Availability refers not only to the physical presence of energy-efficient
technologies and low-carbon materials in the market, but also to their perceived accessibility,

visibility, and relevance in everyday residential life (Darko et al., 2017; Chan et al., 2018).

From the public’s perspective, sustainable solutions often remain effectively “unavailable” even
when they exist technically. Residents rarely encounter clear, everyday evidence of technologies such
as heat-recovery ventilation, triple-glazed windows, or modern wood-construction systems in their
immediate surroundings. New energy-efficient buildings or successful renovations are seldom
labelled or communicated in a way that ordinary people notice and understand. As a result, these
options stay outside the mental “choice set” of most homeowners, renters, and housing-company
boards (Hoffman & Henn, 2008; Ahn et al., 2013). Residents continue to view sustainable renovation
as experimental, expensive, or simply “not an option” for their building type. This perception directly
suppresses both awareness of possibilities and willingness to consider adoption (Heiskanen et al.,

2020).



2.4 Conceptual frameworks

The conceptual framework developed for this study provides a clear and systematic lens through

which public awareness and adoption of sustainable construction practices in the Finnish residential

sector are examined. Drawing on established behavioural theories (Ajzen, 1991; Stern, 2000) and

empirical findings from Nordic sustainable construction research (Hiakkinen & Belloni, 2011;

Heiskanen et al., 2020; Tornatzky & Fleischer, 1990), the framework places the everyday resident

at the centre and emphasises that adoption is not driven primarily by environmental ideology, but by

practical concerns: cost, comfort, trust, and accessibility.

Stage

Description

Key literature grounding

1. Contextual
factors

Cold climate,high energy prices,ageing building
stock,

Hékkinen & Belloni (2011);
Heiskanen et al. (2020)

2. Individual
characteristics

Age, income, nationality/language, housing
tenure (owner/renter/student), life stage

Ajzen (1991); Stern (2000)

3. Awareness and
knowledge

Level of understanding of sustainable
construction (from “almost nothing” to technical
knowledge)

Darko et al. (2017); Golbazi
& O’Brien (2020)

4. Attitudes and
perceived benefits

Positive views when linked to lower bills,
warmth, healthier air, and long-term savings

Gram-Hanssen (2014);
Hurmekoski et al. (2019)

5a. Barriers

* High upfront cost * Distrust / greenwashing
fears ¢ Information only in Finnish ¢ Availability

Hékkinen & Belloni (2011);
Heiskanen et al. (2020);
Pardalis et al. (2021)

5b. Enablers

* Visible € savings * Proven comfort improvement
* Large grants (=50 %) ¢ Bilingual, simple
information ¢ Social proof (neighbours, schools)

Gillingham & Tsvetanov
(2019); Asensio & Delmas
(2015); Nielsen et al.
(2021)

6. Intention —
Actual adoption

Support for renovation, choice of greener flat,
recommendation to others

Ajzen (1991); Stern (2000)

7. Required
interventions

Larger renovation grants, bilingual energy
stickers, rent reductions in green student housing,
workforce training, visible demonstration projects

European Commission
(2020); Tornatzky &
Fleischer (1990)




2.7 Synthesis and Research Gaps

The literature reveals that public knowledge, WTP, and barriers to adoption are interconnected factors
shaping the trajectory of sustainable construction. Limited awareness undermines WTP and
perpetuates skepticism, while cost, trust, and availability barriers reinforce each other, creating a
feedback loop that slows adoption. While significant progress has been made in understanding these

dynamics, several gaps remain.

First, there is a lack of longitudinal studies examining how public knowledge evolves over time in
response to educational campaigns or policy interventions. Most studies are cross-sectional, offering
snapshots rather than dynamic insights. Second, research on WTP often focuses on residential
buildings, with less attention to commercial or public infrastructure, where stakeholder dynamics may
differ. Third, the interplay between trust and greenwashing requires further exploration, particularly
in the context of emerging markets where regulatory oversight may be weak. Finally, the availability
barrier is underexplored in terms of supply chain logistics and the role of local versus global sourcing

of sustainable materials.

Addressing these gaps requires interdisciplinary approaches that combine insights from
environmental psychology, economics, and construction management. Moreover, comparative
studies across developed and developing contexts could illuminate how contextual factors shape

adoption patterns.

2.8 Conclusion

This literature review highlights that the adoption of sustainable construction practices is hindered by
a lack of public awareness, limited WTP, and multifaceted barriers related to cost, trust, and
availability. While existing research provides valuable insights, gaps in longitudinal, sector-specific,
and context-sensitive studies underscore the need for further investigation. The urgency of advancing
sustainable construction, as underscored by global environmental challenges in 2025, necessitates
closing the knowledge gap to accelerate adoption. Future research should prioritize longitudinal
studies to track evolving awareness, explore non-residential sectors, and investigate the role of digital

tools in shaping perceptions. By fostering a deeper, more inclusive public understanding of



sustainable construction, stakeholders can pave the way for a more sustainable built environment,
aligning with global goals for carbon neutrality and resource conservation. By addressing these gaps,
future research can inform strategies to enhance public engagement, align economic incentives, and

overcome systemic barriers, ultimately accelerating the transition to sustainable construction.



CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research Design

This research employed a qualitative design to investigate public knowledge and adoption of
sustainable construction practices. Qualitative methods are well suited for examining personal
experiences, motivations, and contextual interpretations (Creswell & Poth 2018; Denzin & Lincoln
2018). Semi-structured interviews served as the primary data collection technique, as they enable
both comparability across participants and flexibility to explore individual perspectives in depth
(Patton 2015).

This qualitative study employed semi-structured email interviews to explore public perceptions of
sustainable construction practices in Finland, aligning with the exploratory nature of the research
objectives (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The approach facilitated rich, contextual data collection from
diverse participants while accommodating their schedules (Guest et al., 2017). Data were gathered
from six (6) purposively sampled residents in Jyvaskyld and Helsinki region between November 13—
15, 2025.

Multi-stakeholder approaches are supported by naturalistic inquiry principles, which emphasize

capturing variation in perceptions and lived experiences (Lincoln & Guba 1985).

3.2 Sampling Strategy

A purposive sampling approach was used to identify individuals with relevant experience in building
use, construction decision-making, or environmental behavior. Purposive sampling is appropriate
when participants are selected based on their ability to provide rich and meaningful information
(Patton 2015). Participants were invited via purposive sampling through my personal and professional
networks in Jyvdskyld and others region. (Saunders et al., 2019).This composition follows
recommendations for maximum variation sampling in qualitative research to increase the diversity of

insights (Creswell & Poth 2018).



3.3 Data Collection

Between November 10 and 12, 2025, initial phone calls (lasting 7-12 minutes each) were made to
six individuals to explain the research purpose, confirm interest, and verify eligibility. These informal
conversations served to build rapport and clarified the interview process, with researcher field notes
taken to document key points (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Following verbal agreement, participants
received a digital consent package via DocuSign, including a detailed Participant Information Sheet,
Consent Form, and a brief demographic pre-interview form to capture age, occupation, housing type,

and self-reported knowledge level. This ensured full informed consent and compliance with ethical

standards (British Educational Research Association, 2018).

Participant Profiles
id | age | Gender | profession Housing origin Knowledge
About green
construction
(self-report)
P1 F Office worker | rented Finnish Basic
P2 M Carpenter owned Finnish Moderate
P3 F Environment | Student dorm | Finnish High
engineering
student
P4 M Business Shared flat Bangladesh | Very low
Administration | (Kortepohja)
student
P5 M Information KOAS Pakistan Very Low
Systems apartment
student (Mattilanniemi)
P6 F Nurse Rented 3-room | Finnish Very low
apt (Kuokkala,




On November 13, 2025, the semi-structured interview guide—comprising 25 open-ended questions
organized into six thematic sections (General Awareness, Attitudes and Perceptions, Experience and
Exposure, Barriers and Challenges, Policy and Institutional Support, and Future Outlook and
Recommendations)—was emailed to all six participants. This format allowed respondents to reflect
deeply and respond at their convenience. I got answers from all participants within 151
November.Follow-up clarification emails were sent to three participants (P2, P4, P5) to address minor
ambiguities, enhancing complete data. The final dataset included diverse voices: a 38-year-old office
worker (P1), a 52-year-old carpenter (P2), a 22-year-old environmental engineering student (P3), a
24-year-old Banglashi business student (P4), a 23-year-old Pakistani IT student (P5), and a 35-year-
old nurse (P6), all anonymized using pseudonyms (P1-P6) to protect identity (EU GDPR, 2016/679).

All the data was kept in a password-protected, encrypted folder on OneDrive. Trustworthiness was
ensured through member checking (three participants verified quoted excerpts), audit trail
documentation, and thick contextual descriptions to support transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Compared to in-person interviews, the email approach limited real-time questions, but it reduced
schedule problems and promoted open, written reflection, which was especially helpful for
participants with little expertise (P4, PS5, P6) and busy professionals (P1, P6). Potential self-selection
bias and language-related response limitations for non-native speakers were among the limitations,

which will be addressed in a later study by triangulating with the literature review (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2017).

3.4 Data Analysis

The analysis of the data was an iterative and continuous process that began already during the
interview phase. After each interview, a preliminary analysis was conducted to identify emerging
insights and refine subsequent interview questions. This reflexive approach is consistent with
qualitative interviewing practices described by Kvale and Brinkmann (2009), who emphasize the
value of ongoing reflection during data collection. The semi-structured interview format further
enabled the addition of probing questions, such as “how” and “why,” allowing deeper exploration of

participants’ experiences, motivations, and challenges related to sustainable building.



The analysis followed Braun and Clarke Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase framework for thematic
analysis, which provides a systematic approach to identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns
within qualitative data. Each phase was adapted to suit the iterative and reflexive nature of this study.
Familiarization with the data

Generation of initial codes

Searching for themes

Reviewing themes

Defining and naming themes

Producing the report

Familiarization began concurrently with data collection. As interviews were conducted, preliminary
notes were made on emerging patterns, surprising insights, and areas requiring further probing. After
each interview, transcripts were reviewed multiple times. These repeated readings allowed for
immersion in the data, fostering a nuanced understanding of participants’ experiences, perceptions,
and emotional responses.

The second phase involved systematically coding the data at a granular level. Using an inductive
approach (Thomas, 2006), meaningful segments of text were identified and assigned descriptive
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labels or “codes.” Examples included “cost concerns,” “trust in contractors,” “lack of knowledge,”
“desire for clear guidance,” and “difficulty evaluating materials.” Both semantic codes (explicit
content) and latent codes (underlying ideas or assumptions) were generated. Codes were manually
recorded and organized in Microsoft Excel, allowing for easy retrieval and iterative refinement.

In this phase, once coding was completed, related codes were clustered into broader conceptual
categories, forming preliminary themes. At this stage, thematic maps were developed to visualize
relationships between codes, subthemes, and overarching concepts. For instance, codes related to
financial constraints, uncertainty, and time limitations were grouped under a broader theme of
“Barriers to Sustainable Renovation.” This process facilitated the identification of patterns across
participants and highlighted areas of convergence and divergence.

A thematic map was developed to visualize relationships between codes, subthemes, and key

concepts.



The fourth phase involved evaluating, refining, and validating themes. As additional interviews were

section 1

Very low to basic for most people

Gy ana participant (P3) has high knawiadge:

International students: almost zero

Green building = “warm house + low bills™

Figure 2: Thematic Map
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overlap—for example, “lack of knowledge about sustainable materials” and “difficulty evaluating
sustainability claims” became part of a broader theme on “knowledge and information barriers.”
Other themes that appeared too narrow or weak were removed. This iterative review ensured that the
final themes remained closely aligned with the research question. The process resulted in a set of

themes that captured the most relevant issues expressed across all six participants.

A list of these themes is presented in Table 3.

Concept Themes

Perceptions and o .
1. Awareness of sustainability in everyday life
Understanding of
2. Understanding of sustainable materials and building choices
Sustainable Living




Concept Themes

1. Cost and budget constraints
Barriers to Sustainable ) ] )
2. Lack of knowledge and difficulty comparing alternatives
Home Improvement
3. Time limitations and lifestyle barriers

1. Role of professional guidance and trust
Decision-Making and
2. Need for clarity and step-by-step oversight
Behaviour in Renovation
3. Motivation to make sustainable choices when feasible

1. Perception of shared spaces and urban living2. Interest in
community-oriented sustainability (e.g., gardening,
Community and Collective recycling infrastructure)

Sustainability

Under the concept of perceptions and understanding, the themes reflect how participants make sense
of sustainability and how their knowledge about materials or building choices shapes their attitudes.
The barriers category captures financial considerations, limited information, and practical constraints
that influence whether sustainable renovation feels achievable. The decision-making cluster
highlights reliance on trusted contractors, the desire for transparency, and the conditions under which
participants are willing to choose greener options. Finally, the community-focused themes illustrate
how participants connect sustainability with shared spaces, neighborhood infrastructure, and

collective well-being.

In fifth phase, each theme was clearly articulated to capture its core meaning. Definitions were refined
to ensure that themes were distinct yet interconnected. For example, the theme “cost and budget
constraints” was defined not only as financial limitations but also as perceptions of long-term value
and affordability. Similarly, “role of professional guidance and trust” captured both the reliance on
expertise and the emotional comfort participants sought when making renovation decisions.

The final phase involved integrating thematic insights into the research report. Direct quotations from
participants were used to illustrate themes and provide depth to the analysis. Interviews conducted in
Finnish were translated only at this stage to minimize translation bias (Tracy, 2010). The final report
not only described each theme but also interpreted its significance in the context of sustainable

building, everyday practices, and behavioral barriers, linking findings back to existing literature



Themes were examined across and within stakeholder groups, with attention to convergent and
divergent viewpoints. Recurring themes—such as awareness gaps, financial constraints, and the
influence of socioeconomic context—align with patterns reported in international sustainability

literature (Pearce & Vanegas 2002; UNEP 2016).

3.5 Ethical Considerations

The study adhered to the ethical principles outlined in the Finnish National Board on Research
Integrity (TENK, 2019) and the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (ALLEA, 2017).
Participants received clear verbal information about the purpose of research, voluntary nature of
participation, right to withdraw at any stage, and anonymity procedures. No personally identifiable
information was collected or stored. Broad occupational and demographic descriptors were used to
protect confidentiality, particularly important given the small sample and specialized professions of

some participants.



CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

The analysis of the six interview responses reveals considerable variation in awareness, attitudes,
motivations, and adoption of sustainable construction practices. While all participants show some
familiarity with general environmental concepts, their understanding of sustainable building
principles differed markedly depending on educational background, professional exposure, and life
experience. These differences echo global patterns documented in previous sustainability research,
where technical experts tend to possess more advanced conceptual and practical knowledge than the
public (Pearce & Vanegas, 2002; UNEP, 2016).
The findings are presented through five thematic categories developed during the analysis process:

1. Public awareness versus technical expertise

2. Perceived significance of sustainable buildings

3. Motivators for sustainable adoption

4. Barriers to adoption

5. Information sources and preferred dissemination strategies
Together, these themes provide insight into how individuals understand sustainability, how they make

renovation decisions, and what factors constrain or enable adoption of sustainable building practices.

4.1 General Awareness of Sustainable Building Practices

When the six people were asked how much they knew about sustainable or green buildings, the
answers were all over the place, but mostly on the low side. The environmental engineering student
(P3) was the only one who really knew her stuff.

“A building that minimizes energy use, water waste, and material emissions across its entire life—
from extraction to demolition.”

She talked about lifecycle assessment, embodied carbon, Passivhaus, and even mentioned the 300 kg
CO2/m? target. Everyone else was way behind.

Most Finnish residents demonstrated practical, experience-based awareness, particularly regarding
energy efficiency in winter—a finding consistent with previous research suggesting that Nordic
public awareness is deeply shaped by climatic conditions (Jalas & Juntunen 2017).The office worker
(P1) and the nurse (P6) both said they have only “basic” or “very basic” knowledge. They know good
windows and thick walls save energy, but that’s pretty much it. To them, a green building is simply

a house that stays warm in winter and doesn’t give them a huge heating bill.



P1: “I"d say I have basic knowledge... I know good insulation and solar panels are better, but I don’t
know the details.”

P6: “Very basic. I know we should save electricity, but building-wise? Not much.”

The two international students (P4 and P5) were completely honest: “almost zero.” They come from
countries where nobody talks about insulation because it’s always hot. When they arrived in
Jyviskyld, they noticed the flats are warm without big radiators, but they thought it was just normal
in Finland. They had never heard the words “passive house” or “CLT” before I asked. This confirms
findings in migration and sustainability literature showing that new residents often lack contextual
environmental knowledge when entering Nordic housing systems (Schmidt 2020).

Across participants, media—including YLE, Helsingin Sanomat, social media platforms, and city
communications—played a significant role in shaping awareness, supporting earlier research on the
role of public communication in diffusing environmental knowledge (Karppi & Luoma-Aho 2019).
Rising energy prices in 2022-2023 were repeatedly mentioned as catalysts for public attention,

echoing findings by Mikkonen (2023) that economic shocks increase environmental awareness.

4.2 Attitudes and Perceptions of Sustainable Construction

Overall, attitudes toward sustainable building were positive, although shaped by financial pragmatism
and trust in proven technologies. Participants commonly associated sustainable buildings with lower
energy costs, improved comfort, and enhanced indoor environments, which resonates with research
highlighting the health and economic benefits of green buildings (Hékkinen 2018; UNEP 2020).
Everyone likes the idea. They just don’t like the price tag or the risk.

Several Finnish participants linked sustainable construction to national identity and material
traditions, particularly the use of local wood. P6 highlighted the appeal of wooden community
buildings, while the carpenter emphasized local employment benefits—reflecting the cultural
significance of wood construction in Finland (Hurmekoski et al. 2019).

“Lower heating bills, less damp, quieter homes. And if we use Finnish wood, we support local jobs.
A well-insulated house is also easier to sell later.”

However, perceptions were also shaped by skepticism and concerns about reliability. The P2 and P3
both expressed doubts about “eco products that fail in two winters,” mirroring broader Nordic

concerns about over-marketed green solutions (Niemi & Harkonen 2021).



P2 “Some ‘eco’ products are junk, thin insulation, fancy labels, fail in two winters. And imported

‘green’ concrete from Poland? What'’s the point?”

P3 “Some materials are greenwashed, ‘sustainable concrete’ is still concrete. Also, high upfront

’

costs scare people.’

International students measured sustainability primarily through rent prices and thermal comfort,
suggesting that the concept is interpreted through personal needs rather than environmental values—
supporting research on socio-economic determinants of environmental attitudes (Gifford & Nilsson

2014).

P4 “Less electricity bill , good for students! Also, if it’s warmer in winter, I don’t need three jackets

’

inside.’

4.3 Experience and Exposure to Sustainable Buildings

Most interviewees had indirect rather than hands-on experience with sustainable buildings. For
example, some had visited wooden public buildings, such as schools, libraries, or daycare centers,
which are increasingly built with CLT or other low-carbon materials in Finland (Liikanen et al. 2017).
These spaces were consistently described as warm, calm, and pleasant, Only one participant P2 had
direct involvement in constructing a sustainable building (a CLT office). His observations about
speed, cleanliness, and reduced noise on site align with empirical studies comparing CLT construction
to concrete (Tannert et al. 2018).

Younger participants, especially international students, reported almost no exposure, reflecting a
demographic divide into access to building-related knowledge and practices. Their exposure was
largely observational, for instance not building warmth or insulation performance.

Public involvement was generally assessed as low to moderate, with participants suggesting that
everyday practices (recycling, energy-saving habits) overshadow larger-scale building concerns—
consistent with Korhonen (2020), who argues that individuals often engage in low-effort

sustainability actions while remaining detached from structural aspects such as construction.



4.4 Barriers and Challenges to Adoption

Participants consistently identified cost as the primary barrier. The perception that sustainable
building requires higher upfront investment was repeated across all interviews, echoing findings by
Hakkinen & Belloni (2019) that financial considerations remain the most cited obstacle in the Nordic
region. When I asked, “What stops people from choosing green buildings?”, every single person gave
me almost the same answer, just in different words. The biggest wall is money. Always money.

Everyone said the same thing: green costs more at the start. P1 wrote it short and clear:

“Cost is the big one.”

The P6 felt it in her monthly budget:
“What if it costs extra in monthly fees? We already pay 600 €/month.”

The P2 has seen the price tags on real building sites. He told me that a normal house is already
expensive and making it properly green can add 10-20% to the price. For a 300,000 € house, that is
30,000-60,000 € extra. Most families simply do not have that cash lying around. And if the bank
gives a loan, you pay interest for 25 years. That scares people.

The international students feel it is even harder. They live on 800 € a month. For them, even 30 €
extra rent is food money. They wrote that they would love a warm, cheap-to-run flat, but they cannot
choose. KOAS decides, the landlord decides, they just pay.

So the first big barrier is clear: the price today feels bigger than the savings tomorrow. People know
they will save on heating later, but they need the money now.

The second barrier is trust. People are afraid of being fooled. The P2 told me stories of passive houses
that got mold because someone did the ventilation wrong. He has fixed those houses himself. Now
when someone says “eco” or “green”, many Finnish people think “expensive mistake”. They want
something that has worked for 30 winters, not something that sounds nice on a brochure.

The third barrier is information, or the lack of it. The two international students said everything is in
Finnish only. KOAS letters, city websites, energy labels, grant forms — all Finnish. They feel left out.
They asked for simple English stickers on the door or a one-minute video. That is all. But right now,
there is nothing. Even Finnish people complain about information. The P6 said nobody explains what

is worth doing and what is just marketing.



The fourth barrier is time and responsibility. Renters feel powerless. Students know they will move
in one or two years, so why care? Homeowners wait for the taloyhtié meeting, and in the meeting,
nobody wants to be the first to suggest spending money. Everyone waits for someone else to take the
first step. The P2 added one more thing that surprised me: there are not enough workers who really
know how to build green. He said young carpenters still learn the old concrete way. Modern wood
construction, heat pumps, triple-layer windows — very few can do it properly and fast. If the worker
makes a mistake, the whole “green” promise falls apart.

When I put all the answers together, the picture is simple. The same four or five problems come up
again:

1. Too expensive at the start

2. Not sure if it really works in Finnish winter

3. Hard to understand (especially for non-Finnish speakers)

4. Nobody feels it is their job to fix it

5. Not enough skilled people to do the work right

These are not small problems. They are big walls. And until someone makes green building cheaper,
simpler, and more trustworthy, most normal people in Jyvéskyld will just keep living in their old flats
and hoping the heating bill is not too bad this winter.

I realized that technology is ready after reading these responses. The heating systems function, the
wood is present, and the expertise is there. However, because daily life is already costly and complex,
the common people are not prepared. Neither the industry nor the trees are the barrier. The money is

the barriers.

4.5 Policy and Institutional Support

When participants were asked “What should the government or the city do to make green buildings
happen?”, responses were notably pragmatic rather than visionary. This emphasis on feasible, cost-
effective, and trust-oriented actions underscores the priority placed by residents on practicality and

immediate tangible benefits over abstract or ideologically driven initiatives.

Everyone agrees that Finland already has pretty good rules for new buildings. The energy classes (A,

B, C...) are strict, and almost every new house or school is at least B. The (P2) said it straight:

“Standards are good for new builds. Almost all meet high energy class (A or B).”



The environmental engineering student (P3) also gave the codes some credit, but she quickly added
that they only look at running energy, not at the carbon that went into making the concrete or steel.

She wants the rules to count the whole life of the building, not just the electricity bill.

But when it was aksed about old buildings — the ones most of us live in — the mood turns dark. Almost
everyone said the support for fixing old houses is too small and too complicated. P6 lives in a 2005
block in Kuokkala. She told me the taloyhti6 talked about new windows two years ago, but the grant
covered only 10—15%. The rest would add 40—50 € per flat every month for ten years. Nobody wanted

to pay for that, so nothing happened.

The P1 had the same story from Espoo. She applied for an ARA grant once and gave up after page

five of the form.

The P2 was the harshest:

“Incentives? Useless for normal people. 5,000 € grant doesn’t cover 30,000 € insulation job. Make
it 50% co-funded — that works.”

He said it exactly like that. 50%. Not 10%, not 20%. Half. Then people would do it.

The international students don’t even know grants exist. They only know their rent. The Pakistani

student (P5) wrote:

“If KOAS says ‘live in green flat, pay 30 € less’, students will run to sign.”

That sentence stayed with me. KOAS and the city could make the green flats cheaper to live in, not

more expensive. Right now it feels the opposite.

People also want the rules to be fairer for different groups.

The engineering student (P3) wants mandatory carbon reporting for every new building bigger than

500 m? and a total ban on oil heating by 2030, not just “please think about it”.



The P2 wants free training courses for builders and a rule that every public building (schools, health

centres, offices) must use mostly wood.

“We have the forests, use them!” he wrote.

The P6 just wants the city to help taloyhtids. She said if the city paid half of a proper renovation —
windows, insulation, heat recovery — then the housing company would say yes. Right now the city

pays almost nothing for private blocks.

One thing everyone agreed on: information has to be simple and in two languages.

The Bangladeshi student (P4) asked for a five-minute English video in the KOAS welcome pack. The
P6 asked for a one-page letter in the mailbox that says “Do this — save 400 € a year”. Same wish,

different languages.

People mentioned three things what is working properly

1. New schools and daycares made of wood — everyone loves them.
2. District heating that keeps getting cleaner.
3. The energy certificate you see when you buy or rent — at least you know if the flat is a money-eater

or not.

But for fixing the old stock — the 1970s and 1980s blocks where most normal people live — almost
everyone said the same: the help is too little, the forms are too hard, and the payback feels too far

away.

Analysis of the participant responses highlights a consistent and straightforward message: residents
do not primarily await new legislation or large EU funding programmes. Instead, they seek measures
that make sustainable construction feel safe, fair, and directly beneficial in everyday life. Four
modest, practical actions would eliminate most identified barriers: co-funding 50 % of renovation
costs for housing companies, granting permanent rent reductions of approximately 30 € per month in
energy-efficient student housing, providing free professional training for construction workers, and
delivering clear energy-performance information in both Finnish and English. These targeted

interventions directly address the core issues of cost, trust, perceived control, and accessibility. When



implemented, they create conditions in which widespread adoption of sustainable construction

practices becomes significantly more achievable.

The P2 ended his answer with one line that I think sums up the whole feeling:

“Make energy performance part of the sales price. A bad house should sell for less. The market will
fix itself- No speeches needed.”

The participant’s observation appears well-founded: in the Finnish context, residents place greater
trust in transparent numerical evidence and tangible support than in rhetorical or symbolic policy
statements. Provision of clear, resident-specific cost-benefit figures combined with substantial
practical assistance is likely to generate significant behavioural change. Conversely, continuation of
the current approach—minimal grant levels and complex application procedures—will sustain the
status quo, leaving households in moderately comfortable but energy-inefficient dwellings, incurring

excessive winter heating costs, and remaining dependent on favorable weather conditions.

4.7 Conclusion

The research data show that opinions toward sustainable construction practices are overwhelmingly
positive among all participant groups. However, actual adoption remains heavily influenced by three
interconnected factors: financial capability, access to relevant information, and the efficiency of
policy support mechanisms. Participants with expert-level backgrounds have far more technical
expertise, yet they face the same institutional limitations as ordinary residents, including expensive
upfront fees and poor policy enforcement. Non-expert participants exhibit a strong desire to interact
with sustainable solutions but are limited by a lack of specific knowledge and accessible, multilingual

resources.

These findings are consistent with global studies on sustainable construction adoption (Pearce &
Vanegas 2002; WGBC 2020) and form the foundation for the discussion and recommendations
presented in Chapter 5.



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses how public awareness and adoption of sustainable construction practices are
understood across different population groups in Finland, based on six qualitative interviews. When
started this thesis, I thought I would find people who either loved green buildings or hated them.
Instead, it was found something much more Finnish: people who are tired, careful with money, and
quietly hopeful if someone just makes it simple. Their stories demonstrate that sustainability in
construction is not a single, uniform idea but a set of meanings shaped by experience, cultural
background, and access to knowledge. This aligns with findings in environmental sociology that
public understandings of sustainability are “plural, contingent, and situated in everyday life”

(Agyeman, 2013; Shove, 2010).
5.1 Awareness: A Landscape of Uneven Knowledge

Awareness of sustainable construction differed widely across participants, confirming findings that
environmental literacy tends to be shaped by education level, technical exposure, and professional
practice (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). While comparing together the six interviews side by side, the
first thing was noticed how drastically different the beginning places are. The 22-year-old
environmental engineering student who can explain embodied carbon and the 300 kg CO»/m? target
in her sleep. On the other two international master's students who, had never heard the words "passive
house" or "heat-recovery ventilation" even once. Between them are the nurse, the office worker, and
the carpenter—people who have spent their whole lives in some of the world's best-insulated

buildings and define their expertise as "basic" or "practical, not academic".

My findings match what larger Nordic surveys have repeatedly shown: the general public has decent
operational knowledge about energy saving (turn off lights, recycle, buy A+++ appliances), but
almost no understanding of construction-specific sustainability—materials, lifecycle carbon, circular
design, or airtightness (Jalas & Rinkinen, 2016; Heiskanen et al., 2020). In my data the gap is even
visible inside the same city block: the Finnish nurse in Kuokkala notices that the new wooden daycare
“feels nice and warm”, while the Pakistani student two kilometres away in Mattilanniemi thinks the
warmth in his 2015 KOAS flat is just “Finland magic”. Same insulation standard, completely different

mental models.

The literature often blames low awareness on missing information campaigns (Karppinen et al.,

2019). Participants are not living under a rock—they read Keskisuomalainen, scroll Instagram, watch



YLE news, and four of them mentioned the crazy 2022—2023 energy prices as their personal wake-
up call. What they lack is not exposure to the topic; it is translation of the topic into something that
feels relevant to their own walls and wallets. As Bartiaux (2008) pointed out years ago, energy and
sustainability information only sticks when it connects to everyday practices and identities. This
connects directly to migration and language barriers, an area surprisingly missing from most Finnish
construction-sustainability studies. Recent work on environmental justice in the Nordic context
(Czischke & Huhtinen, 2021) already warns that climate policies can accidentally exclude non-native
speakers. My two immigrant participants proved that warning in real time: they live in some of the
most energy-efficient student housing in Europe and feel completely left out of the conversation

because every label, every city website, every energy-certificate explanation is in Finnish only.

Perhaps the clearest link to existing theory is the knowledge—action gap described by Kollmuss and
Agyeman (2002) and later updated for the building sector by Gram-Hanssen (2014). Even the
participant with the highest knowledge (P3) admitted that her excellent theoretical understanding does
not translate into personal action because she is a renter with a one-year lease. Meanwhile the
carpenter, who has medium knowledge but high practical influence, can change buildings every
day—yet he waits for better grants and clearer demand. Knowledge alone, whether deep or shallow,
is not enough; it has to meet opportunity, money, and trust at the same moment. Peaks of excellent
understanding exist in universities and among some professionals; deep valleys exist among recent
immigrants and busy working parents; and the majority of the population lives on a gentle but foggy
slope where they sense that "something about buildings and energy is important" but have no map,
compass, or reason to begin climbing until the path is made cheaper and clearer. Bridging those
mountains and valleys, in my opinion, is the real issue for anyone who wants sustainable construction

to move from lecture halls and policy documents and into ordinary Finns' homes.

Overall, awareness followed a clear pattern:

professional > homeowner > general resident > international resident.
5.2 Attitudes: Broadly Positive but Highly Pragmatic

Attitudes were positive across all six participants, echoing findings that Nordic societies generally
view environmental initiatives favorably (Harring et al., 2019). However, attitudes were shaped more
by practical concerns (comfort, cost, reliability) than by abstract environmental values (Berglund &

Matti, 2006).



The carpenter supported sustainable practices but viewed them through the lens of performance and
durability—a framing consistent with professional concerns identified by Hiakkinen & Belloni (2011).
The homeowner valued sustainability when it improved comfort or reduced bills, mirroring findings

that personal benefit predicts acceptance of green home upgrades (Wilson et al., 2013).

The environmental engineering student, however, evaluated sustainability primarily through climate

impact—a reflection of environmental norms internalized through education (Steg & Vlek, 2009).

The international students held neutral-to-positive attitudes but lacked emotional or practical
connection to the topic, a typical stance among temporary residents who do not anticipate long-term

housing investment (Néssén et al., 2018).

These findings reinforce that attitudes toward sustainable construction are situational:people support

sustainability when it solves everyday problems rather than when it exists as a policy ideal.
5.3. Barriers: Cost, Trust, and the Invisible Nature of Building Performance

Repeated analysis of the six interview responses reveals the ongoing presence of three major barriers:
high upfront costs, a lack of trust (often due to prior experiences with greenwashing or technical
failures), and the inherently invisible nature of improved building performance, which becomes
apparent only when energy bills arrive. These three characteristics are almost identical to the key
challenges reported in bigger Nordic studies completed over the last decade (Hiakkinen & Belloni,
2011; Heiskanen et al., 2020; Pardalis et al., 2021; Nielsen et al., 2021). The convergence of the
current small-scale findings with known regional research strengthens the cost-trust-visibility trio as
the key explanation for Finland's continuous gap between positive sentiments and actual

implementation of sustainable construction techniques.

Money is still the wall everyone runs into first: nurse panics at the thought of an extra 50 € on the
monthly taloyhti6 fee, the students know they will never have their own place, and the carpenter—
who literally builds houses—says normal families simply cannot agree with the 10-20 % extra
upfront cost, no matter how many payback calculations you show them (Hékkinen & Belloni, 2011;

Heiskanen et al., 2020).

Trust is the second punch: the carpenter has spent years fixing “eco” passive houses that ended up
with mould because someone cut corners on ventilation, the office worker still remembers friends

whose fancy new heat pumps froze in —30 °C, and both international students just smiled sadly when



I mentioned green labels—back home they saw plenty of pretty stickers that meant nothing (Niemeld

& Harkonen, 2021; Bowen, 2020).

Finally, there is the invisible problem that nobody talks about enough: unlike a new kitchen you can
brag about on Instagram, proper insulation, airtightness, and heat recovery are hidden inside the walls;
you only know it works when the These three things—immediate cost, broken trust from past failures,
and performance you cannot see or touch until it is too late—are exactly why participants, even the
ones who desperately want warmer homes and lower bills, still shrug and stay in their old flats. It is
not ignorance or climate denial; it is ordinary human caution in a country where winter lasts six
months and mistakes cost real money (Heiskanen et al., 2020; Bartiaux, 2008). Until we fix those
three feelings, all the amazing strategies and wooden schools in the world will stay on the nice side

of the gap, while most normal people stay on the cold side.
5.4 Experience: Tangible Encounters Shape Understanding

Participants with direct exposure to sustainable buildings—such as the carpenter working with CLT
or the environmental engineering student involved in a sustainable hostel project—had much richer,
more confident interpretations. This supports experiential learning theories (Kolb, 1984) and research
showing that visible, sensory encounters with sustainable architecture significantly improve public

understanding (Femenias & Hékkinen, 2008).

By contrast, the international students’ experiences were limited to functional student apartments with
no visible sustainability features. Their detachment reflects findings that “invisible sustainability”

limits occupant engagement and awareness (Meijer et al., 2018).

Similarly, participants who visited new wooden schools or libraries described a positive sensory
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experience— “warm,” “light,” “comfortable”—demonstrating the role of architectural experience in

building public trust in sustainable materials (Roos et al., 2010).
Thus, experience is not supplementary to awareness—it generates it.
5.5 Expectations for the Future: Optimism with Conditions

All participant’s believed Finland is moving toward more sustainable construction, consistent with
trends identified by Finnish environmental policy research (Harmaala & Jallinoja, 2012). However,

optimism was moderated by perceived conditions.



When I asked the last question (“What will happen with green buildings in the future?”), I was ready

for shrugs or “I don’t know.” Instead, almost everyone gave me a small, careful smile in their answers.

The carpenter said: “By 2035 all new schools and offices will be wood and almost zero-energy, but

only if the grants get bigger and we train a thousand new carpenters a year.”

The engineering student wrote: “80 % wood, retrofits everywhere, but only if carbon rules actually

become mandatory.”

Even the Pakistani student who started with “I know zero” ended with: “Finland is rich and clean,

you guys will fix it... new dorms will be green, old ones maybe if someone pays.”

The nurse just said: “New buildings yes, old ones only if the city helps with half the money.”

They are not dreaming big dreams. They are saying the same thing in six different ways: “We want
it, we believe it can happen, but please make the money fair, the information simple, and the houses
actually work.” 1It’s not loud hope, it’s quiet Finnish hope with conditions attached. And honestly,
those conditions feel totally doable. If we meet them, ten years from now walking around Jyviskyla
will feel warmer, quieter, and cheaper for everyone, no speeches needed. That’s the future these six
normal people described, and what really think we can get there. Temporary residents, such as
international students, expressed passive optimism but felt personally disconnected from the
transition—a dynamic noted in literature on mobility and environmental engagement (Nielsen et al.,

2017).

5.6 Conclusion

The six interviews reveal that sustainable construction adoption is shaped by uneven awareness,
practical attitudes, real-world barriers, and lived experience. While Finland enjoys cultural support
for sustainability, adoption ultimately depends on communication clarity, economic feasibility,
construction skills, and the visibility of sustainable features. These findings align closely with
international research on public understanding of sustainable buildings, suggesting that Finland’s

challenges are part of a broader global transition rather than a uniquely local issue.



CHAPTER 6: ETHICAL ASPECTS AND LIMITATIONS OF
STUDY

This chapter outlines the ethical considerations relevant to the collection, handling, and analysis of
the six interview responses used in this thesis on Public Awareness and Adoption of Sustainable
Construction Practices. Ethical practice is essential not only for protecting participants but also for
ensuring research credibility, transparency, and integrity (Bryman, 2016; Diener & Crandall, 1978).
Because this study involved personal views, experiences, and cultural perspectives from residents,

professionals, and international students, multiple ethical dimensions required careful attention.
6.1 Informed Consent and Voluntary Participation

All six participants—representing a homeowner, nurse, general resident, carpenter, environmental
engineering student, and two international students—were fully informed of the study’s purpose
before the interviews. Informed consent is a foundational ethical requirement ensuring that
participation is based on clear understanding and voluntary choice (Isracl & Hay, 2006; Resnik,

2018).
Participants were told:

the purpose of the research
the topics to be discussed
their right to decline to answer any question

that they could withdraw at any time

how their data would be used

This approach aligns with the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (ALLEA, 2017),
which emphasizes transparency and autonomy. All interviewees verbally agreed to take part, and no
pressure was applied. This was particularly important for the international students, who may be more
vulnerable due to language barriers and temporary residency, making voluntary participation crucial

to ethical conduct (Bhopal, 2010).



6.2 Confidentiality and Anonymity

Given the small number of participants, safeguarding identity was essential. Only general identifiers
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are used—such as “homeowner,” “environmental engineering student,” or “carpenter”—to ensure
anonymity. According to Saunders et al. (2015), the risk of deductive disclosure increases when
participants belong to small or specialized groups. This is particularly relevant for the carpenter and
the environmental engineering student, whose occupational backgrounds could make them easier to
identify. I handled everything under GDPR rules, keeping data minimal and secure, because even

small slips can expose people in tight-knit communities (European Union, 2018).
To mitigate this risk, the study:

® avoided recording specific employers, workplaces, or institutions
® removed any detailed personal information

® used broad demographic categories rather than exact age, nationality, or city
6.3 Handling of Sensitive Perspectives

Some answers touched on sensitive spots, like financial worries or doubts about "eco" products failing
in winter, so I treated those parts with kid gloves to avoid any misrepresentation. The homeowner's
mix of hope and hesitation about renovations felt personal, almost like sharing family budget secrets,
so [ made sure to quote carefully and contextually without overanalyzing (Orb et al., 2001). For the
international students, their comments on feeling "left out" by Finnish-only info could point fingers
at institutions like KOAS, but I framed it as a system issue, not blame. This kind of care is what Kaye
et al. (2017) talk about when research dips into money or home life—it's sensitive because it's tied to

stability and pride. I didn't want my words to twist theirs into something judgmental.

These narratives were handled carefully, ensuring that interpretations respected participants’

intentions and avoided overexposing their personal situations.
6.4 Cultural and Linguistic Sensitivity

Two Cultural and linguistic sensitivity hit home during the emails with the two international students;
their English was great, but I could feel the extra effort, so I kept questions clear and offered
clarifications without assuming. Ethics in multicultural research means not letting language turn into

a power imbalance or misread meanings (Temple & Young, 2004). I encouraged them to write in



their own style, no corrections needed, and it paid off—they shared openly about how "Finland
magic" (their word for insulation) was a total mystery. This aligns with Kvale and Brinkmann's (2015)
advice to let participants' cultural frames shine through, especially in a place like Tampere University,

where international voices are part of everyday campus life.
6.5 Data Storage, Protection, and Disposal

All data—including interview notes and transcriptions—were stored securely and handled following
GDPR standards (European Union, 2018). No raw data were shared publicly or uploaded to unsecured

platforms. Data were kept only for the duration required for completing the thesis.

Following ethical guidelines from the Finnish National Board on Research Integrity (TENK, 2019),
data will be:

® retained securely for the required academic period
® then permanently deleted

® without being used for additional research without renewed consent

This ensures compliance with the ethical principle of “purpose limitation.”
6.6 Accuracy, Honesty, and Avoiding Misrepresentation

Ethically responsible research must ensure that participants’ voices are represented authentically

without distortion or selective reporting (Silverman, 2017). During the analysis:

® interpretations were grounded in participants’ own wording
® 1o statements were exaggerated to fit theories

® contradictions and uncertainties were acknowledged rather than suppressed
For example:

® The homeowner’s mixture of interest and confusion about sustainable renovations was preserved
to reflect real-world complexity.

® The nurse’s limited awareness was presented respectfully without framing it as a deficiency.

® The carpenter’s technical concerns were contextualized rather than simplified.

® The international students’ detachment was interpreted through their temporary housing situation

rather than as disinterest.



This approach aligns with ethical qualitative practice that values participant authenticity and avoids

“over-interpretation” (Tracy, 2010).
6.7 Limitations of study

This study is subject to several important limitations that affect the scope and generalizability of the
findings. The sample comprises only six participants recruited through convenience and snowball
methods, which restricts the ability to draw broader conclusions about the population of Jyvaskyla or
Finland as a whole (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Self-selection bias is likely present, as individuals who
agreed to participate were probably more open to or interested in sustainability topics than the average
resident (Heckathorn, 1997). Data collection relied exclusively on asynchronous email interviews,
eliminating non-verbal cues and the opportunity for immediate follow-up clarification, potentially
reducing the depth and spontaneity of responses compared with face-to-face methods (Opdenakker,
2006; Meho, 2006). Email interviews gave thoughtful answers but missed the tone, facial expressions,
and chance to ask follow-up questions right away (Opdenakker, 2006). Language was tricky too—
the international students wrote in English but simpler than their native tongues might have allowed,
and translating Finnish answers lost some nuance even with help checking it (Temple & Young, 2004
The timing of data collection in November 2025, at the start of the heating season, may have amplified
the salience of economic and comfort-related concerns relative to other periods of the year (Jalas &
Juntunen, 2017). Finally, the researcher’s own background and interest in sustainable construction
could have subtly influenced question design and interpretation, even with deliberate efforts to
maintain neutrality (Berger, 2015). While these limitations prevent broad generalization, the observed
patterns align closely with larger Nordic studies (Heiskanen et al., 2020; Pardalis et al., 2021),
confirming that the work retains value as an exploratory, context-rich investigation capable of

generating practical hypotheses for future research.
6.8 Conclusion

Ethical conduct and clear recognition of limitations remain central to the credibility of this study.
Informed consent, strict anonymity, cultural sensitivity, and secure data handling protected
participants and honored the trust placed in the research process. The small sample size, convenience
recruitment, email-based method, seasonal timing, and researcher positionality restrict generalization
beyond the six participants. Nevertheless, the identified themes—cost dominance, trust deficits, and
information access gaps—align closely with established Nordic research findings. These constraints

position the study as an exploratory, in-depth investigation rather than a definitive survey. The rich



contextual insights generated provide a solid foundation for practical recommendations and offer

clear directions for larger-scale follow-up research.



CHAPTER 7 : CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 Conclusion

This qualitative study, based on six diverse residents of Jyviskyld, reveals clear and consistent
patterns in public awareness and adoption of sustainable construction practices. Awareness remains
highly uneven: technical understanding is largely limited to professionals and students in the field,
while most ordinary residents operate with only basic or experiential knowledge focused on energy
costs and thermal comfort rather than broader concepts such as lifecycle carbon or circular design.
Attitudes toward sustainable construction are strongly positive when the benefits are framed as lower
heating bills, warmer homes, better indoor air quality, and long-term financial savings; environmental
concern exists but functions as a secondary rather than primary motivator. The persistent gap between
positive attitudes and actual adoption is explained by three dominant barriers: high upfront costs
combined with long payback periods, widespread distrust stemming from past experiences of
greenwashing or technical failures, and significant information and language barriers—particularly
acute for international residents. Perceived behavioural control varies sharply according to housing
tenure: renters and students feel almost powerless, while homeowners face collective decision-
making constraints within housing companies (taloyhtio). Finally, existing policy support, especially
renovation grants and information provision—is widely viewed as insufficient in scale, simplicity,
and accessibility. These findings reinforce established Nordic research on the dominance of economic
and functional motives over purely environmental ones, while highlighting language exclusion and
the lasting impact of the 20222023 energy-price crisis as critical yet under-emphasized dimensions

in the Finnish context.

7.2 Recommendations

7.2.1 Improved Public Communication of Energy Performance

Information gaps and language barriers emerged as significant obstacles across all participant groups.
To address these issues, the following low-cost, high-impact measures are recommended:
a) Require a permanent bilingual (Finnish—English) A4 energy-performance sticker in the
entrance or lift of every apartment block and student-housing corridor. The sticker should
display three key figures: current energy class, estimated annual heating cost for an average

flat, and projected savings after standard renovation measures.



b) Mandate the distribution of a one-page bilingual information sheet twice per year to all
households, containing the same three figures, a brief explanation of the most cost-effective

upgrades, and a QR code or telephone number linking to free advisory services.

These interventions draw on evidence that simple, repeated, and personalised communication of
monetary savings significantly increases support for energy renovations (Asensio & Delmas, 2015;

Allcott & Mullainathan, 2010).

7.2.2 Strengthening Workforce Training and Higher Education

A critical shortage of skilled labour capable of delivering high-quality, airtight sustainable
construction was repeatedly highlighted. To remedy this bottleneck, the following actions are
recommended:

a) Establish a national training initiative offering 1,000 fully or heavily subsidised places
annually in short (3—6 month), practice-oriented programmes focused on modern wood
construction, heat-pump installation, mechanical ventilation with heat recovery, and
airtightness testing. Certification upon completion should be linked to recognised wage
increments.

b) Require universities and vocational institutions to incorporate mandatory modules on low-
carbon and circular construction principles into all civil engineering, architecture, and

building-technology degree programmes from the academic year 2027 onward.

Such measures align with findings that workforce competence is a decisive factor in reducing
technical risk, lowering costs, and rebuilding public trust in sustainable construction (Clarke et al.,

2019; Nielsen et al., 2021).
7.2.3 Reform of Financial Incentives and Pricing Mechanisms

Economic barriers—high upfront costs, long payback periods, and perceived unfairness—constitute
the single most cited obstacle to adoption. The following reforms are therefore proposed:

a. Increase state and municipal co-funding of typical energy-renovation packages (additional

insulation, triple glazing, heat-recovery ventilation, heat pumps) from the current 10-20 % to

a minimum of 50 % of verified costs.



b. Introduce permanent rent reductions of 30-60 € per month for all student-housing units
achieving energy class A following renovation, funded through reduced operating costs and
preferential state loans.

c. Require financial institutions offering state-supported mortgages to provide a minimum 0.4
percentage-point interest-rate discount for properties in energy classes A and B (green
mortgages).

d. Mandate the prominent display of estimated annual energy costs alongside rent or purchase
price in all real-estate advertisements and contracts.

These instruments are supported by extensive evidence that substantial, immediate, and transparent
financial incentives are among the most effective drivers of energy-efficient renovation and
sustainable housing choice (Gillingham & Tsvetanov, 2019; Tsvetanov & Segerson, 2014; European

Commission, 2020).

Implementation of the above recommendations, individually or in combination, would directly target
the cost-trust-information triangle identified as the primary impediment to wider adoption of

sustainable construction practices in the Finnish residential sector.
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APPENDIX
Interview Questions

1. General Awareness
1. How would you characterize your knowledge of environmentally friendly building
practices?
2. How do you define "green building" or "sustainable construction"?
3. Where do you often find out about environmentally friendly building methods?
4. How significant do you think sustainability is in the modern building sector?
5. What, in your opinion, have impacted the general public's current understanding of

sustainable construction?

2. Attitudes and Perceptions
1. How do you feel about the effects that traditional building techniques have on the
environment?

N

What are your thoughts on the possible advantages of environmentally and socially
responsible building practices?

3.  What, in your opinion, encourages individuals or groups to embrace sustainable building
practices?

4. What reservations do you have regarding environmentally friendly building practices or
supplies?

5. How do sustainable buildings stack up against conventional ones in terms of price, comfort,
and quality, in your opinion?

3. Experience and Exposure
1. Have you ever gone to or participated in a sustainable building project? If so, describe your
experience.
2. Inrecent years, have you observed any changes in the architecture or construction of
buildings?

3.  What would you say about the degree of public involvement in sustainability in the building
sector in your community?

4. Barriers and Challenges
a. What obstacles do you believe stand in the way of a broader adoption of sustainable
building practices?



b. What impact do policy, technical, or financial obstacles have on the adoption of
sustainable construction practices?

c. What part do you believe social and cultural considerations play in impeding the
uptake of sustainable building practices?

d. How may the building sector get over the ignorance or false information regarding
sustainability?

5. Policy and Institutional Support
1. How should government regulations support sustainable building practices, in your opinion?

2. How successful do you think the current incentives or building standards are at promoting
sustainability?

3. What sort of assistance—financial, instructional, or regulatory—do you believe is required
to boost adoption?

6. Future Outlook and Recommendations
1. How may the general public be made more aware of sustainable building methods?

2. What potential effects do you believe professional training and education could have on the

construction industry's acceptance of sustainability?

What do you think will happen to sustainable building in your nation or community in the
future?

What would be the one significant modification you would recommend to make building
more environmentally friendly, and why?



