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Why Do People Fait to Adopt Environmental Protective
Behaviors? Toward a Taxonomy of Environmental
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[ndividuals’ reasons for their tack of motivation toward environmental protective behav-
iors were proposad: amotivation becanse of strategy, capacity, effort, and helplessness
beliefs, Conflirmatory {actor analyses and correlations between the tour types of amotiva-
tion and constructs related to the environment supported the validity of the constructs A
structural mode I helplessness belicts could he predicted by the other sets of
belicts, and wherein strategy and ability beliefs resulred from ettort beliets, was tested. Ali
cstimated parameters were significanl, with the exception of one lok: amotivation
because of ¢lfort heliels did not display a sigmificant relationship with helplessness
heliefs. The importance of understanding why ndividuais may be amotivated and the
strategies liable to heip reduce their lack of motivation ave discussed

in w

Over the last two decades, people have become more and more aware of the
declining state of the environment and, as a consequence, have shown an
increased interest in environmental issues. [owever, despile this growing inter-
est, recent opinion polls indicaie that a large proportien ol people remain nactive
with respect to environmental protective behaviors (Angus Reid Group, 1992;
Gallup & Newport, 1990). For instance, a survey conducted among 1,000 Cana-
dian households indicated that 34% of the respondents rarely or never considered
environmental issues in the purchase of foed products, whereas 50% somerimes
took environmental issues inte account when purchasing food products, and only
15% always considered environmental issues when purchasing food (Statistic
Canada, 1994). Similarly, another survey from Statistic Canada {1992) indicated
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that only 17% of Canadian households used compost as fertilizer at home, or
pick-up services offered by the city (e.g., collection of leaves or residue from
lawn mowing).

In a review of earlicr research and the descriplion of several recent studies on
recycling, Oskamp {1995) indicated that about 40% of people recycle when they
have access 10 u curbside recycling program. This number drops to less than 10%
when people indicate that they do not have access to any recycling program. An
interesting aspect of the respondents surveyed is that their specific knowledge
about the requirements ot a recycling program was high (M = 8.1 out of 9 pos-
sible recyclable items; Oskamp, 1993).

Research on environmental issues has been mainly interested in the factors
leading people to adopt specific environmental behaviors, For example, many
studies have focused on the prediclors of recyeling behaviors (Jor litcrature
reviews, sce Dwyer, Leeming, Cobern, Porter, & Jackson, 1993; Geller, Winert,
& Everctt, 1982), responsible consumption patterns (Cook & Berrenberg, 1981;
De Young, 1986a, 1986h), and the purchase of environmentally friendly products
(Alwitt & Pitts, 1996).

Among the various variables that have been examined in order to gain a better
understanding of the antecedents of environmental behaviors, environmental
concern has probably been one of the most studied variables (e.g., Maloney &
Ward, 1973; Oskamp et al., 1991: Van Liére & Dunlap, 1980; Weigel & Weigel,
1978). This broad attitude has been found 1o be a significant mediating variable
between different personal characteristics (e.g.. being young, well educated, and
politically liberal) and various environmental behaviors (Milbrath, 1984), 1ow-
ever, it has also been observed that the relationships between different types of
environmental concerns and behaviors were frequently aflected by several situa-
tional {(e.g., prompls, removing barriers, providing rewards) and personal factors
(e.g., persenality, demographics, degree of feeling of sell-eflicacy, personal con-
trol, optimism; Oskamp, 1993; Oskamp et al,, 1991). :

The study of environmental knowledge is another avenue of interest in the
investigation of environmentally responsible behaviors. Environmental informa-
tion has generally been found to be moderately related to environmental attitudes
and bebaviors. The sirength of this relationship increases as the information gains
in specificity with respect to the targeted environmental behavior (Chaiken &
Stangor, 1987). For example, behaviors such as recycling, conserving encrgy or
water, and purchasing ecological praducts all require specific information about
how to perform environmental protective behaviors. In spite of collective efforts
to better inforin people through all kinds of sources (e.g., textbooks, journals,
curriculum guides tor environmental education, the media) regarding how
they can positively contribute to the preservation and the improvement of envi-
ronmental quality, people’s levels of education remain very low. Why? First,
withoul personal :dentification with the motives for engaging in environmental
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behaviors, people {ack the desire to assimilate the relevant information. Sccond,
if they do acquire such knowledge, it does not, by itself, represent a sufficient
condition to ensure environmental action.

Many researchers tested interventions designed to modify people’s behaviors.
These interventions included the use of reinforcers such as monetary incentives,
removing barriers by making the behavior more convenient, and using persuasive
communication strategics. These strategies have been successful on a short-term
basis, but have been inadequate to instill much long-term change {Geller et al,,
1982; Katzev & Johnson, 1984; Winett, Leckliter, Chinn, Stahl, & Love, 1985;
Witmer & Geller, 1976). Several studies (e.g., Aronson & (sonzales, {990;
DeYoung, 1986h; Wang & Katzev, 1990; Witmer & Geller, 1976) showed that
when the rewards were discontinued, the environmental protective behaviors
returned to baseline levels. Indeed, rewards typicaily promote many target behav-
iors only as long as they are given to reinforee these behaviors. Moreover, it has
been demonstrated that rewards can actually have an adverse impact on motiva-
tton (MNeci, 1973; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Lepper & Green, 1975).

As an alternative to behavioral incentives, De Young (1986b) argued that
intrinsic motivation was liable to be a long-term predictor of environmental
behaviors. Results of his studies (De Young, 1986b, 1989) mdicale that intrinsic
and sclf-determined motives, such as personai satisfaction (i.¢., feeling good
about doing something for the environment), being frugal {i.c., avoiding wasteful
practices), being scli-sufficient, and paruicipating in a program where one’s
actions can be seen to make a difference were significant incentives for recy-
cling.

Other researchers (McKenzie-Mohr & Oskamp, 1995; Milbrath, 1984} have
proposed the concept of sustainable change as something similar lo the concept
of intrinsic motivation, as defined by De Young (1986b, 1989}, These authors
emphasize the fact that there is a series of barriers that it responsible envi-
ronmental behaviors and that those barricrs are highly embedded in the context of
our culture. A first step toward the promotion of lasting responsible environmen-
tal behaviors is to enhance people’s understanding of how they can surmount
those barriers by changing the way that they think and act toward the environ-
ment. Although knowledge alone is not sufficient to produce action, these
authors suggest that it is 4 prerequisite for action.

In line with the works of De Young {1986b, 1989) and McKenzie-Mohr and
Oskamp (1995), Pelletier and his colleagues (Pelletier, Tuson, Green-Demers,
Noels, & Bealon, 1998) have developed and tested a measure ol people’s motiva-
tion for environmentally responsible behaviors, the Motivation Toward the
Environmental Scate (MTLES). The MTES is based on Deci and Ryan’s (1983)
theory of self-determination, which distinguishes between intrinsic motivation,
types of self-determined extrinsic motivation {(integrated and identificd regula-
tion), types of non—self-determined extrinsic motivation (i.c., introjected and
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external regulation), and amotivation. These authors suggest that when
individuals are self-detcrmined, they have integrated the regulation of environ-
mental behaviors. They act out of personal choice and interest. Their behaviors
are maintained even in the absence of external incentives or in the presence ol
external barriers. For example, Green-Demers, Pelletier, and Ménard (1997)
observed that sclf determined types of motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation, inte-
grated, and identified regulation) displayed the highest relations with the fre-
quency of different types of environmental behaviors. The magnitude of %.n
relationships graduaily decreased and, eventually, became negative as the moti-
vational types grew less self-determined. Moreover, the strength of the relation-
ship between sell-determination and environmental behaviors increased with the
level of difficulty of environmental behaviors. That is, although easy cnviron-
mental behaviors (¢.g., recycle newspapers) were predicted by relatively tow
levels of self-determination, more diflicult behaviors (e.g., educating oneself
regarding environmental behaviors) were predicted by higher levels of self-
determination.

In sum, over ihe years, researchers have proposed that many factors could
increase people’s environmental protective behaviors. While some of these
research venues appear promising (e.g., the study of self-determined Eoﬁ?m::iﬂ
a number of serious problems remain to he solved. For instance, despite the {act
that people report being more concerned about the environmental situation and
more aware of the importance of environmental issucs. 4 large number of peopie
remain inactive with respeet to environmental protection (De Young, 1989;
Finger, 1994; Forester, 1988), and others adopt only 2 few types of environmen-
1al behaviors (McKenzie-Mohr, Nemiroft, Beers, & Desmarais, 1995). Such
behaviors are not integrated in their lifestyles and are unlikely to be sustained
{Geller, 1993; McKenzie-Mohr & Oskamp, 1995).

While much attention has legitimately been granted Lo the reasons that foster
environmental behaviors, people’s reasons for not engaging in thosc same envi-
ronmental activities (i.e., envirenmental amotivation) remain to be investigated.
Specifically, the factors af the source of people’s motivation for engaging in envi-
ronmental behaviors may be quite different than the factors underlying environ-
menial amotivation. Thus, a better understanding of the amotivation phenomenon
may contribute to clarify the complex dynamic involved in environmental action.

Amotivation for Environmental Behaviors

Amotivation has traditionally been defined as a state in which individuals are
not able to perceive a contingency between their behavior and the subsequent
outcomes of their behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1983} It is an experience of luck of
control that has been compared Lo learned heiplessness (Abramson, Seligman,
& Teasdale, 1978). Amotivated individuals are incapable of foreseeing the
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conscquences ol their behavior, They are therefore unable to perceive the
motives underlying it Thus, they constantly doubt their actions and are hkely to
give up evenlually.

In the context of the current study, this general amotivation concept is
referred o as global helplessness beliefs. Within the context of the environment,
we proposc that individuals have global helplessness beliefs when they are
daunted by the enormity and the severity ol the environmental situation. T'he
deterioration of the environment is perceived as an intractable problem People
who are in this state are unable (o foresee how their contribution could bring
about tavorable outcomes on & large scale, and they eschew involvement in envi-
ronmentally conscions actions.

Moreover, we surmise that individuals could develop helplessness belhefs Tor
different reasons. Thus, although global helplessness beliefs are seen as liable to
make a valuable contribution te our understanding of why certain people fail to
make some construclive changes in their behaviors, it is proposed that individu-
als also feel amativated for more specific reasons. First. they believe thal the pro-
posed strategics are not effective in producing the desired outcome. Secend, they
believe that they do not have the capacity to implement these strategies clfee-
tively, Third, although they may think that strategies are etfective, or although
they may have the capacity to implement these strategies, they may not be ahle to
maintain the ¢flort necessary (o execute the behavior or Lo integrate it into their
lifestyles. Therefore, it is argued here that the concept of amotivation can gain in
precision when three additional dimensions are considered: amotvation because
of strategy heliefs, capacity beliefs, and cffort beliels.

First, strategy beliefs stem from Bandura’s (1977, 1982) concept of oufcome
expectancy, which refers 10 a person’s percepiion that 4 parlicular course of
action will ead to certain outcomes. According to Bandura, motivation is partly
rooted in cognition in the sense that most courses ol action are initially shaped in
thought. It is through the cognitive representation of future outcomes that a per-
son considers adopting certain behaviors. Similarly, Skinner, Wellborn, and
Connell (1990} sugpested that people have a set of heliefs about perceived con-
trol, which refers to the expectation that certain strategies are effective in produc-
ing the desired outcomes. On the basis of these considerations, we propose that
one possible reason for amotivation is the beliel that a specific behavior will not
he effective in attaining the desired goal. To summarize, strategy beliels reler to a
person’s expectancies regarding the extent to which certain strategies are inetfee-
tive tn producing the desired outcomes.

Second, capacity beliefs are derived from Bandura’s (1977, 1982) concept of
self-efficacy expectancy, and Skinner’s (Skinner et al., 1990) contention that
individuals have expectlations aboul their capacity to apply different strategics.
According to Bandura, the term self-efficacy refers to people’s belief in their
capacity to perform a certain behavior. Studies have revealed that personal goals
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are influenced by self-appraisals of capabilities. Moreover, the stronger the
perecived self-efficacy, the higher the challenges people set for themsetves, and
the firmer their commitment to their goals (Bandura, 1991).

Individuals whe doubt their efficacy visualize failure scenarios and dwell on
the many things that could go wrong. When faced with obstacles and failures,
they harbor seif-doubts about their abilities, slacken their efforts, and eventually
give up. Therefore, in addition to the required skills, action calls for beliefs of
personal efficacy. In other words, people may know Lhal a particular course of
action would produce a desirable outcome, but may not belteve that they have
what it takes Lo successfully carry out the required behaviers, This leads to amo-
tivation. Tn sum, capacity beliefs refer to people’s expeetations with respect to
their aptitude ta perform a certain behavior.

Third. effort beliefs reler Lo the desire to expend the energy required by a par-
ticular behavior. Tn a study on how children’s motivation in scheol can be
enhanced, Skinner et al. {1990) found that the cumulation of capacily behefs and
effort belicls was a necessary antecedent of performance. Specifically, these
authors discovered that capacity beliels were insufficient to produce task
involvement. Children also had to believe that they could gencrate the effort
required Lo carry out the necessary actions, and maintain the effort in the face of
difficultics.

Likewise, adults may have trouble performing a behavior if they are unable to
sustain the necessary effort or if the behavior is difficult to integrate in their life-
styles. In such circumstances, people may believe that they have the capacity to
execute a behavior, and they may also believe that a specific behavior could lead
to the desired ontcome. However, effort beliels may create amotivalion if they
think that they cannot exert the sustained effort reauired to perform and maintain
the behavior.

The purpose ol the present study is to construct and validate a scale, the Amo-
tivation Toward the Environment Scale {AMTES), which attempts to measure
the four proposed constructs: amotivalion because of helplessness belicls, strat-
egy beliefs, capacity beliefs, and effort beliefs. The current study comprises Lwo
stages. In the first stage, the factorial structure of the AMTES is assessed using a
confirmatory factor analysis. In the second stage, an additional confirmatory fac-
tor analysis is performed on an independent sample to cross-validate the results
obtained in the first stage. It is hypothesized that the confirmatory factor analyses
will yield four factors, corresponding to the four amotivation subtypes, which
will account for a satisfactory portion of the covariance in the sample.

In the second stage, the scale’s convergent validity is also assessed using cor-
relations between the different types of amotivation and related psychological
and environmental constructs. First, it is hypothesized that the more individuals
perceive themselves to be self-determined for environmentai behaviors, ihe less
they witl be amotivated for the four proposed reasons. Second, it is hypothesized
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that perceived compelence for environmental behaviors will be negatively
associated with all types of amotivation heliefs but predominantly with amotiva-
tion because of capacity beliefs. Third, it is hypothesized that the perceived
importance of the current environmental siteation witl not be associated with the
different types of amotivation. In other words, we hypothesize that individuals
may believe thal it is important to do something ahout the environment but that
this belief would not relate to the proposed reasons for their lack of motivation.

Fourth, it is hypothesized that the perceived problems in the locat environ-
ment and the perceived health risks will be negatively associated with amotiva-
tion because of a lack of effort beliefs. These associations were expected since
the recognition of the seriousness of environmental problems, and health risks
appeared necessary Lo {eel motivated to invest efforts in environmental behav-
iors, Fifth, in accordance with self-determination theory {(Deci & Ryan, 1983,
1991), when the context is perceived as nof supporting the individual’s auton-
amy, and emphasizes a lack of care for the person and the environment, feelings
of amotivation and global hetplessness beliefs should inerease. Sixth, based on
theoretical propositions by Oliver (1997) and rescarch by Andrews and Withey
(1976) on satisfaction and well-being, it 1s hypothesized that satisfaction with the
current condition of the environment will be pasitively associated with a lack of
effort beliefs, whereas satisfaction with existing government policies will be neg-
atively associated with a lack of strategy beliefs.

Finally, beliefs that the stratepics are inadequate to solve the environmental
problem are hypothesized to be positively associated with negative feelings
toward the environment (e.g., pessimism), On the other hand, negative feelings
about the seif in relation to the enviconment (e.g., shame or guill) are hypothe-
sized to be positively asseciated to amotivation because of capacity or elfort
beliefs,

Also as part of the second stage, relationships between three types of amati-
vation beliefs (i.e., amotivation because ol a lack of strutegy, capacity, and elfort)
and the more general slate of helplessness beliefy, arc estimated using a structural
equation model. We reason that a general state of helplessness heliefs could
resuit from any ol the three other types of amotivational beliefs. Then, it is first
hypothesized that helplessness beliefs represent a global state that could be pre-
dicted by amotivation because of strategy, capacity, and effort beliefs. Second,
individuals may develop beliefs that environmental programs are not effective
{strategy beliefs), or that they do not have what it takes to manifest environmen-
tal behaviors at home, away from home, or at work (capacity beliefs) because the
adoption or integration of these behaviors in their lifestyles requires too much
effort or sacrifices (etfort beliefs). As a consequence, amotivation because of
strategy and capacity beliefs is hypothesized to result from amotivation because
of effort beliefs. In other words, individuals may feel amotivated toward the envi-
ronment because they betieve that for environmental strategies to work or in
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order to feel that they have the capacity to manifest environmental behaviors in
different contexts, they must make an cffort to change their habits or make sacri-
fices, something they helieve that they cannot do.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The questionnaire package was part of a large project on environmentat
research. It was distributed by mail to a random selection of 3,000 residents cho-
sen from the telephone directory of the Cornwall area and villages along the
shore of the St. Lawrence River, in the province of Onlario, Canada. Participants
received the research questionnaire, along with an mtroduction letter explaining
the purpose ol the study and instructions for completing the questionnaire. A
stamped, pre-addressed return cnvelope was also included. Participants were
asked o return the questionnaire within the following 2 weeks. A reminder was
sent 2 weeks after the initial package to encourage participants ro complete and
return the gquestionnaire, if they had not already done so. The return rale was
approximately 25%.

Following the listwise deletion of missing data, the final sampie (1 = 600)
was compsised of 384 men, 210 women, and 6 participants who [aled to report
their gender. The participants” ages ranged between 18 and 91 years (M ape = 49
years), and fheir houschold incame varied between less than $24,000 to moare
than $200,000 (M = $65,000), The participants’ level of education was distrib-
uted as follows: high school or tess (40.9%), community cotlege (27.6%), some
university (13.7%), university degree (12.7%), and postgraduate degree (4.9%).
A subsample of 300 participants, who wers randomly selected {rom the total
sample, was used in the first stage of the study Lo establish the lactorial struc-
ture of the scale. The remaining 300 participants composed the subsample that
was used in the second stage of the study to confirm the scale’s factorial struc-
ture, to ascerlain the convergent validity of the scale, and to test the struclural

model.
Measures

The AMTES. Intervicws were conducted with individuals of varying back-
grounds to generate an initial pool of reasons as 1o why people fail to engage in
environmentally conscious behaviors, The most frequently reported reasons were
then formulated into items that correspond Lo the definitions of the four subtypes
of amotivation. The scale contained 16 items in total, with 4 items per subscale.
ltems were answered in response to the question “Why are you nof doing things
for the environment?” ltems were presented in random order and represented
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possible motives for refraining from performing environmental behaviors. Parte-
ipants were asked to indicate their responses to each item by circling the appro-
priate number on a 7-point Likert scaie ranging from 1 (does nof correspond at
all) to 7 (corresponds exactly).

The MTES (Pelletier et al., 1998). This scale consists of 24 items measuring
people’s fevels ol intrinsic motivation, four sublypes of extrinsic molivation {i.e.,
external regulation, introjection, identification, and inlegration), and glebal amo-
tivation for environmental behaviors (four items per subscale). These subscales
carrespond to the different types of motivation identified by Deci and Ryan
(1985). Items are presented as possible answers to the question “Why are you
doing things for the environment?” The ilems were rated on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (does not correspond) to 7 (corresponds exactlyv). To sim-
plily data analysis, a global Self-Determination Index (5D1) was computed for
cach parlicipant. This was done by multiplying the participant’s score on each
subscale hy a weight assigned as a function of the position ol the subscales on the
self-determination continuum (Blais, Sabourin, Boucher, & Vallerand, 1998).
That is, the SDI reflects the relative ievel of self-determination experienced hy
participants when engaging in environmental behaviors (o - .92,

Perceived competence jor environmental behaviors This scale consists of six
items (o = .83) designed to assess the individual’s perceived competence for
environmental behaviors (e.g., *I think I can effectively do things to help the
environment™; Pelletier et al., 199%). ltems were rated on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (dues not correspond af affy 10 7 {corresponds exactlv).

Perceived importance of the environment. This scale consists of four items
designed (0 assess how important the current environmental situation is to the
persen (o = .69; Pelletier et al., 1998). The scale contains items such as 1 feel
that the seriousness of the environmental situation has been blown ot ol propor-
tian” (reverse-coded). Parlicipants were asked Lo evaluale each statement accord-
ing 10 how well it describes their thoughts about the environment. Ralings were
made on a 7-point Likerl scale ranging from | (does not corvespond at all) to 7
{corresponds exactly).

Ferceived problems in the local environment A list of 11 items was estab-
lished to assess how important people consider different problems in their local
environment {Pelletier, ITunsiey, Green-Demers, & Legaull, 1996). The uiems
were generated following a survey ol specialists in biology, geography, ceconomy,
chemistry, and hydrology involved in the Ecosystem Recovery on the St
Lawrence Project. These specialists were asked to identify items refated to the
condition of the environment in the Cornwall area (e.g., air pollution from auto-
mobile emissions, water pollution by industries, fish loss or degradalion of rare
hahitats). Participants evaluated the imporlance of cach item on a 7-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (nof important at ally to 7 (verv important), Globally,
the scale showed an acceptable level of internal consistency (o = .8%).
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Perceptions of health risks. This scale was composed of 21 items (u = .92).
Like the items measuring the perceived problems in the local environment,
these items were selected following a survey of the multidisciplinary team {e.g.,
biologists, chemists, epidemiologists) of the Fcasystem Recovery on the St.
Lawrence Project (Pelleticr, Hunsley, et al., 1996). Liach item represented a
health threat related to the environmental conditions (e.g., nuclear waste, {ish
caught in the St. Lawrence River, outdoor air quality). Participants answered
each item on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost no health risk) 10
7 (Chigh health risk).

Percepiion of autonomy support by the government (Green-Demers,
Blanchard, Pelletier, & Béland, 1994). This scale was comprised of 10 items 1o
measure people’s perceptions that the government encourages and respects their
input and initiative, and thus facilitates the development or maintenance ol self-
delermination (e.g., “T feel that the government respects the public’s opinion con-
cerning environmental issues”). ltems were rated on a 7 point Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (does not corvespond ar all) to 7 (corvesponds exactly; o= .64).

Perceived interpersonal climare (Green-Demers, Leguull, Pelletier, &
Stewart, 1995). The scale consists of two subscales that measure two different
dimensions of interpersenal climate: (a) autonomy support, and (b) caring. The
autonomy support subscale consists of seven items that measure people’s percep-
lions that their social environment respects and encourages their input and initia-
tives, and thus facilitales the development or maintenance of sel~determination
(e.g., "I feel that my social environment takes into account my opinions regard-
ing the envirenment”; o = .62). The caring subscale consists of four items that
measure people’s perceptions that their social environment is indifferent or
uncuring toward them when discussing environmental issues (e.g., “I feel
that people in my social environment are not interested in my opinions on the
environment™; & = 77). [tems were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging [rom
1 (does not corvespond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly).

Environmental Satisfaction Seale (ESS; Pelletier, Legault, & Tuson, 1996).
The ESS comprises two subscales (4 items/subscale) assessing the level of envi-
ronmental satisfaction (e.g., “The local environmental conditions are excellent”;
o = .88) and the level of satisfaction regarding the government’s environmental
policies (e.g., “The government policies developed to deal with the cnvironmen-
tal situation arc excellent™; o — .89). ftems were raled on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from | (do not agree at alfy 10 7 (rotally agree).

Negarive feelings about the envivonment. This scale is composed of two sub-
scales measuring negative feclings about the envirenment (cc - .70) and seli-
related feclings about the environment (o = .69). The lists of feelings were
derived from the Multiple Affect Adjective Cheeklist (Zuckerman & Lubin,
1965). Participants were asked to evaluate their feelings in response to the
prompt “When T think about the environment, I feel . . ” Ratings were made on a
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7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 {does not correspond at all) to 7 {corvesponds
exactiy).

Results

Preliminary Analvses

First, prior to testing the factorial structure of the AMTES, preliminary anal-
yses were performed to assess departures from basic assumplions. Examination
of the values of kurtosis and skewness revealed that [ive ilems displayed values
above [1]. Yet, the univariate distribution of the items was deemed acceptable
since the mean kurtosis (Af = 0.18) and the mcan skewness (M = (L.87) for the
global scales were inferior to |1 (Mithen & Kaplan, [985). Also, the inspection
of multivariate residuals provided no indications of departure from mullivariate
normality. An analysis of casewise residuals revealed no univariate outliers (i.e.,
no cases were beyond 3 standard deviations of the mean) and an acceptable level
of multivariate outlicrs (less than 5%). Finally, there was no evidence of multi-
collinearity or singularity (i.e., all correlations were infertor 1o 90; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 1996).

Sceond, the descriptive statistics of the AMTES were examined. For the [irst
sample, the highest mean was {ound with the subscale of effort beliefs, whercas
in the second sample it was found with sirategy belicls (Table 1). Thus, these two
reasons were the predominant reasons cited by the participants (o explain their
fack of motivation toward environmental behaviors. On the other hand, amotiva-
lion because of a lack of capacity appeared to be the least important reason ¢ited
by participants for not being motivated to engage in environmentu] behaviers,
and this was observed for both samples.

Stage [ Initial Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Sample 1)

A confirmatory analysis was performed on the first sample using LISRLE
VI (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). A four-factor model was assessed. The mode!
included the estimation of the 16 target loadings, four factor variances, correla-
tions between all four factors, and uniqueness valnes for all 16 items. All cross-
lvadings and uniqueness covariances were fixed to 0. Results revealed an ade-
quatc fit for the proposcd maodel, 3298, N = 300} = 218.59, p < .00] (GF1 — 92,
AGFT = .90, CFT = .95, TFT = .95, PNFI = 75). The factor loadings representing
standardized item- total correlations arc presented in Table |. Correlations
between the latent factors are presented in Table 2, along with Pearson correia-
tions between the observed scores. Pearson correlations varied from 33 to .72,
The three types of amotivation (strategy, capacity, and effort beliefs) were all
related to the more general state of helplessness beliefs. Amotivation for strategy



2492 PELLETIER ET AL.

Table 1

Confirmatory Factor Analyses for the AMTES (Samples { and 2)

Factor loadings

Scale items Sample 1 Sample 2

Strategy beliefs (M! = 2.53, M2 =2.70)
1 don’t think thal (he present programs are really
going Lo help the environmental situation. TF2(.48) T1(.50)
1 simply don’l believe that the existing programs
will he successful in improving our environmental
situation. A1 {(34) K2.32)
[ feel the environmental programs are not effective. .82 (32) 86 (.26)
I think the envirommental programs that have been
developed are inadequate; they are not really
solving the programs.

Effort beliefs (Al = 2.64, M7 =2.56)

T5(43)  72(.48)

| can’t seem to try hard enough. 75 (.44) b8 (.54}
I just can’t seem to make the effort to change my

habuts. B1(.34) 85 (.28)
I can’t seemn to find it in me to make the necessary

sacrifices, R7 (.24 91 (18)
[ can’t make the effort to use my time cftectively. B0 (.36) H2(.35

Capacity beliefs (A1 — 2.14, A2 - 2.10)
1 don’t feel that I have the competence to do these

things for the environment. .60 (.64) S35 (.70)
1 am not able to make wise choices concerning the

environment. J0(S5T1) 61 (.63)
I don't have what it takes to do these things. T4(.43) 75 (44)
I know that environmental programs exist, but 1

don’t seem Lo have the capacily to apply them, 75 (.44 .80 (.36)

Helplessness beliefs (M! = 2.30, M? = 2.23)
What little 1 could do for the environment would not
have any impact on a larger scale. 69 (.53) 7 (.41)
The magnitude of the ecological disaster is such that
it is not likely that my behaviors will have any
impact on the situation. 72(.48) 79 (.38)
(table contines)

1
1
|
|
|
'
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Table | (Continued)

Factor loadings

Scale items Sample | Sample 2

I feel overwhelmed by the gravity of ecological

problems, and I have the feeling there is nothing |

can do. .69 (.33 81 {34)
The environmental problems are considerable, and 1

don’t think 1'd be able to change anything about it, .76 (.42) 82 (.34

Note. Only loadings above 30 appear in the table. The crror uniqueness values are pre-
sented beside their respective loadings, in parentheses. All estimates are standardised and
significant at p < ,05. AMTES — Amolivation Toward the Environment Scale. 371 = mean
for the first sample; M2 = mean for the second sample.

beliefs presented the highest correlation with general helplessness beliefs. A con-
firmatory [aclor analysis is a very stringent test of the factonal structure of a
measurement of an instrument, The tact that the AMTLS withstood this test suc-
cessfully offers promising suppert for its construct validily. In view of these find-
ings, no further model fitting was deemed necessury, as the proposed model
appeared to represent a satistactory portion of the sample covanance. Finally, the
internal consistency of cach of the four subscales was acceptable (.79 < Cron-
bach’s o< 88).

Stagre 2: Second Confirmatory Factor Analvsis. Canvergent Validity, and
Structural Equation Modeling (Sample 2)

Confirmatory facior anafysis. Since the objective of this additional con-
[irmatory factor analysis was to cross-validate the aforementioned resulls, the
hypothesized model was specified to be identical to the model tested in Stage 1.
The resudting factor loadings are presented in the seeond column of Table 1, and
the correlations between the latent factors are presented in Fable 2, along with
the Pearson correlations hetween the observed scores. lere again, resufts
revealed an adequate fit for the proposed model, y2(98, N = 300) = 240.43, p <
001 (GFL= 92, AGFI = 90, CFl = 95, [F1 = .95, PNF[ = 75). No further model
fitting was deemed necessary, as the propased mode! appeared to represent
the sample covariance adequately. Therefore, it was possible to successfully
replicate the results obtained in the Arst stage of the study with an independent
subsample.

Associations with related constructs. Convergent validity was assessed by
examining correlations between amotivation subscales and constructs related to
the environment. Results are presented in Table 3.
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Table 2

Correlations Berween the AMTES Subscales for Samples 1 and 2

Capacity  Stralegy Effort Helpless-

Belicfs heliefs beliefs beliefs  ness heliefs
Sample | - ) S T
Capacity (o0 =.79) - 35 S8 .62
Strategy (o = .86) A9 — 33 72
Lffort (& = .88) 12 25 — 50
Ifelplessness (o = .50) T2 0 .55 —
Sample 2
Capacity (o0 =.77) A4 63 .60
Steategy (o = .86) .67 — 22 60
Lfort {c = .89) 71 38 — 49
Helplessness (o .R7) a7 .86 s —

Note. Pearson corrclations are presented above the diagonal and phi vaiues are presented
below Lhe diagonal. AMTES = Ameotivation Toward the Enviroament Scalc.

Overall, results were very much in line with the hypotheses. First, as hypoth-
esized, the SDI was negatively related to the four types of amotivational beliefs.
Thus, as the autonomous motivation for environmental behaviors increased, the
amotivation for any of the four proposed reasons decreased. Second, perceived
competence was negatively associated 1o all four types of amotivational beliels.
As hypothesized, the highest correlation was obtained with amotivation because
of capacily beliefs. Third, the perceived importance of the environmental situa-
tion was only marginally correlated o amotivation because of capacity beliefs,
and uncorrelated 1o the three other types of amotivation. The absence ol interrela-
tions between perceived importanee and amotivation beliefs suggests that both
types of constructs are independent. Therefore, as hypothesized, participants
were not amotivated because they considered that the environmental situation
was unimportant. Fourth, the perceived problems in the local environment and
the perceived health risks related to environmental conditions showed negative
associations with amotivation because of effort beliefs. Also, perceived problems
in the environment were negatively associated with amotivation because of
capacily beliels and global helplessness beliels.

Fifth, another set of correlations was examined with respect to aulonomy-
supportive and caring allitudes. Results suggested that the perception of Lhe
social environmenl as supporting one’s autonomy was negatively associated
with all types of amativation beliefs. The highest cosrelation was obtained with

AMOTIVATION I'OR ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIORS 2495

Tuble 3

Carrelations Between the AMTES and Related Constructs

Helpiess-
Capacity Strategy  Effort ness
beliels  beliefs  beliels  beliefs

Selt-Determination tndex 233 251 -31 -.31
Perceived competence for environmental
behaviors -32 -16 -.24 -.30
Fnvironmental attitudes toward the
environment
Perceived importance A3 03 10 09
Perceived problems in local
environment =13 -.06 -.24 -13
Perceived health risks -.02 U1 -23 -.03
Perception of autonomy support by
government =17 -.36 -.09 -.20
Perception of awtonomy support in social
environment -.26 -27 =21 -.30
Perception of care in social environment -.28 =27 -.19 -39
Satisfaction toward the environmental
conditions 20 09 5 17
Satisfaction with the government’s
environmental policies 10 =17 A7 06
Negative feelings loward the
environment (e.g., discouraged,
pessimistic, helpless, resigned) 22 36 0o 27
Negative sell-related feelings when
thinking about the environment {e.g.,
guilty, at fault, responsible, ashamed) A8 .00 16 .09

Nofe. N - 300, r 2 12, are significant at pp < .05, AMIES = >3¢:«mno: ‘toward the m\_éf
ronment Scale,

amotivation because of globul helplessness beliefs. Similar results were observed
with the pereeption of the social environment as being caring toward the person
and the different types of amotivation beliefs. Again, the highest correlation was
found with amotivation because of helplessness beliefs, Moreover, autonotmy-
supportive behaviors by the government were predominantly negatively



2496 PELLETIER ET AL.

associated with amotivation because af a lack of strategy. This construct was also
negatively correlated to amotivation because of a lack of capacity belicfs. and to
amofivation because of global helpiessness belicts. Sixth, the more satisfied indi-
viduals were with environmertal conditions and government cnvironmental
policics, the more they experienced amotivation hecause of effort heliefs. Satis-
faction with the environment was also positively associated with amotivation
because of capacity beliefs and amotivation because of helplessness beliefs.

Finally. a last set of correlations with feelings about the environment revealed
that when participants indicated that they were amotivated because ol stralegy
beliefs, they experienced negative feelings about the environment. When they
were amotivated because of a lack of capacity, they reported more negative feel-
ings about the environment (discouraged, pessimistic, helpless, resigned) and, to a
lesser degree, more negative feelings about the self in relation to the environment
(guilty, at fault, responsible, ashamed), Amotivation because of effort beliefs was
associated with negative feelings about the self, and the general state ol helpless-
ness beliels was correlated with negative feelings about the environment.

Evaluation of the proposed structural model. A structural equation modeling
procedure was performed in order to assess the relationships between amotiva-
lion because of stralegy belicls, capacity beliefs, effort behefs, and the more gen-
eral state of helplessness beliefs. Measurement specifications included the
estimation of all iarget loadings and error uniqueness. All cross-loadings and
item uniqueness covanances were fixed to 0. The residual variance for the con-
struct of amotivation because of helplessness beliefs was estimated. With the
exception of the likelihood ratio, y2{99, N = 300) = 249 66, p < 001, the fit
indexes revealed that the correspondence between the estimated model and the
sample covariance was satisfactory (Gl =91, AGE] — .89, NFL - .91, NNFI -
93, CFI = .94, IF[ — 95, PNFL - .75). Atl estimated parameters were significant
and of acceptable magnitude, with the exception of one structurat link. Helpless-
ness beliefs appeared o be a direct consequence of only two of the three specific
amotivation beliefs (i.e., amotivation because of capacily beliefs, B =0.51; and
strategy beliefs, p — 0.52), Amotivation because of a lack of effort did not display
a significant relationship with helplessness beliefs. More importantly, amotiva-
tion because of effort heliefs was a strong predictor of amotivation becausce of a
Jack of capacity (B = 0.81) and, to a lcsser degree, amotivation because of a lack
of strategy (P = 0.36; Figure 1)

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to develop and validate the AMTES.
The AMTES purports to measure people’s reasons for their lack of motivation
toward the environment, It is proposed that individuals may lack motivation
for environmental protection for different reasons. These reasons correspond
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Effort
beliefs

Helplessness
\ Dbeliefs

Strategy
beliefs

Figure 1. Relationships between amotivation because of a lack of strategy, capacity, and
effort beliets, and the global siate of amotivation because of helplessness beliefs. All
estimates are standardized and significant at the .01 level.

to dilferent amotivation beliefs: the beliel that the strategies are ineffective in
producing the desired outcomes; the belief that one docs not have the capacily to
suceessfully exeeute the behavior; the belief that one cannot sustain the effort and
integrate the behavior in one’s lifestyle; and the beliel that the environmental sil-
uation is helpless. Resuits ol confirmatory analyses, using two independent sam-
ples, provide support 1o the four hypothesized dimensions of the scale. Also,
results reveal that all subscales of the AMTES had adequate levels of internal
consistency.

Moreover, the correlations between the AMTES and the constructs refated to
the environment are in agreement with most of our hypotheses and support the
convergent validity of the scale. More specifically, correlations between amoliva-
tion befiefs and perceptions regarding problems in the environment, as well as
@n.:amm: amolivation belicfs and perceptions of health risks, indicate that a cer-
tain degree of concern appeared necessary to feel motivated to invest some
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efforts toward environmental protection. Ou the one hand, this corraborates
results from priot studies, which suggest that, as the magnilude of environmental
probiems is brought 1o public attention, concerns about the environment tend ta
increasc. Although we know that concern, in and of itsclf, is not sufficient for
environmental action, it nevertheless represents a necessary condition [or feeling
motivated toward environmental behaviors. Hlowever, on the other hand, the per-
ceived importance of the environmental situation was found to be independent
from three types of amotivational beliefs, and marginally related to amotivation
because of a lack of capacity belicfs. The presence of such results cun be
cxplained by the possibility that awareness of the importance of the environ-
nental situation is not sufficient in itself to motivate people to adopt enviranmen-
tal behaviors. Other variables, such as the belief that a strategy is elfective 1n
sotving a problem, or the belief that people can integrate environmental behav-
jors in their lifestyles, are necessary to understand how people’s perceptions of
the importance of the environmental situation can translate into environmental
behaviors,

Results concerning the correlations between perceived competence and the
different types of amativational beliefs are consistent with Bandura’s { 19097) the-
ory of scif-efficacy, the theory of perceived contral proposed by Skinner et al.
(1990), and Dec1 and Ryan’s {1985) theery of self-determination. When mdividu-
als perccive themselves as competent, they express the desire to sct optimal stim-
ulating goals [or themsclves and believe that they have the capacity to pursue and
attain those goals through engagement in a parficular behavior. In the abscnce of
such perceptions of competence, it seems that individuals become amotivated
because of capacity beliefs, and they become helpless. This suggests that organi-
cations and people in the social environment shouid provide individuals wilh
proper knowledge and skills about what they can do to help the environmental
situation, and ahout how to carry out specific environmental behaviors. This
could lead to a greater awarencss of the problems in the environment, and to an
increased sense of environmental competence, thereby reducing environmental
amotivation.

Amotivation because of effort beliefs carrelared with lower levels of percep-
tions of problems in the local environment, with lower perceptions of health
risks, and with higher levels of satisfaction with the environment and with the
government’s environmental policies. These associations suggest that when peo-
ple do not perceive problems in their environment, or potential health risks asso-
ciated with these problems, and when they are satisfied with the environment and
with governmental policies, they do not find in themselves the energy needed ta
change their habils or to make the necessary sacrifices.

Other results about the associations between perceptions of the social envi-
ronment and the four types of amotivation beliefs could piay a role in under-
standing why individuals are not manifesting environmental behaviors. 'or
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mstanee, the degree to which the government or the social environment applies
pressure to control people’s behaviors, rather than offer options and support
people’s Initiatives, seem to [oster the beliels that the environmental sirategics
are not ellective to solve the situation. Perceptions of social chmate (1.c., auton-
omy support, caring) are also strongly correlated with global heiplessness belicfs.
This suggests that an interpersonal climmate providing opportunities for choice,
wherein people’s sense of autonomy is supported and wherein they perceive oth-
ers as caring roward them and Loward the environment, could play a key role in
reducing feclings of amotivation for environment-preserving behaviors,

Finally, our {indings suggest structural relationships among the amativational
beliefs. These relationships indicate that global helplessness beliels could result
from the combined effect of two types of amotivational befiefs: one related fo the
lack of capacity for carrying out the appropriate environmental behaviors, and the
other related to the belicf that the strategies proposed are perceived as being inef-
fective to change the environmental situation. These two types of amotivarional
belicfs (i.e., capacity and stralegy) are, in wirn, predicted by the belief that the
individual cannot make the effort to change his ar her habits, or to integrate the
environmental behaviors into his or her lifestyle. What these resulls imply is that
it may not be sufficient Lo change people’s capacity to do specific environmental
behaviors, or to convince them the envirenmental strategics are etfective in solv-
ing the current situation. In addition, it may be necessary to help people to under-
stand how to integrate environmental behaviors into their lifestyles.

Altogether, the present results have implications for the strategies that could
be used to change people’s amotivation for the environment. One potentially
effective way to increase the public’s confidence in their capacity toward envi-
ronmental behaviors could be to emphasize that capacity is a skill that can be
acquired and honed by gaining specific knowledge on how to carry out the
behavior. Our results supgest that etfort beliefs were an imporlant determmant of
capacity beliels. Therefore, one effective way to affect people’s capacity could be
to first work on the concept of sustained individual effort. Maintenance of effort
toward environmental behaviors could be encouraged by supporting people’s
autonomy, and by providing constructive feedback about how environmental
hehaviors could be integrated into their lifestyles. Also, enhancing people’s
beliefs in their capacity could possibly reduce the negative feelings that they have
about the environment, and the negative feclings that they have about themselves
in relation to the environment.

From an applied perspective, the results suggest some implications for envi-
ronmentalists and policy makers. First, in order to have any impact on individu-
als who experience a general state of helplessness, a first step could involve the
organizalions responsible for implementing environmenltal programs. These
organizations should emphasize how different strategies can be effective in solv-
ing environmental problems, This suggests that increasing people’s contidence in
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environmental strategies by educating them about the pertinence of environmen-
ta} programs could possibly reduce their beliefs about the tack of cfficacy of their
strategies, thereby reducing their negative leelings about the environmental pro-
tection.

Also, environmentalists and policy makers could work on increasing individ-
uals’ perceptions of competence by providing them with knowledge and skails
about what they can do 1o help the situation, and how to carry out the required
behaviors. The absence of those two perceptions is positively related to amotiva-
tion beliels including capacity, effort, and global helplessness beliefs. Jotntly, a
greater consideration of the problems in the environment and an increased scnse
of competence could lead the individual to experience less amotivation.

In sum, our efforts were specilically devoted to the examination of a
neglected aspect in the literature concerning the environment: people’s reasons
for their lack of motivation for environmental behaviors. The AMTES is a first
attempt at beiter understanding specific reasons why some people feel amorti-
vated to engage in environmental protection behaviers. These preliminary results
suggesl that the AMTLS possesses acceptable psychometric properties. Although
interesting, these findings must revertheless be perceived as preliminary. As is
the case with all steps of scale development, a complete assessment of the psy-
chometric propertics of the AMTES will necessitate additional research, particu-
larly in terms of establishing external validity. One important 1ssuc that needs to
be addressed in future rescarch concerns establishing how changes in people’s
amotivation beliefs could be used as predictors of some outcome measures. such
as environment-preserving behaviors. For instance, the AMTES could be used at
diffcrent points i time in order Lo better understand circumsiances when individ-
nals’ specific amotivational belicfs may change. The AMTES could also be of
great help in program-evaluation endeavors in which applied rescarchers are
interested in assessing the motivational changes produced by the provigion of
information about the local environment, or about environmentat health risks.
Changes in amotivation could be linked to new environmenial information or
strategies, and maintenance or integration of change into individuals® lifestyles.
Further research on these issues is needed, as it could further knowledge on the
relationships between amotivational belicfs and enviromment-protective behav-
iors. Also, the measure of real behaviors that are not self-report based could heip
us to determine whether people can accurately and honestly report why they are
not doing things lor the environment.

Another important issue thal nceds to he addressed involves examining the
impact of specific intervention behaviors on peopie’s amotivation. It would be
interesting to better understand how specific information (c.g., about health risks,
the importance 1o act, changes in taxes that fund environmental cleanup) or strate-
gics used to change people’s behaviors (e.g., the usc of threats or pressure to
increase compliance, the use of incentives to motivate people) allect amotivational
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beliefs and, conversely, their motivation to hehave. Along this line, by using the
AMTES, researchers could identify individuals with high versus low levels of spe-
cific amotivation beliefs and verify the possibility thal some individuals react bet-
ter to one type of information about their environment (e.g., the benefits of a clean
environmenl), whereas other individuals respond betlter to another type of infor-
mation {e.g., the threats associated with a polluted environment). Furthermore, the
AMTES subhscales and some of the related constructs used in the present study
could be incorporated in a mode! to establish links berween antecedents and con-
scquences of amotivation beliefs. On an applied level, such a model could help to
determine more precisely at which level different organizations can intervenc to
help peaple overcome feelings of amotivation. The limitations of this study not-
withstanding, it is our hope that with further refinements and possible expansion
of the amotivation taxonomy, researchers will be better equipped to understand the
complexities of the factors fostering motivational deficits with respect to the pres-
ervation and improvement of environmental quality.
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Explaining Proenvironmental Intention and Behavior by
Personal Norms and the Theory of Planned Behavior!

PauL TIARLAND,2 HENK STAATS, AND TIENK A. M. WiLkE
Nepartment of Social and Qrgarmzotional Psychology
Leiden Urversity
Leiden, The Netherlands

The value of personai norms (Schwartz, 1977) for proenviconmenta! behavior has been
demonstrated i previous studies {e.g., Vining & Lbreo, 1992), but not in addition o the
theory of planned behavior {Ajzen & Madden, [9R6). In the present stucly, this combina-
tion was investigated by means of a mail survey among a sample of 305 Dutch citizens
who were cniisted to participate in a behavioral change intervention program on environ-
mentally relevant behavior Personal norms appear to increase the proportion of explained
variance in 3 intentions and 4 self-reported measures of performed environmenially rele-
vant behaviors heyond that explained by three of the theory of plansed behavior con-
structs {1.e., attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control). [ssues evoked by
these results are discussed.

People who make no behavioral changes to prevent further aggravation of
environmental problems and who rely on the karth’s recuperative power scem to
be indifferent or irresponsible. The persistence of environmental problems may
be blamed on this presumable lack of concern, However, characleristics of the
choice situation suggest that these people may have good reasons for their resery-
edness,

Procnvironmental behaviors may be considercd to be opposed to immediate,
clearly perceptible individual benefits, whereas the benefits [or the environment
are shared by the total population, are uncertain, and are distant in ime and place
{Viek & Kceren, 1992). For example, when people choose 1o go 1o work by car
instead of by public transportation, they enjoy directly the extra comfort and the
feeling of being in coatrol. T the long run, their choice might endanger the natu-
ral resources and clean air available to future generations and contribute to global
warming, This cheice situation can be seen as a social dilemma: a choice situa-
tion in which short-term rationality impels people 1o act for their own benefit at

*Flhe authors would like to thank Tony Manstead, Bas Verpianken, and two anonymous revicwers
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