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A B S T R A C T

Low-involvement consumption includes the majority of regular purchases by individuals and the com-
munity, and collectively these have a substantial negative environmental impact. It is, therefore, an important
environmental domain to examine. This research surveys 340 Turkish consumers and examines whether
apathy, locus of control and myopia influence environmental orientation and purchase intentions for a
low-involvement green product, and whether purchase intentions are mediated by consumers’ environ-
mental orientation. The results suggest that environmental orientation positively affects purchase intentions,
whereas external locus of control negatively affects purchase intentions. Environmental orientation me-
diates the effect of the internal and external locus of controls’ effect on purchase intentions. The results
indicate that environmental orientation is a critical direct and indirect driver of purchase intentions for
low-involvement environmental goods. Moreover, it highlights that achieving an increase in consum-
ers’ purchase intentions for low-involvement green goods may be more challenging than influencing their
purchase intentions for high-involvement green goods. The inability to increase purchase intentions for
low involvement green goods will substantially inhibit reduction of consumers’ environmental impacts
through daily activities.
© 2017 Australian and New Zealand Marketing Academy. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

There is general consensus that human consumption contrib-
utes to environmental problems (Wolters, 2014), which raises
questions as to how to motivate humans to minimize their envi-
ronmentally detrimental activities. Consumers make a number of
low-involvement decisions, which are usually low cost, low risk,
involve limited information search and are often frequently pur-
chased. Many types of purchases fit this category, including most
food (Knox and Walker, 2003), some clothing (Parkvithee and
Miranda, 2012) and even staples goods, such as petrol (Dugar, 2007).
The cumulative environmental effects of frequent low-involvement
purchases are significant. For example, Ivanova et al. (2015) suggest
that in the EU food shopping accounts for 9.5% of carbon pro-
duced, whereas petrol consumption for approximately 13% of all
carbon produced. There are of course many other low involve-
ment products in other consumption categories as well, meaning
that collectively low involvement goods consumption has a signif-

icant adverse effect on the environment. Thus, as consumers seek
to become more environmentally responsible, it is important that
they consider the environmental effects of all purchases (Laroche
et al., 2001), including their low-involvement daily consumption
which comprises most of their consumption decisions (Thøgersen
et al., 2012).

The reason why individuals behave in environmentally respon-
sible and irresponsible ways is a key research question being
examined by scholars from various academic fields. Much of the re-
search has focused on understanding the complexity of pro-
environmental behavior (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002), including
how various psychographic variables such as values, norms and at-
titudes influence green consumer behavior (Bamberg and Möser,
2007; Reijonen, 2011; Straughan and Roberts, 1999). Despite the
growing interest in primary drivers of pro-environmental behav-
ior (Morgan et al., 2015), there has been less discussion on the role
of negative valence psychological factors inhibiting consumer be-
havior in environmental research (e.g., Barbarossa and De Pelsmacker,
2016). Within the research that does exist, a variety of negative
factors have been proposed. For example, Gifford (2011) sug-
gested that psychological barriers including a lack of perceived
behavioral control, worldviews, and conflicting values could impede
behaviors related to environmental sustainability. Bray et al. (2011)
suggested that consumers may be hesitant to change behavior due
to factors such as inertia in regard to current behaviors or being
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cynical about green goods’ potential benefits. Barbarossa and De
Pelsmacker (2016) further suggested that even seeing greening
actions as being inconvenient or requiringmore effort impedes green
behavior.

It is therefore important to examine both the drivers and the bar-
riers to greening behaviors simultaneously. This study seeks to test
a model of pro-environmental purchasing intentions for a low-
involvement product that integrates two impediments (i.e.,
environmental apathy and myopia) to pro-environmental behav-
ior, along with drivers (i.e., environmental orientation and locus of
control). The research was undertaken on a low-involvement
environmentally-friendly product (rechargeable batteries) because
low-involvement products constitute the majority of daily con-
sumption decisions (Beharrell and Denison, 1995; Lastovicka and
Gardner, 1978; Thøgersen et al., 2012), which contribute signifi-
cantly to individuals and household environmental impact (e.g.,
Ivanova et al., 2015) . Thus, examining a low-involvement product
that has an environmentally-friendly counterpart allows for a better
understanding of how environmental views are integrated through-
out simple daily decision-making, and also whether intention to
purchase is mediated by consumers’ environmental orientation.

Considerable research has examined environmentally friendly
consumption inWestern and developed economics (Kilbourne et al.,
2009), and research in developing countries has started to in-
crease as well, including Mexico (Carrete et al., 2012), Malaysia
(Sumiani et al., 2007), Egypt (Mostafa, 2006) and Turkey (Bodur and
Sarıgöllü, 2005), to name a few. Developing country contexts are
also important as environmental degradation is significant in the
countries and is potentially linked to improved living standards and
thus increased consumption (Furman, 1998; Huang and Rust, 2011).
Additionally, there is evidence that levels of environmental aware-
ness in developing countries are high and increasing (Gul, 2013;
Husted et al., 2014; Konuk et al., 2015). For example, a research report
by IPSOS revealed (IPSOS, 2015) that environmental concern is high
in Turkey. Therefore, this study examines the aforementioned re-
lationships in a developing country context, Turkey.

2. Theoretical background

The relationship between personality factors, environmental at-
titudes and behavior has received considerable attention since the
1970s. Previous research has attempted to explain the complexity
of pro-environmental behavior via various theoretical frame-
works including Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975), Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), Normative
Decision-Making Model (Schwartz and Howard, 1980), Norm Ac-
tivation Model (Schwartz, 1968), Attitude-Behavior-Context Theory
(Stern, 2000), Value-Belief-NormModel (Stern and Dietz, 1994), and
Motivation-Opportunity-Abilities Model (Thøgersen, 1995), among
others.

In particular, several attempts have been made to apply the
Theory of Planned behavior (TPB) to consumption (Michaelidou and
Hassan, 2014), including investigating the nature of specific pro-
environmental behavior (Bamberg and Möser, 2007), such as
recycling (McCarty and Shrum, 2001), waste prevention (Barr, 2003),
energy saving (Black et al., 1985), furniture (Kalafatis et al., 1999)
and organic food (Arvola et al., 2008) buying behaviors. One of the
main assumptions of TPB is that individuals make reasoned choices
and have the ability to undertake a given behavior with a level of
control; thus, consumption decisions are planned.

Situation-specific cognition is recognized as a direct determi-
nant of behavior in the TPB (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) that many
researchers use to predict behavior through beliefs, norms, atti-
tudes and intentions along with perceived behavior control (Ajzen,
1991). However, the complexity of relationships between behav-
ior and its antecedents requires other factors to be included in a

model to fully explain the behavior. For instance, attitude itself has
been insufficient to predict intentions and behavior (Bamberg and
Möser, 2007). Also, Ajzen (1991) suggests that the TPB is open to
further improvement by including additional constructs, if suchmod-
ification can enhance behavioral intentions. That is to say, additional
motivational variables increase the predictive power of TPB (Steg
and Nordlund, 2012). Thus, researchers have extended the TPB to
include a range of factors in regard to green behaviors (Bamberg
and Möser, 2007) to explore purchase intentions in response to dif-
ferent products (Arvola et al., 2008; Barr, 2003; Black et al., 1985;
Kalafatis et al., 1999; McCarty and Shrum, 2001) or customer seg-
ments (López-Mosquera et al., 2014; Verbeke and Vackier, 2005;
Vermeir and Verbeke, 2008).

The current study builds on the past TPB research within the
green domain, by examining the role of environmental orienta-
tion, internal and external locus of control, as well as apathy and
myopia (i.e., two impediments to pro-environmental behavior).
Within the research, we incorporate consumers’ environmental ori-
entation, both as a direct antecedent of behavioral intentions and
also as a mediator of apathy, myopia and internal and external locus
of control. To minimize the role of other possible factors influenc-
ing the model, we include control variables such as age, gender,
location, education, marital status, employment and income given
that demographics have sometimes been found to influence pro-
environmental behavior (Diamantopoulos et al., 2003). In the next
sections, we will discuss these constructs along with the hypoth-
esized relationships, starting with the two impediments (apathy and
myopia) and then internal and external locus of control, followed
by environmental orientation. Finally, in the discussion section we
will address implications, limitations and future directions of the
study.

2.1. Environmental apathy

Apathy is used to refer to a lack of concern, care or aliveness
(Lertzman, 2008) that often inhibits behavioral change (Peattie and
Peattie, 2003). From an environmental perspective, apathy is de-
scribed as one of the value orientations or motives affecting
individuals’ actions regarding environmental issues, along with
ecocentrism and anthropocentrism.While ecocentric individuals pre-
serve nature, and think that it should be protected for its intrinsic
value, anthropocentrics value nature because mankind’s comfort,
quality of life and health are reliant on natural resources (Thompson
and Barton, 1994).

Apathy causes a lack of concern for environmental problems and
creates a belief that no negative consequences will occur or that
the consequences will be insignificant (Heath and Gifford, 2006).
Apathetic consumers have been found to have low assessments of
environmental justice (Clayton, 2000) and thus also think that en-
vironmental problems are overstated (Karpiak and Baril, 2008).

Environmentally apathetic consumers have lower levels of be-
havior in regard to the context of climate change actions
(Greitemeyer, 2013), whereas Thompson and Barton (1994) suggest
that individuals with low environmental apathy are more likely to
engage in conserving behaviors. Environmental apathy may be es-
pecially important in the context of daily or regular low-involvement
purchases, where consumers would be even less likely to consider
the environmental impacts of these goods, as most daily consump-
tion is low-involvement, requiring minimal information search or
evaluation. Therefore, we anticipate that environmental apathy as
a value may negatively affect pro-environmental purchase inten-
tions. Furthermore, environmentally apathetic individuals are likely
to be less environmentally oriented, as they do not believe envi-
ronmental issues are a significant problem. This leads to the following
two hypotheses:
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H1a. Environmental apathy has a negative effect on consumers’ pur-
chase intentions.

H1b. Environmental apathy has a negative effect on consumers’ en-
vironmental orientation.

2.2. Myopia

Myopia can be defined as “a very high preference for the present
at the expense of the future” (Kivetz and Simonson, 2002, p. 200).
A myopic consumer takes decisions based on short-term benefits
without considering future consequences. Polonsky (2011) dis-
cusses the difficulty of going green as being partly attributed to a
lack of long-term thinking within society, and inter-relates myopia
and environmental problems. This point may also be associated to
Kuhn’s (2000) argument that many negative effects of environmen-
tal threats are not salient to consumers, possibly because they are
not immediately noticeable, resulting in individuals failing to think
about environmental factors long-term (Greitemeyer, 2013; Polonsky
et al., 2014; Urien and Kilbourne, 2011).

When it comes to the understanding of sustainability, a number
of studies have demonstrated that being future-oriented is a pre-
dictor of pro-environmental behavior (Carmi, 2013; Milfont and
Gouveia, 2006). Urien and Kilbourne (2011) also found that con-
sumers without a long-term orientation were also less likely to
undertake pro-environmental behaviors, which is supported by other
research as well (Morgan et al., 2015). Based on this previous re-
search, it is assumed that myopic consumers would not consider
the outcomes of their actions, especially for low-involvement goods
where consumers focus on the utilitarian values rather than any
longer-term value or impact. This would, in turn, mean they behave
in a less pro-environmental fashion and would also be less likely
to value environmental attributes (i.e., be less environmentally ori-
ented). Hence:

H2a. Myopia has a negative effect on consumers’ purchase intentions.

H2b. Myopia has a negative effect on consumers’ environmental
orientation.

2.3. Environmental locus of control

Locus of control (LOC) refers to an “individual’s perception of
whether or not he or she has the ability to bring about change
through his or her own behavior” (Hines et al., 1987, p. 4). It is fre-
quently included in behavioral models, especially those related to
the TPB (Armitage and Conner, 2001), as it indicates the degree to
which consumers believe their actions matter. LOC is a bi-
dimensional concept including assessments of the internal and
external locus of control (Rotter, 1966). People with higher levels
of internal locus of control tend to believe their actions can influ-
ence the outcomes. However, people with a high external locus of
control tend to believe that external factors shape events. However,
it has been argued that, in general, people can have varying levels
of internal and external locus of control simultaneously (seeWallston
and Wallston, 1982).

The concept has been extended to environmental issues, with
environmental locus of control a situation-specific measure that is
used to explain the extent of people’s ability to affect pro-
environmental outcomes through their behavior (Cleveland et al.,
2005). A number of studies have examined the relationship between
locus of control and intention to act in environmentally responsi-
ble ways (Cowan and Kinley, 2014; Fielding and Head, 2012;
Schwepker and Cornwell, 1991; Shrum et al., 1994).

Results in regard to the influence of locus of control and envi-
ronmental issues have been consistent in that people with a higher
internal locus of control believe that their actions can influence en-

vironmental outcomes and pro-environmental behavior, whereas
consumers with a high level of external locus of control have been
found to believe that addressing environmental issues is not their
responsibility (Kalamas et al., 2014) or that they have limited impact
on environmental outcomes (Cleveland et al., 2005). This may also
be reinforced in daily low-involvement purchases, as each act has
a limited environmental impact and the aggregation of all consum-
ers’ low involvement behavior would also reduce significant
environmental harm. For example, recycling one soft-drink con-
tainer has limited impact, whereas laws requiring all consumers to
recycle aluminum cans have more significant outcomes. This leads
us to draw the following four hypotheses in regard to environmen-
tal purchase intentions and environmental orientation:

H3a. Internal locus of control has a positive effect on consumers’
purchase intentions.

H3b. Internal locus of control has a positive effect on consumers’
environmental orientation.

H4a. External locus of control has a negative effect on consumers’
purchase intentions.

H4b. External locus of control has a negative effect on consumers’
environmental orientation.

2.4. Environmental orientation

Many alternatives have been proposed to measure consumers’
environmental orientation. One widely used measure is the New
Environmental Paradigm (NEP) (Dunlap, 2008), which is a broad
measure assessing beliefs, attitudes, concerns about nature and
human beings’ role in environmental issues (Dunlap, 2008; Dunlap
et al., 2000; Hawcroft and Milfont, 2010). The scale is very general
in nature, overcoming the issues associated with other measures
that have focused on a narrow set of consumption-type issues. As
a result, the NEP is frequently used to capture consumers’ broader
worldviews or attitudes toward the environment.

The original NEP scale was developed by Dunlap and Van Liere
(1978) to examine people’s beliefs about their relationship with
nature, and stresses the exploitation of nature. It uses 12 items (8
pro-traits and 4 con-traits). In 2000, the authors revised the scale
to make it gender neutral and more balanced. They also expanded
the content of the items by adding additional facets of an environ-
mental worldview. They later proposed a shortened 6-item version
of the NEP scale making it easier to assess a consumer’s environ-
mental orientation or attitudes (Hawcroft and Milfont, 2010).

One would anticipate that consumers with greater environmen-
tal orientation would be more likely to consider the environmental
attributes of consumption and/or the environmental impact of con-
sumption for high and low-involvement consumption. It is therefore
unsurprising that in environmental marketing studies, the NEP has
been found to be positively related to intentions (Collado et al., 2013;
Cowan and Kinley, 2014; Fielding et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2014; Schultz
and Zelezny, 1999). Therefore, we anticipate the NEP as a measure
of consumers’ environmental orientation will have a positive effect
on consumers’ purchase intentions, and it is hypothesized that:

H5. Environmental orientation has a positive effect on consumers’
purchase intentions.

2.5. Mediation effects

As suggested above, consumers’ environmental orientation has
been found to be a significant antecedent of pro-environmental be-
havior. With this model, we propose that environmental orientation
will, in fact, mediate the influence of apathy, myopia and locus of
control on intentions. The rationale being that one’s overarching
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environmental orientation is an attitude and will shape how pur-
chase intentions, among other constructs, are assessed. For example,
Bamberg and Möser (2007) suggested that attitudes mediate the
relationship between purchase intentions and a number of ante-
cedent variables in pro-environmental contexts. More recently a
number of other authors have found environmental attitudes
mediate a range of factors influencing intentions and behaviors. For
example, Polonsky et al. (2012) found environmental attitudes
mediate the impact of environmental knowledge on environmen-
tal behavior, whereas Hedlund-de Witt et al. (2014) found that
environmental attitudes mediated the relationship between the in-
trinsic connection between human beings and the world (i.e., inner
growth) and sustainable lifestyles. Thus, incorporating mediation
effects provides the means to better understand the causal se-
quence of theoretical relationships (Martin et al., 2008).

Themodel, therefore, suggests thatmore positive attitudes toward
the environment (i.e., increased environmental orientation) are likely
to mediate people’s beliefs about creating change through their be-
havior (internal and external locus of control), their short-term
thinking (myopia), and their lack of concern (environmental apathy),
thus motivating or impeding consumers’ purchase intentions for an
environmentally-friendly low-involvement product. Therefore, it is
hypothesized that:

H6a. The relationship between environmental apathy and consum-
ers’ purchase intentions is mediated by environmental orientation.

H6b. The relationship betweenmyopia and consumers’ purchase in-
tentions is mediated by environmental orientation.

H6c. The relationship between the internal locus of control and con-
sumers’ purchase intentions is mediated by environmental
orientation.

H6d. The relationship between the external locus of control and con-
sumers’ purchase intentions is mediated by environmental
orientation.

We also incorporated a range of control variables related to age,
gender, location, education, marital status, employment and income
to exclude potential confounding effects caused by those demo-
graphic variables.

3. Methods

3.1. Measurement design

The following measurement items were adapted from vali-
dated scales used in previous studies: environmental apathy – 7
items (Thompson and Barton, 1994); myopia – 6 items (Haws and
Poynor, 2008); external and internal locus of control – 6 and 5 items,
respectively (Cleveland et al., 2005); NEP – 8 items (Dunlap et al.,
2000); and purchase intentions – 3 items (Han, 2015), using a 5-point
Likert-type scale (Strongly Disagree [1]–Strongly Agree [5]). Addi-
tionally, we incorporated a range of demographic questions including
gender, age, income and education, which were included as control
variables in the model, given past research has found these some-
times influence pro-environmental behavior (Diamantopoulos et al.,
2003), although they are not depicted in Fig. 1.

To ensure semantic equivalence we followed the translation/
back-translation procedure suggested in the literature, using
translators whowere independent to the research (e.g., Brislin, 1970;
Douglas and Craig, 2007). This involved having the English version
of the survey translated to Turkish by certified translator and then
have the Turkish version translated back into English by an aca-
demic independent to the research project. Pre-test respondentswere
asked about the clarity of questions and one of the researchers is
fluent in English and Turkish, both of which further ensured se-
mantic equivalence.

Rechargeable batteries were chosen as the low-involvement
product for this study, as batteries involve limited information search
and there is limited physical and financial risk associated with them
(Zaichkowsky, 1985). In addition, past research (Bolfing, 1988;
Laurent and Kapferer, 1985; Nkwocha et al., 2005) has examined
batteries as a low-involvement product in an environmental context.

The first portion of the survey asked questions related to pur-
chase intentions of rechargeable batteries. A battery stimuli with
a brief description – “Imagine that you are going to buy the recharge-
able battery shown below (see Fig. 2) for your remote control. Assume
you have the charger – you are just buying the rechargeable battery.
The price is 5 TL” – was provided. Setting the price eliminated any
price effect (see Fig. 2). The second portion of survey included ques-
tions regarding environmental apathy, external and internal locus

APT
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ILOC

EO

H1a

H1b

H2a

H2bH2b

H3a

H3b

H4aH4a
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Fig. 1. Research model (only direct paths depicted).
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of control, myopia and environmental orientation. Finally, the last
part comprised social desirability and several socio-demographic
items.

Participants were also asked three items to assess the item realism
(Willson andMcNamara, 1982). Themean of realism scale (M = 4.03,
SD = 0.78) identified that the image was perceived as real.

3.2. Sample and procedures

The initial version of the survey was pre-tested on 167 Turkish
consumers to check clarity and feasibility of the items. Pre-test re-
spondents were recruited through a Turkish commercial online panel
provider. While there were some minor changes (e.g., the order of
the questions, and wording) suggested, which were made based on
the pre-test results, respondents indicated the context and focus
were well understood.

Final data were collected from a second sample of 769 consum-
ers by the same Turkish online panel provider. The panel provider
undertook two assessments of data quality. The first removed people
who appeared to complete the survey too quickly (referred to as
speeders) and literature suggests these respondents do not to take
sufficient time to adequately complete the survey (Greszki et al.,
2015). The company guidelines for speeding involved removing re-
spondents who complete the survey faster than half the average
response time (i.e. 4 minutes compared to an average completion
time of 8 minutes). The second cleaning process removed people
where there was a lack of variance in their responses, referred to
as flat-liners, that is subjects who respond the same way to all or
large sets of items (Meade and Craig, 2012). The company guide-
lines for flat-lining involved removing respondents who answered
the same response category for more than half the items. In both
instances removal of speeders’ and flat-liners’ responses is impor-
tant as these two groups are seen as compromising construct validity.
The online provider removed 393 speeders and flat-liners, leaving
376 responses for further analysis.

As is industry practice, respondents were paid a nominal fee for
completing the survey, appropriate to the Turkishmarket. The sample
comprised 50% males and the age range of the respondents was
between 18 and 54 years, with an average household monthly
income of 1000€. The majority of the respondents was employed
in a full-time job and had an undergraduate degree. The popula-
tion of the sample was slightly more educated and had a higher
income than the average Turkish population, which may be related
to the online data collection method (see Table 1).

Data were analyzed following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988)
two-step procedure. Prior to hypothesis testing, confirmatory factor
analysis with robust maximum likelihood estimation assessed the
measurement model. Hypotheses were then tested using structur-
al equation modeling to assess relationships between multiple
independent and dependent variables (Hair et al., 2010). Media-
tion was calculated with 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence

intervals from 5000 bootstrap samples (MacKinnon et al., 2004,
2007).

4. Results

Prior to analyzing the data cases were checked to see whether
social desirability had any effect, using Haghighat (2007) 5-item di-
chotomous scale. After removing eleven cases with high social
desirability scores (i.e., those who scored 8 or higher; yes: 1, no:
2), a total of 365 cases were included in the data screening to de-
termine whether or not the assumptions of multivariate normality,
linearity and homoscedasticity were met. Twenty-five further cases
were dropped as outliers based on an assessment of Mahalanobis
distance (D) statistic (Kline, 2011), leaving the final sample size of
340 or an overall usable response rate of 44.2% from the initial 769
completed surveys.

Statistical analysis was performed using Mplus (Ver. 7.4) using
the MLR maximum likelihood estimation, with robust standard
errors. The results of the measurement model revealed a good fit
to the data (R-χ2

(df = 309) = 548.603, p = 0.000 (scaling factor 1.1052),
RMSEA = 0.048, CFI = 0.950, TLI = 0.943, SRMR = 0.050). Confirma-
tory factor analysis was also used to check convergent and
discriminant validity. In order to meet construct validity, items that
violated convergent and discriminant validity were removed one
at a time until the recommended threshold for average variance ex-
tracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) was met. As presented
in Table 2, one item from environmental apathy, two items from in-
ternal locus of control, two items from external locus of control and
one item from NEP were removed to meet construct validity.

Discriminant validity was assessed by observing the square root
of the AVE of the six factors, which must be greater than the cor-
relation coefficients between themodel’s factors (Fornell and Larcker,
1981), as shown in Table 3.

When running the structural equation model, we also included
the control variables: age, gender, location, education, marital status,
employment and income. Each control variable was regressed on
each latent variable and most of the regression coefficients (~85%)
were insignificant. The results indicated a satisfactory fit of the pro-
posedmodel (R-χ2

(df=1197) = 2310.198, p = 0.000 (scaling factor 1.0114),
RMSEA = 0.037, CFI = 0.897, TLI=0.873, SRMR = 0.052). Notably, CFI
and TLI were slightly underperforming as they both depend on the

Fig. 2. Battery stimuli.

Table 1
Sample demographics.

f % f %

Age Income
18–24 71 20.9 Less than 1000 TL 28 8.2
25–34 98 28.8 1000–1999 TL 63 18.5
35–44 124 36.5 2000–2999 TL 67 19.7
45–54 35 10.3 3000–3999 TL 58 17.1
55–64 10 2.9 4000–4999 TL 27 7.9
65 + 2 0.6 5000–5999 TL 18 5.3
Total 340 100 6000–6999 TL 15 4.4

7000–7999 TL 10 2.9
Gender 8000–8999 TL 3 9
Male 170 50.0 10,000 TL or more 8 2.4
Female 170 50.0 Rather not say 43 12.6
Total 340 100 Total 340 100

Employment Education level
Full-time paid 173 50.9 High school or less 85 25
Part-time paid 24 7.1 Vocational school or more 255 65
Self-employed 22 6.5 Total 340 100
Unemployed 32 9.4
Student 44 12.9 Marital status
Retired 24 7.1 Married 119 35
Other 21 6.2 Not married 221 65
Total 340 100 Total 340 100
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average size of the correlations in the data caused by 215 (out of
258) insignificant regression estimates of the control variables.

Consecutively, the hypothesized relationships were tested. Table 4
reports the results of the structural analysis for the direct effects
(H1a through H5), indirect effects (H6a–d), as well as the total effects.
Standardized coefficients and p-values for total effect are in italics.
Standardized coefficients and conference intervals are bolded.

The results identified five significant direct relationships (H1b,
H3b, H4a, H4b and H5), as expected, whereas four hypotheses (H1a, H2a,

H3a and H3b) were not supported. In the case of H1a and H2b the re-
lationships were statistically significant, but in the opposite direction
to what was hypothesized.

As for mediated relationships, three were supported (H6b, H6c and
H6d) and in the same direction as the associated direct effect.
However, one (H6a) was not supported, as it included zero in the
95% confidence interval. Thus, the results suggest that environ-
mental orientation mediates the relationship between the
antecedents and green purchase intentions for low-involvement
goods. In regard to the total effects, the following three are signif-
icant, apathy → EO → intention (p = 0.000), ILOC → EO → intention
(p = 0.018) and ELOC → EO → intention (p = 0.000), whereas the total
effect of myopia → EO → intention is insignificant (p = 0.444).

5. Discussion

Apathy andmyopia were conceptualized as impediments to pro-
environmental behavior, but were not found to be significant. The
positive effect of apathy on consumers’ purchase intentions (H1a

β = 0.257, p = 0.000) is opposite to the hypothesized effect, which
indicates that apathetic individuals have higher intentions to buy
low-involvement pro-environmental products. This result could be
attributed to the nature of the low-involvement product, which is
frequently associated with low level of knowledge (Grunert and
Grunert, 1995), and low personal importance, low search behav-
ior and low cost (Zaichkowsky, 1985). Low involvement purchases
involve consumers not making detailed evaluations of the good’s

Table 2
Confirmatory factor analysis and validity results.

Construct Items Factor
loadings

SE t-Value CR AVE

Apathy (APT) APT1 – Deforestation has been exaggerated. 0.770 † † 0.881 0.554
APT2 – Too much emphasis has been placed on environmental conservation. 0.818 0.069 15.863
APT3 – I do not think the problem of depletion of natural resources is as bad as many people make it
out to be.

0.784 0.069 14.927

APT4 – Ozone depletion has been exaggerated. 0.639 0.086 11.824
APT5 – I find it hard to get too concerned about environmental issues. * * *
APT6 – I don’t care about environmental problems. 0.793 0.069 15.120
APT7 – I do not feel that humans are dependent on nature to survive. 0.641 0.080 11.872

Internal locus of
control (ILOC)

ILOC1 – It is acceptable to pay 10 per cent more for groceries that are produced, processed and
packaged in an environmentally friendly way.

* * * 0.875 0.700

ILOC2 – I would accept paying 10 per cent more taxes to pay for an environmental clean-up program. 0.850 † †
ILOC3 – I would be willing to spend 10 per cent more per week in order to buy less environmentally
harmful products.

0.766 0.062 15.879

ILOC4 – Keeping separate piles of garbage for recycling is too much trouble. 0.889 0.057 18.413
ILOC5 – Recycling is too much trouble. * * *

External locus of
control (ELOC)

ELOC1 – In Turkey, we have so much electricity that we do not have to worry about conservation. * * * 0.941 0.800
ELOC2 – Since Turkey is such a large country, any pollution that we create is easily spread out and
therefore of no concern to me.

0.820 † †

ELOC3 – With so much water in Turkey, I don’t see why people are worried about leaking faucets and
flushing toilets.

0.857 0.055 19.526

ELOC4 – Turkey has so many trees that there is no need to recycle paper. 0.963 0.050 23.645
ELOC5 – Manufacturers are concerned about the environment. 0.931 0.048 22.399
ELOC6 – Government is acting responsibly toward the environment. * * *

Myopia (MYP) MYP1 – I usually enjoy attractive opportunities. * * * 0.811 0.521
MYP2 – I can make myself indulge. 0.658 0.095 9.443
MYP3 – I do not regret missed opportunities to enjoy rich experiences in the past. * * *
MYP4 – I like to pamper myself. 0.767 0.109 10.495
MYP5 – “Seizing the day” is easy for me. 0.836 0.119 10.848
MYP6 – I often enjoy the luxuries life has to offer. 0.610 † †

Environmental
orientation
(EO)

EO1 – We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support. * * * 0.893 0.544
EO2 – When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. 0.695 † †
EO3 – Humans are severely abusing the environment. 0.779 0.077 13.104
EO4 – Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 0.774 0.074 13.029
EO5 – Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws of nature. 0.754 0.076 12.732
EO6 – The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and resources. 0.646 0.087 11.021
EO7 – The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 0.745 0.083 12.589
EO8 – If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological
catastrophe.

0.760 0.080 12.825

Intentions (INT) INT1 – I’m willing to buy rechargeable batteries when buying a battery. 0.893 † † 0.941 0.841
INT2 – I’m planning to buy rechargeable batteries when buying a battery. 0.952 0.036 27.858
INT3 – I’ll make an effort to buy rechargeable batteries when buying a battery. 0.905 0.039 25.382

* Items removed in CFA.
† Items fixed to 1 in CFA. All items are completely standardized coefficients.

Table 3
Discriminant validity assessment.

EO APT INT ILOC MYP ELOC

EO 0.738
APT −0.292 0.744
INT 0.260 −0.039 0.917
ILOC 0.469 −0.014 0.226 0.837
MYP 0.262 0.169 0.124 0.380 0.722
ELOC −0.282 0.741 −0.168 0.073 0.187 0.894

Notes: Factors’ correlations. Completely standardized coefficients.
The diagonal cells in italics show the square root of AVE.
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attributes (Hoyer, 1984) and affect consumer’s purchase intention
(Dens and De Pelsmacker, 2010). In addition, according to Gabler
et al. (2013), while the majority of people (75%) reported high levels
of environmental apathy, the majority (69%) still expressed an in-
terest in environmental information.

Given the market acquisition price of the rechargeable battery
is about the same as the market price of traditional batteries, con-
sumers may not see rechargeable batteries as having any additional
costs, thus apathetic consumers are simply selecting the easy option
(i.e. the choice they are given) and not assessing the environmen-
tal components of the choice. Hence, it may be that it is easier to
encourage consumers to purchase green low-involvement goods than
traditional non-green goods, especially if there is no additional cost
associated with the switch; thus if purchasing goods with environ-
mental attributes is easy to do, consumers may modify choices, but
not for environmental reasons. It is unclear, however, whether this
is a positive reason for consumers to purchase green goods that
would be maintained across all low-involvement consumption or
what would happen when the environmental attributes of a low
involvement good are more pronounced. For example, does chang-
ing the formulation of plastics used in packaging of low-involvement
goods more environmentally friendly as was undertaken by Coke
(Cho et al., 2013), in fact change purchase intentions or brand
attitudes?

Of course, it could also be that consumers focus on the fact that
purchasing rechargeable batteries today will result in purchasing
in fewer batteries in the future, which could mean there is longer-
term savings. As such consumers may be focusing on different
dimensions of the purchase decision. A similar phenomenon has
occurred in the context of high involvement goods with environ-
mental characteristics in the past. For example, when the Kyocera
laser printer was first introduced, the company positioned the
product highlighting its environmental attributes; however, sales
only increased significantly when the brand repositioned its core
benefits to be costs savings (Cottam, 1994). Thus, consumers re-
valued the good (i.e., increased demand) when the environmental
benefits were positioned, from being environmental alone to being
environmental and resulting in cost savings.

The non-significant effect of myopia on consumers’ purchase in-
tentions (H2a, β = 0.014, p = 0.777) suggests that being short-term-
oriented does impact (positively or negatively) on purchase
intentions for low-involvement products. This finding is consis-
tent with the idea that consumers generally do not spend a lot of
time and effort in evaluating daily low-involvement consumption

(Hoyer, 1984); thus, myopia would not influence their consump-
tion of low-involvement goods (Kujala and Johnson, 1993).

As a result, expecting consumers to integrate longer term en-
vironmental considerations into low-involvement goods would be
difficult, especially if we are asking consumers to consider the longer
term environmental impacts of non-functional attributes. For
example, this may be why in an attempt to shift consumers to pur-
chase long-life light bulbs, some governments implemented bans
on incandescent light bulbs (Frondel and Lohmann, 2011), given that
consumers were not persuaded to switch based on the ‘return on
investment’ of these purchases (Ottman et al., 2006). However, the
results might alternatively suggest that if marketers and policy
makers make these changes as easy as possibly, consumers will be
more likely to adopt the behavior, or at least not resist it.

Apathy was found to have a direct negative effect on environ-
mental orientation (H1b β = −0.125, p = 0.040), thus supporting the
idea that those who are apathetic about environmental issues would
be less environmentally oriented. However, myopia (H2b β = 0.195,
p = 0.000) was found not to have a direct effect on environmental
orientation, which might suggest that consumers do not see envi-
ronmental issues as having a longer-term impact on convenience
purchases, which tend to be made frequently. Or it may be that con-
sumers realize environmental issues are important, even though they
are personally not vested in these issues, which is consistent with
the findings of Gabler et al. (2013). Such a realization may partly
be a consequence of the regular media reporting of the role of global
warming in environmental and ecological disasters (Boykoff, 2014).
Thus, myopia could become less significant in shaping people’s en-
vironmental orientation.

In regard to locus of control the results are also mixed. The effect
of internal locus of control on pro-environmental purchase inten-
tions was not supported (H3a β = 0.065, p = 0.216). One possible
explanation is the difficulty for people with a high ILOC to engage
with low-involvement pro-environmental behaviors, as each indi-
vidual purchase is perceived to have only a minimal impact on
environmental outcomes, for both the individual and society overall.
To this end, individuals could discount the cumulative effect of all
low-involvement behavior, thus underestimating their control over
environmental outcomes. This will be an issue when seeking to
change multiple convenience purchases as each purchase individ-
ually has an impact. Getting consumers to assess each of these
decisions really means shifting goods from low involvement, which
is unlikely. Thus, other drivers, discussed below may be more
important.

Table 4
Hypothesis test results.

(A) Direct
effect estimate

(B) Indirect
effect estimate

(C = A + B) Total
effect estimate

CIs (lower/upper)
95% indirect effect

S.E. t-Value p-Value Hypothesis

H1a APT → INT (−) 0.257 0.049 5.241 0.000 N*
H1b APT → EO (−) −0.125 0.061 −2.057 0.040 Y
H2a MYP → INT (−) 0.014 0.050 0.283 0.777 N
H2b MYP → EO (−) 0.195 0.053 3.655 0.000 N*
H3a ILOC → INT (+) 0.065 0.053 1.236 0.216 N
H3a ILOC → EO (+) 0.383 0.046 8.338 0.000 Y
H4a ELOC → INT (−) −0.142 0.052 −2.756 0.006 Y
H4b ELOC → EO (−) −0.297 0.053 −5.570 0.000 Y
H5 EO → INT (+) 0.133 0.054 2.447 0.014 Y
H6a APT → EO → INT (−) −0.017 0.240 (−0.047/0.000) 0.054 4.486 0.000 N†
H6b MYP → EO → INT (−) 0.026 0.040 (0.004/0.059) 0.052 0.765 0.444 N†
H6c ILOC → EO → INT (+) 0.051 0.116 (0.009/0.098) 0.049 2.368 0.018 Y†
H6d ELOC → EO → INT (−) −0.040 −0.182 (−0.084/−0.007) 0.051 −3.571 0.000 Y†

Notes: The parameter estimates of the control variables Age, Gender, Location, Education, Marital Status, Employment and Income are not reported, but none was signifi-
cant on any paths. Italic parameters refer to total effects estimates. All the estimates are standardized.
* Significant results are in the opposite direction to what is hypothesized.
† Hypotheses relate to the indirect effect, not the total effect.
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Please cite this article in press as: Ayşen Coşkun, Andrea Vocino, Michael Polonsky, Mediating effect of environmental orientation on pro-environmental purchase intentions in a
low-involvement product situation, Australasian Marketing Journal (2017), doi: 10.1016/j.ausmj.2017.04.008

7A. Coşkun et al. / Australasian Marketing Journal ■■ (2017) ■■–■■



 

However, external locus of control had a negative impact on pro-
environmental purchase intentions, as hypothesized (H4a β = −0.142,
p = 0.006). The results suggest that people with a high level of ex-
ternal locus of control consider that other stakeholders are
responsible for taking action, and could blame others for environ-
mental problems. They also have a reduced intention to purchase
green goods. Interestingly, research shows that some consumers have
been found to be positively disposed to governmental actions that
restrict low-involvement environmental actions, such as charging
for plastic bags (Convery et al., 2007), which would tend to support
the idea that high external locus of control activities result in people
still supporting action, but want it regulated for everyone.

When assessing the impact of locus of control on environmen-
tal orientation, both hypotheses are supported. The results identify
that higher internal locus of control increases environmental ori-
entation (H3b β = 0.383, p = 0.000). Thus, people who believe they
can make a difference by their behavior have higher levels of
environmental orientation, whereas people with high levels of
external locus of control have lower environmental orientation
(H4b β = −0.297, p = 0.000). Therefore, these individuals’ belief in
broader responsibility for the environment reduces their environ-
mental orientation.

The results for environmental orientation show that it is found
to positively influence pro-environmental intentions (H5 β = 0.133,
p = 0.014). These findings are consistent with the prior literature (e.g.,
Schultz and Zelezny, 1999; Fielding et al., 2008; Collado et al., 2013;
Lee et al., 2014; Cowan and Kinley, 2014) and support the view that
people who are more environmentally-oriented will be more likely
to purchase goods with environmental attributes, even if they are
low-involvement goods. Thus, environmental orientation seems to
be a critical factor and this would be likely to influence all types
of consumption; of course the question as to how to increase en-
vironmental orientation is one that social marketers and policy
makers have been challenged with for several decades.

Overall, environmental orientation was also found to mediate
the model’s relationships, as two of the four hypotheses related to
mediation were significant and in the correct direction (H6c and H6d),
while one relationship (H6b) was statistically significant but was in
the opposite direction to what was hypothesized. The fourth (H6a)
was not significant.

Higher levels of environmental orientation mediated the effect
of ILOC on purchase intentions (H6c β = −0.040, CI = −0.084/−0.007),
and even though the direct negative impact was insignificant, the
total effect was significant. Thus, environmental orientation rein-
forces positive views and partially mediates the relationship. In
regard to themediation effect of environmental orientation on ELOC,
the results suggest there is a mediation effect (H6d β = 0.026,
CI = 0.004/0.059), and that there is also a significant total effect. There-
fore, the findings suggest there is a partial mediation effect.

Environmental orientation also appears to mediate the effect of
myopia on purchase intentions (H6b β = 0.026, CI = 0.004/0.059), but
in the opposite direction to what is hypothesized. However the re-
lationship is only marginally significant, given confidence interval
almost includes zero. Additionally, the direct negative and total effect
was insignificant. Thus, the hypotheses are not supported, even
though there is a marginally statistically significant impact.

In regard to the mediation effect of environmental orientation
and the relationships between apathy and intentions, the results
are not supported (H6a β = −0.017, CI = −0.047/0.000). The total effect
is significant and positive. This result is in the opposite direction
to that hypothesized, but the direct effect of apathy on intention
is positive. This, again, could be because of the low-involvement
product context and it is not a product consumers extensively eval-
uate or relate to in regard to environmental impact. As such,
environmental orientation alone does not shift them to evaluate
these attributes for low involvement goods.

6. Implications

The lack of direct effects for apathy and myopia as well as in-
ternal locus of control on intentions may be attributed to the fact
that low-involvement daily purchases are, by their very nature, not
extensively considered or searched for (Hoyer, 1984). As such, asking
consumers to spend more time assessing or evaluating low-
involvement goods is possibly inconsistent with the very nature of
these goods. As such, bringing about changes (i.e., greening) in daily
low-involvement consumptionmay bemore difficult if wewant con-
sumers to make a conscious decision to ‘go green’, simply because
the environmental impacts of these products are not systematical-
ly considered. Thus, marketers may have trouble getting consumers
to consider environmental attributes of such goods, unless they
change them from being low to higher involvement.

On the other hand, the results may suggest that consumers are
more willing to change behavior in regard to low involvement con-
sumption, simply because they know that they should do something
to help the environment, and given these are low involvement goods,
changes in consumption are relatively easy and inexpensive, thus
minimizing the behavioral barriers to change. If this is the case then
firms producing low involvement goods may be able to leverage ef-
fectively their green innovations. More importantly, the results
suggest that myopia and apathy do not act as impediments to low
involvement purchases. As such, as long as greening of these goods
does not add to the burden on consumers they may be willing to
switch to less harmful consumption options (Barbarossa and De
Pelsmacker, 2016).

It is also important to note that an increased environmental ori-
entation doesmediate the relationships of internal and external locus
of control. Therefore, increasing the environmental orientation of
consumers would accentuate the impacts of ILOC positively, and
ELOC negatively. It may be possible to use complementary public
policy initiatives to increase individual’s perception of control over
their behavior, such as providing financial incentives or aware-
ness campaigns (Allen and Ferrand, 1999). For instance, public
relations could show consumers how they easily bring about im-
proved environmental outcomes through simple, ‘low cost’ behavior
changes (Gabler et al., 2013).

Two main questions for further research arise according to the
findings of current research: how to bring about changes in pro-
environmental behavior for low-involvement goods; and how to
market these environmentally friendly low-involvement goods, in
a way that resonates with consumers who are less interested in en-
vironmental issues.

Behavior change is a complex process considering its various an-
tecedents. There is a growing body of literature that recognizes the
importance of environmental education (Kilbourne and Carlson,
2008; Koger and Winter, 2011) and education as an intervention
technique (Lokhorst et al., 2011).

When it comes to marketing the environmental friendly
low-involvement product, if consumers do not focus on the envi-
ronmental attributes of these goods, then regulations requiring
changes in behaviormay bemore effective thanmarketing the goods’
green credentials. This has already happened in a range of low-
involvement goods where, for instance, governments have banned
the sale of incandescent light bulbs in favor of long-life and LED bulbs
(Frondel and Lohmann, 2011), or mandated the elimination of plastic
bags (Convery et al., 2007). In most cases consumers readily ac-
cepted this governmental imposed behavior change, and as such it
could potentially be effective in other contexts.

Wider initiatives to increase consumer environmental orienta-
tion might also have benefits in the support of pro-environmental
behaviors. However, undertaking activities promoting the environ-
mental attributes of low-involvement green goods would possibly
be less effective, especially as it has been shown that consumers
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do not fully engage or understand the ecolabels that are already used
(Thøgersen et al., 2010). Such a strategy could also have signifi-
cantly higher costs given the wide range of low-involvement goods
for purchase that exist. In fact, the costs of eco-labeling and envi-
ronmental regulation are already seen as potential barriers to firms
and nations adopting these activities (Joshi, 2004).

7. Conclusion

Stimulating consumers’ environmental concern does seem to have
both a direct and indirect influence on their purchase intentions for
environmental goods; therefore, it is important to consider how
levels of environmental concern can be increased. Any such change
in concern is likely to have a broad impact, as it will affect inten-
tions and consumption across both low-involvement and high-
involvement goods. The benefits may, in fact, have an even greater
impact on high-involvement consumption which tends to have a
greater environmental impact (e.g., cars and electricity consump-
tion) with high-involvement goods. However, by its very nature, the
consumption involves more processing of information, which would
include environmental information.

Future research would need to assess the extent to which this
effect occurs and, thus, this study could be replicated in a high-
involvement context. Future research is also needed to replicate and
extend this work in other developing country contexts, as well as
to assess the results in developed country contexts, to evaluate the
generalizability of results. It is also important to look at other low
involvement products. The fact that we focused on rechargeable bat-
teries may potentially have been an issue, as consumers could have
interpreted this as having a higher cost in regard to convenience
(i.e. having to recharge the good), where inconvenience has found
to impede green adaption (Barbarossa and De Pelsmacker, 2016).
Future researchmight also incorporate additional psychographic and
demographic variables to assist in better segmentation of markets,
as well as to measure actual pro-environmental purchase behav-
ior. It would also be valuable to examine consumers’ preferences
for less environmentally-positive consumption, to allow a more ho-
listic intervention to be developed that focuses on leveraging the
drivers of positive behavior, and the inhibitors of less desirable
behavior.

References

Ajzen, I., 1991. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process
50, 179–211.

Ajzen, I., Fishbein, M., 1980. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior.
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Allen, J.B., Ferrand, J.L., 1999. Environmental locus of control, sympathy, and
proenvironmental behavior: a test of Geller’s actively caring hypothesis. Environ.
Behav. 31 (3), 338–353.

Anderson, J.C., Gerbing, D.W., 1988. Structural equationmodeling in practice: a review
and recommended two-step approach. Psychol. Bull. 103 (3), 411–423.

Armitage, C.J., Conner, M., 2001. Efficacy of the theory of planned behaviour: a
meta-analytic review. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 40 (4), 471–499.

Arvola, A., Vassallo, M., Dean, M., Lampila, P., Saba, A., Lähteenmäki, L., et al., 2008.
Predicting intentions to purchase organic food: the role of affective and moral
attitudes in the Theory of Planned Behaviour. Appetite 50 (2), 443–454.

Bamberg, S., Möser, G., 2007. Twenty years after Hines, Hungerford, and Tomera: a
newmeta-analysis of psycho-social determinants of pro-environmental behavior.
J. Environ. Psychol. 27 (1), 14–25.

Barbarossa, C., De Pelsmacker, P., 2016. Positive and negative antecedents of
purchasing eco-friendly products: a comparison between green and non-green
consumers. J. Bus. Ethics 134 (2), 229–247.

Barr, S., 2003. Strategies for sustainability: citizens and responsible environmental
behavior. Area 35 (3), 227–240.

Beharrell, B., Denison, T.J., 1995. Involvement in a routine food shopping context.
Br. Food J. 97 (4), 24–29.

Black, J.S., Stern, P.C., Elworth, J.T., 1985. Personal and contextual influences on
household energy adaptations. J. Appl. Psychol. 70 (1), 3–21.

Bodur, M., Sarıgöllü, E., 2005. Environmental sensitivity in a developing country:
consumer classification and implications. Environ. Behav. 37 (4), 487–510.

Bolfing, C.P., 1988. Integrating consumer involvement and product perceptions with
market segmentation and positioning strategies. J. Consum. Market. 5 (2), 49–57.

Boykoff, M.T., 2014. Media discourse on the climate slowdown. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4
(3), 156–158.

Bray, J., Johns, N., Kilburn, D., 2011. An exploratory study into the factors impeding
ethical consumption. J. Bus. Ethics 98 (4), 597–608.

Brislin, R.W., 1970. Back-translation for cross-cultural research. J. Cross Cult. Psychol.
1, 185–216.

Carmi, N., 2013. Caring about tomorrow: future orientation, environmental attitudes
and behaviors. Environ. Educ. Res. 19 (4), 430–444.

Carrete, L., Castano, R., Felix, R., Centeno, E., Gonzalez, E., 2012. Green consumer
behavior in an emerging economy: confusion, credibility, and compatibility. J.
Consum. Market. 29 (7), 470–481.

Cho, Y.N., Thyroff, A., Rapert, M.I., Park, S.Y., Lee, H.J., 2013. To be or not to be green:
exploring individualism and collectivism as antecedents of environmental
behavior. J. Bus. Res. 66 (8), 1052–1059.

Clayton, S., 2000. Models of justice in the environmental debate. J. Soc. Issues 56
(3), 459–474.

Cleveland, M., Kalamas, M., Laroche, M., 2005. Shades of green: linking environmental
locus of control and pro-environmental behaviors. J. Consum. Market. 22 (4),
198–212.

Collado, S., Staats, H., Corraliza, J.A., 2013. Experiencing nature in children’s summer
camps: affective, cognitive and behavioral consequences. J. Environ. Psychol. 33
(October), 37–44.

Convery, F., McDonnell, S., Ferreira, S., 2007. The most popular tax in Europe? Lessons
from the Irish plastic bags levy. Environ. Resource Econ. 38 (1), 1–11.

Cottam, N., 1994. A green policy committed to print: Kyocera’s cartridge-free laser
printer. Greener Manage. Int. 5, 61–65.

Cowan, K., Kinley, T., 2014. Green spirit: consumer empathies for green apparel. Int.
J. Consum. Stud. 38 (5), 493–499.

Dens, N., De Pelsmacker, P., 2010. Consumer response to different advertising appeals
for new products: the moderating influence of branding strategy and product
category involvement. J. Brand Manage. 18 (1), 50–65.

Diamantopoulos, A., Schlegelmilch, B.B., Sinkovics, R.R., Bohlen, G.M., 2003. Can
socio-demographics still play a role in profiling green consumers? A review of
the evidence and an empirical investigation. J. Bus. Res. 56 (6), 465–480.

Douglas, S.P., Craig, C.S., 2007. Collaborative and iterative translation: an alternative
approach to back translation. J. Int. Market. 15 (1), 30–43.

Dugar, A., 2007. Marketing of petrol in India-Transformation of an undifferentiated
low involvement commodity into high involvement brands. Innov. Market. 3 (4),
52–59.

Dunlap, R.E., 2008. The new environmental paradigm scale: from marginality to
worldwide use. J. Environ. Educ. 40 (1), 3–18.

Dunlap, R.E., Van Liere, K.D., 1978. The new environmental paradigm. J. Environ. Educ.
9 (4), 10–19.

Dunlap, R.E., Van Liere, K.D., Mertig, A.G., Jones, R.E., 2000. Measuring endorsement
of the new ecological paradigm: a revised NEP scale. J. Soc. Issues 56 (3), 425–442.

Fielding, K.S., Head, B.W., 2012. Determinants of young Australians’ environmental
actions: the role of responsibility attributions, locus of control, knowledge and
attitudes. Environ. Educ. Res. 18 (2), 171–186.

Fielding, K.S., McDonald, R., Louis, W.R., 2008. Theory of planned behavior, identity
and intentions to engage in environmental activism. J. Environ. Psychol. 28 (4),
318–326.

Fishbein, M., Ajzen, I., 1975. Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behavior: An Introduction
to Theory and Research. Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA.

Fornell, C., Larcker, D.F., 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Market. Res. 18 (1), 39–50.

Frondel, M., Lohmann, S., 2011. The European Commission’s light bulb decree: another
costly regulation? Energy Policy 39 (6), 3177–3181.

Furman, A., 1998. A note on environmental concern in a developing country: results
from an Istanbul survey. Environ. Behav. 30 (4), 520–534.

Gabler, C.B., Butler, T.D., Adams, F.G., 2013. The environmental belief-behaviour gap:
exploring barriers to green consumerism. J. Custom. Behav. 12 (2–3), 159–
176.

Gifford, R., 2011. The dragons of inaction: psychological barriers that limit climate
change mitigation and adaptation. Am. Psychol. 66 (4), 290–302.

Greitemeyer, T., 2013. Beware of climate change skeptic films. J. Environ. Psychol.
35, 105–109.

Greszki, R., Meyer, M., Schoen, H., 2015. Exploring the effects of removing “too fast”
responses and respondents from web surveys. Public Opin. Q. 79 (2), 471–503.

Grunert, K.G., Grunert, S.C., 1995. Measuring subjective meaning structures by the
laddering method: theoretical considerations and methodological problems. J.
Res. Market. 12, 209–225.

Gul, M.C., 2013. Long-term orientation, perceived consumer effectiveness, and
environmentally conscious consumer behavior: the case of Turkey. Int. J. Market.
Stud. 5 (5), 24–30.

Haghighat, R., 2007. The development of the brief social desirability scale (BSDS).
Eur. J. Psychol. 3 (4), http://ejop.psychopen.eu/article/view/417.

Hair, J.F., Jr., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E., 2010. Multivariate Data Analysis:
A Global Perspective, 7th ed. Pearson, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Han, H., 2015. Travelers’ pro-environmental behavior in a green lodging context:
converging value-belief-norm theory and the theory of planned behavior. Tourism
Manage. 47, 164–177.

Hawcroft, L.J., Milfont, T.L., 2010. The use (and abuse) of the new environmental
paradigm scale over the last 30 years: a meta-analysis. J. Environ. Psychol. 30
(2), 143–158.

ARTICLE IN PRESS
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