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Preface 

This master’s thesis is a collaboration between the psychology department and the environment 

and natural resources master’s programme at the University of Iceland. 

The thesis consists of two parts. Part A is a literature review and Part B is a research report, 

presented in a form of a journal article. In the literature review section material consumption and 

pro-environmental behavior is discussed in addition to values and attitudes. The relationship 

between materialistic values and environmental values and pro-environmental behavior is 

furthermore discussed. The research report is based on a questionnaire study among Icelandic 

students, from 14 colleges and the University of Iceland (N=367). The research report examines 

the possible relationship between values and daily pro-environmental behavior and ethical 

consumption. More specifically it examines whether materialistic values can further increase the 

understanding of various pro-environmental behavior, beyond environmental values. It has for long 

been known that environmental values are a rather stable predictor of pro-environmental behavior 

but less is known about the effects of materialistic values beyond that.
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PART A. Literature review: 

Material consumption, pro-environmental behavior, values and attitudes 

 

1. Introduction  

How to make the world more sustainable is a current major challenge. In 2015, the United Nations 

published new sustainable development goals that aim to make the world sustainable before 2030. 

This includes 17 goals and 169 targets and each one has the purpose to encourage actions that lead 

to a better world, both for humanity and the planet (United Nations, 2015). To be able to reach 

these goals, and a sustainable world, every sector has to take part, individuals as well as businesses 

and the government. 

The standard definition of sustainable development is that it calls for a decent standard of 

living for everyone today without compromising the needs of future generations for a good life 

(WCED, 1987). Sustainability consist of three interconnected pillars; economic, environmental, 

and social, all of which are affected by human behavior. Knight and Rosa (2011, p. 931) state that 

“sustainability is the sustaining of human well-being into the indefinite future by minimizing 

humanity’s impact on the natural environment upon which that well-being ultimately depends”. 

For human societies to be sustainable people must live within the boundaries set by the natural 

environment (Rockström et al., 2009).  

With regards to the environment there is no doubt that negative impact of human behavior 

is a big contributor to problems that are occurring. This is particularly true in the Western, more 

affluent, part of the world and the main reason is that with more money comes more consumption 

which leads to environmental damage (York, Rosa & Dietz, 2003). Consumption takes many forms 

that all, in some way, harm the environment, material consumption (purchasing of material things) 

and also daily actions like eating habits (Hedenus, Wirsenius & Johansson, 2014), transportation 

modes (Aamaas, Borken-Kleefeld & Peters, 2013) and waste generation and disposal 

(Papargyropoulou, Lozano, Steinberger, Wright & bin Ujang, 2014).  

Even though Iceland is considered as one of the most environmentally friendly country in 

the world (Hsu et al., 2016) due to relatively clean and undisturbed nature and usage of clean and 

renewable energy sources (OECD, 2014), Icelanders are no different from other Western nations 
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when it comes to excessive consumption and overall an unsustainable lifestyle. Sigurður Eyberg 

Jóhannesson (2010) came to the conclusion in his research that Icelanders are among the highest 

consumeristic (ísl: neyslufrekasta) nation in the world. Indeed, it has been estimated that 

Icelanders’ ecological footprint is the largest among all nations that have been measured (Olafsson, 

Cook, Davidsdottir & Johannsdottir, 2014). Ecological footprint is a measure of human impact on 

the planet due to overall lifestyles (Global Footprint Network, n.d.).  

It is important to find ways to reduce human impact on the environment if the world is to 

become sustainable. One way is to study why individuals behave in environmentally unfriendly 

and unsustainable ways. By analyzing the reasons and motives they have for their actions it might 

be possible to find ways to teach and inform about better and less destructive ways of living and 

behaving. 

One important question in social sciences is what affects and influences human behavior, 

and two popular answers are values and attitudes, which are two closely related concepts, each 

believed to explain aspects of human behavior (Schultz & Zelezny, 1999).Values are considered 

to be more important, as they represent the individual’s world view serving as a guide through life 

(Schwartz et al., 2001). Individual values are seen as an indicator of what is important to them and 

their life. Values can be used to predict attitudes, which are evaluation, either positive or negative, 

towards something or someone expressed through feelings and actions (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

As such, attitudes also predict behavior (Homer & Kahle, 1988). It is believed that values, attitudes 

and behavior are interconnected but this is a more complex system than the simple values – 

attitudes – behavior hierarchy, which argues that in any given situation the influence goes from 

abstract values to more specific attitudes and then to a certain specific behavior (Homer & Kahle, 

1988). For values and attitudes to affect behavior there are other psychological, social and external 

factors that need to be accounted for.  

The aim of this project is to examine possible links between values and daily pro-

environmental behavior and ethical consumption among young Icelanders. Environmental values 

and materialistic values are studied because there is evidence that those values relate to 

environmental behavior (Hurst, Dittmar, Bond & Kasser, 2013). Environmental values have shown 

a positive relationship to pro-environmental behavior while the relationship between materialistic 
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values and pro-environmental behavior has been shown to be negative (Klöckner, 2013; Hurst et 

al., 2013). 

There are two main reasons for the decision to focus on young people, 18-25 years old, in 

this study. The first is that a study like this one, combining environmental values and materialistic 

values as predictors of pro-environmental behavior, has not been carried out in Iceland before, 

according to my knowledge, and might therefore contribute to the knowledge about the topics 

discussed. Because of Iceland’s high consumption and high ecological footprint it is of importance 

to study values and behavior in regard to the environment among the young generation that will be 

in the lead in forthcoming years. Secondly, it is important to study values and pro-environmental 

behavior and what factors influence this kind of behavior among young people in Iceland. If those 

factors are known it might be possible to create interventions and programs to encourage more 

environmentally friendly behavior. Whereas values are considered to be a rather stable, and 

therefore, difficult to change when individuals reach adulthood, focusing on young people might 

have some advantage (Schwartz, 1992). It may be easier and more effective to target young 

people’s values and behavior because they have not yet stabilized to the same degree as the values 

and behavior of older individuals. To be able to address the problem that massive material 

consumption, and overall unsustainable lifestyle, has on the environment, it is important to know 

what has influence on them in the first place. Therefore a study like this is of significance for 

environmental reasons. The environment cannot take this consumption without some serious 

consequences.  

By looking especially at the role materialistic values play in the value – pro-environmental 

behavior relationship it can be established whether materialistic values add anything to the 

understanding of pro-environmental behavior. If that is the case, that knowledge can be used in 

behavioral interventions and policy making. If materialistic values add further understanding, 

beyond environmental values, then it might be powerful to simultaneously aim to increase 

environmental values and decrease materialistic values.  

The literature review starts with a short discussion about changes in human consumption 

and the environmental impact of human behavior. Pro-environmental behavior will be explained 

with a special focus on daily consumption and transportation behavior, recycling behavior, food-

buying behavior and ethical consumption. The review ends with a discussion about values as a 
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predictor of pro-environmental behavior, focusing on materialistic values and environmental 

values. 
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2. Overview of changes in human consumption 

When talking about human consumption, in the context of environmental problems, it is important 

to keep in mind that it is not only material consumption (purchasing of material goods) that matter, 

but also the overall consumption of natural resources through different daily actions. Most of 

human behavior requires some kind of resource consumption and in that way puts pressure on 

environmental systems that provide humans with goods and services (Tukker & Jansen, 2006). 

Human consumption has changed and increased significantly over the last decades, both due to 

changes in individuals’ behavior, changes in the design and production of goods and because of 

rapid population growth (Dittmar, 2008; Babin, Darden & Griffin, 1994; Guiltinan, 2009).  

It was not until the mid-20th century that consumer societies began to develop, in the current 

form, in the Western part of the world and people became consumers and not just citizens (Gabriel 

& Lang, 2006). In consumer societies, consumption is not only seen as something used to meet 

one’s needs, consumption means much more to the individuals and the society. Consumption 

started to be more about creating one’s self, increase happiness and improve social status rather 

than focus on pure practicality (Dittmar, 2008). Shopping trips became a form of a hobby and 

lifestyle and people started to purchase things not only out of need but rather based on desire. Over 

the last decades, at least in the developed world, there has been a huge rise in consumption (OECD, 

n.d.). 

One consumption behavior that has noticeably changed is buying behavior. Many studies 

have been carried out in order to find an answer to the question: “why do people shop?” and identify 

what influences shopping (Donnelly, Ksendzova & Howell, 2013; Dittmar, Long & Bond, 2007). 

One change in buying behavior is that nowadays purchases are not only motivated by financial or 

practical reasons. In the past it was believed that people were rational consumers making well 

thought-out decisions based on the practical value of a product (Zukin & Maguire, 2004). Today 

purchases are influenced by different motives and therefore more categories of buying motives 

have been studied in the recent years (Babin et al., 1994).  

Buying motives refers to why individuals purchase what they do (Dittmar et al., 2007). 

Psychological buying motives are one category of buying motives that has gained some attention 

and importance. Psychological buying motives relate to three sources: emotions, self-identity and 

social factors (Dittmar, Beattie & Friese, 1995) and the two psychological buying motives that 
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seems to be especially important in affecting purchasing decisions are motives related to happiness 

and motives related to the self (Dittmar et al., 2007).  

 Buying motives related to happiness appear when individuals buy things to improve their 

mood and increase their happiness. Shopping trips and the acquisition of material things is seen as 

a pleasurable activity that evokes positive emotions (Donnelly et al., 2013). When individuals buy 

things to build a better or more desirable self, both personally and socially, they are influenced by 

buying motives related to the self-identity. This means that people buy things that they think will 

move them closer to the person that they most want to be (personal self) or closer to the person that 

they most want other people to think that they are (social self) (Dittmar, Long & Meek, 2004).  

The importance of psychological buying motives arises from the symbolic meaning of 

things. Because of the symbolic meaning of things, people can purchases for social and 

psychological reasons. Material things have more meaning than just the practical value. 

Possessions are used to show one’s status in the society (Amaldoss & Jain, 2005), increase one’s 

happiness level (Richins & Dawson, 1992) and create a desirable self, that is to move one closer to 

the person one wishes to be (Belk, 1988). All this is possible because material things often have 

certain symbolic meaning to them (Elliott, 1997), both to the individuals themselves and to the 

society as a whole. This means that people buy certain things to try to feel more like the person 

they most want to be and/or to show the people around them what kind of person they are. For 

example, a certain brand of flower vase is no longer just seen as a vase that can hold a bouquet of 

flowers (the practical value of the vase) but it also shows that you are identified as a certain type 

of person, both by yourself and others around you (the symbolic meaning of the vase). 

Among the young generation one variable that seems to affect their shopping habits a great 

deal, is the need or will to either stand out in a group or blend in with a group (Noble, Haytok & 

Phillips, 2009). This can be explained with consumer socialization theory (Noble et al., 2009). This 

theory states that on their journey towards becoming an independent consumer, young people try 

to develop their own shopping styles and habits while facing the struggle of independence from the 

people closest to them (Ward, 1974). The buying motives that lie behind this socialization are 

mostly related to the self. Consumption is used as a way to find out who they are outside the 

protective environment of their parents. So it seems that psychological buying motives not only are 
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evident in the consumer behavior of adults but also are evident in teenagers and young adults 

(Noble et al., 2009). 

Another change in consumer behavior is the change from the rational consumer towards a 

more impulsive consumer (Verplanken & Sato, 2011). Impulsive consumption seems to have 

increased quite dramatically in recent years. This increase might be connected to the rise in 

materialistic values (discussed in chapter 5.2.), people may think their life and social status will 

get better if they have certain things and those values can trigger impulse purchases (Dittmar, 

2005). In addition, for some years now it has been popular to talk about so called retail therapy and 

look at material consumption as a way to improve one’s happiness (Ataly & Meloy, 2011). The 

internet is a further reason for the increase in impulsive consumption as people can just sit in their 

couch and buy things with one click (Dittmar et al., 2007). 

There are other factors that have caused changes in consumption habits than just individual 

motives and behavior. There are some external factors that have led to changed and increased 

consumption. One possible factor leading to increased material consumption and disposal is 

planned obsolescence. According to Guiltinan (2009, p. 20) “The objective of planned 

obsolescence is to stimulate replacement buying by consumers. The most direct way to speed 

replacement demand is to shorten the usable life of a product through one or more of the physical 

obsolescence mechanisms”. This means that external factors stimulate individuals to increase their 

consumption via various mechanisms. There are three mechanisms that encourage consumption 

due to planned obsolescence: limited functional life design, limited repair design and design that 

leads to reduced satisfaction (Guiltinan, 2009). Though individuals’ purchasing is motivated by 

psychological factors such as happiness and the desire for an ideal self, there are external factors 

that to a certain extent influence this. For example, the design and production of products with the 

sole purpose of reducing consumers’ satisfaction.  

Another external factor that highly influences individuals’ psychological buying motives 

are advertisements (Dittmar, 2008). The goal of advertisements is to get individuals to purchase 

certain goods and services. That is often done using the symbolic meaning of material goods and 

emphasizing the happiness and dream-self one achieves if the products in question are bought and 

used (Dittmar, 2008). Each day individuals are bombarded with a range of advertisements via many 

different media. This extensive advertisement exposure can lead to feelings self-discrepancy, 
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involving a gap between the person one really is and the desirable person that one would like to be. 

Self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987) is closely related to the individual self. If there is a gap 

between an individual’s actual self and his ideal self, a discrepancy is present and it can be filled 

with material things. In other words, people often shop to fill the gap between the reality and the 

ideal/dream (Dittmar, et al., 2007).  

The big difference in consumption over the years is both the overall increase in 

consumption and also the new and more complex buying motives driving modern material 

consumption. However, it is necessary to keep in mind that one reason for the steady increase in 

consumption is the rapid population growth. As more people live on Earth, there will be an increase 

in all kinds of consumption. Therefore, the main change in consumption may not be the shift from 

practicality to the more symbolic meaning of a product, but rather the big increase in number of 

individuals that takes part in this shift. For almost all of history consumption of material goods has 

been used as a status and happiness symbol (see e.g. Belk, 1985) but since the formation of 

consumer societies it has become increasingly more common to use consumption to showcase 

status and success. Therefore, the difference between the modern day consumerism and historical 

consumerism might be considered to be more quantitative than qualitative. 
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3. Environmental impact of human behavior 

Human behavior affects the environment in many ways, both positively and negatively. Every day 

individuals make a choice about how to act and behave in many various situations, some behaviors 

are carefully thought through and well-chosen while others are more spontaneous and occur due to 

habits (Oullette & Wood, 1998; Kurz, Gardner, Verplanken & Abraham, 2015).  

 There are many behaviors in individuals’ daily live that have impact on the natural 

environment. There are transportation choices, to drive, take the bus, bike or walk; what to eat, eat 

locally and seasonally, whether mostly organic plant based food or meat; personal hygiene and 

house cleaning, using a lot of harmful chemicals or more natural cleaners; laundering and drying 

of clothes and home heating. For almost every behavior there is a choice of a more environmental 

friendly option, but people often do not make that choice because it is less convenient for them 

(Steg, Lindenberg & Keizer, 2015). 

Human consumption has a huge impact on how the environment is treated and thus on 

human impact on the natural world (UNEP, 2010). Consumer behavior refers to buying, usage and 

disposal of consumer goods and services (Campbell, 1987). Whereas consumer behavior is a rather 

broad concept and touches on many different stages of consumption, it is clear that this behavior 

plays a big role in how the natural environment is treated (Nijdam, Wilting, Goedkoop & Madsen, 

2005). 

All consumption requires resources from the natural environment and in some way harms 

it. The big rise in consumption over the last decades means that there has been a steady degradation 

on natural systems all over the globe (UNEP, 2010). The harm that human consumption causes the 

environment happens throughout the entire supply chain, from extraction of raw material, through 

production and transportation to the purchases and usage and all the way to disposal. 

It does not matter whether it is natural material, like timber and cotton, or artificial materials 

such as polyester or plastic, they all have an impact on natural systems in one way or another 

(Chapman, 2010). The environmental damage that occur because of human consumption is very 

complex. Land degradation is one problem that results from human consumption. Forests have 

been cut down extensively and other natural ecosystems have been disturbed or damaged for 

harvesting raw material (UNEP, 2010). Material consumption causes extensive damaging 

emissions from production processes as well as the transportation required to distribute and dispose 
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of goods. It has become increasingly more common for companies to produce their goods overseas 

(Laudal, 2010), often under poor conditions in developing countries. Many of the factories that 

produce material goods are located in countries with minor or even no protection regarding 

environmental impact (Dean, Lovely & Wang, 2009). 

People’s overall consumption habits are possibly the biggest factor leading to 

environmental damage. Modern consumption culture has both been called throw-away-culture and 

disposable culture (Birtwistle & Moore, 2007). Those seem to be appropriate terms to describe 

modern consumer culture where things are bought and used as if they are disposable, even if they 

are not. Not only does the production affect the environment, but so does the disposal of the waste. 

A large amount of what households throw away ends up in landfills (Eurostat, 2017) which by 

itself causes environmental problems.  

However, disposal habits are not the main problem, because even if people stopped 

throwing things away and started reusing and recycling, it would not solve the problem 

(Umhverfis- og auðlindaráðuneytið, 2013). The main solution concerns the way that material 

things are produced, bought, and consumed. It will never be enough to reuse and recycle. Rather, 

people must begin to refuse and reduce. They have to start consuming less. 
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4. Pro-environmental behavior 

Pro-environmental behavior is behavior that does minimal harm to the environment, or even 

benefits it and the natural life that exists there (Stern, 2000). A lot of research has been done on 

different daily pro-environmental behavior and how to get individuals to act more environmentally 

friendly in their daily lives. Research on this topic has been conducted on various behaviors among 

teens (Toth, Little, Read, Fitton & Horton, 2013), university students (Zsóka, Szerénvi, Széchy & 

Kocsis, 2013; Bissing-Olson, Fielding & Iyer, 2016) and adults (Clark, Kotchen & Moore, 2003; 

Barbaro & Pickett, 2016).  

Pro-environmental behavior can be categorized as either impact-oriented or intent-oriented. 

Impact-oriented behavior is defined by the change that it has on the natural resources and 

ecosystems. Intent-oriented behavior on the other hand is behavior that is carried out with the goal 

to positively affect the environment (Stern, 2000). The difference between those two orientations 

is that the intent to positively affect the environment with specific behavior may not necessarily 

result in positive environmental impact. Both orientations are important. Impact orientation focuses 

on the status of the environment, whereas intent orientation focuses on beliefs, motives and 

behavior (Stern, 2000).  

There is evidence that pro-environmental behavior is multi-dimensional, and therefore 

comprised of many specific pro-environmental behaviors that do not necessarily correlate with 

each other (Thørgersen, 2004). People might engage in some pro-environmental actions, like 

recycling, but may not necessarily use public transport when it is available, or eat less meat when 

alternatives are available. Stern (2000) distinguishes between three types of pro-environmental 

behavior: environmental activism, public sphere behavior that is not activism, and private-sphere 

environmentalism. Both consumer behavior and daily pro-environmental behavior fall into the last 

category of private-sphere behavior.  

It is useful to group private-sphere behavior based on impact on the environment, as the 

impact can vary substantially (Stern, 2000). For example, the environmental impact due to travel 

behavior is greater than the impact from recycling. It seems to be that the behavioral changes that 

would benefit the environment the most (have the most positive impact) are the ones that people 

are less willing to adopt due to inconvenience and high cost. 
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Behavior that has little impact on the environment is called “non-significant behavior” and 

that which has a large impact is called “significant behavior” (Gatersleben, Steg & Vlek, 2002). 

Non-significant pro-environmental behavior is often “low-cost” behavior and is therefore easier 

for individuals to perform. Not only is the behavior low in economic cost, but also in a broader 

sense that includes time and effort needed to take up the more environmental friendly option 

(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). When studying environmental friendly behavior it is important to 

look at both non-significant and significant behavior because otherwise false conclusions can be 

drawn from the results (Gatersleben et al., 2002).  

Even though it is important to adopt the less significant behavior, like recycling and use of 

reusable shopping bags, that behavior is not going to be a turning point in tackling the 

environmental problem. If the goal is to reduce the pressure on the natural environmental, it is 

important to target the more significant behaviors of purchasing and overall consumer behavior 

(Steg & Vlek, 2009; Girod, van Vuuren & Hertwich, 2014).  

Pro-environmental behavior is often not beneficial enough to encourage its use (de Groot 

& Steg, 2009). Even though pro-environmental behavior is in many cases believed to be 

appropriate thing to do, it can be more time-consuming, not as convenient and less pleasurable 

(Steg, Bolderdijk, Keizer & Perlaviciute, 2014). A typical example of this is reducing ones car use 

and take up a more pro-environmental travel modes. By doing so there will be a reduction in 

emissions and other environmental pollution, but the gain, like financial savings and increased 

physical activity, might not outweigh the other inconvenient factors that arise from not using the 

car (e.g. it may take longer time to go between places, weather can be poor and the public transport 

schedule might be inconvenient). This relates to individual values (discussed in chapter 5.), where 

more emphasis may be placed on values that benefit the individual (self-enhancement values) 

versus environmental values that benefits something or someone else (self-transcendence values) 

(Steg & Vlek, 2009).  

Even though pro-environmental behavior is probably multi-dimensional, so called spillover 

effects can occur (Thørgersen & Ölander, 2003). That happens when adopting one pro-

environmental behavior increases the likelihood of adopting another one (positive spillover). This 

positive spillover more often happens for individuals that hold a positive value towards the 

environment (Thørgersen & Ölander, 2003), for low cost behavior (Lanzini & Thørgersen, 2014) 
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and for behaviors that are similar to each other (Thørgersen & Crompton, 2009). This spillover 

effect can also be negative in that one pro-environmental behavior decreases the likelihood of 

adopting another (Truelove, Carrico, Weber & Raimi, 2014).  

Positive spillover can be a helpful tool in promoting environmental friendly lifestyles (Van 

der Werff, Steg & Keizer, 2014) by creating a sense of environmental self-identity within 

individuals. Negative spillover, on the other hand, can be dangerous when trying to improve 

individual’s pro-environmental behavior, because people might use their engagement in low-cost 

non-significant behavior, like recycling, to justify not engaging in higher cost and more significant 

behaviors, such as changing overall consumption habits (Thørgersen & Crompton, 2009). 

People often perceive that their individual behavior does not really matter in the wider 

context, and therefore are not willing to make sacrifices to take up a more environmentally friendly 

lifestyle. People may believe that there is a trade-off between being environmentally friendly and 

living a happy and meaningful life. On the contrary, however, research has shown that individuals 

who live a simpler and environmentally friendly life tend to be happy and contented (Brown & 

Kasser, 2005). Knight and Rosa (2011) showed that high level of consumption was not positively 

related to increased well-being, and even associated with decreases in well-being in countries high 

in consumption.  

4.1.Measures of pro-environmental behavior 

When assessing individuals’ pro-environmental behavior, researchers most frequently rely on self-

report measures consisting of statements including range of pro-environmental behavior (Steg & 

Vlek, 2009; Kormos & Gifford, 2014). In an ideal world individuals’ self-reported behavior would 

always match their actual behavior, but that is not always the case (Kormos & Gifford, 2014). The 

so called intention-behavioral gap is usually present. This gap represents the difference in what 

individuals’ say they do, or are going to do, and what they actually do (Kennedy, Becley, 

McFarlane & Nadeu, 2009).  

Markle (2013, p. 905) concluded that in studies on pro-environmental behavior “almost 

every researcher has lack of consistency among the measures being employed”. He notes that the 

measures used to identify pro-environmental behavior both differ markedly in number of items 

used and often include irrelevant items that do not matter when it comes to environmental impact 
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(Markle, 2013). This lack of a proper measurement of pro-environmental behavior leads 

researchers to develop their own measures for their specific research. As a consequence every 

researcher develops a questionnaire that best suits his/her situation. It can depend on location which 

behavior is considered important due to environmental impacts. For example, in Iceland it rarely 

matters if individuals try to reduce house heating to save energy or use energy-saving lightbulbs 

because of cheap and renewable energy sources. Therefore, by adjusting each pro-environmental 

measure to the current situation researchers can avoid using irrelevant items in their research. 

Those self-report measures measure individuals’ behavioral intentions or claims, but not 

the environmental impact of the respective behavior. It is also important to assess the 

environmental impact of pro-environmental behavior to see which behavior does have significant 

impact on the environment and which does not (Steg & Vlek, 2009). One method that is used to 

estimate the environmental impact of goods and services is Life Cycle Analysis (LCA). By using 

LCA the aim is to compare the environmental impact of different goods and services (Kaiser, Doka, 

Hofstetter & Ranney, 2003). This method emphasizes the need to take into account the whole life 

cycle of a product, from extraction to disposal. Stern (2000) notes that for pro-environmental 

behavior to have a positive, or at least less negative, impact on the natural environment it is of great 

importance to know what actions can lead to the greatest benefits for the environment. 

In the present study, pro-environmental behavior was measured using a self-reported 

questionnaire. Two questionnaires were used to measure pro-environmental behavior, one to 

measure range of daily-pro-environmental behaviors and one to measure ethical consumption. The 

questionnaires can be found in Appendix A. Factor analysis was conducted on the scale measuring 

daily pro-environmental behavior and resulted in three distinct factors: daily consumption and 

transportation behavior, recycling behavior and food buying behavior. The results from the factor 

analysis can be found in Appendix B. Because there is evidence that pro-environmental behavior 

is multi-dimensional (Thørgersen, 2004) it was decided to use factor-analysis on the pro-

environmental behavior scale prior to any further analysis. This also gives opportunity to see if 

there is a difference in the relationship between values and pro-environmental behavior based on 

the behavior in question. 
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4.2.Daily consumption and transportation behavior 

This pro-environmental behavior category of the questionnaire consists of a wide range of behavior 

that most people engage in throughout their day; transportation, usage of plastic, meat 

consumption, etc.  

 Environmental impact of transport behavior is considered to be rather big (Girod, van 

Vuuren & de Vries, 2013). Daily transportation behavior includes a range of options, which vary 

in terms of environmental friendliness. Iceland is a nation that relies heavily on the use of the 

private car. According to Statistics Iceland (n.d.) there are 684 cars per 1000 inhabitants. According 

to a Forbes list from 2008, private car ownership in Iceland is among the highest in the world 

(Prentland, 2008). In a poll that Capacent Gallup carried out in 2014 on transport modes in 

Reykjavík, 75% of respondents said they use a private car for daily transportation and only 4.8% 

said they used public transportation. Even though there is a steady increase in numbers of electric 

cars in Iceland, still most of the car fleet uses unrenewable fuels, such as gasoline and diesel 

(National Energy Authority, 2016) that contribute to greenhouse gas emission and other forms of 

pollution. Though there are some environmentally friendly options available when it comes to 

transportation modes, such as public transport, cycling or walking, it can be difficult to get 

individuals to choose those over the car. Transport behavior is considered to be strongly habitual, 

where daily travel patterns often repeat themselves over and over again (Gärling & Axhausen, 

2003; Kurz et al., 2015). Because of the strong habitual factor in transportation behavior it can be 

difficult to change. 

 Another transportation habit harming the environment is air travel, and because of the 

steady increase in its usage, due to various reasons, this transport modes is of critical importance 

(see e.g. Gössling & Upham, 2009). Iceland is an island and therefore people need to fly if they 

want to travel abroad. According to both Landsbankinn (2015) and Íslandsbanki (2016), the 

number of travels abroad is higher than ever. It is predicted that those numbers will increase further 

in the coming years. Flight travel behavior is a behavior for which it is difficult to find a more 

environmentally friendly option, other than simply reducing or stopping traveling abroad 

altogether. That is not something individuals are easily willing to do, at least according to a new 

research from the UK. That research indicates that even individuals with positive environmental 

attitudes that do engage in a wide range of pro-environmental household behavior are not willing 
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to reduce or abstain from air travel (Alcock et al., 2017). Existing evidence suggests that reducing 

numbers of trips abroad is not something that is high on the list of pro-environmental behavior 

among Icelanders.  

 Food consumption is a behavior that impacts the environment in many ways, from 

production to purchasing, eating and wasting. The eating behavior that was measured in the present 

research was meat eating, because it is believed that eating less meat benefits the environment 

greatly (Stehfest et al, 2009; Westhoek et al., 2014). According to a report from the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (2013) the livestock sector is responsible 

for 14.5% of human-induced greenhouse gas emission. All agriculture puts a pressure on the 

world’s water resources, but the water footprint, which is how much water is needed for the 

production, for animal products is consistently larger than the water footprint of crop products 

(Mekonnen & Hoekstra, 2012). In FAO’s (2013) report it is mentioned that because of this rather 

large negative environmental impact of livestock production, it also has a significant role in 

mitigating the environmental problem. It seems to be important to encourage individuals to 

decrease their consumption of animal products and incorporate more plant based foods into their 

diet.  

Icelanders are, however, big meat-eaters. According to Statistics Iceland (2016) meat 

consumption per individual in the year 2015 was 83.8 kg. It can, of course, be considered doubtful 

whether a plant-based diet that includes lots of imported food is better for the environment than a 

diet based mostly on animal products that are produced in Iceland. This is a valid question and 

something that should be researched in more detail. Girod et al. (2014) stated that even though 

plant based food has lower emission per calorie, in general, compared to animal products, 

emissions from plant based foods can still be very high due to intense transportation.  

Usage of plastic in daily life is extensive, whether it is disposable plastic; plastic bags offered 

in every store, plastic dishes, glasses and cutlery in restaurants, plastic coffee cups in coffee shops, 

plastic packaging of the food, or longer-lasting plastic; furniture, kitchen tools and toothbrushes, 

etc. The use of plastic is starting to have a major negative impact on the environment and especially 

on the world’s oceans (Sigler, 2014; Eriksen et al., 2014). Because plastic is a rather durable 

material, it does not break down in nature but splits into smaller and smaller particles that are now 

being found inside fish and other organisms (Cósar et al., 2014). Reducing the use of plastic should, 
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in principle, be fairly easy. People just have to start using reusable containers and bags and to refuse 

disposable plastic products when offered. In practice, however, plastic is everywhere and more 

environmental friendly options are often not available and when available they are often expensive. 

 In Iceland there have been some actions carried out to reduce the use of disposable plastic. 

However, it seems that only limited number of actions have been established systematically. There 

are several municipalities that have started projects that aim to reduce, and hopefully stop, the use 

of disposable plastic shopping bags (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2016). 

In 2016 a working group was established by the Ministry for the Environment and Natural 

Resources to outline some actions to successfully reduce use of plastic bags down to 40 bags per 

individual per year by the end of 2025 (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2016). 

There are no accurate numbers on how many disposable bags each Icelander uses today, but 

numbers from other European countries estimate that the number is around 500 bags per individual 

per year (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2016). Because each bag is usually 

only used once it is clear how much waste is caused only due to plastic bags. There are no numbers 

available regarding use of other disposable plastic products in Iceland. 

4.3.Recycling behavior 

Though it is considered to be more critical in regards to the environmental problem to change 

individuals’ overall consumption behavior (Steg & Vlek, 2009) rather than focus on other less 

significant behaviors, like recycling, encouraging those actions is important. The most important 

and effective part of the waste management hierarchy (see e.g. European Union, 2010) is waste 

prevention, followed by reuse and recycling. In many cases, waste prevention is not possible, for 

example regarding food packaging and some other household items. In those cases reuse and 

recycling are the preferred way to dispose of said products or items. 

Due to systematic motivation and education provided to the general public about waste 

management and recycling, recycling is probably one of the most frequently carried out pro-

environmental behavior in Iceland (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013). 

According to the Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources (2013), the amount of waste 

that is recycled has increased by 59% from 1995 to 2011 and the amount of waste that goes to 

landfill has reduced from 79% of all waste in 1995 down to 31% in 2011.  
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It can be said that recycling has become a social norm in Iceland. One reason, together with 

increased awareness and education, for increased recycling over the last 20 years (Ministry for the 

Environment and Natural Resources, 2013), might be the more convenient ways to recycle waste. 

Today many homes, at least in Reykjavík, have access to paper and plastic recycling bins right by 

their houses (Reykjavíkurborg, n.d.), so people do not need to go to the nearest recycling station, 

that might be located in an inconvenient distance from their home.  

Recycling and reuse of other materials, like glass, timber, old furniture and clothes is not 

as convenient as recycling of plastic and paper. For those things and materials to be recycled or 

reused, people have to go to the recycling centers and that is an effort some might not be willing 

or able to undertake. There are no statistics available on this type of recycling here in Iceland 

(Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013).  

In Iceland, it is believed that 40% of waste generated comes from households and 60% from 

businesses and industries (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013). For 

individuals, the most important thing is not how they dispose of things and materials, but to reduce 

the waste generation. This can be achieved by just buy things that one really needs, trying to avoid 

things wrapped in extensive packaging, and trying to buy second-hand instead of brand new. 

There is no doubt about the importance of recycling and encouraging it should be continued, 

but recycling per se is only “a drop in the ocean” in context of the environmental problem (Ministry 

for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013). According to the Ministry for the Environment 

and Natural Resources (2013), the waste sector is responsible for less than 5% of total greenhouse 

gas emission. The best waste management is to prevent waste generation to begin with (Ministry 

for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013) and in that way it is possible to reduce 

greenhouse gas emission in multiple sectors. 

4.4.Food-buying behavior 

It is estimated that the whole food sector is responsible for almost third of anthropogenic 

greenhouse gas emission (Vermeulen, Campbell & Ingram, 2012). Since food has such a great 

impact on the natural environment, food consumption is a critical behavior in regard to the 

environment. Behavior related to food is heavily habitual (Kurz, et al., 2015), which makes it 

difficult to change. As was discussed above consumption of animal products is considered to 
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contribute more to the environmental problem than a plant based diet. Despite that, it does not only 

matter what is eaten, it also matters how and where the food is grown. Is it organic, local and/or 

seasonal?  

Whether a food is grown conventionally or organically differs in the environmental impact 

of that food. The use of synthetic fertilizers, pesticides and other chemicals, in modern conventional 

agriculture, can have severe negative effect on the environment, mostly on soils (soil erosion) and 

water resources (water pollution) (Pimentel, Hepperly, Hanson, Douds & Seidel, 2005). The 

nutrient rich runoff water from conventional agriculture can severely affect various ecosystems in 

the ocean by creating so called “dead zones” (Pimentel et al., 2005; Diaz & Rosenberg, 2008). This 

term refers to the areas where oxygen levels are so low that animal life dies. In organic farming, 

on the other hand, foods is to grown while protecting the environment, like conserving soil and 

water resources (Pimentel et al., 2005). Almost no synthetic fertilizers or pesticides are used in 

organic farming, resulting in little water pollution (Reganold & Wachter, 2016).  

It is difficult to find exact numbers on organic production and consumption in Iceland 

(Davíðsdóttir, 2013). Numbers from Europe show that over the last decade there has been a steady 

increase in both production and consumption of organic products (IFOAM EU Group, 2016). It 

seems, that organic products are becoming more and more available in Icelandic stores, giving 

individuals the opportunity to switch from conventionally grown products to organic products. The 

main problem might be that the selection of organic products is still rather limited and the prices 

are often higher than for the other products. 

Local food is food that is grown/produced in the nearest environment of the consumer. By 

eating local food individuals can contribute to a better environment by decreasing so-called food 

miles, which is the distance from the place the food was grown or raised and to the plate of the 

consumer (Van Passel, 2010). Decreasing this distance might result in less impact on the 

environment, by reducing the emissions caused by transportation. Food miles are, nonetheless, a 

debatable concept to describe the environmental impact of a food product, because the only thing 

taken into account is the distance from production to consumption (Van Passel, 2010). Production 

processes, packaging, storage and other critical steps in the whole food supply chain are not 

considered when assessing food miles. Because of this simple environmental impact assessment of 

food miles, it might be inaccurate to focus mainly on them when assessing and discussing the 
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environmental impact of food production and consumption (Van Passel, 2010). Some have even 

argued that in some cases it is less environmental friendly to eat local food than imported (Weber 

& Matthews, 2008). Whether local food is more environmentally friendly than non-local food 

depends on other factors as well, such as the production processes and what kind of food it is. The 

main thing is to be aware of the limitation of focusing solely on food miles if one wants to reduce 

his/hers environmental impact by changing diet.  

To eat local food in Iceland can be challenging if one wants to maintain a varied diet. It is 

rather limited what is grown and produced in Iceland. There are animal based products such as 

meat, fish, eggs and milk products, but as has been discussed it is believed that the best diet, from 

environmental perspective, is one that is mainly plant-based. There are various vegetables grown 

in Iceland, both outside and in greenhouses, but still a fairly large amount of vegetables are 

imported (Matís, 2012). According to a report issued by Matís in 2012 there are many opportunities 

in vegetarian farming in Iceland but for them to become a reality the government needs to subsidize 

the cost of electricity to vegetable farmers (Matís, 2012). For other various food products, apart 

from animal based products and vegetables, Icelanders mostly have to rely on imported products.  

The food sector is a good example where the effort of governments and individuals’ need 

to go hand in hand if the aim is to take up more environmentally friendly behavior. It is difficult to 

change food behavior solely by encouraging the individual, there are some external factors present. 

Price, quality and taste are, for example, rather important factors in food consumption (Mäkiniemi 

& Vainio, 2014; Tobler, Visschers & Siegrist, 2011). By focusing on those external factors together 

with individuals’ internal factors, changing food habits might be possible. 

4.5.Ethical consumption 

For the purpose of this project, ethical consumption refers to individuals’ purchases, but not their 

overall daily consumption such as energy use, transportation and food habits. 

 Ethical consumption is a term that is becoming increasingly popular to discuss in the 

context of sustainability (Starr, 2009). Ethical consumption, in its simplest forms, means 

consumption that does minimal harm to societies and the environment, or even benefits it. 

Examples of ethical consumption is purchasing organic products, fair trade products, products 

made out of recycled or reusable materials and avoiding products made in harmful work conditions 
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using cheap labor. Some say that ethical consumption is becoming more and more mainstream 

among the general public, individuals now take into account the ethical aspects of their purchases 

not only the practical value and pleasure that the product provides (Starr, 2009; Carrington, Neville 

& Whitwell, 2014).  

 Broadly speaking, there are two components of ethical consumption, environmental one 

and social one (see e.g. Sudbury-Riley & Kohlbacher, 2016). Individuals who engage in 

environmentally ethical consumption have concerns regarding the effect that their consumption has 

on the environment and the natural systems (Gilg, Barr & Ford, 2005) and try to minimize their 

effect by choosing more natural products. Examples of environmentally ethical consumption would 

be to buy paper products made out of recycled material, use natural hygiene and cleaning products 

and buy consumer goods made from organic materials.  

Those who engage in socially ethical consumption are concerned about the effect their 

consumption has on societies around the world (Auger, Devinney, Louviere & Burke, 2010). Those 

individuals are motivated to buy products where workers are treated fairly and work under 

appropriate working conditions (Auger, Burke, Devinney & Louviere, 2003). Boycotting, that is 

to stop purchasing products form unethical (both environmentally and socially) companies, and 

buycotting, which is choosing to purchase from ethical (both environmentally and socially) 

companies (Neilson, 2010) are examples of ethical consumption actions. Classical example of 

boycotting would be not to buy fast-fashion clothes. The fast-fashion industry is known for bad 

working condition and using cheap labor and even child labor (see e.g. Taplin, 2014). Furthermore, 

fast-fashion clothes do often last a short time resulting in massive disposal of clothes (Birtwistle & 

Moore, 2007). 

 Ethical consumption is believed to promote sustainable development, because of its effort 

to minimize negative effect both on the environment and on human societies. Some, however, 

argue that ethical consumption is a paradox. How can any consumption at all been called 

sustainable, when all consumption requires use of nature resources and leads to environmental 

degradation (see e.g. Crompton, 2008)? Perhaps the most sustainable consumption is less 

consumption. 
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5. Values and attitudes as predictors of pro-environmental behavior 

Values and attitudes are concepts that have been studied extensively over the last decades, and the 

environmental domain is no exception (Corner, Markowitz & Pidgeon, 2014). Corner et al. (2014) 

noted that the role of values and attitudes has been studied in relation to how individuals see the 

environmental problems, human responsibility for those problems and their willingness to engage 

in pro-environmental behavior (Corner et al., 2014). 

 Values (e.g. Schwartz, 1992) are assumed to be a possible predictor of behavior and 

therefore it is important to get some idea about what values are likely to predict a pro-environmental 

behavior. Schwartz’s value theory is one of the most widely used theory of basic human values 

(Cieciuch, Schwartz & Vecchione, 2013). Schwartz’s original theory (1992, 1994), was based on 

extensive research including different nations and thousands of participants and indicates that 

values can be defined as a relatively stable characteristics of an individual (Schwartz, 1992). There 

are 10 basic value types identified in Schwartz’s original theory, and they can be divided into four 

clusters that can be put along two dimensions. The dimensions are openness to change versus desire 

to conserve and respect tradition; and self-transcendence versus self-enhancement (Schwartz, 

1992, 1994). 

Twenty years after the original theory was published, the refined theory of basic individual 

values was proposed (Schwartz, et al., 2012). This theory defines 19 basic values that form a 

circular model, based on similar and conflicting motivations. What this refined theory adds to the 

original one is the great emphasis on the circular motivational continuum (Cieciuch et al., 2013, 

Schwartz et al, 2012). A model of the refined theory can be seen in Figure 1. By structuring values 

in this circular continuum it becomes clear how certain values relate to each other, as values that 

are adjacent are compatible and express similar motivations, while opposites values are conflicting 

(Cieciuch et al., 2013). Adjacent values are more likely to correlate to each other and the distance 

between certain values indicates the degree of correlation (McQuilkin, Garðarsdóttir, 

Thorsteinsson, & Schwartz, 2016). 
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Figure 1. The 19 values circular continuum model (Schwartz et al., 2012, p. 669). 

 

When looking at the role of values with regard to individuals’ pro-environmental behavior 

the dimension of self-enhancement versus self-transcendence, is more relevant than the dimension 

of openness to change versus conservation (de Groot & Steg, 2008). As can be seen in Figure 1, 

those dimensions are at opposite sides of the continuum which means that values that fall into each 

dimension are opposed to values falling into the other dimension. Self-enhancement includes value 

types such as dominance, personal achievement and materialism and serves the individual’s 

interest. On the other hand, self-transcendence includes value types like universalism, benevolence, 

concern and respect for others and the natural environment and serves more collective interests. 
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Even though it might not be absolutely clear how individual values align with regards to 

importance, this circular structure provides some evidence. If self-enhancement values are 

important and central to an individual then it is likely that self-transcendence value types are not 

as important, and vice versa. For example, individuals that favor materialistic values are more 

likely to also favor power and achievements (adjacent values), than to favor nature and caring 

(opposite values). On the other hand individuals that endorse a more favorable value towards nature 

are more likely to also endorse values that emphasize tolerance (adjacent value), than to put 

emphasis on materialistic values (opposite values). 

Findings about opposite value orientations have been used in studies that deal with the 

environmental problem and the role that humans play in that problem (Mirosa, Lawson & Gnoth, 

2011; Stern, 2000; Poortinga, Steg & Vlek, 2009). What researchers are trying to find out is if 

individuals’ values are in some way related to pro-environmental behavior (Howell, 2013; De 

Groot & Steg, 2009). The most common result is that values are considered to account for a small 

part in the overall variation in pro-environmental behavior (Steg & Vlek, 2009) and do so by being 

a part of a bigger relationship that includes various personal, social and contextual factors (Gifford 

& Nilsson, 2014). Evidence suggests some consistent relations between individuals’ values and 

their pro-environmental behavior. Those who hold more self-transcendence values, such as caring 

for nature, are more likely to act in an environmentally friendly way and take part in pro-

environmental actions than those who put more emphasis on self-enhancement values, such as 

power and success (Schultz et al., 2005).  

Another classification of values is to categorize them as egoistic (i.e. self-enhancing or pro-

self), altruistic (i.e. self-transcendence or prosocial) and biospheric (i.e. ecocentric or pro-

environment) (De Groot & Steg, 2008). Results from de Groot and Steg (2008) on egoistic, 

altruistic and biospheric values confirmed what research on self-enhancement and self-

transcendence values have shown. Those who reported more egoistic values were less likely to 

have environmental concerns and were less likely to act in a pro-environmental way, like recycling, 

compared to those who reported more altruistic or biospheric values. This same study (de Groot & 

Steg, 2008) showed that those who hold more biospheric values have more environmental concerns 

and are more likely to engage in behavior that aims to have lower impact on the environment, 

compared to those who are egoistic. It has been found that together with the three values mentioned 
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above, hedonic values play an important role when trying to understand environmental beliefs and 

behavior (Steg, Perlaviciute, Van der Werff & Lurvink, 2014). Hedonic values describe the desire 

for comfort and enjoyment. So hedonic values can be at odds with the biospheric values because 

often times it is less comfortable or convenient to act environmentally friendly. Those four values 

can be split into two groups; altruistic and biospheric values are types of self-transcendence values 

and egoistic and hedonic values are self-enhancement values (Steg et al., 2014).  

Even though values can be used as a predictor of behavior its predictive value is greater 

when other factors are taken into account. Values do not directly control or predict behavior. It 

cannot simply be said that if an individual’s emphasis is on self-transcendence values the person 

will consistently act in ways that take into account the benefits for others and the environment and 

that they never act in ways that are considered self-enhancing. The same can be said about those 

who put more emphasis on self-enhancing values. They do not necessarily always act selfishly and 

only take into the account their own benefits and feelings. There are the mediating factors such as 

beliefs, attitudes and social norms (Steg et al., 2015).  

One of the most influential theories regarding attitudes and behavior is the theory of planned 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991). According to that theory individuals are more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behavior if they have a positive attitude towards said behavior, they believe they 

can engage in the behavior (perceived behavior control) and believe or witness others practicing 

that behavior (social norm). Even though values do influence pro-environmental behavior, it is not 

enough to value the environment to be motivated to behave in an environmental friendly way. The 

society has to have role models for the behavior and make it possible for individuals to engage in 

pro-environmental behavior without too much cost and effort so they see that behavior as a feasible 

option.  

Even though some research has found a relationship between attitudes towards nature and 

environmentally friendly behavior, it has been shown that this relationship is only strong when it 

comes to low-cost household behaviors (Alcock et al., 2017). Individuals who have positive 

attitudes towards the environment are therefore more likely to engage in activities like recycling 

than in behavior that has more impact on the environment like driving or flying less (Kollmuss & 

Agyeman, 2002; Alcock et al., 2017). 
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Values are more central to individuals’ life than attitudes. Values represent what 

individuals’ believe is most important to them and are a stable construct (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz 

et al., 2001). Attitudes, however, are more situation specific (Milfont, Duckitt & Wagner, 2010) 

and can be altered, more easily than values, due to new knowledge or experience. This also means 

that changing attitudes is not as effective in promoting pro-environmental behavior as succeeding 

in changing values.  

Moral obligation is another important behavior moderator. Moral obligation appears when 

individuals feel like they have to do something to prevent environmental problems and when more 

and more individuals feel like this and start to behave more environmentally friendly, a social norm 

emerges (Gadenne, Sharma, Kerr & Smith, 2011). It has been shown that it is important to take 

account of the social context in studies about environmentally friendly behavior, because the effect 

of the social context is just as important in predicting environmentally friendly behavior as 

environmental attitudes (Olli, Grendstad & Wollebaek, 2001).  

When studying pro-environmental behavior it is important to include more specific 

variables than general values and attitudes. Some socioeconomic and demographic variables might 

explain why some behave in a positive pro-environment way but it is also important to include the 

social context, beliefs and knowledge about the natural environment as well as willingness to 

behave in a certain way (Barr, 2007). Values are however considered to be a stable individual factor 

and can therefore influence wide range of behavior. The importance of values as predictors of 

behavior lies in the belief that they represent what is of core importance to an individual and in that 

way they may influence behaviors across multiple contexts (Gatersleben, Murtagh & Abrahamse, 

2014). Pro-environmental behaviors are various and are carried out in various situations and 

contexts, so examining values together with pro-environmental behavior is an important topic. 

The two opposite values that will be discussed in the present paper are environmental values 

and materialistic values. Environmental values emphasize valuing the environment for its own 

sake, believing that humans are partly responsible for the environmental problem and that it is 

important to behave in ways that reduce the impact on nature. Materialistic values, on the other 

hand, emphasize the gain of wealth and material possessions and believing that those things will 

improve one’s life and happiness. Those are considered to be opposites, materialistic values are 

self-enhancing and environmental values self-transcending. It is believed that individuals that 
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report a more materialistic view have more negative attitude towards nature, and care less about 

environmental problems and engage in less pro-environmental behavior, compared to those who 

are less materialistic (Hurst et al., 2013). On the other hand, those who have more positive 

environmental values and positive attitudes toward the natural environment are believed to engage 

in more pro-environmental behavior, compared to those who do not value the environment (Schultz 

et al., 2005). 

5.1.Environmental values/worldview and pro-environmental behavior 

Environmental values can be defined as valuing the environment for its own sake (biospheric 

and/or altruistic values) compared to valuing it for the benefits humans can derive from it 

(anthropocentric and/or egoistic values) (Thompson & Barton, 1994). Environmental values are 

often assessed using the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale which was developed to 

challenge the anthropocentric Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP) (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). NEP 

represents an ecocentric or environmental worldview, where humans are seen as being part of the 

environment and need to live within the boundaries of natural systems (Dunlap, Van Liere & 

Mertig, 2000). The DSP on the other hand, has more anthropocentric worldview that views humans 

as superior to other species and natural life (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). Those two different 

worldviews relate to human values, where the ecocentric NEP would fall into the self-

transcendence category and the anthropocentric DSP can be considered to fall into the self-

enhancement category.  

It is not always clear what construct the NEP scale is supposed to measure. It has been 

treated as a measure of general environmental worldview, environmental attitudes and beliefs and 

environmental values (Dunlap et al., 2000). This scale has been widely used in environmental 

research over the years, and some argue it is because of its universal nature. NEP measures a 

general environmental worldview instead of more specific environmental topics, such as attitudes 

or beliefs, like other measures (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). In the present study environmental 

worldview, assessed using the NEP-scale, was used to represent environmental values. 

 According to the model in Figure 1, environmental values are self-transcendence, meaning 

individuals who favor them are likely to act in ways that serve a collective interest (Schwartz et al., 

2012), such as causing minimal harm to the environment. Even though values do only account for 



  

28 
  

a small part in the overall variation in pro-environmental behavior there seems to be consistent 

pattern in the relationship. Those with a more positive environmental worldview, not surprisingly, 

report engagement in range of pro-environmental actions, such as reduced car use, less meat 

consumption and climate change mitigation behaviors (Heath & Gifford, 2006; Nordlund & 

Garvill, 2003; De Boer, Schösler & Boersema, 2013; De Boer, Hoogland & Boersema, 2007 ). 

 Individuals that favor the environment for its own sake, not solely for the benefit they can 

get from it, seem to be more likely to believe that climate change is a real problem and are more 

willing to behave in ways that minimize the problem (Heath &Gifford, 2006). On the other hand, 

those with less positive environmental worldview are less likely to consider climate change a real 

problem (Heath & Gifford, 2006). Nordlund and Garvill (2003) found that individuals who favored 

self-transcendence values, such as environmental values, were more likely to report willingness to 

reduce their daily car use. Studies have looked at the role individuals’ values play in regard to food 

consumption. De Boer et al. (2013) found in their study that consumers who valued care for nature 

were more positive towards the idea of reducing meat consumption, than individuals that did not 

value care for nature. In De Boer et al. (2007) research, individuals that favor universalism (a self-

transcendence value) reported eating less, or no meat. Universalism was also positively correlated 

to animal friendly behavior, such as buying and consuming free range eggs (ethical consumption) 

(De Boer et al., 2007). 

Some studies have found that environmental values influence pro-environmental behavior 

by strengthening individuals’ environmental self-identity (Van der Werff, Steg & Keizer, 2013, 

2014), and this strong environmental self-identity predicts engagement in pro-environmental 

behavior. It has been suggested that values and self-identity are related concepts and that “values 

and life goals are the aspects of people’s identities that reflects what they deem to be desirable, 

important and worthy of striving for in their lives” (Crompton & Kasser, 2009, p. 8). According to 

those words, values and self-identity are two similar concepts. As values are considered to represent 

what is of most importance to an individual, it is not strange that individuals’ identity (who 

individuals say they are) is related to their values. Research on the role of environmental values 

and environmental self-identity on pro-environmental behavior show that each construct has 

different influence on behavior, where identity is strong mediating factor between values and 

behavior (Gatersleben et al. 2014). Environmental values are related to environmental self-identity, 
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those who favor more environmental values see themselves as persons who act in environmentally 

friendly ways, and in turn this environmental self-identity motivates individuals to behave in an 

environmentally friendly way (Van der Werff et al., 2014; Van der Werff et al., 2013; Whitmarsh 

& O’Neill, 2010). 

Environmental beliefs, such as climate change beliefs, also have a mediating effect between 

environmental values and pro-environmental behavior (de Grott & Steg, 2008). There is a huge 

consensus among scientist that climate change is real and is largely caused by human actions (Cook 

et al., 2016). However, there are still individuals that do not belief that climate change is happening 

and that it is largely caused by human actions (Xifra, 2016). As part of the climate change belief is 

to admit that human behavior does cause climate change, to some extent, those beliefs are more 

specific than the general environmental worldview. Therefore it may not be surprising that climate 

change beliefs might be an important mediating factor between environmental values and pro-

environmental behavior. 

Environmental values do, to some extent, predict and influence pro-environmental 

behavior. Where values only account for a small part in the variance of pro-environmental 

behavior, it is important to also examine how other psychological variables, such as self-identity 

and beliefs, affect both values and behavior. By including more specific factors it is possible to get 

a clearer picture of what influences individuals to engage in pro-environmental behavior. Where it 

is easier to affect people’s beliefs than their general values, with knowledge and experience 

(Milfont et al., 2010), it is of importance to know if and how those more specific factors relate to 

pro-environmental behavior.  

5.2.Materialistic values and pro-environmental behavior 

Materialistic values, or materialism, are a popular research topic throughout multiple disciplines 

and are gaining more attention in the environmental domain (Hurst et al, 2013). Materialism is a 

personal value that can be defined as the importance individual puts on wealth, power and material 

goods in reaching life goals such as happiness and success (Richins & Dawson, 1992; Belk, 1984). 

There are three components of materialism: to use possessions as a measure of success, the 

centrality of possessions in individuals life and the belief that possessions lead to a happy and 

satisfied life (Richins & Dawson, 1992).  
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Materialism can be classified as a self-enhancement value, a value that emphasizes the 

wealth and success of the individual rather than being influenced by the concern or care for others 

and the environment. Researches have shown that there is a moderate negative relationship between 

materialistic values and pro-environmental behavior (Hurst et al. 2013). Nations where the 

emphasis is mainly on the gain and the wealth of the individual emit more greenhouse gases than 

nations with a more collective emphasis (Kasser, 2011). Materialism does not only negatively 

affect the environment on a national level but also on individual level, where materialistic 

individuals are less likely to carry out various environmentally friendly actions than non-

materialistic individuals (Hurst et al., 2013). 

One reason for this negative relationship between materialistic values and pro-

environmental behavior might be caused by the opposite value positions of materialism and caring 

for nature. By emphasizing one there is less emphasize on the other. There appears to be a value 

conflict between materialism and caring for nature. Not only do materialistic values negatively 

affect the environment by increasing some environmental damaging behavior related to 

materialism but also by decreasing the likelihood of more environmental friendly behaviors that 

are associated with opposite’s value types such as universalism and caring for nature (Maio, 

Pakizeh, Cheung & Rees, 2009). 

Materialism is a self-centered value, leading individuals to behave in ways that first and 

foremost serve their interest and well-being. Those individuals are influenced by acquisition of 

possession, wealth and success but to a less extent are they influenced by the welfare of others, the 

society or the natural environment. This might lead to less engagement in pro-environmental action 

because the behavior that maintains materialism, symbolic consumption, can be at odds with pro-

environmental behavior such as decreasing consumption (Crompton, 2008). 

The negative relationship between materialistic values and engagement in pro-

environmental behavior has been established for a range of behaviors. Ku and Zaroff (2014) found 

in their study that those emphasizing materialistic values are less willing to pay to protect the 

natural environment than individuals with less focus on materialistic values. Bergman, Westerman, 

Bergman, Westerman and Daly (2014) did an interesting study on materialism and environmental 

ethics among business students, and the results indicate that those higher in materialism have lower 

environmental ethics than those lower in materialism. This indicates that emphasis on materialistic 
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values leads to less favorable view of the natural environment that might then lead to less 

engagement in pro-environmental behavior. Studies on energy use and energy saving have found 

that materialistic individuals are less likely to save or conserve energy for environmental reasons 

than for financial reasons (Sütterlin, Brunner & Siegris, 2011). This example shows how self-

interested motives, such as financial motives, influence behavior among materialistic individuals 

rather than collective or environmental reasons. Those who endorse materialistic values are less 

likely than others to be willing to reduce car use and use other more environmental friendly 

transport modes (Gatersleben, 2011). Interestingly, materialism is not necessarily related to car 

ownership per se, but rather to the symbolic meaning of the car. Materialistic individuals would 

like to drive a bigger car, and materialism is related to the refusal to reduce car use. Though 

materialistic values negatively impact a range of pro-environmental actions perhaps the most 

critical action that materialism affects is excessive consumption in various contexts. Individuals 

high in materialism are more likely to engage in excessive material consumption (Dittmar & Drury, 

2000; Otero-López & Villardefrancos, 2013), where they see possessions as an important symbol 

of their happiness and status. It is well established how negatively consumption impacts the natural 

environment (UNEP, 2010; Chapman, 2010) and therefore the core of materialism, the emphasis 

on possessions and other material things to showcase status and happiness, is perhaps the most 

negative aspect of materialism on the environment. 

In general the relationship between values and behavior is supported by other factors such 

as attitudes and beliefs. However, according to meta-analysis conducted by Hurst et al. (2013) on 

the relationship between materialistic values and environmental attitudes and behaviors it seems 

that materialistic values may have a direct negative influence on pro-environmental behavior. This 

is however not always the case as Kilbourne and Pickett (2008) found in their study that 

materialism has a negative effect on environmentally friendly behavior by negatively affect 

environmental beliefs.  

Where it is well-established that environmental values and positive environmental 

worldview are positive predictors of pro-environmental behavior intentions together with various 

more specific psychological factors such as beliefs (Klöckner, 2013) it is interesting to see if 

materialistic values can add to this understanding of pro-environmental behavior. If materialistic 

values are negatively related to range of pro-environmental behaviors, when controlling for 
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environmental worldviews, that can have some practical implications. If materialistic values are 

negatively related to range of pro-environmental behavior then reducing emphasize on 

consumption and materialistic values, both in the society and within individuals, might help to 

encourage more engagement in pro-environmental actions. 
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PART B. Research Report: 

Values and pro-environmental behavior: The role of materialistic and environmental values in 

predicting daily pro-environmental behavior and ethical consumption among young Icelanders 

 

Abstract 

It is beyond doubt that human behavior negatively affects the environment. For the world to reach 

sustainability by 2030, as proposed by the United Nations, individuals need to start behaving in a more 

environmentally friendly way. The present study is a questionnaire based study that examined the role of 

contrasting materialistic values and environmental values as predictors of various pro-environmental 

behaviors among Icelandic college and university students (N=367). The study also examined whether 

materialistic values further explain pro-environmental behavior, beyond environmental values. Results 

supported the hypotheses that environmental values are a positive predictor of pro-environmental behavior 

and that materialistic values are a negative predictor of pro-environmental behavior, even after controlling 

for environmental values, indicating that materialistic values add to the understanding of pro-environmental 

behavior. Thus, when encouraging individuals to engage in more environmentally friendly actions focusing 

solely on increasing their environmental values might have limited effects. It seems to be equally important 

to tackle materialistic value orientation. Those results have some policy implications that are discussed.  

 

Keywords: Materialistic values; Environmental worldview; Pro-environmental behavior; Ethical 

consumption; Young adults. 

 

1. Introduction 

Human actions are causing many of the environmental problems that are occurring, such as climate 

change (Cook et al., 2016). If the world is to become sustainable before 2030, as proposed in the 

new sustainable development goals by the United Nations (2015), people must live within the 

boundaries set by the natural environment (Rockström et al., 2009). Therefore, it is important to 

find ways to reduce human impact on natural systems, which can take many forms, including 

material consumption, and daily actions like eating habits (Hedenus et al., 2014), transportation 

modes (Aamaas et al., 2013) and waste generation and disposal (Papargyropoulou et al., 2014), all 

of which harm the environment in one way or another. 

The aim of the present study was to examine the possible relationship between values, 

which are considered to represent the individual’s world view (Schwartz et al., 2001) and range of 

pro-environmental behaviors among young Icelanders. Icelanders are not very environmentally 
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friendly people (Sigurður Eyberg Jóhannesson, 2010) and have a huge ecological footprint 

(Olafsson et al., 2014), which is a measure of human impact on the planet due to overall lifestyles 

(Global Fouotprint Network, n.d.). 

In the next part of the paper, various pro-environmental behaviors will be discussed 

followed by a discussion about values as a predictor of pro-environmental behavior, with the focus 

on environmental and materialistic values.  

1.1.Pro-environmental behavior 

Pro-environmental behavior is a behavior that does minimal harm to the environment 

(Stern, 2000) and can be categorized as either impact-oriented, defined by the change it has on 

natural systems, or intent-oriented, defined by the intention to positively affect the environment 

(Stern, 2000). The intent to positively affect the environment with specific behavior may not 

necessarily result in positive environmental impact (Stern, 2000). Pro-environmental behavior is 

considered to be multi-dimensional and comprised of many specific pro-environmental behaviors 

that do not necessarily correlate with each other (Thørgersen, 2004).  

Behavior that has little impact on the environment is called “non-significant behavior” and 

is often low cost, both in economic cost and in regards to time and effort (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 

2002). This results in more engagement in “non-significant behavior” than in “significant 

behavior”, which has a much larger impact on the environment (Gatersleben et al., 2002) and is 

often not beneficial enough to encourage its use (de Groot & Steg, 2009). 

One drawback in studies on pro-environmental behavior is that they mostly rely on self-

report measures (Steg & Vlek, 2009; Kormos & Gifford, 2014). In an ideal world, individual’s 

self-reported behavior would match their actual behavior (Kormos & Gifford, 2014). However, the 

so-called intention-behavioral gap, the difference in what people say they do, or are going to do, 

and what they actually do, is usually present (Kennedy et al., 2009). 

1.1.1. Daily pro-environmental behavior and environmental impact 

Every day individuals make a choice about how to act and behave in diverse situations. Many of 

those daily behaviors negatively affect the environment and in this section some of them will be 

outlined. 
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Transport modes are recognized as a major cause of greenhouse gas emissions (OECD, 

2009), especially diesel cars and aviation (Chapman, 2007). Icelanders rely heavily on the private 

car (Statistics Iceland, n.d.) and a minority of people use other more environmentally friendly 

transport modes in daily life (Capacent Gallup, 2014). Most of the car fleet uses polluting and 

unrenewable fuels, such as gasoline and diesel (National Energy Authority, 2016) that contribute 

to greenhouse gas emission and other forms of pollution.  

Air travel, seems to be on the rise worldwide (see e.g. Gössling & Upham, 2009), and 

Iceland is no exception (Íslandsbanki, 2016; Landsbankinn, 2015). This is a concern, because air 

travel contributes critically to the environmental problem, especially climate change. Evidence 

indicates that even individuals with positive environmental attitudes that engage in wide range of 

pro-environmental household behavior are not willing to reduce or abstain from air travel (Alcock 

et al., 2017). Iceland is an island and therefore people need to fly if they want to travel abroad, so 

it is difficult to find a more environmentally friendly option, other than simply reducing or stopping 

traveling abroad altogether. 

 Individuals’ food consumption is a critical behavior when it comes to human impact on the 

environment. It is estimated that the whole food sector is responsible for almost a third of 

anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (Vermeulen et al., 2012). Furthermore, the livestock 

sector alone, is responsible for almost 15% of human-induced greenhouse gas emissions (FAO, 

2013). The livestock sector also puts a lot of pressure on the world’s water systems and has a 

consistently larger water footprint than crop products (Mekonnen & Hoekstra, 2012). Research has 

shown that eating animal products is worse for the environment than eating a mostly plant-based 

diet (Stehfest et al, 2009; Westhoek et al., 2014). Icelanders eat a rather large amount of meat, or 

83.8 kg per person per year on average (Statistic Iceland, 2016).  

Even though plant based food has a lower emission per calorie (Girod et al., 2014) than 

animal based products, it can have high emissions due to transport. Focusing solely on the 

emissions caused by transportation of food is a bad indicator of the environmental damage of said 

food (Van Passel, 2010). When assessing food miles, which is the distance from the place the food 

was grown or raised to the plate of the consumer (Van Passel, 2010), there are multiple critical 

factors left out. The food miles do not, for example, include the environmental impact due to 
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production, packaging and storing, which all are critical stages in the food supply chain when it 

comes to environmental impact.  

The use of synthetic fertilizers, pesticides and other chemicals, in modern conventional 

agriculture, has severe negative effects on the environment, mostly on soils (soil erosion) and water 

resources (water pollution) (Pimentel et al., 2005). In organic farming, on the other hand, foods is 

grown while protecting the environment, like (Pimentel et al., 2005). Almost no synthetic fertilizers 

or pesticides are used in organic farming, resulting in little water pollution (Reganold & Wachter, 

2016). 

Extensive use of plastic is severely harming the environment and especially the world’s 

oceans (Sigler, 2014; Eriksen et al., 2014). Plastic is a rather durable material and does not break 

down in nature but splits into little particles that can now be found inside fish and other organisms 

(Cósar et al., 2014). There have been some actions carried out worldwide to reduce the usage of 

disposable plastic (see e.g. Xanthos & Walker, 2017). This emphasis on reduction of plastic usage 

is in line with the waste management hierarchy (see e.g. European Union, 2010) where waste 

reduction is the most important step, followed by reuse and recycling.  

In Iceland, 40% of the amount of generated waste comes from households (Ministry for the 

Environment and Natural Resources, 2013). Recycling is quite common in Iceland, and has 

increased by 59% from 1995 to 2011 (Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources, 2013). 

Over the last 20 years, recycling has become more convenient. Today, many homes, at least in 

Reykjavík, have access to paper and plastic recycling bins right by their houses (Reykjavíkurborg, 

n.d.). This makes recycling a low-cost pro-environmental behavior, and studies have shown that 

individuals much prefer those than higher cost behaviors such as changing transport modes or food 

habits. (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Recycling can, however, also be categorized as non-

significant behavior as it is estimated that the whole waste sector (businesses and households) is 

responsible for less than 5% of the total greenhouse gas emissions.  

1.1.2. Ethical consumption 

Ethical consumption is a term that is becoming more mainstream in the context of sustainability 

(Starr, 2009). Ethical consumption is, in its simplest form, consumption that does minimal harm to 

societies and the environment. Individuals take into account the ethical aspects of their purchases, 
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not only the practical value and pleasure that the product provides (Starr, 2009; Carrington et al., 

2014).  

Broadly speaking, there are two components of ethical consumption, environmental and 

social (see e.g. Sudbury-Riley & Kohlbacher, 2016). Individuals who engage in environmentally 

ethical consumption have concerns regarding the effect that their consumption has on the 

environment (Gilg et al., 2005) and try to minimize that effect by choosing more natural products. 

Those who engage in social ethical consumption are concerned about the effect their consumption 

has on societies (Auger et al., 2010). Those individuals are motivated to buy products where 

workers are treated fairly and work under acceptable working conditions (Auger et al., 2003).  

 Ethical consumption is believed to promote sustainable development, because of its effort 

to minimize negative effects both on the environment and on human societies. Some, however, 

argue that ethical consumption is somewhat a paradox, because all consumption requires use of 

natural resources and leads to environmental degradation (see e.g. Crompton, 2008). 

1.2.Values and pro-environmental behavior 

Values can be used to indicate what is of importance to individuals and have been studied in relation 

to how individuals see environmental problems, human responsibility for those problems and their 

willingness to engage in pro-environmental behavior (Corner et al., 2014). 

One of the best known value theories is Schwartz’s theory of basic human values (Cieciuch 

et al., 2013). Schwartz’s original theory (1992, 1994) identified 10 basic value types that can be 

divided into four clusters and put along two dimensions: openness to change versus desire to 

conserve and respect tradition; and self-transcendence versus self-enhancement (Schwartz, 1992, 

1994). In 2012, the refined theory of basic human values was proposed (Schwartz, et al., 2012). 

This theory defines 19 basic values that form a circular model, based on similar and conflicting 

motivations. What the refined theory adds to the original one is the greater emphasis on the circular 

motivational continuum (Cieciuch et al., 2013, Schwartz et al, 2012). A model of the refined theory 

can be seen in Figure 1. By structuring values in this circular continuum it becomes clear how 

certain values relate to each other, as values that are adjacent are compatible and express similar 

motivations, while opposite values are conflicting (Cieciuch et al., 2013). The dimension of self-

enhancement versus self-transcendence is a relevant dimension when looking at the role values 
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play in pro-environmental behavior (de Groot & Steg, 2008). Self-enhancement value types serve 

the individual interest while self-transcendence value types serve more collective interests. A 

similar circumplex, of contrasting goals and values, is proposed by Grouzet et al. (2005) where the 

contrasting values are intrinsic oriented and extrinsic oriented values. Intrinsic value orientation is 

similar to self-transcendent value types and extrinsic value orientation is similar to self-

enhancement value types. Extrinsic values are contingent upon external approval and are 

comprised of such financial and image related goals (Grouzet et al., 2005). 

Findings about opposing value orientations have been used in studies that deal with 

environmental problems and the role that humans play in those problems (Mirosa et al., 2011; 

Stern, 2000; Poortinga et al., 2004). What researchers are trying to find is if values are in some way 

related to pro-environmental behavior (Howell, 2013; De Groot & Steg, 2009). The most common 

result is that values are considered to account for a small part in the overall variation in pro-

environmental behavior (Steg & Vlek, 2009) and are a part of a bigger relationship that includes 

various personal, social, and contextual factors (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014). There are some 

consistent relations between values and pro-environmental behavior. Self-transcendence values are 

positively related to pro-environmentally friendly behavior while self-enhancement values are 

negatively related to pro-environmentally friendly behavior (Schultz et al., 2005).  

1.2.1. Environmental values and pro-environmental behavior 

Environmental values can be defined as valuing the environment for its own sake, rather than 

valuing it for the benefits humans can derive from it (Thompson & Barton, 1994) and can be 

measured using the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale (Dunlap et al., 2000). NEP 

represents an environmental worldview, where humans are seen as being part of the environment 

and need to live within the boundaries of natural systems (Dunlap et al., 2000), rather than viewing 

humans as superior to other species and natural life (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). 

 Studies have shown that individuals with a positive environmental worldview report 

engagement in a range of environmentally friendly behaviors, such as reducing meat consumption 

(De Boer et al., 2013; De Boer et al., 2007), reducing car use (Nordlund & Garvill, 2003), and 

ethical consumption (De Boer et al., 2007). Most studies include mediation factors, such as 



  

39 
  

attitudes, beliefs, social norms, and/or environmental self-identity (Steg et al., 2015; Van der Werff, 

et al., 2013, 2014) to further explain the relationship between environmental values and behavior. 

 It is pretty well established that an environmental worldview positively affects engagement 

in pro-environmental behavior, but what about values that might negatively affect pro-

environmental behavior? Using Schwartz et al.’s (2012) value theory and the circular motivational 

continuum, it can be assumed that the values opposite to environmental values are negatively 

related to pro-environmental behavior. As a consequence, materialistic values have been getting 

more and more attention in the environmental domain (Hurst et al., 2013).  

1.2.2. Materialistic values and pro-environmental behavior 

Materialism is a personal value that can be defined as the importance an individual puts on wealth, 

power, and material goods in reaching life goals (Richins & Dawson, 1992; Belk, 1984). 

Materialism can both be considered as a life goal and as a motivation. There are three components 

of materialism: to use possessions as a measure of success, the centrality of possessions in 

individual’s life, and the belief that possessions lead to a happy and satisfied life (Richins & 

Dawson, 1992). Materialistic values assess the importance an individual places on possession and 

their role in his/her life (what is important) and the materialistic motives (assessed in the present 

study with a measure of psychological buying motives) refers to the reasons why possessions are 

important to their lives (why it is important).  

Materialistic values are considered to be self-enhancing and focus on the individual, while 

environmental values are self-transcendence and focus on other people and the natural 

environment. Because of those opposite motivations, with materialistic individuals emphasizing 

their own success and gain, there is no surprise that there is a moderate negative relationship 

between materialistic values and pro-environmental behavior, both at a national level (Kasser, 

2011) and individual level (Hurst et al. 2013). Not only do materialistic values negatively affect 

the environment by increasing some environmentally damaging behavior but also by decreasing 

the likelihood of more environmentally friendly behaviors that are associated with opposite value 

types (Maio et al., 2009). 

The negative relationship between materialistic values and engagement in pro-

environmental behavior has been established for a range of behaviors, and a meta-analysis by Hurst 
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et al. (2013) showed that this negative relationship is of moderate strength. Individuals who endorse 

materialistic values are less willing to pay to protect nature (Ku & Zaroff, 2014) than individuals 

who do not endorse materialistic values, they have lower environmental ethics (Bergman et al., 

2014), they are less likely to save energy for environmental reasons (Sütterlin et al., 2011) and they 

are less willing to reduce their car use (Gatersleben, 2011). Unlike environmental values, it seems 

that materialistic values oftentimes directly influence non-engagement in pro-environmental 

behavior (Hurst et al., 2013).  

It is establish that both materialistic values and environmental values, separately, can be 

used to predict engagement in range of pro-environmental behavior. No study has, to our 

knowledge, examined both simultaneously. Because of the contrasting nature of these opposing 

values it is necessary to study them simultaneously, when assessing their association with pro-

environmental behavior and ethical consumption. That gives a fuller understanding of those 

relationships. 
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2. The aim of the research and hypotheses 

The aim of the present research is to explore the possible relationship between individual 

materialistic and environmental values with pro-environmental behavior. We test whether these 

values predict a range of pro-environmental acts, consisting of daily consumption and 

transportation behavior, recycling behavior, food buying behavior, and ethical consumption. 

 The main aim is to examine whether materialism, represented by materialistic values and 

psychological buying motives, adds to the understanding of pro-environmental behavior over and 

above environmental values, represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs. 

We will control for environmental worldview and climate change beliefs by putting those variables 

first into the model (Step 1), followed by the two materialism variables (Step 2 and Step 3). We 

decided to put materialistic values in Step 2 and psychological buying motives in Step 3, because 

materialistic values are a more general and wider concept than the motives and we find it logical 

to control for them before testing whether the motives add further to the understanding of pro-

environmental behavior. 

 In general, we predicted that those who favor environmental values are more likely to report 

engagement in any type of pro-environmental behavior. In addition to this, we expected that, after 

controlling for environmental values that materialistic values and psychological buying motives 

will relate negatively to all types of pro-environmental behavior. Based on prior research on the 

relationship between values and pro-environmental behavior, the relationships were predicted to 

be of weak or moderate strength. 

Hypothesis 1: Pro-environmental behavior is positively related to environmental values 

(H1a), (represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs), and negatively to 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives (H1b). 

Hypothesis 2: Daily pro-environmental consumption and transportation behavior is 

positively related to environmental values (H2a), (represented by environmental worldview and 

climate change beliefs), and negatively to materialistic values and psychological buying motives 

(H2b).  

Hypothesis 3: Recycling behavior is positively related to environmental values (H3a), 

(represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs), and negatively to 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives (H3b). 
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Hypothesis 4: Pro-environmental food buying behavior is positively related to 

environmental values (H4a), (represented by environmental worldview and climate change 

beliefs), and negatively to materialistic values and psychological buying motives (H4b). 

Hypothesis 5: Ethical consumption is positively related to environmental values (H5a), 

(represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs), and negatively to 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives (H5b). 

Hypothesis 6: Because of their consumption related nature, materialistic values and motives 

will add significantly to the explained variance of all types of pro-environmental behavior. 
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3. Method  

3.1.Participants and procedure 

Participants in the study were Icelandic college and university students, aged 18-25 years old. 

Principals of 29 colleges were contacted via email (see Appendix C) where the purpose of the 

research was outlined and they were asked for permission for their students’ participation in the 

research. Of those 29 schools, 14 agreed to participate and they received another email (see 

Appendix D) with a short description of the research aims and a link to the online questionnaire 

and were asked to forward the email to students in the appropriate age range. A short description 

of the research aims and the link to the online questionnaire was also sent via email (see Appendix 

D) to undergraduate students at the University of Iceland. Participation in the study was voluntary 

and anonymous. 

This resulted in 444 participants who completed the questionnaire, but data from 77 

individuals were removed due to various reasons, such as non-completion, but mostly because their 

reported age did not fit within the age range that was determined for this study. Therefore, 

responses from 367 participants are used for the analyses. Of those 367, 234 (63.8%) identified as 

female, 123 (33.5%) as male, four (1.1%) identified their gender as neither female nor male and 

six participants did not identify their gender. Participant’s average age was 20 years old (SD=2.06). 

Most participants lived with their parents, or 71.4% (262), 16.6% (61) were renting, 5.2% (19) 

lived in a dorm, 3.5% (13) lived in their own place, 1.6% (6) lived with their relatives and six 

participants did not answer where they were living. Almost two thirds (63.8%) of the participants 

were students at colleges, one third (33.2%) were undergraduate university students and 11 

participants did not answer the question regarding their school.  

3.2.Measures 

Data for the current study was gathered using an online questionnaire that was set up using the 

QuestionPro website. The online questionnaire consisted of seven parts, six measuring 

psychological and behavioral variables and one included background questions. The questionnaires 

can be found in Appendix A. Some scales were already available in Icelandic but others had to be 

translated from English to Icelandic for the purpose of the present research. The Cronbach’s alpha 

for each scale, along with descriptive statistics is reported in Table 1. 
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3.2.1. Independent variables/predictive variables 

Psychological buying motives were measured using a scale consisting of nine items anchored with 

the statement “Purchasing things is important to me…” followed by items measuring mood related 

buying motives (e.g. because nice things make me feel better) or identity related buying motives 

(e.g. because they make me feel like the person I like to be). The scale’s purpose is to measure the 

psychological reasons, happiness and/or self-identity related, people have for purchasing material 

possessions. This list was adapted from Dittmar, Long and Bond (2007). Factor analysis resulted 

in only one factor. In the preface to this part of the questionnaire participants were asked to have 

in mind that “things” here meant clothes, accessories, cosmetics, home décor, etc., but not daily 

necessities. Participants responded to the items using a seven point Likert scale, from 1=I totally 

agree to 7=I totally disagree. All items were recoded because of reversed wording. The mean scale 

score was calculated for each participants where higher scores indicate more importance of 

psychological buying motives to the individual. 

Materialistic values were measured with the nine item version of the Materialistic Values 

Scale (MVS) (Richins, 2004) which has acceptable reliability and validity for measuring 

materialistic goals (Richins, 2004). This scale consists of items that assess three components of 

materialism (Richins & Dawson, 1992); acquisition centrality (e.g. I like a lot of luxury in my life), 

acquisition as the pursuit of happiness (e.g. my life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t 

have) and possessions as a definition of success (e.g. I admire people who own expensive home, 

cars and clothes). Participants responded to the items using a seven point Likert scale, from 1=I 

totally agree to 7=I totally disagree. Even though the MVS consists of nine items assessing three 

components of materialistic, factor analysis resulted in only one factor. Eight items on the list were 

recoded because of reversed wording. Mean scale score was calculated for each participant, 

representing their materialistic value orientation. Higher scores indicated more emphasis on 

materialistic values.  

Environmental worldview was measured using the revised New Environmental Paradigm 

(NEP)-scale (Dunlap et al., 2000). The scale consists of 15 items and is meant to capture people’s 

general environmental worldview (Dunlap et al., 2000). Participants responded to the items using 

a seven point Likert scale, from 1=I totally agree to 7=I totally disagree. Even though there is 

evidence for the overall validity of the scale there is no compelling evidence for its dimensionality 
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(Dunlap et al., 2000). Some studies have shown that the scale measures a single construct while 

others have found the scale to consist of two or more underlying factors (Dunlap et al., 2000). 

Because of this inconsistency in the dimensionality of the scale it is highly recommended that 

researchers using the scale conduct factor analysis before any further analysis. The scale consists 

of statements about human and nature relationship or anthropocentrism (e.g. humans have the right 

to modify the natural environment to suit their needs), nature’s balance (e.g. the balance of nature 

is very delicate and easily upset) and natures limits (e.g. the Earth is like a spaceship with very 

limited room and resources). Factor analysis in the present study resulted in only one factor; 

general environmental worldview. Half of the scale items were recoded because of reversed 

wording. Each participant’s mean scale score represents their overall environmental worldview, 

where higher score indicate a more positive environmental worldview. Most of those 15 items were 

available in Icelandic but the rest was translated for the purpose of the present study and the 

wording was tested and adjusted using a small focus group. 

Climate change beliefs were measured using a list consisting of seven statements from Bain et 

al. (2016). The items measure people’s general beliefs about climate change (e.g. climate changes 

are real vs. there is no such thing as climate change) and the reasons for it (e.g. climate change is 

entirely caused by natural processes vs. human actions have significant impact on climate change). 

Participants responded to the items using a seven point Likert scale, from 1=I totally agree to 7=I 

totally disagree. This list consists of only one factor, according to the results of factor analysis. 

Five items were recoded because of reverse wording. Mean scale scores were calculated for each 

participant where higher scores indicate more favorable climate change beliefs and less climate 

change denial. 

3.2.2. Dependent variables/outcome variables 

Pro-environmental behavior was measured using a scale that has been used in Iceland before, with 

one item specifically added for the purpose of this research. The scale consists of 15 items 

measuring individual’s self-reported daily pro-environmental behavior, such as transport habits 

(e.g. I try to reduce car usage and instead use other transport modes), food related behavior (e.g. 

I try to reduce or avoid eating meat; I really try to buy food that is produced in Iceland) and 

recycling behavior (e.g. I recycle plastic containers). One item (I always turn off all lights when I 
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am the last on to leave a room) was removed from the list prior to the regression analysis due to 

results from factor analysis (see Appendix B). Participants responded to the items using a seven 

point Likert scale, from 1=I totally agree to 7=I totally disagree. Factor analysis revealed three 

factors (see Appendix B); daily consumption and transportation behavior, food buying behavior 

and recycling behavior. In total 13 items were recoded due to reverse wording. Participants’ mean 

scale score was calculated for each sub-scale as well as a total pro-environmental behavior score 

using all 14 items. Higher scores on all of these four subscales mean more frequent self-reported 

engagement in pro-environmental behavior.  

Ethical consumption was measured using the Ethically Minded Consumer Behavior (EMCB) 

scale (Sudbury-Riley & Kohlbacher, 2016). The EMCB scale needed to be translated for the 

ðresent study. Four people provided parallel translations of each item, and the project supervisor 

then chose the best fitting translation of each item. The wording of the translated items were then 

tested and adjusted using a small focus group. This measurement consists of 10 items that measure 

environmentally ethical consumption (e.g. I have switched products for environmental reasons), 

socially ethical consumption (e.g. I have paid more for socially responsible products when there is 

a cheaper alternative) and boycotting (e.g. I do not buy products from companies that I know use 

sweatshop labor, child labor, or other poor working conditions). Participants responded to the 

items using a seven point Likert scale, from 1=I totally agree to 7=I totally disagree. Though 

Sudbury-Riley and Kohlbacher (2016) note that the scale consists of at least two factors, 

environmentally ethical consumption and socially ethical consumption, factor analysis on our data 

revealed only one factor; overall ethical consumption. All items were recoded due to reversed 

wording. Participants’ overall scale score was calculated as the scale mean. Higher scores indicate 

more self-reported engagement in ethical consumption. 

3.2.3. Background questions 

Participants were asked to provide information on their gender, age, residence, school, their 

parents’ education and their family’s financial status. 

3.3.Statistical Analyses 

Data analysis was conducted using the SPSS software. Most of the variables were near-normally 

distributed, excluding beliefs about climate change and recycling behavior. The distribution of 
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scores on the list measuring climate change beliefs was severely negatively skewed (skewness =   

-1.317 and kurtosis = 3.006). The scale scores were thus transformed using log10 transformation, 

resulting in a much more normal distribution of the scores (skewness = 0.295 and kurtosis = 

-0.618). Transformed scores were used in the following analyses. The same was done on the scores 

for items measuring recycling behavior. Prior to the log10 transformation, the distribution of those 

scores was negatively skewed (skewness = -1.05 and kurtosis = 1.21), but the transformation was 

successful and resulted in a near-normal distribution (skewness = 0.04 and kurtosis = -1.04).  

Before any further analyses, factor analyses were conducted on all the scales, and all except 

one resulted in only one factor. Factor analysis on pro-environmental behavior resulted in three 

distinct factors: daily consumption and transportation behavior, recycling behavior and food 

buying behavior (see Appendix B). 
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4. Results 

The means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis and reliability coefficients for all the measures 

used in the study are shown in Table 1. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for the study 

variables are all above 0.7 which should be considered acceptable (Peterson, 1994). Correlations 

between all the study variables are reported in Table 2 and almost all correlations are significant 

and in the expected direction. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliabilities of study variables 

Note. N = 367. Statistics post transformation. 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable M SD Skewness Kurtosis α 

Buying motive 3.78 1.06 -0.37  0.01 0.85 

NEP 5.33 0.74 -0.22  0.18 0.82 

Climate change beliefs 0.25 0.17  0.3 -0.62 0.84 

Materialistic values 3.77 1.14 -0.07 -0.23 0.87 

Total environmental behavior 4.31 1.02 -0.17 -0.1 0.85 

Daily consumption and 

transportation behavior 

3.92 1.17   0 -0,3 0.80 

Recycling behavior 0.31 0.23  0.04 -1.04 0.72 

Food buying behavior 3.99 1.37 -0.13 -0.14 0.77 

Ethical consumption 4.71 1.26 -0.46   0.3 0.93 
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Table 2. Correlations between study variables. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Buying motives -         

2. NEP -0.12* -        

3. Climate change beliefs -0.11* 0.56** -       

4. Materialistic values 0.67** -0.21** -0.13* -      

5. Total environmental 

behavior 

-0.19** 0.44** 0.40** -0.36** -     

6. Daily consumption and 

transportation behavior 

-0.21** 0.47** 0.44** -0.39** 0.93** -    

7. Recycling behavior -0,13* 0.25** 0.29** -0,25** 0,64** 0.42** -   

8. Food buying behavior -0,04 0.26** 0.14** -0.12* 0.73** 0.52** 0.36** -  

9. Ethical consumption -0.16** 0.41** 0.39** -0.27** 0.8** 0.74** 0,45** 0.65** - 

Note. N = 367. *p < .05, ** p < .01; two tailed. 
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4.1.Multiple regression analyses 

To test the relationship between values and pro-environmental behavior, a series of five 

hierarchical multiple regression analyses were tested. Each analysis tested separate outcome 

variables in three incremental models, starting by adding environmental worldview and climate 

change beliefs in Step 1, adding materialistic values in Step 2 and, finally psychological buying 

motives in Step 3. The outcome variables were total pro-environmental behavior, daily 

consumption and transportation behavior, food buying behavior, recycling behavior and ethical 

consumption. The results of the five multiple regression analyses are listed in Table 3. 

Hypothesis 1 states that total pro-environmental behavior is related positively with 

environmental values, represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs, and 

negatively with materialistic values and psychological buying motives, after controlling for 

environmental values. The results of the hierarchical regression showed that the four predictors 

explained a significant but moderate variance in total pro-environmental behavior, F(4, 355) = 

38.50, p < .001, R2 = 0.30. As can be seen in Table 3 all the predictors apart from psychological 

buying motives are significant in relation to total pro-environmental behavior in the expected 

direction, supporting H1. Environmental values are positively related to total pro-environmental 

behavior while materialistic values are negatively related to it. Adding materialistic values to the 

model did increase the explained variance in total pro-environmental behavior, ΔF(1, 353) = 35.3, 

p<0.001, but psychological buying motives did not. 

Hypothesis 2 states that daily pro-environmental consumption and transportation behavior 

is related positively with environmental values, represented by environmental worldview and 

climate change beliefs, and negatively with materialistic values and psychological buying motives, 

after controlling for environmental values. The results of the hierarchical regression showed that 

the four predictors explained a significant but moderate variance in daily pro-environmental 

consumption and transportation behavior, F(4, 355) = 48.04, p < .001, R2 = 0.35. As can be seen in 

Table 3 all the predictors apart from psychological buying motives are significant in relation to 

total daily consumption and transportation behavior in the expected direction, supporting H2. 

Environmental values are positively related to daily pro-environmental consumption and 

transportation behavior while materialistic values are negatively related to it. Adding materialistic 

values to the model did increase the explained variance in daily pro-environmental consumption 
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and transportation behavior, ΔF(1, 353) = 46.9, p<0.001, but psychological buying motives did 

not. 

Hypothesis 3 states that recycling behavior is related positively with environmental values, 

represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs, and negatively with 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives, after controlling for environmental values. 

The results of the hierarchical regression showed that the four predictors explained a significant 

but quite a small variance in recycling behavior, F(4, 355) = 14.3, p < .001, R2 = 0.14. As can be 

seen in Table 3, two of the four predictors, climate change beliefs and materialistic values, are 

significant in relation to recycling behavior in the expected direction, partly supporting H3. Climate 

change beliefs are positively related to recycling behavior while materialistic values are negatively 

related to it. Adding materialistic values to the model did increase the explained variance in daily 

recycling behavior, ΔF(1, 353) = 15.51, p<0.001. Environmental worldview and psychological 

buying motives are not significant predictors of recycling behavior. 

Hypothesis 4 states that pro-environmental food buying behavior is related positively with 

environmental values, represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs, and 

negatively with materialistic values and psychological buying motives, after controlling for 

environmental values. The results of the hierarchical regression showed that the four predictors 

explained significant but really small variance in pro-environmental food buying behavior, F(4, 

355) = 7.07, p < .001, R2 = 0.08. As can be seen in Table 3, only one of the four predictors, 

environmental worldview, is significant in relation to pro-environmental food buying behavior in 

the expected direction, partly supporting H4a but not supporting H4b. The other three variables, 

climate change beliefs, materialistic values and psychological buying motives are not significant 

predictors of pro-environmental food buying behavior. 

Hypothesis 5 states that ethical consumption is related positively with environmental 

values, represented by environmental worldview and climate change beliefs, and negatively with 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives, after controlling for environmental values. 

The results of the hierarchical regression showed that the four predictors explained a significant 

but moderate variance in ethical consumption, F(4, 355) = 28.35, p <. 001, R2 = 0.24. As can be 

seen in Table 3 all predictors apart from psychological buying motives are significant in relation 

to ethical consumption in the expected direction, supporting H5. Environmental values are 
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positively related to ethical consumption while materialistic values are negatively related to it. 

Adding materialistic values to the model did increase the explained variance in ethical consumption 

ΔF(1, 352) = 14.8, p<0.001, but psychological buying motives did not. 

Hypothesis 6 states that materialistic values and motives will add significantly to the 

explained variance of pro-environmental behavior, over and above environmental values. As can 

be seen in Table 3 (and see change statistics above), H6 is partly supported. Materialistic values 

did add significantly to the explained variance of all types of pro-environmental behavior apart 

from pro-environmental food buying behavior. Psychological buying motives did, however, not 

add significantly to the explained variance for any type of pro-environmental behavior. 
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Table 3. Incremental variance in total pro-environmental behavior, daily consumption and transportation behavior, recycling, behavior, 

food buying behavior and ethical consumption. 

 Total environmental 

behavior 

Daily consumption and 

transportation behavior 

Recycling behavior Food buying 

behavior 

Ethical consumption 

 ΔR2 Β ΔR2 β ΔR2 Β ΔR2 Β ΔR2 β 

Step 1 0.23*** - 0.26*** - 0.10*** - 0.07*** - 0.21*** - 

     NEP - 0.33** - 0.32*** - 0.11 - 0.28*** - 0.29*** 

     Climate change beliefs - 0.21** - 0.25*** - 0.24*** - -0.03 - 0.23*** 

Step 2 0.07*** - 0.09*** - 0.04*** - 0.004 - 0.03*** - 

     NEP - 0.28*** - 0.27*** - 0.08 - 0.28*** - 0.26*** 

     Climate change beliefs - 0.20*** - 0.25*** - 0.23*** - -0.03 - 0.22*** 

     Materialistic values - -0.27*** - -0.30*** - -0.20*** - -0.06 - -0.18*** 

Step 3 0.006 - 0.006 - 0.002 - 0.002 - 0.001 - 

     NEP - 0.27*** - 0.27*** - 0.08 - 0.27*** - 0.26*** 

     Climate change beliefs - 0.21*** - 0.25*** - 0.24*** - -0.03 - 0.23*** 

     Materialistic values - -0.34*** - -0.37*** - -0.23** - -0.10 - -0.21** 

     Buying motives - 0.11 - 0.10 - 0.05 - 0.06 - 0.04 

Note. N = 367. *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
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5. Discussion and conclusion 

The aim of the present study was to look at the possible relationship between materialistic values 

and environmental values with a range of pro-environmental behaviors among young Icelanders. 

The results largely support all hypotheses of the study. There is a moderate positive relationship 

between individuals’ environmental values and their self-reported pro-environmental behavior as 

is to be expected. Those endorsing environmental values are more likely to report engagement in 

all types of pro-environmental behavior, except food buying behavior. Environmental values are a 

significant predictor of total environmental behavior, daily consumption and transportation 

behavior, recycling behavior and ethical consumption.  

 The main aim of the study was to examine more closely the role materialistic values play 

in individuals’ engagement in pro-environmental behavior. The positive relationship between 

environmental values and pro-environmental behavior is rather well established, so it was 

interesting to see if materialistic values could add to the understanding of what influences pro-

environmental behavior. Using Schwartz’s et al. (2012) value model that emphasizes the circular 

motivational continuum structure, it was predicted that materialistic values, because of their 

conflicting motivations and goals compared to environmental values, would negatively relate to 

pro-environmental behavior, even after controlling for individuals’ environmental values. The goal 

was to explore if the materialistic goals themselves (what is important) can predict environmentally 

friendly behavior and if materialistic motives (why it is important) can even further add to the 

predictions of such behavior. 

Hypotheses 1 to 5 were partly supported. Those with a more materialistic value orientation 

are less likely to report engagement in various pro-environmental behavior. Materialistic value 

orientation added significantly to explained variance in all types of pro-environmental behavior 

except food buying behavior, after controlling for environmental values. This supports that 

materialistic values can add to the understanding of pro-environmental behavior. The negative 

relationship between materialistic values and pro-environmental behavior is of moderate strength 

which is in line with other studies on this topic (Hurst et al., 2013). This highlights the importance 

of both self-enhancing and self-transcending values in understanding what influences engagement 

in pro-environmental behavior.  
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The last hypothesis, hypothesis 6, is mostly supported, where materialistic values did add 

significant increase in the explained variance of most type of behavior, over and above 

environmental values. Psychological buying motives, on the other hand, did not add further 

increase in explained variance beyond materialistic values.  

One reason for the non-significant relationship between psychological buying motives and 

pro-environmental behavior, might lie in the fact that there is a rather high correlation between 

materialistic values and psychological buying motives, where they are measuring the same core 

construct, only different aspects of it. This indicates that when it comes to pro-environmental 

behavior it matters more what is important to individual (acquisition of possessions) than why it is 

important (to increase happiness or self-identity). The goal to reach happiness and success via ones 

possessions seems to be more important, when it comes to the relationship between materialism 

and pro-environmental behavior, than the reasons or motives behind that goal. 

Interestingly, environmental worldview is not a significant predictor of recycling behavior, 

but the positive relationship between climate change beliefs and recycling behavior is of moderate 

significant strength. This might indicate that for some behaviors specific factors are more important 

than the more general ones. This can also be explained with the fact that recycling is in some cases 

not under individual control. In some situations it may not be easily accessible to dispose of one’s 

waste in an environmentally friendly way. This might also be explained by ceiling effects, where 

recycling is a rather common behavior and in the present study most participants agreed with 

behavioral statements related to recycling behavior.  

Environmental worldview is the only significant predictor of food buying behavior. The 

overall explained variance in food buying behavior is however, really small, indicating the 

importance of other factors, in line with studies on food behavior. Food behavior is strongly 

habitual and is heavily influenced by factors such as taste, price and quality (Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 

2014; Tobler et al., 2011), and to a lesser extent psychological factors such as values and beliefs. 

The fact that materialistic values do increase explained variance for many of the pro-

environmental behaviors after controlling for environmental values, does have some practical 

implications. If the goal is to reach sustainability (United Nations, 2015) and try combat the current 

environmental problem by encouraging individuals to take up more environmentally friendly 

lifestyles, it is not only important to focus on improving their environmental worldview and 
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environmental beliefs, it is important at the same time to try to decrease the emphasis on 

materialistic values.  

As is common in psychological research, and is a known liability, this study relies on self-

reported measures of pro-environmental behavior which do not always represent individuals’ 

actual behavior (Kormos & Gifford, 2014). When assessing behavior with self-reported measures 

the so called intention-behavioral gap is often present which represents the difference in what 

people say they do, or are going to do, and what they actually do (Kennedy et al., 2009). This gap 

can, however, also be caused by barriers to pro-environmental behavior and other external and 

infrastructural factors. Another limitation regarding the measure of pro-environmental behavior in 

the study is that the range of actions were not selected with the environmental impact in mind. For 

more comprehensive implications, the impact of behavior needs to be included (Steg & Vlek, 

2009), where it is a vast difference between the environmental impacts of various pro-

environmental behavior. For research on pro-environmental behavior to have the most effect it is 

necessary to explore which behavior would result in the greatest impact on the environment and 

then measure individual’s engagement in those specific behaviors and what motivates them to carry 

out the more environmental significant behaviors. It could have been interesting to measure 

separately non-significant behavior and significant behavior to see if there is a difference, both in 

rate of engagement and how values influence them. This was not done in the current study because 

to be able to do that accurately a detailed and comprehensive life- cycle assessment needs to be 

done beforehand to assess which behaviors are considered to be significant in the Icelandic context 

and which are non-significant. This is something that would be interesting to study further because 

by focusing on behavior that does not have much impact on the environment can give a harmful 

conclusion and might even result in negative behavioral spillover, or tokenism, so people who 

engage in low impact behavior use that engagement as an excuse to not take part in behavior that 

has much more environmental impact.  

For a fuller understanding of the role of materialistic and environmental values on pro-

environmental behavior, future research should include other more specific variable. Where values 

only account for a small variance in pro-environmental behavior it is of importance to include other 

more specific factors such as attitudes, knowledge and self-identity, to see how those influence the 

relationship between values and pro-environmental behavior. Some external factors are also critical 
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in motivating pro-environmental behavior, such as availability and accessibility to carry out such 

behavior.  

The strength of the study is that it explored simultaneously the role of environmental values 

and materialistic values in predicting range of pro-environmental behavior. Where it is well 

established that environmental values positively predict pro-environmental behavior, to a certain 

extent (Klöckner, 2013), and that materialistic values negatively predict such behavior (Hurst et 

al., 2013), combining those values can increase the understanding of their role in predicting pro-

environmental behavior. The aim of the study was to examine how those values predict pro-

environmental behavior among young Icelanders. Participants came from colleges from all parts 

of Iceland as well as university students. Including students from various schools, both colleges 

and university can be considered a strength of the study, as they represent a wide group of young 

people. 

In conclusion, the findings from the present study indicates that materialism is an important 

explanatory factor when it comes to pro-environmental behavior. Trying to reduce emphasis on 

materialistic value orientation and at the same time encourage positive environmental worldviews 

might be one method to increase engagement in pro-environmental behavior. Values are considered 

to represent what is of importance to an individual and moving them towards a more collective 

orientation, such as caring for nature, and away from materialistic values might influence more 

environmentally friendly actions.  

The current study demonstrate the significance of materialistic values when it comes to pro-

environmental behavior. Those results highlight that, for the environments sake, it is necessary to 

move the focus away from materialistic values and motivations and that can be used in 

environmental policy making. However, values are a rather stable construct (Schwartz, 1992; 

Schwartz et al., 2001) that can be resistant to change. Focusing solely on the individual might not 

result in long-lasting behavioral change. To move towards sustainability every sector has to be 

involved, individuals, businesses and governments (United Nations, 2015). Therefore, it might be 

more impactful to affect policy making and emphasize the negative impact of materialistic goals 

and values on the environment. For individuals to be able to take up more environmentally friendly 

lifestyles, authorities have to play their role as well, and provide structure and incentives to do so. 
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The focus in this study was on young adults, and because their values and behavior has not 

yet reached the same stability as in older individual, those result do have practical implications on 

the individual level as well. Those results can be used in some intervention or educational programs 

with the aim of encouraging more sustainable lifestyles. Those programs could use the information 

about the negative effect of materialistic motives and values to inform and discuss the 

environmental damage that those kinds of motives and behavior can cause. At the same time such 

programs should emphasize the importance of more self-transcendence that take into account the 

whole picture; the society as a whole as well as the natural environment. By encouraging young 

people to minimize their materialistic focus it might be possible to get those individuals to see more 

environmental friendly lifestyles as a viable and attractive choice.  
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Appendix A - The questionnaires 

 

Formáli. 

 

Kæri þátttakandi. 

 

Markmið þessarar rannsóknar er að skoða hugsanleg tengsl gildismats og umhverfisviðhorfa við 

kauphegðun og umhverfishegðun ungra Íslendinga. Rannsóknin er hluti af MS verkefni Soffíu 

Felixdóttur í umhverfis- og auðlindafræði við Háskóla Íslands. Rannsóknin er unnin undir 

leiðsögn dr. Rögnu B. Garðarsdóttur og dr. Láru Jóhannsdóttur. 

  

Það tekur aðeins um 10 mínútur að svara spurningalistanum. Þú ert ekki beðin/n um neinar 

persónuupplýsingar, nafn eða kennitölu, það er því ekki hægt að rekja svörin til þín. Þú ert 

auðvitað ekki skyldug/ur til að taka þátt í þessari könnun. Þú getur hætt hvenær sem er án 

eftirmála og þér er einnig frjálst að sleppa því að svara einstaka spurningum í listanum, en við 

vonum að þú svarir þeim öllum, því þannig koma svör þín að mestu gagni. 

 

Hjartans þakkir fyrir þátttökuna. 
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Psychological byuing motives 

 

Flest fólk kaupir sér hluti til þess að mæta grunnþörfum sínum og sjá fyrir sér og fjölskyldu 

sinni. Hins vegar getur fólk einnig keypt sér hluti af öðrum ástæðum eins og þeim sem taldar eru 

upp hér að neðan. Hversu mikilvægar, fyrir þig persónulega, eru neðangreindar ástæður fyrir því 

að kaupa hluti? Með hlutum er átt við föt og fylgihluti, rafmagnstæki, snyrtivörur, skrautmuni 

o.s.frv. Vinsamlegast veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

Að kaupa hluti er mér mikilvægt... 

1. ...vegna þess að það gerir mig hamingjusama/n að eiga fína hluti. 

2. ...til að mér geti liðið sem þeirri manneskju sem ég hef raunhæfar væntingar um að verða í 

framtíðinni. 

3. ...vegna þess að nú til dags þarf maður fallega hluti til að vera hamingjusamur. 

4. ...til að mér finnist ég tilheyra ákveðnum hópi fólks. 

5. ...til að mér geti liðið eins og þeirri manneskju sem ég vildi helst vera. 

6. ...vegna þess að fallegir hlutir veita mér vellíðan. 

7. ...til að færast nær því sem ég vil verða. 

8. ...til að bæta skap mitt. 

9. ...því fallegir hlutir gera líf mitt hamingjuríkara. 
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NEP – environmental worldview 

 

Næst spyrjum við um umhverfið og náttúruna. Vinsamlegast lestu allar fullyrðingarnar og gefðu 

til kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert þeim. 

 

Veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

1. Við erum að nálgast þann fólksfjölda sem jörðin þolir. 

2. Menn hafa rétt á því að móta náttúruna svo hún mæti þörfum þeirra. 

3. Þegar fólk raskar náttúrunni fylgja því oft hörmulegar afleiðingar. 

4. Hugvitssemi mannkyns mun tryggja að við gerum jörðina ekki óvisthæfa. 

5. Fólk er að misþyrma umhverfinu alvarlega. 

6. Á jörðinni er alveg nóg af auðlindum ef við bara lærum hvernig á að þróa þær. 

7. Plöntur og dýr hafa sama tilvistarrétt og menn. 

8. Jafnvægi náttúrunnar er nógu sterkt til að takast á við áhrif nútíma iðnríkja. 

9. Þrátt fyrir sérgáfu okkar þarf mannkyn engu að síður að lúta náttúrulögmálum. 

10. Umhverfisvandinn sem maðurinn stendur frammi fyrir hefur verið stórlega ýktur. 

11. Jörðin er eins og geimskip með mjög takmarkað pláss og auðlindir. 

12. Mannkyni var ætlað að stjórna náttúrunni. 

13. Jafnvægi náttúrunnar er mjög viðkvæmt og auðvelt að raska því. 

14. Menn munu á endanum læra nægjanlega mikið um náttúruna til þess að geta stjórnað 

henni. 

15. Ef hlutirnir halda áfram á núverandi braut, munum við brátt upplifa meiriháttar 

vistfræðilegar hamfarir. 
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Climate change beliefs 

 

Nú spyrjum við um loftslagsbreytingar. Vinsamlegast lestu allar fullyrðingarnar og gefðu til 

kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert þeim. 

 

Veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

1. Loftslagsbreytingar eru raunverulegar. 

2. Loftslagsbreytingar eru alfarið af völdum náttúrulegra ferla. 

3. Það er ekkert til sem heitir loftslagsbreytingar. 

4. Aðgerðir manna eru að hafa veruleg áhrif á loftslagsbreytingar. 

5. Loftslagsbreytingar eru eitt mikilvægasta málefnið sem samfélagið þarf að takast á við í 

dag. 

6. Loftslagsbreytingar eru af mannavöldum. 

7. Flestir hafa of miklar áhyggjur af loftslagsbreytingum. 
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Daily pro-environmental behavior 

 

Næst eru nokkrar spurningar um hegðun þína. Vinsamlegast lestu allar fullyrðingarnar og gefðu 

til kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert þeim. 

 

Veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

1. Ég reyni að lágmarka notkun plasts í daglegu lífi mínu. 

2. Ef mér er boðinn plastpoki í verslun tek ég hann. 

3. Ég tek poka með mér þegar ég fer í búðir. 

4. Ég forðast flugferðir vegna þess hve mengandi þær eru. 

5. Ég reyni að minnka bílanotkun með því að nota aðra samgöngukosti (t.d. ganga, hjóla, 

nota strætó). 

6. Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa mat sem framleiddur er á Íslandi. 

7. Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa lífrænt ræktaðan mat. 

8. Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa árstíðabundna matvöru. 

9. Ég reyni að minnka eða forðast kjötneyslu. 

10. Ég slekk alltaf öll ljós þegar ég fer síðust/síðastur út úr herbergi. 

11. Ég ræði við vini um þann vanda sem steðjar að umhverfinu. 

12. Ég flokka rusl og fer með í endurvinnslu (t.d. pappa, gler og ál). 

13. Ég set plastumbúðir í endurvinnslu (t.d. sjampóbrúsa og jógúrtdósir). 

14. Ég fer með föt og hluti sem ég er hætt/ur að nota í endurvinnslu (t.d. í Rauða Krossinn eða 

Góða Hirðinn). 

15. Þegar mig vantar hluti eða föt þá reyni ég að kaupa það notað (e.second-hand). 



  

77 
  

Ethical consumption 

 

Hérna fyrir neðan eru nokkrar fullyrðingar um siðræna neyslu. Vinsamlegast lestu allar 

eftirfarandi staðhæfingar og gefðu til kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert þeim. 

 

Veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

1. Þegar ég hef val kýs ég alltaf þá vöru sem veldur minnstum umhverfisskaða. 

2. Ég hef skipt yfir í aðra vöru vegna umhverfissjónarmiða. 

3. Ef ég geri mér grein fyrir þeim skaðlegu áhrifum sem sumar vörur geta haft á umhverfið, 

þá kaupi ég ekki þær vörur. 

4. Ég kaupi ekki hreingerningarvörur sem skaða umhverfið. 

5. Þegar það er mögulegt þá kaupi ég vörur sem pakkað er í endurnýtanlegar eða 

endurvinnanlegar umbúðir. 

6. Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa pappírsvörur (salernispappír, bréfþurrkur o.s.frv.) sem 

gerðar eru úr endurunnum pappír. 

7. Ég kaupi ekki vöru af fyrirtæki sem ég veit að er óábyrgt gagnvart samfélaginu. 

8. Ég kaupi ekki vörur frá fyrirtækjum sem reka þrælabúðir, barnaþrælkun eða hafa aðrar 

slæmar vinnuaðstæður. 

9. Ég hef borgað meira fyrir vörur sem eru umhverfisvænar þótt aðrar ódýrari vörur hafi 

verið í boði. 

10. Ég hef borgað meira fyrir vörur fyrirtækja sem sýna samfélagslega ábyrgð þótt aðrar 

ódýrari vörur hafi verið í boði. 
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Materialistic values 

 

Hérna fyrir neðan eru nokkrar fullyrðingar um hluti og hlutverk þeirra í þínu lífi. Vinsamlegast 

lestu þær allar og gefðu til kynna hve sammála eða ósammála þú ert þeim. 

 

Vinsamlegast veldu einn svarmöguleika fyrir hverja línu. 

 

Svarkvarði:  

Algjörlega sammála Frekar ósammála 

Mjög sammála Mjög ósammála 

Frekar sammála Algjörlega ósammála 

Hvorki sammála né ósammála  

 

1. Stundum angrar það mig talsvert að hafa ekki efni á að kaupa allt sem mig langar í. 

2. Ég hef mikla ánægju af því að versla. 

3. Líf mitt væri betra ef ég ætti vissa hluti sem ég á ekki í dag. 

4. Eigur mínar segja mikið til um velgengni mína. 

5. Mér líkar vel að eiga hluti sem öðrum finnst mikið til koma. 

6. Ég dáist af fólki sem á dýr heimili, bíla og föt. 

7. Ég reyni að lifa einföldu lífi hvað eigur varðar. 

8. Ég vil hafa mikinn lúxus í lífi mínu. 

9. Ég væri hamingjusamari ef ég hefði efni á að kaupa fleiri hluti. 
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Background questions 

 

Að lokum viljum við spyrja þig um bakgrunn þinn, til þess að geta gengið úr skugga um að við 

höfum náð til fjölbreytts hóps svarenda. 

 

1. Hvar býrð þú núna? (Merktu aðeins í EINN reit hér að neðan) 

a) Hjá foreldrum/forráðamönnum mínum 

b) Hjá ættingjum mínum/nákomnum 

c) Á heimavist 

d) Í leiguhúsnæði 

e) Í eigin húsnæði 

f) Annað, hvað_______________ 

 

2. Hvernig skilgreinir þú kyn þitt? 

a) Kona 

b) Karl 

c) Annað 

 

3. Hvað ár ertu fædd/ur? 

____________________ 

 

4. Í hvaða skóla stunda þú nám? 

_________________________ 

 

5. Hver er menntun móður þinnar? (Ef þú ert að mestu alin/nupp hjá fósturmóður svarar þú 

fyrir hana. Merktu aðeins í EINN reit) 

a) Veit ekki eða á ekki við 

b) Lauk grunnskólaprófi eða minna 

c) Hóf framhaldsskólanám; menntaskóla eða iðnskóla 
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d) Lauk framhaldsskóla; menntaskóla eða iðnskóla 

e) Hóf háskólanám 

f) Lauk háskólaprófi 

 

6. Hver er menntun föður þíns? (Ef þú ert að mestu alin(n) upp hjá fósturföður svarar þú 

fyrir hann. Merktu aðeins í EINN reit) 

a) Veit ekki eða á ekki við  

b) Lauk grunnskólaprófi eða minna 

c) Hóf framhaldsskólanám; menntaskóla eða iðnskóla 

d) Lauk framhaldsskóla; menntaskóla eða iðnskóla 

e) Hóf háskólanám 

f) Lauk háskólaprófi 

 

Nú eru nokkrar spurningar um fjárhag þinn. 

 

7. Hversu vel eða illa stæð er fjölskylda þín miðað við meðalfjölskyldu á Íslandi (Merktu 

aðeins í EINN reit). 

a) Miklu betur stæð 

b) Töluvert betur stæð 

c) Svolítið betur stæð 

d) Álíka vel stæð 

e) Svolítíð verr stæð 

f) Töluvert verr stæð 

g) Miklu verr stæð 

 

8. Telur þú að þú hafir nægilega peninga til daglegra þarfa? (Merktu aðeins í EINN reit). 

a) Já, fyllilega  

b) Já, nokkurn veginn  

c) Nei, ekki alveg 
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d) Nei, alls ekki 

 

9. Hvaðan færðu þá peninga sem þú notar til daglegra þarfa?(Merktu í EINN reit í 

HVERJUM lið) 

a) Frá foreldrum mínum  

Nær allt   Mest   Sumt   Nær ekkert 

b) Af sumartekjum  

Nær allt   Mest   Sumt   Nær ekkert 

c) Af launum vegna vinnu með námi 

Nær allt   Mest   Sumt   Nær ekkert 

d) Af námslánum  

Nær allt   Mest   Sumt   Nær ekkert 

e) Af dreifbýlisstyrk  

Nær allt   Mest   Sumt   Nær ekkert 

 

10. Ef þú vinnur launaða vinnu með skólanum, af hverju gerirðu það. (Merktu við allt sem á 

við). 

a) Mig vantar vasapeninga. 

b) Ég er að safna mér fyrir einhverju sérstöku. 

c) Það er skemmtilegt í vinnunni. 

d) Ég þarf að geta séð fyrir mér sjálf/ur. 

e) Ég þarf nauðsynlega að vinna til að geta verið í skólanum. 

f) Ég þarf að safna peningum fyrir framhaldsnámi. 

g) Ég þarf að aðstoða fjöldskyldu mína við að framfleyta sér. 

h) Ég þarf peninga til að geta átt bíl. 

i) Ég þarf að greiða húsaleigu. 
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Appendix B - Factor analysis for the daily-pro environmental behavior scale 

 

A principal axis factoring was conducted on the 15 items making up the list measuring daily pro-

environmental behavior using direct oblimin rotations. This rotation was chosen because it was 

believed that the underlying factors might be related to each other. Preliminary analysis resulted in 

the removal of one item (I always turn off all lights when I am the last on to leave a room) because 

of low communalities and no loadings on any factors. So there were 14 items used in further factor 

analysis on the scale. Three factors were extracted.  

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.84. Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant χ2 (91) = 1589.15, p > .001. In Table 1 below the factor loadings and 

communalities for the final solution can be seen.  
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Table 1. Factor loadings based on principal axis factoring with direct oblimin rotation for 14 items 

from the daily pro-environmental scale (N = 367). 

 Factor loadings 

Item Transportation 

and 

consumption 

Recycling Food 

buying 

Commun-

alities 

Ef mér er boðinn plastpoki í verslun tek ég hann .65   .46 

Ég reyni að minnka eða forðast kjötneyslu .61   .39 

Ég reyni að minnka bílanotkun með því að nota aðra 

samgöngukosti 

.61   .30 

Ég tek poka með mér þegar ég fer í búðir .57   .42 

Ég ræði við vini um þann vanda sem steðjar að 

umhverfinu 

.50   .33 

Þegar mig vantar hluti eða föt þá reyni ég að kaupa 

það notað 

.48   .27 

Ég reyni að lágmarka notkun plasts í daglegu lífi mínu .47   .52 

Ég forðast flugferðir vegna þess hve mengandi þær eru .47   .23 

Ég flokka rusl og fer með í endurvinnslu (t.d. pappa, 

gler og ál) 

 .92  .80 

Ég set plastumbúðir í endurvinnslu (t.d. sjampóbrúsa 

og jógúrtdósir) 

 .68  .53 

Ég fer með föt og hluti sem ég er hætt/ur að nota í 

endurvinnslu 

 .42  .23 

Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa mat sem framleiddur 

er á Íslandi 

  .74 .53 

Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa lífrænt ræktaðan mat   .69 .54 

Ég legg mig fram um að kaupa árstíðabundna matvöru   .65 .50 

Note. Factor loadings under .40 suppressed. 
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Appendix C – Email to school principals 

 

Ágæti viðtakandi. 

 

Í dag leikur ekki vafi á því að hegðun fólks getur haft slæm áhrif á umhverfið. Efnishyggja 

einstaklinga, og sú hegðun sem henni fylgir, er talin vera einn af þeim þáttum sem hefur þessi 

slæmu áhrif. Þetta vakti áhuga minn á að rannsaka tengsl efnishyggju, viðhorfa gagnvart 

umhverfinu og siðrænni neyslu (e. ethical conusmption) og umhverfishegðunar meðal ungra 

Íslendinga. Ástæða þess að ég ætla að beina sjónum að ungu fólki (18-22 ára) í rannsókninni er sú 

að umhverfisvandinn er vandi sem þessi kynslóð mun glíma við á komandi árum og áratugum og 

því er mikilvægt að kanna hvaða augum ungt fólk lítur umhverfið og þann vanda sem þar blasir 

við og hvernig það hegðar sér gagnvart umhverfinu. Niðurstöður rannsóknarinnar verða 

aðgengilegar á Skemmu eftir útskrift og gætu nýst til að efla vitund ungs fólk um umhverfismál, 

ábyrgð þess og tækifæri sem felast í því að stuðla að sjálfbærri þróun. 

 

Rannsóknin er hluti af lokaverkefni undirritaðrar til meistaragráðu í umhverfis-og auðlindafræði 

við sálfræðideild Háskóla Íslands. Verkefnið er unnið undir leiðsögn Rögnu B. Garðarsdóttur, 

félagssálfræðings og dósents við sálfræðideild HÍ, og Láru Jóhannsdóttur, viðskiptafræðings og 

lektors í umhverfis- og auðlindafræði við viðskiptafræðideild HÍ. 

 

Þátttaka NAFN SKÓLA í rannsókninni felst í því að veita leyfi fyrir því að leggja fyrir 

spurningalista á rafrænu formi fyrir 18-22 ára gamla nemendur skólans. Í spurningalistanum er 

spurt um viðhorf nemenda til veraldlegra hluta, viðhorf nemenda til umhverfisins og 

umhverfisvandamála, umhverfishegðun og neysluhegðun/vitund. Það tekur um 10-15 mínútur að 

svara spurningalistanum. Nemendur eru ekki beðnir um persónuupplýsingar, svo sem nafn eða 

kennitölu, og svör eru ekki persónugreinanleg. Nemendur eru auðvitað ekki skyldugir til að svara 

könnuninni. Þeir geta hætt útfyllingu spurningalistans hvenær sem er og þeim er einnig frjálst að 

sleppa því að svara einstaka spurningum í listanum. 
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Fyrirlögn mun fara fram rafrænt í nóvember og desember 2016. Ef samþykki fæst fyrir því að 

leggja rannsókninni lið með því að leggja spurningalistann fyrir í skólanum þínum, þá mun ég 

senda hlekk með listanum sem hægt verður að áframsenda til nemenda skólans. Hægt er að fá að 

sjá spurningalistann áður en ákvörðun er tekin. 

 

Ef óskað er nánari upplýsinga um rannsóknina þá er velkomið að hafa samband við Soffíu 

Svanhildar Felixdóttur (sof5@hi.is; sími: 693-8150) meistaranema eða Rögnu B. Garðarsdóttur 

(rbg@hi.is; sími: 525-4178) og/eða Lára Jóhannsdóttur (laraj@hi.is; sími: 5255995) sem eru 

ábyrgðamenn rannsóknarinnar.  

 

Vinsamlegast látið undirritaða vita hvort að NAFN SKÓLA vilji taka þátt í rannsókninni eða ekki, 

fyrir 10. nóvember næstkomandi. 

 

Kærar þakkir, 

Soffía Svanhildar Felixdóttir. 
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Appendix D – Email to students 

 

Góðan daginn. 

 

Hér fyrir neðan er hlekkur á spurningalista sem er hluti af meistaraverkefni mínu í umhverfis-og 

auðlindafræði við sálfræðideild Háskóla Íslands. Markmið rannsóknarinnar er að skoða hugsanleg 

tengsl gildismats og umhverfisviðhorfa við kauphegðun og umhverfishegðun ungra 

Íslendinga. 

 

Það væri mér mikils virði ef þú gæfir þér smá tíma til að svara spurningalistanum en það tekur  

aðeins um 10-15 mínútur. Spurningalistinn eru hvorki auðkenndur með nafni né kennitölu og því 

er ekki hægt að rekja svör þátttakenda til einstaklinga. Þátttakendum ber ekki skylda til að svara 

öllum spurningum listans og er frjálst að hætta þátttöku hvenær sem er. 

Spurningakönnunina er að finna hér: http://umhverfiogneysla.questionpro.com/. 

 

Með fyrirfram þakklæti, 

Soffía Svanhildar Felixdóttir. 

 

 

 

  

 

 


