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Abstract in Icelandic 

Við stöndum nú frammi fyrir umhverfis- og loftlagsbreytingum sem aldrei áður. Það er því 

síðfellt mikilvægara að rannsaka hvað hefur áhrif á viðhorf einstaklinga til 

umhverfisbreytinga og umhverfishegðun þeirra. Fyrri rannsóknir á sviðinu hafa að nokkru 

leyti horft fram hjá félagslegu samhengi einstaklinga og mun þessi rannsókn því bæta við 

mikilvægum niðurstöðum um áhrif félagsnets einstaklinga á umhverfishegðun þeirra. Í 

þessari rannsókn er umhverfisfélagsfræði notuð til að útskýra viðhorf einstaklinga til 

umhverfisbreytinga og umhverfishegðun þeirra. Umhverfisfélagsfræðin skoðar félagslega 

byggingu umhverfisvandamála með því að greina orsök þeirra, áhrif þeirra og mögulegar 

lausnir. Félagsfræðilega sjónarhornið bendir á að ákvarðanir og atferli sem við fyrstu 

virðast einstaklingsbundnar eru oftar en ekki hluti af stærra félagslegu samhengi. 

Markmið þessarar rannsóknar er að skoða hversu mikilvægt félagsnet einstaklinga gegnir 

fyrir umhverfishegðun Íslendinga. Til að svara því verður skoðað hvaða þættir hafa áhrif 

á umhverfishegðun þeirra, hvað hefur áhrif á umhverfisviðhorf þeirra og loks að skoða 

hvort jákvætt umhverfisviðhorf leiði til jákvæðrar umhverfishegðunar.  

Niðurstöðurnar sýndu að félagsnet einstaklinga hafði áhrif á flokkunarhegðun þeirra 

og ýtti þeim í átt að aukinni fyrirhöfn (e. extra-effort) til að vernda umhverfið. Þau sem 

umgengust fólk sem var virkt í jákvæðri umhverfishegðun voru líklegri til að taka einnig 

þátt í slíkri hegðun. Félagslegt samhengi einstaklinga skiptir því miklu máli þegar verið er 

að skoða umhverfishegðun. Þættirnir sem höfðu áhrif á flokkunarhegðun einstaklinga 

voru félagsnet, félagsleg viðmið, hegðunarstjórnun einstaklinga út frá skynjaðri fyrirhöfn 

breyttrar hegðunar (e. PBC) og áhyggjur af umhverfis- og loftlagsbreytingum. Áhrifaþættir 

auka fyrirhafnar til að vernda umhverfið (e. extra-effort) voru félagsnet, félagsleg viðmið, 

hegðunarstjórnun einstaklinga út frá skynjaðri fyrirhöfn (e. PBC), aldur og heimilistekjur. 

Niðurstöðurnar bentu ekki til þess að jákvæð umhverfisviðhorf leiði til jákvæðari 

umhverfishegðunar þegar aðrir þættir eru skoðaðir samhliða. Ályktun niðurstaðnanna er 

að félagsnet einstaklinga hafi meiri áhrif á umhverfishegðun heldur en umhverfisviðhorf 

þeirra. 
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Abstract 

We are facing environmental challenges we have never seen before. Now it is critical to 

examine pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors. Previous research on pro-

environmental behavior has not paid much attention to how different social contexts can 

affect behavior. The focus of this research is therefore to explain pro-environmental 

behaviors through the lens of environmental sociology. Environmental sociology 

examines the social construct of environmental problems, an analysis of their causes, 

impacts, and potential solutions. The sociological perspective illustrates that decisions 

and behaviors often appear to be individual but are in fact more often embedded in a 

larger social context. The goal of this research is to examine if people are more likely to 

engage in pro-environmental behavior if their friends and family are also engaging in it. 

To answer that I examine what factors influence people’s pro-environmental behavior, 

examine people’s pro-environmental attitudes, and lastly examine if people with pro-

environmental attitudes are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior.  

The results showed that social networks do have an effect on recycling behavior, 

and they act as encouragement for people to put extra effort in protecting the 

environment. This shows that social context is important when examining pro-

environmental behavior. The factors that influenced recycling behavior were social, 

networks, social norms, PBC factors (perceived behavioral control) and concerns about 

the environment. The factors that explained why some people engage in an extra-effort 

to protect the environment were social networks, social norms, PBC factors, age, and 

household income. Lastly, pro-environmental attitudes did not affect pro-environmental 

behavior when controlling for other factors. The conclusion of the results is therefore that 

people’s social network has more influence on people’s behavior than pro-environmental 

attitudes. 
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1 Introduction 

The earth has gone through many environmental changes and to our time survived them 

all. Even so, natural scientists have argued that this stability might be under threat 

(Rockström et al., 2009). We are facing several global environmental challenges, such as 

climate change, resource depletion, and biodiversity loss (e.g.:Dirzo et al., 2014; 

Rockström et al., 2009; IPCC, 2013; Walpole et al., 2010). These challenges call for radical 

changes in energy production and consumption habits (Franzen and Meyer, 2010), in 

regulations concerning the environment (Fairbrother, 2016) and the behavior of the 

public (Klöckner, 2013). Even though scholars have argued that the key actors fighting 

these environmental challenges are politicians and the state (Fairbrother, 2016), the 

contribution of individual behavior should not be underestimated (Klöckner, 2013). To be 

able to understand the mechanisms that lie underneath environmental changes, scholars 

have focused on finding solutions to the problems they bring. Social research has focused 

on monitoring the development of public environmental attitudes, both across time 

(Franzen and Meyer, 2010) and across context (Gelissen, 2007), as well as explain 

people’s behavior towards the environment (e.g.: Geiger et al, 2019; Liebe et al., 2011; 

Oreg and Katz-Gerro, 2006; Wall et al., 2007). Some have studied how pro-environmental 

attitudes lead to pro-environmental behavior (Burgess et al., 1998; Kollmuss and 

Agyeman, 2002). However, this work is often implicitly focused on theory in psychology. 

Environmental sociology is a subfield in sociology and is a study of societal-environmental 

interactions (Dunlap, 2015). It focuses on the social construct of environmental problems 

and analyzes their causes, impacts, and potential solutions to them. In this research I will 

focus on explaining how social networks affect people’s environmental behavior. I 

measure social networks by asking participants what their friends and family are doing to 

protect the environment.  

Pescosolido (1992) has showed how social networks provide a mechanism about 

how individuals learn about and come to understand different aspects of social life. 

Examining social networks can show how the focus should not be on people’s individual 

“choice” but rather as a part of a much more complex socially constructed patterns of 

decisions (Pescosolido, 1992). I therefore argue in this research that to understand the 

mechanism that affects pro-environmental behavior, one needs to understand the social 
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context behind the decisions that are made. It is not solely the individual’s choice to take 

part in pro-environmental behavior, this decision is a part of a larger social context. 

Geiger and colleagues (2019) argue that with both individual and collective action 

we could turn the energy system away from fossil fuels towards more renewable energy. 

Individual action could e.g. be changing one’s energy supplier to a renewable energy 

source, while collective action would pressure politicians to apply a pro-renewable energy 

policy. Many people do realize the challenge involved with environmental issues we face 

in modern society, yet some remain skeptical, (Delsén and Garðarsdóttir, 2019) or are in 

full denial of human-caused effect on global warming (Brin, 2010; Powell, 2011; 

Washington and Cook, 2011). Despite this, there are overwhelming scientific evidence 

that support the fact that we need to change our behavior, since the stability of the earth 

is under threat (Dirzo et al., 2014; Rockström et al., 2009; IPCC, 2013; Walpole et al., 

2010). Scholars have showed that recycling (Hornik et al., 1995) and that adjusting human 

behavior can help the earth survive (Cowling, 2014). Environmental issues are a 

worldwide problem, it is therefore important that people face these according to the 

severity of the problem. This has been a known threat for decades, for example, the 

United Nations framework convention on climate change (UNFCCC) realized it a long time 

ago during their conference in Rio which resulted in a worldwide contract stating that we 

needed collective actions to save the earth (United Nations, 1992). The same concern for 

the environment has been reflected in research in the last decades. Several large-scale 

cross-national survey projects, such as the European Social Survey (ESS), the European 

Values Study (EVS) and the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), have measured 

people´s attitudes and behavior concerning environmental issues, both cross-national 

and over time (Gelissen, 2007). These surveys allow researchers to systematically 

investigate what affect individuals’ attitudes, values and behaviors.  

1.1 Research question 

The main research question is: Are people in Iceland more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behavior if the people closest to them (friends and family) also engage in 

pro-environmental behavior? I answer this with a theoretical framework that is based on 

the literature in behavior science (The Theory of Planned Behavior) while focusing on the 

social context of the decisions people make regarding their environmental behavior (the 
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ideas presented by Abrahamse and Steg, 2013). I will, in addition, clarify what factors 

influence pro-environmental attitudes and if the participants express similar factors that 

influence pro-environmental behavior. Lastly, I will examine if pro-environmental 

attitudes lead to people engaging in pro-environmental behavior.  

One of the most widely applied theory in behavioral research is the Theory of 

Planned Behaviors (TPB), making that a logical starting point to examine if the factors that 

can be defined within TPB influence pro-environmental behavior. According to the theory 

attitudes, subjective norms, and behavioral control are the main drivers for people's 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, it is important to examine people's pro-environmental 

attitudes and that is why I examine both. We know that a certain kind of attitudes 

transforms into people's behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen and Fishbein, 200; Burgess et al., 

1998; Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002) but their might not be a causality between those 

two, as other scholars have shown (Scott and Willits, 1994; Eilam and Trop, 2012). This 

debate about the relationship between attitudes and behavior therefore makes it 

relevant to examine both factors as well as if pro- environmental attitudes leads to pro-

environmental behavior. 

I therefore have developed an overarching theoretical frame that builds on the 

following theories: Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), the Norm Activation Theory 

(Schwartz and Howard, 1981) and the social influences that Abrahamse and Steg (2013) 

have presented influence pro-environmental behavior. As discussed before, pro-

environmental attitudes will also be a focal point in this research because the TPB, one of 

the most widely used model in behavior research, suggests that attitudes drives people’s 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991). I will therefore first, examine what factors influence pro-

environmental behavior. Second, examine what factors influence pro-environmental 

attitudes. Third, examine if the same factors influence attitudes and behavior and fourth, 

examine if pro-environmental attitudes lead to pro-environmental behavior. 

To understand people's pro-environmental behavior, I use linear regression using 

the data which I collected in cooperation with The Social Science Research Institute (SSRI). 

I will examine pro-environmental attitudes using linear regression with data from the 

European Values Study (EVS). To examine if pro-environmental attitudes lead to pro-

environmental behavior, linear regression was used on the SSRI data. First, I examined 
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how environmental attitudes affected pro-environmental behavior while not controlling 

for any variables. Then more control variables were added to the analysis to better 

examine the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental 

behavior.  

1.2 Why use environmental sociology? 

Environmental sociology is a subdivision of sociology and is a study of societal-

environmental interactions (Dunlap, 2015). Even though it is a major sociological subfield 

it has not been established in Iceland. The focus of environmental sociology is on the 

social construct of environmental problems as well as analyzing their causes, impacts, and 

potential solutions to them. As the sociological perspective illustrates, decisions and 

behaviors that appear to be individual are embedded in a larger social context 

(Pescosolido, 1992). Decisions that individuals make, for example whether to recycle or 

not, to use public transportation, or to use less plastic, come at different costs based on 

social location and social-economic status. This can be connected to the theory of 

fundamental cause of health disparities. According to the theory, socio-economic status 

is related to multiple disease outcomes due to the individual’s, or group’s resources for 

avoiding risks and adopting protective strategies (Phelan et al., 2010). People with lower 

socio-economic status might be exposed to more risks and are engaged in fewer 

strategies to fight diseases. Although this theory focuses on diseases, it can be used to 

explain the inequalities related to pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental 

behavior. Environmental behavior does not only exclusively rely on people’s own 

contribution, which makes it critical to examine within a broader social context. Policies 

that make it easy for all social groups to take part in pro-environmental behavior are 

therefore more likely to succeed. Environmental sociology is a relevant addition to the 

interdisciplinary approach that is needed to understand the global environmental 

challenges that we are facing.  

Morren and Grinstein (2016) argue that there is a widely growing pressure to be 

“green”. Where there is a pressure to engage in pro-environmental behavior from the 

society. Scholars argue that this is becoming a dominant force, even as forceful as 

materialism (Allcott, 2011; Soyez, 2012). Whereas they are seen to be a force that can 

drive behavior change if the social norm in a society is to engage in pro-environmental 
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behavior. Understanding the human-environmental interaction is therefore more 

important now than ever and will only increase in the future. I present a framework that 

can be used to understand what drives people's pro-environmental behavior. People's 

behavior is often driven by social influences or social interaction (as Pescosolido, 1992 

refers to it), for example pressure to engage in pro-environmental behavior, rather than 

only by individual action.  

If drivers that originate in an individual’s social context are neglected, it is difficult 

to fully explain the individual’s actions. The sociological part of my theoretical framework 

is based on the findings of Abrahamse and Steg (2013), who studied how different social 

influences affect people’s pro-environmental behavior. Those social influences are for 

example social networks and social norms. The results can lead to a greater 

understanding of the role of the social factors around an individual and how they all can 

have some influence on the individual's decisions and behaviors. Understanding the 

interaction between humans and the earth is critical because there is overwhelming 

scientific evidence that the earth is changing in a dangerous way and the resources 

available are declining because of overconsumption by the people (Rockström et al., 

2009; IPCC, 2013). 

1.3 What do facts say about the state of the environment?  

Scholars have shown that human activities are causing the Earth to warm (Lewandowsky 

et al., 2018). Unless we reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the climate risks will be 

overwhelming, and we will face major adverse consequences. There have been severe 

environmental changes in the last decades, but we are now facing changes in a pace we 

have never seen before, for example regarding the heating of the earth. Figure 1 shows 

the observed global mean of combined land and ocean surface temperature anomalies 

(IPCC, 2013). 

 



7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Land and ocean surface temperature anomaly 1850-2012. (Source: IPCC, 2013, page 6) 

Figure 1 shows that there are severe changes in the global temperature. The top panel 

shows annual mean values while the bottom panel shows decadal mean values, and the 

black line is an estimate of events. The picture clearly shows that the temperature is rising 

faster than humankind has ever predicted. This increase in temperature has an effect on 

multiple environmental outcomes. Over the last two decades, the ice sheets in Greenland 

and Antarctic have been losing mass, the glaciers worldwide have continued to shrink, 

and as a result sea levels have risen (IPCC, 2013). Cumulative emissions of CO2 largely 

determined the global mean surface warming by the late 21st century and beyond. Most 

aspects of climate change will persist for many centuries even if emissions of CO2 would 

be stopped (IPCC, 2013). One can only imagine the severe consequences it has if CO2 

emissions continue to increase. Climate change is a huge problem which needs to be 

addressed.  

The UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are a universal call for action, both 

to protect the planet and to end poverty. The aim is to improve lives and prospects of 

everyone everywhere on the planet by the end of 2030 (United Nations, n.d.). The SDGs 

are 17 and progress is visible in many places, but overall action is not advancing in the 

speed the earth requires. The SDGs that are directly related to environmental concerns 

are Climate action (no. 13), Life below water (no. 14) and Life on land (no. 15). The aim of 
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the SDGs is to encourage individuals and societies to work together to find solutions. The 

next decade needs to be characterized by ambitious action to deliver the goals by 2030 

and the UN Secretary-General has emphasized action on three levels: (1) global action, 

(2) local action and (3) people’s action (individuals action). These efforts include different 

solutions to help save the environment and will be clarified separately in following 

chapters. 

1.3.1 Global action 

Global action is important to secure greater leadership and spread solutions and 

resources for the SDGs. It is important that ideas about how we can protect the 

environment can be shared globally. It is also helpful to strengthen the togetherness of 

people around the world because global environmental problems are something we 

should face together, as they affect us all. This is not only a problem in some cities or 

secluded parts of the world, these changes are happening everywhere. People can clearly 

see this now in 2020, even though COVID19 is devastating it has shown that people’s 

behavior really does make a difference for the environment. People have been driving 

and flying less, there has been less production, and therefore environmental impact has 

been temporarily reduced. Signs have been reported from different parts of the world 

that pollution is decreasing. In some areas, animal species have returned to waters that 

are cleaner because of the different behavior of humans. However, this is only temporary 

(UN News, 2020). We cannot say that this has helped the earth in a permanent way, but 

we will perhaps gain perspective of how much our consumption and behavior matters for 

the environment.  

People are overusing the earth’s resources and at the same time they are affecting 

each other’s lives severely (VanDeveer, 2011). The resources people have in modern 

society are divided unequally. As an example, if everybody consumed as much as people 

do in the United States, we would need 4 earths to live on (McDonald, 2015). Humans 

overall are consuming a lot more of the natural resources than before, this has increased 

by 50 percent compared to 30 years ago (Sustainable Europe research Institute, 2009). 

This “culture of consuming as much as you can” has only increased and will continue to 

increase if nothing changes. Therefore, global action is needed to be able to address the 

environmental problems we are facing. However, local action is also important. All 

https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/04/1061082
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societies need to do their best to protect the environment, and focus should be on 

minimizing the affect we are having on this earth. 

1.3.2 Local action 

Local action is needed, and regulations should protect the environment as much as 

possible. Local action is also important for the needed transitions in policies, budgets, and 

regulatory frameworks of local authorities, government, and the private sector. This 

aligns with Fairbrother's (2016) argument, if we want to make a real difference, we need 

changes in regulations in each country. Therefore, the state plays an extremely important 

role in fighting the environmental changes we are facing. The industry also has big 

influence on the earth. It is not enough that people realize the damage they are doing, 

institutions also need to do something about it (Mont and Pleypys, 2008). Eco-efficiency 

strategies require changes in consumption habits by the individuals as well as reduced 

levels of material consumption. It is like two sides of the same coin, individuals need to 

engage in eco-friendly behavior, but policy makers also need to contribute. This research 

will focus on individuals’ effect rather than the role of the institutions. People are 

sometimes sceptic about whether individual action really makes a difference in 

comparison to global and local action. I will clarify how individual action is also important 

for the protection of the environment.  

1.3.3 Individual action  

Many have questioned whether individuals can really make a difference on their own. 

One person that decides to recycle and reduce their carbon footprint might not have a 

huge impact on the world. However, as soon as more than a few are making these efforts, 

it does make a difference. One of the things that the SDGs focus on is people’s action, 

because individuals can make a difference. Individual action is the drive needed to push 

an unstoppable movement and transformation. Included in transformation are 

individuals of youth, civil society, the media, the private sector, unions, academia, and 

many other stakeholder groups. It is also clear that an increase in consumption has a wide 

negative effect while also leading to higher level of products produced and higher levels 

of waste (Hertwich and Peters, 2009). Researchers have confirmed that households are 

responsible for a large part for the environmental problems we are facing (Ivanova et al., 

2015; Tukker and Jansen, 2006). The consumption from households is contributing more 
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than 60% of GHG emissions (Ivanova et al., 2015), where transportation is the key factor 

to reduce the CO2 in the atmosphere. Clarke and colleagues (2017) recently made a 

consumption-based carbon footprint analysis in Iceland. According to their findings, the 

factors that dominated the household greenhouse gas emissions were transport, food, 

and goods. 

1.4 The Icelandic case 

Iceland is different from all other countries in the world in energy sources and water 

supplies. Árnason (2004) argues that 1) the protection of untouched nature, 2) the 

maintenance of the fish stock and 3) the protection and cultivation of forests is a “special 

Icelandic phenomenon” (p.11). The first two have not changed but some people have 

acted on the third (United Nations, n.d.). The Environment Agency in Iceland hands in a 

National Inventory Report (NIR) to the United Nation Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) on a yearly basis. Handing in those reports shows Iceland’s 

commitment towards the climate changes we are facing today (Keller et al., 2019). These 

reports reflect the extend of GHG emissions and binding of carbon from the atmosphere. 

The overall release of GHG was 4755 kilotons of CO2 equivalents in 2017, which is an 

increase by 32% since the 1990 and a 2,5% from 2016. The main reason for the steep 

increase between 2016 and 2017 is explained by the increase in release of CO2 from 

private cars. Individual behavior change can therefore have a huge impact on the 

environment. It must also be noted that the release of CO2 from other sources has 

decreased, for example release from landfills decreased by 3% between 2016-2017. This 

effect is directly linked to people recycling more and using less, with the effect that the 

landfills do not fill up as rapidly. Since 1990, Iceland’s total CO2 emissions have increased 

very much, or about two thirds, and this increase is dominated by three factors (Keller et 

al., 2019). Firstly, industrial processes due to the expansion of the metal production 

sector (aluminum sector). Secondly, geothermal energy utilization has increased due to 

an increase in electricity production. Lastly, the increase in CO2 emissions can be 

explained by road transport, which has increased by 83% since 1990. The reason for this 

last factor is a direct increase of number of people having a car, mileage driven and an 

increase in the share of larger vehicles. This shows how behavior and overconsumption 
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of people directly impacts the release of GHG emissions as well as indirectly through 

industry emissions. 

1.5 Why is Iceland interesting?  

Many scholars have examined what impacts people’s attitudes towards the environment 

(Ercolano et al., 2012; Gelissen, 2007; Torgler and García-Valiñas, 2007). However, 

environmental issues are often embedded in a larger context and even though some have 

examined this relationship such research has not been conducted in Iceland. 

Furthermore, Iceland provides an interesting case because the population is very sparse 

which provides vast open landscapes which are uninterrupted by humans (The World 

Bank, 2020) which may affect how individuals perceive nature conservation. Iceland also 

has a high utilization of nature resources, such as for producing electricity and warming 

houses, which makes it an especially interesting case for examining pro-environmental 

attitudes and behavior. Iceland is unique do to three main factors:  

Firstly, due to natural resources. Iceland is one of the leading nations in energy 

resources and water supplies and is different from all other countries with the protection 

of untouched nature and the cultivation of forests (Árnason, 2004). Inglehart (1995; 1997) 

argues that better environmental quality should lead to less concerns by the citizens. In 

Iceland, the pollution is not directly visible, therefore public pro-environmental attitudes 

and behaviors in Iceland should differ from elsewhere in the world. On the other hand, 

Iceland has an energy supply that is 99% renewable. As Clarke and colleagues (2017) 

argue it “could be viewed as a “future case” for rich nations globally” (p.1177). Hence, it 

should be interesting to examine the pro-environmental attitudes and behavior of 

Icelanders and compare to other studies in the field.  

Secondly, due to the fact that the sociological perspective of environmental issues 

has not been examined in Iceland (Árnason, 2004). This should expand the literature in 

environmental science because as Clarke and colleagues (2017) argue, Iceland could be 

viewed as a “future case” (p.1177) for other countries to learn from.  

Thirdly, almost all travels to other countries occur via airplane. Since Iceland is an 

island in the middle of the ocean, it is essentially the only viable transportation route to 

other countries, in addition to the fact that the country does not have a railway system. 

This adds an interesting attribute to examining Icelander’s behavior towards the 
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environment since transportation options are scarce. It should be different from other 

countries where citizens in most cases have several transportation options. It can 

therefore be argued that Icelanders do not have the prerequisites for pro-

environmentally friendly behavior, at least not unless they sacrifice much more in 

comparison with others. The country, therefore, provides an ideal case for examining pro-

environmental attitudes and behavior and how those results might differ from other 

studies in environmental sociology. 
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2 Theoretical framework 

The goal of this research is to examine if people are more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behavior if their friends and family are engaging in pro-environmental 

behavior. To do that I develop an overarching theoretical framework that builds on the 

following theories: Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), the Norm Activation Theory (NAT) 

and the social influences in pro-environmental behavior that Abrahamse and Steg (2013) 

have presented. As discussed before, because the TPB, one of the most widely used 

model in behavior research, suggests that attitudes drive people’s behavior (Ajzen, 1991) 

I will examine that relationship. Wallace and colleagues (2005) have examined the 

relationship between attitudes and behavior and their results show that situational 

constraints weaken that relationship. The specific situational constrains are perceived 

social pressure and perceived difficulty. As they argue, the reason for the inconsistent 

results with the attitude-behavior relationship can be explained by this. I will therefore, 

in this research examine how these situational constrains affect pro-environmental 

behavior. Wallace and colleagues (2005) studied general behavior, whereby I will focus 

on these situational constraints in pro-environmental behavior specifically. 

Wallace and colleagues (2005) argue that if a behavior is socially desirable, 

normatively appropriate, and politically correct, many people engage in that behavior 

even without having reflected whether they consider the behavior positive. Thus, one 

should not assume a strong relationship between attitudes and behavior. They argue that 

attitudes predict behavior better when situational constraints (social influence and 

perceived difficulty), have less impact. But this only happens if the individual accepts that 

perceived social pressure on behavior corresponds with the subjective norm in the 

society. In this research I will therefore examine firstly, pro-environmental behavior, 

secondly, pro-environmental attitudes and, thirdly, examine whether or not pro-

environmental attitudes push people towards pro-environmental behaviors.  

The following literature review of my theoretical approach is presented in three 

parts. In the first part I present the literature about pro-environmental behavior, in the 

second part I present the literature about pro-environmental attitudes and in the third 

part I clarify the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-

environmental behavior. As explained before, different theoretical frames are used for 



14 

the attitudes model and the behavior model. However, in order to understand the 

difference between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior I will 

also present results for pro-environmental attitudes using the behavior model. 

2.1 Pro-environmental behavior 

Many scholars that examine environmental behavior focus on one specific behavior 

(Refsgaard and Magnussen, 2009; Werner et al., 1995; Hornik et al., 1995; Sidique et al., 

2010; Seacat and Boileau, 2018). Clarke and colleagues. (2017), focused on three separate 

behaviors while other scholars have examined three separate behaviors and then 

combined them all together (Oreg and Katz-Gerro, 2006). I wanted to examine 

environmental behavior in a wider perspective and therefore decided to examine nine 

different types of pro-environmental behavior. Environmental behavior is complex, and I 

therefore used factor analysis to examine if any of the nine different measures I used 

were driven by the same underlying variable.  

Geiger and colleagues (2019) have examined how social network structure predicts 

pro-environmental behavior and their results show that social communities can 

encourage individuals to engage in pro-environmental behavior. However, their 

participants in their research only included people from a specific Christian religious 

community and therefore more research is needed.  They explained three different types 

of pro-environmental behavior which were self-reported: Private behaviors; Public non-

organizational behavior and; Organizational behavior. Private behaviors consist of 

energy-saving improvements in people’s homes, while public non-organizational 

behaviors refer to publicly visible behaviors. Social influences should have more impact 

on the latter type (Geiger et al., 2019). Organizational behaviors, on the other hand, refer 

to “participation in group activities explicitly related to the focal social community” 

(p.563). Geiger and colleagues focused their study on participants within a small and 

explicitly defined community of church members. This study focuses, on the other hand, 

on the Icelandic society as a whole and therefore organizational behavior was not 

applicable. I therefore decided to use factor analysis to understand the different 

behaviors and how they connected.  

Scholars have for the past decades tried to identify which variables appear to be 

most influential in motivating individuals to take responsible environmental actions 
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(Hines et al., 1987). Researchers across academic fields are interested in environmental 

behavior, including psychology, sociology, engineering, political science, business, and 

communications. Hines and colleagues argued already in 1987 that there was a lack of 

substantive ties between many of these fields, which they warned might lead to 

inconsistency in defining which variables present the strongest predictors for behavior. 

Today it seems that this problem has not yet been resolved, as there are several examples 

of research presented on the issue in the past decades which pose different factors as the 

strongest predictors for environmental behavior.  

Oreg and Katz-Gerro (2006) argue that the literature on environmental behavior 

consists of two streams, one that focuses on sociodemographic variables and the other 

on social-psychological constructs. This study aims to connect these two streams to form 

a theoretical model that can capture the socio-psychological construct (as explained by 

Ajzen, 1991) without missing important information about people’s social context (as 

demonstrated by Dietz et al., 1998; Abrahamse and Steg, 2013), which scholars have 

argued are equally important (Pescosolido, 1992). In that effort I will apply a theoretical 

framework that builds on: the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991); the Norm 

Activation Theory (Schwartz and Howard, 1981) and; the social influences presented by 

Abrahamse and Steg (2013) with the added focus on integrating Pescosolido's (1992) 

contribution on social networks. Pescosolido moved beyond rational choice theory and 

argues that people’s social interaction is the basis of social life and drives people’s actions. 

I will use psychology to examine what individual factors influence pro-environmental 

behavior while also using sociology to examine people’s social networks in order to 

understand why people engage in a certain behavior. Hence, I link together the micro 

(psychology) and the macro (sociology) levels of people’s behavior. As Granovetter (1973) 

argues, the analysis of social networks provides the most fruitful micro-macro bridge. 

Understanding people’s social networks, and therefore their social context can show us 

how small-scale interactions transform into large-scale patterns. Those large-scale 

patterns would therefore be people’s pro-environmental behavior and can help explain 

repeated individual behaviors.  

What makes my contribution unique to the existing literature in environmental 

behavior science is the focus on people’s behavior in a larger social context. I will also 
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contribute to the existing literature by applying insights from environmental sociology to 

the case of Iceland. This approach can be used to visualize and examine the structure of 

a certain community and how that is based on members’ connections with one another. 

Previous studies are lacking information about what the people closest to the individual 

are doing to protect the environment. They rather emphasize on the social norm in a 

society. Here I will argue that it is equally important to examine whether the people 

nearest to a person influences their pro-environmental behavior. It is highly possible that 

behaviors might be socially influenced by others within a certain social network. It is 

important to further address the fact that decisions individuals make, such as whether to 

use public transportation or use less plastic, come at different costs based on social 

location and social-economic status. 

With the theoretical model I have developed I connect the social-psychological 

construct and the social context of people’s behavior. There is an inconsistency in the 

literature, and by connecting two opposite streams I introduce a reliable model that 

captures more than one angle of people’s behavior. Here I will introduce each model 

separately and then explain in detail how I will integrate these to form one behavior 

model.  

2.1.1 The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and The Norm Activation Theory (NAT) 

Klöckner (2013) introduced a meta-analysis of the predictors of environmentally relevant 

behavior widely used in environmental psychology. He discusses four different types of 

models: the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991); the Norm Activation Theory 

(NAT) (Schwartz and Howard, 1981); the Value-Belief-Norm theory (Stern, 2000) and; the 

Comprehensive Action Determination Model (Klöckner, 2013). In this research I will use 

TPB and NAT as well as a more sociological approach than has been used in environmental 

psychology thus far. I use psychology to examine what individual factors influence pro-

environmental behavior while also using sociology to examine the social context of why 

people engage in a certain behavior. Hence, I link together the micro (psychology) and 

the macro (sociology) levels to understand people’s behavior.  

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) focuses on intentions to perform a certain 

behavior which is based on attitudes towards the behavior, the subjective norms 

connected to the behavior, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). Attitudes 
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represent behavioral beliefs about a behavior in each situation. Subjective norms are the 

social pressure to perform the behavior and the willingness to be concerned about 

expectation. Lastly, the perceived behavioral control is the opportunity and ability to 

perform the behavior. The TPB therefore assumes that people perform a behavior with 

positive environmental outcomes if they have positive attitudes towards the outcomes. 

The TPB model will be used whilst also introducing social influences, since TPB has been 

criticized for the lack of prediction of repeated behavior (Klöckner, 2013). I argue that 

repetitive behavior might be explained by social factors. Social factors can explain 

behavior in a wider context and therefore explain why people continue to act in a certain 

way towards the environment.  

The Norm Activation Theory (NAT) is based on the idea that people will help others 

if they feel morally obliged to (Schwartz and Howard, 1981). The core of the idea is that 

people realize that first, there is a need for help, second, that they are aware of the 

consequences of their behavior, third, that they accept responsibility, and fourth, that 

they need to be capable of performing the helping action (which is similar to the 

perceived behavioral control). In this research I will use the attitudes approach from the 

TPB model, the perceived behavior control from both TPB and NAT, and in addition the 

responsibility approach from the NAT model. Research has shown that a combination of 

these models works well with predicting pro-environmental behavior. Liebe and 

colleagues (2011) used both TPB and NAT in their research on the willingness to pay for 

public environmental goods. They argue that applying single theories omits crucial 

explanatory variables which might be misleading. Coincidentally, Wall and colleagues 

(2007) have also argued in favor of comparing and combining theories to examine pro-

environmental intentions. They argue that combining TPB and NAT accounts for a range 

of influences on car-use intentions that neither individual theories capture fully. I will 

therefore build on the ideas by Liebe and colleagues (2011) and Wall and colleagues 

(2007) and integrate these models.  

2.1.2 Social influences  

I will connect the TPB and NAT model, while also applying the ideas by Abrahamse and 

Steg (2013) on what social influences affect pro-environmental behavior. They identified 

six social influence approaches that are frequently used when examining social influences 
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on behavior. These are: social norms (also represented in TPB and NAT), social networks, 

public commitment making (similar to responsibility), modelling (which means that 

learning new skills occurs in a social context), social comparison, and feedback about 

group performance. Out of these six types of social influences I will use social networks, 

modelling, public commitment, social comparison, and social norm in this research. I 

argue that the factors social networks and modelling are linked since learning new skills 

occurs in your social context, and therefore choose to treat those factors together as 

‘social networks’. I will use the public commitment factor to reflect on people’s 

responsibility in the methods chapter. Similarly, I argue that the social comparison is 

linked to the social norm which will together be treated as ‘social norm’. Thus, social 

networks, social norm, and responsibility, will be used to understand the behavior of 

Icelanders towards the environment. Abrahamse and Steg (2013) stated that there is 

need for more systematic empirical research that links social influence mechanisms 

(especially social networks) to behavior change, which I will do in my research. Examining 

social networks, does not however ignore the individual, his self-interest, actions, or 

rationality, it however assigns them a different priority in action (Pescosolido, 1992). 

When norms, social networks and contexts of individuals are examined people still 

make cost-benefit calculations when they decide how to behave. I will therefore examine 

how other variables that have origins in social psychology (TPB and NAT) affects behavior 

while also examining social influences (presented by Abrahamse and Steg, 2013) and how 

both affects pro-environmental behavior. The social psychology approach focuses on how 

PBC (perceived behavioral control), concerns, attitudes and responsibility towards the 

environment affects people’s behavior. With that I will use the TPB model (Ajzen, 1991) 

and the NAT model (Schwartz and Howard, 1981) to understand people’s decisions about 

the environment. Thus, I can examine how these factors intervene with each other but as 

Oreg and Katz-Gerro (2006) argue, that the literature has been characterized by those 

two streams separately, sociodemographic approach and social-psychological approach. 

Integrating those two streams parallel to each other should give a clearer result of what 

affects people’s behavior. I argue that the context of each given behavior is important, 

therefore I add to the existing literature how social networks might affect behavior. Many 

factors are important when examining pro-environmental behavior. The most important 

ones are social network, responsibility, and social norm, but I however measure other 
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factors as well. Figure 2 illustrates the theoretical framework model I will use in this 

research to explain people’s pro-environmental behavior.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 The theoretical framework behind the pro-environmental behavior model 

As can be seen in figure 2 I decided to explain pro-environmental behavior using these 

variables: social network, responsibility, and the demographic variables. I also have more 

variables that are mediated through responsibility which I will clarify below. 

2.1.3 Social networks  

Social networks have been examined in many fields, for example have social networks 

shown to influence healthy vs. unhealthy eating (Christakis and Fowler, 2007) and well-

being of individuals (Fowler and Christakis, 2008). Scholars have even found that social 

networks can affect children’s autism diagnosis. Liu and colleagues (2010) showed that 

children living close to a child that has previously been diagnosed with autism are more 

likely to be diagnosed as well. Pescosolido (1992) has showed how social networks 

“provide the mechanism (interaction) through which individuals learn about, come to 

understand, and attempt to handle difficulties” (p. 1096). Pescosolido (1992) uses social 

organization strategy (SOS) framework as a complementary approach to social action and 

decision making. Examining social networks can show how the focus should not be on 

people’s individual “choices” but rather on how these choices are a part of a much more 

complex social constructed patterns of decisions (Pescosolido, 1992). Understanding 

people’s social networks, and therefore their social context can show us how small-scale 

interactions transform into large-scale patterns (Granovetter, 1973), which in this 

research would be people’s pro-environmental behavior.  
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I argue that social networks can be used to explain how people decide to behave a 

certain way towards the environment, but few scholars have examined this relationship 

for pro-environmental behavior. Abrahamse and Steg (2013), stated that there is a need 

for more systematic empirical research linking social influence mechanism to behavior 

change. Long and colleagues (2015) examined the influence of one’s friends’ publicly 

visible transportation behavior on one’s own behavior. They showed that the mode of 

transportation chosen by a friend (either walking, cycling, driving, or busing) increases 

the odds of the subject to commute via that mode. A study by Geiger and colleagues 

(2019) showed that people’s social networks (the Christian community they examined) 

directly influenced their pro-environmental behavior. They mention, however, that 

studying a larger community would provide a greater statistical support for this type of 

analysis. 

Geiger and colleagues (2019) argue that “social network analysis provides a valuable 

tool for understanding social influence processes that impact network members’ 

behaviors” (p. 564). If it is supposed to be possible to change people’s behaviors, we need 

to understand the context that drives the behavior. Farrow and colleagues (2017) also 

argued that an area to explore deeper is the possibility to belong to various social groups 

(e.g. family, firm, neighborhood, etc.). This aspect is the key contribution of this research, 

as I argue that people’s family and friends have a major influence on people’s behavior, 

while also capturing that it might be possible for a person to belong to various social 

groups. I do this through applying both factors social norm and social network.  

Social networks have shown to have influence on people and their behavior. 

Abrahamse and Steg (2013) argue that information is more likely to affect behavioral 

decisions by an individual when the information comes from an individual, he or she has 

strong ties with. The key is where the information comes from. For example, if a family 

member is recycling, an individual is more likely to start recycling as well, compared to 

someone with weaker ties with the induvial, for example an acquaintance that tells him 

or her to recycle. Hornik and colleagues (1995) have shown that social influence can make 

a positive change in people’s behavior concerning the environment. They stated that 

influence from neighbors, friends and family members can extend recycling behavior. The 

widespread ideology that it is good to recycle might not be the only factor. It could also 
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be that people learn from people around them and with that gain skills to engage in 

recycling behavior. In other words, people’s social surroundings may make it easier for 

people to recycle.  

Hypothesis 1.1: Those who have friends and family who engage in pro-

environmental behavior are more likely to engage in it as well. 

2.1.4 Responsibility 

The basic assumption of the NAT model is that people feel morally obliged to help people 

in each situation (Schwarts and Howard, 1981). To activate this personal norm (here in 

this research responsibility), four conditions need to be fulfilled: awareness of 

consequences, ascription of responsibility, subjective norms (social norms) and perceived 

behavioral control (PBC). Research has shown that the personal norm variable captures 

the feeling of obligation and responsibility (Hunecke et al., 2001; Matthies et al., 2002; 

Wall et al., 2007). I will make use of these findings and therefore the personal norm 

variable will be described as an individual's responsibility towards trying to decrease the 

negative affect an individual has on the environment.  

Based on NAT and TPB these factors were included as influencing personal norms 

(responsibility): social norm, PBC, pro-environmental attitudes, information accessible, 

humans have influence on the environment and concerns. These were treated as 

mediated variables through personal norms (or responsibility in this research). Figure 3 

shows what factors should have a mediate effect through responsibility for pro-

environmental behavior. The factors that should influence pro-environmental behavior 

through responsibility (mediate effect) are social norm, PBC (perceived behavioral 

control), pro-environmental attitudes, information accessible, humans have influence on 

the environment. Each one of these will be discussed in the following chapters. As noted, 

because of the focus of this research I will only present a hypothesis for the social norm 

variable.  

Hypothesis 1.2: Responsibility mediates the effects from social norm, PBC, pro-

environmental attitudes, information accessible, humans have influence on the 

environment and concerns towards pro-environmental behavior. 

 



22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Model of the variables that should affect pro-environmental behavior 

2.1.5 Social norms 

Social norm is one of the most popular and widely applied social influence approaches 

that explains behavior change (Abrahamse and Steg, 2013). The concept of social norm 

was first introduced by the sociologist Durkheim (1895). Social norms are rules or 

guidelines that people in a certain society have in common and constrains human 

behavior. People are sensitive to the behavior of others and wonder what other people 

are doing. Individuals shape their behavior according to what they think other people 

expect from them and do so in attempt to gain social approval from other people. When 

thinking about environmental issues we are facing today, this could be one of the reasons 

why people start to recycle. If everyone seems to be recycling, an individual is more likely 

to start recycling as well, to show everybody else a positive side of themselves. They are 

urged to try to please the people around them and, in addition, by recycling they are 

doing something for the greater good. The models TPB and NAT refer to this as subjective 

norms (Klöckner, 2013), but in this study it will be referred to as social norms. It can be 

argued that social norms have a mediated effect through personal norms on behavior like 
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the NAT model suggests (Schwartz and Howard, 1981). When personal norm is activated 

it will guide individuals’ actions. The social norm around us should affect our sense of 

responsibility to behave in a certain way which in conclusion will have an impact on our 

behavior. 

Studies have shown that social norms can in general be useful for the promotion of 

sustainable transportation behavior (Kormos et al., 2015). Bamberg and Möser (2007) 

also concluded that moral norm was a predictor of pro-environmental behavioral 

intentions, when applying social norm, feelings of guilt, internal attribution, and problem 

awareness as predictors of the moral norm concept. In my research I however used the 

social norm concept, while also including in the model concerns and responsibility. 

Morren and Grinstein (2016) argue that there is a widely growing pressure to be “green”. 

Where there is a pressure to engage in pro-environmental behavior from the society. 

Scholars argue that this is becoming a dominant force, even as forceful as materialism 

(Allcott, 2011; Soyez, 2012). Therefore, the focus on social norms and social influences in 

a society will only grow as long as they are seen as a force that can drive behavior change.  

Hypothesis 1.3: Those who think that the social norm in Iceland is to engage in pro-

environmental behavior are more likely to do so as well.  

Note that if social norm does have a mediate effect with behavior through 

responsibility this hypothesis will not hold. However, if there is no mediation effect, this 

is the relationship that is expected.  

2.1.6 Perceived behavioral control (PBC) 

Research has repeatedly shown a connection between perceived behavioral control (PBC) 

and behavior, mediated through both intentions as shown in the TPB model (Ajzen, 1991), 

and through personal norm as shown in the NAT model (Schwartz and Howard, 1981). In 

this research PBC will be tested as mediating through personal norm. PBC is a measure of 

the ability and opportunities individuals have to perform a certain behavior, meaning that 

individuals are less likely to perform a certain behavior if it is hard for them to carry out. 

Seen from a sociological perspective the social context can make a big difference. How 

towns can differ on recycling rates could be connected to the recycling programs that are 

provided in each area. Kinnaman and Fullerton (2000) present the example that curbside 

recycling programs encourage recycling. The local government policy decisions can use 
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this encouragement to individual households to increase recycling behavior. Decisions 

individuals make, for example to use public transportation or use less plastic, come at 

different costs based on people’s social location and social-economic status. Pro-

environmental behavior does not exclusively rely on people’s own contribution, which 

makes it critical to examine it within a broader social context. Policies that make it easy 

for all social groups to take part in pro-environmental behavior are therefore likelier to 

succeed. Such strategies should be our focus, because right now we are facing 

environmental changes that are dangerous and could have severe consequences 

(Rockström et al., 2009).  

2.1.7 Pro-environmental attitudes 

The TPB assumes that the intention to perform a behavior is based on attitudes, 

subjective norms (here referred to as social norms) and PBC (Ajzen, 1991). Attitudes are 

commonly described as the measurement of individual favorability of a behavioral 

alternative. Behavioral intentions are therefore determined by an individual's attitudes 

toward that behavior. Some scholars, and especially those applying the TPB model, argue 

that pro-environmental attitudes are a strong predictor of self-reported pro-

environmental behavior (Hines et al., 1987; Takashi and Selfa, 2015). On the other hand, 

other scholars have not seen a clear connection between environmental attitudes and 

behavior (Scott and Willits, 1994). This could indicate that people have learned the 

language of environmentalism without developing behavioral commitment in favor of the 

environment. Even though people realize that there is an environmental problem, they 

do not engage in behavior to reduce the damages. For example, 80% of the people who 

participated in Scott’s and Willit’s (1994) research agreed that humans are severely 

abusing the environment and that this behavior can produce bad results, while only a few 

of the participants engaged in pro-environmental behavior. Scholars have had similar 

results in later years. Eilam’s and Trop’s (2012) results’ show that there are different 

factors that influence adults’ attitudes on one hand, and behavior towards the 

environment on the other. Most of the factors that influence attitudes were slow in 

process from interpersonal experience while factors that influence behavior were from 

formal and remote formative experiences, for example in the workplace and exposure to 

the media.  
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Furthermore, Wallace and colleagues (2005) have examined the relationship 

between attitudes and behavior and their results show that situational constraints 

weaken that relationship. Those situational constrains are perceived social pressure and 

perceived difficulty. However, they did not focus on pro-environmental attitudes and pro-

environmental behavior, it will be interesting to see if the same results appear here. 

Therefore, in the behavior model I am not expecting a relationship between pro-

environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behaviors because I apply both factors, 

the social pressure and perceived difficulty variable. I will examine the relationship 

between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior further in this 

research.  

2.1.8 Information accessible, humans have influence on the environment, and 
concerns  

The meta-analysis by Hines and colleagues (1987) showed that knowledge of 

environmental issues (in this research referred to humans have influence on the 

environment) and/or knowledge on how to act to prevent those issues (in this research 

referred to as information accessible), is strongly linked to how people engage in pro-

environmental behavior. This could be connected to the NAT model and the need to do 

something, or the need for help. Mobley and colleagues (2010) furthermore concluded 

that environmental knowledge is a strong predictor of pro-environmental behavior. They 

also found that concern for the environment is an even stronger predictor. Weaver (2002) 

explained that individuals with more general knowledge about the environment are more 

sympathetic towards it, which concludes in individuals being more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behavior. Monroe (2003) supports this connection between knowledge, 

concern, and environmental behavior but in addition observes that knowledge might be 

connected to environmental responsibility which ultimately affects the behavior. Based 

on these findings, this study will further investigate whether these three variables 

(Information accessible, humans have influence on the environment and concerns) are 

mediated factors through responsibility on pro-environmental behavior.  

The variables created from this literature are meant to examine whether 

information was accessible, and the expected results are that individuals with 

information about how to protect the environment are more likely to engage in pro-
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environmental behavior. I also wanted to examine whether individuals that know that 

humans have an impact on the environment are more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behavior, which is the relationship that is expected here. Lastly, I will 

examine whether concerns about the environment pushes people to engage in pro-

environmental behavior. The expected relationship is that individuals with concerns 

about the environment are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior.  

2.1.9 Demographic factors 

I have presented what factors are expected to influence pro-environmental behavior. 

Here I will in addition present some demographic variables that are important as control 

variables. Sidique and colleagues (2010) found in their study that higher age correlates 

with higher rate of recycling. More scholars have found similar results. For example, 

Secondi and Pirani (2011) explained that adults and elderly have a higher level of eco-

friendly behavior, which is the expected relationship in this research. Secondi and Pirani 

(2011) identified the middle aged or elderly as being the “greenest” consumers. Whereas 

young people (15-24 years old) are less likely to perform eco-friendly actions or buying 

environmentally friendly products. However, I could argue here that young people might 

not have the resources to engage in pro-environmental behaviors. Environmentally 

friendly products are more expensive and therefore might be what young people cannot 

afford. Which is contradictory as younger people being more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes. However, this can be a clue that the relationship between 

attitudes and actual behavior might differ more than people realize, and social factors 

might have a much more influence than attitude.  

Scholars have found similar results with gender and eco-friendly behavior, where 

women have a higher level of eco-friendly behavior then men (Hunter et al., 2004; 

Secondi and Pirani, 2011). This is consistent with other findings that show that women 

are more willing to contribute in favor of the environment (Torgler et al., 2008). Similar 

results are expected in this research. 

Scholars have also shown that the rate of recycling increases with higher education 

(Guerin et al., 2001; Sidique et al., 2010), and similar results are expected in this research. 

This relationship might be explained with awareness of the damages it can produce if 

people do not start to act. There is a unanimous agreement among experts in the field 
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that climate change is to a great extent caused by humans (Dirzo et al., 2014; Rockström 

et al., 2009; IPCC, 2013; Walpole et al., 2010). Higher education might be a factor in 

peoples believe in climate experts because they assume that the experts in the field 

should know most about it.  

It has also been argued by scholars that individuals who support right wing politics 

are less likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior compared to others (Neymayer, 

2003). Even though it is an interesting social factor not many scholars have examined the 

relationship between political views and pro-environmental behavior. It is, however, 

accepted in the field to examine the relationship between political views and pro-

environmental attitudes towards the environment.  

To sum up chapter 2.1, the main goal of this research is to examine if people’s social 

network affects people’s pro-environmental behavior. To answer that I have created a 

behavior model. In the following chapter I will explain my approach to examining what 

affects pro-environmental attitudes. Lastly, I will conclude the overview of the theoretical 

framework applied in this study by explaining my approach to examining whether pro-

environmental attitudes lead to pro-environmental behaviors.  

2.2 Pro-environmental attitudes 

Pro-environmental attitudes have gotten deserved attention in the academia. The 

environmental challenges we are facing require fundamental changes in production and 

consumption (Franzen and Meyer, 2010). This has for example been the focus in the 

United Nations framework convention on climate change (UNFCCC) in 1992 where 

emphasis was on the importance of collective actions to save the earth (United Nations, 

1992). It is crucial for environmental agreements that more understanding is gained of 

citizens’ and voters’ ideas about the environment. Such information makes it possible to 

examine whether citizens’ environmental attitudes differ from the ideas the political 

sector think is important. Because of this, social research has focused on understanding 

the development of public environmental awareness, individually and cross-nationally 

(Franzen and Meyer, 2010).  

Franzen and Meyer (2010) examined environmental attitudes cross-nationally and 

over time. Their results show that individuals’ concern for the environment varies both 

within and between countries. Franzen and Meyer (2010) argue that air quality affects 
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concern for the environment which might in turn reflect people’s attitudes towards the 

environment. The better the environmental quality the less concern. Scholars have 

examined widely the influence of demographic variables on environmental attitude. 

However, less is known about the beliefs that lead people to maintain the attitudes they 

have (Fairbrother, 2017). Scholars in environmental sociology have used pre-existing data 

to shed light on the differences in public support for environmental protection among 

nations (Ercolano et al., 2012). Examining environmental attitudes can have both 

theoretical and practical importance, for example for policy makers to be able to form an 

effective environmental policy (OECD, 2001).  

The literature suggests that individuals that trust the government had more 

willingness to pay for the environment (Ercolano et al., 2012). Younger groups were also 

more willing to pay for environmental protection (Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman, 

2000; Gelissen, 2007; Whitehead, 1991) and women have a stronger preference towards 

the environment (Torgler et al., 2008). Formal education also push people to want to 

protect the environment (Ercolano et al., 2012; Gelissen, 2007; Torgler and Garcia-

Valiñas, 2007), and individuals with lower income are more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes (Gelissen, 2007). Researchers have shown that those with left 

political ideology have a higher sensitivity for environmental problems (Witzke and Urfei, 

2001), are more pro-environmental (Neymayer, 2004), and have more willingness to 

prevent environmental damages (Torgler and García-Valiñas, 2007). The model to 

examine pro-environmental attitudes in Iceland can be seen in figure 4.  
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Figure 4 Model of the relationship between the variables influencing pro-environmental 
attitudes 

As figure 4 shows, I will examine if these factors influence pro-environmental attitudes: 

political trust, trust in environmental organizations, political view, and demographic 

variables. The effect from demographic variables towards environmental attitudes has 

been widely examined. However, less is known about why people maintain attitudes and 

preferences about the environment (Fairbrother, 2017). Thus, it should be a focus of the 

state to maintain pro-environmental attitudes towards the environment.  

2.2.1 Trust and pro-environmental attitudes 

If we are to adapt to the environmental changes we are facing, there needs to be 

cooperation between politicians and the public. The environment is changing quicker 

than it should, but scholars argue that citizens can play a key role in minimizing the impact 

humans have on this earth (Hornik et al., 1995; Cowling, 2014). However, the public is 

often hostile to what policy experts think is the most effective way towards a better 

society for the environment (Fairbrother, 2017). As Fairbrother notes, this is due in large 

part to political trust. He states that people want new green taxes introduced but they do 

on the other hand not believe governments will follow this through. Therefore, I will 

examine if political trust does affect environmental attitudes in Iceland. 

It is important to know more about the sources of public opinion. Naurin (2011) 

argues that majorities of citizens all over the world do not believe that politicians will 

keep their promises. Fairbrother (2017) argues that the key challenge for environmental 
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policy makers and advocates is to convince the public that governments will keep their 

promises. Otherwise environmental policies would be much more effective. Until people 

are convinced that they can trust policy makers, real changes in environmental protection 

cannot emerge.  

Ercolano and colleagues (2012) showed that individuals that trust the government 

had more willingness to pay for the environment. The expected results concerning this 

relationship is therefore that individuals with high political trust are more likely to have 

pro-environmental attitudes. If they have political trust towards the politicians or other 

advocates that effect environmental decisions in the country, they are more likely to have 

pro-environmental attitudes. I will also examine whether or not people who have trust 

towards environmental organizations are more likely to have pro-environmental 

attitudes. The expected results concerning this relationship is that those with trust 

towards environmental organizations are more likely to have pro-environmental 

attitudes.  

Hypothesis 2.1: If people have high political trust, they are more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes. 

2.2.2 The effect of political views on attitudes towards environmental protection 

Studies on political views are often simplified into comparisons between individuals with 

left political ideology and individuals with right political ideology. Those with left political 

ideology are sometimes referred to as those that believe in democracy and those with 

right political ideology not (Mouffe, 2005). Researchers have shown that left parties’ 

voters show a higher sensitivity for environmental issues (Witzke and Urfei, 2001), are 

more pro-environmental (Neymayer, 2004), and have more willingness to prevent 

environmental damages (Torgler and García-Valiñas, 2007). Fairbrother’s (2017) results 

also show that individuals with left political ideology are more likely to accept paying 

environmental taxes. Those with left political ideology should therefore be more willing 

to make economic sacrifices to protect the environment. 

Hypothesis 2.2: Individuals with left political ideology are more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes. 
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2.2.3 The effect of the demographic variables on pro-environmental attitudes  

The impact of age on attitudes towards environmental protection has been widely 

examined by scholars. Older groups are less willing to pay for environmental protection 

(Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman, 2000; Gelissen, 2007; Whitehead, 1991), seemingly 

because they will not live to enjoy the benefits of it (Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman, 

2000; Whitehead, 1991). Some scholars have found connections between gender and 

environmental protection (Torgler et al., 2008) while others have not found a connection 

between the two (Gelissen, 2007). Torgler’s and colleague’s (2008) results showed that 

women have both a stronger preference towards the environment and are more willing 

to contribute to additional environmental protection. The relationship that is expected is 

therefore that young people and women are more likely to have pro-environmental 

attitudes. 

Many scholars have argued that formal education has significant influence on the 

will to protect the environment (Ercolano et al., 2012; Gelissen, 2007; Torgler and Garcia-

Valiñas, 2007). With more education the individual is more likely to realize the problems 

we are facing and want to do something about them. This should reflect his willingness 

to make economic sacrifices financially in favor of the environment. The expected results 

concerning this relationship is that individuals with higher education are more likely to 

have pro-environmental attitudes.  

Scholars have also used income to predict if people are willing to make economic 

sacrifices for the environment. Gelissen (2007) has used national household income data 

to reflect on people’s willingness to pay for the environment. In general, the results show 

that nations with high levels of national wealth appear to be less willing to pay for 

environmental protection. It is therefore possible that household income might also 

influence willingness to make economic sacrifices for the environment. Fairbrother 

(2013) has shown that people within a country with higher income are slightly more 

concerned about the environment. It is important to note that the effect was small and 

did only hold for the willingness to pay for environmental protection but not for two other 

aspects of environmental concern. The expected results concerning this relationship is 

that those with higher income are more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. The 

number of children in the household might also affect this relationship. Because high 
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income with few children might not affect people’s willingness to make economic 

sacrifices for the environment. However, having high income and many children might 

have more influence. I am not expecting a relationship between the number of children 

in the household and people’s pro-environmental attitudes, but I will however control for 

that variable in my model.  

2.3 What is the connection between attitudes and behavior? 

Historically, the relationship between attitudes and behavior has been heavily debated 

both within the disciplines of psychology and sociology (Eilam and Trop, 2012). In the 

early days of attitudes research, most scholars accepted the fact that human behavior 

was guided by their attitudes (Ajzen and Fishbein, 2005; Ajzen, 1991), and in the field of 

social psychology scholars emphasized that attitudes were key to understanding people’s 

behavior. This debate has its origins already in the 1930s where LaPiere (1934) published 

results claiming that attitudes where an irrelevant prediction of behavior. He examined 

whether or not attitudes towards Chinese people influence people’s willingness to serve 

them at a restaurant. In his first experiment 118 of 128 businesses said they would not 

serve Chinese customers. However, in his second experiment he wanted to examine if 

this would transform into people’s behavior, but only once in 251 businesses were 

Chinese people refused service. This showed that people’s attitudes towards Chinese 

people did not transform into their behavior. Kraus’s (1995) results show that attitudes 

significantly predicted behavior. As a result, social psychologists have worried about the 

utility of using attitudes to predict people’s behavior because of the lack of consistent 

significant effect between those two. Some scholars even regard this inconsistency as one 

of the scandals in social psychology (McGuire, 1976). 

Perhaps due to this debate, the relationship between environmental attitudes and 

environmental behavior became a widespread topic in the 1980s and the 1990s (Hines et 

al., 1987) and a linear relationship between attitudes and behavior was established 

(Burgess et al., 1998; Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002). Scholars that have applied the TPB 

model argue that environmental attitudes are a strong predictor of self-reported pro-

environmental behavior (Hines et al., 1987; Takashi and Selfa, 2015). Other contemporary 

researchers have however leaned more towards the conclusion that this connection may 

been overestimated (Conner and McMillan, 1999; Scott and Willits, 1994; Stets and Biga, 
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2003). This indicates that people have learned the language of environmentalism without 

developing behavioral commitment in favor of the environment. Even though people are 

aware of environmental issues they do not engage in behavior to reduce the damages.  

Most research in later years show similar results, a weak relationship between 

attitudes and behavior when looking at environmental issues (Eilam and Trop, 2012; Stets 

and Biga, 2003). A study by Eilams and Trops (2012) shows that the factors that influence 

adults’ attitudes and behavior towards the environment are multifaceted. Most of the 

factors that influence attitudes were slow in process from interpersonal experience while 

factors that influence behavior were from formal and remote formative experiences, for 

example workplace experience and exposure to the media. It might therefore be that 

attitudes or environmental concern does not transform into behavior except when that 

behavior is not cost intensive. Wallace and colleagues (2005) have examined the 

relationship between attitudes and general behavior and their results show that certain 

situational constraints weaken that relationship. Those situational constraints are 

perceived social pressure and perceived difficulty. As they argue, the reason for the 

inconsistent results with the attitude-behavior relationship can be explained by these 

constraints.  

If a behavior is socially desirable, normatively appropriate, and politically correct, 

many engage in that behavior even without positive attitudes towards that behavior 

(Wallace et al., 2005). Thus, one should not assume a strong relationship between 

attitudes and behavior. Wallace et al. (2005) further argue that attitudes predict behavior 

better when situational constraints (social influence and perceived difficulty), are weaker. 

But this only happens if the individual accepts that perceived social pressure to perform 

a behavior corresponds with the subjective norm in the society. Strong moral norms are 

also known to decrease the relationship between attitudes and behavior intentions 

(Conner and McMillan, 1999). 

As Wallace and colleagues (2005) argue, attitudes do not predict behavior well if 

social influences and perceived difficulty are presented in the model. Stets and Biga 

(2003) similarly explain that the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and 

behavior is in part a spurious relationship. They explain that this is in fact due to the 

influence of the environment identity, as they call it. Their measure for environment 
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identity consists of for example if people are concerned, protective, respectful, and 

nostalgic about the natural environment. From the literature presented here, I created 

two hypothesis which could clarify the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes 

and pro-environmental behavior. 

Hypothesis 3.1: Pro-environmental attitudes affects pro-environmental behavior, 

when not controlling for any other variables. 

Hypothesis 3.2: Pro-environmental attitudes does not affect pro-environmental 

behavior, when controlling for social influences and perceived difficulty.  
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3 Data and methods 

To test the hypothesis presented in the previous chapter I used quantitative data. Firstly, 

primary data from a web-survey sent out by The Social Science Research Institute (The 

Social Survey Research Institute, 2020) at the University of Iceland and secondly, data 

from the European Values Study (EVS) from 2018. I used the EVS data to examine general 

pro-environmental attitudes in Iceland. Because the EVS data does not include a lot of 

environmental related variables I needed to find a data set that gave more elaborate 

information about people’s environmental behavior. Even though the EVS is a high-

quality data set I needed one that I could use to understand people’s pro-environmental 

behavior. I then had the chance to work with the SSRI to collect data where I could choose 

the questions. The SSRI data set had 37 questions related to environmental behavior, 

while the EVS had five questions related to environmental attitude.  

The first step in the research was using data from The SSRI (The Social Survey 

Research Institute, 2020) to understand people’s behavior towards the environment. A 

stratified random sample of Icelandic residents aged 18 and older was obtained from the 

SSRI’s internet panel, originally recruited by telephone interviewers with random samples 

from the National Registry of Persons. Data was collected over a ten-day period (March 

30th to April 8th, 2020) where respondents received four e-mail reminders to participate 

in the survey. The sample contained 1166 individuals stratified by age, gender, and 

residence, in the purpose of reflecting the structure of the Icelandic population most 

accurately. The gender and residence ratio were in line with the population. Higher 

educated respondents were more likely to answer the survey than others. Age had an 

underrepresentation in the youngest categories (18-35 year old), and an 

overrepresentation of respondents aged 46-75 year old. Number of respondents were 

503 which makes the response rate 43.1% (SSRI, 2020). This resulted in 503 cases that 

were used in the analysis of people’s pro-environmental behavior in Iceland using linear 

regression. 

The second step was to use the EVS data to analyze people’s attitudes towards the 

environment. EVS is a longitudinal and cross-national survey research program and has 

collected data across Europe since 1981 (European Values Study, n.d.). It is a large-scale 

questionnaire that provides insights into the attitudes, ideas, beliefs, preference, and 
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opinions of citizens all over Europe (European Values Study, n.d.). It is an extensive 

research on how people in Europe think about family, work, society, and other factors of 

people’s social life. Since 1981, EVS has been repeated every 9 years in many European 

countries using interviews of standardized questionnaires. The research from 2018 

covered 33 European countries and included in total interviews with 55.200 respondents 

in Europe. EVS drew a representative multi-stage or stratified random sample with adult 

population of 18 years old and older.  

The Icelandic data from EVS consisted of 2506 people and were collected between 

19th of June 2017 – 28th of March 2018 and from 27th of September 2018 – 4th of April 

2018 (European Values Study, n.d.). I used the EVS data to analyze the attitudes towards 

environmental problems in Iceland using logistic regression. Advance letters with a web 

link to answer the questionnaire online were sent to all individuals in the sample. Contact 

attempts were made to the people that had not answered the questionnaire, with a 

maximum of four unsuccessful attempts to contact the individual. After that, a final 

reminder was sent out to people’s address along with a full-length paper-based 

questionnaire (Luijkx et al., 2017). The simple random sample consisted of 3500 

individuals which were randomly split into seven groups of 500 individuals each. Only one 

group was asked to finish the full-length questionnaire and the other groups received 

different versions of the matrix design questionnaire. All of those who completed that 

matrix questionnaire were then invited to participate in a follow-up survey. Therefore, 

this method yielded in a substantive share of missingness by design. In the report from 

the authors of the EVS questionnaire in Iceland they argue that it “remains to be seen 

whether this will impair the use of the data for substantive research, and standards to 

deal with this challenge still need to be established” (Luijkx et al., 2017, p.24). The reason 

for these new methods was because of decrease in response rates and increase in survey 

costs. This might be a valuable method for future large-scale surveys, but as discussed 

this still needs to be further examined. 

The third step was using the SSRI data to test the relationship between pro-

environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior. Because I created the 

questions for the SSRI, I chose to have the same question for the pro-environmental 

attitudes variable as was in the EVS data. I therefore used the question for the dependent 
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variable “pro-environmental attitudes” from the attitudes model as an independent 

variable for the comparison of pro-environmental attitudes and behavior. I chose to do 

this because the EVS data did not have any information about people’s environmental 

behavior and this was the most feasible way to achieve data about the relationship 

between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior. To understand 

how different the factors pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior 

are, I also created an attitudes model where I used all the independent variables from the 

behavior model. That way I could see if different factors influence environmental 

attitudes and behavior.  

3.1 The dependent variable: pro-environmental behavior  

The purpose of this research was to examine what variables push people to engage in 

pro-environmental behavior. I decided to use factor analysis because I had data on nine 

different behaviors concerning pro-environmental behavior. Factor analysis refers to a 

technique that is used to identify variables from clusters of variables (Field, 2013). As Field 

notes, “...in factor analysis we take a lot of information (variables) and SPSS effortlessly 

reduces this mass of confusion into a simple message (fewer variables)” (p. 192). Hence, 

this method was used to simplify the different behavior concepts in order to understand 

if there were underlying factors. The factor analysis suggested two factors for the 

analysis, the first factor could easily be interpreted to describe the behavior of almost all 

Icelanders and the second one only applied to individuals that are extremely invested in 

saving the environment, those who put in that extra effort for the environment even 

though it creates more inconvenience for themselves.  

Nine behaviors were measured from the same question: How much or little have 

you done in the past 12 months to reduce the way you affect the environmental- and 

climate changes? 1) Recycled, 2) Reduced the use of plastic, 3) Reduced the use of single-

use packages, 4) Reduced food waste, 5) Reduced the purchase of clothes, 6) Bought 

second-hand clothing instead of new, 7) Reduced or stopped consuming animal products, 

8) Used the private car less, and 9) Reduced the number of plane trips. Answer options 

were from one to five, in addition to the sixth option “nothing” (1=very little, 2=little, 

3=neither nor, 4=much, 5=very much).  
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I used the rotation method oblimin with Kaiser Normalization to examine 

similarities and differences in the underlying structure of Icelander’s behaviors towards 

the environment. The constructs are correlated together because all items measure pro-

environmental behavior and therefore direct oblimin rotation method was used. If the 

factors should correlate theoretically direct oblimin should be used (Field, 2013). Factor 

number 1 is the first factor that appeared and I named it recycle (which corresponds to 

behavior 1 through 5 above) and factor 2 I named extra-effort (which corresponds to 

behavior 6 through 9 above) because it captures the idea that people are doing something 

extra for the environment compared to most people. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 

Sampling Adequacy was 0.77 and the Bartlett’s test was significant. Therefore, I could 

continue with the factor analysis. The factor analysis revealed that behaviors 1-5 fit as 

factor 1, recycle, and that behaviors 6-9 fit as factor 2, extra-effort. The factor analysis 

was confirmed with a Cronbach’s Alpha test of 0.842 for factor 1 and 0.701 for factor 2, 

which is acceptable (Taber, 2018). Table 1 shows additional information for the factor 

analysis, presented according to factor analysis presentation established by Mortelmans 

and Dehertogh (2010).  

Table 1 Factor analysis for environmental behavior 

 Factor Factor 
loading 

Explained 
variance 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Recycle  1 3.46 38.41% 0.84 
Extra-effort  2 1.50 16.72% 0.70 

 

As I show in table 1 only two factors appeared from the factor analysis. The factor loading 

was 3.46 for the first factor, recycle, and 1.50 for the second factor, extra-effort. Other 

factors in the analysis had a factor loading that was lower than 1 and therefore were 

excluded from the analysis. The table also presents the explained variance for each of the 

factors, the factors combined explain 55.13% of the variance in all the items. The first 

factor explains 38.41% of all the items and the second factor explains 16.72% of all the 

items.  

Two variables were created from the factor analysis: recycle and extra-effort people 

are engaging in to protect the environment. Thus, two dependent variables for behaviors 

were used in this research: recycle and extra-effort, presented in two models. Items for 

the recycle variable are all widespread behaviors in Icelandic society. However, the 
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second factor revealed behaviors which are not widespread and not many people are 

engaging in, namely extra-effort. The first variable includes the factors recycling, reducing 

the use of plastic, single-use packages, food waste, and purchase of clothes. These are all 

consumption-based behaviors which are easy to change. It is not hard to use less plastic 

or reduce the purchase of clothes, this does not create much inconvenience for people. 

However, the extra-effort variable applies to behaviors that create more inconvenience 

and work for the individual. Those behaviors are buying second-hand clothing instead of 

new, reduce or stop consuming animal products, use the private car less, and reduce the 

number of plane trips. These behaviors demand more changes to people’s daily behavior 

and therefore many might not engage in them.  

3.2 The independent variables for pro-environmental behavior 

Social network was measured by asking respondents: “In general, how much or little do 

you think that those you associate the most with in daily life (family, friends) have done 

in the last 12 months to reduce the environmental- and climate changes?” With 9 

alternative endings (the same endings as was used for the pro-environmental behavior 

variable): 1) Recycled, 2) Reduced the use of plastic, 3) Reduced the use of single-use 

packages, 4) Reduced food waste, 5) Reduced the purchase of clothes, 6) Bought second-

hand clothing instead of new, 7) Reduced or stopped consuming animal products, 8) Used 

the private car less, and 9) Reduced the number of plane trips. The answer options were 

(1=very little, 2=little, 3=neither nor, 4=much, 5=very much). The factor analysis once 

again reveled interesting results where items 1-5 loaded together and from that I created 

a variable called social network (recycle), and items 6-9 loaded together and from that I 

created a variable called social network (extra-effort). The Cronbach’s alpha for social 

network (recycle), items 1-5, was 0.85 which was acceptable and the Cronbach’s alpha 

for social network (extra-effort), items 6-9, was 0.77 which was also acceptable (Taber, 

2018). The factor analysis is presented in table 2. 

Table 2 Factor analysis for the social network variable 

 Items Factor 
loading 

Explained 
variance 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Social network (recycle)  1-5 4.18 46.48% 0.85 
Social network (extra-effort  6-9 1.61 17.86% 0.77 
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Table 2 shows that the same items loaded together when comparing to the behavior 

variable. The social network variable provides important information about whether or 

not people closest to the person recycle (the recycle variable) and as well whether or not 

they are putting in extra effort for the environment (extra-effort). As I show in table 2 

only two factors appeared from the factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy was 0.81 and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant. Thus, 

the sample is big enough for factor analysis. The factor loading for the first factor, social 

network (recycle), was 4.18 and 1.61 for the second factor, social network (extra-effort). 

Other factors in the analysis had a factor loading that was lower than 1 and therefore 

were excluded from the analysis. The table also presents the explained variance for each 

of the factors, the variables combined explain 64.34% of the variance in all the items. The 

first variable explains 46.48% of the all the items and the second variable explains 17.86% 

of all the items.  

Responsibility was measured by asking how much or little respondents feel 

personally responsible to reduce environmental- and climate changes (1=to a very much 

intent, 2= to much extent, 3=to some extent, 4= to little extent, 5=to very little extent) 

recoded into two options, those who feel much or very much responsible versus others. 

There are many factors that can influence different types of behaviors. As discussed 

above, the literature suggests a mediation relationship with many variables through 

responsibility. With the model I will test whether six variables can be considered for a 

mediation relation through the variable responsibility. Variables that will be tested for 

mediation are the following: social norm, PBC (perceived behavioral control), information 

accessible, humans have influence on the environment, concerns, and pro-environmental 

attitudes.  

Social norm was measured by asking the respondents what they thought Icelanders 

have been doing to protect the environment. The question stated: How much or little do 

you think Icelanders have done in the past 12 months to reduce the way they affect 

environmental- and climate changes? and offered the same nine alternative endings as 

the pro-environmental behavior variable and the social networks variable: 1) Recycled, 2) 

Reduced the use of plastic, 3) Reduced the use of single-use packages, 4) Reduced food 

waste, 5) Reduced the purchase of clothes, 6) Bought second-hand clothing instead of 
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new, 7) Reduced or stopped consuming animal products, 8) Used the private car less, and 

9) Reduced the number of plane trips. With answers (1=very much, 2=much, 3=neither 

nor, 4=little, 5=very little). I ran the factor analysis for the variables and interestingly the 

same results appeared as with the behavior variable where factors 1-5 loaded together. 

However, factors 6-9 did not load together (as happened with the pro-environmental 

behavior variable and the social networks variable). The Cronbach’s alpha for items 1-5 

was 0.80 and therefore I combined those together creating a variable I called social norm 

(recycle) – in accordance with the pro-environmental behavior variable. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for items 6-9 however, as I expected because of the factor analysis, only showed a 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.68 and therefore I could not combine these together. Only a 

Cronbach’s alpha above 0.70 is acceptable (Taber, 2018). I therefore decided to use factor 

analysis for items 6-9 to examine if some items could be combined or if I had to use them 

all separately. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 0.609 and the 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant. The KMO test was not acceptable, I therefore 

decided to continue the analysis with items 6-9 separated. The basic assumption for 

factor analysis would have been violated if I would have continued with those items as 

one factor. I therefore had two reasons not to combine those items together, the KMO 

and the Cronbach’s alpha, and therefore continued the analysis with 4 separate items for 

items 6-9.  

Table 3 Factor analysis for the social norm variable 

 Items Factor 
loading 

Explained 
variance 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Social norm (recycle)  1-5 2.84 56.72% 0.80 
Social norm (extra-effort)  6-9 - - - 

 

As presented in table 3 the factor analysis only revealed one factor, only for items 1-5, 

which got the name social norm (recycle). I therefore created four separate variables for 

items 6-9 as explained before, those variables were Icelanders second hand-clothing, 

Icelanders reduce animal products, Icelanders are using the car less and, Icelanders 

reducing number of plane trips. The answer possibilities were (1=very little, 2=little, 

3=neither nor, 4=much, 5=very much). All these four variables were dummy coded were 

“very little”, “little” and “neither nor” got the value 0 and “much” and “very much” got 

the value 1. As seen in table 3, the factor loading for the social norm (recycle) variable 
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was 2.84. Other factors in the analysis (including what was supposed to be the social norm 

(extra-effort) factor) had a factor loading that was lower than 1 and I could therefore not 

create a variable by combining those factors together. The table also presents the 

explained variance for the factor. The factor social norm (recycle) explains 56.72% of all 

the items. As mentioned before the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.80 which is acceptable (Field, 

2013).  

PBC (Perceived behavioral control) was originally thought to be combined of four 

items, however, a factor analysis showed that the correlation was not strong enough 

leading to “perceived behavior control” being measured in four separate variables. All of 

the questions started by asking whether respondents agreed or disagreed with the 

following statement, and four statements were offered which all reflected on whether it 

was difficult to engage in pro-environmental behavior or not. All the variables were 

created from one question. Respondents answered with a code between 1 and 5 

(1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither nor, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree). All variables 

were dummy coded separately, those who answered “agree” or “agree strongly” (which 

was coded as 1) versus those who answered “neither”, “disagreed” or “disagreed 

strongly” (which was coded as 0). The variable “PBC – access to sorting bins” was created 

by a question that stated: There are sorting bins in my neighborhood that make recycling 

easier. Agree and agree strongly were the reference group. The variable “PBC – would 

skip vacation” was created by the statement: I would be ready to skip travelling to other 

countries (flight being the only option) to protect the environment. Agree and agree 

strongly were the reference group. The variable “PBC – private care takes less time” was 

created by the statement: It would take too long to travel without my private car, were 

agree and agree strongly were the reference group. Lastly, the variable “PBC – bus system 

not effective” was created by the statement: I would take the bus more often if the bus-

system was more efficient, with the reference group agree and agree strongly. All of those 

should reflect on whether people think it is inconvenient to participate in pro-

environmental behavior. 

Pro-environmental attitudes was measured by asking whether respondents agreed 

or disagreed to the statement “I would give part of my income if I was sure that the money 

would be used to positively affect the environment”, answered from one to five 
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(1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree). The variable was 

recoded into two options, those who answered “agree” and “strongly agree” (which was 

coded as 1) versus others: those who answered “neither”, “disagree” and “strongly 

disagree” (coded as 0).  

Information accessible was measured by asking whether respondents agreed or 

disagreed to the statement “all information about how to recycle are very accessible for 

me” (1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree). The variable 

was recoded into two options, those who answered “agree” and “strongly agree” (which 

was coded as 1) versus others: those who answered “neither”, “disagree” and “strongly 

disagree” (coded as 0).  

Human have influence on the environment was measured by asking respondents 

whether they thought environmental- and climate changes were caused by natural 

causes or human influences or both, with answer options from 1 to 5 (1=entirely natural 

causes, 2=mostly natural causes, 3=approximately the same influence from natural 

causes and human influences, 4=mostly human influences and 5=entirely human 

influences). The variables were recoded into two options where the values: 1=Entirely 

natural causes, 2=Mostly natural causes, and 3=Approximately the same influence from 

natural causes and human influences got the value 0 and the values 4=Mostly human 

influences, and 5=Entirely human influences, got the value 1. Therefore, the reference 

group was individuals that believe human influences were entirely or mostly responsible 

for environmental changes.   

Concerns were measured by asking how much or little respondents felt worried 

about environmental- and climate changes, with answer options from 1 to 5 (1=not at all 

worried, 2=a little concerned, 3=somewhat concerned, 4=very concerned and, 

5=extremely worried). The variable was treated as a dummy variable and recoded, where 

the values 1=not at all worried, 2=a little concerned, and 3=somewhat concerned got the 

value 0 and values 4=much concerns, and 5=extremely worried got the value 1. The 

descriptive statistics for all the variables are presented in table 4. 

The demographic variables used in this research were: age (in years), gender which 

was treated as a dummy variable (0=male, 1=female) by the name female. Education was 

treated as a dummy variable with one variable by the name secondary and another by 
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the name college degree. Those with lower education than secondary got the value 0. 

Political ideology was measured using a left-right scale (ranging from 0-10), those on the 

far right of the scale (7, 8, 9, 10) got the value 0 for both variables and two variables were 

created for those on the far left on the scale (0, 1, 2, 3) and another for those in the 

middle (4, 5, 6). Household income was a continuous variable with 6 income categories, 

where the lowest had the value 1 etc. Children in household was a variable I created from 

information about if there were children in the household. Having children in the 

household got the value 1 and not having any children in the household got the value 0, 

the reference group was therefore children in the household. The descriptive statistics 

for all the variables are presented in table 4. 
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for pro-environmental behavior 

    Mean SD Min Max NA 

Behavior      

 Recycle 3.69 0.74 1 5 27 
 Extra-effort 2.02 1.04 1 5 52 

Social network      

 Recycle 3.36 0.76 1 5 93 
 Extra-effort 2.09 0.97 1 5 111 

Responsibility  0.85 0.36 1 2 40 

Social norm      

 Recycle 3.22 0.70 1 5 28 
 Icelanders second hand-clothing 0.19 0.39 1 2 25 
 Icelanders reduce animal products 0.08 0.27 1 2 21 
 Icelanders using the car less 0.07 0.26 1 2 20 
 Icelanders reducing number of plane trips 0.12 0.33 1 2 20 

PBC       

 Access to sorting bins 0.75 0.43 1 2 38 
 Would skip vacation 0.39 0.49 1 2 45 
 Private car takes less time 0.65 0.48 1 2 40 
 Bus system not effective 0.65 0.48 1 2 79 

Pro-environmental attitudes 0.26 0.44 1 2 57 

Information accessible  0.74 0.44 1 2 36 

Humans have influence on the environment  0.61 0.49 1 2 47 

Concerns  0.36 0.48 1 2 39 

Age   53.09 16.09 18 88 0 

Female  0.49 0.50 1 2 0 

Education       

 Secondary 0.41 0.49 1 2 44 
 University 0.50 0.50 1 2 44 

Political ideology       

 Middle 0.50 0.50 1 2 102 
 Left 0.29 0.46 1 2 102 

Household income 3.36 1.32 1 5 98 

Children in household 0.39 0.49 1 2 29 

 

The descriptive statistics for all the variables in the pro-environmental behavior model 

are presented in table 4. In the next chapter I will show how I measured all the variables 

in the pro-environmental attitudes model.  

3.3 The dependent variable: Pro-environmental attitudes  

Explaining environmental attitudes can be difficult. A method that is often used in the 

field is examining whether or not people are willing to sacrifice part of their income for 

environmental protection as a measurement for people’s pro-environmental attitudes 

(Gelissen, 2007; Torgler and García-Valiñas, 2007). In this research, economic sacrifice for 



46 

the environment will be the measure for people’s attitudes towards the environment 

where I created a variable that got the name pro-environmental attitudes. The dependent 

variable “pro-environmental attitudes” measures attitudes towards environmental 

problems. The statement that was used to measure attitudes was: “I would give part of 

my income if I were certain that the money would be used to prevent environmental 

pollution” (1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=disagree, 5= 

strongly disagree). Since very few disagreed strongly with the statement, I decided to 

treat the pro-environmental attitudes as a binary variable. The reference group was 

therefore individuals with pro-environmental attitudes. Therefore, 1= strongly agree” 

and “2=agree” got the value 1, “3=neither agree nor disagree”, “4=disagree”, “5= strongly 

disagree” got the value 0. 

3.4 The independent variables for pro-environmental attitudes  

Political trust was measured as people’s trust towards the political institutions in Iceland. 

The specific political institutions were the government, political parties, and the 

Parliament. The question read: “How much confidence do you have in the political 

institutions in Iceland?” The answer options were 1= a great deal, 2= quite a lot, 3= not 

very much, and 4=none at all. I created an index for these values, ranging from 3-12, 

where lower value meant more trust and 12 meant no trust at all towards any of the 

institutions. I then recoded the index were values 1-6 got the value 1 and values 7-12 got 

the value 0. The reference group was therefore individuals with trust towards the political 

institutions.  

Trust environmental organizations reflected on people’s trust towards 

environmental organizations. The question stated: “how much confidence do you have 

in: environmental organizations?” The answer options were 1= a great deal, 2= quite a 

lot, 3=not very much, and 4=none at all. This variable was treated as a dummy variable 

where the reference group was individuals that trusted environmental organizations “a 

great deal” or “quite a lot”. The reference group was coded as 1, other values were coded 

as 0 and the variable got the name trust environmental organizations. 

Female had two values where males had the value 0 and females had the value 1. 

It was dummy coded, and the reference group was female. Political views where 

measured on a scale from 1-10 where 1 meant left wing and 10 meant right wing. For 
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political views, the reference group was individuals on the far end of the scale to the right 

(values 8, 9, 10) and two dummy variables were coded for those in the middle (values 4, 

5, 6, 7) and those on the left (values 1, 2, 3). Therefore, two variables were created for 

political ideology that I named “left” and “middle” referring first, to those on the left side 

on the political scale and second, to those in the middle. The age variable was a 

continuous variable. Education was measured as either secondary education or a college 

degree, and the reference group was individuals with less than secondary education. The 

values that were coded as 0 for the reference group were “Less than primary”, “Primary” 

and “Lower secondary”. The secondary variable had the following values: “Upper 

secondary”, “Post- secondary non tertiary” and “Short-cycle tertiary”. The college degree 

variable had the following values: “Bachelor or equivalent”, “Master or equivalent” and 

“PhD or equivalent”. Income was measured as 10 deciles household income, which split 

the ranked data up to 10 categories, where the first category represented the lowest 

income, the next a little higher and the last represented the highest income. It was 

treated as a continues variable. Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for all the variables 

in the attitudes model. 

Table 5 Descriptive statistics  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What is interesting in table 5 is the big part of missing values for the trust in 

environmental organizations variable and the political trust variable. With further 

investigation these were almost all coded as “a follow-up nonresponse” which should not 

affect the results as it is a systematic missing value. As explained before, only one group 

 Mean SD NA Min Max 

Pro-environmental attitudes 0.49 0.49 488 1 2 

Political trust  0.14 0.34 808 1 2 
Trust environmental organizations 0.65 0.48 477 1 2 
Political ideology      

Left 0.23 0.42 83 1 2 
Middle 0.58 0.49 83 1 2 

Demographic variables      
Female 0.52 0.50 20 1 2 
Age 47.2 17.25 22 18 82 
Secondary 0.41 0.49 32 1 2 
College degree 0.35 0.48 32 1 2 
Household income  5.9 2.66 210 1 10 
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was asked to finish the full-length questionnaire and the other groups received different 

versions of the matrix design questionnaire (Luijkx et al., 2017). The respondents 

answered the first questionnaire but not the second one which included more variables 

(the environmental organizations question and the political trust question), this should 

therefore not affect the results of this research. Other missing values were coded as: “no 

answer”, “don’t know” and “survey break off”.  

The data in this study was analyzed using the statistics computer program SPSS, 

version 25, and the analyses included descriptive statistics, factor analysis, Cronbach’s 

Alpha, analysis of a mediation effect, multiple linear regression analysis, logistic 

regression, and multiple imputation. The following result chapter is divided into three 

sub-chapters: First, results for pro-environmental behavior; Second, results for pro-

environmental attitudes, followed by a brief examination of how different variables affect 

attitudes, on the one hand, and behavior, on the other, and; Third, results about the 

relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior.  
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4 Results for pro-environmental behavior  

The chapter starts with a brief discussion about how the dependent variable reflects pro-

environmental behavior, followed by a discussion about the multiple imputation used. 

Thereafter, the results about the mediation effect are presented followed by a 

presentation of the linear regression for both dependent behavior variables, recycle and 

extra-effort. It is not enough to examine recycling behavior on its own. There are so many 

things that people can do to protect the environment that only focusing on recycling 

behavior encourages a simplified understanding of a much more complicated social 

reality. The behavior variable therefore had nine items which all reflect on people’s 

environmental protection. It was, however, very different how much people were 

engaging in those behaviors (see figure 5). 

 

Figure 5 What are Icelanders doing to reduce their impact on environmental- and climate 
change? 

As can be seen in figure 5, 81% claim to recycle. Many are also reducing plastic and food 

waste as well as reducing the use of single-use packages and purchasing of clothes. Some 

are reducing the number of plane trips (32%) but relatively few use their car less, buy 

second-hand clothes or reduce or stop consuming animal products. As the results people 

vary quite much between these behaviors, it is clear that singling out any one of these 

behaviors would not have provided much in-depth knowledge in comparison of people’s 

pro-environmental behavior. There is a clear difference between the behaviors that were 
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used to create the recycle variable and the extra-effort variable, but more people are 

engaging in the behaviors I used to create the recycle variable. Figure 6 presents the 

results for each of those behaviors and the distribution of answers in the data.  

 

Figure 6 The measurements for the behavior variable 

Figure 6 shows that there is a difference between the pro-environmental behaviors. As 

discussed before there is a difference between the recycle variable and extra-effort 

variable. The questions that were combined for the recycle variable can be seen in figure 

7 and for the extra- effort variable can be seen in figure 8.  
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Figure 7 The measurements for the recycle variable 

As seen in figure 7 the distribution is quite similar for each question. The only one that 

stands out is the purchase of clothes behavior. However, these pro-environmental 

behaviors differ a lot when comparing to figure 8.  

 

Figure 8 The measurements for the extra-effort variable 

As can be seen in figure 8, when comparing to figure 7, there are much more people 

engaging in the recycling behaviors. As discussed before, many people are recycling and 

engaging in pro-environmental behaviors that take little effort for them to engage in. 

Compared to fewer people engaging in behaviors that are not as convenient. Changes in 

driving habits are for example perceived as very inconvenient, as well as reducing animal 
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products. Icelanders have been driving cars and eating meat for a long time. In the next 

chapter I will examine the mediation effect for the behavior model.  

4.1 Environmental behavior – mediation effect  

As explained before many models were included while creating the theoretical 

framework for this research. Based on TPB and NAT, the following factors were included 

as having a mediation effect on pro-environmental behavior through responsibility: social 

norm, PBC, pro-environmental attitudes, information accessibility, human impact on the 

environment, and concerns. Each mediation was examined to see if there was a 

mediation effect for both dependent variables (recycle and extra-effort).  

A mediation effect refers to the relationship between an independent variable that 

affects another independent variable which then affects the dependent variable (Field, 

2013). To be able to examine if there is a mediation effect, I needed to run three 

equations for each of the variables that I was examining. The first equation is examining 

if X1 (the independent variable) had an influence on Y (the dependent variable: pro-

environmental behavior). This equation needs to be significant to be able to continue the 

analysis of mediate effect. The second equation is examining if X1 (the independent 

variable) and X2 (responsibility) affects Y (the dependent variable: recycle). In this 

equation X2 needs to have a significant effect on Y, otherwise there is no mediation 

effect. The third equation is examining if X1 affects X2. This affect also needs to be 

significant. In table 6 I present the results of significance for each of the equations. The 

mediation analysis for the dependent variable “recycle” can be seen in table 6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



53 

Table 6 Mediation effect between nine variables, through responsibility, on behavior (recycle) 

  
Equation 

1  
X1 -> Y 

Equation 
2 

X2 -> Y 

Equation 
3  

X1 -> Y 

X2      
 Responsibility   -  
X1      
 Social norm (recycle) * ** ** 
 PBC - sorting bins enable - - - 
 PBC - would skip vacation - - - 
 PBC - private car takes less time - - - 
 PBC - bus system not effective - - - 
 Pro-environmental attitudes - - - 
 Information accessible - - - 
 Humans have influence on the environment  - - * 
 Concerns * * - 
Control variables    
 Age * * - 
 Female - - - 
 Secondary - - * 
 College degree - - * 
 Middle  - - - 
 Left - - - 
 Household income - - - 
 Children in household * - - 
  Social network (recycle) ** ** ** 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05 

As seen in table 6, responsibility (the X2 variable) did not have a significant relationship 

with the other variables (all the X1 variables) in equation 2, and therefore the basic 

assumption for a mediation effect is not fulfilled (Field, 2013). Thus, there is no mediation 

effect between the nine variables and responsibility for recycling behavior.  

Next, the variable extra-effort was analyzed, which is represented by the Y variable 

in table 7. To be able to examine if there is a mediation effect, I again needed to run three 

equations for each variable that I was examining. The first equation is examining if X1 (the 

independent variable) had an influence on Y (the dependent variable: extra-effort). This 

equation needs to be significant to be able to continue the analysis of mediate effect. The 

second equation is examining if X1 (the independent variable) and X2 (responsibility) 

affects Y (the dependent variable: extra-effort). In this equation X2 needs to have a 

significant effect on Y, otherwise there is no mediation effect. The third equation is 
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examining if X1 affects X2, and this affect needs to be significant. In the table I present 

results for the significance for each of the equations (see table 7). 

Table 7 Mediation effect between six variables, through responsibility, on behavior (extra-
effort) 

  
Equation 

1  
X1 -> Y 

Equation 
2 

X2 -> Y 

Equation 
3  

X1 -> Y 

X2      
 Responsibility   -  
X1      
 Icelanders second-hand clothing - - - 
 Icelanders reduce animal products - - - 
 Icelanders using the car less - - - 
 Icelanders reducing the number of plane trips - - - 
 PBC - sorting bins enable - - - 
 PBC - would skip vacation - - - 
 PBC - private car takes less time * * - 
 PBC - bus system not effective - - - 
 Pro-environmental attitudes - - - 
 Information accessible - - * 
 Humans have influence on the environment  - - * 
 Concerns - - - 
Control variables    
 Age - - - 
 Female - - - 
 Secondary - - * 
 College degree - - * 
 Middle  - - * 
 Left - - - 
 Household income * * - 
 Children in household - - - 
  Social network (recycle) ** ** - 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05 

As seen in table 7 there is no mediation effect in the model because the responsibility 

variable is not significant. The rest of the analysis in this research will therefore assume 

that there is no mediation effect. In the next chapter I will show why I decided to use 

multiple imputation in this research.  

4.2 Multiple imputation for the SSRI data 

Allison (2002) argues that if the amount of data that a researcher will use is intolerable 

after using listwise deletion, multiple imputation should rather be used. Because my 

sample only contained 503 individuals, I argue that dropping a case (individual) that has 
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a missing value, which is the definition of listwise deletion, would be intolerable. 

Therefore, I decided to use multiple imputation to treat missing values. To clarify I present 

the overall summary of missing values in figure 9 for all the data sets.  

 

 

Figure 9 Overall summary of missing values in the SSRI data 

As figure 9 shows there were a lot of incomplete data in the data set from SSRI, however 

it needs to be addressed that these numbers are for the whole data set, not just the 

variables I used. 79.4% of all variables in the data set had incomplete data, which means 

that almost 80% of all the questions in the data set had some missing values. 74% of all 

cases in the data set had incomplete data which means that 74% of all the individuals had 

some missingness in one or more of the questions. 91% of all the values in the data set 

had incomplete data which means that the values in the data set had 91% missingness 

and only 9% complete data. These can be minor missingness, for example one person 

might have skipped one question and therefore a missingness shows in these numbers. 

But they can also add up to major missingness, therefore, deleting all this little 

missingness would have created a data set for me to use which was intolerable. When 

examining the missingness it was clear that the data was missing at random and therefore 

the assumption to use multiple imputation was accepted (Allison, 2002).  

The numbers presented in figure 9 are for the whole data set, the missingness for 

the key variables that I used where all with 90% or higher completed data, most over 94%. 

The only variables that had more missingness were the social network variables which 

varied from 80-87% complete data for the cases (for all nine social network questions). 

As often happens, many people also declined to answer the question about household 

income (only 80.5% complete data cases) and political ideology (79.7% complete data 
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cases). The next step is to present the results of linear regression for the variables recycle 

(see table 8) and extra-effort (see table 9).  

4.3 Linear regression for the behavior variable: recycle  

Next step was to conduct a regression analysis for the variables. As the factor analysis 

revealed, two factors were presented for the pro-environmental behavior of Icelandic 

people. The first one was named “recycle” and can be described as individuals that 

recycle, consume less single-use items, and reduce consumption habits. The second one 

describes individuals that are putting in extra effort to protect the environment, 

compared to most others, for example by using the private car less, reducing or stop 

consuming animal products or take fewer trips with a plane. Linear regression for both 

these factors are presented in table 8 and 9, and as discussed before, the rest of the 

analysis assumes there is no mediation effect. Social network and social norm are 

therefore the focus because responsibility did not have an effect on pro-environmental 

behavior. I only presented the results from the multiple imputation data set, but I have 

included a discussion below each regression of how the results where different from the 

original data set. 
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Table 8 Linear regression of variables affecting recycling behavior (N=503) 

 B S.E. T-values 

Social influences    
Social network (recycle) 0.49** 0.04 11.53 
Social norm (recycle) 0.16** 0.04 3.74 

PBC    
Access to sorting bins -0.06 0.06 -0.94 
Would skip vacation 0.11* 0.06 2.04 
Private car takes less time 0.01 0.06 0.23 
Bus system not effective -0.03 0.06 -0.47 

Information accessible 0.11 0.07 1.55 
Humans have influence on the environment -0.04 0.06 -0.60 
Pro-environmental attitudes 0.10 0.06 1.53 
Responsibility 0.13 0.09 1.48 

Concerns  0.15* 0.07 2.33 

Political ideology    
Middle 0.09 0.08 1.24 
Left  -0.02 0.09 -0.20 

Demographic variables    
Age 0.00 0.00 1.37 
Female 0.09 0.06 1.07 
Secondary 0.05 0.10 0.51 
University degree 0.03 0.10 0.28 
Household income -0.06 0.03 -2.10 
Children in household 0.09 0.06 1.49 

Constant 1.18**     

F-test** 
Adjusted 
R2 0.49 

    

**p<0.01, *p<0.05    

 

The results from the linear regression for the recycle behavior variable are presented in 

table 8. To clarify there was some difference between the original data set and the 

imputed data set. The variables age and children in household were significant in the 

original data set, those were however only control variables. Other variables had the 

same significance affect when comparing the original data set and the imputed data set. 

It was also interesting to discover that the standard error for the imputed data set was 

lower for all variables when comparing them to the original data set. The lowest standard 

error possible is always preferable. The ANOVA test (F-test) was statistically significant, 

meaning that all the variables together affected recycling behavior. As presented above, 

the factors that have significant relationships with recycling behavior are social norm 

(recycle), social network (recycle), concerns, and household income. These results 
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emphasize the importance of examining social factors when explaining pro-

environmental behavior.  

The results show that individuals that have friends and/or family that engage in pro-

environmental behavior have a 0.49 higher value on the recycling scale on average 

compared to those that do not have friends and/or family who engage in pro-

environmental behavior. 

The results show that individuals that believe that the social norm in Iceland is to 

engage in pro-environmental behavior have a 0.16 higher value on the recycling scale on 

average compared to individuals that do not believe that the social norm is to engage in 

pro-environmental behavior.  

Individuals that are willing to skip vacation trips for environmental protection have 

a 0.11 higher value on the recycling scale on average compared to individuals that are not 

willing to skip vacation.  

Individuals that have concerns about environmental- and climate changes have a 

0.15 higher value on the recycling scale on average compared to individuals that do not 

have concerns.  

4.4 Linear regression for the behavior variable: extra-effort 

Two behavior variables were created after the factor analysis. I have already presented 

the linear regression for the recycle variable (table 8). The linear regression for the second 

behavior variable, which I named extra-effort, is presented in table 9. 
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Table 9 Linear regression for the extra-effort variable (N=503) 

  B S.E. T-value 

Social influences     
Social network (extra-effort)  0.58** 0.05  12.70 

Social norm (extra-effort)     
Icelanders second hand-clothing  0.22* 0.11 2.01 
Icelanders reduce animal products  0.14 0.15 0.90 
Icelanders using the car less  0.05 0.19 0.25 
Icelanders reducing number of plane trips  0.14 0.14 0.95 

PBC     
Access to sorting bins   -0.03 0.10  -0.35 
Would skip vacation  0.18** 0.09  2.04 
Private car takes less time  -0.25** 0.08  -3.07 
Bus system not effective  -0.01 0.08  -0.09 

Information accessible   -0.13 0.10  -1.37 
Humans have influence on the environment  -0.03 0.09 -0.30 
Pro-environmental attitudes  0.15 0.09  1.55 
Responsibility  0.12 0.13 0.92 
Concerns   -0.01 0.09  0.09 
Political ideology     

Middle  0.05 0.09  0.55 
Left   0.22* 0.10  2.10 

Demographic variables     
Age  -0.00 0.00  -0.03 
Female  0.05 0.09  0.50 
Secondary  -0.07 0.15 -0.43 
University degree  -0.12 0.16  -0.75 
Household income  -0.12** 0.04 -3.45 
Children in the household  0.17 0.09 1.81 

Constant  1.18**     
F-test**  Adjusted R2 0.48     

**p<0.01, *p<0.05     

 

Results for the variable extra-effort are presented in table 9. As before, I only presented 

the results from the imputed data set. The results from the original data set had all the 

same significance effect, except for these variables: second-hand clothing, would skip 

vacation and left political ideology, which did not have a significant relationship with the 

extra-effort variable in the original data set. The standard error was lower for all the 

variables in the imputed data set. The ANOVA test (F-test) was statistically significant, 

which means that all the variables together had an influence on extra-effort behavior to 

protect the environment.  
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When comparing table 8 and table 9 there are some variables that had statistically 

significant relationships with extra-effort and recycle. Those are: Social network, social 

norms (just one variable in the extra-effort model) and would skip vacation. Other 

variables that have statistical significance with extra-effort on pro-environmental 

behavior but did not have a statistically significant relationship with recycling, are private 

car takes less time, left political ideology and household income.  

Individuals that have friends and/or family who engage in pro-environmental 

behavior have a 0.58 higher value on the extra-effort scale on average compared to 

individuals that do not have friends and/or family that engage in pro-environmental 

behavior.  

Individuals that think that the social norm in Iceland is to buy secondhand clothing, 

have a 0.22 higher value on the extra-effort scale on average compared to those who do 

not think the social norm is to buy secondhand clothing.  

Individuals that are willing to skip vacation trips for environmental protection have 

a 0.18 higher value on the extra-effort scale on average compared to individuals that are 

not willing to skip vacation.  

It is interesting that this variable affected both the recycle variable and the extra-

effort variable because some research in the field has focused on using people’s 

intentions to predict for people’s pro-environmental behavior (for example Klöckner, 

2013). But not many researchers have focused on the people’s willingness to skip vacation 

trips for the environment. This is especially interesting since in Iceland, traveling to 

another country means you must use airplane. Therefore, intentions to skip using 

airplanes as a mode of transportation affects pro-environmental behavior significantly. 

Individuals that think that using the private car takes less time than other modes of 

travel have a 0.26 lower value on the extra-effort scale on average compared to those 

who do not think using the private car takes less time. To clarify, individuals that think 

that using the car is not faster than other modes of travel are more likely to engage in an 

extra-effort behavior to protect the environment.  

Individuals that have left political ideology have a 0.22 higher value on the extra-

effort scale on average compared to those who have right political ideology. To clarify, 
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those who have left political ideology are more likely to engage in extra-effort behaviors 

to protect the environment.  

Household income also had a significant relationship with the extra-effort behavior 

where with each income category people have on average 0.13 lower value on the extra-

effort behavior scale. This means that individuals that have the highest household income 

in Iceland are less likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior compared to those that 

have the lowest household income. This is, as I discussed before, a big concern because 

those that have the most money are more likely to consume more, for example buy more 

cars etc. Furthermore, the results show that they are not even trying to be pro-

environmental.  

4.5 Key findings for pro-environmental behavior  

With this analysis, I present empirical data on how people’s pro-environmental behavior 

can be explained in a wider social context. Hypothesis 1.1 is supported, as it is clear from 

the results that those who have friends and family who engage in pro-environmental 

behavior are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior, both with the 

recycling variable and the extra-effort variable. What was interesting was the lack of 

mediation for all the variables, even though the literature suggested otherwise, and 

therefore the results do not support hypothesis 1.2.  

There is a partial support for hypothesis 1.3. The social norm variable in the recycle 

model was significant but only one social norm variable (Icelanders' secondhand clothing) 

was significant for the extra-effort variables. However, as explained before the social 

norm variables in the extra-effort model were four: Icelanders second hand-clothing, 

Icelanders reduce animal products, Icelanders using the car less, Icelanders reducing the 

number of plane trips. Only the secondhand clothing variable was significant from those 

four variables and therefor there is only a partial support for hypothesis 2.2.  

In the next chapter, the results from the analysis of pro-environmental attitudes will 

be presented. The chapter starts with the results of the logistic regression applied to 

examine the different factors that influence pro-environmental attitudes. Next, I will 

present the results from examining, with logistic regression, what factors influence pro-

environmental attitudes using the same model as I did with the behavior variable. This is 

followed by the results of a linear regression where I have examined whether pro-
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environmental attitudes influence pro-environmental behavior when not controlling for 

other variables versus when controlling for other variables. 
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5 Results for pro-environmental attitudes 

This chapter presents the results of the following: Firstly, the distribution of the pro-

environmental attitudes variable; Secondly, pro-environmental attitudes in Iceland were 

examined using logistic regression; Thirdly, pro-environmental attitudes were examined 

using the behavior model I used for the recycle and extra-effort variable to clarify if the 

same factors influence pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior; 

Lastly, I have examined if pro-environmental attitudes lead to pro-environmental 

behavior.  

5.1 The distribution of the pro-environmental attitudes variable  

The dependent variable for the first model was pro-environmental attitudes. The 

statement was: “I would give part of my income if I were certain that the money would 

be used to prevent environmental pollution”. The answer possibilities were “strongly 

agree”, “agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disagree”, and “strongly disagree”. This 

question should show how much people are willing to make economic sacrifices for 

protecting the environment. The distribution of how people in Iceland answered this can 

be seen in figure 10.  

 

Figure 10 Environmental pro-environmental attitudes – EVS data  

As seen in figure 10% more people agree that they would give part of their income 

compared to those that disagree. Only 17% disagree or strongly disagree to this 

statement which shows that most of the people in Iceland want to make their 
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contribution to the environment. 48% agree or strongly agree to the statement which 

shows that almost half of Icelanders are willing to sacrifice their own income to protect 

the environment.  

I used EVS data for the pro-environmental attitudes model in this research. 

However, I wanted to examine the distribution of the pro-environmental attitudes’ 

variable also with the data I collected in a cooperation with SSRI. The reason for this was 

mainly to see if there were any major differences between the data sets. EVS is a high-

quality data set but because it does not include any information about behavior, I had to 

collect additional data myself. I included the same statement in the data set for the SSRI 

data, which I used as an independent variable for the behavior model. The statement was 

identical to the EVS data: “I would give part of my income if I were certain that the money 

would be used to prevent environmental pollution”. The answer possibilities were “agree 

strongly”, “agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disagree” and “disagree strongly”. The 

distribution of this variable from the SSRI data can be seen in figure 11.  

 

Figure 11 Pro-environmental attitudes SSRI data 

As figure 11 shows the distribution for the SSRI data was not the same as the distribution 

for the EVS data. The main difference is that only 25% of the people agree or strongly 

agree that they would sacrifice their own money for the environment, compared to 48% 

for the EVS data. More people disagree or disagree strongly to the statement, 37%, 

compared to only 17% for the EVS data. It therefore seems that people were more 

positive about sacrificing their own income in the EVS data compared to the SSRI data. 
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My observation is that this can partly be explained by the fact that the data from SSRI was 

collected in the middle of the COVID-19 crisis, over a ten-day period (March 30th – April 

8th, 2020). 24th of March marked the day with most cases of infections of COVID-19 in 

Iceland (Embætti landlæknis, Almannavarnadeild Ríkislögreglustjóra, [Directorate of 

health, Department of Civil Protection and Emergency Management], n.d.). This situation 

might have changed people’s perspective towards environmental protection, having 

another severe problem that is more visible at the time. People might therefore be less 

willing to sacrifice their income for a problem that is “further away” from them. But the 

COVID19 crisis has had an impact on people all around the world and everyone is affected 

by it. Next, I will clarify why I decided to use multiple imputation for the EVS data. 

5.2 Multiple imputation for the EVS data 

I also decided to use multiple imputation for the EVS data, because using listwise deletion, 

where a case is dropped if it has a missingness on some of the variables, concluded with 

me missing 1157 cases in the analysis. Therefore only 1349 cases would have been left 

from a sample that had 2506 individuals. As Allison (2002) argues, if a data set is 

intolerable using listwise deletion a researcher should use multiple imputation. When 

examining the data, it was clear that the data were missing at random which is one of the 

assumptions for using multiple imputation. I present in figure 12 the overall summary of 

missing values for the whole data set. 

 

 

Figure 12 Overall summary of missing values 

As seen in figure 12 almost all variables had missing data (99.5%), all the cases (all 

individuals that participated) have missing data on some of the variables in the data set, 

https://www.covid.is/tolulegar-upplysingar-gamalt
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and 69.4% of the values had incomplete data. It needs to be addressed that figure 12 

shows all the missingness in the whole data set. Looking specifically at my key variables, 

for example only the political trust variable, pro-environmental attitudes, the trust 

environmental organizations and household income had a missingness I was worried 

about. The pro-environmental attitudes variable had a total of 80.5% complete cases, 

political trust had 67.8% complete cases (which was the lowest in all my analysis) and 81% 

complete cases for the trust in environmental organizations variable. Other variables did 

not have incomplete data to worry about. Therefore, multiple imputation was used for 

the incomplete data. Next, I will present results for the logistic regression for pro-

environmental attitudes. 

5.3 Logistic regression for environmental attitudes – EVS data 

The logistic regression showed valuable information about what factors influence pro-

environmental attitudes in Icelandic society. In table 10 the results from the logistic 

regression are presented. 

Table 10 Logistic regression for the variable pro-environmental attitudes (N=2506) 

Note: I also ran ordinal logistic regression for the pro-environmental  
attitudes. The findings were the same with the logistic regression except the 
middle variable and the age variable were also significant with the ordinal 
logistic regression. 

 

Table 10 presents the findings from the logistic regression for the pro-environmental 

attitudes’ variable. I decided to present only the multiple imputation data set for the 

table, not the original data set. The results from the original data set were all the same 

 B S.E. O.R. 

Political trust 0.33* 0.16 1.39 
Political ideology    

Left 1.21** 0.22 3.37 
Middle  0.38 0.19 1.46 

    
Trust environmental organizations 1.10** 0.13 2.99 
Demographic variables    

Female -0.18 0.11 0.84 
Age -0.00 0.00 1.00 
Household income  -0.02 0.02 0.98 
Secondary 0.05 0.14 1.05 
University degree 0.57** 0.15 1.77 

Constant  1.12** 0.33 - 

**p<0,01, *p<0,05  
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except that the middle variable was significant in the original data but not in the multiple 

imputation. All other significant effects were the same when comparing the significance 

effect from the original data set and the multiple imputation data set. The odds ratios for 

the variables that were significant will be interpreted here. As can be seen in table 10 

there is not a significant effect between those in the middle of the political sphere, 

gender, age, household income, and secondary education on pro-environmental 

attitudes. 

The results show that political trust was significant and therefore, there is support 

for hypothesis 2.1. Those who have trust towards the political institutions, the odds of 

them having pro-environmental attitudes is 1.39 times compared to those who do not 

have political trust, holding all other variables constant. To clarify, those who have 

political trust are more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. 

The results also show that there is support for hypothesis 2.2. Individuals that have 

a left political ideology are more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. Individuals 

that have the left political ideology, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes 

is 3.37 times compared to those on the right, holding all other variables constant.  

As I expected, individuals that have trust towards environmental organizations are 

more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. Those who trust environmental 

organizations, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 2.99 times 

compared to those who trust environmental organizations, holding all other variables 

constant.  

Individuals with the highest education, the odds of them having pro-environmental 

attitudes is 1.77 times that of those with the lowest education, holding all other variables 

constant. Therefore, higher education means you are more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes compared to the those with less education. 

I also ran the same regression with the SSRI data and the EVS data to be able to 

predict the strength of my data. I however only could include the following variables in 

the model: left, middle, female, age, household income, secondary and university degree, 

because those variables were in both data sets. I therefore ran both regressions only with 

these variables. The SSRI data showed a significant affect between left political ideology 

and age. The EVS data showed a significant affect between left and right political ideology, 
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age, and university degree. The results therefore where not completely the same but they 

were similar. The SSRI data set comes close to showing the same results as the EVS data 

set. 

5.4 Predicted probabilities for pro-environmental attitudes 

I decided to calculate predicted probabilities for easier interpretation of my examination 

of the difference between the political ideology and political trust. The predicted 

probabilities can be seen in figures 13,14 and 15. 

 

Figure 13 Predicted probabilities of having pro-environmental attitudes  

Figure 13 presents the findings for the probability of the logistic regression. The variables 

that were held constant were political trust (1), trust in environmental organizations (1), 

female (1), age (the mean 47.2), household income (the mean 5.9), and if people had 

secondary education (1), or a degree (0). These results show that the differences between 

the political ideology in Iceland is clear. Individuals with left political ideology are most 

likely to have pro-environmental attitudes, and individuals with right political ideology 

are the least likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. I also wanted to present 

predicted probabilities for the political trust variable, which is presented in figure 14. 
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Figure 14 Predicted probabilities of having pro-environmental attitudes 

As seen in figure 14 those who have political trust are more likely to have pro-

environmental attitudes. The variables that were held constant were political ideology 

(right), trust in environmental organizations (1), female (1), age (the mean 47.2), 

household income (the mean 5.9), and if people had secondary education (1), or a degree 

(0). I held the political ideology constant with right political ideology. But I was curious 

about the difference between political trust if I was examining those to the left on the 

political scale. The results can be seen in figure 15. 

 

 

Figure 15 Predicted probabilities of having pro-environmental attitudes. 
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As seen in figure 15 there is a smaller difference between the two groups concerning pro-

environmental attitudes when I controlled for left political ideology. This was the results 

I expected. There is only 3% difference if I held left political ideology constant but a 6% 

difference if I held right political ideology constant (see figure 14). 

Figures 13, 14 and 15 show that the difference between people’s political ideology 

is larger when examining pro-environmental attitudes compared to the difference 

between people’s political trust, where the difference is quite small. However, from the 

logistic regression both the left ideology variables and the political trust variables were 

significant and therefore I cannot guarantee that the political ideology has more 

influence. However, both the odds ratios and the predicted probabilities imply that this 

is the case. Future research is needed to guarantee which variable has stronger 

connection with pro-environmental attitudes. Next, I will present further examination of 

the pro-environmental attitudes’ variable, by first examining if the same factors 

influenced pro-environmental attitudes as affected pro-environmental behaviors. I 

therefore used the independent variables from the behavior model while using pro-

environmental attitudes as a dependent variable. 

5.5 Examining pro-environmental attitudes as a dependent variable for the 
behavior model 

To understand how much environmental attitudes and behavior differ I decided to 

examine the pro-environmental attitudes variable with the same model as I did with the 

behavior variable. I therefore used the same independent variables as I used for the 

behavior model (from chapter 4) but switching out the pro-environmental behavior 

variables (recycle and extra-effort) with the pro-environmental attitude’s variables. The 

results are presented in table 11 (for the recycle variable) and 12 (for the extra effort 

variable).  
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Table 11 Logistic regression (imputed data set) for the pro-environmental attitudes variable 
using the recycling behavior model (N=503) 

 B S.E. OR 

Social influences    
Social network (recycle) 0.15 0.26 1.16 
Social norm (recycle) -0.36 0.25 0.70 

PBC    
Access to sorting bins -0.42 0.32 0.66 
Would skip vacation 1.39** 0.27 4.03 
Private car takes less time 0.23 0.28 1.26 
Bus system not effective 0.46 0.31 1.58 

Information accessible 0.69* 0.34 1.99 
Humans have influence on the environment 1.03** 0.35 2.81 
Responsibility 0.41 0.49 1.51 
Concerns  0.65* 0.29 1.92 
Political ideology    

Middle -0.29 0.41 0.75 
Left  0.22 0.40 1.25 

Demographic variables    
Age -0.03** 0.01 0.97 
Female -0.17 0.28 0.85 
Secondary -0.69 0.47 0.50 
University degree -0.42 0.47 0.66 
Household income 0.00 0.13 1.00 
Children in household -0.31 0.33 0.73 

Constant -0.99** 1.19 - 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05    
 

The logistic regression for the pro-environmental attitudes’ variable is presented in table 

11. To clarify I highlighted the B that were significant for the recycle variable in the 

behavior model so it would be easier to compare which factors that influenced pro-

environmental attitudes and behavior. In table 14 I present results on what factors 

influenced pro-environmental attitudes while comparing those results to the factors that 

influenced behavior (recycle). The factors that influenced behavior (recycle) are not the 

same as influenced pro-environmental attitudes. The factors that influenced recycling 

behavior were social network (recycle), social norm (recycle), would skip vacation, and 

concerns. However, the factors that influenced pro-environmental attitudes were: would 

skip vacation, information accessible, humans have influence on the environment, 

concerns, and age. What is most interesting is that the information accessibility variable 

and the human influence variable, only had an impact on pro-environmental attitudes. 
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This shows that even though people realize that humans are affecting the earth they do 

not change their behavior. Following are the odds ratio for the variables that were 

significant. 

Individuals that would skip vacation trips to protect the environment are more likely 

to have pro-environmental attitude. Individuals that would skip vacation trips to protect 

the environment, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 4.03 compared 

to those who would skip vacation trips to protect the environment, holding all other 

variables constant.  

Individuals that think the information about how to recycle is accessible are more 

likely to have pro-environmental attitude. Individuals that do think that all information is 

accessible, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 1.99 compared to 

those who think the information is not accessible, holding all other variables constant.  

Individuals that think the humans have influence on the environment are more 

likely to have pro-environmental attitude. Individuals that do think that the humans have 

influence on the environment, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 

2.81 compared to those who think the humans do not have an influence on the 

environment, holding all other variables constant.  

Individuals that have concerns about the environmental changes we are facing are 

more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. Individuals that have concerns about 

the environmental changes we are facing, the odds of them having pro-environmental 

attitudes is 1.92 compared to those who do not have concerns towards the environment, 

holding all other variables constant.  

When age increases by one year the odds of people having pro-environmental 

attitudes goes down by 0.03, holding all other variables constant. Therefore, older people 

are less likely to have pro-environmental attitudes.  

In table 12 I present the results for the logistic regression for the pro-environmental 

attitudes variable using the extra-effort behavior model.  

 

 

 



73 

Table 12 Logistic regression (imputed data set) for the pro-environmental attitudes variable 
using the extra-effort behavior model (N=503) 

  B S.E. O.R. 

Social influences     
Social network (extra-effort)  -0.01 0.17 1.01 
Icelanders are buying second-hand clothing  0.09 0.33 1.10 
Icelanders are reducing animal products  0.25 0.47 1.29 
Icelanders are using the car less  -0.82 0.63 0.44 
Icelanders are reducing the number of plane trips  0.63 0.50 1.88 

PBC     
Access to sorting bins   -0.46 0.32 0.63 
Would skip vacation  1.39** 0.28 4.01 
Private car takes less time  0.23 0.28 1.26 
Bus system not effective  0.39 0.30 1.47 

Information accessible   0.61 0.33 1.84 
Humans have influence on the environment  1.12** 0.35 3.08 
Responsibility  0.42 0.49 1.52 
Concerns   0.66* 0.29 1.93 
Political ideology     

Middle  -0.29 0.42 0.75 
Left   0.28 0.42 1.33 

Demographic variables     
Age  -0.03* 0.01 0.97 
Female  -0.18 0.29 0.84 
Secondary  -0.72 0.48 0.49 
University degree  -0.47 0.48 0.62 
Household income  0.02 0.12 1.02 
Children in the household  -0.28 0.33 0.76 

Constant  -1.69** 1.06 - 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05     

 
In table 12 it is made clear that it is not the same factors that have influence on attitudes 

and behaviors (extra-effort). Again, to clarify, I highlighted the B that were significant for 

the extra-effort variable in the behavioral model so it would be easier to compare which 

factors influenced pro-environmental attitudes and behavior. Similar results are 

presented with the extra-effort behavior model as with the recycle model in table 11, 

where different variables affected the pro-environmental attitudes when comparing to 

the behavior variable. The factors that influenced the extra-effort variable were social 

network, Icelanders are buying secondhand clothing, would skip vacation, private car 

takes less time, left political ideology, and household income. Those variables that only 

affected pro-environmental attitudes but not the extra-effort variable were humans have 
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influence on the environment, concerns, and age. It is therefore clear that different 

factors influence pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior. 

It is interesting that almost all the same variables affected pro-environmental 

behavior using the first model (recycle) and the second model (extra-effort). Would skip 

vacation, humans have influence on the environment, concerns, and age all had a 

significant effect on pro-environmental attitudes with both the recycle model and the 

extra-effort model. It is therefore clear that other factors influence pro-environmental 

attitudes than pro-environmental behavior (recycle and extra-effort). The odds ratio for 

the variables that were significant will be interpreted here. 

Individuals that would skip vacation trips to protect the environment are more likely 

to have pro-environmental attitudes. Individuals that would skip vacation trips to protect 

the environment the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 4.01 compared 

to those who would not skip vacation trips to protect the environment, holding all other 

variables constant.  

Individuals that think the humans have influence on the environment are more 

likely to have pro-environmental attitude. Individuals that think that the humans have 

influence on the environment, the odds of them having pro-environmental attitudes is 

3.08 compared to those who do not think the humans have an influence on the 

environment, holding all other variables constant.  

Individuals that have concerns about the environmental changes we are facing are 

more likely to have environmental attitudes. Individuals that have concerns about the 

environmental changes we are facing, the odds of them having pro-environmental 

attitudes is 1.93 compared to those who have concerns towards the environment, 

holding all other variables constant.  

When age increases by one year, the odds of people having pro-environmental 

attitudes goes down by 0.03, holding other variables constant. Which means that with 

higher age people are less likely to have pro-environmental attitudes.  

To clarify the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-

environmental behavior, I presented a regression in three steps, first by not controlling 

for any variables and then adding more variables in the latter two steps. 
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6 Results for the relationship between environmental attitudes and 
behavior 

To clarify the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental 

behavior I present a three-step regression. With that I can examine if attitudes have an 

influence on behavior before entering social influence variables or perceived difficulty 

variables. The reason for this was because Wallace and colleagues (2005) have concluded 

that the attitudes-behavior connection can be misinterpreted when not controlling for 

the social influences and perceived difficulty factors. Even though Wallace and colleagues 

focused on general behavior, not pro-environmental behavior, it was interesting to 

examine if the results are the same. I therefore wanted to examine first this relationship 

without controlling for any variables to see the difference when I later controlled for 

other variables. The first equation only presents the relationship between pro-

environmental attitudes and behavior, not controlling for any variables. Equation two 

presents results where I have controlled for the social influences as well as the perceived 

difficulty variables and added some of the other variables from the behavior model. In 

equation three I include the demographic variables. In table 13 I examine pro-

environmental attitudes using the recycle (behavior) model, and in table 14 I examine 

pro-environmental attitudes using the extra-effort (behavior) model.  
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Table 13 Examining the relationship between environmental attitudes and recycling behavior (N=503) 

 B - equation 1 B - equation 2 B -equation 3 

Social influences    
Social network (recycle) - 0.49** 0.49** 
Social norm (recycle) - 0.16** 0.16** 

PBC      Access to sorting bins - -0.06 -0.06 
Would skip vacation - 0.14* 0.11* 
Private car takes less time - 0.00 0.01 
Bus system not effective - -0.00 -0.03 

Information accessible  - 0.11 0.11 
Humans have influence on the environment - -0.08 -0.04 
Pro-environmental attitudes 0.22** 0.09 0.10 
Responsibility  - 0.15 0.13 
Concerns (much) - 0.18** 0.15* 
Political ideology    

Middle - - 0.09 
Left  - - -0.02 

Demographic variables    
Age - - 0.00 
Female - - 0.09 
Secondary - - 0.05 
University degree - - 0.03 
Household income - - -0.06 
Children in the household - - 0.09 

Constant 3.63**  1.28** 1.18** 
F-test** Adjusted R2 0.02  Adjusted R2 0.50 Adjusted R2 0.49 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05    
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Table 14 Examining the relationship between environmental attitudes and extra effort behavior (N=503) 

 B - equation 1 B - equation 2 B - equation 3 

Social influences     
Social network (extra-effort) - 0.60** 0.58** 

Social norm (extra-effort)    
Icelanders are buying second hand-clothing - 0.26** 0.22* 
Icelanders are reducing animal products - 0.12 0.14 
Icelanders are using the car less - 0.07 0.05 
Icelanders are reducing number of plane trips - 0.10 0.14 

PBC     Access to sorting bins - -0.04 -0.03 
Would skip vacation - 0.22* 0.18** 
Private car takes less time - -0.32** -0.25** 
Bus system not effective - 0.05 -0.01 

Information accessible  - -0.08 -0.13 
Humans have influence on the environment - -0.04 -0.03 
Pro-environmental attitudes 0.45** 0.16 0.15 
Responsibility  - 0.04 0.12 
Concerns (much) - 0.05 -0.01 
Political ideology    

Middle - - 0.05 
Left  - - 0.22* 

Demographic variables    
Age - - -0.00 
Female - - 0.05 
Secondary - - -0.07 
University degree - - -0.12 
Household income - - -0.12** 
Children in the household - - 0.17 

Constant 1.94**  0.84** 1.18** 
F-test** Adjusted R2 0.03  Adjusted R2 0.45 Adjusted R2 0.48 

**p<0.01, *p<0.05                                   
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As tables 13 and 14 show, there is support for hypothesis 3.1. There is a relationship 

between having pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior when not 

controlling for any other variables. There is also support for hypothesis 3.2. Positive 

attitudes do not have the same influence on behavior when controlling for social 

influences and perceived difficulty. It is interesting to see how much influence social 

influences and perceived difficulty have, and the other variables in the model. Even 

though people have specific attitudes they change because of the social context they 

thrive in and if that behavior is hard to perform. This shows that research that neglect to 

examine social influences are missing out an important part of explaining pro-

environmental behavior. This can also clarify why some researchers have concluded that 

pro-environmental attitudes do affect pro-environmental behavior, the variables I 

present here might have been missing from their model.  
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7 Discussion 

7.1 Pro-environmental behavior  

This research presents a theoretical framework that can be used to understand what 

drives people’s pro-environmental behavior. The research question of this thesis was to 

examine whether or not people are more willing to engage in pro-environmental 

behavior if their friends and family are engaging in pro-environmental behavior. My 

results show that people are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior if their 

friends and family are engaging in pro-environmental behavior. People’s behavior is 

driven by social influences or “social interaction”, as Pescosolido (1992) refers to it, rather 

than only by individual action. This theoretical frame can help understand social action, 

but nothing in individual’s life can be explained if we neglect to consider the drivers in 

people’s social context. These results can lead to a better understanding of how social 

factors in an individual’s life can affect their behavior. Using the approach of 

environmental sociology can help us understand what factors drive the social action for 

the environment. As discussed in the literature review, the psychological approach on 

environmental behavior often neglects to link individual behavior to the larger social 

structure they thrive in. Using information about social influences on individuals gives 

researchers the potential to predict pro-environmental behavior in a broader way, 

especially for understanding people’s behavior in different situations and contexts. 

Social network was measured as people’s friends and family’s pro-environmental 

behavior. Social network was significant for both behavior variables, recycle and extra-

effort, but social norm affected all recycling behavior whilst it only affected one variable 

within the extra-effort model. I therefore argue that the literature about pro-

environmental behavior has been losing information about the social influences around 

and individual. With this research, I present empirical data on how people’s behavior can 

be explained in a wider social context. Hypothesis 1.1 is therefore supported, as it is clear 

from the results that those who have friends and family who engage in pro-environmental 

behavior are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior, both with the 

recycling variable and the extra-effort variable. These results are in line with previous 

research in the field (Abrahamse and Steg, 2013; Hornik et al., 1995). Examining the 

relationship between social networks and behaviors is one of the strengths of this 
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research, because this factor is often excluded from research in the field. The social 

network and the social norm variables show how much it matters to examine the social 

context people thrive in.  

The factor analysis revealed valuable information about two groups in Icelandic 

society: Individuals that participate, for example by recycling and using less, and 

individuals that put in that extra effort to protect the environment. The results emphasize 

the importance of including information about people’s social network (family, friends) 

when examining pro-environmental behavior. As presented in the introduction, there are 

some studies in the field that do not include that factor. This research therefore adds 

valuable information to the literature in environmental research and shows how 

important environmental sociology is. The TPB and NAT for example have both been 

criticized for the lack of prediction of repeated behavior (Klöckner, 2013). The social 

network around an individual are a strong predictor of repeated behavior because these 

influences have deep impact on the individual. As Hines and colleagues (1987) argue, 

there is a lack of substantive ties between many fields relevant to environmental science, 

which may have led to the inconsistency of what variables present the strongest 

predictors for environmental behavior. This research shows that sociology can offer a 

model that can predict environmental behavior including social influences.  

Especially interesting was the lack of mediation for all the variables even though the 

literature suggested otherwise. Therefore, there is no support for hypothesis 1.2. 

Especially with all the connections in different models in the Theory of Planned Behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991) and the Norm Activation Theory (Schwartz and Howard, 1981). Even though 

scholars have argued that single theories might omit crucial explanatory variables, but 

scholars have also used TPB and NAT together (Liebe et al., 2011; Wall et al., 2007) as I 

did in this research. However, it also produces a lot of strength to test all these different 

factors and try to understand which factors have a relationship with pro-environmental 

behavior while others do not. I therefore argue the importance of including both social 

norm and social networks, instead of including only social norm, like the TPB suggests. 

Using behavior models from 20 years ago might not suit the environmental sciences of 

today but as this research shows the social influences have a huge influence on people’s 

pro-environmental behavior. The results furthermore show that social network is one of 
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the strongest predictors for different pro-environmental behavior, but this variable is 

often not included in behavior models, which I argue is a huge error. As Hilmer and Hilmer 

(2014) argue it creates an error to not include all the independent variables that affect 

the dependent variable. That error represents the mutual effects of the variables not in 

the equation. When trying to explain pro-environmental behavior, it is not enough to 

focus on one aspect of it, as people’s behavior is much more complicated than that and 

their social context should be included when examining their behavior. 

There is a partial support for hypothesis 1.3. The social norm variable in the recycle 

model was significant but only one social norm variable (if Icelanders are buying 

secondhand clothing) was significant for the extra-effort variables. However, as explained 

before the social norm variables in the extra-effort model were Icelanders second hand-

clothing, Icelanders reduce animal products, Icelanders using the car less, and Icelanders 

reducing the number of plane trips. Only the factor about buying secondhand clothing 

was significant from those four variables and therefore there is only a partial support for 

hypothesis 2.2. The relationship between the social norm and the recycling variable is in 

sync with other research in the field (Kormos et al., 2005; Klöckner, 2013; Schwartz and 

Howard, 1981) but not when considering all the variables for the extra-effort. These 

results are not at all surprising, but as discussed before the behaviors that I used to create 

the recycle variable were popular pro-environmental behaviors. The pro-environmental 

behavior that I used to create the extra-effort variable are not as widespread as 

“behaviors you should take part in”. This shows how much the social context people 

thrive in matters and the ideas that surround us. It can be argued that there are strong 

voices within some communities in Iceland that emphasize that you should use 

secondhand clothing. These voices are maybe even the most widespread pro-

environmental behavior of the four I present in the extra-effort variable. In fact, different 

kinds of companies in Iceland have established themselves with the core idea that people 

sell their used clothes, for example, Extraloppan, Barnaloppan (Arnardóttir, 2019) and 

Trendport (Einarsdóttir, 2019). These companies have gained immense popularity, but 

their core purpose is to protect the environment.  

The results also show to what extent politicians and the state can impact people’s 

behavior. But in Iceland there are some ideas about what behaviors “you should take part 



82 

in to save the environment” as I discussed before. For example, there is a widespread 

support for recycling, which can be linked to the sorting bins, but many local governments 

in Iceland have emphasized the importance of recycling. Hence, as my results show most 

people in Iceland are engaging in that kind of pro-environmental behavior (81%). This 

relates to Fairbrother’s (2016) argument that the key actors fighting these environmental 

challenges are politicians and the state. Social norm affected the recycle variable, and 

only one of the social norm variables in the extra-effort model. These results are not at 

all surprising, as the behaviors that I used to create the recycle variable were behaviors a 

lot of people are engaging in, compared to the extra-effort variable, where fewer people 

were engaging in that behavior. The pro-environmental behavior that I used to create the 

extra-effort variable are not as widespread as “behaviors you should take part in to save 

the environment”. Therefore, the social norm to engage in those behaviors is not as 

widespread as with the recycle behavior variable, hence they will not have as much 

influence on Icelanders.  

Concerns only affected recycling, not the extra effort but other scholars have shown 

that concerns for the environment should push people to engage in pro-environmental 

behavior (Mobley et al., 2010). Mobley and colleagues (2010) concluded that concerns 

were a stronger predictor of pro-environmental behavior compared to environmental 

knowledge (in this research the variable: Humans have influence on the environment), 

which is the same results as presented here whereas it did not have a significant effect 

on recycling nor extra-effort behavior. This shows that those who are concerned for the 

environment might not fully understand the problem. Especially, if those concerns are 

real, they should realize that recycling is not enough, everybody needs to put in a little 

extra-effort. These concerns however pushed them towards engaging in some pro-

environmental behavior (recycling), but it was not enough to push them towards this 

extra-effort. 

There was some support for the perceived behavioral control variables, where the 

literature indicated that individuals are less likely to perform a certain behavior if it is hard 

for them to carry it out (Ajzen, 1999; Schwartz and Howard, 1981). As presented, those 

who did not think it was hard to skip vacation trips were more likely to recycle and put in 

extra-effort. This concludes that those who think it is hard to skip vacation trips overseas 
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are less likely to engage in recycling behaviors and extra-efforts to protect the 

environment. This research however did not show support for Kinnaman and Fullerton’s 

(2000) idea that curbside recycling program engage pro-environmental behavior, which 

surprised me. It can be argued that there is curbside recycling for most of the people that 

participated in this research so these results might not tell the whole story. 75% said they 

agreed or strongly agreed that there was a curbside recycling in their neighborhood which 

made it easier to recycle. It is however interesting to see that the perceived behavior 

control did not affect the recycling variable. I argue that this can be explained by the 

observation that people do not think it is a difficult act to recycle or use less plastic 

anymore, it is just a part of their social world. However, when thinking about engaging in 

that extra-effort behaviors to protect the environment, then people start to consider 

whether this behavior is too hard for them or if the costs outweigh the benefits. This is 

clear in this research: the only PBC variable that affected recycling behavior was would 

skip vacation but two of them affected the extra-effort behavior, would skip vacation and 

private car takes less time. I argue that this can be explained because people start to 

outweigh the costs and benefits if these behaviors are not integrated into their social 

context. Like they start to outweigh if the private car takes less time than public 

transportation and most of them conclude that it takes more time to use public 

transportation. Therefore, they do not engage in that extra-effort behaviors to protect 

the environment. I also expected the variable about the private car to be significant which 

it was not. I therefore decided to examine the data further and saw that 96.2% of all 

people that participated had a car they could use daily. Furthermore, only 14.9% of all 

participants disagreed with the statement that the private car took less time. That leaves 

75.1% which use the car because it is time consuming to use other modes of 

transportation. These numbers are not surprising if you live in Iceland, almost everybody 

drives everywhere they go.  

Even though some behaviors are hard to carry out, now we need other kinds of pro-

environmental behavior that make extra-effort. This might be difficult at first but will later 

become a part of people’s larger social context, like has happened in Iceland with 

recycling. Again, the answer lies within the state, they need to help individuals to engage 

in extra-effort behaviors to protect the environment. We are seeing a huge difference in 

recycling rate in Iceland, as this research shows, 75% said they agreed or strongly agreed 
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that there was a curbside recycling in their neighborhood which made it easier to recycle, 

but fewer people are engaging in pro-environmental behavior related to transportation. 

This can be directly linked to the policy implications because the government has 

provided sorting bins for people to use and therefore more people are engaging in pro-

environmental behaviors. The government should therefore focus on helping its citizens 

to engage in pro-environmental behavior. For example, in Kópavogur everybody living 

there got a sorting bin for recycling paper and plastic for free, hence most people started 

to recycle. What would for example happen if public transportation were free? Would 

more people use public transportation?  

7.2 Pro-environmental attitudes  

Examining pro-environmental attitudes is crucial to understand citizens and voters’ ideas 

about the environment. Social research has focused on understanding the development 

of public environmental awareness, individually and cross-nationally (Franzen and Meyer, 

2010). The results from this research show that those with political trust are more likely 

to have pro-environmental attitudes, which supports hypothesis 2.1, and reflects similar 

results to other scholars (Ercolano et al., 2012). These are crucial results for politicians in 

Iceland. If they want to influence people’s attitudes towards the environment their focal 

point should be on earning public trust.  

My results also show that those with right political ideology are less likely to have 

pro-environmental attitudes compared to those with a left political ideology which 

supports hypothesis 2.2. This was not surprising because the literature shows that those 

with the left ideology show a higher sensitivity for environmental problems (Witzke and 

Urfei, 2001), are more pro-environmental (Neymayer, 2004) and are more likely to accept 

paying for environmental taxes (Fairbrother, 2017). As I expected those who have trust 

towards environmental organizations are more likely to have pro-environmental 

attitudes. Even though it will not be established with this research alone whether pro-

environmental attitudes have changed over time, I want to briefly discuss those changes. 

I looked at the results Árnason (2004) had when asking the same question in his research 

as I used in this one and 29.6% of people either agreed or strongly agreed to the 

statement if they were willing to make economic sacrifices for the environment. With the 

SSRI data I collected in the year 2020 only 25% of the people strongly agreed or agreed 
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to the following statement. However, more analysis is needed to conclude the meaning 

of this, but it should be interesting for future research to examine how this has changed 

over time. The difference today (in 2020) is not major when compared to the data from 

2004.  

7.3 The relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and behavior 

Even though a relationship between environmental attitudes and environmental 

behavior was established in early years (Burgess et al., 1998; Kollmuss and Agyeman, 

2002), this connection has not been established in later years (Eilam and Trop, 2012). As 

my research shows, there was no connection between pro-environmental attitudes and 

pro-environmental behavior like the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) suggests. 

However, only looking at the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-

environmental behaviors resulted in a significant affect between those two. I argue that 

this is a spurious correlation, whereas they are associated but not causally related 

(Healey, 2015), because the significant effect disappeared when I controlled for more 

variables. This can clarify why some scholars have found a direct relationship in early 

years if they did not include the right variables in their model, a relationship might have 

appeared between pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behaviors. This 

can directly be linked to the ideas that Wallace and colleagues (2005) have presented, 

that situational constraints weaken the relationship between attitudes and behavior. 

Those situational constrains are perceived social pressure and perceived difficulty. As 

they argue, the reason for the inconsistent results with the attitude-behavior relationship 

can be explained by this. The sociological approach presented here can show who are 

most likely to engage in pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors and under what 

conditions they are likely to do so. Furthermore, I argue that people’s social networks has 

more influence on people’s behavior than pro-environmental attitudes. Which shows 

how extremely important it is to examine the social context of why people engage in a 

certain behavior. 

7.4 Limitations and future research 

Geiger and colleagues (2019) examined the relationship between social networks and 

environmental behavior, they however noted that the downside to their results was that 

the generalizability of their findings is unclear because their participants only included 
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people from a specific Christian religious community. I can, however, use my results to 

generalize about Iceland as a whole, which is one of the main strengths in this research. 

Future research might want to expand this even further with a cross-national comparison. 

Furthermore, as Geiger and colleagues (2019) argue “studying a larger social community 

would provide greater statistical power for analysis” (p 582), which is the second main 

strength of this research. The third main strength of this research is to show how pro-

environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behaviors are like in a community that 

has an energy supply that is 99% renewable (Clarke et al., 2017), which is different from 

almost all other places on this earth. Iceland therefore offers a unique case on examining 

people’s pro-environmental attitudes and people’s pro-environmental behavior. The 

fourth strength of this research is to show the strength of environmental sociology and 

how it can be used in environmental sciences in Iceland. 

There were also some limitations that need to be addressed. Firstly, the dependent 

variable, pro-environmental attitudes, may produce some errors because there might 

exist a gap between if people say that they are willing to sacrifice their money for the 

environment and their actual behavior. This is also a problem for the behavior variable, 

as the measurement used for behavior is a self-report of people’s environmental 

engagement. This was however not possible to examine otherwise with the timeframe I 

had for this research.  

Secondly, how I connect the attitudes model to the behavior model was possibly not 

the most ideal way of comparing those models because I have two sets of data. It was 

however the only feasible way to do this. EVS did not have any questions about 

environmental behavior so this was the way that created minimum biases. I therefore 

decided to create a question that was the same as in the EVS data in the new data set I 

conducted with The Social Science Research Institute. I had the EVS data, but I was 

collecting the other data and therefore had a chance to choose the questions I wanted 

for my analysis.  

Thirdly, even though I have established a regression with results that are statistically 

significant, this does not prove a causal order of relationship. It is a possibility that I could 

have overestimated the social influences, especially the social network. For example, 

people might choose their networks, at least partly, on the basis of common values, this 
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means that people with similar values are drawn together more than others with 

different values. Another possibility might be that this relationship is spurious, people 

therefore might have the social network and the pro-environmental behaviors because 

of some other variable. For example, because I am relying on self-report behaviors, 

people are potentially subject to more social desirability bias and tend to say that they 

and their friends are “greener”, even if that might not be the case.  

Fourth, the questionnaire I sent out in Iceland can indicate a behavior bias because 

people knew the title of the questionnaire which clearly stated that environmental issues 

were being examined. This might not demonstrate what they are really doing because 

people tend to say and do things just because they think that is the “right answer”, were 

of course there is no right answer in a survey. There has been a wide awareness about 

environmental issues, thus people might create a better version of themselves when 

explaining their pro-environmental behavior answering the survey. However, comparing 

the distribution of the pro-environmental attitude’s variable in the EVS data with the SSRI 

data, there were fewer people that were willing to financially sacrifice for the 

environment. Therefore, I do not think people were trying to give a more positive picture 

about themselves about their pro-environmental attitudes or pro-environmental 

behaviors.  

Lastly, to measure pro-environmental behavior, one of the questions I had was a 

measure if respondents had used the car less in the last 12 months. If people started to 

use the car less two or three years ago this measure does not catch the concept of pro-

environmental behavior for using the private car. Furthermore, those who were less 

“green” 12 months ago and are really “green” now are more likely to have higher score 

on this variable because they have changed their behavior significantly. However, I 

decided to keep this question in the data set when making the questionnaire but address 

it here in the limitations. 

7.5 Wide awareness – but is it enough? 

There has been a wide awareness revival in the past years of environmental issues 

concerning pollution control, cleaner production and reducing consumption (Mont and 

Pleypys, 2008). Many people have participated but there are still some people who do 

not think they can make a difference or do not want to. But research has showed that 
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that some are in full denial of human-caused effect on global warming (Brin, 2010; Powell, 

2011; Washington and Cook, 2011). Even with all the scientific evidence that the humans 

are affecting the environment in a severe way (Dirzo et al., 2014; Rockström et al., 2009; 

IPCC, 2013; Walpole et al., 2010). With this research it can be examined what effect’s 

people’s attitudes towards environmental issues and their actual behavior towards the 

environment. If one individual is recycling it might affect another individual to start to 

recycle as well. With constant reminders that we must help our earth survive, people 

might change their behavior towards the environment. Sidique and colleagues (2010) 

presented an interesting variable where they looked at if educating the public on 

recycling would increase recycling rate and their results confirmed that. Therefore, this 

research is important, and it can help people see that they can really make a difference if 

they make an effort to get more people to recycle.  

Consequently, it needs to be addressed that the state plays a larger role than 

individuals in actions for the environment (Fairbrother, 2016). As Fairbrother argues, 

focusing on voluntary normative actions by the public removes the spotlight from key 

actors when it comes to environmental protection. The state plays a key role in fighting 

environmental changes we are facing because otherwise we would have seen some 

changes by now. As I argue in this research, 81% of all participants said that they recycle 

and 75% said it was easy for them to recycle because they had a sorting bin at their 

household. These were provided by the state and has led to the situation where people 

do not think it is hard to engage in recycling behaviors. Those actions by the state will 

transform into people’s social context and therefore more actions by the state are 

needed.  

7.6 Final words 

Stets and Biga (2003) argue that “it is the job of sociologists to discover, attend to, and 

understand individuals’ behavior” (p. 421). It is clear that understanding of people’s 

behavior patterns, actions, and interactions need to be included in the analysis of pro-

environmental behavior. Seen in this way, people’s social context can be examined and 

in addition we can understand people’s behavior. The results of this study clearly show 

that the influence from family or friends can have a major impact on people’s pro-

environmental behavior. It has shown that attitudes do not have an effect on behavior if 
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social influences and perceived difficulty are examined as well. This shows that the social 

context people thrive in matters more than their own attitudes when examining behavior. 

It is interesting how much the social factors, especially social networks, can influence pro-

environmental behavior. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Sóllilja Bjarnadóttir 
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Appendix 

The questionnaire in English (The Social Survey Research Institute, 2020). 

Participants answered the questionnaire in Icelandic.  

1. Do you have a car you can use? 

 No, I do not.  

 Yes, a car that is driven by petrol.  

 Yes, a diesel car. 

 Yes, a methane car. 

 Yes, an electric car. 

 Yes, a hydrogen car. 

 Yes, a hybrid car. 

 Do not want to answer. (Missing) 

2. How much or little do you think Icelanders have been doing the past 12 months to 

reduce environmental and climate changes?  

(1=very much, 2=much, 3= neither nor, 4=little, 5=very little) 

 -Recycled 

 -Reduced the use of plastic 

 -Reduced the use of single-use packages 

 -Reduced food waste 

 -Reduced the purchase of clothes  

 -Bought second-hand clothing instead of new 

 -Reduced or stopped consuming animal products  

 -Used the private car less 

 -Reduced the number of plane trips 
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3. How much or little have you done in the past 12 months to reduce the way you 

affect environmental- and climate changes?  

(1=very much, 2=much, 3= neither nor, 4=little, 5=very little). 

 -Recycled 

 -Reduced the use of plastic 

 -Reduced the use of single-use packages 

 -Reduced food waste 

 -Reduced the purchase of clothes  

 -Bought second-hand clothing instead of new 

 -Reduced or stopped consuming animal products  

 -Used the private car less 

 -Reduced the number of plane trips 

4. How much or little do you think generally that those you associate the most with in 

daily life (family, friends) have done in the last 12 months to reduce the 

environmental- and climate changes?  

(1=very much, 2=much, 3= neither nor, 4=little, 5=very little). 

 -Recycled 

 -Reduced the use of plastic 

 -Reduced the use of single-use packages 

 -Reduced food waste 

 -Reduced the purchase of clothes  

 -Bought second-hand clothing instead of new 

 -Reduced or stopped consuming animal products  

 -Used the private car less 

 -Reduced the number of plane trips 
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5. How much do you agree or disagree to the following statement?  

(1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither nor, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree)  

-I would give part of my income if I was sure that the money would be used to positively 

affect the environment.  

-I would be ready to skip travelling to othr countries (flight being the only option) to 

protect the environment.  

-It would take too long to travel without my private car.  

-I would take the bus more often if the bus-system was more effective.  

6. How much do you agree or disagree to the following statement?  

(1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neither nor, 4=disagree, 5=strongly disagree, 6=I do not 

recycle)  

-There are sorting bins in my neighborhood that make recycling easier.  

-All the information about how to recycle are very accessible for me.  

7. Do you think that the environmental-and climate changes are from natural causes, 

human influence, or both?  

(1=entirely natural causes, 2=mostly natural causes, 3=approximately the same influence 

from natural causes and human influences, 4=mostly human influences and 5=entirely 

human influences). 

8. How much or little do you feel personally responsible to reduce the environmental- 

and climate changes?  

(1=to a very much extent, 2= to much extent, 3=to some extent, 4= to little extent, 5=to 

very little extent).  

9. Do you have a lot or little concerns about the environmental- and climate changes?  

(1=not at all worried, 2=little concerned, 3=some concerned, 4=much concerns and 

5=extremely worried). 

 

 

 


