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Because we all share this small planet earth, wesha
to learn to live in harmony and peace with each
other and with nature. That is not just a dreant, &u
necessity. We are dependent on each other in so
many ways, that we can no longer live in isolated
communities and ignore what is happening outside
those communities, and we must share the good

fortune that we enjoy.

Dalai Lama (Nobel lecture, 1989)
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ABSTRACT

In most of the developed economies it is commoimtb high levels of consumption, most
of the times connected to the pursuit of statuse Phttern of consumption dictated by
contemporaneous society through persuasive magketessages promises a more exciting

life, through acquisition.

However, to keep a high level of consumption inécessary to have financial resources.
This means that more time dedicated to work is e@ethd/or get financial loans. Getting
trapped in this vicious cycle — work/earn/spendithout personal time generates stress and
anxiety. Therefore, many individuals are becoming@ that materialism does not imply

happiness.

This awakening may also be connected to the finthag higher level of consumption has
a higher impact in surrounding environment than itigévidual perceived until then, in

social, ecological and even animal terms.

A new way of consumption, more aware, is rising] @ns called ethical consumption. Due
to its multiple motivations and expressions it @mplex to analyze. This work will
specifically focus on voluntary simplifiers. Thesensumers, besides the concerning with

acquired products, have chosen to reduce, voliypttreir level of consumption.

As consumption has impact on surrounding envirorimiéns suspected that materialist
individuals have fewer concerns over the enviromm#ran voluntary simplifiers,

considered more aware. Therefore, this study irstdndanalyze the connection between
ecological conscious consumer behaviors and enwieatal concern, and the impact of
values such as altruism, non-generosity and pexdeconsumer effectiveness, for both

groups of materialistic individuals and voluntaimyplifiers.
Keywords: environmental concern, ethical consumption, nigiem, voluntary simplicity.

JEL Classification: M31, M39.
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RESUMO

Actualmente é comum encontrar, nos paises econoraita desenvolvidos, elevados
niveis de consumo, associados a procura de statizd. © padrdo de consumo ditado pela
sociedade contemporanea, através de mensagens rietinga persuasivas, promete,

através da aquisicao de bens, uma vida mais esmgide.

No entanto, para manter um nivel de consumo elegadressario ter recursos financeiros.
Tal traduz-se em mais tempo dedicado a profisséo ®/curso ao crédito. Entrar neste
ciclo vicioso — trabalha/ganha/gasta — abdicandedidlibrio na vida pessoal, gera stress e
ansiedade. Como tal, muitas pessoas estdo a apessebe que o materialismo ndo gera
felicidade.

Este acordar para uma nova perspectiva pode esémionado com a descoberta de que
elevados niveis de consumo tém um impacto supedomeio envolvente ao que cada

individuo percepcionou até entdo, seja em termcgispambientais ou até animais.

Surge, entdo, uma nova forma de consumo, mais ientscdesignada por consumo ético.
E um tipo de consumo complexo, devido & sua midiifsilde de motivacdes e
manifestacdes. Este estudo ira abordar um sub-gdepominado por simplificadores
voluntarios. Estes, para além de se preocuparemosobens adquiridos, também optam

por reduzir, de forma voluntaria, o seu consumo.

Dado que o consumo tem impacto no meio ambientgpefia-se que pessoas mais
materialistas tenham menores preocupacbes com demmbdo que o grupo de
simplificadores voluntarios, considerados mais cimdes. Assim, este estudo pretende
analisar a relacdo entre os comportamentos ambietie responsaveis e a preocupacao
ambiental, observando, também, o impacto de vale@so o altruismo, falta de
generosidade e percepcdo de eficacia do consumm,apabos os grupos de individuos

materialistas e de simplificadores voluntarios.

Palavras-chave consumo ético, materialismo, simplicidade voluaté preocupacao
ambiental.

Classificacao JEL M31, M39.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There is no doubt that society is living at a geeg@ace than ever. Normality is embodied
by daily routines: wake up early in the morning aget out on a rush towards office,
inevitably through a couple of hours on traffic.esd of us, a stressful day, where overtime
has became trivial. It has become the way we camda€lothing, a car and a home which
is empty for most of the day. It has become the way can afford time-saving
products/services and college for the kids. Timeaiscarce resource! However, we
squander several hours on shopping or daydreanhiogt stuff we would like to buy. On
weekends, we prefer to jaywalk on shopping maksteiad of spend fruitful time with our
children.

So what is the guidance for this consumption lev&l@ we influenced by the media,
through movies and jet-set magazines, to increasanaterial level? Are we subject to
persuasive and concealable marketing plans, eecdrust glamour, telling us what we
need? And if so, aren’t we falling on a spiral ebtl?

Many books and academic works have been alertingh¢oeffect of high levels of

consumption not only on the individual sphere, &lsb the social and environmental ones.
Consumption has it seed on the search for happinesan attempt to escape from stress
through acquisition of material goods that not jugte an entertainment function but also

have a symbolic function for what we are — or weaulddike to be.

The social gap between rich and poor is increasdg.developed societies, people buy
goods without wondering about associated socigisc@s an example, goods production
settled on countries disrespectful of humans rjgbtsenvironmental hazard (consuming

scarce resources, pollution and waste managenraatigaothers).

However, many are those who are figuring out thatsomption does not generate
happiness. There is a wakening concerning simplet, spiritually richer, lifestyles.
Adoption of voluntary simplicity may start off fronseveral motivations: spiritual,
religious, social, political and/or environment8esides that, it may overcome through

several shapes and at diverse degrees. Analyslisohew group of individuals is quite



complex, given its heterogeneity. They are inforrmad demanding consumers and ethics
is a recurring feature on their decisions.

This study intends to analyse the existence ofifesgnt differences between these two
groups of individuals — materialists and voluntaiynplifiers — regarding ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors. For the selectedlsamps observable that voluntary
simplifiers have higher levels of environmental cerm than materialistic individuals,

which will affect on a stronger adoption of ecolkagly conscious consumer behaviors.

Moreover, it was possible to conclude that volupgmplicity is positively correlated with
both altruism and perceived consumer effectiveraess negatively correlated with non
generosity. Contrariwise, materialistic individual® less altruistic and have a lower level

of perceived consumer effectiveness.

It was found that the adoption of ecologically atoas consumer behaviors is intimately
connected with values such as environmental coneerh altruism. Therefore, the

relevancy of this study urges on a moment thathEand its ecosystem are signalling for
the need to reach a turning point. Besides geremience attention, this study delivers a
few hints for political and business executivesniénds to, most of all, alert for the urging
need for a new consumption organizational desigirencontrolled and conscious, which

along side, protects the planet we live in.



SUMARIO EXECUTIVO

Restam poucas duvidas de que a sociedade caminipasso acelerado. A normalidade
reveste-se de rituais quotidianos: acordar cedaireapressadamente para chegarmos ao
emprego, depois de horas no transito dentro deutomével, para mais um dia de stress,
onde as horas extraordinarias sao ja habituaia. qRea possamos pagar as roupas, 0 carro e
a casa que estd vazia durante o dia. Para quelinggiro para recorrer a facilitadores de
vida e para pagarmos o colégio dos miudos. O tempada vez mais, um recurso escasso!
No entanto, passamos longas horas a fazer comprasonhar com o que gostariamos de
adquirir. Ao fim-de-semana, preferimos deambular entros comerciais em vez de

brincarmos com os nossos filhos.

Qual é a bitola que norteia este nivel de consuS®@mos influenciados pelosedig
através de filmes e revistas cor-de-rosa, a elevarsso nivel material? Seremos alvos de
politicas de marketing persuasivas, cheiasgldenour que nos convencem, de forma

subversiva, do que necessitamos? E se sim, serdquendividamos de forma excessiva?

Muitos livros e artigos académicos tém vindo atatgrara o impacto de elevados niveis de
consumo nao sé em termos pessoais, mas tambérs soaimbientais. O consumismo tem
origem na busca de felicidade, numa tentativa dapas ao stress, através da compra de
bens materiais que ndo s6 servem como entreteramead também que funcionam como

simbolos do que somos — ou gostariamos de ser.

Em termos sociais, sdo crescentes as desigualéadiesricos e pobres. As sociedades
desenvolvidas adquirem produtos sem reflectirermesob respectivos custos sociais (por
exemplo, producdo em paises que nao respeitanteslihumanos) ou ambientais (por

exemplo, utilizacao de recursos escassos, poleigistdo de desperdicios).

No entanto, muitas pessoas estao a aperceber-gecpmsumo nao gera felicidade. H& um
despertar para estilos de vida mais simples, embw&s enriguecedores em termos
interiores. A adopg¢éo da simplicidade voluntariggder diversas motivacdes, tais como
espirituais, religiosas, sociais, politicas e/oubimtais, e manifestar-se de diferentes

formas e em diversos graus. A analise deste naymogite individuos €, portanto, bastante
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complexa dada a sua heterogeneidade. Sao consemiddormados, exigentes, que

recorrem a ética nas suas escolhas.

O presente estudo pretende analisar a existéncdelencas significativas entre estes dois
grupos de individuos — materialistas e simplific@dovoluntarios — face a adopcéo de
comportamentos de consumo ambientalmente respossaRerante a amostra
seleccionada, foi possivel concluir que simplifmas$ voluntarios tém niveis de
preocupacdo ambiental superiores aos materialistagye se reflecte numa adopcgéo

superior de comportamentos de consumo ambientadmesponsaveis.

Para além disso, foi possivel observar que o edtilgida de simplificacdo voluntaria esta
positivamente correlacionado com altruismo e pe@&epde eficacia de consumo e
negativamente correlacionado com valores como f@d¢tagenerosidade. Em oposicao,
individuos materialistas sdo conotados como polindstas e com um indice de percepcao

de eficacia de consumo baixa.

Dado que a adopgdo de comportamentos de consumerdatimente responsaveis esta
relacionada com valores como a preocupacdo ambeigtamo o altruismo, a pertinéncia
deste estudo surge num momento em que o planaiaaa que é necessario assumir um
ponto de viragem, pretendendo lancar algumas @sta® novas formas de consumo. Para
além do interesse para o0 publico em geral, pretatedpertar decisores politicos e
empresariais. Deseja, sobretudo, alertar para mém@a de uma nova organizacdo do

consumo, mais controlada e consciente, que protgjaneta em que vivemos.
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1.INTRODUCTION

1.1. RESEARCH FOCUS

For some individuals marketing is more than a mansnt science, it is more like a
philosophy, which guides the consumer, offeringlikst of what he can get. The concept
of marketing as described in books and businesgtitre is, without a doubt, virtuous,
because is driven by a desire to satisfy consumeds (Pride, 2000), enabling consumers

to select a brand which appears to have the béstial for satisfaction (Enis, 1997).

However, the problem is the simplicity of such angut. As Cherrier (2004) points out, in
a global and complex world, arguing that consunageesin control over their life and that
they can freely write their own stories appears sooplistic. Society is widely complex

and individuality of each human being adds to tmahplexity. Consumer's motivations for
buying goods have multiple and hybrid sources, &mnmin a thread of personal

backgrounds, personal roles and social experiendas.framework of such scenario is
inevitably and permanently unfinished. Consumectzas are not fully enclosable on any
schema and a lack of consistency on social, dempbg@ or such segmentations is

perpetual.

Moreover, for many individuals, marketing policiase just a way to persuade consumers
to buy one brand instead of other from the compaetitwhere the ends justify the means.
Most of times, marketing is blamed for exacerbabmsamption, while it convinces
consumers of what are their needs. To keep-up thihrising level, society has become
trapped in a vicious cycle of work / earn / speMdst of times, this is a way of escape of
stress produced by the referred cycle and find inggp in the way. High levels of
consumption keep rising, in part, because it isetbing visible. As Etzioni (1998) argues,
people who are successful need to show their agiments in ways that are readily visible
to others in order to gain their appreciation, appt, and respect. The complexity of these
patterns of behaviors is explained by not onlydsearch in consumer behavior, but also in
psychological field of expertise and sociology. Taien of section 2.1Affluence and
consumptions to analyse what is behind high levels of constion in contemporaneous

societies.
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Nevertheless, some individuals are waking to a pempective, adopting simpler ways of
living. This adoption is voluntary and may have exal motivations (environmental,
political, religious or spiritual) and several mi@stations. The analysis of these groups of
individuals is very complex, due to its heteroggnelhese are informed and demanding
consumers, whose buying decisions are guided hgsetfihis study intends to analyze
what previous research has found in regard to &tlemnsumption, and this may be found
in section 2.Zthical consumptionMoreover, in order to clarify the impact of congution

on environment and the adoption of ecologicallysmious consumer behaviors, a review

of the relevant literature was done in section@oBsumption and environment

Following the literature review, it is suspectedtttvoluntary simplifiers have higher
concern over the environment and, therefore, wiiage in more ecologically conscious
consumer behaviors. In opposition, materialistidividuals are expected to have the
reverse correlation. In order to find if the re&trrelationship between environmental
concern and ecologically conscious consumer belavioe impact of altruism, non-
generosity and perceived consumer effectivenessnadyzed. The proposed conceptual
model and research hypothesis, the used statiséinalysis techniques, the sample
characterization and the questionnaire design aesepted in section 3Research
methodology Analysis of proposed hypotheses is presente@étian 4, while discussion

and recommendations can be found in section 5.

1.2. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to provide furthemdewices to the research that has been done
in this field of expertise. More than confirm sofiredings already produced by previous
research, it intends to find what mechanisms ureterthe adoption of ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors, in regard to valuel ss altruism, non-generosity and
perceived consumer effectiveness. Furthermoretettepds to detect if the adoption of a
voluntary simplicity lifestyle is meaningful in ced to achieve a new balance not only in
personal terms, but also to find a new consumptigranizational design, more controlled

and conscious, which along side, protects the plagedive in.
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2.LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. AFFLUENCE AND CONSUMPTION

Consumption is the condition of life on earth. Towve, plants need light, carbon dioxide,
water, and minerals. And animals eat plants andrathimals. However, unlike plants and
other animals, humans have a measure of choicet adwat and how they consume — a
choice related to their class and their societg'gel of economic development (Gale,
2002).

To much of the developed world, the primary constimmpfunction of only serving basic

human needs is no longer true (Princen, 2002). ddirout the 1980s and 1990s, American
middle-class was acquiring at a greater rate tingrpeevious generation, at a scale that, by
the end of the 1990’s, the size of houses has ddubl less than fifty years, there were
more second homes and automobiles have becomesimogly option-packed. In twenty

years, in the United States, the number of shoppamgers (46.438) is more than twice the
number of high schools (22.180). In addition, thisrenore time spent in shopping than in
playing with children, and shopping centers turteetie the center of the community as De

Graaf (2001) stresses out.

One explanation for this is that consumption hasobe interconnected to the need of
achieving and demonstrating social status. Wh#tasneed of buying leather jackets, fur
coats, jewelry, or fancy watches? Examinationshef purchases of those who have low
income shows that these purchases are not neededsinict sense of the term, but
considered necessary only to meet status requitsm@n the other hand, for individuals
with higher incomes, these goods allow them toldisthe size of their income and wealth
(Etzioni, 2004). To worsen the scenario, standdoiswhat is socially necessary are
continuously being upgraded, resulting in a feelilog constantly replace or update
possessions so as not to be left behind (Bear®&2; Bchor, 1998; Knoedler, 1999).

To explain this behavior, Schor (1998) cites Velddrheory of Leisure Class. This theory
identifies conspicuous consumption by the rich aedcribes how spending becomes a

mean by which the upper class demonstrates itglspasition in an affluent society. The
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lower class sees this and tries to copy the satitedss. The rise of a certain mass
prosperity, throughout the 20th century, led to racpss known in United States as
“keeping up with the Joneses”, by which memberthefmiddle-class tried to imitate their
neighbors’ consumption patterns. Later in the agmtine reference shifted to co-workers
on a higher salary or celebrities whose lifestylese unachievable for the average person.
Research found that heavy exposure to this consompth representation of television
programming is significantly associated with bediabout what other consumers have and
do (O’Guinn, 1997). This way, an extensive use f aeliance on television allows
individuals to believe that they know how othersthwwhom they may rarely have
significant direct contact, live and consume. Aad, O'Guinn (1997) refers, because of
television’s frequent representations of afflueohsumer behavior, heavier viewers are

more likely to believe the social world to be afiLent place.

So, in the end, the visibility of the product artd usage is positively related to the
importance of the status that the product holdsje€@b transmit desired self-images,
reflecting a sense of identity in certain situasioand expressing social relationships,

showing to the outer world who the individual watde (Schor, 1998).

Kasser (2002) defends that individuals have adoatearld view in which the worth and
success of others is judged not by their apparestiamn, kindness, or community
contributions, but in terms of whether they posghssright goods. It is not simply about
having enough, but about having more than other®dsires to have more material goods
impel individuals into an anxious pace of life. Nwtly is need to work harder, but once
possessing the goods, it is necessary to mainipgrade, replace, insure, and constantly

manage them.

Under Baudrillard’s approach, Cherrier (2004) agytieat marketing may be fulfilling false
and manipulated needs, trapping and commaodifyireg dbnsumer. She explains why:
having power to consume implies more time spentkingy and consequently freedom
would be the trade-off for nice homes, expensives,cheautiful clothes, and exotic

vacations. If freedom is traded-off in order toabtobjects, then objects are in control.

Thus, another explanation for over-consumptionjdaessseeking and demonstrating social

status, is that individuals, to have power to comsuspend more time working and to relief
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stress go shopping, becoming trapped in this vicoycle. Maslow's needs hierarchy may
be applied: high material consumption has ovedillghysiological needs and, in the
process, have distracted consumers from the nonalapairsuits and relationships that
satisfy higher order needs. Decreased fulfillmdrttigher order needs stimulates efforts to
find happiness and satisfaction through the ackedgéd means: further increasing of

material consumption and of the time taken to ¢éaermoney to pay for this consumption.

Consequently, and more than ever, consumption ¢&albo and culturally determined.
Tastes and preferences of the consumer are sopraltiuced, rather than being personally
spontaneous (Stihler, 2000). To be able to funciencommunicators within a society,
there has to exist a shared understanding of theb@yc meaning of consumer goods.
Indeed, research suggests that material goodslatdike words (McCracken, 1988). Belk
(1982) suggested that one of the strongest and wwsirally universal phenomena
inspired by consumer behavior is the tendency tkemaferences about others based on
their choices of consumption objects. And, as H@M02) argues, to feel sovereign,
postmodern consumers must adopt a never-endinggbitgj create an individuated identity

through consumption.

Understanding what possessions mean is recognizaigndividuals consider possessions
as parts of themselves. As Belk (1988) points seif;extension occurs through control and
mastery of an object, through creation of an objgtbugh knowledge of an object, and
through contamination via proximity and habituatiom an object. The extended self
operates not only on an individual level, but atsoa collective level involving family,

group, sub-cultural, and national identities.

Hence, objects become not just identity markerg, identity fixers (Belk, 1985). As

Cherrier (2004) stresses out, objects are purchssee conformity to the consumption
code is integrating. Sign value is desired not beegeople are materialistic or vain, but
because humans long for and need a sense of cotymtimwever, as Kasser (2002)
points out, individuals who strongly focused on thesuit of wealth, fame, and image,
reported lower-quality relationships with friendsdalovers. That is, materialistic values
were associated with shorter, less positive, antemegative relationships than were non-

materialistic values.
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The downside of this shopping experience relatebedncreasingly role of exhibitionism
in the culture of consumption that confronts thestomer (Schor, 1998; Baudrillard 1981,
cited by Cherrier, 2004; Holbrook, 2001). And, wehik is plausible that materialistic
people pursue false sources of happiness, and thiesefore such people must be
disappointed, it is also possible that those wheehtor various reasons experienced
dissatisfaction in life turn to materialism in theiffort to find happiness (Belk, 1985).
Materialistic values are both a symptom of undedyinsecurity and a coping strategy

some people use in an attempt to alleviate thedieties (Kasser, 2002).

But, what does it mean when one says that an ithaiiis materialist? Is it a clear concept
among researchers? Belk (1982) defines materiaism“The importance a consumer
attaches to worldly possessions. At the highestl$ewf materialism, such possessions
assume a central place in a person's life andeievbd to provide the greatest sources of

satisfaction and dissatisfaction”.

For Richins (1992, 2004), materialism is definedths importance attributed to the
ownership and acquisition of material goods in eeimg major life goals or desired states.
They conceptualize material values as encirclingegtdomains: the use of possessions to
judge the success of others and oneself, the tignhpossessions in a person’s life, and

the belief that possessions and their acquisigad ko happiness and life satisfaction.

Micken (1999) disagree with the notion that simglgquiring goods is as central to
materialism as the Richins (1992, 2004) definitemems to suggest. They neither agree
that materialists pursue happiness through acapnsiRather, in the pursuit of certainty,
materialistic individuals’ appropriate possessioms signs of self; as uncertainty is

accordingly lessened, the materialist finds hapgsne

For Rumbo (2002), materialism is not something Haknbut overconsumption, on the
other hand, is the philosophy that physical possesdead to ultimate satisfaction. For
Princen (2002), overconsumption is the level orliguaf consumption that undermines
life-support system and for which individuals andllectivities have choices in their
consuming patterns. He distinguishes it from miscomption, which concerns to
individual behavior. Accordingly, from a physiolegily point of view, humans

misconsume, for instance, when they eat too muevhen they become addicted to a drug.
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The long-term burden overwhelms the immediate firation. Psychologically, humans
misconsume when, for example, they fall into theveatiser's ambush of “perpetual
satisfaction”. They purchase an item that providesf satisfaction, always resulting in
another purchase (Princen, 2002).

Benson (2000) attacks a common misconception bwgtipgi out the difference between
shopping and consuming. Campbell (2000) (cited mbkbok, 2001) pursues a similar
contrast between the “shopaholic”, who is somealticted to the recreational activity of
shopping and the “spendaholic”, the individual feed on the buying itself rather than on
the general process of shopping.

According to Faber (1987), co-morbid behaviorske ltompulsive buying — include eating
disorders, alcohol dependence, and other impuls&aiodisorders such as anorexia and
bulimia among women or substance abuse and gamlklmgng men. In his study,
individuals would commonly refer to the shoppingpense as “a need”, or something they
simple “had to do”, in response to something etstheir lives. These behaviors were said
to be precipitated or accompanied by an irresestilige to buy. Respondents frequently
expressed confusion and considerable frustratiotheit inability to control this urge.
Psychological theories and models suggest that alsimp behaviors relieve stress
experienced by the individual from pressure to quenf or succeed at tasks or caused by
low self-esteem. Sociological models suggest tloatpulsive behaviors stem from peer
pressure or from beliefs about culture norms. Theslim also contribute by glamorizing
these behaviors in entertainment works and comudsrodor by making it appear to be
expected behaviors (Faber, 1987; Hoolbrok, 198@120

Hoch (1991) presented a detailed discussion of cisive and impulsive forms of
consumer behavior. Their conceptualizations focusethe interplay of willpower, desire
for gratification, and self-control in regulatingresumption. Despite external signals to the
contrary, these individuals suffer from performaraeiety, depression, isolation, and
feelings that their inadequacies will inevitably discovered (Brister, 1987; Johnson, 1980
cited by Hirschman, 1997). Feeling unable to mantogdr emotions through internal
means, they turn to an external substance or bahtori(1) help them escape their anxiety

and (2) make them fell more in control of themssluéthe substance or behavior succeeds
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in reducing their anxiety and enhancing their seon$eself-control, it is positively
reinforcing and the consumer learns to turn ta times of distress (Hirschman, 1997).

Representing these effects, DeGraaf (2001) hasduted a new concept which he called
“affluenza”, through a TV documentary where it wasticed consuming misbehaviors.
Later, a book was published concerning that topiduenza is defined as "a painful,
contagious, socially transmitted condition of owed, debt, anxiety, and waste resulting
from the dogged pursuit of more". Although this erftas been labeled stress or greed,
affluenza demonstrates that the syndrome is muate mmmplex. It is related to many of
the social and environmental problems that exidayo either as a cause, a result, or both
(Rands, 1998; DeGraff, 2001).

Nevertheless, the addiction to material goods tschallenged in our society. It is socially
accepted that a temporary depression is compendsteshopping (De Graaf, 2001).
Moreover, retail therapy is identified as a resgottsfeelings of emptiness, depression, or
of any other psychological problem. As a conseqegefashionable luxury goods are used
as a mean of enhancing self-esteem (Schor, 1@8)the other hand, people suffering
from a particular disorder are, oftentimes, encgedato replace the problematic behavior
with other activities. For instance, some treatn@ongrams encourage compulsive buyers
to react to negative mood states by going out toca restaurant or baking rather than
shopping. Similarly, cognitive behavioral therapyograms for eating disorders have
suggested going shopping rather than binge eatirrgdction to negative signals (Faber,
1995).

The escalating effects of a lifestyle of overconptian include the rise of consumer debts,
along with the record levels of borrowing and crecird usage (Stihler, 2000). The
promises of a consumer culture are hard to ressbttlae need to keep up has led to mass
overspending. And undeniably, people who are waladized into the capitalistic system
often believe that they need income to buy thinigsyt“need”. Understanding the
difference between desire and deprivation becorsssndial to escape and it is, inarguably,
the key to financial recovery (Etzioni, 2004; Scht398).

Researchers have examined the components of individell-being such as cognitive

evaluations of the conditions of one's life (eayerall life satisfaction), positive affective
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states (e.g., happiness), and negative affect@®esst(e.g., depression) and consistently
found that materialism is negatively associatedh witth life satisfaction and happiness and
positively associated with negative affective sat@s depression and neuroticism
(Burroughs, 2002). The research led by La Barber@9q{) concluded that highly
materialistic people report lower subjective weditig because they are disappointed by
their pursuit of unsatisfying sources of well-beirigis also possible that those who have
for various reasons experienced dissatisfactioliferturn to a materialistic orientation in
their efforts to find happiness. According to judgrh theory, the gap between an
individual’s current standard of living and histoer reference standards may be presumed
to have a direct effect on satisfaction with staddaf living. However, little research has
sought to determine whether individuals readjustrtexpectations for standard of living

overtime or how this process is influenced by maliem (Shaw, 2004).

Fortunately, some consumers are confronting thetfet consumption is not contributing
to the creation of a healthy self (Schor, 1998)dRe are experiencing unhappiness and
discontent and these feeling are being linked ¢octtmsumption culture driven messages to
consume increasing amounts of goods and at gnedésr. The ferocious hunting of wealth
for the purpose of consuming material goods isitegppeople stressed and dissatisfied.
This acceptance is motivating some individuals éeksways of increasing feelings of
fulfillment in their lives through steps such asopting simpler lifestyles (Zavestovski,
2002).

Schor (1998) sets out some principles intendec@edies for the problem of this vicious
circle (too little saving, a harried lifestyle, atdriorating environment, the growth of
competitive spending, and a lack of control): tleed to control desire and to become an
educated critical consumer, the necessity to oweecoonsumer symbolism, the avoidance
of compensatory consumption, self control and wvalon restraints from competitive
consumption and increase the willingness to shatemal goods within neighborhoods or

communities.

This consciousness, as Dominguez (1992) referghasresult of what he calls the
“financially independent thinking”, which is achew¥ by learning the true impact of

earning and spending on fulfillment feelings, fdogsthe alignment between the financial
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life and one’s values. Because, as Schor (1998%s#5 out, the problem is not just that
more consumption does not yield more satisfactiom that it always has a cost. The extra
hours needed to work to earn the money cut inteqmexl and family time. As Schor (1998)
contends, whatever is consumed has an ecologiqadtn“whether it is the rain forests
cleared to graze the cattle which become Big M#ues toxins from the plastics that now
dominate material environment, or the pesticidesdus grow the cotton for T-shirts. In

this process, temporal, social and biological itinactures are being threatened”.

2.2. ETHICAL CONSUMPTION

Some economists tell that when people go shopieg will usually buy the best quality

products they can afford. The consumer will only laucheaper product if he is confident
enough that its function is as good as slightly en@xpensive options available.

Occasionally however, people might boycott a paldicbrand or company, choose a fair
trade labeled product, due to a concern for devegpgountries, or an eco-labeled washing
powder because they believe that environmentakssue relevant (Harrison, Newholm
and Shaw, 2005). This type of buying has been destias ethical purchase behavior or,

alternatively, ethical consumption.

This pattern of consumption behavior may have jealit religious, spiritual,

environmental, social or other motivations. Morepwthical consumers normally disagree
about who is right and who is wrong. As Harrisoemwiolm and Shaw (2005) argue, what
they have in common is the concern with the effédtds a purchasing choice has, not only

on themselves, but also on the external world atgdbham.

There are a few theories that explain the rise thical concerns at this moment.
Sociologists like Ulrich Beck (1999) and Anthonyd@éns (1990), cited by Newholm
(2000) have argued that because proportionately rabour risks are human derived, in
consumer societies individuals are forced to carside increasing consequences of their
existence. Additionally, Newholm (2000) has sugegésthat individuals increasingly
express his ethics through consumption precisebalse consumption, and the related
construction of self-image, becomes his major tooesuming activity. Lastly, Maslow

(1987) Hierarchy of Needs points out another irgieng argument. When basic physical
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needs are fulfilled, the individual turns to highwder concerns that include the need to
know and self-actualization. Thus, he might try delf-actualize through hedonistic

consumption as much as through ethical consumgEtzioni, 1998).

Moral philosophy frequently divides ethical theariato two types: theories that privilege
the “right”, and theories that privilege the “good’heories which privilege questions of
the good are often referred to as consequentialisiey are concerned with defining the
right thing to do by allusion to the consequencesaions. In opposite, deontological
approaches advocate the right action as indepemdéstcontribution to human happiness
(Barnett, 2005).

Both theories seem to make cold calculations oftvidhaight to do and neither approach
gives adequate attention to what motivates peaplbet concerned by child labor, for
instance. This question, however, is addressed ikiyevtheorists, a third approach

regarding ethical consumption (Harrison, 2005).

Virtue theorists are concerned with what the indlinil should do, but they relate this to the
guestion of what kinds of people we should aim &p dnd how this sort of consideration
shapes our actions (Harrison, 2005). So, faced thi¢hconcern about child labor, the
consumer might be advised by a virtue theoristaactmpassionate and generous. Virtue
theories concern themselves less with our dutiesirid others, and more with specifying
personal excellence and societal flourishing, dmel lest ways to achieve them. While
consequentialists and deontologists work to justifyuism against the obstacles of self-
interest, virtue ethicists try to awaken the indibal to his enlightened self-interest in

caring for others.

Before proceed, it might be interesting to claifye distinction between two senses in
which ethics and consumption can be related. Th@c® of consumption”, is concerned to
a judgment regarding the morality of a whole systnprovisioning, that of capitalist

commodity production. This is perhaps the maindapidiscussions such as environmental
problems, debates about sustainable consumptiah,iramovements such as voluntary

simplicity and the slow food movement (HarrisonQ2p
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On the other hand, “ethical consumption” is notraech the object of moral evaluation, but
instead an intermediate strategy for moral andtipaliaction, which underpins consumer
boycotts, ethical audits, corporate social resgmlityi initiatives, and fair trade campaigns.
As Barnett (2005) refers, in those cases thereoimecessary implication that ethical
consumption implies less consumption. However, éhtgo judgments of ethics and
consumption are not utterly disconnected and, éuntiore, specific consumer practices
should not be seen in isolation. Animal welfaremlan rights, environmental sustainability
and corporate responsibility combine, overlap, bonfand struggle for attention, as
Newholm (2005) contends.

The most interesting in ethical consumption is #xéstence of a significant difference
between the different ethical drivers to the pusehdecision across the three different
types of ethical issue tested for, namely, the remwent, human rights and animal
rights/welfare. In Wheale’s (2005) research, thekirrgs proposed that the environment
was the highest ranked, followed by human rights, then animal rights/welfare, implying
that, at least for that population of ethical cansus, that a different strength of feeling for

these issues across all the product ranges analyzed

The traits of the population that carry out ethicahsumption behavior are intricate to
establish and efforts to describe this group hasenbcontroversial. One obstruction to
effectively describing ethical consumers is thahicatl decision processes refer to
subjective moral judgment, as Cherrier (2005) sefelence, morality is concerned with the
norms, values, and beliefs embedded in social psesewhich identify what is right and
what is wrong. Moral judgments that outline theietiof consumption are neither universal

nor stable in time for three core reasons.

As Cherrier (2005) contends, the ethics of consiwonpare contextual. The rightness or
wrongness of consumption is dependent upon the &nek place in which one lives.
Second, the ethics of consumption depends on thsuaters’ subjective view on ethics,
and to some extent their individual concerns. Amidd{ consumers express their ethical

concerns in varied individuals’ actions.

Embedded to the contextual aspects of the ethicor$umption, the diversity of ethical

concerns, the disintegration of ethical consumenabi®rs, and the juxtaposition of
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lifestyles and ethical ideologies is most of theds the reasons that explain why it is
impossible to know who belongs to a given ethieahmunity and whether all individuals

should be treated as ethical equals (Cherrier, 2005

Nevertheless, the emergence of a group who seekifipler ways of living, known as the
voluntary simplicity movement raises questions altbe possibility of defining a valid
ethical consumer. In the next section, this groupoosumers will be characterized in order
to describe their unique heterogeneity, their @llgoncerns and consumption choices.

2.2.1.VVOLUNTARY SIMPLIFIERS AS A GROUP OF ETHICAL CONSUBIER

Contrasting with the overconsumption lifestyle,rthare simpler ways of living, which it
has unprecedented relevance today. Simple livirggéhéong history with deep roots in
human experience. Spiritual traditions such as Bigihd, Hinduism and Taoism have
encouraged a life of material moderation and smtiabundance. Jesus embodied a life of

compassionate simplicity (Elgin, 1998).

The conception of a simple living as we know it rmolays was initially defined by Gregg
(1936) as: “voluntary simplicity involves both imheand outer condition. It means
singleness of purpose, sincerity and honesty witisnwvell as avoidance of exterior clutter,
of many possessions irrelevant to the chief purpafséfe. It means an ordering and
guiding of our energy and our desires, a partiatraent in some directions in order to
secure greater abundance of life in other direstittninvolves a deliberate organization of
life for a purpose”.

Although its aspirations are still much the sanfe tontemporary version of voluntary
simplicity may have slightly different manifestat®than that of the 1960s and 1970s for
instance. However, its aspirations are still mush game. In the 1960s it was also about a
rebellion against being told to consume, what tescone, and how to consume. And, years
later, accordingly with Shama (1981) “stagflatiof@ stagnant economy in a period of
inflation) created a “new breed of consumers wiresetions to the marketing mix may be
utterly different from the pre-stagflation consusieThough slow economic growth is not

the only cause, it accelerated the growth of amntalty simplicity movement. Since then the
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concept has gained varied definitions, particulambegrating voluntary simplicity into a
secular world (Zavestoski, 2002; Bekin 2005).

Nowadays, voluntary simplicity is a new social mment with one common denominator,
which is the choice to resist what we would cab tiew millennium Descarte$ shop

therefore | am(Cherrier, 2002). Voluntary simplifiers perceivéferent environmental

and/or social threats present in the consumer wirs@ciety. Some examples of those
threats include pollution, over population, wastehumanization, and stress. Following
this perception of a society at risk, they modifieit lifestyle in order to seek a more
meaningful existence. They decide to act accorttintheir personal beliefs and to resist

ideological manipulation (Cherrier, 2002; Pierce0Q).

Following Fromm’s point of view, Cherrier (2007) dends the possibility of living a
mode of existence for which individuals are no lnglienated by the social system. They
refuse fraudulent traditions and prestigious afiins with social status, possessions, body,
or image and are critical toward the system andthat surrounds them. This critical
reflection gives them independence and freedom freatial chains. Although
individualistic, their goal in life relates more ¢émnancipation from social constrains than to

self-ownership.

Therefore, as Elgin (1998) points out, to live memply is to live more purposefully.
Following the idea for integrating the inner andesuaspects of life, voluntary simplicity
can be described as a manner of living that isreatly simpler and internally richer. In
many ways, this way of life is not a static corahtito be achieved, but an ever changing

balance that must be continuously and conscioualyemeal.

5 basic values were presented by Elgin (1977) vattterize the simplicity movement: 1)
material simplicity (buying and consuming less alyovhat one needs is better than over-
consuming or catering to one’s desires); 2) huntaregthis includes the value of “small is
beautiful”, and implies a preference for small, queval outlets over gigantic department
stores and shopping centers); 3) self-determingfioea need to have more control over
one’s life and less dependency on other organizstioncluding business, marketing
channels, banking, etc); 4) ecological awarenesso(rces are limited, conservation is

needed, and pollution reduction is imperative);,&)gpersonal growth (desire to free one’s
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self from external clutter and develop one’s inlifer both psychologically and spiritually).
To these values, Shama (1981) added approprigt@dkxgy, which means, to use more

functional, efficient, and energy-conserving tedbgy.

Voluntary simplicity was defined by Iwata (1997) adifestyle of low consumption that
includes low material dependency. It is worth mamtig, though, that it defines people
who are motivated by pressures such as time squeezeduce their income and
consumption. But the response to the said pressowé&l be, for instance, other than

simplifying (for instance, hiring more help) (Sch&g98).

It is commonly said that voluntary simplicity litgge is characterized by poverty,
antagonism to progress, rural living and the deoiddeauty (Elgin, 1998). It is important
to acknowledge these misleading stereotypes bethagesuggest a life of regress instead
of progress, making a simpler life seem impractiddvertheless, ecological living does
not imply rejection of economic progress or runainlg. Rather, it seeks to discover which
technologies are most appropriate and helpful irvingp towards a sustainable future
(Elgin, 1998).

Regarding poverty misconception, it is, unlike wdghary simplicity, involuntary,

debilitating and degrading to the human spirit. iBes, people who adjust their lifestyle
only or mainly because of economic pressures (lgahaist their main or second job, or for
any other reason) do not qualify as voluntary sifigos on the simple grounds that their

shift is not voluntary (Etzioni, 2004).

Moreover, voluntary simplicity is not necessarilyoat quitting one’s job. Work provides
to the individual a sense of purpose in life, aypidally has several purposes: (1) it may
provide income to live on, (2) it may produce véligagoods or services needed by other,
and (3) it may give you a sense of personal fatht. Consumerists focus on the first
purpose primarily, to a lesser degree on the sepongbse and only coincidentally on the
third purpose. Contrasting, simplifiers generallgsign the third purpose as much
importance as the other two, to the point that twédlydownsize their living expenses in
exchange for fulfilling work. There are no will work in unsatisfying jobs just to fund the
good life as defined by corporate advertisersrtheighbors, families or friends (Grigsby,
2004; Pellow, 2005).
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2.2.1.1. Simplifiers characterization

2.2.1.1.1 Motivation

It is not easily understood why a voluntary simipjidifestyle is chosen. This lifestyle can
be adopted for different reasons, such as concertihé environment, religion, or physical
well-being (Craig-Lees, 2002; Johnston, 2002; Mil2006). Often these life changes are
motivated by a desire to achieve a better work{itdance, to spend more time with
children, or to reconnect with nature. This sen$eneeding new solutions to the
meaningless life problem and stressed and hefdgtyies can lead to enormous personal
and financial adjustments, and motivations for ntdiry simplicity are absolutely diverse
(Juniu, 2000; Bekin, 2005).

Craig-Lees’ study (2002) explored thoughts, beliefalues, and behaviors and how
voluntary simplifiers differed from non-simplifier3he criteria used to identify simplifiers
ensured that they would see themselves as peopleregtricted their consumption, who
were relationship and/or community focused, and b a choice of reasons for selecting
the lifestyle. In her study, she founds that gvwsdent that the simplifiers have at least three
underlying motives for reducing consumption thapegrs to influence their purchasing

behavior: environment, spirituality, or self-oriahon.

Even so, life has become more insecure, even imtbs& affluent societies. Many people
may be reluctant to abandon high paying jobs, lsxdbey are concerned about possible
financial risks. Under these circumstances, thiesfaation of basic needs makes possible
the abandonment of consumerism only in the trisaise, that people may downshift their
apparent consumption levels while maintaining tleeusty of high income and high
achievement and pursuing the ecological damageaatipathy to redistribution of the

market economy (Taylor-Gooby, 1998).

So, the extent to which individuals embrace volgntsimplicity is varied. People may
retain high-profile jobs but go part-time; startithown business to achieve more rewarding
employment; seek lower paid, more fulfilling or atiee jobs, early retirement or

volunteering. People may simply choose to reducswamption to the "necessary level”, or
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purchase more ethically. The forms of simplificatimay derive from the varied nature of
the motives behind simplification (Bekin, 2005).

Maslow’s theory of human motivation has been ciedhelp explain voluntary simplicity
(Etzioni, 1998; Zavestoski, 2002; Huneke, 2005)cakding to this theory, physiological
needs (the ones which are needed to maintain tiramwrganism healthy) are the starting
point for human motivation. These needs are abtim of a hierarchy of ascendancy. If
physiological, physical safety, love and esteendseee relatively met, humans will feel a
new discontent and restlessness, unless the indivis doing what he is fitted for. This is
the need for self-actualization as defined by Hen@005).

Etzioni (1998) suggests that Maslow’s hierarchylaixg the rise of voluntary simplicity
for the privileged members of advanced capitabsieties. Voluntary simplicity appeals to
those whose basic needs are satisfied and who easdured they will be met into the
future (Etzioni, 1998; Huneke, 2005).

Zavestoski (2002) adapts and expands Maslow’s toieyaby dividing self-actualization
into two: the need for efficacy and the need fothaaticity. All needs in the hierarchy
except authenticity can be met through consumpfionnterviews with individuals who
had demonstrated interest in taking a course oantaty simplicity, he finds support for
the notion that people who recognize that theirdeefor authenticity are not being met

through consumption will seek out other means feetimg those needs.

Of the three primary motivational bases of the gstteem, efficacy, and authenticity), it is
argued that only self-esteem and self-efficacy lsaracquired through consumption. The
increasing number of individuals voluntarily redugitheir levels of consumption may be
motivated by underlying social-psychological stresdated to living in a consumer society.
Therefore, the current growth of the voluntary dioity movement, it is argued, is among
those individuals who have met the need for estaednefficacy through consumption, but

have failed to achieve a sense of authenticity.

As Cherrier (2004) found in her research, it becatear that the internalization of ethical
consumption discourses and practices did not eixellysemerge from a rational reflection

or cognition, but instead from a life-transformiagent that led individuals to re-evaluate
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their situation and transform their lives. Shetstres out that ethical consumption behavior
is viewed as a dynamic socially constructed coneepeéreby consumers are mutually

constituted by their own agency and by their chaggiructural environment.

Later, Cherrier (2007) presented a study which nésfisocialization as crucial to the
adoption of a simpler life. The process of identitggotiation has four main phases:
sensitization, separation, socialization, and stgv Each stage represents growing
positions of the self in the world. Individuals tinie the process of simplifying by

examining their own lives. Cherrier (2007) statest this process of reflection is triggered
by an event that occur at a turning point in tfe df the individual, which enforces them to
make a pause, think, and reflect on their situafidre damage of a common reality guides
individuals to reassess their position in the weanhdi to reflect on the connotation of pre-

established norms and values.

Following the phase of sensitization, individualsalkv through the separation stage,
struggling from independence from past social stgpncluding points of reference such
as religion, parental values, class, and subcul#yseCherrier (2007) defines, individuals
strive for a possibility of existing outside of anformed existence where life would no

longer be directed by acceptance, validation, &odlistic conformity.

Subsequently, the socialization phase correspandsaching out for others’ life examples
in order to reshape a new normative backgroundredefine their way of living. Indeed,

this shows that a vital aspect to determining newnative backgrounds was to reach out,
listen, and follow certain others, being a frieadhew lover, a leader in a group, or simply
knowing a person who lived differently. By reachimgt, individuals gain access to a social
sphere that are determining to the creation ofvaidentity. And, because the means to live
simply are not explicit, voluntary simplifiers ugetual communication such as the Internet
and chat rooms to interact across space, cultmek,ckass regarding their beliefs, values

and concerns on the voluntary simplicity movemeéttgrrier, 2002).

The last level, the striving stage, will be a higrgflexive stage which includes both taking
into consideration others and answering crucialstioes about the self. This stage

emphasizes that the process of dispossessionaagmng journey of identity negotiation
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and that the amount of objects to buy, own, angadis of is always undetermined,

ceaselessly negotiated.

Voluntary simplifiers recognize their dependencetlmnexpanded social structure but they
try to maintain an alternative to what they recagnas the shortcomings of a consumer
society. They still consume, but strive to absdrgntselves from the dominance of
traditional marketing channels. Yet, while commurliving can increase the possibilities
of the simpler, more ethical lives, community mensbkave to accept that exiting the

marketplace entirely is (as yet) unrealizable (BeR0D05; Huneke, 2001).

Young (1991) compare consumers with professionedraand actresses. She states that
individuals typically prefer certain plays: everglg transitions usually have dramatic

effects on self-identity and social identity asytmepresent changes in the plays, parts and
scripts. And acquisition, usage, and dispositiopagsessions serve vital functions for the

performers as they enact their roles and role itians.

2.2.1.1.2Group Profiles

Simplifiers have been segmented according to thetivations and level of commitment.
Etzioni (1998) claims that the voluntary simpliclifestyle is observable in different levels
of intensity: it ranges from rather moderate levats (1) downshifting, to (2) strong

simplification or to (3) holistic simplification.

Downshifting is practiced by economically well-a@fitd secure people who voluntarily give
up some consumer goods (often considered luxuttes) could afford, while mainly

maintaining their consumption-oriented lifestyleyder, 2001).

The strong simplifiers are people who gave up lgghing and high-status jobs to live on
less income. Strong simplifiers also include adangmber of employees who voluntarily
choose to retire before they are required to dalsogpsing less income and lower pension
payouts in order to have more leisure. People wdlontarily have a significant decrease
on their incomes tend to be stronger simplifierantithose who only moderate their
lifestyle, because a significant reduction of ineooften leads to a much more effective

simplification of lifestyle than selective downdimf. It is possible for an affluent person to
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stop working and still lead an affluent lifestyleyt reducing income, unless some other
abnormal event occurs, implies a greater commitrt@iidjusting consumption. Research
to date suggests that these individuals are likelpe more affluent and better educated
than the general population (Huneke, 2005).

Though downshifting indicates a movement of sogédiles away from ostentation, it is not
clear that downshifters will give up their income develop an ecological consumption
sense, simply because they are more restrained #isdisplay of their advantage. Much
simplicity may be simply stylistic downshifting (Ylar-Gooby, 1998). Strategies towards
achieving this lifestyle are mainly a considerabégluction of working hours and in
spending. The importance of money and social sthass fallen relative to the value
“quality of life” (Schor, 1998).

As Cherrier (2007) argues, in the context of dowftialy, the process of dispossession is
used as a means of separating from undesired socahs and social shaping.
Dispossession is a difficult process and does hoivao completely reject and break out
from past selves and to integrate new identitied mew consumption lifestyle. In her
research, Cherrier (2007) found that the mode davifig” continued to restrict the
informants before, during, and after disposing adtenial objects; making them less

successful than they would like in establishingea monsumption lifestyle.

The most dedicated, holistic simplifiers adjustitheehole life patterns according to the
fundamental values of voluntary simplicity. Theytesf move from affluent suburbs to
smaller towns, the countryside, farms and lessuafi or less urbanized parts with the
explicit goal of leading a simpler life (Etzioni,998). This group differs from the

downshifters and even strong simplifiers not omthe scope of change in their conduct

but also in the more coherently articulated phifggothey advocate.

A different point of view is given by Shaw and Nedin (2002). These authors advocate
the existence of a wide range of individuals pr@ey voluntary simplicity for multiple
reasons. Downshifting and ethical consumption awe, tnonexclusive variations of
voluntary simplicity. Although both groups voluritar simplify their lifestyle, ethical
simplifiers are distinguished from downshifters their concerns about environmental,

social, and animal welfare issues. Shaw and Newl{@DB02) point out the confusions in
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terminology, arguing for a distinction between vdhry simplicity (a generic term for all
who voluntarily reduce income and consequently consion for altruistic or selfish
reasons), downshifting (a version of voluntary dioity that is self-centered and focused
on resolving the unsatisfactory "hurried and hafrieondition of current life), and ethical

simplicity (a version of voluntary simplicity that motivated by ethical concerns).

In addition, Shaw and Newholm (2002) argue thatoalgh ethical simplifiers may be
concerned about consumption leveés se radical anticonsumerism may not be an option
for them. Relevant decisions for these consumhbts, tenclose the concern of whether to
consume with sensitivity through the range of metkical alternatives, or whether to
reduce levels of consumption to what they recogaze more sustainable level through
voluntary simplicity. As a result, even though aleconsumption levels may be reduced
through, for example, car sharing, other areasonsemption while remaining at the same
level will be experienced to reflect ethical comsersuch as, for instance the purchase of
fair trade products (Shaw and Newholm, 2002; Cdgrf06).

This kind of behaviors does not consist in a caofegeneral practice. It is a group of
practices that can be associated with the percetiaividual or collective) of rising
human and environmental problems. This means tméts behaviors may be underpinned
by different motivations. Shaw and Newholm (20@2htend these 3 types of groups, as
follows: 1) Restraint: Individuals who try to alweagonsume ethically, through voluntary
restraint as part of an ethical approach to consiomp?2) Diversity: The ethical simplifier
can adopt a wide range of different behavioral easps; 3) Compulsion: a strong
motivation toward action arises from an internalrah@ompulsion toward integrity or a

wish to change the world.

In Leonard-Barton (1981) approach, it is defineteéhtypes of individuals: conservers,
crusaders, and conformists. Conservers are pedptehave been brought up in a home
with a very strong prohibition against waste oflafids. Crusaders may have come from a
family with a strong conserving ethic, but the naation to engage in voluntary simplicity
behaviors is born of a strong sense of social respdity, more than out of a desire to save

financially. Conformists are people who engage oturitary simplicity behaviors for less
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well-defined reasons. Some are apparently influgrime guilt at being so comparatively

wealthy; others have been encouraged by adheretiisir neighborhood.

The diversity of the composition of this consumesup, in parallel to the complexity often
inherent to their decision-making, highlights treed to gain an improved understanding of
the heterogeneous nature consumers. As heterogeasois, voluntary simplicity still is
undefined, which creates the need to study sub eetgnthat arise from it. From a
marketing perspective, unless the overall sizehefdimplifier cluster is large enough to
have economically viable sub-segments, the vighalftthe simplifier cluster as a segment

is, at this stage, uncertain (Craig-Lees, 2002).

2.2.1.1.3Consumption behavior typology

Given that there is no dogmatic formula for simgieing, there is a general pattern of

behaviors and attitudes that are often associate@pproach to living.

The most important simplifying practices have adirrelationship to consumer behavior.
Limiting television, limiting exposure to ads, aneliminating clutter impact the
respondents’ exposure to marketing communicatichgtér usually includes magazines,
newspapers, catalogs, newsletters, and directjpnagies). Voluntary simplifiers tend to
reduce undue clutter and complexity in their peasdines by giving away or selling those
possessions that are seldom used and could bepusédctively by others. Eliminating
clutter is considered the most important practicé & also the second most disruptive to
adopt (Elgin, 1998; Huneke, 2005).

Therefore, in order to avoid being oversaturateddbyertising messages, consumer is often
forced to employ "ad avoidance" strategies that lcalp to maintain some measure of

sovereignty over his/her psychic space (Rumbo, 2002

Simplifiers, as it was already referred, reportedsciously limiting their consumption in
terms of volume and in terms of products purcha3éeé. simplifiers are more concerned
with the functionality of utility items and usualjo not use brand names and fashion as
status but instead they did use them as identi6Ersalue for money (Elgin, 1998; Craig-
Lees, 2002).
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The adoption of a voluntary simplicity lifestylearcinclude city individuals who make an
effort to control their consumption, or executive$io refuse a promotion (and the
associated increased income) in order to spend timeewith family and friends There is

also a rise in people moving to move to rural aieasn attempt to adopt a totally self-
sufficient life-style (Craig-Lees, 2002). While tkeare many people who make a real
success of changing their careers, it might belwsotting out what problems one has with

the current career before making a radical decigaiownshift (Burton, 2004).

Individuals, who choose the voluntary simplicitfetyle in order to have more personal
time, saw reduced consumption as a trade-off. Tlaé ntems that respondents were
willing to sacrifice for this were holidays, entriment, and luxuries. They also controlled
expenditure on telephone, energy, and water. Althef simplifiers classified luxuries in

terms of food, perfume, cosmetics, and alcoholi(EI§998; Craig-Lees, 2002).

Other practices may include seeking technologicalut®ns for more sustainable
consumption choices. These approaches involve laotnsumption and aim to make full
use of modern technology to reduce material andggngse. The closely related issues of
diet and diet restraint, ranging from reducing nme@tsumption to various honmeat diets,
have also been related to consumption. Consumarsek out for fair-trade products and
favoring small stores or local produce, and mag afst to boycott (Shaw, 2002).

Voluntary simplifiers tend to invest the time andesgy freed up by simpler living in
activities with their partner, children and frienas getting involved in civic affairs to
improve the life of the community (Elgin, 1998).

It is relevant to notice that this complexity ofhlaeiors found in most affluent societies
does not represent one behavioral strategy thatl doe studied as a coherent general
practice. Rather they are a group of practices thatome cases, derived from conflicting
attitudes. And, once decisions have been madeunwers are likely to reflect continually
upon them, with this temporal dynamic further coicaiing the balancing of multiple
ethical concerns involved in decision making. Itniscessary, therefore, to consider the

attitudes or ideologies that drive these varietast(Shaw, 2002).
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2.3. CONSUMPTION AND ENVIRONMENT

2.3.1.CONSUMPTION IMPACT ON ENVIRONMENT

From the current economist thought, consumptionthis main driver of economy.

Economic activity is separated into supply and damand demand — that is, consumer
purchasing behavior - is relegated to the black dbxonsumer sovereignty, as Princen
(2002) quarrels. Demand function is seen as a bd¢pdeferences and choices, which are
only understandable through market purchases. ©rotther side, production (process of
supplying consumers with what they demand) haddbes of political attention. When a

problem arises in a production-based, consumeni@ie economy, adjustments are
expected at production side, turning the operatione efficient, improved, or reducing the
impacts. Consumption is treated as a passive ppaedeed, merely a natural result of
“real economics”, namely, production and its vatsanof growth, investment, trade, and

innovation, as Princen (2002) argues.

The dominance of the production angle on economat environmental issues and the
insufficiency for dealing with the standpoint ofweorld with ecologically constrained
conditions, suggest the need for an alternativepastive. Developing the consumption
angle is to turn over the production angle andrprtt all economic activity as consuming
and degrading. Thus, a consumption perspectivedmvask about the nature of the demand.
It will take in consideration whether the increagidlemand is purely a matter of rising
population; analyse if the price paid by buyerslicage full costs, social and ecological
(however measured); examine whether consumptidacitated, perhaps subsidized, by
low-cost transportation infrastructure or easy tréatr instance; investigate whether the
benefits of new products are highlighted while dn@wvbacks are shaded; and what is more,

the consumption angle raises questions of nonpsectRrincen, 2002).

Nevertheless, improved consumption efficiency -sa in social and individual welfare
with lower energy and material consumption — iseéasingly difficult to achieve to the
extent that commodization drives the evolution mfegonomy. Commaodization is defined
as the tendency to produce goods with qualities shaoth the progress of buying and

selling, as a reaction to human desires and néddsnp, 2002). It is relevant to mention
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that it does not mean that goods with lower comtyogiotential are morally more

preferably or even always more benign. Insteadlj@sno (2002) argues, lower commodity
potential goods and services have the potentightsfy human needs with less material
and energy; they form the basis of need-reductiod eooperation strategies and an

economy of care and connection that facilitatesamption efficiency.

As commoditization drives innovation, goods thatrevence repairable no longer are.
Products are not designed for reuse, and theredaseling programs must first transform
the material they collect into usable materialsimga process that uses additional raw
materials and energy and produces considerabletjpoll In natural systems there is no
such thing as waste, there are only by-productshbitdeome resources for another organism
or process (Manno, 2002; Clapp, 2002). Looking aster disposal through a consumption
lens highlights the growing problem of distancivgastes are being separated from end
consumers in increasingly new and incomprehensiagsw Both postconsumer and
preconsumer wastes are travelling all around thddwavith detrimental, environmental

and social impacts (Princen, 2002).

Attempts to reduce the distancing of waste via atlog may make consumers more aware
of the ecological implication of consumption chaic@here is a widely accepted formula
for waste minimization, the 4Rs: Reduce, Reuse,y&tec and Recover. The priority
ranking for the 4Rs is the exact opposite of theéeorof commodity potential. Energy
recovery yields electricity, usable energy at itsstnportable and marketable. Recycling
produces some products, and for instance the thhrgshave been most recycled in the
United States — paper and aluminium — are the masketable. Reuse tends to reduce the
consumption of new goods. And as already noted,redaction has virtually negative

commodity potential (Manno, 2002).

Choosing the consumption angle, thus, means thahoee sustainable and simply
consumption lead to reduced undesirable envirorehémipacts. While environmentalists
usually consider that a change in values is ne¢deampt for environmentally conscious
social choices, there are also those who holditigiatidual action informed by new ethical

concerns for the environment — engagement in gmmrsumerism, the adoption of
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ecological lifestyles, or voluntary simplicity, foexample — could alone remedy
environmental problems (Elgin, 1998). Equally soem®nomists believe that individual
action in the market place can remedy environmegntablems. Although they typically
focus on entrepreneurial activities, their impli@ssumption is that consumers with
environmental concerns are around to make mutubdpeficial exchange possible
(Helleiner, 2002). Individuals may, because oftle¢hical beliefs, voluntarily and on their

own initiative alter their consumption patternsgfaa, 2001).

Nevertheless, when responsibility for environmemaiblems is individualized, there is
little room to consider institutions, the naturedagxercise of political power, or ways of
collectively changing the distribution of power anfluence in society. A privatization and
individualization of responsibility for environmexitproblems shifts blame from state elites

and powerful producers groups to something nebulkesall of us” (Maniates, 2002).

In one hand, the danger of a strategy based owidhil action, informed by ethical
concerns for the environment, is that it may resuklitist environmental submarkets and
lifestyles: in this scenario, deeply committed gre®nsumers make their choices at the
expense of their personal welfare to realize thalues (Paavola, 2001). Besides, findings
suggest that individual consumers are not eagadopt waste-reduction, as a study done at
environmentally conscious consumer communitiefienUK (Bekin, 2007). In fact, certain
strategies are only feasible if implemented colNety or if the facilitating institutional
structures become accessible. And “living lightly the planet” and “reducing your
environmental impact” becomes, inconsistently, ansconer-product growth industry
(Maniates, 2002).

In the opposite side of collective action it is lpegps not surprising that those who oppose
neoliberalism have begun to focus on the potential of consumption as a political tool.
During the 1980s and 1990s, neoliberalism emergeth@ dominant economic ideology
across the world. Contemporary neoliberals advogkteal economic integration through
the liberalization of trade and investment flows #his ideology has gained influence, it
has become increasingly common to view individgaisarily as private consumers rather

than as public citizens when economic issues aaudsed (Helleiner, 2002).
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However, as Helleiner (2002) stress out, there lighd at the end of the tunnel. Various
consumer boycott campaigns targeting products nmaddirms or countries that are
violating human rights or environmental standagag] the voluntary simplicity movement,
for instance, are encouraging the more affluentsiddals to control and reduce their levels
of consumption and reject the materialistic valoésthe consumer culture (Helleiner,
2002). A large and growing number of people ar@rgteg that “we can work less, want
less, and spend less, and be happier in the prfo@&sscen, 2002; Etzioni, 1998, 2004).
Some call it simple living, others prefer downsgidownshifting, or simplifying, as it was

already mentioned.

2.3.2.ECOLOGICALLY CONSCIOUS CONSUMER BEHAVIORS

Concern over the environment has evolved througkraé distinct phases. As Straughan
and Roberts (1996) contend, from the 1960s ecohogyement spotlight on pollution and

energy conservation, to the latest use of environtahavorries as a source of competitive
advantage in business and politics, individual andietal concerns over environmental
issues have become progressively more evidentrddent highlighting on environmental

concerns such as global warming and associatedctaspach as health concerns, the
demands on organizations to report for their emvitental performance, the labelling of
products with environmental claims and developiechtology that allows consumers to
investigate issues for themselves has improvedewess in what is called environmental
marketing (McDonald, 2006).

As expected, the evolution of academic investigatb environmental concerns reflected

the evolution of ecological sensitivity. The topmas introduced at 25-30 years ago as
appropriate for additional research. A second wavacademic investigation redefined the

area in light of the amplified environmental comcekpressed in the 1980s. In the 1990s, it
was commonly supposed that businesses would hdvecmme more environmentally and

socially responsive to stay competitive. As witk firactitioner publications, the academic
literature indicated that the 1990s would see arease in environmental concern (Roberts,
19964, 1996b; Schlegelmilch, 1996).
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Hence, numerous studies focused the charactermtiesologically conscious consumers
either as the main point of investigation or aseeosdary issue. The greater part of the
studies in the marketing research field, have ldokie and found, demographic variables
associated with self-report measures of environatectincern, behavioral indicators of
environmental commitment, or psychometric scales agueng environmental
consciousness (Samdahl, 1989; Zimmer, 1994; Rob®#86). Some have offered
additional attitudinal or psychographic dimensiassociated with green attitudes and
behavior (Roberts, 1996b; Roberts, 1997; Stern9)199

While it is important to know the demographic cledeaistics of the different groups, those
characteristics can not be used to predict envissriah concern. As Minton (1997) argues,
marketing researchers have found that attemptsieatify or predict environmentally
friendly behavior or behavioral intentions from dsgraphic variables were not consistent.
Several researches were done and studies have fthendgreen consumer to be
educated/not educated, older/younger, female/malmund no relationship at all between
such factors and ecologically conscious behavidra(@han, 1999; McDonald, 2006;
Tilikidou, 2007) (see table 1).

Table 1 - Previous research on environmental behawi across demographics

Independent
Relationship Studies
Variable
Positive Balderjahn, 1988; Samdahi and Robertson, 1989t SndtWillits,
1994; Roberts, 1996b.
Age Negative Tognacci et al, 1972; Anderson et al., 1974; Buft@r9; Van Liere
9 and Dunlap, 1981; Zimmer et al, 1994.
Unrelated Kinnear et al, 1974; McEvoy, 1972; RoAé€Q0; 1992.
Buttel, 1976; Balderjahn, 1988; Arcury, 1990; Seott Willits, 1994;
Tilikidou, 2001; Aaker and Bagozzi, 1982; Andersdral, 1974;
Positive Leonard-Barton, 1981; McEvoy, 1972; Murphy ef &78; Roberts,
_ 1996b; Roper, 1990; 1992; Schwartz and Miller, T98dgnacci et al,
Education 1972; Van Liere and Dunlap, 1981; Zimmer et al,4.99
Negative Samdahi and Robertson (1989).
Unrelated Kinnear et al. (1974).
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Webster, 1975; Balderjahn, 1988; Arcury, 1990; Sant Willits,
Positive 1994; Tilikidou, 2001; Kinnear et al., 1974; McEvd®72; Roper,
1990; 1992; Zimmer et al., 1994.
Income
Negative Roberts, 1996b; Samdahi and Robertsorg.198
Anderson et al.,1974; Antil, 1978; Kassatrjian, 197an Liere and
Unrelated
Dunlap, 1981
Women Webster, 1975; Eagly 1987; Roberts, 1996.
Gender Men Arcury, 1990; Scott and Willits, 1994.
Arbuthnot, 1977; Brooker, 1976; Samdahi and Robart$989;
Unrelated .
Tognacci et al, 1972.
Positive Antil, 1984; McEvoy, 1972; Samdahi and Roberts®8% Schwartz
Place of and Miller, 1991; Van Liere and Dunlap, 1981; Zimmeeal, 1994.
residence
Unrelated Hounshell and Liggett, 1973.

More than characterizing ecologically aware conggnun a demographic basis, it is
relevant to analyze environmentalism from a behaVviperspective. Thirty years ago,
Henion (1976), cited by Ellen (1991), predictedtthas the size of the environmental
movement increased, the uniformity of the group Malissipate. They went on to suggest
that the challenge facing marketers in the futuoeilel not be to encourage everyone in the
segment to engage in some pro-ecological actiwiytb identify the specific attitudinal
and personality traits associated with a consunvetlsigness to engage in a specific class
of actions and then link those attitudes and bedtavihrough targeted messages (Ellen,
1991).

One point of attention has been given to one aleativation, such as providing material
incentives and disincentives enough to make thebehworth attending. However, both
reliability and durability appeared as weaknesses several researchers suggested that
although monetary incentives are able to initiateirenmental responsible behaviors, they
seem unable to produce durable behavior changavimireturned to baseline levels after

the reinforcement was terminated (De Young, 2000).

In social psychology, some theories treat enviramalessm as a matter of world view. One

of the most important contributions is perhapsitlea that it flows from adopting a New
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Ecological Paradigm, within which human activitydaa fragile biosphere are seen as
inextricably interconnected (Dunlap, 2000). Besjdesme researchers have begun to
explore affective influences on environmental coencand behavior, including sympathy

for others (Allen, 1999), “emotional affinity” towe nature (Kals, 1999), and empathy with

wild animals (Schultz, 2000).

Other theories present values as the basis ofe@magntalism. Inglehart (1990) (cited by
Stern, 2000) suggests that ecological behavion isx@ression of post materialist values of
guality of life and self-expression that come ositaaconsequence of rising affluence and
security in the developed countries. Some reseegdieve linked environmental concern
and behavior to general theories of values andlaerk line of research finds greater
evidence of environmental concern among individuadsh “prosocial’ rather than

individualistic or competitive social value orietites (Joireman, cited by Stern, 2000).

Theories of altruistic behavior have also been use@xplain environmentalism. This
approach, first articulated by Heberlein (1972f5umse that because environmental quality
is a public good, altruistic motives are esserftialan individual to contribute to it in a
significant way. This approach is based on Schvga(i973, 1977) (cited by Stern, 2000)
moral norm-activation theory of altruism. The the@ontends that altruistic (including
proenvironmental) behavior occurs in reaction tspeal moral norms that are activated in
individuals who believe that particular conditiopsse threats to others (awareness of
adverse consequences) and that conditions theyd coutiate could avert those

consequences (ascription of responsibility to self)

More recently, Stern et al (2000) have developedvadue-belief-norm theory of
environmentalism that builds on some of the abte®retical accounts. The theory links
Value Theory, Norm-Activation Theory, and the NewkEonmental Paradigm perspective
through a causal chain of five variables leadingbébavior: personal values (especially
altruistic values), the New Environmental Paradigwareness of Adverse Consequences
and Ascription of Responsibility beliefs about geteconditions in the biophysical

environment, and personal norms, for proenvironaleatdtion.
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Self-interest is also commonly identified as atstgrplace of environmental problems

(Hardin, 1977; Manbridge, 1990; cited by De YouB00). As De Young suggests, this
assumption was central for much of the prematuseareh on environmental responsible
behavior, arguing that humans are egocentric gaiximzers who consume resources
with little or no concern for efficiency, and uslyapass waste and costs to others. In
opposition, recent research suggests the posgithlit self-interest is a potential solution
to environmental problems, working in concert wahruism to promote environmental

responsible behaviors.

Before proceed, it is relevant to distinguish somencepts in order to avoid
misunderstandings. Self-interest is different freeifishness. According with De Young
(2000), selfishly consuming resources or creatiagtes without concern for others is quite
different from taking care of oneself, for gainiagense of happiness or meaning from life.
An extreme sense of egoism is to believe that tie thing that matters to the individual is
its own happiness and that, by extension, he caarrfeave concern for another person or
thing external to him. It is important, then, tokealear that ones individual happiness can
depend on what happens to those things about whéltare, which may include the
environment (De Young, 2000).

In the marketing field, concern for the environmesats also conceptualized as an attitude
(Banerjee, 1994). Nevertheless, this conceptuadizais not straight and clear, in part
stemming from researchers’ disagreement about thgropriateness of a tripartite
(cognition, affect, and conation), versus a oneetligional, evaluative construct, as
Banerjee (1994) points out. For instance, manyttalihal” environmental scales include
beliefs, knowledge, intentions, and behaviors (Bjgee 1994).

This conceptualization allows people to vary initthevels of environmentalism based on
the strength of their beliefs. Hence, environmésitalcan have a variety of behavioral
consequences. For example, product choice and gmeclttan be influences by
environmentalism. Changes in lifestyle and othersconption behaviors, like walking or

biking instead of driving, or repairing and reusipgoducts are also possible. Other
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consequences are activism (e.g. signing petitigoising environmental organizations, and
keeping abreast of current environmental developsn@anerjee, 1994).

Table 2 - Previous research on environmental behasi across attitudes and knowledge

Independent
Relationship Studies
Variable

Attitudes Positive Crosby et al, 1981; Antil, 1984; Belderjal988; Hine and Gifford
(1991); Stem et al (1993); Scott and Willits, 19%&hlegelmilch et al.|
1996; Minton and Rose, 1997; Berger and Corbin,21%9nnear et al,
1974; Roberts, 1995; 1996b; Roberts and Bacon, ;188bster, 1975
Weiner and Doescher, 1991; Antil, 1984; Kinnearkt1974; Lepisto
1974; Roberts, 1995; 1996b; Roberts and Bacon, ;198@ Liere and
Dunlap, 1981.

Knowledge | Positive Antil, 1984; Arcury, 1990.

Unrelated Maloney and Ward, 1973; Pickett et a@93 Laroche et al., 1996;
Tilikidou, 2001.

What about the relationship between ecologicallgscoous consumer behaviour (ECCB)
and a voluntary simplicity lifestyle? It has beer\pously claimed that consumers who are
at least partially involved in pro-environmentatiass might be more likely to become in
other actions too, such as pro-environmental pwiolgabehavior, or reduction of over-
consumption (Tilikidou, 2005). Tilikidou (2005) sty suggested that the non-purchasing
pro-environmental behaviors can be included in ¢hacept of ECCB, as they can be

undertaken by consumers in their everyday livdawor of the environment.

Brown’s (2005) research found that personal weihipeand ecologically responsible
behavior were complementary, which means that leaggeople live in more sustainable
ways. After all, the pursuit for happiness may be ®@f the goals to be achieved by
voluntary simplifiers. Craig-Lees (2002) found tltais evident that the simplifiers have at
least three underlying motives for reducing constimnpthat appears to influence their
purchasing behavior: environment, spirituality, self-orientation. On the other hand,
Banerjee (1994) found a negative correlation betvesevironmentalism and materialism. It
was concluded that the two constructs are opposaeifestations of an individual's

orientation toward consumption. That is, matemalis generally considered to be a pro-
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consumption value whereas environmentalism is aewation-oriented, anti-consumption

value (Banerjee, 1994).

Following the previous directions, in order to azal the existing relations between
materialism and environmental concern and the &opof ecologically conscious
consumer behaviors, the proposed conceptual mtstebans to verify the connection with
altruism, non-generosity and perceived consumezctifeness. Moreover, it intends to
clarify if the relationships are the opposite relyag the voluntary simplifiers individuals,

as it can be verified in the subsequent section.
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Environmental problems have become a matter of wcasicern. Based on previous
research, it is suggested that this state of affamy be caused by an avid human desire for
a comfortable life and consequently by over-condionp And, at all, the focus on
consumption is enlightened for several reasonss@uoer choices are often an element in
proposals suggesting reliance on individual actionsolve environmental problems.
Moreover, consumer choices do have a significdietebn the environment and, therefore,
at least a potential to remedy environmental probleTransferring both academic and
international policy field attention from produatidowards consumption, as the potential

of regulation of production, is not sufficient tsmedy environmental problems.

Therefore, the major focus of this dissertatiotioisnvestigate if there is any correlation
between ecological conscious consumer behaviors thedadoption of a voluntary
simplicity lifestyle, and if, in opposite, individls engaged in conspicuous consumption
have fewer concerns about the impact of their coyp$ion patterns on environment. The

main studies which compose the theoretical backgt@we described on table 3.

In the present analysis, and based in the litezatriew, it is assumed that materialism and
a voluntary simplicity lifestyle are in oppositedss. From a poststructuralist perspective,
lifestyles are created by relational differenceswieen consumption patterns — their
meanings are constructed by and exist in theserdiites (Holt, 1997). For example, as
Holt (1997) argues, a consumption pattern that lires systematic denial of material

abundance is meaningful as an ascetic lifestylg tmthe extent that this pattern exists in
opposition to alternative lifestyles that include@sumption pattern based on hedonism
and indulgence. Therefore, derived from the litemat review, it is expected that

materialistic individuals, who have consumption t@ats based on hedonism and

indulgence, are the opposite facing the individuale choose to live a simple life.

Page | 34



Table 3 — Main studies which support the proposedanceptual model

Author

Construct

Statistical Techniques

Sample

Conclusions

Roberts (1996b)

Develop a profile of the
ecological conscious consumer.

ECCB, demographic
variables (age, sex,
education, income,

occupational prestige,

PCE, environmental
concern, and
liberalism

-Basic correlations

-Hierarchical model of multiple
regressions using the ECCB scale as
dependent variable. 2 models: 1) only
demographic variables, 2) demograph
and attitudinal variables.

Random cluster
sample of 605 adult
US consumers

c

- Model 1: R2 = 0.06 (sex, income,
education, and age)

- Model 2: R2 = 0.45.

PCE explains 33%. After PCE, the next
most important were environmental
concern, age, liberalism, income and s¢

EX.

Straughan and Roberts (1999)

Determine the role that altruism
plays in profiling the ecologically
conscious consumer in
combination with those
constructs considered earlier by,
Roberts (1996b).

ECCB, demographic

variables (income, sex

age, academic
classification), PCE,
altruism,
environmental
concern, liberalism.

-Basic correlations

-Multiple and step-wise regressions tg
develop a profile of the ecologically
conscious consumer were applied to
models: 1) only demographic variable
2) only psychographic variables, 3) al
demographic and psychographic
variables.

Convenience
sample of 235
university students

12 B

-Model 1: R2 = 0.087 (Age, sex, and
classification)

-Model 2: R2 = 0.393. (PCE, altruism,
and environmental concern)

-Model 3: R2 = 0.434. (PCE, altruism,
liberalism, age, classification, and
environmental concern.

Iwata (2006)

Investigate the relationship
between a voluntary simplicity
lifestyle on the one hand and
environmentally responsible
consumerism and a non-
simplicity lifestyle on the other.

Voluntary simplicity,
environmental
responsible
consumerism, non-
simplicity lifestyle.

-Factor analysis and basic correlation
between factors

5 Convenience
sample of 189
Japanese female
undergraduate
students

Both the evaluation of a voluntarily
simple life and environmentally
responsible consumerism has low and
positive correlations with all the
measures of voluntarily simplicity
lifestyle.

Richins and Dawson (1992)

Scale development and validatiq

Materialism

-Factor analysis

-Validation assessment, regarding
materialism and Value of acquisition,
materialism and Self-centeredness,
materialism and VS.

-Data collections: 3
U.S. universities

-Validation tests:
randomly chosen
samples of
households.

3 sub traits: Centrality, Happiness and
Success
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The theoretical framework of this study was basedhe following assumptions: simplifier

purchasers are expected to buy less, consumeciessse environmentally less harmful
products, and incorporate environmental criterighiir purchasing behavior; contrariwise,
materialistic individuals, especially those who a&fgumaterial goods with success, are

expected to appear unconcerned with the enviroraheahsequences of consumption.

In order to analyze pro-environmental behaviors gudy followed Roberts (1996b) and
Straughan (1999) approach regarding ecologicallyscious consumer behavior (ECCB).
As noted by Roberts (1996b), the behavioral ortemaof the scale helps to solve one
problem widely noted in marketing research and rgnearketing research in particular,
that attitudes often do not translate into beha{&raughan, 1999).

Nevertheless, as Follows (1999) argues, attitudebased on values: beliefs that transcend
specific situations and are used to resolved adsflor make decisions. Values are
considered to be more stable and more abstractatti@mdes, and act as standards upon
which a large number of attitudes are based. Altituare composed of several beliefs
concerning a specific object or act, whereas vahrescriteria used to evaluate behavior
and people. Theoretically, values can influenceabigh; however, because values are the

most abstract cognition, values should influendealb®r indirectly through attitudes.

Regarding the proposed conceptual model, and hagbd literature review, it is expected
that individuals who choose a voluntary simpliciiyestyle will engage in more

ecologically conscious consumer behaviors. In spppit is supposed that materialistic
individuals have fewer concerns in take on ecoklatycconscious consumer behaviors.
Moreover, one individual will engage in ecologigatbnscious consumer behaviors only if

he is environmentally concerned (see figure 3yasgnting a mediating hypotheses.

Thus, it is expected to find negative correlationstween materialism and both
environmental concern and ecologically conscioussuamer behaviors, and in opposite, a
positive correlation between voluntary simplicitpdaboth environmental concern and
ecologically conscious consumer behaviors (Iwa@®12 Richins, 1992; Banerjee, 1994).
In addition, it is suspected that environmentalogwn has a positive correlation with both
altruism and perceived consumer effectivenessfiran, 1999) and a negative correlation

with non-generosity (see figure 1).
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Figure 1 — Expected correlations between environméal concern, ECCB and independent and moderator
variables

Environmental |2
Concern
o) Q) Q)| -2 0.
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Sim |icitry Materialism Altruism Non Generosity Consumer
plicity Effectiveness
\ )
[+ o o1 o [+
y
> ECCB €

Additionally, and based in the literature review/s expected that voluntary simplicity,
because these individuals seek for control in tlikeiy is positively related with perceived
consumer effectiveness. Also, it is suspected trtintary simplifiers are altruistic
individuals and not non-generous ones. Regardingenmafism, it is expected to find a
negative correlation between altruism and also eebtwperceived consumer effectiveness,
because, based in literature review, these indalglare more self-centered and try to find
happiness to their lives through consumption. Meeepit is suspected that materialism is
positively correlated with non-generosity (Belk 859 (see figure 2).

Figure 2 — Expected correlations between voluntargimplicity, materialism and moderator variables
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Voluntary < > Non Generosity [€ > Materialism
Simplicity
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0 Perceived e
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>

Consumer <
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The intensity of environmental concern may varyaif individual is considered more
altruistic or, in opposition, non-generous. Thusjsi expected that if an individual is
considered altruistic he will have a higher degreenvironmental concern. In contrary, an

individual who is a high scorer in non-generosiiil e less concerned with environmental
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issues. Such supposition embodies the moderatigothgses between both voluntary
simplicity and materialism and environmental congceanoderated by altruism and non-
generosity (see figure 3).

Figure 3 — Proposed conceptual model

H7 )
Altruism
H1
Voluntary H3 H1l Perceived
Simplicity H9 Consumer
Non Generosity Effectiveness
H5
Environmental —> ECCB
> Concern
H6
H10 Perceived
ha Non Generosity H12 Consumer
Materialism Effectiveness
H2 H8
Altruism

In addition, if one is environmentally concerndtk possibility of engaging in ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors is superior if oneixgption of effectiveness is higher,
because the individual assumes that his or hepractwill make a difference in the
surrounding world. The proposed conceptual modshmwn in figure 3, and the unit of

analysis is the individual consumer for the follogiresearch hypotheses.

H1: The embracing of a voluntary simplicity lifdstyvill positively affect the adoption of

ecologically conscious consumer behaviors.

To the date some academic research has been duns field, as it was mentioned in the
literature review, examining the relationship betwéhe adoption of a voluntarily simpler
life and concerns of consumption environmental ictpaRegarding consumers' attitudes,
Iwata (1999, 2001) found a positive correlationwesn careful shopping attitudes -

including the intention of buying only items whielll last a long time - and self-rated
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environmentally responsible behavior. Besides,cumd that a more positive evaluation of
a voluntarily simple life and a stronger environtadly responsible consumerism are
associated with stronger cautious attitudes in gimgp a higher degree of acceptance of
self-sufficiency, a stronger desire for a volurfasimple life, and a broader voluntary
simplicity lifestyle (lwata 1999, 2001, 2006). Bdsen the literature review, it is also
expected that voluntary simplifiers will engageniore ecological conscious behavior than

materialistic individuals.

H2: A consumer’s degree of materialism will negalvaffect the adoption of ecologically

conscious consumer behaviors.

The examination of the environmental responsiblesamerism and materialism is not
widely studied, with the exception of Banerjee @PR9ho found a negative correlation
between environmentalism and materialism. Richimg Bawson (1992) concluded that
materialistic individuals desired a higher level inEome, placed greater emphasis on
financial security and less on interpersonal refathips, preferred to spend more on
themselves and less on others, engaged in fewantaoy simplicity behaviors, and were
less satisfied with their lives. This suggests tmare materialistic individuals may have

fewer concerns with impact on environment origiddig overconsumption attitudes.

H3: The adoption of a voluntary simplicity lifegtyvill positively influence environmental

concern.

Voluntary simplifiers are a cluster of consumersowhstrict their consumption and who
make market decisions for lifestyle, ethical, and#oological reasons. These individuals
showed a high sense of social responsibility, sttpdocauses such as conservation, and
sought a lifestyle that conserved and improvedptisical and social environment (Craig-
Lee, 2002). Therefore, and based on the literateveew, it is expected that voluntary

simplifiers will have higher levels of environmehtancern.

H4: A consumer’'s degree of materialism will negealiv affect his or her level of

environmental concern.

Acquisition and consumption are central motives thgpel materialists' behaviors, so they

would not hold environmental defense as a coreevddased on the literature review, it is
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observed that the importance of environmental conte materialists' is not as strong as
acquiring material goods. According to Banerjee 94)9 for environmentalists,
consumption choices are dictated by values andefbefplacing greater emphasis on
environmental protection whereas for materialiptsssession and consumption per se are
central values and choices dictated by beliefsabqtisition of goods brings happiness and
defines success. Therefore, it is expected thaenmést individuals engage in fewer

ecological conscious consumer behaviors.

H5: An individual who adopts a voluntary simplicitfestyle will engage in ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors if he is environmigntahcerned.

This hypothesis attempts to verify the underlyiegson for the adoption of ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors. It is suspected thaluntary simplifiers are

environmentally concerned and do adopt ecologiaalyscious behaviors, which is partly
being tested on previous hypotheses. Based omtliter review, environmental concern
explains the adoption of ECCB. Therefore, the arnoianalyze if this linkage is valid for

voluntary simplifiers.

H6: A consumer’'s degree of materialism will negaliv affect his or her level of
environmental concern, and therefore the adoptibreaologically conscious consumer
behaviors.

Following H4 assumption, and based in the litematueview, it is expected that the
materialistic individuals will have fewer concemger the environment and, therefore, will

engage in fewer ecologically conscious consumeaviers.

H7: The degree of environmental concern by indigidwho adopt a voluntary simplicity

lifestyle is strengthened by altruism.

This hypothesis aims to test if altruism reinfortes concern over the environment felt by
voluntary simplifiers. Considering that altruismpghes a greater concern for surrounding
environment, granting a superior satisfaction foe’'s self, it is expected that this sort of

value strengthens the positive relation of volungamplicity and environmental concern.

H8: The extent of environmental concern by indi@lduwho have a high level of

materialism is strengthened by altruism.
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In opposition to H7, this hypothesis pretends taleate if altruism strengthens the concern
over the environment from materialistic individua#dthough it is suspected that altruism
is negatively correlated with materialism, the ahthis hypothesis is to test if materialistic
individuals who are also altruistic have more conaever the environment, than the one’s

who are not.

H9: The level of environmental concern by individuaho adopt a voluntary simplicity

lifestyle is weakened by non-generosity.

Contrariwise to the hypotheses which test the effégmt altruism produces over
environmental concern, this hypothesis intends d@afy if non-generosity weakens the
concern over the environment. Even though it iseetgd a negative correlation between
voluntary simplicity and non-generosity, this hypedis suggests that non-generous

voluntary simplifiers will have less environmentaincern.

H10: The extent of environmental concern by indigld who have a high level of

materialism is weakened by non-generosity.

This hypothesis is similar to H9 but in regard oaterialistic individuals. In the same
context, it is suspected that materialistic indidts who are also non-generous individuals

will have fewer concerns over the environment.

H11: Environmental concern from an individual whmlgaced a voluntary simplicity
lifestyle will strengthen the adoption of ecolodligaconscious consumer behaviors when

there is a high level of perceived consumer effengss.

Previous research (Roberts, 1996; Straughan andri2pth999) stated that individuals with
high levels of perceived consumer effectiveness)y lieve that their actions do make a
difference in the surrounding world will, with high probability, engage in more
ecologically conscious consumer behaviors. Theeefthis hypothesis intends to verify if
perceived consumer effectiveness strengthens tagorebetween environmental concern
and ecologically conscious consumer behaviors, rdegg the cluster of voluntary

simplifiers.
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H12: Environmental concern from an individual withigh level of materialism will
strengthen the adoption of ecologically consciomsstcmer behaviors when there is a high

level of perceived consumer effectiveness.

Likewise the previous hypothesis, the goal of H&2ta verify if perceived consumer
effectiveness strengthens the relation betweenr@mwiental concern and ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors, but in regard ofctbster of materialistic individuals.
Although it is suspected that materialism is negdyi correlated with perceived consumer
effectiveness, this hypothesis intends to analfypeaterialistic individuals with high levels
of perceived consumer effectiveness will engageame ecologically conscious consumer

behaviors.

3.2. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

In order to test the proposed conceptual modestiegi and tested scales were chosen for
each variable. The aim of this chapter is to preser explain the scales used in the

guestionnaire applied in this study.
3.2.1.DEPENDENT VARIABLE

3.2.1.1. Ecologically conscious consumer behavior

ECCB (Roberts, 1996b) measures the extent to whidividual respondents’ purchases
goods and services, believing to have a more pes(r less negative) impact on the

environment.

The ECCB scale presented by Roberts (1996b) ersclsextensive variety of behaviors
chosen from the domain of ECCB. In his words, tke of a behavioral measure was
essential because of the potential gap betweemosmental attitudes and behavior. Some
items were selected from existing scales and othere developed to reflect the changing

nature of ecologically conscious consumption in1B80s (Roberts, 1996b).

The ECCB construct was measured using a 21-itere stsed in the Roberts (1996b)

study, which was originated by a 30-item scale usethe same study. Roberts (1996b)
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concluded that 9 of the initial items were relatgth “Saving money”. As the factors only

explained 6% of the variance, Roberts (1996b) psepdo measure ECCB with the 21-item

scale presented in table 4 (Cronbach’s alpha =)0l individual items are presented in

a 5-point 21-item scale Likert-format (see tablewhere 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is

strongly agree.

Table 4 - Ecologically conscious consumer behaviscale

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

I normally make a conscious effort to limit my usk products that are made of or use scg
resources.

I will not buy products which have excessive pathgg

When there is a choice, | always choose that prodinich contributes to the least amount
pollution.

If I understand the potential damage to the enwirtent that some products can cause, | do
purchase these products.

| have switched products for ecological reasons.

| use a recycling center or in some way recycleesofrmy household trash.
I make every effort to buy paper products made freaycled paper.

| use a low-phosphate detergent (or soap) for myday.

| have convinced members of my family or friends twobuy some products which are harmful
the environment.

| have purchased products because they causedibsson.
| do not buy products in aerosol containers.
Whenever possible, | buy products packaged in esmntainers.

When | purchase products, | always make a cons@éfost to buy those products that are low
pollutants.

When | have a choice between two equal producibyays purchase the one which is less harn
to other people and the environment.

| buy toilet paper made from recycled paper.
| buy Kleenex made from recycled paper.
| buy paper towels made from recycled paper.

I will not buy a product if the company that setls ecologically irresponsible.

\rce

of

not

—

(0]

in

nful
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19. | try to buy products that can be recycled.
20. To reduce our reliance on foreign oil, | drive nar as little as possible.

21. | do not buy household products that harm the enwrent.

3.2.2.INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

3.2.2.1. Voluntary simplicity

Reviews report agreement among scholars as to tiidiry blocks of the lifestyle:
material simplicity (non-consumption orientationttpans of use); human scale (desire for
small-scale institutions and simples technologisg)f-determination (desire for greater
control over personal destiny); ecological awarsr{escognition of the interdependency of
people and resources); personal growth (a desiexpéore and develop the “inner life”)
(Elgin, 1977; Leonard-Barton 1981; Cowles, 1986).

Yet, scholars do not agree about what comprisebdle method for identifying voluntary
simplifiers. The measurement tool primarily develdy Leonard-Barton is essentially a
behavioral scale which consists of 18 specific belta common to people supposed to
have a value of voluntary simplicity. Cowles (198@esents an alternative voluntary
simplicity lifestyle model that is more theory-bds8ehavioral constructs which comprise
the alternative model are not the result of fa@oalysis; rather they are suggested by
voluntary simplicity lifestyle theory as preseniadhe literature. lwata (1997) argues that
voluntary simplicity is a value or an attitude. i@ inappropriate to measure the strength
of voluntary simplicity in terms of the frequency thhe 18 specific behaviors Leonard-
Barton (1981) used, as Iwata (1997) contends.

Iwata (2006) proposes a 20-item scales to idembityntary simplifiers (see table 5). He
found three factors among Japanese undergradwales were considered sub-scales:
Desire for a Voluntarily Simple Life (4, 5, 8, 2hd& 22 - Cronbach's alpha = 0.714),
Cautious Attitudes in Shopping (items 1, 2, 3, 6, 16, and 17 - Cronbach's alpha
0.756), and Acceptance of Self-Sufficiency (iten&s 13 and 14 - Cronbach's alpha
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0.829). Significant correlations between thesediacand selected attitudes and behavior

generally supported the validity of this scale laya2006). The individual items are

presented in a 7-point 20-item Likert scale, whéres “strongly disagree” and 7

corresponds to “strongly agree”. Reversed quesaoasignaled with an asterisk.

Table 5 - Voluntary simplicity scale

1.
2.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

| try to live a simple life and not to buy articledich are not necessary.
| do not do impulse buying.

When | shop, | decide to do so after serious camatitbn of whether an article is necessary to me
not.

I am more concerned with mental growth and fulféimhthan with material affluence.
Material affluence is very important to me. *

Even if | have money, it is not my principle to biljngs suddenly.

Except for traveling, | enjoy my leisure time wititespending too much money.

A life of convenience and comfort is most importentne. *

| prefer products with simple functions to thosé¢hwdgomplex functions.

Products designed to promote convenience and comftke people spoiled.

As far as possible, | do not buy products with ssidated functions.

| want to be self-sufficient in food in the future.

It is desirable to be self-sufficient as much assjige.

In the future, |1 want to lead a life that can bk-sefficient as far as possible.

| try to use article which | bought as long as |fass

I am the type of person who continues using somgtbid as long as it can still be used.

When | shop, | take a serious view of being ables® an article for a long time without gettingdir
of it.

If I am surrounded by what | have bought, | feetdoate. *
| want to buy something new shortly after it cornag even if | have a similar thing already. *

| tend to buy something that can be used for a tong, even if it is expensive, rather that buying
cheap new things frequently.

| want to live simply rather that extravagantly.

Since a simple life is miserable, | do not wanelsuch a life. *
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3.2.2.2. Materialism

Materialism has been measured in a variety of walpy measuring personality traits, by
examining the importance of various social goafshyassessing attitudes. As argued by
Richins (1992), all the existing measures seenuti@isfrom at least one of two important
limitations. First, many of the measures do notspses adequate levels of reliability for use
in anything except exploratory research, which a$ surprising, given the difficulty of
measuring a complex construct like materialism.o8d¢the construct validity of many of
the measures has not been established. Becausehtheemeasures, except Belk’'s, have
involved the psychometric procedures of constredindion, scale refinement, and validity

assessment, they are of limited usefulness (Ricth®@30, 1992).

To establish the proper measurement approach fteri@igsm, it is essential to study the
nature of the construct itself. As suggested in literature review, theoretical and
common-sense notions indicate that materialismespond to a mind-set of attitudes
regarding the relative importance of acquisitiod @ossession of objects in ones’ life. As
Richins (1992) stresses out, for materialists, @gsisns and their acquisition are at the
forefront of personal goals that dictate “ways it#”l They value possessions and their
acquisitions more highly than most other matterd aantivities in life. The organizing
function of acquisition goals among materialistse tcentrality of acquisition-related
activities to their lives, and the prioritizing pbssessions suggests that materialism is a
value (Richins, 1992).

To avoid the problems inherent in ranking and gapnocedures, Richins (1992) adopted a
different approach to measuring materialism: malisrm was considered to be a set of
centrally held beliefs about the importance of pes®n in one’s life and therefore the
three belief domains were measured: acquisitiortraky (items 7 to 13), the role of
acquisition in happiness (items 14 to 18), andrtile of possessions in defining success
(tems 1 to 6).

In Richins research (1992) Cronbach's alpha wasuleaéd separately for the items
comprising the three factors and for the 18 itesi@ aingle scale. The seven Centrality

items produced alpha coefficients between 0.71GaR8 (three surveys). For the six-item
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Success subscale alpha ranged from 0.74 to 0.d8foarthe five Happiness items, alpha
was between 0.73 and 0.83. When combined into glesiscale, alpha for the 18 items
varied between 0.80 and 0.88. Test-retest reltglfiliree-week interval) was calculated on
data from a sample of 58 students at an urban tsiiyeThe reliability correlations were
0.82, 0.86, and 0.82 for the Centrality, Happinassl Success subscales, respectively, and
0.87 for the combined scale. An 18-item 5-pointdrikscale was used for all items, where
1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agreReéversed questions are signaled with an

asterisk (see table 6).

Table 6 - Materialism scale

1. | admire people who own expensive homes, carsckntides.

2. Some of the most important achievements in lifélide acquiring material possessions.
3. ldon't place much emphasis on the amount of meltelijects people own as a sign of success.|*
4. The things | own say a lot about how well I'm doindife.

5. 1 like to own things that impress people.

6. |don’t pay much attention to the material objeattser people own. *
7. lusually buy only the things | need. *

8. |tryto keep my life simple, as far as possessamasconcerned. *

9. The things | own aren't all that important to me. *

10. | enjoy spending money on things that aren’t pcatti

11. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.

12. | like a lot of luxury in my life.

13. | put less emphasis on material things than mospleedo. *

14. | have all the things | really need to enjoy melif

15. My life would be better if | owned nicer things.

16. 1 wouldn’t be any happier if | owned nicer things.

17. I'd be happier if | could afford to buy more things

18. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that | carittrafto buy all the things I'd like.
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3.2.3.MEDIATOR VARIABLE

3.2.3.1. Environmental concern

Ecological and environmental concern (Dunlap and Vire, 2000) have frequently been
used as substitutes for social responsibility (Risbel996b). These two concepts are
strongly related, and it is expected that if oneasicerned about the environment, this

concern may lead to more ECCB (Roberts, 1996b).

Studies examining environmental concern as a @aebf environmentally friendly
behavior have generally found a positive correfatietween the two (Roberts, 1996b;
Straughan and Roberts, 1999). Therefore, we belieaevoluntary simplicity is related
with ECCB. This means that someone who reportsgh kevel of voluntary simplicity
lifestyle will also report a relatively higher ldvef ECCB. And, as it was described in
literature review, voluntary simplifiers are gerigranore environmentally concerned. The
inclusion of a mediator, environmental concern,erafits to explicate this basic

relationship.

For research oriented toward psychological levéksxplanation (i.e., where the individual
is the relevant unit of analysis), mediators repnéproperties of the person that transform
the predictor or input variables in some way. lis tlegard the typical mediator elaborates

the various meanings that go beyond the informagivan (Baron and Kinney, 1986)

When it is argued that environmental concern magtiate the basic relationship, what it is
mean is that it is suspected that voluntary sintgliteads one to higher levels of
environmental concern, and subsequently highetdenfeenvironmental concern leads one
to adopt more ECCB. The identification of a mediasaa very helpful discovery because it

elucidates the mechanism by which we get from péto point ECCB (see figure 4).

Figure 4 — Mediation between voluntary simplicity ad ecological conscious consumer behavior

VS > ECCB

\EV
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In order to measure the level of environmental eomcRoberts (1996b) proposed the 12-
item scale (Cronbach alpha of 0.84), a shorterimersf the New Environmental Paradigm
(NEP) scale that was originally developed by Dur{@00) and later tested by Noe (1990)
who concluded that the NEP scale was an advanaddfdo measuring environmental
concern (cited by Roberts, 1996b). The scale irdustpoint 12 Likert-type, where 1 is
“strongly disagree” and 5 corresponds to “stroregiyee”. Reversed questions are signaled

with an asterisk (see table 7).

Table 7 - Environmental concern scale

1. Humans need not adapt to the natural environbegduse they can remake it to suit their needs. *
2. There are limits to growth beyond which our isthalized society cannot expand.

3. The balance of nature is very delicate and yapiet.

4. When humans interfere with nature, it often picEb disastrous consequences.

5. Humans must live in harmony with nature in oresurvive.

6. Mankind is severely abusing the environment.

7. Humans have the right to modify the natural eminent to suit their needs. *

8. Plants and animals exist primarily to be usetiloyjans. *

9. We are approaching the limit of the number afgde the earth can support.

10. To maintain a healthy economy, we will haveléwelop a steady-state economy where industrialtr
is controlled.

\ =4

11. The earth is like a spaceship with only limitedm and resources.

12. Mankind was created to rule over the rest tifinea*

3.2.4.MODERATOR VARIABLES

3.2.4.1. Altruism

In addition to the psychographic measures of tigiral Roberts (1996b) study, a measure
of altruism was taken in Straughan and Roberts QL@®alysis. In their study, altruism
measure was the second most important of all opthdictor variables, suggesting that it

should not be disregarded when profiling green comess.
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According to Schwartz model (1970, 1977), citeddbgrk (2003), altruistic behavior arises
from personal norms if two criteria are met: anividlal must be aware that particular
actions (or inactions) have consequences for th#éanee of others (awareness of
consequences, AC); and an individual must assigporesibility for consequences of those
actions to himself or herself (ascription of resgbility, AR). The simultaneous presence
of AC and AR in a specific situation enables peminpersonal norms to motivate behavior.
Some researchers have also equated intrinsic et with altruism, namely, that
altruism involves getting pleasure from helpingdebr (De Young, 2000). Therefore, this
study is not considering the altruism-centered @ggn seen as helplessness and a stressing

sacrifice. Instead, it considers quality-of-lifek@mcing solutions (Kaplan, 2000).

Lepisto (1974), cited by Straughan (2000), foundremmental concern to be a significant
predictor of ECCB, suggesting that the more aftracthe environment, the more an
altruistic act is likely to be performed. Thereforié is suspected that altruism will

strengthen the relation between voluntary simpliegihd environmental concern. In the
opposite side, although it is expected that mdistiendividuals do not have concern for
the environment, is it suspected that these indalglwho see themselves as altruists will

have a higher level of environmental concern.

Figure 5 — Moderation by altruism

VS \ Materialism \

b

Altruism ——2 5 Environmental Altruism —b> Environmental
Concern Concern
C c
VS / Materialism /
X X
Altruism Altruism

A 5-point 9-item Likert scale was used for assagsiltruism, developed by Clark (2003)
based on the Schwartz norm-activation model to oreaatruistic attitudes, as presented in
table 8. Value 1 corresponds to “strongly disagr@ad 5 corresponds to “strongly agree”.

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was 0.7. Reversedtiresare signaled with an asterisk.
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Table 8 - Altruism scale

1. | worry about conserving energy only when it hdlpsower my utility bills. *

2. Contributions to community organizations can greitiprove the lives of others.

3. The individual alone is responsible for his or katisfaction in life. *

4. Itis my duty to help other people when they arehla to help themselves.

5. Many of society’s problems result from selfish baba

6. Households like mine should not be blamed for emritental problems caused by enefgy

production and use. *
7. My responsibility is to provide only for my famignd myself. *
8. Use of renewable energy is the best way to conlbaagwarming.

9. My personal actions can greatly improve the welhp®f people | don’t know.

3.2.4.2. Non-generosity

Belk (1985) defines non-generosity as an unwilleggito give possessions to or share
possessions with others. The author considered ttletconceptual domain for non-
generosity included an unwillingness to share Essas with others, a reluctance to lend
or donate possessions to others, and negativedatittoward charity. While this similarity
may imply that non-generosity is simply based ooigig self-interest, other evidence
suggests that generosity is most likely among thds® have come to accept themselves as

worthy to give and receive (Belk, 1985).

Based on the literature review, it is expected,tlaat materialistic individuals are less
generous, would have less concerns with the envieom and other people, and therefore,
engage in fewer ecologically conscious consumeradels. In the same way, it is

suspected that voluntary simplifiers who are lessegous will have a less concerns with

the environment (see figure 6).
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Figure 6 — Moderation by non-generosity
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A 5-point 7-item Likert scale was used to measwa-generosity, where 1 is “strongly
disagree” and 5 corresponds to “strongly agreeSetian Belk’s (1985) study, as presented
on table 9. Belk’s original study included two dghal sub-scales for the measurement of

envy and possessiveness.

Test-retest for this subscale presented a comwelati 0.64. The Cronbach’s alpha was only
measured as the sum of the 24 items from the gmgsessiveness and non-generosity
subscales and presented a value of 0.66 for arlaam®aple and of 0.73 for a smaller

sample. Reversed questions are signaled with ansst

Table 9 - Non-generosity scale

1. | enjoy having guests stay in my home. *

2. | enjoy sharing what | have. *

3. Il don'tlike to lend things, even to good friends.

It makes sense to buy a lawnmower with a neighbdrshare it. *
| don’'t mind giving rides to those who don’t havea. *

| don't like to have anyone in my home when I'm tugre.

N g s

| enjoy donating things to charities. *

3.2.4.3. Perceived consumer effectiveness

Perceived consumer effectiveness (PCE) is a meadutee subject's judgment over the
ability of individual consumers to affect environmb@/resource problems. In addition,
perceived consumer effectiveness has been linkedote generalized feelings of control

(locus of control), and may be directly affectedkmowledge, direct experience, and the
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experiences of others (Ellen, 1991). Similarly, P&E6uld affect intentions and behavior if
individuals believe their behavior will or will né¢ad to the desired outcome.

Previous research has found perceived consumaatigffeess to be a valid construct with
the ability to distinguish between high and low legecally conscious consumers. Roberts
(1996b) also found that this was the single bestliptor of ECCB, exceeding all other

demographic and psychographic correlates exammhatsianalysis.

It is interesting to note that environmental conceray be high, but many consumers may
feel that environment protection is a duty of goweent and big companies, or that the
costs of act in accordance with are too high. Preelity, convenience, and consumer
skepticism and confusion over environmental claamessome of the issues that may reduce

the adoption of ecologically responsible consunatravior (Roberts, 1996b).

Therefore, it seems that the judgment of the imtlial's ability to stop environmental

destruction elucidates more of why a person caoigsecologically conscious consumer
behaviors than does the concern for the environnfieninstance. If people are concerned
about the environment, but feel that their actioasnot cause change, they will be less

likely to participate in such activities (Robert996b; Straughan, 2000).

It was referred in the literature review that vaany simplifiers are more likely to engage
in ecologically responsible behaviors. As they wararacterized by having a higher desire
to control their own life, it is suspected thatqeved consumer effectiveness explains why
voluntary simplifiers, who are environmentally cented, will have more ecologically
conscious consumer behaviors. In the same way,stispected that, the relation between
environmental concern and the adoption of ecoldégioascious consumer behaviors by

materialistic individuals is affected by the pevesl consumer effectiveness.

Figure 7 — Moderation by perceived consumer effeateness
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A 5-point 4-item Likert type scale was used to asgeerceived consumer effectiveness,
where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 correspondstimngly agree”, as it is presented in
table 10. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale in thgimal study was 0.72. Reversed questions

are signaled with an asterisk.

Table 10 - Perceived consumer effectiveness scale

1. Itis worthless for the individual consumer to dthing about pollution. *

2. When | buy products, | try to consider how my usehem will affect the environment and other
consumers.

3. Since one person cannot have any effect upon pollind natural resource problems, it doesn’t
make any difference what | do. *

4. Each consumer’s behavior can have a positive effacsociety by purchasing products sold |by
socially responsible companies.

3.3. SAMPLE CHARACTERIZATION

The questionnaire used to test the presented maaietent to a random (stratified) sample
of 700 adults Portuguese consumers, through anpémdkent company specialized in
research through web based questionnaires. Thelsavag designed so that results could
be generalized to the active Portuguese adult coaspopulation, considering age, gender,
education and occupation (see table 11). Of tlfegi@stionnaires, a total of 381 usable
responses were returned, presenting a responsefra&®e4%. The encouraging response
rate may be related not only with a higher interestnvironmental issues but also with a
sample composed by individuals who are more awktieecimportance of participating in
scientific research and therefore collaborate withresearch company, gaining a symbolic
gift.

Table 11 — Sample characteristics

Characteristics F:Deorrc)ﬁlr;[;t gr? aOf Iz?rscgrr: Slgee '
Gender
Female 52% 53%
Male 48% A47% 0.580
Residence
North 37% 39%
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Center 24% 22%

Lisbon 28% 30%

Alentejo 8% 5%

Algarve 4% 4% 0.280
Age

18-24 12% 21%

25-54 55% 63%

More than 55 17% 16% 0.2683
Education

Elementary 66% 2%

High School 15% 51%

BsC 14% 46% 0.008
Occupation

Management occupations 8% 16%

Scientific occupations 9% 12%

Middle-level occupations 9% 12%

Office and administrative support occupations 10% 3%1

Sales and related occupations 14% 17%

Farm, fishing, and forestry occupations 11% 0%

Production occupations 20% 11%

Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations % 8 5%

Non-qualified occupations 12% 14%

Military specific occupations 1% 0% 0.000

@ Based on 2006 census data (INE, Demographic tajis

®p<0.001
Age, sex and residence were equally balanced, gakinconsideration the population
characteristics, contrasting with education ancupation (see table 11). Th& goodness-
of-fit test was used to compare the present sasigdiefnographic distribution to that of the
population. The results of this analysis show tkample is similar to the Portuguese
population in regard to its age, gender, and resele As this was a web based
guestionnaire, we expected that the sample wowd hagher levels of education and types

of occupation with prevalence on services.

3.4.  STATISTICAL ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

The statistical packages used were Microsoft Ex8EISS (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences), MedGraph and ModGraph. Statigbicacedures include the following
tasks.
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First, a test was performed to determine the rdiialof the study instruments. Second, it
was performed a factor analysis in order to veiffyall items of each scale were

representative, with Varimax rotation and Kaisemmalization used.

Then, cluster analysis was executed to place tBporglents into 2 distinct groups of

voluntary simplifiers and materialist, according tiee presented scales of voluntary
simplicity and materialism. It was created a clustmposed by voluntary simplifiers and

non-voluntary simplifiers. Specifically, K-meanguster analysis was used in this statistical
procedure. Kruskal-Wallis test verified if there reesignificant mean differences between
the referred groups.

In order to test the presented conceptual modaichzorrelations were examined in an
effort to compare current results with those oftpasearch in terms of direction and

significance of the relationships.

To understand the underlined specificities of bgtbups of individuals of voluntary
simplifiers and materialistic, and also to compsuieh results, the means of each group are

compared with the Kruskal-Wallis Test.

The model also presents some hypotheses of madtid moderation between variables.
Confusion seems to exist about precisely what @a¢hese two techniques do and what
they do not. According to Jose (2003), there aneaéh reasons for this: 1) since they have
similar sounding names, most people assume thgtatteerelated and similar, and possibly
derive from the same source; 2) statistics textbdgpically do not do a very good job
explaining these two approaches; 3) reports of mate and mediation in the empirical
literature are not always clear, and rarely reseasc perform both moderation and
mediation on the same dataset, so examples diyfhesof work are rare; 4) both are special
cases of two separate broad statistical approganaseration is a special type of ANOVA
interaction, and mediation is a special type ofhpatodel), and therefore they do not
receive as much attention and coverage as mainsiesistical approaches. Thus, as it is
our aim to clarify what was the approach used is tesearch, we will present a brief

explanation of both statistical techniques.
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3.4.1.MEDIATION

Mediation refers to the covariance relationshipomgnthree variables: an independent
variable, a potential mediating variable, and aetejent variable. The question raised in
this case is whether the mediating variable acsofarta significant amount of the shared
variance between the independent variable and depéwariable. Mediation is a special

case in which three variables are examined in ecpéar way (Jose, 2003).

As seen in figure 6, the relationship between th#ependent variable and dependent
variable is called the total effect. The directeeff is the relationship between the
independent variable and the dependent variabler afntrolling for the mediator.
According to Baron (1986) a variable is confirmedaamediator if 1) there is a significant
relationship between the independent variable &eddependent variable, 2) there is a
significant relationship between the independeniaée and the mediator, 3) the mediator
still predicts the dependent variable after cofitrglfor the independent variable, and 4)
the ability of the independent variable explainthg dependent variable is reduced when
the mediator is in the equation. If the relatiopdhetween the independent variable and the
dependent variable goes to zero when the medisiior the equation, mediation is said to
be perfect (figure 8 (b)); if the relationship isnthished, but not null, mediation is said to
be partial (figure 8 (c)). Note that the three abhes are hypothesized to occur in a causal

sequence.

Figure 8 — Mediation model

Direct Effect
N
Total Effect v Mediator DV v bV
N,
v DV \/ Mediator
(a) No Mediation (b) Perfect Mediation (c) Partial Mediation

An ANOVA provides a limited test of meditationalgotheses as discussed in Fiske (1982)
(in Baron, 1986). Rather, a series of regressiodatsoshould be estimated: 1) regressing
the mediator on the independent variable; 2) rsgngsthe dependent variable on the

independent variable; 3) regressing the dependetahle on both the independent variable
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and on the mediator. Separate coefficients for egcfation should be estimated and tested.
These three regression equations provide thedé#te linkages of the meditational model.

Sobel presents a method for testing the signifieasfca simple mediation by testing the
difference between the total effect and the diedfgct, but few statistical packages include
this computation. Therefore, was used MedGraphe(2303), which is an application that
provides straightforward statistical output asatfprms the Sobel test and generates some
additional useful information (available abttp://www.victoria.ac.nz/psyc/staff/paul-

jose/files/medgraph/medgraph.php

3.4.2.MODERATION

Moderation refers to the examination of the stat$tinteraction between two independent
variables (at least one of which is continuous)redicting a dependent variable. The
model diagrammed in figure 9 has three causal gh#tsourish into the outcome variable:
the impact of noise intensity as a predictor (paththe impact of controllability as a
moderator (path b), and the interaction or prodicthese two (path c). The moderator
hypothesis is supported if the interaction (patts ®ignificant (Baron, 1986).

Figure 9 — Moderator model

Predictor \

Moderator b Outcome Variable
c
Predictor
X
Moderator

One property of the moderation variable is, unhkediation-predictor relation (where the
predictor is causally antecedent to the mediatajlenators and predictors are at the same
level in regard to their role as causal variabl#®eedent or exogenous to certain criterion
effects. That is, moderator variable always functas independent variables, whereas
mediating events shift roles from effects to causepending on the focus of analysis. In

addition, it is desirable, although not mandatotlgat the moderator variable be
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uncorrelated with both the predictor and the depanhdariable, to provide a clearly and

straightforward interpretable interaction term (@ar1986).

The statistical interaction between two or moreeppehdent variables can be examined in
ANOVA or MANOVA but these will be categorical in nae. Instead of convert a
continuous variable (e.g., socio-economic stat) a categorical variable by enacting a
median split on the variable and creating a dicmotas variable, for instance, Aiken
(1991) have described the use of multiple regressie a method for investigating
interactions between continuous Vvariables, in order avoid losses of valuable
mathematical information when one converts a coltiis variable into a categorical one
(Jose, 2003).

Current statistical packages like SPSS do not geodn easy way to analyze the nature of
this sort of interaction. Aiken and West provideidgunce in how one might wish to

investigate the interaction, but these computatayesoverdriving and labour intensive, and
the process is subject to mistakes (Jose, 2003hidrresearch, it was used the ModGraph
application, which enables researchers to takeuburormation from regression analyses

and create intuitive graphical output (availablé&idp://www.victoria.ac.nz/psyc/staff/paul-

jose/files/modgraph/modgraph.ghp
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4. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The presented questionnaire was applied to thereefessample. The aim of this chapter is
to present scales validation, correlation betwemmatbles, cluster analysis, and the test of

each hypothesis and concerning results.

4.1.1.SCALE VALIDATION

A factor analysis was conducted in order to chéthe variables were correlated with each
other and therefore representative of what wasgeisted.

For the ECCB scale, the factor analysis identifeeéhctors, with a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sample adequacy of 0.948. These twor$aekplained 57% of total variance
and had eigenvalues over 1. After applying a Vaximation, factor 1 (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, 21) was inteegreas being related with ecological
conscious behaviors as well as factor 2 (7, 15175, although this factor were interpreted
as “paper recycling consciousness” (see tableTHdse results are in conformity regarding
original studies (Roberts, 1996b; Straughan, 192d)).items were considered in the
analysis in order to prevent losses of informatishere higher scores indicate greater
levels of ECCB. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.94 was iatd.

Table 12 — Factor analysis for ECCB scale

Factor 1 — Ecologically conscious behaviors

1. I normally make a conscious effort to limit mgeuof products that are made of or use 0.674
scarce resources.

2. 1 will not buy products which have excessivekzaging. 0.521

3. When there is a choice, | always choose thatymowhich contributes to the least amount 0.712
of pollution.

4. If | understand the potential damage to therenwent that some products can cause, | do0.712
not purchase these products.

5. | have switched products for ecological reasons. 0.633
6. | use a recycling center or in some way recgol@e of my household trash. 0.646
8. | use a low-phosphate detergent (or soap) folaunydry. 0.620
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9. | have convinced members of my family or friemdd to buy some products which are 0.651
harmful to the environment.

10. | have purchased products because they caspdéution. 0.799
11. 1 do not buy products in aerosol containers. 0.600
12. Whenever possible, | buy products packagediisable containers. 0.754

13. When | purchase products, | always make a ¢onseffort to buy those products that 0.806
are low in pollutants.

14. When | have a choice between two equal prodletsvays purchase the one which is 0.775
less harmful to other people and the environment.

18. I will not buy a product if the company thatls it is ecologically irresponsible. 0.519
19. I try to buy products that can be recycled. 0.715
20. To reduce our reliance on foreign oil, | driag car as little as possible. 0.483
21. 1 do not buy household products that harm thérenment. 0.763

Factor 2 — Paper recycling consciousness

7. 1 make every effort to buy paper products madmfrecycled paper. 0.699
15. | buy toilet paper made from recycled paper. 0.924
16. | buy Kleenex made from recycled paper. 0.934
17. | buy paper towels made from recycled paper. 0.920

Regarding the voluntary simplicity scale, the factmalysis identified 5 factors. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy 8. These 5 factors explained
57.55% of total variance and had eigenvalues ovekfter applying a Varimax rotation,
factor 1 was interpreted as “cautious attitudeshiopping” (1, 2, 3, 6, 7), factor 2 as “usage
of products for a long time” (15, 16, 17, 19, 2@)tor 3 as “self-sufficiency” (12, 13, 14),
factor 4 as “desire for a simple life” (4, 5, 8,,18, 22) and factor 5 as “products with
simple functions” (9, 10, 11) (see table 13). Rdgay original results (lwata, 2006),
although a new factor (factor 5) had emerged, thterpretation is similar. It was
considered that only factor 5 was not directly tedlawith a voluntary simplicity lifestyle

and therefore items 9, 10 and 11 were not congidarthe analysis. Higher scores indicate
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greater levels of voluntary simplicity. It was oioked a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.76 for
scale.

Table 13 — Factor analysis for voluntary simplicityscale

this

Factor 1 — Cautious attitudes in shopping
1. Itryto live a simple life and not to buy articledich are not necessary. 0.710
2. 1 do not do impulse buying. 0.801

3. When | shop, | decide to do so after serious camatibn of whether an article is0.758
necessary to me or not.

6. Even if | have money, it is not my principle to bimngs suddenly. 0.743
7. Except for traveling, | enjoy my leisure time with@spending too much money. 0.486
Factor 2 — Usage of products for a long-time

15. I try to use article which | bought as long as [idss 0.770
16. | am the type of person who continues using somgtbid as long as it can still be used.  0.822

17. When | shop, | take a serious view of being ablage an article for a long time withou0.856
getting tired of it.

19. | want to buy something new shortly after it conoes, even if | have a similar thing0.418
already. *

20. | tend to buy something that can be used for a king, even if it is expensive, rathe0.476
that buying cheap new things frequently.

Factor 3 — Self-sufficiency

12. 1 want to be self-sufficient in food in the future. 0.832
13. It is desirable to be self-sufficient as much asgitae. 0.870
14. In the future, | want to lead a life that can bK-sefficient as far as possible. 0.910

Factor 4 — Desire for a simple life

4. | am more concerned with mental growth and fulféimhthan with material affluence. 0.768
5. Material affluence is very important to me. * 0.529

8. Alife of convenience and comfort is most importamme. * 0.553
18. If I am surrounded by what | have bought, | feetdoate. * 0.669
21. I wantto live simply rather that extravagantly. 0.590
22. Since a simple life is miserable, | do not wanelsuch a life. * 0.588

Factor 5 — Products with simple functions

9. | prefer products with simple functions to thos¢hwiomplex functions. 0.738
10. Products designed to promote convenience and comfike people spoiled. 0.698
11. As far as possible, | do not buy products with ssitated functions. 0.839
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About the materialism scale, the factor analysenidied 5 factors, presenting a Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy of 0.77®s&lb factors explained 60.78% of
total variance and had eigenvalues over 1. Aftgtyaipg a Varimax rotation, factor 1 was
interpreted as “role of acquisition in success” 21,3, 4, 5, 6), factor 2 as “role of
acquisition in happiness” (13, 14, 15, 16, 17),tdac3 as “the role of acquisition in

centrality” (9, 10, 11), factor 4 as “the role aqaisition in necessity” (7, 18) and factor 5
as “desire for a luxurious life” (8, 12) (see tali¥). The analysis interpretation is quite
different from the original study, presented by s (1992). While only three factor had
become known, in the present interpretation facemresenting “centrality” is divided

{11

through “centrality”, “necessity” and “desire fotwaurious life”.

Table 14 — Factor analysis for materialism scale

Factor 1 — Role of acquisition in success
1. | admire people who own expensive homes, carsgchtides. 0.686

2. Some of the most important achievements in lifelude acquiring material 0.545
possessions.

3. ldon’t place much emphasis on the amount of meltetijects people own as a sign dd.644
success. *

4. The things | own say a lot about how well I'm doindife. 0.648
5. 1like to own things that impress people. 0.614
6. |don't pay much attention to the material objeattser people own. * 0.705

Factor 2 — Role of acquisition in happiness

13. | put less emphasis on material things than maogpleedo. * -0.655
14. | have all the things | really need to enjoy melif 0.791
15. My life would be better if | owned nicer things. -0.686
16. | wouldn’t be any happier if | owned nicer things. 0.700
17. I'd be happier if | could afford to buy more things 0.493

Factor 3 — Role of acquisition in centrality

9. The things | own aren't all that important to me. * 0.859
10. | enjoy spending money on things that aren’t pcadti 0.835
11. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 0.635

Factor 4 — Role of acquisition in necessity

7. lusually buy only the things | need. * 0.887
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18. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that | carfirafto buy all the things I'd like. 0.899
Factor 5 — Desire for a luxurious life
8. Itryto keep my life simple, as far as possessamesconcerned. * 0.779

12. | like a lot of luxury in my life. 0.525

It was considered that only factor 4 was not diyetlated with materialism but with the

necessity of acquiring, and therefore items 7 a®dvére not considered in the analysis.

Higher scores indicate greater levels of maternali®. Cronbach’s alpha of 0.684 was

obtained for this scale.

Concerning the environmental concern scale, theifaanalysis identified 3 factors. The

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy w8630 These 3 factors explained

60.15% of total variance and had eigenvalues ovéfter applying a Varimax rotation,

factor 1 was interpreted as “concern with natu&4 5, 6, 10), factor 2 as “concern with

anthropocentrism” (1, 7, 8, 12), and factor 3 asnteern with scarce resources” (2, 9, 11)

(see table 15). It was considered that all theabdes are related with environmental

concern and therefore they were all included inathalysis. Higher scores indicate greater

levels of environmental concern. Cronbach alptai99.

Table 15 — Factor analysis for environmental concerscale

Factor 1 — Concern with nature

3. The balance of nature is very delicate and yapiet. 0.772
4. When humans interfere with nature, it often picEb disastrous consequences. 0.763
5. Humans must live in harmony with nature in ordesurvive. 0.861
6. Mankind is severely abusing the environment. 0.800

10. To maintain a healthy economy, we will havedewelop a steady-state economy whefe589
industrial growth is controlled.

Factor 2 — Concern with anthropocentrism

1. Humans need not adapt to the natural environimecduse they can remake it to suit thek616
needs. *

7. Humans have the right to modify the natural mient to suit their needs. * 0.747
8. Plants and animals exist primarily to be usetitoyans. * 0.759
12. Mankind was created to rule over the rest tiiinea * 0.796
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Factor 3 — Concern with scarce resources

2. There are limits to growth beyond which our istlialized society cannot expand. 0.628
9. We are approaching the limit of the number afgbe the earth can support. 0.783
11. The earth is like a spaceship with only limitedm and resources. 0.668

Relating to altruism scale, the factor analysisidied 3 factors. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sample adequacy is 0.721. These 3 daetptained 58.69% of total variance
and had eigenvalues over 1. After applying a Vaximwdation, factor 1 was interpreted as
“awareness of self-consciousness” (1, 2, 4, S5)ofa2 as “awareness for the welfare of
other people” (8, 9), and factor 3 as “awarenessetffresponsibility” (3, 6, 7) (see table
16). It was also considered that all the variablesrelated with altruism and therefore were
all included in the analysis. Higher scores indicgteater levels of altruism. Cronbach
alphais 0.639.

Table 16 — Factor analysis for altruism scale

Factor 1 — Awareness of self-consciousness

1. | worry about conserving energy only when itdseio lower my utility bills. * 0.527
2. Contributions to community organizations caragseimprove the lives of others. 0.721
4. It is my duty to help other people when theywarable to help themselves. 0.794
5. Many of society’s problems result from selfisshbvior. 0.640

Factor 2 — Awareness for the welfare of other peogl

8. Use of renewable energy is the best way to cogibbal warming. 0.832

9. My personal actions can greatly improve the Wwelhg of people | don’t know. 0.723
Factor 3 — Awareness of self-responsibility

3. The individual alone is responsible for his er katisfaction in life. * 0.658

6. Households like mine should not be blamed fatirenmental problems caused by energy.712
production and use. *

7. My responsibility is to provide only for my faljiand myself. * 0.662

After applying a factor analysis to non-generositale, 2 factors were identified. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy 3. These 2 factors explained

52.47% of total variance and had eigenvalues ovéfter applying a Varimax rotation,
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factor 1 was interpreted as “sharing and commueelirfgs” (1, 2, 4, 5, 7), and factor 2 as
“ownership sense” (3, 6) (see table 17). It wassmtered that all the variables are related
with non-generosity and therefore were all includethe analysis. Higher scores indicate
greater levels of non-generosity. Cronbach alpltag44. As this instrument was designed
to be used as a part of a battery, it was inteatipresigned to be as short as possible and

is somewhat less reliable.

Table 17 — Factor analysis for non-generosity scale

Factor 1 — Sharing and communal feelings

1. | enjoy having guests stay in my home. * 0.796
2. |l enjoy sharing what | have. * 0.849
4. It makes sense to buy a lawnmower with a neighbdrshare it. * 0.417
5. ldon't mind giving rides to those who don’t havea. * 0.603
7. 1 enjoy donating things to charities. * -0.562

Factor 2 — Ownership sense
3. ldon' like to lend things, even to good friends. 0.687

6. |don'tlike to have anyone in my home when I'm ttatre. 0.864

A factor analysis identified 2 factors for the pswed consumer effectiveness scale. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy 4. These 2 factors explained
52.47% of total variance and had eigenvalues ovéfter applying a Varimax rotation,
factor 1 was interpreted as “awareness of behawopsct on environment” (1, 3), and

factor 2 as “awareness of purchase impact on emvient” (2, 4) (see table 18).

Table 18 — Factor analysis for perceived consumeffectiveness scale

Factor 1 - Awareness of behaviors impact on enviranent
1. It is worthless for the individual consumer ahything about pollution. * 0.883

3. Since one person cannot have any effect updatipol and natural resource problems, @.869
doesn’t make any difference what | do. *

Factor 2 - Awareness of purchase impact on environemt

2. When | buy products, | try to consider how mg a$ them will affect the environment and.911
other consumers.

4. Each consumer’s behavior can have a positivecefin society by purchasing product8.601
sold by socially responsible companies.
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It was considered that all the variables are rdlatgh perceived consumer effectiveness
and therefore were all included in the analysigghdr scores indicate greater levels of
perceived consumer effectiveness. Cronbach’s ailpta58. Such as the previous scale,
this instrument was designed to be used as a parbattery, it was intentionally designed

to be as short as possible, with the disadvantageing less reliable.

4.1.2.ANALYSIS OF BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS

Before testing the proposed conceptual model hgset, it is relevant to observe the
correlations among variables, in order to contdkteaand reinforce the proposed
hypotheses. It was expected that voluntary sintgliiere positively correlated with both
altruism and perceived consumer effectiveness, thatl suspicion was confirmed with
statistical significance at the 0.01 level (seeleab9). Moreover, it was found that
voluntary simplicity is negatively correlated wition-generosity, at the 0.01 level, as

expected.

It is also observable that materialism is negayivebrrelated with both altruism and
perceived consumer effectiveness, at the 0.01.lél@hever, the positive correlation with

non-generosity is not statistically significant.

Table 19 — Correlations between variables

V_olun.ta}ry Materialism SRS ECCB Altruism el .
Simplicity concern generosity

Materialism -0,320 **

Env. concern 0.272 ** -0.147 **

ECCB 0.259 ** -0.078 0.267 **

Altruism 0,269 ** -0,233 ** 0.508 ** 0.357 **

Non-generosity -0,175 ** 0,100 -0.281 ** -0.131 * -0,394 **

PCE 0,257 ** -0,250 ** 0.554 ** 0.378 ** 0,618 ** 0,354 **

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {&Hed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levett@led).

Notice that altruism is negatively correlated witbn-generosity. Perceived consumer

effectiveness has a positive correlation with &@truand negative correlation with non-

generosity. These findings support the notion a¢lusm and non-generosity in opposite
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poles. In addition, it is suggested that altruistidividuals also believe that their actions
can make a difference (high scorers in perceivegwmer effectiveness), while it happens

the reverse for non-generous individuals.

Such conveys with the notion that altruistic indivéls will engage in more ecological
conscious consumer behaviours, than non-generajsasnt is observable through positive

correlations amongst these variables.

It is also pertinent to enlighten the existencedehtical patterns of correlations regarding

environmental concern and altruism, non-gener@sityperceived consumer effectiveness.

The relation between environmental concern, eco#ikyi conscious consumer behaviors
and both moderator and independent variables aserided ahead, on a specific

hypothesis.

4.1.3.CLUSTER ANALYSIS

In order to assess the proposed hypotheses, ihe@ssary to create two distinct groups:
voluntary simplifiers and materialistic individualBhis separation was mandatory because
the assessment was done with the use of 2 digtoales, one to evaluate a voluntary
simplicity lifestyle (lwata, 1999) and another tesass materialistic individuals (Richins,
1992).

Firstly, based on voluntary simplicity rate of rempes, a cluster analysis was then
performed (K-mean clustering) and 2 clusters webéained, composed by voluntary
simplifiers (184 individuals) and non-voluntary glifiers. After that, another 2 clusters
were created with differentiation amongst matestal(67 individuals) and non-materialist,
with regard to materialism scale. There were c#isasan individual was labeled both as
voluntary simplifier and materialist (66 individgyl or none of the options (64

individuals).

Although the samples have approximately equal maes, they do not have a normal
distribution nor have the same size, it was selec@ appropriate non-parametric

alternative to the one-way independent-samples ANOVhus, Kruskal-Wallis test was
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used to verify if there were significant mean difieces between the defined groups (see
table 20).

Table 20 — Mean differences regarding voluntary simlicity and materialism

Cluster Ta N Mean Rank Mean Rank
9 Voluntary Simplicity Materialism
Both voluntary simplifier and materialist 66 232,27 306,83
Voluntary simplifier 184 265,19 117,77
Materialist 67 59,99 323,04
Not voluntary simplifier nor materialist 64 72,29 143,85
Total 381

Significant mean differences were found, at the50l6vel. Effectively, voluntary
simplifiers had the higher mean rank for voluntamyplicity scale as well as materialism
had the higher mean rank for materialism. Both €adaespondents who are classified as
both voluntary simplifiers and materialist or nalwntary simplifiers nor materialist were
excluded from the analysis, only considering theugs of voluntary simplifiers and

materialistic individuals in the subsequent te$tsypotheses.

4.1.4.TEST OF HYPOTHESES

The proposed conceptual model tested for eacls @binponents. In this section, it will be

presented each hypothesis and the achieved results.

H1: The embracing of a voluntary simplicity lifdstyvill positively affect the adoption of

ecologically conscious consumer behaviors.

H2: A consumer’s degree of materialism will negatyvaffect the adoption of ecologically

conscious consumer behaviors.

Despite of materialism and voluntary simplicity teing the exact opposite poles, they can
be considered conflicting, since a simple life implmaterial detachment. Therefore, both
H1 and H2 are being analyzed simultaneously. Pea&sorrelation coefficient for the two
variables is -0.320 indicating a negative correlatwith statistical significance at the 0.01

level.
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Please notice that these two hypotheses were testedegard on voluntary simplifiers

cluster (H1) and materialists cluster (H2).

Regarding H1, it is suspected that the adoptionedlogically conscious consumer
behaviors is positively related with the adoptioh a voluntary simplicity lifestyle.
Correlation between the two variables is signiftcah 0.01 level, presenting a Pearson

correlation coefficient of 0.259, not rejecting H1.

Concerning H2, a negative relation between matenmland ecologically conscious
consumer behaviors is expected. Pearson’s cooelabefficient is negative (-0.081) but
not statistically significant at 0.01 level. Theyed, H2 is rejected.

However, it is relevant to compare the means betweese two groups to see if there are
any statistically significant differences amongrtheising the Kruskal-Wallis test (see table
21).

Table 21 — Mean differences among groups regardinte adoption of ECCB

Groups N %ﬁﬁ?
Both voluntary simplifier and materialist 66 201,7
Voluntary simplifier 184 208,6
ECCB Materialist 67 150,1
Not voluntary simplifier nor materialist 64 172,11
Total 381

Since the null-hypothesis is rejected (p = 0.0i¢, ¢onclusion is that there are significant
statistical differences regarding the adoption 6ICB among the groups. Moreover, it is
curious to note that voluntary simplifiers do hake highest mean rank and the materialists

the lower mean rank, regarding ECCB.

H3: The adoption of a voluntary simplicity lifegtyill positively influence environmental

concern.

H4: A consumer’s degree of materialism will negaliv affect his or her level of

environmental concern.

According to H1/H2 procedure, the hypotheses stadbdve will be performed

simultaneously. Regarding H3, environmental congsrassociated with the adoption of
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voluntary simplicity lifestyle. Pearson’s corretati coefficient points for a positive and
moderate correlation of 0.272, which is significahthe 0.01 level, not rejecting H3.

Focusing on H4, a negative relation between maditamiaand environmental concern was
expected. The Pearson’s correlation coefficier0df40 confirms that expectation at 0.01

level of significance, which holds a moderate nirgatorrelation, not rejecting H4.

Still, it is also appropriate to compare the mebetsveen these groups to see if there are
any statistically significant differences amongrnthegain through the Kruskal-Wallis test.
Since the null-hypothesis is rejected (p = 0.06%,conclusion is that there are significant
statistical differences regarding the levels of immmental concern among the groups.
Moreover, it is curious to note that voluntary slifigrs have the highest mean rank and the
materialists the lower mean rank (see table 22).

Table 22 — Mean differences among groups regardingnvironmental concern

Mean
Groups N rank
Both voluntary simplifier and materialist 66 198,2b
) Voluntary simplifier 184 211,97
Environmental o
Concern Materialist 67 145,6
Not voluntary simplifier nor materialist 64 170,76
Total 381

H5: An individual who adopts a voluntary simplicitiestyle will engage in ecologically

conscious consumer behaviors if he is environmigntahcerned.

H5 suggests that there is a hypothetical causaleseg of three variables: voluntary
simplicity, environmental concern and ECCB. The died variable (environmental
concern) is considered a mediator (indirect efféwd) represents at least part of the chain
of events leading to changes in ECCB (dependeriabla). Assuming that there is a
relationship between voluntary simplicity and thdoption of ECCB, environmental
concern would be the mechanism that lies beneattrétation.

Three separate statistical analyses were conductethe voluntary simplifiers cluster: 1)

raw correlations among the three variables in dqouesf(see table 23); 2) a multiple
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regression where the mediator is the dependerdbtarand the independent variable is the
independent variable in the analysis (see table aAyl 3) a simultaneous multiple

regression where the independent variable and gwator are the independent variables
and the dependent variable is the dependent varialthe analysis (see table 24). These

analyses will yield all of the statistical inputaessary for proper computations within
MedGraph.

Table 23 — Correlations between voluntary simplici, environmental concern and ECCB

Environmental concern ECCB
Voluntary simplicity 0.23 0.198
Environmental concern 0.296
N =184

Table 24 — Regressions among voluntary simplicitgnvironmental concern and ECCB

First regression (VS predicted EC)
B 0.184
se 0.058

Second regression (VS and EC predicted ECCB)

EC
B 0.617
se 0.169
Beta 0.264
VS
Beta 0.138

From application MedGraph, the result is the follogv

Table 25 — Mediation between voluntary simplicityenvironmental concern and ECCB

Type of Mediation Full
Sobel t-value 2,394658 significance 0,016636
Standardized coefficient of VS on ECCB

Direct: 0.138

Indirect: 0.06
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Vol 0.198 **
oluntary > ECCB
Simplicity
(0.138)
0.23 ** 0.296 ***
Environmental (0.264) **
Concern

The first line of table 25 tells that full mediatichas been identified. This is a very
important result that is not typically communicateih other statistical assessments of
mediation. The Sobel’s t (or z) value must be sidfitly large, yielding a p-value of less
than 0.05, for significant mediation to be idewtifi What this means in practice is that the
association between voluntary simplicity and theCBChas been significantly reduced by
the inclusion of the mediating variable environnaérdoncern in the second regression.
One cannot just look at the change in correlatireem 0.198 to 0.138) and determine
whether significant reduction has occurred. Thatwisy Sobel test is so valuable: it

conclusively tells the user whether significant m&dn has occurred or not.

However, the simple Sobel test does not tell onethdr partial or full mediation has
occurred. The second fact that needs attentionhistiver the correlation between the
voluntary simplicity and ECCB has been reduced tmom-significant level. If this
association is now no longer significant, then fo#diation has been identified. In this case
the resulting correlation (0.138) is not significgat p < .001), so this is a case of full

mediation.

Standardized coefficients of voluntary simplicityda CCB tell how much of the effect of
the former on the latter is direct as opposed dir@ct. The direct effect is the size of the
correlation between voluntary simplicity and ECCBhwhe mediating variable included in
the regression, with the value of 0.138. The irdirffect is the amount of the original
correlation between voluntary simplicity and the@that now goes through the mediator
to ECCB, which is 0.06. It is important to note thiee of the ratio between these two

values. As the indirect effect is relatively largggn full mediation has been identified.
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H6: A consumer’'s degree of materialism will negealiv affect his or her level of

environmental concern, and therefore the adoptibreaologically conscious consumer

behaviors.

This hypothesis assumes the same type of mediatioch was explained in the previous
section for H5. However, it differs from the preceyl due to the consideration of
consumer’s degree of materialism. Therefore, theesthree separate statistical analyses
were conducted, but for materialists cluster: 1) crrelations among the three variables
(see table 26); 2) a multiple regression wherentlediator is the dependent variable in the
regression (see table 27); and 3) a simultaneoulpieuegression where the independent

variable and the mediator are the dependent vagablthe regression (see table 27).

Table 26 — Correlations between materialism, envinomental concern and ECCB

Environmental concern ECCB
Materialism -0.14 -0.100
Environmental concern 0.585
N =67

Table 27 — Regressions among materialism, environmi&l concern and ECCB

First regression (materialism predicted EC)
B -0.140

se 0.050

Second regression (materialism and EC predicted ECB)

EC
B 0.585
se 0.112
Beta 0.261
VS
Beta -0.098
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From the MedGraph application, the result is tHi¥ang:

Table 28 — Mediation between materialism, environm#&al concern and ECCB

Type of Mediation Full
Sobel t-value -2,46778 significance 0,013595
Standardized coefficient of materialism on ECCB
Direct: -0.098
Indirect: -0.002
-0.100
Materialism > ECCB
(-0.098)
-0.142 ** 0.585 **
Environmental (0.261) *
Concern

Full mediation has been identified, with the Sobé¥st value -2.4677, at the 0.01 level (see
table 28). Therefore, the association between maéten and ecological conscious
consumer behaviors has been significantly reducedhbk inclusion of the mediating
variable representing environmental concern insbeond regression. The direct effect is
the size of the correlation between materialism BQCB with the mediating variable
included in the regression, with the value of -8.0Bhe indirect effect is the amount of the
original correlation between materialism and theClBBGhat now goes through the mediator
to ECCB, which is -0.002. It is important to notetsize of the ratio between these two

values. As the indirect effect is relatively largggn full mediation has been identified.

H7: The degree of environmental concern by indigidwho adopt a voluntary simplicity
lifestyle is strengthened by altruism.

This hypothesis suggests that the relation betweamtary simplicity and environmental
concern may differ at different levels of altruismvhich is considered to embody a
moderator variable of that relation. In order tettthe moderation we will use multiple

regression to test whether voluntary simplicity aftcuism are significant predictors of the
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environmental concern. It is necessary to compuieiarchical regression in which three
distinct steps are stipulated. The main effect a@intary simplicity is entered first, the

main effect of altruism is entered second, andrteraction term is entered third (see table

29).

Table 29 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaevoluntary simplicity and environmental concern byaltruism

Unstandardized Coefficienty Standardized _
Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1| (Constant) 30,64 6,19 4,00 0,00
Voluntary simplicity 0,18 0,06 0,23 3,18 0,00
2 | (Constant) 16,28 6,28 2,59 0,01
Voluntary simplicity 0,14 0,05 0,18 2,62 0,01
Altruism 0,55 0,10 0,38 5,59 0,00
3| (Constant) 38,09 51,90 0,73 0,46
Voluntary simplicity -0,06 0,49 -0,08 -0,13 0,90
Altruism -0,08 1,50 -0,05 -0,05 0,96
VS *ALT 0,01 0,01 0,53 0,42 0,67

a Dependent Variable: Environmental concern
b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Vtduy Simplifier

On the first step voluntary simplicity only was erd@d. The obtained beta of 0.023 is like a
Pearson correlation and can be interpreted in waat The large and positive relation
concludes that individuals who reported higher lewd voluntary simplicity also reported
higher levels of environmental concern. The secateb consists on entering the
moderating variable. Voluntary simplicity is stilh the equation, and the question is
whether the inclusion of altruism significantly éxips more variance in the dependent
variable, with the beta for altruism statisticajygnificant. The positive beta of 0.38
indicates that higher altruism is associated wiglhér environmental concern. And finally,
on the third step, the interaction term did nonsigantly added to explained variance,
indicating that moderation of altruism on the rnelatbetween voluntary simplicity and

environmental concern is inexistent and thus rejgdt7.

In order to understand the results, one key ndtiokeep in mind when interpreting these

patterns is that statistical interaction occurs nvhees are not parallel. In this case, they
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are. As represented in the figure 10, the hyposhe$i moderation between voluntary

simplicity and environmental concern is rejected.

Figure 10 — Moderation by altruism among voluntarysimplicity and environmental concern
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Notice, however, that a strong voluntary simplifi@more concerned over the environment

than an individual who reported a low voluntary giitity score.

H8: The extent of environmental concern by indiglduwho have a high level of

materialism is strengthened by altruism.

This hypothesis suggests that the relationship éemtwmaterialism and environmental
concern may differ at different levels of altruism.order to test the moderation the same
procedure as in H7 was done through multiple resgwas Below, on table 30, is the

coefficients results table for the three stepsiefregression equation.
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Table 30 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaenaterialism and environmental concern by altruism

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1| (Constant) 55,04 2,294 23,99 0,00
Materialism -0,138 0,050 -0,140 -2,751 0,06
2 | (Constant) 25,01 3,377 7,404 0,00
Materialism -0,02 0,045 -0,023 -0,499 0,62
Altruism 0,757 0,069 0,502 11,03 0,00
3| (Constant) 30,7 13,14 2,336 0,02
Materialism -0,146 0,279 -0,149 -0,523 0,60
Altruism 0,580 0,400 0,385 1,451 0,14
MAT * ALT 0,004 0,009 0,152 0,448 0,65

a Dependent Variable: Environmental concern

b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Matist

The obtained beta is -0.14 for the first regressa@monstrating that there is a negative

correlation between materialism and environmentalcern. Altruism was entered on the

second step, as a moderating effect. Materialisstillan the equation, to assess if there is

significantly increase on explained variance ofimmmental concern. The positive beta

indicates that higher altruism is associated wighér environmental concern. On the third

step, the interaction term is introduced, havingoasitive beta of 0.15; however did not

significantly added new variance, indicating thatderation of altruism on the relationship

between materialism and environmental concernasigtent, and thus rejecting H8.
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Figure 11 — Moderation by altruism among materialisn and environmental concern
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As represented in the figure 11 the hypothesis oflemation between materialism and
environmental concern by altruism is rejected. Tiiree lines are parallel, which means
that an interaction does not exist. The effect tfusm on the relation between

environmental concern and materialism is similant®different degrees.

H9: The level of environmental concern by individuaho adopt a voluntary simplicity
lifestyle is weakened by non-generosity.

This hypothesis suggests that the relationship detw voluntary simplicity and

environmental concern may differ at different lesvelf non-generosity. In order to test
moderation a hierarchical regression is computetiree distinct steps. The main effect of
voluntary simplicity is entered first, the modenatieffect of non-generosity is entered
second, and the interaction term is entered tiBedow, on table 31, is the coefficients

results table for the three steps of the regres=sipmation.
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Table 31 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaevoluntary simplicity and environmental concern by non-

generosity
Unstandardized Coefficienty Standardized _
Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1| (Constant) 30,64 6,19 4,95 0,00
Voluntary simplicity 0,18 0,06 0,23 3,18 0,00
2| (Constant) 36,51 6,76 5,40 0,00
Voluntary simplicity 0,17 0,06 0,21 2,92 0,00
Non-Generosity -0,25 0,12 -0,15 -2,06 0,04
3| (Constant) 38,36 30,31 1,27 0,21
Voluntary simplicity 0,15 0,28 0,19 0,54 0,59
Non-Generosity -0,35 1,74 -0,21 -0,20 0,84
NG * VS 0,00 0,02 0,07 0,06 0,95

a Dependent Variable: Environmental concern
b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Vtduy Simplifier

The obtained beta for the first correlation is 0.2Be moderated and positive relationship
tells that individuals who reported higher levefssoluntary also reported higher levels of
environmental concern. The second step enters thaerating effect of non-generosity
while voluntary simplicity is still in the equatipnerifying whether the new equation still
explains significant added variance in the depenhdariable. The negative beta indicates
that a higher score on non-generosity is associattdlower environmental concern. The

third step encompasses the interaction term, with is close to null (0.07).

For this hypothesis, moderation is also rejectddclvmeans that there is no divergence on
different degrees of non-generosity, when intenactivith voluntary simplicity and
environmental concern. As represented in the Fiditethe hypothesis of moderation

between voluntary simplicity and environmental cannds rejected.
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Figure 12 — Moderation by non-generosity among vohtary simplicity and environmental concern results
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H10: The extent of environmental concern by indiald who have a high level of

materialism is weakened by non-generosity.

This hypothesis suggests that the relationship d@twmaterialism and environmental

concern may differ at different levels of non-gersttty. The same procedure than before

was applied. The main effect of materialism is eudirst, the effect of non-generosity is

entered second, and the interaction term is entameti(see table 31).

Table 32 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaanaterialism and environmental concern by non-genesity

Unstandardized Coefficienty Standardized _
Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1| (Constant) 55,04 2,29 23,99 0,0(
Materialism -0,14 0,05 -0,14 -2,75 0,01
2 | (Constant) 62,73 2,62 23,95 0,0(
Materialism -0,11 0,05 -0,11 -2,29 0,02
Non-Generosity -0,51 0,09 -0,27 -5,47 0,0p
3| (Constant) 63,26 11,50 5,50 0,0(
Materialism -0,12 0,25 -0,12 -0,49 0,69
Non-Generosity -0,54 0,64 -0,29 -0,84 0,4D
NG * MAT 0,00 0,01 0,02 0,05 0,96

a Dependent Variable: Environmental concern
b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Matist
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The obtained beta in the first regression was ;0d&#nonstrating that there is a negative
correlation between materialism and environmentgicern. The second step shows that
the main effect of non-generosity was entered ndaterialism is still in the equation, in
order to detect whether this regression adds signifly explained variance of dependent
variable. The negative beta indicates that higler-generosity is associated with lower
environmental concern. On the third step, the bstaciated to the interaction term is close
to null (0.02), not significantly added new varianéndicating that moderation of non-
generosity on the relationship between materialianmd environmental concern is
inexistent, and thus rejecting H10.

Figure 13 — Moderation by non-generosity among mat&lism and environmental concern results
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As represented in the figure 13 the hypothesis oflemation between materialism and
environmental concern is rejected. The three limes parallel, which makes the
hypothesized interaction inexistent.

H11: Environmental concern from an individual whmlgaced a voluntary simplicity
lifestyle will strengthen the adoption of ecologdligaconscious consumer behaviors when
there is a high level of perceived consumer effengss.

This hypothesis suggests that the relationship émtwenvironmental concern and

ecologically conscious consumer behaviors may di#fe different levels of perceived
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consumer effectiveness, regarding voluntary singpsf In order to test the moderation we
will use multiple regression. The main effect of/eanmental concern is entered first, the
effect of perceived consumer effectiveness is edtesecond, and the interaction term is
entered third (see table 32).

Table 33 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaesnvironmental concern and ECCB by PCE (VS group)

Unstandardized Coefficient§ Standardized .
Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1| (Constant) 38,46 8,38 4,59 0,00
Environmental concern 0,69 0,17 0,30 4,17 0,0D
2 | (Constant) 25,32 8,37 3,03 0,00
Environmental concern 0,27 0,18 0,12 1,5( 0,14
Perceived consumer
effectiveness 2,03 0,42 0,37 4,81 0,00
3| (Constant) 42,50 42,02 1,01 0,31
Environmental concern -0,09 0,88 -0,04 -0,10 0,9p
Perceived consumer
effectiveness 0,97 2,58 0,18 0,38 0,71
Environmental concern * PCE 0,02 0,05 0,30 0,42 80,6

a Dependent Variable: Ecologically Conscious ConsuBeravior
b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Vtduy simplifier

On the first step environmental concern only wasred. The obtained beta (0.30) is like a
Pearson correlation and can be interpreted in wet, demonstrating that ECCB and
environmental concern are correlated. As seen égftire second step consists on
considering the effect of PCE while environmentahaern is still in the equation. The
positive beta indicates that higher PCE is assediatth higher ECCB. And finally, on the
third step, an interaction term was introducechm équation.
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Figure 14 — Moderation by perceived consumer effesfeness among environmental concern and ECCB resslt

(voluntary simplifiers group)
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As represented in the figure 14 the hypothesis oflemation between environmental
concern and ECCB is rejected. The lines are paralflech means that an interaction

provided by PCE does not exist on the main relation

H12: Environmental concern from an individual witligh level of materialism will
strengthen the adoption of ecologically consciomsscmer behaviors when there is a high

level of perceived consumer effectiveness.

This hypothesis suggests that the relationship émtwenvironmental concern and
ecologically conscious consumer behaviors may di#fe different levels of perceived

consumer effectiveness, when observed for indivgdwéh high level of materialism.

In order to test the moderation we will again useétiple regression to test whether certain
independent variable terms are significant predsctd the dependent variable. Thus, one
will compute a hierarchical regression in whichethrdistinct steps are stipulated. The
effect of environmental concern is entered firdtg teffect of perceived consumer

effectiveness is entered second, and the interatgion is entered third (see table 33).
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Table 34 — Coefficients results — moderation betwaeenvironmental concern and ECCB by PCE (materialis

group)
Unstandardized Coefficienty Standardized _
Model Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 | (Constant) 41,37 5,47 7,56 0,00
Environmental concern 0,60 0,11 0,27 5,39 0,0D
2 | (Constant) 31,33 5,52 5,67 0,00
Environmental concern 0,19 0,13 0,08 1,45 0,1p
Perceived consumer
effectiveness 1,87 0,32 0,33 5,83 0,0(
3| (Constant) 58,72 28,45 2,06 0,04
Environmental concern -0,40 0,61 -0,18 -0,66 0,51L
Perceived consumer
effectiveness 0,10 1,83 0,02 0,05 0,94
Environmental concern * PCE 0,04 0,04 0,51 1,98 30,0

a Dependent Variable: Ecologically Conscious ConsuB&ravior

b Selecting only cases for which Cluster Tag = Matist

On the first step environmental concern only wasred. The obtained beta (0.27) is like a

Pearson correlation and can be interpreted inviagt demonstrating that there is a positive

correlation between environmental

concern and @ocddly conscious consumer

behaviors. The second step considers the maint effqmerceived consumer effectiveness

together with environmental concern. The positietabindicates that higher perceived

consumer effectiveness is associated with the amopt ecologically conscious consumer

behaviors. On the third step, the interaction texlso presented a positive beta, with

statistical significance for moderation.

As represented in the figure 15 the hypothesis ofdemation between ecologically

conscious consumer behaviors and environmentaleconexists, although it is not very

strong.
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Figure 15 — Moderation by perceived consumer effeseness among environmental concern and ECCB

(materialist group)
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The ‘fan effect’ or divergence of lines represegtdaifferent levels of perceived consumer
effectiveness expresses the most interesting aspéoe interaction. The fan effect occurs
under the condition of high perceived consumerc#iffeness, in other words, the degree of
the moderating variable has its greatest impacewutiis particular value for the main
effect of environmental concern. The mean for Ipglceived consumer effectiveness / low
environmental concern is proportionally lower thérat for high perceived consumer
effectiveness / high environmental concern in remato the low environmental concern
line. The slope of line representing high perceieedsumer effectiveness is greater than
the slope of line representing low perceived corsugffectiveness, suggesting that an

interaction induced by PCE exists.

In other words, the divergence under high perces@tsumer effectiveness is greater than
under low perceived consumer effectiveness. Theceféf environmental concern on
ecologically conscious consumer behaviors is graatder high rather than low perceived

consumer effectiveness because its means are ivergeht.
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5. DISCUSSION AND RECOMENDATIONS

The starting point for this study settled on theuasption that, in a developed society,
increasingly focused on soaring levels of comfartd a&onsumption, the will to adopt
ecologically conscious consumer behaviors is deephnsic with individual lifestyle —
materialism or simplicity -driven. The main congtuss of this study are presented next.

5.1. M AIN CONCLUSIONS

After the empirical proof of proposed conceptualdelp several interesting conclusions can
be drawn. It can be inferred, through statisticallgsis, that there is an opposition between
materialism and voluntary simplicity lifestyles, iasleed was expected. Furthermore, there
is statistical evidence that voluntary simplifienr® altruistic individuals with higher levels
of environmental concern, who further adopt ecaally conscious consumer behaviors
and perceive greater effectiveness on their consampatterns. Inversely, materialistic
individuals demonstrate weak altruism and have toleeels of environmental concern,
altogether with a shortened perception of theirscomption effectiveness. Their relation
with non-generosity and with the adoption of ecalally conscious consumer behaviors

was not statistically conclusive.

Embracing of ecologically conscious consumer bedravis closely related with a simpler
lifestyle adoption. Further than that, this adoptis explained by each individual level of
environmental concern: the more concerned, greatehe chance of such adoption.
Although it might seem too linear and had alreaderb studied on previous works,
inclusion of perceived consumer effectiveness doet have a significant role on

strengthening the relation between environmentatem and ECCB embracing.

Contrariwise, negative relation between materialierd ECCB adoption turns out to be not
statistically significant, as referred. Yet, petfe@sediation by environmental concern on
that relation allows to state that, by acknowleddime level of environmental concern, it is

possible to establish a factual relation betweeterisdism and ECCB.

It was found no evidence, however, that supporbthysized statements that altruism as

well as non-generosity would strengthen environadecwncern levels for both voluntary
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simplifiers and materialistic individuals. The onlgrified moderation, albeit modest, is
associated with introduction of perceived consuefégctiveness between environmental
concern and ECCB, for materialistic individuals.idtthen realized that, for that group,
greater environmental concern as well as greatezsepgon of consumer effectiveness
leads to the increase of ECCB adoption. In addi@@nperceived consumer effectiveness is
positively correlated with ecologically conscioumnsumer behaviors, such means that the
higher the belief that one’s efforts can make &edéhce, the higher will be the referred

adoption.

5.2. RESEARCH AND MANAGERIAL CONTRIBUTIONS

The mentioned findings come in the same directibprevious research. According to
Roberts (1996b) and Straughan (1999), ecologicadigscious consumer behavior is
correlated with altruism, perceived consumer efffectess and environmental concern.
Moreover, it was found a negative correlation witin-generosity, as already mentioned.
In regard to voluntary simplicity, it is possible tonclude once more that it is a lifestyle
with concerns over the environment, like Iwata @0&nd Richins and Dawson (1992) had
also found. In addition, materialism is negativetyrelated with environmental concern,
such as Banerjee (1994) have pointed out.

There are several consequences for marketing diay gxecutives engaged on the search
of sustainable development. If marketers consideimnawin relationship with consumers

and also aim to aid sustainable development, thest ithen take in consideration such
lifestyles and perceive them as opportunities fahich to learn, rather than a threat, or

simply understand it as the behavior of some nostal consumers.

The emergence of new typologies of consumption,enioformed and demanding will
hassle companies to find new approaches to thesecoasumers. It is not only about
turning the brand greener and greener. More thafy ithis important to achieve notoriety
amongst ethical consumers and that is only pos#ilthe company is really worried about

being ethical. It is more like controlling the emtsupply chain from beginning to its very
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end, knowing their suppliers and manage all thdiaitgosts, not only the direct, but also
social and environmental ones.

Running away from cynical marketing policies is tlev challenge for global companies.
Moreover, marketing executives are defied to presew approaches to these new
consumers. It is not only about presenting an enwirentally concerned label. New kinds
of products which preserve the environment througbource saving and diminished
pollution and which are also able to promote th&®< of reutilization and reduction,

comprise some of the possibilities.

The findings regarding perceived consumer effengs suggests that both public and
private policymakers who support voluntary behavior in ortle resolve environmental
problems, should try to develop consumer perceptibat their own actions will make a
difference. It is common that consumers identifynecenvironmental claims as overstated

and/or opportunistic, turning the decision of tlestxchoice more complex.

Therefore, it is important to select effective conmeation strategies, which show what is
being done to protect the environment. Fine (128Ques that the most general type of
social marketing messages is the "sick baby" ap@eabnvincing tactic that emphasizes
the gravity or seriousness of a problem. Howevahllghting the severity of a social

marketing problem is perilous because it may beosicern at the expense of perceived
effectiveness. As an alterative to the "sick babppeal Fine (1990) has suggested the
using of the "well baby" appeal, which calls atientto the problem in a positive way,

increasing perceptions that the individual can nealéference.

Likewise, if a large number of people choose te Bvwoluntary simplicity lifestyle, there is
no doubt that the movement would increase sociedhity to protect the environment,
even if it was only a downshift in their lives. Astzioni (2004) argues, voluntary
simplifiers use fewer resources than individualgaged in conspicuous consumption.
Their choices, besides using significantly lessrgymand other scarce resources, have an

impact in the reduction of waste, with environmégtns.
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This turns out to be a virtuous cycle, where indlidls who are committed with
environment they are more likely to embrace a viagnsimplicity lifestyle, while the
reverse is also true. Nevertheless, as Etzioni4P@bints out, it should be noted, that
while the values and motives of environmentalistd &oluntary simplifiers are highly
compatible, they may not be the same. Voluntarypkfrars reduce consumption because
they find it to be more suited with their psychat@d needs while pure environmentalists
are motivated by concerns for nature and the effeftthe increased use of scarce

resources.

In addition, if voluntary simplicity is undertakeon a broader sense, it may constitute a
new realm where social conditions are gathered,imgagolitically possible to optimize
reallocation of wealth in order to suppress gengoalulation basic needs. This reasoning is
essential as well as it is simple. The wealthy wdid value, meaning and satisfaction in
challenges other than wealth accumulation, givipgsame of that to the needed. These
resources would be redirected without political @gipon to those who have poor means
and prevailing basic needs unresolved,

Empirical evidence points to the notion that wherogle are positively and robustly
motivated by non-consumerist values and sourcesati$faction, it is less probable that
they will exceed their consumption needs and e probable that they will share their
exceeding resources. Voluntary simplicity providesulturally fashioned expression for
such behaviors and strengthens them, while it desva socially accepted lifestyle that is
both psychologically sustainable and tuned withdosscio-economic equality. Changes in
culture and public policies have together resutiedan increasingly adoption of voluntary
simplicity, essentially by those who have satisftédir basic needs. Such event might
provide the fundamental bricks for a society thallingly accommodates basic socio-

economic equality, contrasting with one on whichsgicuous consumption is widespread.

5.3. L IMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Some of the limitations of this study need to bdradsed. The first limitation is concerned
with the small sample size. Besides, the sampldateto be divided into smaller clusters.

Hence, the results are not totally generalizedsacpmpulations. If the sample size could be
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increased and the instrument could be deliveraddee respondents willing to participate
in the study, a richer database would be used w@lyzm the topic. Moreover, the
broadening of the study to a larger and heterogensample would provide the possibility

to investigate the demographic profile of the greensumer.

The second limitation is concerned with the stutstirument design. The scale of the study
instrument is not uniform. Some of the items arexdipoint Likert scale, while others are

on a 7-point. Different scales were used becauterelt references were employed for the
study questions in the questionnaire. Additionalhe instrument should have provided a
not applicable (NA) selection in the questionndimerespondents who could not answer a

particular question.

Third, the scales used to measure altruism, noergsity, and perceived consumer
effectiveness were scales that had been used trrgsesarch. However, these scales had
low reliability in the current study. Future stuslieeed to be careful in the adoption of these

scales, or the researcher must be prepared tavitegboor reliability.

The fourth limitation is concerned with the survegthod. The study used a self-reported
survey to collect data; however, one of the drakbac using this method is that people
tend to fulfill the survey in order to make thenvesl look good. Moreover, when the
subject is environmental consciousness, thergdadency to exacerbate the behaviors, i.e.,
the individual may respond what one would like toidstead of what actually does in his

daily life.

The fifth limitation is concerned with the methoded to obtain the responses for the
guestionnaires. The internet is still not accessibleveryone and, moreover, if we want to
obtain responses from voluntary simplifiers, th@s#ividuals may not wish to have an
access to it. Therefore, in future research it wobk interesting to find voluntary

simplifiers through different means.

The sixth limitation is related with questionnail@nguage. The original scales were
produced in English but the questionnaire was agdpin Portuguese. Thus, it may exist

some lack of interpretation for each translatedstjae.
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The seventh limitation concerns the length of tlwesfjonnaire. In order to assess the
relationships proposed in the conceptual model,scale for each variable was used.

Although being a web-based questionnaire, it ism®red too extensive.

The eighth limitation refers to the measurementvaliuntary simplicity lifestyles. It is
difficult to assess if the simplicity process islhg voluntary or if it results from a need to
spare income. For instance, in Portuguese culinréme of crisis, it is common to find
individuals who are concerned with high levels eonption but often times this concern
do not translates into behavior. Indeed, it is fdedo find individuals who simplify for
some type of products but are attached to mat@oakessions related to status quo.
Therefore, it is important to develop an instrumehtch is capable to analyze what is the
real motivation for simplifying.

And finally, the ninth limitation is related witthé use of two scales to define which
individual were considered voluntary simplifiersdanho were materialists. However, this
study found individuals who are high scorers onhbstales. It is suggested the use of
alternative scales (or just one, if possible) &niify and discriminate both groups in future
research.

5.4. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Concerning this study and the referred limitatidhss relevant to provide some guidance
for future research. The extensive promotion of lagioal behaviors requires an
understanding of the great diversity of motivesghedind acceptable and empowering.
Yet, given that there are a huge number of enviemtally responsible behaviors that will
need to be encouraged, it seems prudent to extflose techniques that score well on the

durability dimensions.

There is a need to expand the range of motivedadlaito practitioners and to provide a
framework within which motives can be evaluatedboth their immediate and long-term
effectiveness. Attitudes are found to be more bielgwredictive when they are held with
greater conviction. Thus, it is vital to distinduibetween those attitudes that people do not

genuinely concern themselves about and those ithgessonally significant for them.
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Moreover, it is important to assess if the opiniohonsumers translate into changes in
purchasing and consuming behavior. It may be sugddbat the complexity of research on
ethical consumerism is inherently unreliable. Hogreart of the gap may be due to the
nature of the survey instruments used in the coesuesearch. In general, surveys on
ethical consumerism have used simple ratings stladé¢smay overstate the importance of

the ethical issues, since there are clearly marmkpacceptable answers.

The first level is to assess what portion of a pajion is environmentally concerned. Then,
the second level is to assess if opinions trarslat® behaviours. The third level is to
assess if a technique is still capable of effectihgnge after repeated presentation to the
same individual. More than that, it is relevanutalerstand the values which promote not
only environmental concern but also the adoptioneodlogically conscious consumer
behaviors. And, furthermore, it is important to dwlen the field of study to ethical
consumption and find connections between concerar @ocial and animal fields,
understanding if they are connected and what carddree to promote ecologically

conscious consumer behaviors.
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APPENDIX 1 —APPLIED QUESTIONNAIRE

Grupo A. Leia atentamente as seguintes frases e, de  acordo com a sua opinido, seleccione de 1 a7 are

(1) significa Discordo totalmente e (7) Concordo totalmente:

sposta que mais se adequa, sendo que

Discordo Concordo
Totalmente Totalmente

1. Tento viver uma vida simples e ndo compro artigos que ndo sdo necessarios. 1 7
2. N&o fago compras impulsivas. 1 7
3. Quando fago compras, decido comprar um determinado artigo apenas depois de pensar seriamente se 1 7

0 artigo me faz falta ou ndo.
4. Estou mais preocupado com o desenvolvimento intelectual do que com a riqueza material. 1 7
5. Rigueza material é algo muito importante para mim. 1 7
6. Mesmo que tenha dinheiro, ndo tenho o habito de comprar coisas de forma repentina. 1 7
7. Com excepgdo de viagens, passo 0 meu tempo livre sem gastar muito dinheiro. 1 7
8. Uma vida de conforto e conveniéncia é o mais importante para mim. 1 7
9.  Prefiro produtos com fung6es simples face a produtos com fun¢des complexas. 1 7
10. Os produtos que promovem a conveniéncia e o conforto tornam as pessoas mimadas. 1 7
11. Tanto quanto possivel, ndo compro produtos com fungdes sofisticadas. 1 7
12. No futuro, pretendo ser auto-suficiente em termos de alimentacéo. 1 7
13. E desejavel ser-se auto-suficiente tanto quanto possivel. 1 7
14. No futuro, desejo viver uma vida em que posso ser auto-suficiente tanto quanto possivel. 1 7
15. Tento utilizar os produtos que comprei durante tanto tempo quanto possivel. 1 7
16. Continuo a utilizar algo que esteja velho desde gque ainda possa ser utilizado. 1 7
17. Tento comprar artigos que possa usar durante muito tempo sem que me canse deles. 1 7
18. Se estiver rodeado por aquilo que comprei, sinto-me sortudo. 1 7
19. Desejo comprar algo novo logo apés o seu langamento no mercado, mesmo que ja tenha um produto 1 7

similar.
20. Tenho tendéncia a comprar artigos que possam ser usados durante muito tempo, mesmo que sejam 1 7

mais caros, em vez de comprar produtos baratos com maior frequéncia.
21. Desejo viver uma vida simples em vez de uma vida extravagante. 1 7
22. Como uma vida simples é triste, eu ndo desejo viver esse tipo de vida. 1 7

Page | 104



Grupo B. Leia atentamente as seguintes frases e, de  acordo com a sua opinido, selecione de 1 a 5 ares posta que mais se adequa, sendo que (1)
significa Discordo totalmente e (5) Concordo totalmente:

Discordo Concordo
Totalmente Totalmente

1. Admiro pessoas que possuem casas, carros e roupas de luxo. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Alguns dos meus objectivos de vida mais importantes incluem a aquisi¢cdo de bens materiais. 1 5 3 4 5
3. Ndo dou demasiada importancia a quantidade de bens materiais que as pessoas tém como simbolo do seu
sucesso. 1 2 3 4 5
4. As coisas que possuo dizem bastante sobre o quéo bem estou na vida.

1 2 3 4 5
5. Gosto de ter coisas que impressionam as pessoas que me rodeiam.

1 2 3 4 5
6. Ndo dou muita importancia aos bens materiais que as outras pessoas tém.

1 2 3 4 5
7. Normalmente, sé compro os bens que necessito.

1 2 3 4 5
8. Tento manter a minha vida simples no que diz respeito a bens materiais.

1 2 3 4 5
9. Os bens que possuo ndo sao nada importantes para mim.

1 2 3 4 5
10. Gosto de gastar dinheiro em produtos que ndo séo necessarios.

1 2 3 4 5
11. Tenho prazer em comprar coisas.

1 2 3 4 5
12. Gosto de uma vida com bastante luxo.

1 2 3 4 5
13. Ponho menos énfase em coisas materiais do que a maior parte das pessoas.

1 2 3 4 5
14. Tenho todas as coisas gque realmente necessito para apreciar a vida.

1 2 3 4 5
15. A minha vida seria mais preenchida se tivesse coisas melhores.

1 2 3 4 5
16. N&o seria mais feliz mesmo que tivesse coisas melhores.

1 2 3 4 5
17. Seria mais feliz se pudesse comprar mais coisas.

1 2 3 4 5
18. As vezes aborrece-me um pouco que n&o possa comprar tudo o que gostaria.

1 2 3 4 5

Grupo C. Leia atentamente as seguintes frases e, de  acordo com a sua opinido, seleccione de 1 a5 are sposta que mais se adequa, sendo que (1)
significa Discordo totalmente e (5) Concordo totalmente:

Discordo Concordo

Totalmente Totalmente
1. Normalmente, faco um esforgo consciente para limitar o uso de produtos que sao feitos de ou utilizam 1 2 3 4 5
recursos escassos.
2. N&ao compro produtos que estdo empacotados de forma excessiva. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Quando existe escolha, prefiro sempre o produto que polui menos. 1 2 3 4 5
4, Se estiver consciente dos danos potenciais que alguns produtos causam ao ambiente, eu ndo compro 1 2 3 4 5
esses produtos.
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5. Troquei produtos por razdes ecoldgicas. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Reciclo o lixo produzido em minha casa. 1 2 3 4 5
7.  Fago um esforgo para comprar produtos de papel que seja feitos de papel reciclado. 1 2 3 4 5
8.  Paralavar a roupa, utilizo detergente com baixo nivel de fosfatos. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Convenci familiares ou amigos a ndo comprar artigos que prejudicam o ambiente. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Comprei determinados produtos porque provocam menos poluigao. 1 2 3 4 5
11. N&o compro produtos em embalagens com aerosois. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Sempre que possivel, compro produtos embalagens reutilizaveis. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Quando compro produtos, faco sempre um esforgco consciente para comprar os que tém menor nivel de 1 2 3 4 5

componentes poluidores.

14. Quando tenho que escolher entre dois produtos iguais, eu adquiro sempre aquele que prejudica menos 1 2 3 4 5
as outras pessoas e 0 ambiente.

15. Compro papel higiénico reciclado. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Compro lengos de papel reciclado. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Compro toalhitas de papel reciclado. 1 2 3 4 5
18. N&o compro um produto se a empresa gque o vende é ecologicamente irresponsavel. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Tento adquirir produtos que possam ser reciclados. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Parareduzir a dependéncia do petroleo, tento conduzir o meu carro o minimo possivel. 1 2 3 4 5
21. N&o compro produtos para a casa que prejudicam o ambiente. 1 2 3 4 5

Grupo D. Leia atentamente as seguintes frases e, de  acordo com a sua opinido, seleccione de 1 a5are sposta que mais se adequa, sendo que (1)
significa Discordo totalmente e (5) Concordo totalmente:

Discordo Concordo

Totalmente Totalmente
1. E escusado que o consumidor individual faga algo para impedir a poluigéo. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Quando compro bens, penso em como o seu uso ira afectar o ambiente e as pessoas. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Ja que uma pessoa ndo tem qualquer efeito sobre a poluigdo e sobre a resolugéo de problemas 1 5 3 4 5
ambientais, aquilo que eu fago nao faz qualquer diferenga.
4. O comportamento de consumo de cada pessoa pode ter um impacto positivo na sociedade através da 1 2 3 4 5
compra de produtos vendidos por empresas socialmente responsaveis.
5. Os seres humanos néo precisam de se adaptar ao meio ambiente porque podem altera-lo de forma a 1 5 3 4 5
responder as suas necessidades.
6. Existem limites ao crescimento, para além dos quais a nossa sociedade industrializada néo pode 1 2 3 4 5
expandir-se.
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7. O equilibrio da natureza é muito delicado e facilmente prejudicado. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Quando os seres humanos interferem com a natureza, provocam consequéncias desastrosas. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Os seres humanos devem viver em harmonia com a natureza, de forma a sobreviverem. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Os seres humanos estdo a abusar severamente do meio-ambiente. 1 2 3 4 5

11. Os seres humanos tém o direito de modificar o meio ambiente de forma a que este se adapte as suas

necessidades. 1 2 3 4 5
12. As plantas e os animais existem para serem utilizados pelos humanos. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Estamos a chegar ao limite populacional que o planeta Terra pode suportar. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Para manter a economia saudavel, teremos que desenvolver uma economia regrada onde o

crescimento industrial é controlado. 1 2 3 4 5
15. A Terra é como uma nave espacial, mas com quartos e recursos limitados. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Os seres humanos foram criados para controlar o resto da hatureza. 1 2 3 4 5

Grupo E. Leia atentamente as seguintes frases e, de  acordo com a sua opinido, seleccione de 1 a 5 are sposta que mais se adequa, sendo que (1)
significa Discordo totalmente e (5) Concordo totalmente:

Discordo Concordo
Totalmente Totalmente
1. Preocupo-me em poupar energia apenas quando é para baixar as contas. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Contribuir para as organizac¢des de apoio as comunidades pode melhorar significativamente a vida de 1 2 3 4 5
outras pessoas.
3. Cada individuo é responsavel pela sua satisfagcdo na vida. 1 2 3 4 5
4. E meu dever ajudar as outras pessoas quando elas ndo séo capazes de se ajudar a si proprias. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Muitos dos problemas da sociedade actual resultam de comportamentos egoistas. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Lares semelhantes ao meu ndo deveriam ser culpados de problemas ambientais causados pela
producéo e utilizagdo de energia. 1 2 3 4 5
7. A minha responsabilidade é cuidar apenas da minha familia e de mim. 1 2 3 4 5
8. A utilizagdo de energia renovavel é a melhor forma de combater o aquecimento global. 1 2 3 4 5
9. As minhas ac¢des pessoais podem melhorar significativamente o bem-estar de pessoas que eu néo
conhego. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Gosto de receber convidados em minha casa. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Gosto de partilhar aquilo que tenho. 1 2 3 4 5
12. N&o gosto de emprestar as minhas coisas, mesmo a bons amigos. 1 2 3 4 5
liL)B. Faz sentido comprar equipamentos como um cortador de relva em conjunto com um vizinho e partilha- 1 2 3 4 5
14. Nao me importo de dar boleia a quem néo tem carro. 1 2 3 4 5
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15. N&o gosto que estejam pessoas em minha casa quando ndo estou presente

16. Gosto de fazer donativos a instituicdes de caridade.

Grupo F. Indique, por favor, as seguintes informa¢d  es:

1. Sexo: Feminino C] Masculino

2. Idade:
a. 18-24 anos

b. 25-54 anos
c. Mais de 55 anos

3. Zonade residéncia:

a. Norte

b. Centro
c. Lisboa
d. Alentejo
e. Algarve

4. Grau de habilitagbes:
a. Ensino Basico

b.  Ensino Secundario

000 0000 000 g

c. Licenciatura

5. Ocupacéo
a. Quadros superiores da administragdo publica, dirigentes e quadros superiores de empresa

Especialistas das profissdes intelectuais e cientificas
Técnicos e profissionais de nivel intermédio

Pessoal administrativo e similares

Pessoal dos servigos e vendedores

~ o a o o

Agricultores e trabalhadores qualificados da agricultura e pescas
Operérios, artifices e trabalhadores similares

= @

Operadores de instalagdes e maquinas e trabalhadores da montagem
i.  Trabalhadores ndo qualificados

j.  Forgas armadas
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