Running head: PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM [

An Inconvenient Reality: The Relationship betweerPersonality, Advertising, Pro-

Environmental Attitudes, and Pro-Environmental Behaviour

Alistair Raymond BryceéoutterBachelor of Psychology Honours

Department of Psychologiacquarie University

Empirical thesis submitted artial fulfilment of the requirements for the Master of

ResearchPsychology, Macquarie UniversitgubmittedDctober9 2015



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM i

s 7

TableofCont ent seéeéeééeééceéeceéececeéeeéecéecté

([N
([N
([N

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

Li st of Tableseééeééeeéeeéeceté

sz

Abstract éééeéeeée

D~
D~
D~
D~
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
~

é

D~
D~
D~
D~
D~
D~
D~

-
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
-
-
-
-
-
-
Fan?

Decl aration of Originality

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
FanY

Acknowl edgement sééééé

sz

l.Introducti onééééééeéeéecéécécécécéeéeéeéeéeéd.
l1Ecol ogical Crisiséééééeéeéeéecéecécécéc
l2Conservation and Environment al Psycho

121 Contri butions to Conservation Ps)

sz

1.3 Personality and ConservatBrs y c hol ogyééééeéeéeéeé. éééécée

s 7

1.4 Attitudes and Behaviour éééééééeéeééeéc

1.4.1 MeasuresofRBENnVi ronment al Attitudesééeéé

1.5 Advertisingéeeéeééececeéeecéeecéeeéeecéeced

16PresentReseah . . é ééééééééééeeéééeeéeéeeeeeee. . 1

s 7

l7AmsaniHypot hesesééeééeéeééééécceeeeeeéeéééecl

171Studyl ¢ é . ée6ééééeéééééeéeéeéeéeceécée. . . 18
1.7.2 Study 2é¢éééée. . écéeéecééeéeeéeéecéc

Study 1
2. Met hodé&&& ééeéeéecécéceéeéeeeeéeéeéeee. . . 19
21 Participans ¢ é 6 é 6 ééeéééecééeéécéééeééeéeéeé. ... 19
22Measuresé € 6 6 €6 écééééeéeéeéeéecéeéeecee. .. .20

s 7

22 1AnimalEde at i on Test éééééécééeééeéeeéceececé

222Empt hyééééééeéééééeéeéeéeéeécéeeée. . 21
223Altni sméééééééeéeéeéeéeceéeceeéeeecee. . 21
2.2.4 Locus of Contr | (LOC) éeeééeéeééeecééeceéeceé.

2.2.5 Social Desééabédéagé&ece&&ee. .22



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM iii
226Persondliy Scal eéééeééeééeéecéecéecéeééeéeéeé.
227DityDozenéééeéécéécécécééeéeéeéeéeé. 23
22.8NEP-151tem Scal eééééééeéeééeéeécécécé.
2.2.9BiophilicAttitud es I nventoryeéeéééééééeeceecece
2.2.10 Donation &éacéééééééeée. é. 24

2. 3 Pr oécéeédéuéréecbé e écécécéecééeéeéeée. ... 25

3. Resultsééééécécécéeééeéeéeéeéeéeéecée. . . 26

3.1PrelimnaryAny si séeéééééecéééééééé. ééeééeéeéeée. .
3.2AssumptionsandEror Rat eéeéééééééééecceeceeéeééée.

3.3 Descriptive Statistéééééeeeceéeecerecéce

3.4HypothesisOné é ¢ é ¢ éeéeééeécécécé. ééeééeée. ... eé2
35HypothesisTay. . ééééééééééeéeéeéeéecéecéecée. . . 3
Study 2
4. Met hodéé&&é& écécéeééeéeéeéeéeéeéecécéeeceée. .. 34
4. 1 Partéé&éd pand&s&&éééeéeéeéeééeécécéeée. . é3.
4. 2 Measureséééeécecécécécéececeeeececeecersece

42.1Efficay Scal eséeééeééeééeecéeecéeecéecée
422Empadty Scal eééééeéeéeééecééeeceéeecéeeéeed
423 Altruian Scal eééeééeééeeééeeéeeéeeéeeé.
424 LlocusofConr ol (LOC) eéeéeeéeééeecéeéecéecée
425Persondlily Scal eééeééeeéeeéeeéeeéeeéee. é
426 NER1SItem Scal eeééeeéeeéeééeééecéecée.
427Donabn Scal eeééeééecééecééecéeecéeeéee
428Brc hureséeééeeééeeéeecéeeéeeéeeéeéeeeéelds
43Procedué é e e éeééeééeceééeceéécééeecéecéee. .. 36

5. Resultsééééecéeeéee

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
w
(o]



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM

6.

5.1 Preliminary Analysis, Assumptig, andE r o r

7

5.3 HypothesisThe e é € € é é é

5.4 Hypothesis Fourah Fi v e é

"""

Di s cus séiéoénéééée ¢ . é é é

s rs s

6.1 Study

6.1.1FateofHgot heses ééé

6.1.2 Significant Predietd
6.1.3 NonSignificant Predicte

6.1.4 Other Significa t

7

5.2 Descriptive Stats t i c s é é é

é

é

é

1 é é eécecébébéeedé

6.1.5 Other NotBignifi c a n't

6.1.6 Strengthsarle ak nesses éééé

62Study2 e éeeéeeéeeé

eeecée

éeeé
eeeé
eeeeé

eeeé

s s 72 r7 7

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

Rateeééé

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

Findingsé.

sz

Findingséééééeée

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

Findingsééééé

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

s

e

é

é

é

é

é

s

e

é

é

é

é

é .

é

é

é

é

Findingséeéeééé

6.2.1FateofHgot heses ééé

6.2.2 SignificantF ndi ngs

ée

D

é

é

é

é

é

6.2.3 NonSignificantFi ndi ngs é é.

é

é

é

é

é

é

s

é

6.2.4 Strengthsarle ak nesses éééé

7. Conclusiogéééécéeéeé

References&é&eagéeéeeé
Appendix A:Par ti ci pant sé

Appendix B: Online Surveyfo St ud

Appendix C: Donation ScaleDecr i pti ons éééé

é

é

y

ééeéé
éééé
Nat

1ée

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

7

D

s

e

é

([N

é

é

é

é

é

7

e

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

D

é

é

D

é

é

é

é

é

é

D

D

Appendix D: Online Advertisement (Firstear Psycholog St udent

Appendix E: Online Advertisement (General Blic):

Appendix F: Information and Consent Forimo r

Appendix G: Violated Assumption$ o r

Stud

Study

y

leeée

Study

leeée

7

1ééé

7

7

e

é

é

é

([N

i onaléé&éé 8B¢&

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

D

D

7

é

é

é

é

é

é

7

D

é

é

é

é

iv

ée

é

é .

é

s

e .

é

é

é .

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

é

D

D

é

(N

é

é

D

D

é

é

ée.

é .

4 4

é

3

3

4 4

ée.

ée

ée

éee

é

ees7

D

D

é .

ée

é

é

é .

é

é

é .

D

D

D



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM Y
AppendixH: Cor rel ati on Matrix of Vari abl es.98f r on
Appendix I: Additional Analysis on Donation, Empathd,] t r ui sm, and Agr e

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Appendix J: SurveyforStug 2 ééeéeééééééééeceeeeeéeée. . éeee. . 1
Appendix L: Brochure StimuliusedinGtly2 ¢ . . . éééééééééeéeceeeeéeée. lo
Appendix M: Online Advertisement (First e ar Psychol ogy Stu@9ent

AppendixN:1 nf or mati on and Consent Form fol Stu
AppendixO:Vi ol ated Assumptions for Study 2é. . é
Appendix P: Correlation Matrix of Variable r om St udy 2é. . . éééeéeéé

AppendixQ:Macquarie University Ethics Approval



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM vi

List of Tables

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Table 1 Kell ertds Typologiesééééeceeceeeeééécécec
Table 2 Descriptive Statistick or St udy 1éééeéééeeééeeé. eéé
Table 3 Summary of Model Reductionféiy pot hesi s Oneéééééeéécé
Table 4 Summary of Model Reducto f or Hypot hesi s Twoéééé
Table 5 Descriptive Statistick or St udy 2éééeééée. ééeeééeéé
Table 6 Summary of Model Rductonbr Hypot hesis Threeééeéé

Table 7 Summary of Model ReductionforyHp ot hesi s Four and Fi



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM Vii

Abstract

Despite the severity of earthdés ecological
preventing further damage, littesearch has been conducted into the psychology of
environmental conservation. Furthermore, the few studies that have been conducted pay little
attention to personality, which has been shown to have a significant relationship with
environmental conservatio The aim of this thesis was to conduct research into this field, in
particular how personality is related to govironmental attitudes and behaviour. The aim of
the Studyl was to examine whicpersonality traits are related to peavironmental attitdes

and behaviour. It was foundahthe personality traits of locus of contraltruism,and

Openness were positively related to4erovironmental attitude Agreeableness and

psychopathy were negatively relatedoro-environmental behaviour. Furtherrnsgpro-
environmental attitudewerepositively related to prenvironmental behaviour. Stu@y

aimed to examine the effects of advertising ongmeironmental attitudes and behaviour.

It was found that positive imagery increased-environmental attitude and that Openness

was positively related to prenvironmental attitudes. In contrast imagery did not affect pro
environmental behavioubut Neuroticismwas negatively related to pemvironmental
behaviourThe strengths and limitations of these stadiere discussed, as well as how their

findings contributed tthefield of conservation psychology.
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An Inconvenient Reality: The Relationship between Personalityadvertising, Pro-

Environmental Attitudes, and Pro-Environmental Behaviour

1.1 Ecological Crisis

As we enter the Zicentury, environmental deterioration is one of the most troubling
problems for humanity (Saunders, 2003). Since the beginning of theepaistycthe human
population has more than quadrupled in size (McNeill, 2000). Water and energy usage has
increased ©® and 16 times respectively (McNeill, 2000; World Water Council, 2015). Carbon
dioxide emissions have increased a dramatic 17 times, drgdauels of toxins in various
environments (Rees, 2008). According to the global Living Planet Index, there has been an
overall decline of 52% in vertebrates between 1970 and 2010 (WWF, 2014). In fact, many
scientists argue that we are entering a sixdlssrextinction, in part due to human caused
climate change, with as many as3B% of species to be extinct by 2050 (Baronsky et al.,
2011; Ceballos et al., 2015; Wake & Vredenburg, 2008). Consequently, there appears to be a
clear and dire ecological crssiand one that needs to be dealt with quickly.

In the face of such a daunting ecological crisis, the international community has made
a call to action time and time again (United Nations, 2012). As a result attention towards these
problems has increasedathatically, especially in regards to biodiversity (Chape, Harrison,
Spalding, & Lysenko, 2005). Biodiversity is defined as all heredibased variation across
all levels of organisation, ranging from the genes of a single species, to the speciesr@pmposi
a broader community, to the largest level of all communities as a global ecosystem (Wilson,
1997). Biodiversity is lost with each successive generation at an alarming rate (Kahn 1999;
Miller 2005). In the face of this global threat to biodiversity, mattention has been raised
towards the conservatiaf biodiversity wi t h 193 nations signi ng(
biodiversity (St. John, Edwardnes, & Jones, 2010). Despite this increased attention and
continued warnings, the message of change tias gostly unheeded by the international

community (Matsuba & Pratt, 2013) and there has been little improvement in the health of our
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planet (Scientific American, 2010). Furthermore, there are still issues of, habitat loss (Brooks
et al., 2002), species taxction (Schipper et al., 2008), funding for maintaining biodiversity
(James, Gaston, & Balmford, 1999), and climate change (Parmesan, 2006).

Since biodiversity is lost with each successive generation at an alarming rate, each
generation has fewer expemnces of nature (Kahn 1999; Miller 2005). This combined with
increasingly urbanised populations, leads to what has been described as an environmental
generational amnesia, in which each new generation views the degraded version of the
environment as the nmal experience (Kahn, 1997). This is a problem not only because of
this shifting of norms, but also because researchers have found that early experiences with
nature are cited as the most common inspiration for lateeprwonmental attitudes and
behavours by environmental conservationists (Matsuba & Pratt, 2013). Thus, with potentially
fewer chances to experience nature;gmgironmental attitudes and behaviour might weaken,
resulting in more environmental degradation and subsequently a downwalkd spira

So far environmental conservation work has been dominated by the field of biological
sciences (Adams 2007; Saunders, 2003). However, it is becoming increasingly evident that in
order to face these challenges we need to understand the one speciemthatlisthe
primary cause of this ecological crisis, but also the only species capable of dramatically
affecting the entire ecosystem, humans (Saunders, Brook, & Myers, 2006). Due to the
i mportance of wunderstandi ng Ilon thaansobthis ol e i
study was to examine how individual differences are related to environmental conservation,
both in oneébés attitudes and behaviour. L as
influences these attitudes and behaviour. In padidubw the imagery used in advertising
affects preenvironmental attitudes and behaviours, in regards to the use of positive and

negative visual images.
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1.2 Conservation and Environmental Psychology

It is vitally important that human attitudes and behaviourards nature is better
understood to combat a r echldgal crisis (Kansky & Knight, 2014; Markowitz,

Goldberg, Ashton, & Lee, 2012). Although psychology has been interested in atsitldes
nauseamand that there has been considerable researchmwvitoemental attitudes, research

on environmental attitudes still limited (Milfont, 2007; Saunders, 2003). Despite this, there
has been some work in this area and over the past few decades some studies have attemptec
describe and understand grovironmental individuals (Markowitz, Goldberg, Ashton, &

Lee, 2012). Such studies are being organised under the banner of conservation psychology
(Saunders, 2003). Conservation psychology is a relatively new field, and has the dual aim of
attempting to underahd why people act pror anttenvironmentally, as well as identifying

ways to promote prenvironmental behaviours and decrease@mtironmental ones

(Clayton & Brook, 2005). It is an applied field that incorporates theories, principles, and
methods fom various psychological fields to help solve problems of environmental
conservation.

There is some confusion in the literature about the differences between conservation
psychology and environmental psychology (Clayton & Brook, 2005). Environmental
psychdogy emphasises the importance of needing to understand behaviour in context, and the
reciprocal relationship between people and their environments (Clayton, 2012). It thus
examines the interactions between humans and the environment, regardless ofthikethe
humanmade or natural (Clayton & Brook, 2005; Saunders, 2082)ontrast, conservation
psychology solely looks at environmental conservation attitudes and behaviours (Clayton &
Brook, 2005). It draws upon various sdisciplines of psychologytvards understanding and
promoting environmentally sustainable relationships with nature (Clayton, 2012). Despite this
difference, environmental psychology has contributed greatly to our understanding of why

conservation psychology is important. For examhis field of research has shown that
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environmental teratogens impact negatively on cognitive and social prenatal development,
and also impair cognitive functioning and increase stress levelsidifer (Clayton & Brook,
2005), and thatlgbal warmirg has been suggested torgasentergroup conflict Doherty &
Clayton, 2011). Furthermore, interaction with the environment, which is dwindling due to
environmental problems like global warming, improves éomatl and physical welbeing
(Frumkin, 2001)Thus, it is clear that without conservation psychology we are facing a
number of physical and psychol ogi cal probl
(Clayton & Brook, 2005). In fact, research is only now finding out the psychological issues
asso@ted with the decrease in biodiversity (Saunders. @086). Although conservation
psychology is greatly shaped by environmental psychology, other fields such as
developmental and social psychology have also shaped it.

1.2.1 Contributions to Conservation Psychology

Developmental research has shown that attitudes that are formed early in life tend to
be persistent through the later years of life (Bjerke, @degardstuen, & Kaltenborn, 1998).
Research examining environmental activists supportsiiitis these individuals often
recalling environmental experiences in their youth (Horwitz, 1996). Furthermore, these
individuals claimed these experiences founded thekepkaronmental beliefs. A positive
correlation has also been found between childhmarticipation in nature and later adult pro
environmental attitudes and behaviours (Wells & Lekies, 2006). In fact, positive experiences
of the environment are reported more by activists tharaatiists (Bisson, Alisat, Norris, &
Pratt, 2012). Negatevexperiences also play a significant role (Matsuba & Pratt, 2013), with
negative experiences of nature (e.g., deforestation) developirenpronmental attitudes for
not only activists but also neactivists (Bisson et al2012). These studies pointtdbe
importance of early childhood experiences in shapinggpraronmental attitudes. This

contact with nature, especially early experiences, can nurture an emotional bond with the
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environment (Zhang, Goodale, & Chen, 2014), which seems to be a chitieal of pro
environmental attitudes (Cheng & Monroe, 2012; Collado & Corraliza, 2015).

While the findings above are based on retrospective reports (and thus potentially less
reliable), sociecognitive therapists nevertheless argue that early expeilieneg¢ure are
foundational for later prenvironmental attitudes and behaviours as they facilitate early
cognitive schemes and scripts (Matsuba & Pratt, 2013). Oneetraspective study found
that increased contact wationfor mture, @andeeducead theire a <
fear and aversion to nature (Zhang et al., 2014). This body of research has demonstrated the
importance of early experiences of nature in influencinggmaronmental attitudes and
behaviours.

Another major fieldthatéas cont ri buted towards conse
knowledge of preenvironmental attitudes and behaviours is that of social psychology. Social
psychologists generally attribute decision making to be influenced by the characteristics of the
decision maker ahthe pressure they perceive to behave in a certain way (i.e., social norms;
St. John et al2010). Attitudes can be defined as a tendency to respond with a degree of
favour or disfavour to a psychol ogiddal obj
including objects, people, issues, or behaviours (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010), whereas,
behaviours are observable actions or inactions. There are three main explanatory models for
the link between attitudes and behaviour: the theory of planned beh@MrBIy, value
belieFnorm (VBN), and resourekased explanations (Marquddyatt, 2012). According to
TPB, beliefs, attitudes, and intentions directly influence behaviours. Alternatively, VBN
theory has a causal sequencing of values, beliefs, and persomal (morms that an
individual not only agrees with but follows; Wiidegren, 1998) as key factors in behaviours.
Lastly, resourcdrased explanations highlight the role of resources, like education and
income, in influencing behaviours (Marqu&yatt, 2012) Conservation psychologists aim to

use these models to better understand the underlying predictors of behaviour, and thus make
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possible to create interventions aimed at targeting and changirgnaimdnmental
behaviours (Parker, 2002). However, a tyemof other variables are implicated in attitudes
and behaviour.

A metaanalysis of 128 studies (Hines, Hungerford, & Tomera, 1986/1987), a follow
up metaanalysis of 46 studies (Bamberg & Mdser, 2007), and a subsequent theoretical
synthesis (Kollimuss & gyeman, 2002) found that a number of variables are consistently
related with preenvironmental behaviour. These include verbal commitment, locus of
control, attitude, personal responsibility, social norms, moral norms, and knowledge
(Bamberg & Mdser, 200Barney, Mintzes, & Yen, 2005). Of these, environmental
knowledge is one of the stronger factors related teepraronmental behaviour (Barney et
al., 2005). However, knowledge appears only slightly related temvoonmentahttitudes
(Tarrant, Bright& Cordell, 1997). On the other hand, years of education has been found to
influence preenvironmental attitudes but not necessarily-@neironmental behaviour
(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Horwitz (1996) found that environmental conservationists
listed fomal education as being influential in shaping theirgm@ironmental attitudes, but
that it merely formalized and developed their attitudes rather than founded them.

Gender and age have been shown to be related to the typeesfyirenmental
attitudesindividuals have (Kellert, 1984; Kellert & Berry, 1987). Age has been shown to have
a mixed relationship with prenvironmental attitudes, with some finding a positive
relationship between the two (Kellert, 1984) and others a negative relationship (Ddamap,
Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000). One possibility for this is that these studies use different
measures of prenvironmental attitude. Gender has been found to be more consistient
females having stronger pemvironmental attitudes and pemvironmetal behaviour than
men Eelezny, Chua, & Aldrich, 2000¥sender has further been shown to have an interesting
mediating effect with knowledge, in that females have weaker environmental knowledge but

are more emotionally engaged with the environment, velsemgales have greater
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environmental knowledge but are less emotionally engaged (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).
However, a recent study demonstrated that unlike general environmental knowledge, females
are more knowledgeable on climate change than males (MtC2i@10).

There are other demographic factors that are related ternmiconmental attitudes and
behaviours. Firstly, social desirability has been claimed to affect environmental attitudes and
behaviour (Milfont, 2009). However, recent research hasesigd that there is only a weak
direct effect of social desirability on pemvironmental attitudes, and none on-pro
environmental behaviour (Milfont, 2009). Another demographic factor, location, has been
shown to be related to penvironmental attitudesyith individual living in urban areas
having higher preenvironmental attitudes than those who live in rural areas (Berenguer,
Corraliza, & Matrtin, 2005). Furthermore, some animals, in particular large ones, such as
tigers and elephants, are capable stibging property and injuring humans (Liu et al.,

2011). These destructive actions influence individuals to hold negative attitudes towards these
particular species (Liu et al., 2011). However, attitudes towards these animals is sometimes
complex, such awith elephants, who are favoured very positively by other populations, and

at times used as charismatic megafauna for environmental campaigns (WoodsP28pag

the sometimes complex nature it is clear that a number of demographic variables and field
have contributed to our understanding of-pnvironmental attitudes and behaviours.

However, there is one field that has had little attention in conservation psychology,
personality.

1.3Personality and Conservation Psychology

One limitation with past resezh on conservation psychology is that is has mostly
ignored personality traits, despite the limited studies in the area suggesting a link between
personality and environmental conservation (Markowitz et al., 2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012).
Personality istie individual differences in characteristic patterns of thinking, feeling, and

behaving (American Psychological Association, 2015) and has been consistently linked to
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what motivates oneds beliefs, attituabes, ¢
are only able to make measurable impacts on the environment by performing different
behaviours across various situations, one¢
important than situational factors in understanding these various berga{idarkowitz et al.,
2012).

One personality variable that has recei
which represents an individual 6s perceptic
their own behaviours (Newhouse, 1991). Aniingg LOC means an individual believes that
their actions can bring change, while those with an external LOC believe that change is out of
their control (i.e., their actions cannot bring change; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). As a result
it is believed that thee with an external LOC are unlikely to act ecologically (Kollmuss &
Agyeman, 2002). A study of attitudes towards protecting sea turtles, found that an increased
concern for their protection was related to a more internal LOC (Dimopoulos & Pantis, 2003).
However, there has been little research into personality outside of LOC.

The little personality research that has been conducted in environmental conservation
has looked at narrow personality traits (e.g., social dominance orientation; \VRiohter,

Sibley, Wilson, & Fischer, 2013), instead of broader ones (e.g., the Big Five; Markowitz et

al., 2012). However, some research has demonstrated a relationship between pro
environmental behaviour and the Big Five (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Matkawal.,

2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012; Nisbet, Zelenski, & Murphy, 2009; Solifio & Farizo, 2014).

The Big Five consists, of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Agreeabl eness, and Neuroticism. lepoenness t
i maginati on, creativity, and openness to i
tendency to show setfiscipline and control and includes traits such as responsibility and
orderl iness. E x t r cutgoing, talkative, memgetia, and Isogial interactod. s

Agreeableness on the other hand measures traits related to compassion, empathy, and conce
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for others. Lastl vy, Neuroticism reflects e
and emotionally unstable (Hirsh Bolderman, 2007).

Research examining the Big Five together is inconsistent, with some research showing
no relationship between the Big Five and environmentalism (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh &
Dolderman, 2007), while others show a small but significant one (Mi&®ibley, 2012).
Openness has been consistently shown to be positively related to environmental conservation
(Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Nisbet et al., 2009; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). Conscientiousness
has been found to be positively related to environmeataks and electrical consumption in
a college sample (Milfont & Sibley, 2012). Agreeableness tends to be positively related to
environmental conservation (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Nisbet et al., 2009). However,
research has also found a negative relatipnisetween Agreeableness and-prvironmental
behaviour (Solifio & Farizo, 2014). Despite this, the majority of research suggests a positive
relationship between the two. However, it appears that this difference in findings depends on
how praenvironmentbbehaviour is measured, with studies that include realistic alternatives
to helping the environment (e.gelping people) finding a negative relationship between
Agreeablenessandpmnvi ronment al behaviour . Neur ot i
with research showing positive and negative relations to environmental engagement (Milfont
& Sibley, 2012). These differences in findings might be that in some instances higher
Neuroticism might make individuals worry more about the environment, and sebsgaqct
more environmentally, whereas in other situations too much anxiety towards a problem might
cause inaction. Lastly, Extraversion has been found to be positively linked with choosing pro
environmental programs (Solifio & Farizo, 2014). Overall,aedesuggests that
Agreeableness and Openness are the most consistently related factors to environmental
conservation (Hirsh, 2014).

There have been some attempts to explain the relationship between the Big Five and

environmental conservation through wars mechanisms. Attempts to explain these apparent
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connections propose that Openness and Agreeableness are related to environmental
engagement due to their relationship with empathy and altruism, which is believed to be
related to preenvironmental behavio (Markowitz et al., 2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012). In
regards to Conscientiousness certain aspects (e.g., repetition of behaviour) might work in
favour of preenvironmental behaviours, while others (e.g., traditionalism) would work
against them (Markowatet al., 2012).

Models which include altruism, empathy, and prosocial behaviour provide another
framework in understanding pemvironmental behaviour (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).
Many findings on environmental conservation have been interpreted astsuppar
empathyaltruism model of pre&environmental behaviours (Cialdini, 2003; Schultz, 2001). For
example, Allen and Ferrand (1990) found that personal control and sympathy were related to
pro-environmental behaviour, providing partial support for Géllsr hy pot hesi s t
act environmentally one needs to move foct
2002). Similarly, individuals who are selfish and highly competitive are less likely to act
environmentally (Borden & Francis, 1978; Hirsh &tBrson, 2009). Furthermore, traits that
reflect selfinterested tendencies and limited investment in social relations, have been shown
to be linked to a lack of environmental concern (Milfont & Sibley, 2012). The reverse has
also been shown in that indilials who are more prosocial show greater environmental
consciousness (Cameron, Brown, & Chapman, 1998; Schultz, 2001) and that those who are
selfless and sympathetic are more environmentally engaged (Milfont & Sibley, 2012).
Therefore, it is clear thattalism, empathy, and prosocial behaviour are positively related to
environmental conservation. The findings linking empathy, altruism and prosocial behaviour
with environmental concern has also been used to explain the relationship between the Big
Fiveande nvi r onment al construct s. For i nstance
with environmental conservation is argued to be because of their relation to empathy, altruism

and prosocial behaviour (Markowitz et al., 2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012). Hewew this
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researcherdéds knowledge none of these studi
empathy and altruism.

As mentioned previously, individuals who have a lack of empathy, are selfish, and
exploitive might be less likely to act pemvironnentally. Research has consistently shown
that the Dark Triad traits of psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism are bounded by
these traits (Jonason, Li, & Teicher, 2010; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Yet there appears to be
no research into how individis who score highly on measures of the Dark Triad are related
to proenvironmental attitudes or behaviour.
1.4 Attitudes and Behaviour

So far this thesis has talked about attitudes and behaviours almost interchangeably.
However, they are distinctly diffent factors. Attitudes can be defined as a tendency to
respond with a degree of favour or disfavour to a psychological object, which is any aspect of
an individual s world, including objects,
2010), wheregsehaviours are observable actions or inactions. Within conservation research
there is a general perception that-privironmental attitudes are likely to be linked to-pro
environmental behaviours (St. John et al., 2010). However, attitudes or knowlmuge a
reveal a very limited picture of the predictors of-provironmental behaviour (St. John et al.,
2010) and research shows a discrepancy betweesnpimnmental attitudes and behaviour
(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). St. John et al. (2010) argue thatthconnection is mainly
due to researchers collecting information on-@nwironmental attitudes that are different to
the preenvironmental behaviour examined (e.g., attitudes towards animals and then
measuring recycling).

Despite this disconnectiorgsearch shows a consistent but small impact of pro
environmental attitudes on pemvironmental behaviours (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). In

conservation psychology there are two main measures -@pticonmental attitudes. These
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are the New EnvironrmentalPa di gm ( NEP) and Kell ertds ty
2002).

1.4.1 Measures of PreEnvironmental Attitudes

Within conservation psychology there are two major measures @mwiconmental
attitudes, the NEP and Kel |l e)yThé®NEP hagipeen o gi e
extensively validated as a tool for studying-provironmental attitudes (Hawcroft & Milfont,
2010). This revised version improves upon the old version by tapping into a wider range of
pro-environmental attitudes and updates the terfogyoused (Dunlap et al., 2000). The NEP
was designed to measure general environmental concern, (Siet) & Guagnano, 1995) by
measuring the concern individuals feel towards environmental issues (Dunlap et al., 2000). A
strength of this scale is thduat it examines global environmental issues rather than
community specific ones (Dunlap et al., 2000). This enables this scale to better capture
attitudes towards the global ecological crisis, which allows this scale to be applied more
broadly. The NEP daehave its limitations; firstly, it is a more cognitive measure and ignores
the emotional side of conservation attitudes (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). Although a strength,
the general nature of this measure is an issue when examining attitudes towards aityommu
specific issue (e.g., damage by elephants to communities; Rauwald & Moore, 2002).

Kell ertds typologies were developed to
nature, in particular animals (Rauwa$d & N
often adapted to suit a specific culture (
but often include Naturalistic, Ecologistic, Humanistic, Moralistic, Scientistic, Aesthetic,
Utilitarian, Dominionistic, and Negativistic attitudes towardsunatKellert, 1984). A brief
description of these can be seen in Table 1. A strength of these typologies is that they allow
attitudes towards specific environmental issues (e.g., wolves) to be assessed, rather than

getting a more general penvironmentahttitude (Rauwald & Moore, 2002). However, this
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is also a limitation as it does not necessarily look at global environmental issues like global
warming, or biodiversity loss (Rauwald & Moore, 2002).

Table 1

Kellertés typologies

Naturalistic Primaryinterest and affection for nature
Ecologistic Primary concern of the environment as a system, and its interrelationships
between species and environments

Humanistic Primary interest and affection for specific animals, in particular pets

Moralistic Primary concern is proper treatment of animals, opposing exploitation and ¢

Scientistic Primary interest is in physical and biological attributes of animals

Aesthetic Primary interest is aesthetic qualities of animals

Utilitarian Primary concernsi for the usefulness and value of animal and environment
Dominionistic ~ Primary interest is in mastery and control of animals

Negativistic An active avoidance of animals

Based on Kellert (1984).

It is clear that these scales have their strength&raitdtions in examining pro
environmental attitudes. It has been demonstrated that combining these scales provides a
stronger predictor for supporting environmental protection policies by the community
(Rauwald & Moore, 2002). This is possibly becausdenmtie NEP is general and provides
better knowledge on general attitudes towe
adapted to local issues and thus better at picking up cultural differences (Rauwald & Moore,
2002). Thus, as mentioned previoushgse scales strengths counter the limitations of the

other. It is for this reason that both these measures were used in this thesis.

So far this thesis has focused on the first aim of conservation psychology, which is to
examine what factors are relatdpro-environmental attitudes and behaviour. It has shown
the relationship of certain factors to these attitudes and behaviours, and the importance of

studying other factors, mainly personality. Although this thesis will examine these personality
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factors,thus contributing to the first aim of conservation psychology, it will also examine the
second aim of conservation psychology, which is to examine how behaviours and attitudes
can be changed to be more qamvironmental.
1.5 Advertising

As mentioned prewusly conservation psychology is concerned with not only
understanding why people act environmentally, but also ways to promote environmentally
friendly behaviours (Clayton & Brook, 2005). One way individuals can be targeted to change
their behaviours ishrough the use of advertising and other campaigns that promete pro
environmental behaviours or reduce artvironmental behaviours. However, there appears
to be a dearth of research into this particular area within conservation psychology.
Nevertheless, ark done in health psychology (e.qg., fear appeals in health campaigns) is
relevant because environmental campaigns similarly focus on fear appeals to encourage
people to donate or change their behaviour. A fear appeal is a message or other form of
communi@tion that is designed to influence or persuade an individual to perform or not
perform a certain action through the use of fear (Maddux & Rogers, 1983).

A considerable amount of research has shown that fear appeals successfully motivate
behaviour changeceoss various behaviours (Witte & Allen, 2000). Despite this, there is
some controversy over the effectiveness of fear appeal campaigns (Block & Keller, 1995).
Even today fear appeals remain a paradox in health promotion, in that the most effective
model br behaviour change (fear appeals) can also be the least effective (Peters, Ruiter, &
Kok, 2014). For example, Earl and Al barrac
ineffective in HIV cases, and actually led to decreases in condom use. Qhghbkand, fear
appeals are used widely in health campaigns (Cohen, Shumate, & Gold, 2007) and many
effective cases can be seen. For instance, fear appeals towards smoking are more effective

than norfear appeal messages (Biener, 2002). Despite thesadictdry findings, a meta
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analysis found a weak but reliable influence of fear appeals on changing attitudes, behaviours
and intentions (Witte & Allen, 2000)

Over half a century of research has found three key variables of fear appeals: fear,
perceived treat, and perceived efficacy (Witte & Allen, 2000). Fear appeals are either
positively or negatively framed, which are different ways of presenting similar information

(Maheswaran & Meyerkevy, 1990). For example, a positively framed message would be

1]

gitting smoking reducesrisk oflungancer 6, whil e a negati vel

1]

not quitting smoking -darcaeracs e(sBlyoauk & hkaelc
Maheswaran and Meyetsvy (1990) found that positive frames are more effective tha
negative frames when the recipient was less motivated to process the message, and that
negative frames are more effective than positive frames when the recipient was more
motivated to process the message. Another factor that influences message edtescts/tre
efficacy of the message, in that when the message is perceived to be less effective, negative
frames are more effective than positive frames (Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987). Block and
Keller (1995) suggest that this occurs because when percefieatgis lower, greater

message processing occurs, which leads to negative frames being more effective, which was
supported in their study. Furthermore, Block and Keller showed that when efficacy was
higher, less irdepth processing was required for thessage and thus positive frames were
more effective. Therefore, the effect of &
and the efficacy of the message.

This research into health campaigns has found that efficacy and depth of processing
are intervined and are important variables for fear appeals. However, one must keep in mind
that this research has been focussed on health behaviours that directly impact the individual;
this is in contrast to environmental campaigns which aim to create morenahktdehaviour

that does not directly iIimpact an individue
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Despite this, these results can be related to conservation messages, as many of these variabl
also impact and are involved in environmental caigs (Saunders et al., 2006).

Although there is little research on advertising campaigns in a conservation setting, a
study by Grankvist, Dahlstrand, and Biel (2004) did examine advertising in an environmental
setting. They hypothesised that individualso had a strong environmental concern would
have a promotion focus (a focus on gains) in regards temprvonmental behaviour, whereas
individuals with a weak environmental concern would have a prevention focus (a focus on
nonl osses) . Ggstadylexamisetl whether aagteendabel (indicating
environmentally friendly) compared to an orange label (environmentally average) was more
effective than showing red labels (bad for the environment) compared to the orange label. It
was shown that those tiihigh environmental concern were more influenced by the positive
comparison (i.e. green vs orange) to act environmentally, whereas those who had a weaker
environmental concern were more motivated by the negative comparison (i.e., red vs orange).
This stuly showed that those who hold ggnvironmental attitudes were more likely to
choose the more environmental option when given a positive comparison than when shown a
negative comparison. This demonstrates the interactiearprioonmental attitudes havettvi
the way products are compared, in regards to their environmental impact.

Greater research needs to be conducted on this second aim of conservation
psychology, on how to change environmental behaviours. The second study of this thesis
addressed this seied aim by examining the influence of advertising on attitudes and
behaviours in an environmental context.

1.6 Present Research

Considering the fact that individuals need to be environmentally conscious across a wide
range of behaviours and situations to malgmsitive impact on the environment, it makes
sense to study stable traits rather than only situational ones (Markowitz et al., 2012).

However, as previously mentioned, little research has gone into this area (Markowitz et al.,
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2012; Milfont & Sibley, 202). Furthermore, a problem with previous research is that it tends
to assume that prenvironmental attitudes and behaviours are strongly linked, which has
been shown to be owsimplistic (St. John et al., 2010). Lastly, the lack of research into
empathyand altruism and related traits is surprising, as research claims it is through these
traits that the Big Five is related to peavironmental attitude and behaviours (Hirsh &
Dol derman, 2007) . Despite this, mpteddot udy t
control for empathy or other personality constructs when examining the Big Five and
environmental conservation. It is because of this that the first study attempts to create a bettel
picture of per s on adniranyental attudes aand belaviourtTo b ot h
achieve this aim, the empathy scale (IPIP, 2015), altruism scale (IPIP, 2015), Locus of
Control Behaviour scale (LCB; Craig, Franklin, & Andrews, 1984), Marl@s@vne social
desirability scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Reynolds,2)9815-50 Questionnaire
(McCord, 2002), Dirty Dozen scale (Jonason & Webster, 2010), NEP (Dunlap et al., 2000).
Biophilic Attitudes Inventory (BIA; Letourneau, 2013), and the created animal education test
and donation scale were used. By doing so, a n@mmplete picture of why individuals hold
proenvironment al attitudes, and act or dono
humans are the one species capable of pre\
greater understanding of why or howdividuals interact with the environment is vital to
creating campaigns and policies regarding environmental conservation. Through a more
complete understanding of what types of individuals are more or less likely to act or think
environmentally, programshd policies can be developed to target at risk individuals, with
the hope of changing their actions to ones that are more environmentally sustainable.

As stated earlier, conservation psychology is not only aimed at simply understanding why
individuals acor do not act environmentally, but is also aimed at knowing how to change
individual sé6 behaviour to be more environr

primarily focussed on the first aim, and little has gone into this second aim of conservation
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psychology. Due to this, the second study aimed to examine how differently imaged adverts
influenced preenvironmental attitudes and behaviours. To achieve this aim this study used
the same empathy, altruism, LCB, N8B, NEP, and donation scale as Studyslyall as the
created efficacy scales. In doing so, this researcher aims to create a better understanding of
how imagery in adverts works in the environmental domain. This greater understanding might
allow agencies, governments, or other organisationsetie more effete adverts and

campaigns. As a result these campaigns and adverts might be more effective at enhancing or
promotingpree nvi r onment al attitudes and behavi ol

ecological crisis.

1.7 Aims and Hypotheses
1.7.1 Study 1.The aim of this first study was to examine the links between personality
factors and pre&nvironmental attitudes and behaviour.
Hypothesis Onelncreased empathy, altruism, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and
Openness (as measured by the empatltruism, and M50 Questionnaire) would
have a positive relationship with pemvironmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP
and BIA. The Dark Triad, external LOC, and Neuroticism (as measured by the Dirty
Dozen, LCB, and M50) would be negativelyetated to preenvironmental attitudes,
as measured by the NEP and BIA.
Hypothesis TwoPro-environmental attitudes, increased empathy, altruism,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness (as measured by the NEP, BIA, empathy,
altruism, anavi5-50 Questnnaire) would have a positive relationship with-pro
environmental behaviour, as measured by the donation scale. The Dark Triad, external
LOC, and Neuroticism (as measured by the Dirty Dozen, LCB, an8W%vould be

negatively related to prenvironmentabehaviour, as measured by the donation scale.
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1.7.2 Study 2The aim of Study 2 was to examine the effectiveness of positively vs.
negatively imaged advertising campaigns ongmgironmental attitudes and
behaviour.

Hypothesis ThreeNegatively imaged aekrtising would have a stronger effect on
pro-environmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP, than positively imaged
advertising when there was lower efficacy in the message.
Hypothesis Four:Negatively imaged advertising would have a stronger effect@mn p
environmental behaviour, as measured by the donation scale, than positively imaged
advertising when there was lower efficacy in the message.
Hypothesis FiveNegatively imaged advertising would have a stronger effect en pro
environmental behaviour, aseasured by the donation scale, than positively imaged
advertising when individuals had lower levels of-provironmental attitude, as
measured by the NEP.
Study 1

2. Method

2.1 Participants
This study initially consisted of 369 participants; however, I&@#g@pants were

removed from this study for not providing enough information, attempting the test again (first

attempt was taken) or failing to follow instructions properly. Of these, 160 participants were

drawn from the first year psychology pool; witB Being excluded for the aforementioned
reasons. The remaining 209 participants were drawn from online sources (social media,
forums, research sites); with 79 participants being excluded for the above reasons. Thus, afte
removal there were 237 participant

The gender breakdown of the first year psychology sample was 15.0% male, 84.1%
female, and 0.9% other. Ages ranged from 17 to 59, with a mean age of 2D24.(/7).

All 107 (100%) participants lived in Australia.
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The gender breakdown of the onliregple was 30.8% male, 67.6% female, and 1.5%
other. Ages ranged from 15 to 73, with a mean age of 38122 (12.87). The country
breakdown of this sample consisted of 42 (32.3%) Australian, 43 (33.1%) USA, 11 (8.4%)
UK, 7 (5.3%) Canadian, and 27 (20.6%h)er.

Thus the combined sampleds gender breal
1.3% other. Ages ranged from 15 to 73, with a mean age of 25008 {1.65). The country
breakdown of this sample was thus 149 (62.9%) Australian, 43 (18.1%) USA, 1) Uk6%
and 34 (14.2%) other. A full list of the nationality breakdown of all participants can be seen in
Appendix A.
2.2 Measures

This study consisted of 10 scales which assessed the various constructs of interest, as
well as a number of demographic quessioFor a complete set of questions please see
Appendix B.

2.2.1 Animal Education Test.The animal education test was developed for this study
to provide a brief test of animal knowledge. This measure was based on a similar test with
items based aroundandnc |l udi ng some of the sample que
study (1987). This scale consists of 15 statements (e.g., Spiders have 10 legs), that
participants were to select whether they were true or false. Scores were calculated by adding
markfor every correct answer, and no mark for every wrong or unanswered statement. This
gave a possible range of scores froitB0 In the present study KROs wer e, U =
the psychology pool sample, U = Oeodveral f or
sample. Since these values indicated poor internal consistency, they suggest that this measur
is not a reliable measure of animal education; as such it was not used in further analyses.

2.2.2 Empathy.Empathy was assessed using the empathy deatdoped by the
International Personality Iltem Pool and based on the Jackson Personality Inventory (IPIP,

2015).This scale consists of 10 items (e.g., Cry easily), which participants rateepoing 5
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Likert scale, 1 $trongly Disagregto 5 Strongly Ayreg, how much they agreed that the
statement was true of themselves. A total score was calculated by adding scores on each iten

giving a possibly empathy score ranging from 10 to 50, with a higher score indicating greater

empat hy. Past fOronhbhascshdsadlephave been goo
present study U = 0.797 for the psychol og)
U = 0.845 for the overall sample, these Ve

2.2.3 Altruism. Altruism was assessed using the altruism scale developed by the
International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, 2015).This scale consisted of 10 items (e.g., Love
to help others), which participants rated on@ofnt Likert scale, 1§trongly Disagrepto 5
(Strongly Agreg how true each statement was of them now, not as they wished to be. A total
score was calculated by adding scores on each item, with 5 reverse scored items, giving a tot
score ranging from 10 to 50, with a higher score indicating highedslefaltruism. Past
Cronbachbés alpha for this scale have been
= 0.795 for the psychology pool sample, U
the overall sample, indicating good internal cetesicy.

2.2.4 Locus of Control (LOC).The commonly used Locus of Control Behaviour
scale (LCB; Craig et al ., 1984) was used t
consisted of 14 statements (e.g., | can anticipate difficulties and take actiaictoheam), in
which participants were asked on-pd@nt Likert scale, 1§trongly Disagregto 6 Strongly
Agreg, how much they agreed with each statement. An external LOC score was calculated by
summing its corresponding 8 items and an internal LO@seas calculated by summing its
corresponding 6 items. A total LOC score was thus calculated by subtracting the internal LOC
score from the external LOC score. This gives a possible ra8dge 42 for the total LOC,
with higher scores indicating greatetternal LOC. For this study a KB of 0.737 (first year
sample), 0.808 (online sample), and 0.778 (overall sample) was found, indicating acceptable

to good internal consistency.
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2.2.5 Social Desirability. A shortened 13tem form of the MarloweCrowneSocial
Desirability scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Reynolds, 1982) was used to assess the social
desirability of participants. This scale consisted of 13 true or false statements (e.g., | am
sometimes irritated by people who ask favours of me). A totaé seas calculated by scoring
true responses as 0 and false responses as 1, with 5 items reverse scored. This gave a possi
social desirability score of-05, with a higher score indicating higher levels of social
desirability. Past studies have had a-RRof 0.62, which is acceptable (Loo & Thorpe,

2000). For this study a KRO of 0.740 for the psychology pool sample, 0.764 for the online
sample, and 0.752 for the overall sample was found, these values indicated acceptable intern
consistency.

2.2.6 Pesonality Scale.The M550 Questionnaire (McCord, 2002) was used to
assess participantsd personality on the Bi
which participants were asked to rate or@obt Likert scale, ranging from In@ccuratg to
5 (accuratg, how true the statements were of them. This measure consisted of the five
subscales: Openness to Experience (e.g., Have a vivid imagination), Conscientiousness (e.g.,
Get chores done right away), Extraversion (e.g., Make friends easily), Apreestd(e.g.,

Accept people as they are), and Neuroticism (e.g., Panic easily). Of these 50 statements 26
were reverse scored. A total score was given for each subscale, by getting the mean of the 1(
statements that tapped that construct. This gave ebshadea a possible range eblwith

higher scores indicating higher levels of that construct. This scale has been used in a number
of published studies and has been found tc
alphas ranging from 0.789864br i ts subscales (McCord, 20
07410 . 878 for the psychol o9y8 pfomil tstmenpd el i J
0.7810.893 for the overall sample indicating acceptable to excellent internal consistency.

This scale waslightly modified so that participants were asked if they voted for conservative

candidates before a similar question in regards to liberal ones (i.e., the order of these
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guestions were swapped from their original position in the scale). This was dbiseaaghor
found in a previous study (Soutter & Hitchens, 2016) reliability was negatively influenced in
Australian samples when left in its original form, as the conservative party is called the
Liberal party in Australia.

2.2.7 Dirty Dozen.The Dirty Dozn scale (Jonason & Webster, 2010) was used to
measure psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism. This measure consisted of 12 items
measuring psychopathy (e.g., | tend to lack remorse), narcissism (e.g., | tend to want others tc
admire me), and Machavellianism (e.g., | have used deceit or lied to get my way).

Participants were asked to rate themselves truthfully epa@m Likert scale, ranging from 1
(Disagree Stronglyto 9 (Agree Strongly A score for each of these personality traits was
calcuated by taking the average of all 4 scores on their corresponding items, giving each trait
a possible range of 1 to 9; with higher scores indicating higher levels of these traits. Past
Cronbachds al phas have been r @8 tornaresdismas U
and U = 0.81 for Machiavellianism (Jonasot
suggest these scales have acceptable to gc
0.890, and 0.878 for th768, @855 anth ®m817ofa the gnlmedo | <
sample, and U = 0.792, 0.871, and 0.846 fc
and Machiavellianism respectively. These values indicated good internal consistency.

2.2.8 NER15 Item ScaleThe New Envionmental Paradigm, otherwise known as the
revised NEP (Dunlap et al., 2000), was used to assespim@nmental attitudes. This 15
item measure (e.g., Humans are severely abusing the environment) requires participants to
rate each statement on gdintscale, ranging from 1Sgrongly Disagregto 7 Strongly
Agreg. A total score was calculated by summing all 15 items together, with 8 of the items
being reverse scored. This gave a possible range of scores from 15 to 105, with higher scores
indicatingmoe pree nvi r onment al attitudes. Past Cr ol

= 0.75 (Tarrant, Bright, & Cordell, 2008).
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= 0.660, the online sample U = 0.l®s$idlicatea nd
acceptable to good internal consistency.

2.2.9 Biophilic Attitudes Inventory. A second scale, the Biophilic Attitudes
Inventory (BIA; Letourneau, 2013), was used to measurepvironmental attitudes. This
scale consisted of 48 items (elgis ok for animals to eat each other to survive), in which
participants rated on afint Likert scale, ranging from B{rongly Disagregto 5 Strongly
Agreg, how much they agreed with each statement. This scale consisted edGaks
consisting ®Dominionistic, Ecological/Scientism, Humanism, Moralism, Naturalism,
Negativism, and Utilitarianism. Scores on the respective items for easdtalgwere added
to calculate a score for each typology, with higher scores indicating higher levels of that
typology. For the first year sample Ecological/Scientism, Humanism, Naturalism, and
Negati vism had accept ab-0.848)tUdtlitagaoiaonchadr el i ab i
unacceptable reliability (U = 0.618)., whe
reliability (U = 0.564, 0.211). The-0808) i ne
for Dominionistic, Ecological/Scientism, Moralism, Naturalism, and Negativism, while
Humani sm was poor (U = 0.532), wvatbdrlegasy Ut
= 0.365). Lastly, when combined Ecological/Scientism, Naturalism, and Negativism had
acceptabl e to go ed41), whileiDarbiriiohisti¢, Moralisth,and 0. 6 8 9
Humani sm had quest i of#&49), ehereastiitariansmhadt y ( U
unacceptable reliability (U = 0.292).

2.2.10 Donation ScaleA behavioural measure of pemvironmental behaviour was
created as there does not appear to be a consistent measuremfipomental behaviour in
the literature. Thiseale was roughly modelled after the dictator game (Khaneman, Knetsch,
& Thal er, 1986) and the dependent measur e
was done to create a more ecologically valid measure edrprivtonmental behaviour,

focussing ora real life situation (donating to charities).This measure consisted of brief

r
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descriptions of three different charities [WWF (environment), BasicNeeds (mental health),
and OXFAM (poverty)] taken from their websites (BasicNeeds, 2015; OXFAM, 2015a;
OXFAM, 2015b; WWF, 2015). A full description can be found in Appendix C. After
participants read these descriptions they were told they had $100 spare cash and were asked
how they would spend the money between these three charities, and an option to keep the
money. Participants could allocate any amount to each group, as long as the total across all
was $100. A score was calculated for each
that option by 100. Participants were also given the option of explairiigghey had split

the money the way they did.

2.3. Procedure

This study was approved by the Macquarie University Human Research Ethics
Committee (Reference numb&20150004 Participants were recruited either through the
Macquarie University participampool website (SONA; refer to Appendix D) or online
websites and social media (refer to Appendix E). Furthermore, at the end of the survey
participants were given a link they could refer friends or others to. Participants were split into
two groups: firstyear psychology students (drawn from SONA) and online community
(drawn from online sources). These groups were directed to separate links, containing
identical surveys, except SONA participant
for every queson. Each link first asked participants to read an Information and Consent form
(refer to Appendix F), which was accepted before continuing onto the survey.

Participants initially completed a set of demographic questions, as well as the animal
educatiortest. Thereafter they completed in a randomised order the personality questions
(empathy, altruism, LOC, social desirability, Big Five, and the Dirty Dozen). Lastly,
participants completed in a random order the twegmnaronmental attitude scales (NERJan

BIA) as well as the donation scale.
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3. Results
3.1 Preliminary Analysis

Due to the poor reliability of the maj
dropped from hypothesis one, and subsequently only those subscales found to have good
reliab | ity were included in hypothesis two.
analysisof hypothesine, due to the fact that the majority of scales were unreliable. As a
result Kellertédés typol ogi eisentralyyahddhusmade b e
them unsuitable as a dependent variald®wvever, those that were reliable were included in
the anal ysis for hypothesis two to maxi mi
control of extraneous variables.

Before analyses wereegformed, a preliminary analysis was conducted to ensure that
there was no difference between the online sample and the first year psychology student
sample on any of the dependent variable measures (i.e., NEP, donation to WWF).
Independent samplegdstswere conducted to examine whether sample group was related to
these scales. This analysis found there was no significant difference between the groups on
donation to WWF§>0.05). However, there was a significant difference between groups on
the NEP (= 3.498,p = 0.001; equal variance not assumed) indicating that the online sample
scored higher on the NEP than the psychology sarvile5.16). Due to these findings,
group membership was added as a covariate for the first hypothesis.

Asthegendercategoy of 6ot her & was not well rep
make comparisons between this category and the categories of male and female. Due to this
these three participants who identified as other were removed from all subsequent analyses.
3.2 Assumptons and Error Rate

All analyses were conducted using SPSS (version 22). The assumptions of multiple
linear regression (linearity, independence, homoscedacity, normality, and multicollinearity)

were met only for hypothesis 1. For hypothesis 2 the assumspicnormality and

f

C

-
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homoscedacity were violated for the combined sample as can be seen in Appendix G.
However, as normality is only an issue for small samples (Field, 2013), and due to the
relatively large sample size of the study, the violations werexpected to influence the
outcomes of the analys@&airthermore, multiple linear regression is fairly robust to slight
violations of normality (Field, 2013). For these reasons, it was decided that violations of
normality were not significant enough to waamt any changes. In regards to violations of
homoscedacity, multiple linear regression is also robust to slight violations (Statistics
Solutions, 2013). For all hypotheses a series of multiple linear regressions with model
reduction were performed with sificance set at p<0.05.
3.3 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for all scales are reported in Table 2. A correlation matrix of
variables can be found in Appendix H.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Study 1.

Possible Range Actual Range

Variable n M SD

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
Animal Education 234 12.03 2.03 0 15 6 15
Empathy 234 36.00 7.00 10 50 15 50
Altruism 234 39.88 5.55 10 50 16 50
Locus of Control 234 -4.00 8.65 -28 42 -22 24
Social Desirability 234 5.81 3.11 0 15 0 13
NEP 234 76.55 15 105 21 104
11.95

Personality Scale
Openness 234 3.82 0.65 1.00 5.00 1.70 5.00
Conscientiousness 234 3.46 0.76 1.00 5.00 1.20 5.00

Extraversion 234 3.17 0.85 1.00 5.00 1.00 4.90
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Agreeableness 234 3.77 0.59 1.00 5.00 1.80 4.90

Neuroticism 234 290 0.86 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00
Dirty Dozen

Psychopathy 234 279 165 1.00 9.00 1.00 8.25

Narcissism 234 470 195 1.00 9.00 1.00 9.00

Machiavellianism 234 3.82 1.89 1.00 9.00 1.00 8.50

Biophilic Attitudes Inventory

Dominionistic 234 15.80 3.90 6 30 6 26
Ecological/Scientism 234 35.92 6.22 9 45 15 45
Humanism 234 26.78 3.81 7 35 16 35
Moralism 234 25.85 3.37 6 30 10 30
Naturalism 234 3293 4.73 8 40 17 40
Negativism 234 17.38 4.93 7 35 8 35
Utilitarianism 234 16.29 2.70 5 25 10 23

Donation Scale

Oxfam 234 0.29 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
WWF 234 0.25 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
BasicNeeds 234 0.26 0.18 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Kept for Self 234 0.21 0.30 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

3.4 Hypothesis One

It was hypothesised thpto-environmental attitudes would be positively related to
empathy, altruism, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness. While the Dark Triad,
external LOC, and Neuroticism would be negatively related teepvaronmental attitudes.

A multiple linear regrssion with model reduction was conducted, with NEP score as
the dependent variable. The original model before reduction included the predictors of the Big
Five (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism), empath

altruism,LOC, the Dark Triad (psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism). It also
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included the demographic variables of age, gender, pet ownership, number of pets, property
damage, personal injury, and area (rural or urban). Social desirability and group stember
were included as covariates. The analysis revealed that the model with all predictors included
was significantF(20,211) = 3.769<0.0005,R?= 0.263, R?adjustes= 0.193.

Model reduction was then performed, removing variables based on an alpha of 0.05.
After model reduction was conducted only the variables of social desirability, LOC,
narcissism, altruism, Openness, group membership, area (rural or urban), property damage,
and pet ownership remained. This new model was signifiEgdR222) = 7.727p<0.0005,R?
= 0.239,R%agjusted = 0.208. Through model reduction 11 variables were removed with only a
reduction inR? of 0.024, and an improvement Rfagjustedof 0.015. Sedable 3 for a
summary of regression results.

Social desirability and group membership were not investigated as they were simply
added to control for these factors. Holding all other variables constant, those with a higher
level of altruism also had a highlevel of preenvironmental attitudeb(= 0.499, 95% ClI
[0.197, 0.801]p = 0.001). Holding all other variables constant, those who scored higher in
Openness were also found to have higher levels eépvoronmental attitudeb(= 4.374,

95% CI [2.075, 6&72],p<0.0005). It was found after holding all other variables constant that
a greater external LOC was related to an increasedrprioonmental attitudeb(= 0.193,

95% CI[0.021, 0.366) = 0.028). It was further found that ownership of pet(s), hgldiih

other variables constant, was related to an increaseeghprmnmental attitudeb(= 3.272,

95% CI[0.340, 6.203 = 0.029). It was also found that those in urban compared to rural
areas, holding all other variables constant, was also relatedrioraased prenvironmental
attitude b =5.440, 95% CI [1.125, 9.754),= 0.014). Opennes$é € 0.237) and altruism
(b=0.231) appear to be the two strongest predictors when compared with the significant
variables of LOCH§ = 0.140), areaf(= 0.151), and pet ownershif £ 0.131).

Table 3
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Summary of Model Reduction for Hypothesis One

Variable B SEB b
Model 1
Age 0.087 0.073 0.086
Number of Pets 0.046 0.290 0.011
Social Desirability -0.789 0.311 -0.206*
Locus of Control 0.199 0.107 0.144
Narcissism -0.647 0.464 -0.106
Psychopathy -5.65 0.724 -0.078
Machiavellianism -3.82 0.583 -0.060
Empathy -0.030 0.152 -0.017
Altruism 0.411 0.212 0.191
Extraversion 0.636 1.138 0.045
Agreeableness -1.330 1.897 -0.065
Conscientiousness 0.801 1.263 0.051
Neuroticism 1.472 1.307 0.106
Openness 4.256 1.252 0.231**
Gender 0.794 1.994 0.028
Group -4.254 1.804 -0.178*
Area(Rural or Urban’ 4.943 2.269 0.137*
Property Damage 3.814 2.467 0.096
Injury -1.439 1.984 -0.046
PetOwnership -2.506 1.731 -0.100
R? 0.263 RPadjusted 0.193
F 3.769***

Model 2

30
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Social Desirability -0.803 0.263 -0.209**
Locus of Control 0.193 0.088 0.140*
Narcissism -0.776 0.397 -0.127
Altruism 0.499 0.153 0.231**
Openness 4,374 1.167 0.237***
Group -4.811 1.534 -0.201**
Area(Rural or Urban’ 5.440 2.189 0.151*
Property damage 4,225 2.370 0.106
Pet Ownership -3.272 1.488 -0.131*
R? 0.239 RPadjusted 0.208
F 1.727%**

Note N= 235,00 . 00,0 . *0*0 0,0 . *0*0*0 5
3.5 Hypothesis Two

It was hypothesised that pemvironmental attitudes, increased empathy, altruism,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness would have a positive relationship-with pro
environmental behaviour and that the Dark Triad, extdar@&, and Neuroticism would be
negatively related to prenvironmental behaviour.

A multiple linear regression with model reduction was conducted, with donation to
WWEF as the dependent variable. The predictors of the Big Five (Openness,
Conscientiousness xgaversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism), empathy, altruism, LOC,
the Dark Triad (psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism), NEP, Ecological/Scientism,
Naturalism, and Negativism were included in the model. It also included the demographic
variablkes of age, gender, pet ownership, number of pets, property damage, personal injury,
and area (rural or urban). Social desirability was added as a covariate in the model. The
analysis revealed that this original model was signifida®3,208) = 2.933p<0.0005, R?

= 0.245,R%adjusted = 0.161.
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Model reduction was then conducted which removed variables, based on an alpha of
0.05. After model reduction was conducted only NEP, Ecological/Scientism typology,
psychopathy, Agreeableness, and social debiyatemained. This new model was
significant,F(5,226) = 11.081p<0.0005,R?= 0.197 R%adjusted = 0.179. Through model
reduction 18 variables were removed with only a reductid®f of 0.048, and an increase of
Readiusted0f 0.018. See Table 4 forsammary of regression results.

Holding all variables constant, those who scored higher on the NEP also donated more
to WWF (b = 0.006, 95% CI [0.003, 0.008}<0.0005). Holding all other variables constant,
higher scores on psychopathy were related tol@weounts donated to WWF b=-0.020,

95% CI F0.038,-0.001],p = 0.034). Lastly, holding all other variables constant, those who
scored higher on Agreeableness donated less to VWWFO(058, 95% CI -0.114,-
0.002],p = 0.041). Preenvironmental attitudes measured by the NEP appear to be the
strongest predictob(= 0.334) compared to the variables of, psychopdihy-0.165), and
AgreeablenesH(=-0.172).

Table 4

Summary of Model Reduction for Hypothesis Two

Variable B SEB b
Model 1

Age -0.001 0.001 -0.043

Number of Pets -0.001 0.005 -0.031

Social Desirability 0.010 0.005 0.158
NEP 0.005 0.001 0.321***

Ecological/Scientism 0.005 0.003 0.158

Naturalism -0.003 0.004 -0.064

Negativism -0.001 0.003 -0.028

Locus ofControl 0.001 0.002 0.025
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Narcissism -0.004 0.008 -0.038
Psychopathy -0.021 0.012 -0.180
Machiavellianism -0.008 0.010 -0.075
Empathy -0.002 0.003 -0.083
Altruism -0.000 0.004 -0.012
Extraversion 0.010 0.020 0.043
Agreeableness -0.051 0.032 -0.149
Conscientiousness 0.029 0.021 0.113
Neuroticism 0.046 0.022 0.197*
Openness -0.004 0.022 -0.013
Gender -0.017 0.034 -0.036
Area(Rural or Urban’ 0.047 0.038 0.079
Property Damage -0.042 0.042 -0.063
Injury 0.034 0.034 0.065
Pet Ownership -0.037 0.030 -0.089
R? 0.245 RPadjusted 0.161

F 2.933***

Model 2
Social Desirability 0.011 0.004 0.179*
NEP 0.006 0.001 0.334***

Ecological/Scientism 0.004 0.002 0.118
Psychopathy -0.020 0.009 -0.165*
Agreeableness -0.058 0.028 -0.172*
R? 0.197 RPadjusted 0.179

F 11.081***

Note N= 232,00 . 00,0 . *0*0 0,0 . *0*0*0 5
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Study 2
4. Method

4.1 Participants

Study 2 consisted of 125 participants, 96 (76.8%) female, 28 (22.4%) male, and 1
(0.8%) other, who wenreecruited from a firsyear psychology pool at Macquarie University
and received course credit as compensation. Ages of participants ranged from 17 to 72, with ¢
mean age of 21.5&D= 8.24).

Participants were presented one of three brochures (descelosg this brochure
was either positively imaged (n = 41), negatively imaged (n = 44), or neutrally imaged (n =
40).
4.2 Measures

This study consisted of seven scales, primarily taken from the first study. Building on
Study 1, those questionnairesthaa d poor reliability (Keller
education) were removed. Furthermore, a number of demographic questions, the Dark Triad
scale, and social desirability scale were also removed to ensure the brevity of the survey. See
Appendix J for thdull survey.

4.2.1 Efficacy ScalesEfficacy was measured through 4 questions. Three questions
asked participants to rate on a 10 point scaldlat &t al) to 10 Extremely si how they
would rate the efficacy of three items (Save the Planet [thecemw@ntal charity advertised],
onebs self, and the act of donating to che
Furthermore, participants were asked on a forced choice scale of 10 points with the anchors
consi sti-mrgo foift 6dNrogpamd iswaitd wanls 6e fafna@r t6d 6, whi
helping the environment.

4.2.2 Empathy ScaleThe empathy scale used in Study 1 was used again with no

changes. I n Study 2 this scale had an acce
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4.2.3 Altruism Scale.The altruism scale used in Study 1 was used again with no
changes. I n Study 2 this scale had an acce
4.2.4 Locus of Control (LOC).The LOC scale used in Study 1 was used again with
no changes. In Study 2thisscelmd an acceptable internal ¢
4.2.5 Personality ScaleThe Big Five personality scale used in Study 1 was used
again with no changes. In Study 2 the-sghles had acceptable to good internal consistency
(U = -0855Y.07
4.2.6 NER15 Item Scale.The NEP scale used in Study 1 was used again with no
changes. I n Study 2 this scale had an acce
4.2.7 Donation ScaleThe donation scale used in Study 1 was used again, except that
the name WW was swapped for Save the Planet in the description and option to donate to.
Furthermore, the description was slightly changed (see Appendix K).This was done as the
brochures were for this fictional environmental organisation.
4.2.8 Brochures Participang were randomly assigned to one of three conditions
(positive, negative, and neutral brochdresee Appendix L). All participants in a single
testing had the same brochure. All three brochures were identical, except for the three images
inside. Each image & matched with a similar content one as can be seen in Appendix L
(e.g., clean beach in positive vs. dirty beach in negative). Brochures were used as they were
an easy form of communicating information about the environment; furthermore they are
commonlyused with environmental organisations and governments to promote environmental
campaigns and policies. Thubkey reflected a real life mode of communicating
environmental awareness, while also being easy to develop. Furthermore, the use of a
brochure allaved the manipulation of images to be subtly and easily done. By creating
brochures instead of using already made ones it was possible to keep consistency across all
other areas apart from the imaggkis allowed the true purpose of this study (examining

image valence) to be less obvious than simply presenting images in isolati@modingres
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were designed to replicate brochures that are often found and environmental centres, zoos,
and other such places.

4.3 Procedure

This study was approved by the MacgedJniversity Human Research Ethics
Committee (Reference numb&20150004 Participants were recruited through the
Macquarie University psychology participant pool website (SONA; see Appendix M).

Participants were tested in groups of one to threedaridg testing were unable to
see each other or the head researcher, in order to minimise social pressure on responses.
Participants were given an informed consent form (see Appendix N), and after giving consent
were given a brief explanation of the stubyt were blinded to the hypotheses in regards to
different conditions.

Participants were instructed to read through the brochure before beginning the online
survey. Demographic information was collected first, and then the various efficacy measures.
Paricipants then completed in a random order the empathy, altruism, LOC, and Big Five
measure. Lastly, the NEP and donation scale were completed in a random order. Once
participants completed the survey they were given a quick debiésfiaining what the
study was about and asking participants not to tell others about the content of the brochure.

5. Results
5.1 Preliminary Analysis, Assumptions, and Error Rate

Due to the smal/l representation of the
this groupwere not possible, and thus this one participant was removed from subsequent
analyses. This left the neutral brochure condition with 39 participants.

All analysis was conducted using SPSS (version 22). The assumptions of multiple
linear regression (linedyi, independence, homoscedacity, normality, and multicollinearity)
were all met for hypothesis three. However, the assumption of normality was violated for

hypothesis four and five, as can be seen in Appendix O. However, multiple linear regression
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is fairly robust to slight violations of normality, as found here (Field, 2013). For all
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hypotheses a series of multiple linear regressions with model reduction was performed with

significance set at p<0.05. Furthermore, for all hypotheses that included artioneteren,

the continuous variable of efficacy Save the Planet and/or NEP were centred at their mean.

Bonferroni Adjustments were applied when comparisons of groups were involved in

the final

comparisons was well above or below this level, so will not be mentioned again.

5.2 Descriptive Statistics
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Descriptive statistics for all scales are reported in Table 5. A correlation matrix of

variables can be found in Appendix P.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Study 2.

Possible range

Actual Range

Variable n M SD
Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
Efficacy Save the
124 7.20 1.68 1 10 1 10
Planet
Ef ficac)
123 592 1.92 1 10 1 10
Self
Efficacy Donating
123 550 1.80 1 10 1 10
to Charity
Efficacy Non
Profit vs. 124 4.83 2.59 1 10 1 10
Individual Efforts
Empathy 124 35.74 5.41 10 50 21 49
Altruism 124 40.95 4.28 10 50 31 49
Locus of Control 124 -5.42 7.60 -28 42 -23 21



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM 38

NEP 124 75.94 10.04 15 105 45 102

Personality Scale

Openness 124 3.77 0.53 1.00 5.00 2.40 5.00
Conscientiousnes 124 3.47 0.66 1.00 5.00 1.40 5.00
Extraversion 124 3.30 0.70 1.00 5.00 1.60 4.60
Agreeableness 124 3.85 0.48 1.00 5.00 2.50 4.80
Neuroticism 124 2.72 0.66 1.00 5.00 1.30 4.10

Donation Scale

Oxfam 124 0.32 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Save the Planet 124 0.27 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.80
BasicNeeds 124 0.25 0.12 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.60
Kept for self 124 0.17 0.21 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

5.3 Hypothesis Three

It was hypothesised that negatively imaged advertising would have a stronger effect
on preaenvironmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP, than positively imaged advertising
when there was lower efficacy of the message. A multiple linear regression edéi m
reduction was conducted, with the NEP as the dependent variable. The original model before
reduction included the predictors of age, gender, LOC, empathy, altruism, Openness,
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, efficacyeah8a®anet
(centred at its mean), and brochure group (dummy coded). It also included the interaction
terms of efficacy of Save the Planet with brochure group. The analysis was run with the
neutral group coded as the reference group. The analysis rethestlédte model with all
predictors included was significaf(15, 108) = 2.770p = 0.001,R?> = 0.278 R2adjusted =
0.178. As the interaction terms were not significant 0.194) the model was reduced to an
additive model which was significari(13,110) = 2.905p = 0.007,R? = 0.256,R?adjusted =

0.168.
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Model reduction was then conducted by hand which removed variables, based on an
alpha of 0.05, until all remaining variables were significant at a 0.05 level. After model
reduction only the variabt of gender, Openness, and brochure group remained. This new
model was significanf(4, 119) = 7.448p<0.0005,R? = 0.200,R?adjusted = 0.173. Through
model reduction 9 variables were removed with an improvement RPAlgseqof 0.005. See
Table 6for a summary of regression results.

Holding Openness constant and brochure group at neutral, females had higher pro
environmental attitude scores than mates 6.324, 95% CI [2.394, 10.255],= 0.02).
Holding gender constant at male and brochure gabuneutral, those with a higher Openness
score also had a higher peavironmental attitude scorb £ 5.373, 95% CI [2.245, 8.501],
p=0.001). Holding Openness constant and gender at male, there was no difference between
the negative brochure and the nalbrochurel§ = -1.658, 95% CI45.653, 2.337], p
= 0.413), but there was a significant difference between the positive brochure and the neutral
brochure, in that those who received a positive brochure had a strongsvpanmental
attitude than those in the neutral groiyp=(5.162, 95% CI [1.100, 9.2243,= 0.013). The
final model was run again to get the last group comparison, which found that those who
received a positive brochure had strongergmeironmental attitudes than thoseovh
received a negative brochute= 6.820, 95% CI [2.879, 10.76Q],= 0.001).

Table 6

Summary of Model Reduction for Hypothesis Three

Variable B SEB b
Model 1
0.052 0.112 0.043
Gender 6.923 2.193 0.289**
Locus of Control -0.153 0.137 -0.116

Empathy -0.027 0.197 -0.014
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Altruism 0.479 0.278 0.204
Efficacy of Save
the Planet 0.461 0.508 0.077
(centred at mean
Openness 4.160 1.763 0.218*
Conscientiousnes -1.721 1.617 -0.114
Extraversion 0.487 1.346 0.034
Agreeableness -5.097 2.647 -0.244
Neuroticism 0.399 1.794 0.026
Brochure group
Positive (with
neutral as 4.665 2.096 0.219*
reference)
Negative (with
neutral as -1.871 2.066 -0.090
reference)
Positive (with
negative as 6.537 2.036 0.307**
reference)
R? 0.256 Readjusted 0.168
F 2.905**
Model 2
Gender 6.324 1.985 0.264**
Openness 5.373 1.580 0.282**
Brochure Group
Positive (with 5.162 2.051 0.243*
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neutral as
reference)
Negative (with
neutral as -1.658 2.018 -0.079
reference)

Positive (with

negativeas 6.820 1.990 0.321**
reference)
R? 0.200 Readjusted 0.173
F 7.448%+

Note: N=124, OO0 . 0 QO .*0*0 QO .*0*0*0 5

5.4 Hypothesis Four and Five

Hypothesis four and five were combined as they included the same variables. It was
hypothesised that negatively imaged advertising would have a stronger effect on pro
environmental behaviour than positively imaged advertising when there was lower efficacy
the message. It was also hypothesised that negatively imaged advertising would have a
stronger effect on prenvironmental behaviour than positively imaged advertising when
individuals had lower levels of prenvironmental attitude.

A multiple linear egression with model reduction was conducted, with the donation to
Save the Planet as the dependent variable. The original model before reduction included the
predictors of age, gender, LOC, empathy, altruism, Openness, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Ageeableness, Neuroticism, efficacy of Save the Planet (centred at its mean),
NEP (centred at its mean), and brochure group (dummy coded). It also included the
interaction terms of efficacy of Save the Planet with brochure group and NEP with brochure
group.The analysis was run with the neutral group coded as the reference group. The analysi:

revealed that the model with all predictors included was signifi€db8, 104) = 1.992p =
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0.022,R? = 0.250,R%adjusted = 0.120. As the interaction terms were righ#ficant (p = 0.518
andp = 0.384) the model was reduced to an additive model which was signifi¢ast,108)
=2.255,0= 0.10,R? = 0.226 RPadgjusted = 0.126.

Model reduction was then conducted by hand which removed variables, based on an
alpha 0f0.05, until all remaining variables were significant at a 0.05 level. After model
reduction only the variables of efficacy of Save the Planet, NEP, and Neuroticism remained.
This new model was significarf(3, 119) = 8.603pO 0 . 0 R 6 6.1,78 Radjusta = 0.158.
Through model reduction 10 variables were removed with an improvementRAtfageqof
0.032. See Table 7 for a summary of regression results. When holding NEP and efficacy of
Save the Planet constant, those with higher Neuroticism doeatetb Save the Planet
(b=-0.061, 95% CI140.101,-0.021],p = 0.003). Holding Neuroticism and efficacy towards
Save the Planet constant, those with a higher NEP donated more to Save the Planet
(b= 0.005, 95% CI [0.003,0.008}O M005).

Table 7

Summary of Model Reduction for Hypothesis Four and Five

Variable B SEB b
Model 1
Age 0.000 0.002 0.009
Gender 0.019 0.037 0.049
Efficacy Save the
0.016 0.008 0.172
Planet
NEP 0.006 0.002 0.352***
Locus of Control -0.001 0.002 -0.071
Empathy -0.005 0.003 -0.156
Altruism -0.001 0.005 -0.029

Openness 0.016 0.029 0.053
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Conscientiousness 0.006 0.027 0.025
Extraversion -0.016 0.022 -0.069
Agreeableness 0.028 0.044 0.084
Neuroticism -0.036 0.030 -0.151
Brochure Group
Positive (with
neutral as -0.045 0.035 -0.134
reference)
Negative (with
neutral as -0.002 0.034 -0.006
reference)
Positive (with
negative as -0.043 0.035 -0.129
reference)
R 0.226 Readjusted 0.126
F 2.255*
NEP 0.005 0.001 0.330***
Neuroticism -0.061 0.020 -0.253**
Efficacy of Save
0.015 0.008 0.161
the Planet
R 0.178 Readjusted 0.158
F 8.603***

Note: N=124, %0 0 .

0 pQO .*00 pQO .*0*0°0 5
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6. Discussion

6.1 Study 1

This first study aimed to explore the relationship between a number of personality
characteristics, prenvironmental attitudes, and peavironmental behaviour. This aim was
achieved by first examining how a number of personality characteristics weegl rielgro
environmental attitudes, as measured by the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP). This study
then examined how these personality and demographic characteristics as well as pro
environmental attitudes, measus,eeerblatedtoot h
pro-environmental behaviour. In regards to the previously stated hypotheses, this study
examined hypothesis one and two. To make the comparison between attitudes and behaviour
more apparent, this discussion will talk about hypothessamial two together.
6.1.1 Fate of Hypotheses

Hypothesis one predicted that empathy, altruism, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and
Openness would have a positive relationship withgmaronmentahttitudes,while the Dark
Triad, external LOC, and Neurotiaswould be negatively related to peavironmental
attitudes. This hypothesis was only partially supported; insofar that altruism and Openness
had a positive relationship with pemvironmental attitudes.

Hypothesis two predicted that pemvironmental ditudes, increased empathy,
altruism, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness would have a positive relationship with
pro-environmentabehaviour while the Dark Triad, external LOC, and Neuroticism would be
negatively related to prenvironmental behawvur. This hypothesis was only partially
supported. Prenvironmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP, had a positive relationship
with pro-environmental behaviour, and psychopathy was found to be negatively related to
pro-environmental behaviour as pretid. However, Agreeableness was found to be
negatively related to prenvironmental behaviour, which was counter to what was

hypothesised.
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6.1.2Significant Predicted Findings

A greater external LOC was predicted to be negatively related ferpiconmetal
attitudes and behaviour. Study 1 however, found that a greater external LGsita®ly
related to preenvironmental attitudes, but not related to-pnvironmental behaviour. These
relationships are counter to past research which suggests tbele Isé a negative
relationship between external LOC and-prvironmental attitudes and behaviour (Barney et
al., 2005; Dimopoulous & Pantis, 2003; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). This is believed to
occur because those with an external LOC believe that loalgtdtions of other external
forces such as big corporations and God can affect the environment (Dimopoulous & Pantis,
2003; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Furthermore, it is believed that by believing their actions
cannot affect changes, those with an exidt@C retreat into apathy, or other similar
mindsets towards environmental issues (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). In regards to pro
environmental attitudes, one possible reas:s
external LOC as a whole might rime positively related to prenvironmental attitudes
although certain aspects of it may be. For example, religious beliefs, which are related to an
external LOC and at times, teach caring for the environment. This is potentially supported by
the finding tlat LOC was not related to pemvironmental attitudes by itself, but only after
controlling for the variables of social desirability, narcissism, altruism, Openness, group
membership, area, property damage, and pet ownership. As past research doesaot tend
control for all these other factors, this might explain why this finding has not been found
before. However, replication of this finding is needed, and future research into what aspects
of an external LOC might be related to fmavironmental attitudes

In regards to pr@nvironmental behaviour not being related to LOC, one possible
reason might be t ha tenvirdninental behavidwy @anatimye¢oa s u r e
charity), might be compatible with both an external and an internal LOC. That is withs

an external LOC might donate to these charities as they are a port of the external forces they
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believe can help the environment, whereas those with an internal LOC might simply see
donating to environmental charities as a way they can help th@emént. Thus both ends

of the LOC spectrum might participate in this behaviour equally, potentially explaining why
there was no apparent relation between LOC angtpvoronmental behaviour. Future studies
could examine whether more personal action, uteélt large organisations, such as car
pooling or recycling are only related to internal LOC, while anything that is related to bigger
organisations, such as voting for ajgmvironmental government is related to both types of
LOC.

This difference in L@ relationship with pre&environmental attitudes and behaviour is
interesting as this study suggests that an external LOC is positively related to pro
environmental attitudes but is not related to-eneironmental behaviour. This finding
indicatesthat LOC s r el ated to oned6és internal attit
actions. This suggests some disconnect betweearpficonmental attitudes and behaviour, in
that individuals who differ in LOC might have differences in-privironmental attituddsut
not behave differently towards the environment. If true, then this points to other internal
motives or external forces relating peavironmental attitudes and behaviour. However, one
must keep in mind the potential issues of these relations fouhi isttidy as mentioned
above.

It was found that Openness was positively related teepxaronmental attitudes,
which is in line with past research, but unrelateddpation to environmental charities, this
study6s pneeavianmeatal behaviopwhich is counter to past research (Hirsh,
2010; Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Markowitz et &Q12). In regards to prenvironmental
attitudes, Openness was found to be uniquely related teniconmental attitudes even after
controlling for altruism. This s i nt eresting as past resear-c
relation to environmental conservation is due to empathy and altruism (Markowitz et al.,

2012). This current research however, suggests that Openness has a positive association witt
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pro-environnental attitudes outside of simply its relation to altruism and empékigye are a
few potential avenues for Opennéassociation with pr@nvironmental attitudes outside of
altruism and empathy, when one considers what it means to be high on thisiggrsait.

Those high in Opennesse characterised by a willingness to try new things, to be open to
new ideas, and to have a general appreciation of adventure, art, aesthetic beauty, and new
experiences (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; McCrae & Costa, 198Yaspect of this character
that has been linked to environmental attitudes is aesthetic appreciation. Aesthetic
appreciation has been shown to shapegmaronmental values (Kellert, 1997). Thus, those
who are characterised by a high level of Opennegksabsequently aesthetic appreciation,
might push thento participate irand enhance their experience of nature (Hirsh &

Dol derman, 2007). This enhanced experience
environmental attitudes (Finger, 1994; Hirsh & Doldern2097; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989).

In regards to pre&environmental behaviour there was no relation with Openness. Since
there was no relation between empathy or altruism aneémrivonmental behaviour in this
study, this might explain why Openness was naiteel to preenvironmental behaviour. This
is because some argue that Openness is only related to environmental engagement because
empathy and altruism (Milfont & Sibley, 201Burthermore, one must remember that a
broad measure of prenvironmental bedviour was not examined rather donation to an
environmental charity was measured. It might be the case that Opé&metetssn to pre
environmental behaviour might change if other measures edprivtonmental behaviour are
used (e.qg., recycling, switchirmdf lights).

Opennessd dif f er e n emvironmental attitudds and behavieut isv e ¢
interesting as it suggests that its relationship withggraronmental attitudes works through a
different mechanism, other than empathy and altruismreglseOpenness might only be
related to preenvironmental behaviour through these mechanisms of empathy and altruism.

Consequently, investigating possible mechanisms feepuironmental attitudes should be
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further examined. It would also be interestingxamine why there are different mechanisms
through which Openness is related to-prvironmental attitudes and behaviour. Since, this is
the first study, to the researchero6s knowl
examining the Big Five ahenvironmental conservation, replication of these findings is
required but these results nevertheless pr
environmental conservation.

A similar but inversed rel ati orelatbn p wa s
with pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour. Agreeableness was not related to pro
environmental attitudes, but was negatively relatadlton at i ng t o WWF, t hi
of pro-environmental behaviour. Neither of these findings are @éwith past research that
suggests there should be a positive relationship between Agreeableness and pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour (Milfont & Sibley, 2012; Nisbet et al., 2009), although
in regards to pr@nvironmental behaviour, this negatietationship has been reported before
(Solifio & Farizo, 2014). One possible explanation for this is that studies reporting a positive
relationship tend to examine pemvironmental behaviour independent of other choices,
whereas Sol i o0 neasdre (Fesantedzagedlistic €xaniple that accounted for
ot her choices (e.g., financial <costs). Gi
matched more closely to that of Solifio and Farizo, by presenting a range of charities and the
optionnottod onat e, this methodol ogical differen
are similar to theirs and not others. The negative relationship might be because those high in
Agreeableness support human charities over environmental ones, as it is dagier to
empathic relationships with humans than the environment. These empathic relationships are
what have been suggested as the reason Agreeableness is related to environmental
conservation (Milfont & Sibley, 2012). This appears to be supported by a fofjamalysis
as seen in Appendix I. Thus, this study possibly has greater external validity than past

research, as it presents a choice more reflective of real life. The finding that highly agreeable



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM 49
individuals are more likely to support charities thatratated to humans, has implications for
environmental charities, in that they should attempt to create an empathic connection with the
environment.

In regards to prenvironmental attitudes, it is believed that Agreeableness is related
through empathy rated elements (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Markowitz et al., 2013). Thus
the fact that empathy was not related to-@nwironmental attitudes might explain this lack of
relationship. Furthermore, the NEP has been criticised as being too cognitive (Hirsh &
Dolderman, 2007), which might further explain why Agreeableness was not related, as its
emotional factors are said to be what ties it togmmeironmental attitudes (Hirsh &

Dolderman, 2007; Markowitz et al., 2013).

Again the diff er e niondo preenvirArgnentakattitndeseande s s 6
behaviour suggests a disconnect between wk
environmental attitudes and behaviour. It appears that those with different levels of
Agreeableness also haglgferences in dnating to environmental organisatiobsit show no
differences in preenvironmental attitudes. This is interesting as it suggests that certain Big
Five factors might have an influence on4emvironmental attitudes and not behaviours,
whereas others woik the opposite direction. However, this causal relationship cannot be
determined due to the correlational nature of this study, although future studies could
potentially attempt to examine issues of causality and why certain Big Five traits might
influence preenvironmental attitudes and others-{grovironmental behaviour.

Past research has suggested that altruism and empathy are positively related to pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Markowitz et al., 2012;
Milfont & Sibley, 2012). However, this past research often looks at empathy and altruism
indirectly, through traits such as being fs@cial or seHinterested (Cameron et al., 1998;

Milfont & Sibley, 2012; Schultz, 2001). It has been shown however, that empathylsowar

nature is significantly related to pemvironmental behaviour (Tam, 2013is currentstudy
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provides a direct examination of these facets, which has been lacking in psychology (Tam,

2013). The current study found that altruism was positively retatpdo>-environmental

attitudes but not related to pemvironmental behavioenvironmental donationjvhereas

empathy was not found to be related to eithergaraironmental attitudes or behaviour. The

finding that altruism is positively related to penvironmental attitudes is in support of past

theory. This is not surprising as altruisrt

self (Trivers, 1971) which could be incorporated within-pnwironmental attitudes. The

finding in the current studthat empathy is not related to peavironmental attitudes is

interesting in light of the fact that altruism was not only significantly related to pro

environmental attitudes but was also the second strongest predictor of it. A possible reason is

due tothe fact that the NEP is a cognitive measure, which does not look at the emotional side

of pro-environmental attitudes (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). This lack of focus on emotions

could explain why empathy was not related, but altruism was. This is becdinsesat

altruism does not require the emotional aspects of empathy, where, for example, evolutionary

psychologists suggest that an aspect of altruism involves reciprocal altruism, in which an

individual acts altruistically towards others in the hope thatrstwill act altruistically

towards them when in need (Trivers, 1971). It is possible that by using a measure that taps

into this emotional side of prenvironmental attitudes, one would see a relationship between

empathy and prenvironmental attitudesinfortunately, due to the problems of reliability

with the Kellert measure used in this study (a measure designed to tap into the more

emotional side) this aspect could not be examined properly. Due to this and the problems with

the NEP, future studiessnd d | ook at a more reliabl e mee
It is interesting however, though that neither altruism nor empathy were related to pro

environmental behaviowrs measured ithis study. In particular because past research has in

fact highlighted the importance of altruism and empathy in the relationship between certain

aspects of the Big Five and environmental conservation (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007,
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Markowitz et al., 2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012). Furthermore, research has shown that
individuals who are sympathetic, selfless, and moregomal tend to show greater pro
environmental behaviour (Allen & Ferrand, 1990; Cameron et al., 1998; Milfont & Sibley,
2012; Schultz, 2001). It is thus unusual that altruism or empathy were not signifiedantibyl r
to proenvironmental behaviour. However, like Agreeableness as mentioned above, these
findings usually look at prenvironmental behaviour or engagement in isolation. Like
Agreeableness, a potential explanation is that these empathic and altrdigituals are
donating to human charities instead of the wildlife one and/or keeping the money for oneself.
This is possible as it would be easier to form an empathic and/or altruistic relationship with a
human than with the environment. In fact, furthealysis of the data suggests that this was
indeed happening for altruism, and although not significant for empathy, was in the expected
direction as mentioned above (see Appendix I). However, this study did not examine this
further, which future researdould. This has potential implications for donation campaigns,
in that they need to keep in mind that when there are competing charities, those that are
potentially easier to form empathic and/or altruistic bonds with might receive that money.
Lastly, it was predicted that the Dark Triad traits of psychopathy, narcissism, and
Machiavellianism would have a negative relationship withg@reironmental attitudes and
behaviour. However, the only significant relationship found was that between psychopathy
andpro-environmental behaviour.
Higher levels of psychopathy were related to lower legEmoney donged to
environmental charitiesyhich fits with what one would expect based on the literature
(Borden & Francis; Hirsh & Peterson, 2009; Milfont & Sibl@@12; Paulhus & Williams,
2002). Although not directly tested in other studies, research has demonstrated that
individuals who are high on psychopathy tend to show patterns of recklessness, and low
levels of empathy and anxiety (Paulhus & Williams, 208®search has shown that

individuals who are selfish, competitive, and unempathic tend to lack environmental concern
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and are less likely to act environmentally (Borden & Francis; Hirsh & Peterson, 2009; Milfont
& Sibley, 2012). Inversely, research has alemonstrated that prosocial individuals who are
selfless and sympathetic are more environmentally engaged (Cameron et al., 1998; Milfont &
Sibley, 2012; Schultz, 2002). Thus this finding is consistent with past research and theory.
Although theoreticalls uggest ed, no study has tested t
environmental conservation, thus this finding provides some insight into how individuals with
psychopathic traits act towards the environment. It suggests that these individuals are of
particularrisk at behaving angnvironmentally.

On the other hand, neither narcissism nor Machiavellianism were related to pro
environmental behaviour, and psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism were not
related to preenvironmental attitudes in this studyhese traits were predicted to be
negatively related to prenvironmental attitudes and behaviour due to a lack of empathy.
Thus, the finding of this study that empathy was not related temrisonmental attitudes or
behaviour might account for this laoka relationship between pemvironmental attitudes
and behaviours, and these Dark Triad traits. However, why psychopathy and not narcissism o
Machiavellianism, was negatively related to4erovironmental behaviour is less clear. One
reason might be #t only psychopaths engage in animal cruelty (Kavanagh, Signal, & Taylor,
2013). However, animal cruelty is very different to donating to environmental charities. Thus,
replication of these findings is needed. Furthermore, it should be examined whetrsr tiie
an empathy related measure of-provironmental attitudes and behaviour does find
relationships between the Dark triad and these attitudes and behaviour.

The finding that preenvironmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP, were positively
relateddonationto environmental charities, i st u d y 6 sprowreieosmemtad o f
behaviouris in line with past literature (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Many theories of
behaviour, such as TPB, VBN, and resotsesed explanations, suggest a strong and dven a

times causal link between attitudes and behaviours (Margyatt, 2012). Although research
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has shown a disconnect betweenenvironmental attitudes and behaviour, the literature has
consistently shown a small but positive relationship between thémlimuss & Agyeman,
2002). Furthermore, the disconnect found in some studies has been attributed to a mismatch
between attitudes and behaviours studied (St. John 2040). However, this study used a
fairly broad measure of prenvironmental attitudewhich matches to a wide range of

projects performed by prenvironmental charities (measure of q@mvironmental behaviour
used). Furthermore, the connection betweergmaronmental attitudes and behaviour is
interesting due to their differences inatbn to the personality traits of Openness,
Agreeableness, Altruism, LOC, and psychopathy as detailed above. This suggests that the
connection between prenvironmental attitudes and behaviour is not through these
personality factors as mentioned aboveisTs interesting as it suggests that the personality
traits mentioned above do have a relationship with eitheepvironmental attitudes or
behaviour, but not both. This thus suggests thatprkironmental attitudes and behaviour

have different mechasms that lie outside of their relation to each other as suggested by past
theory (MarquarPyatt, 2012).

6.1.3 NonSignificant Predicted Findings

There were a number of other factors that were predicted but not found to be
significantly related to prernvironmental attitudes and behaviour. These-significant
findings that were not discussed above will now be discussed.

The finding that none of the Big Five factors other than Openness were related to pro
environmental attitudes, or that none of the Bigg factors other than Agreeableness were
related to preenvironmental behaviour is counter to past research (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh, 2014;
Markowitz et al., 2013; Milfont & Sibley, 2012; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). There are a number
of possible reasons why tleegelationships were not found. Firstly, Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism are not consistently found to be related to pro

environmental attitudes or behaviours (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh, 2014; Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007;
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Milfont & Sibley; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). Thus, this study is line with these and potentially
demonstrates that there is no relationship between these aspects of the Big Five and
environmental conservation. More specifically for Conscientiousness, some argue that certain
aspects worlkn favour of preenvironmental attitudes and behaviours (e.g., repetition of
behaviour), while others work against them (e.g., traditionalism; Markowitz et al., 2012).
These counteacting aspects within an individual might explain why Conscientiousnass w
not found to be related to pemvironmental attitudes or behaviour in this studigwever,
with regards to pr@&nvironmental behaviour, caution must be applied when attempting to
apply these findings to other pemvironmental behaviours. This is besauhis study looked
at only donation to environmental charities as a measure @nwiconmental behaviours. It
might be possible that the Big Five is related to other types edmprivonmental behaviour
(e.g., supporting sustainable farming).

The lackof a relationship between pemvironmental attitudes, as measured by the
BIA, and preenvironmental behaviour goes against past research (Kollmuss & Agyeman,
2002). Interestingly prenvironmental attitudes, as measured by the NEP, were significantly
relaedtopree nvi ronment al behaviour. As Kellerto
ofproenvi ronment al attitudes (Hirsh & Dol der
pro-environmental behaviour was not related to empathy or altruism, mighesgtugdoes
not tap the emotive side of environmental conservation. Future research should address this
limitation by examining a greater range of ygnavironmental behaviours and by using a more
reliable measure of Kellertbés typol ogi es.
6.1.4 Other Significant Findings

It was found that owning a pet and living in an urban area was related to stronrger pro
environmental attitudes. This is in line with past research (Berenguer et al., 2005; Paul &
Serpell, 1993). However, neither of theseiables were related to donating to an

environmental char it yenvirdnmhental behaviaud yhissuggeslsa s u r
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that these factors are only related to how one views the environment and not to whether one
donates to environmental charites t hi s st ud ye@nsronmen@ldehaveur.dtf pr
might be that these variables are related to other measuresafyronmental behaviour,
which should be explored in future studies.

Social desirability was found to be related to-pnvironmenrdl attitudes and
behaviour, but in opposite directions. The positive relationship betweesngm@mnmental
behaviour and social desirability is line with past research (Milfont, 2009). The negative
relationship between prenvironmental attitudes and saldlesirability however, is counter
to Mil fontés study. A possible reason for
desirability scales. This current study used a broad and short measure of social desirability,
whereas Milfont used a more tatge version with a wider range of responses. Repetition of
this studyés findings is needed however,h ¢
research and theory (Milfont, 2009).

Lastly, group membership was significantly related togmeironmetal attitudes, in
that the online sample had more q@vironmental attitudes than the first year psychology
sample. It is known that individuals in different countries have different attitudes towards the
environment (Luebke, Clayton, Kelly, & Grajal, 28 Rauwald & Moore, 2002). As the
online sample included participants from various countries, this might explain why there was
a difference in preenvironmental attitudes between the two samples.
6.1.5 Other NonSignificant Findings

A number of demograpd variables were found to not be significantly related te pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour. Neither property damage nor personal injury was
related to preenvironmental attitudes or behaviour, which is counter to past research (Liu et
al., 2011)However, this past research looked at attitudes and behaviours towards the species
responsible for damage, it is possible that these factors only change attitudes and behaviours

towards that one species rather than broadly to the envirormmtrg work éne by
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environmental charitied.astly, neither age nor gender were related tegororonmental
attitudes and behaviours which is counter to past research (Dunlap et al., 2000; Hirsh &
Dolderman, 2007; Kellert, 1984; Kellert & Berry, 1987; Zhang et all42. However, the
inability to replicate these past findings might be due to the small sample size of males
(23.6%) and the rage restriction in terms of ages, as most participants were between 17 and z
(73%). Thus this lack of variation in age and gemdight account for whyhese differences
in pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour weoé present in this study.
6.1.6 Strengths and Weaknesses
The results of this study provide important insights into what factors are related to pro
environmental d@itudes and behaviour. This is important as few studies have been conducted
in conservation psychology, and even fewer in how personality variables are related to pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour. Thus, a strength of this study is its exanohation
wide range of personality traits, some of which have not been examined before. Furthermore,
this study examines both pemvironmental attitudes and behaviour. This allows a
comparison between what personality variables are related-engn@nmenthattitudes and
what are related to prenvironmental behaviours. This is important as past research has
shown a disconnect between fmavironmental attitudes and behaviours (Kollmuss &
Agyeman, 2002). Lastly, the use of a realistic decision (donaticigatigties) as a measure of
pro-environmental behaviour, potentially allows for greater ecological validity of results, as
past studies tend to look at peavironmental behaviour in isolation of alternative actions.
Despite these strengths there are saspects that could have impacted the results
adversely. Firstly, although diverse, the sample was from predominantly white well
developed nations (US, UK, and Australia) which limits the generalisability of these results to
other cultures. Research shobklexpanded into other countries, such as developing ones in
order to see if these findings are consistent across different cultures. Another limitation was

the dropping of Kellertds typol ogies due t
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typologies complement the NEP to create a better measure-ehpronmental attitudes
(Rauwald & Moore, 2002). Lastly, the correlational nature of this study prevents causal
claims from being made. Although this is a limitation, this study at least pobsatae
insight in to what personality variables are related and not related-empir@nmental
attitudes and behaviour.

Despite these issues this study contributed to the emerging field of conservation
psychology, in particular how personality is rethte both preenvironmental attitudes and
behaviour. It was found that the personality factors of LOC, altruism, and Openness as well as
pet ownership, and area lived in were related tegondronmental attitudes. It was also found
that the personality &ors of psychopathy and Agreeableness as well asmiconmental
attitudes were related to pemvironmental behaviour.

6.2 Study 2

The aim of Study 2 was to examine the effectiveness of positively vs. negatively
imaged advertising campaigns on {gmvironmental attitudes and behaviour. In regards to
hypotheses, this study examined hypothesis three, four, and five. To make the @ymparis
between attitudes and behaviour more apparent, this discussion will talk about hypothesis
three, four, and five together.

6.2.1 Fate of Hypotheses

The hypothesis (three and four) that negatively imaged advertising would have a
stronger effect on prervironmental attitude and behaviour, than positively imaged
advertising when there was lower efficacy in the message was not supported. The lack of an
interaction between efficacy of message and type of brochure contradicts past research whict
suggests thategatively framed messages are more effective when efficacy in the presented
message is low (Block & Keller, 1995; Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987).

One possibility for this null finding is that the research that suggests an interaction is

based in the healiomain. The health domain focuses on behaviour that directly affects an
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i ndividual 6s health, whereas environment al
directly. It is a possibility that when the behaviour does not affect the individeatlgithis
interaction does not occur. In regards to-pnwironmental behaviour specifically, the finding

that the imagery brochures did not affect-prvironmental behaviour might explain why no
interaction occur. Replication of these findings is regpliio determine whether this

difference between conservation and health does exist.

The hypothesis that negatively imaged advertising would have a stronger effect on
pro-environmental behaviour than positively imaged advertising when individuals had lower
levels of preenvironmental attitudes was not supported. This goes against past research
which suggests that a positive comparison (i.e., comparing above average environmentally
grown produce to neutrally grown environmental produce) would be more efféativ
individuals with high environmental concern (Grankvist et al., 2004).

One reason for not replicating this interaction is that, this study used a cognitive
measure of prenvironmental attitudes, whereas Grankvist et al. (2004) measured
environmentatoncern, which is emotional in nature. It is possible that without the emotional
aspect, this interaction does not occur. Another methodological difference was that Granvkist
et al. compared products on how environmental they were, whereas this studyeeixam
imagery in isolationLastly, this study examined environmental donation behaviour, whereas
Grankuvist et al. examined purchasing of sustainable prodiletse differences in
methodology might account for the interaction between attitudes and imaaidrging
replicated in this study. This potentially suggests that this interaction is not robust to changes
in methodology.

6.2.2 Significant Findings

Although no interactions were found, there were a number of significant findings.

Firstly, brochure imgery influenced preenvironmental attitudes, in that reading a positively

imaged brochure increased grovironmental attitudes compared to negatively and neutrally
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imaged brochures. This finding is interesting when one considers the research in the health
domain, which tends to show that negatively imaged advertising is the most effective (Witte
& Allen, 2000). This demonstrates the importance and necessity for research into the effects
of advertising in an environmental domain, as research from othsrrarglat not be

applicable to this domaihis study suggests adverts with negative images may not influence
pro-environmental attitudes. If this finding is replicated in other studies, this would suggest
that environmental campaigns might be producin§feséve adverts when using negative
images as they do not influence fmavironmental attitudes. Instead these campaigns should
be reframed to show the positives of the environment in order to be more effect. This researck
demonstrates that even slightolges in imagery can have a significant impact on

i ndi vi dandrbnméntal@ttitodes. Replication of these findings is needed; however,
this research has demonstrated the influence of imagery eanpr@nmental attitudes.

In contrast, imagery hadreffectcorone ds donati on to envirc
study6s pneeavianmeatal behaviour, which is counter to past research (Block &
Keller, 1995; Maheswaran & Meyetevy, 1990; Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987). One
possible reason for thisffierence is that imagery might not have a direct effect on pro
environmental behaviour, but an indirect one throughgmaronmental attitudes. Although
this indirect relationship was not tested, this study does show that imagery affects pro
environmenthattitudes, and that there is positive relationship betweeemmonmental
attitudes and behaviour. Thus, it is possible that this indirect effect might be occurring.
Another possibility is that these previous studies looked at message framing iofteronds
not images, whereas this study looked at differences in images not words. This difference in
framing might account for why imagery did not affectqerovironmental behaviour, as
different images might not be enough to influence behavioural cluargehanges in
attitudes. Future studies should examine whether this indirect relationships is indeed

occurring. Furthermore, as previous studies change the framing in regards to words, it would
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be interesting to see if differences in wording have aainmpact on preenvironmental
behaviour and attitudes as differences in imagery.

In regards to personality, only Openness and Neuroticism were related to pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour. As in Study 1, Openness was found to be significantly
related to preenvironmental attitudes and not related to-@n@ironmental behaviour. Those
higher in Openness were found to have moregondgronmental attitudes, which is in line
with past research (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). This is interesting as neittpgathy nor
altruism were significantly related to pemvironmental attitudes in this study, which have
been suggested as t he mec h-anmirorsmerdal attitndes Op e nr
(Milfont & Sibley, 2012). Like Study 1, this suggests that Qs has a relation to pro
environmental attitudes over and above its connection through empathy and altruism. In
regards to prenvironmental behaviour, like Study 1, its rgignificant relation might be
because there was no relation between empathyraisen and preenvironmental behaviour.

This is because some argue that Openness is only related to environmental engagement
because of empathy and altruism (Milfont & Sibley, 20E2)thermore, our measure of pro
environmental behaviour, donating to dhas, might not be related to Openness whereas
other behaviours, such sgpportingg gr eend pol i cies might be.

The continued diff er en c-environmen@lpatiitodessands 6 r
behaviour, suggests a number of things. Firstly, it sugdleat this difference is fairly robust
at least in regards to these measures ekprkaronmental attitudes and behaviour. This
consistency provides some evi devirenmentalh at Ofy
attitudes works through mechanisms owsid just empathy and altruism. In contrast, without
these empathic and altruistic mechanisms, Openness has no relaticetvippomental
behaviour. As Openness varies by culture (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005), it would be
interesting to examine whethdrig variation in Openness accounts for country differences in

pro-environmental attitudes found in some studies (Franzen, 2003; Rauwald & Moore, 2002).
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In contrast, Neuroticism was significantly relatedltmating to environmental
chari ti e smeadure opso-envitonmentadbehavioubut not preenvironmental
attitudes. Those higher in Neuroticism donated less to the environmental charity, which is in
line with past research (Markowitz et al., 2013; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). However, some
studies ind that Neuroticism is positively linked to environmental engagement (Milfont &
Sibley, 2012). Although Milfont and Sibley (2012) note that Neuroticism is inconsistently
found to be related to environmental engagement, even within their own study. This
inconsi stently i n Neur cdnvirenmentaldehaviow poastbly o n's h i
suggests a situational influence on highly Neurotic individuals that at times makes these
individuals act preenvironmentally and other times astivironmentally. If thigs the case it
suggests that prenvironmental behaviour is not merely the case of personality or
situationally related, but that there might be an interaction between personality and situation.
This has implications for how conservation psychology iglaoted, in that research into
these factors cannot be conducted in isolation, and that research should take into consideratic
both situational and personality factors to create a better understanding of what makes an
individual act or not act environmeifita

In contrast, Neuroticism was not related to-prvironmental attitudes, like Study 1.
It is interesting that what factors of the Big Five are related tepwironmental attitudes are
more consistent than what factors are related teepwironmentbbehaviour at least for
these measure$his possibly suggeststhtath i s st u d ypoenvimenestal r e o f
attitudes might be more consistent across situations, whtered@ss st ud ypos me a s
environmental behaviour is more likely to be influeshbg the situation. Further research is
needed to determine whether this is indeed the case, and if so why.

Unlike Study 1, gender was found to be significantly related teepuironmental
attitudes, in that females had more-provironmental attitudes @m males, which is in line

with past research (Hirsh, 2010;réh & Dolderman, 2007; Zelezny et,&000). This is



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM 62
interesting as the gender split in Study 2 was similar to Study 1. A possible reason for this, is
that when there is a very uneven gengbdit ;1 the sample, as was the case for Study 1 and 2,
the difference between the genders in regards tepvoonmental attitudes is harder to find.
Another reason might be the fact that Study 1 and Study 2 had different populations, with
Study 2 only eamining first year undergraduate psychology students. In contrast to past
research, but in line with Study 1, gender was not found to be relatedéoyronmental
behaviour. This suggests that although there might be differencese@myironmental

attitudes between the genders, when it comes t@pwironmental behaviour, in particular
donation habits, there are no differences ingmeironmental behaviour. This is counter to
past researcfZelezny et al.2000). This potentially suggests that otfagtors interacted with
gender to result in similar prenvironmental behaviours, despite the difference in pro
environmental attitudes.

Lastly, like Study 1, preenvironmental attitudes were significantly related to pro
environmental behaviour, which s line with past research (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002).
Again, this makes sense in light of theories of behaviour, such as TPB, VBN, and resource
based explanations, which suggest a link strong link between attitudes and behaviours
(MarquartPyatt, 2012). Tis continued relationship between govironmental attitudes and
behaviour, adds to the robustness of this relationship. Although this might seem like an
obvious relationship, one must keep in mind that within environmental conservation there is
normallyquite a large disconnect between the two (St. John et al., 2010). Thus, this continued
relationship further cements some connection betweermrvonmental attitudes and
behaviour.

6.2.3 NonSignificant Findings

Many personality traits were not found to be significantly related tepuironmental

attitudes and behaviour, including LOC, empathy, altruism, and most of the Big Five. In

regards to LOC, it had no relationship to either@nwironmental attitudes dehaviour
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which is counter to past research (Barney et al., 2005; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). This
nonexistent relationship with prenvironmental behaviour is consistent with Study 1,
however, this nomxistent relationship with prenvironmental attitudeis counter to Study 1.
Onepotential reason for this discrepancy, in regards teepraronmental attitude, is that the
majority of individuals in this study had an internal LOC (71.8%) and thus an external LOC
was not well represented in this sampleisTange restriction might also explain why {pro
environmental behaviour was not related to an internal LOC, as suggested in past research
(Barney et al., 2005; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 208hwever, as mentioned previously future
studies should examine a widange of preenvironmental behaviours, and whether different
pro-environmental behaviours are related differently to LOC.
Empathy and Altruism were not related to-gmvironmental attitudes or behaviours
in this second study, which is counter to pastaesh and theory (Kollmuss & Agyeman,
2002; Markowitz et al., 2012; Milfont & Sibley, 2012). This null relationship with pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour is in line with Study 1, except that Study 1 found a
positive relationship between altruismdapraenvironmental attitudes. A possible reason for
the null relationship between empathy, altruism, andgororonmental attitudes is that the
NEP is too cognitive and does not examine the emotional aspectseriyaronmental
attitudes (Hirsh & Doldeman, 2007). The consistent lack of a relationship between empathy
and preenvironmental attitudes demonstrates the robustness of this null relationship, when
using the NEP as a measure of-privironmental attitudes. The difference in results
regarding Afruism between Study 1 and Study 2 suggests that the relationship between
altruism and preenvironmental attitudes is not very robust. Replication of these findings, in
particular the robustness of eenvpoahentgl and e
attitudes across cognitive (NEP) and emoti
I n regards t o nei t-dn@roninentalrbehbveoudr,itheiss hi p wi

consistent with Study 1. A potential explanation for this was mentioned in Studyhaf in t
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past research generally looks at-erovironmental behaviour or engagement in isolation,
whereas in the real world there are competing demands. It is possible that individuals who are
high in empathy and altruism are donating more to the human fochagtles (OXFAM and
BasicNeeds), as it would reasonable be easier to form empathic or altruistic connections with
humans than with the environment. The consistency of this null relationship adds to the
robustness of empat hy pwaiththis méasureofippmés nul |
environmental behaviour. Replication of these findings, across varioushpronmental
behaviours is required to further the generalisability of results.

Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Agreeableness were not related to pr
environmental attitudes and behaviour, which is counter to past research (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh,
2014; Markowitz et al., 2013; Milfont & Sibley, 2012; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). These
relationships were consistent with Study 1 in terms ofgondronmental aitude. However,
in regards to pr@nvironmental behaviour the relationship is less consistent as it was found
that Agreeableness instead of Neuroticism had a significant relationship with pro
environmental behaviour in Study 1. This inconsistency withepraronmental behaviour
and Agreeableness suggests that Agreeableness might not be robustly rélated t® st u d
measure opro-environmental behaviour and that situational or other factors might influence
its relationship with pr@&nvironmental behavio. This provides support to the notion that
when it comes to prenvironmental behavioum particular donating to charitiesther
factors, such as situation, might have sor
environmental behaviour. In regartb preenvironmental attitudes, it is believed that
Agreeableness is related to these attitudes through empathy and altruism (Hirsh &
Dolderman, 2007; Markowitz et al., 2013). Thus, the finding in this study that neither
empathy nor altruism were relatedpro-environmental attitudes, might explain

Agreeableness lack of a relationship with-provironmental attitudes.
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In regards to Extraversion and Conscientiousness, these factors are not consistently
found to be related to prenvironmental attitudes @ehaviour (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh, 2014;

Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Milfont & Sibley; Solifio & Farizo, 2014). This might explain why
Extraversion and Conscientiousness were not related to bedmpi@nmental attitudes and
behaviourin this study More specitally for Conscientiousness, some argue that certain
aspects work in favour of prenvironmental attitudes and behaviours (e.g., repetition of
behaviour), while others work against them (e.g., traditionalism; Markowitz et al., 2012).
These counteactingaspects within an individual might explain why Conscientiousness was
not found to be related to pemvironmental attitudes or behaviour in this study. This
consistency of there being no relationship between Extraversion and Conscientiousness to
both preenvironmental attitudes and behaviour, suggests there is some robustness to these
null relations. This is in line with research that tends to show that it is instead Openness and
Agreeableness that are the most consistently related Big Five Factors 2Airdh, However,

as some studies do find relations between these Big Five factors agavnanmental

attitudes and behaviour (Hirsh, 2014; Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007; Markowitz et al., 2012;
Milfont & Sibley, 2012), it would be interesting to examine a widege of pre

environmental attitudes and behaviours as it might be that the Big Five traits are related to
more emotive aspects of pemvironmental attitudes and behaviours. It would also be
interesting to examine how various govironmental behaviosirsuch as high effort vs. low
effort, or low cost vs. high cost environmental behaviours are related to the Big Five.

As with Study 1, age was not significantly related to-@n@ironmental attitudes or
behaviour, which is counter to past research (Duetagh., 2000; Hirsh, 2010; Kellert, 1984).
Again, as in Study 1, this null relationship is likely due to the range restriction of ages as most
participants were between 17 and 22 (83.1%). Thus, this range restriction might have
prevented any real examinati of differences in prenvironmental attitudes and behaviour

between ages.
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Lastly, it was found that the efficacy of Save the Planet was not related to pro
environmental attitudes or behaviour. One possibility for this lack of a relationship with pro
envronmental attitudes is that the efficacy of a single charity is not related to general pro
environmental attitudes. In regards to-erovironmental behaviour though, one would expect
the efficacy of a charity to influence whether one donated to it off hetlack of variation in
efficacy of Save the Planet might explain why this relationship was not significant. However,
even with this | ack of wvariation, this | ac
and preenvironmental behaviours waslpmorderline norsignificant. Thus, future studies
should address this lack of variation, and examine whether efficacy of a charity is related to
onebdbs willingness to donate to it.

6.2.4 Strengths and Weaknesses

A number of factors could have inverselypatted the findings of Study 2. Firstly, the
sample was fairly homogenous, as all participants were first year psychology students. This
potentially | imits the generalisability of
across various samplesnseded. As this study required participants to read the brochure, this
study was unable to examine what facets of an advert attract individuals to engage with it in
the first place. Thus, future research is required to determine what types of imagery draw
individuals to attend to the advert in the first place. Lastly, this study wassgossnal, and
subsequently the lorigrm effects of brochure imagery are uncertain. This could be addressed
with the use of a longitudinal design in future research.

Despte these limitations, this study was the first experiment that examined the effects
of differently i mag eehvirandngn&alattiitadesoand behaviburs, i d u &
Consequently, the novelty of this study is one of its greatest strengths, ag#is
understudied within conservation psychology. Furthermore, this study demonstrated the
robustness of certain per senviraneantalyttitddesando r s ¢

behaviour (e.g., Openness and-pnvironmental attitudes). Anothsirength of this study
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was the brochures and donation measure used in this study. As they were contextualised in a
real world example (adverts for a charity, and the decision to donate), the findings of this
study potentially have greater ecological vi§idLastly, the experimental nature of this study
enables causal claims to be made about how imagery used in brochures effects pro
environmental attitudes and behaviour.
7. Conclusion

Study 1 and Study 2 exami ned nmtitudesoanda | i t
behaviour, adding to the relatively new field of conservation psychology. Furthermore, Study
2 examined how the imagery used in enviror
environmental attitudes and behaviour. Results suggest thateenofipersonality traits are
related to preenvironmental attitudes and behaviour. Study 1 demonstrated a relationship
between preenvironmental attitudes and altruism, Openness, and LOC; while Study 2
continued to show that Openness was positively assotvith preenvironmental attitudes.
In regards to pr@nvironmental behaviour, Study 1 demonstrated thaepuironmental
attitudes were positively related to pgavironmental behaviours, whereas psychopathy and
Agreeableness were negatively relatetlidy 2 continued to show pemvironmental
attitudes positive relationship with pemvironmental behaviour, but also showed
Neuroticismbés ne g atenvivoementa belaviouo Fughbermare, Study zh
demonstrated that positive imagery no¢hures influenced individuals to have stronger pro
environmental attitudes b-envirormnental behaviouriThig | u e
provides implications for environmental organisations on the type of imagery they should use
in their advertdo increase prenvironmental attitudes.

As previously mentioned, further studies are needed to build upon the findings of this
thesis, as well as address its potential limitations. In regards to Study 1, this could be done by
examining a more varied measwf preenvironmental attitudes that addresses the emotional

aspects of pr@nvironmental attitudes. Furthermore, a wider range eEpraronmental
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behaviours should be examined, as this study simply looked at charity donation. In regards to
Study 2, faure studies should also examine a wider range eépuwironmental behaviours as

well as including a measure of peavironmental attitudes that examine emotive aspects of
pro-environmental attitudes. Furthermore, future studies would benefit from thpulzdion

of other aspects of brochures (e.g., the wording) as well as examining what factors initially
attract individuals to the advert. Doing so will further explore the effects of environmental
adverts on -envibhmentalattitudes andHimiow.

This thesis has built upon previous research, extending the knowledge of an under
researched but vitally important field of research, conservation psychology. Although
replication of this thesis6 fi ardlationghfp i s r €
between personality factors and fgavironmental attitudes and behaviour, as well as the

influence of imagery on these pemvironmental attitudes and behaviour.
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Appendix A
Participantsd Nationality Breakdo

Participant breakdown by nationality is presented in Table Al.
Table Al

Participant Breakdown by Nationality

Country Number of participants Percentage of tot#%)
Australia 149 62.9
Bahamas 1 0.4
Brazil 1 0.4
Canada 7 3.0
Chile 1 0.4
Denmark 1 0.4
Estonia 1 0.4
France 1 0.4
Germany 2 0.8
India 2 0.8
Ireland 1 0.4
ltaly 1 0.4
South Korea 1 0.4
Lithuania 1 0.4
Malaysia 1 0.4
New Zealand 1 0.4
Peru 1 0.4
The Philippines 1 0.4

Romania 1 0.4
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Russia
South Africa
Spain
Sweden
Thailand
United Arab Emirates
United Kingdom

United States of America

Appendix A (cont.)

11

43

0.4

1.3

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

4.6

18.1
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Appendix B
Online Survey for Study 1

Q1 Please create a unique identifier in case we need to find your data

Q2 How old are you? (please enter numerically)

Q3 What gender do you identify as?
Male, Female, Other

Q4 What country do you currently reside in?
(drop cown menu of 196 countries)

Q5 What is your religious affiliation? (e.g., Islam, Christianity, Judaism, Hindu, Agnostic,
Atheist/nareligion, etc.)

Q6 What would you consider your cultural background to be?

Q7 What would you classify the area yate living in?
Rural, Urban

Q8 What is the highest level of education you have achieved,; if currently enrolled, highest
degree achieved.

Some high school/secondary education, Completed high school/secondary education, Tafe,
Trade/technical/vocationaldri ni ng, Di pl oma, Associate deg
Honour s/ postgraduate degree, Masterds degr

Q9 Have you or anyone close to you ever been seriously injured by an animal?
Yes, no

Q10Have you or anyone close to you ever steserious property damage due to an
animal?
Yes, no

Q11 Do you own any pets?
Yes, no

Ql1laHow many pets do you own? (please enter numerically)

Q12 Please answer either True or False to the following questions, please answer these
without outsideaid.
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Spiders have 10 legs

Female peacocks are brightly coloured
All spiders are poisonous to humans
Reptiles are cold blooded

Veal comes from lamb

All birds fly south for the winter

Tigers are an endangered animal
Whales can breathenderwater

Koala bears are not really bears

Some mammals lay eggs

Penguins are birds

Baby birds drink milk

When frightened an ostrich will bury its head in the sand
All mammals are warm blooded
Sharks can only live in salt water

Q13 Below are a number aftatements, please rate on the scale below how much you agree or
disagree with each one in reference to yourself.

1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree

Feel otherso6 emotions

Suffers frromm ot hersoé sor

Am deeply moved by othersdé6 misfortunes
Don6ét understand people who get emoti or
Am easily moved to tears

Cry easily

Am not interested in other peoplebds prc

Seldom get emotional
Experience my emotions intensely
Feel spiritually connected to othgeople

Q14 Please answer the following statements about how true they are of you right now, not
how you wish to be.

1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree

Make people feel welcome

Look down on othes

Anticipate the needs of others

Am indifferent to the feelings of others
Love to help others

Am concerned about others

Make people feel uncomfortable

Turn my back on others

Take no time for others

Have a good work for everyone
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Q15Below are a number of statements about how various topics affect your personal beliefs.
There are no right or wrong answers. Using #poiit scale shown below, please indicate

how much you agree or disagree with each item.

1= strongly disagree, 2= genlyalisagree, 3= somewhat disagree, 4= somewhat agree, 5=
generally agree, 6= strongly agree

| can anticipate difficulties and take action to avoid them

A great deal of what happens to me is probably just a matter of luck

Everyone knows that luck orchanc det er mi nes oneds futur ¢

| can control my problems only if | have outside support

When | make plans, | am almost certain | can make them work

My problem(s) will dominate me all my life

My mistakes and problems are my responsibility to deal with

Becoming asuccess is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to do with it

My life is controlled by outside actions and events

People are victims of circumstances beyond their control

To continually manage my problems | need professional help

| believe gperson can truly be the master of their fate

| am confident of being able to deal successfully with future problems

Maintain control over my problem(s) is due mostly to luck
Q16 Please respond with either True (T) or False (F) to each item. When comfieting
questions, please be as honest and accurate as you can, bearing in mind that your results are
anonymous.

It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged

I someti mes feel resentful when | donodt
On a few occasionshave given up doing something because | thought too little of my
ability

There have been times when | felt like rebelling against people in authority even

though | knew they were right

No matter who | am talking to, | am always a good listener

There havdeen occasions when | took advantage of someone

I am always willing to admit when | have made a mistake

| sometimes try to get even rather than to forgive and forget

| am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable

I have never been annoyed whmople express ideas very different from my own

There have been times when | was quite jealous of the good fortune of others

| am sometimes irritated by people who ask favours of me

I have never deliberately said somethir
Q17 For the below 50 questions please indicate on the scale how true they are of yourself.

1= inaccurate, 2=moderately inaccurate, 3=neither accurate or inaccurate, 4= moderately
accurate, 5= accurate

Have a vivid imagination

Believe in the importance of art
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Appendix B (cont.)
Seldom feel blue
Have a sharp tongue
Am not interested in abstract ideas
Find it difficult to get down to work
Panic easily
Tend to vote for conservative political candidates
Am not easily bothered by things
Make friends easily
Oftenfeel blue
Get chores done right away
Suspect hidden motives in others
Rarely get irritated
Do not like art
Dislike myself
Keep in the background
Do just enough work to get by
Am always prepared
Tend to vote for liberal political candidates
Feel comfortald with myself
Avoid philosophical discussions
Waste my time
Believe that others have good intentions
Am very pleased with myself
Have little to say
Feel comfortable around other people

Am often down in the dumps

87
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Do not enjoy going toramuseums
Have frequent mood swings
Donét | i ke to draw attention to myself
Insult people
Have a good word for everyone
Get back at others
Carry out my plans
Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull
Carry the conversation to a higher level
D o n 0 things theugh
Am skilled in handling social situations
Respect others
Pay attention to details
Am the life of the party
Enjoy hearing new ideas
Accept people as they are
Dondét talk a | ot
Cut others to pieces
Make plans and stick to them
Know how to captiate people
Make people feel at ease
Shirk my duties

Q18 Please answer the following statements about yourself truthfully on the following scale.
1= disagree strongly, 2= generally disagree, 3= disagree moderately, 4= disagree slightly, 5=
neither agreeradisagree, 6= agree slightly, 7= agree moderately, 8= generally agree, 9= agree
strongly

| tend to manipulate others to get my way
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| have used deceit or lied to get my way

| have used flattery to get my way

| tend to exploit otherowards my own end

| tend to lack remorse

| tend to not be too concerned with morality or the morality of my actions

| tend to be callous or insensitive

| tend to be cynical

| tend to want others to admire me

| tend to want others to pay attention to me

| tend to seek prestige or status

| tend to expect special favours from others
Q19 Please select the option that indicates how much you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements.

1= strongly disagree, 2= moderately disagree, 3= slightly disage neither agree nor
disagree, 5= slightly agree, 6= moderately agree, 7= strongly agree

Humans are severely abusing the environment
If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological

catastrophe
The balance of nata is delicate and easily upset
Thesec al | ed fiecol ogical <crisiso facing ht

We are approaching the limit of the number of people that the Earth can support
When humans interfere with nature, it often produces disastomsequences
Human ingenuity will insure we do not make the Earth unliveable
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs
Humans were meant to rule over nature
Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works &bleeto control it
Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws of nature
The Earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them
Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist
The balance of naturs strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial
nations
The Earth is like a spaceship with very limited room for resources
Q20 Please select the option that indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements.

1= stongly disagree, 2=slightly disagree, 3= neutral, 4= slightly agree, 5= strongly agree

| like to watch animals perform or do tricks

Even insects are important to nature

I like animals | can hold and hug

People should not hurt animals

| like to go where amals live in the world

We should get rid of all poisonous animals like snakes and scorpions
| like learning about the parts of plants and animals

| like useful animals, such as horses, police dogs, and segendogs

All dogs should be well trained
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It is okay for animals to eat each other to survive
A good animal is always happy to see its owner
At zoos, you should not see the animals unless they want you to
A good animal has no owner and lives in the wild
| like the sounds of windnd rain
| like learning the names of plants and animals
The best plants and animals are those that people can eat or make into other things
All dogs should be kept on a leash
| like learning about how animals and plants help one another survive
| like to see my pet happy
Plants and animals deserve our protection
| like the sounds animals make
Il donodét | i ke getting dirty when | go ol
| think insects are fascinating
ltés okay to hunt animals for food
A good animal obeys its owners
All plants and animalare important in nature
Pets should be part of the family
| admire people who protect plants and animals
| like the smell of plants and animals in the wild
ltés usually too hot or too cold to enj
| like watching nature shows on television
Plants and animals are around for people to use
Wild animals should be captured and tamed
| like learning about how animals behave in the wild
Ani mal s6 feelings are as i mportant as r
Human land developers ought to do everything possible to avoid regneegpetation
and dislocating animals
| like the feel of grass and sand under my bare feet
We should get rid of insects as much as we can
Nature is good because it gives us many things we need
| like to swim in lakes, rivers, and oceans
| admire people likdion tamers and dogcatchers, who know how to catch and control
animals
Zoos should show you animals that are cute and friendly
| am really bothered by the sight of weeds in a lawn
Insects that will bite or sting me are everywhere in nature
| like to helpsick or hurt animals
| like the sound of rivers, streams, and waves
Animals in the wild are dangerous
I think it is cruel to keep birds, even parakeets and canaries, in cages
Q21 You will be presented three different charities, please read each one aed ties
following question in regards to the information presented.

Oxfam

Oxfam understands that many causes of poverty are linked, and uses many tactics to fight
poverty and inequality. From local communities to the global stage, they call for faingess a
justice so that people in poverty can influence the decisions that affect them. Oxfam believes
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that all people are entitled to decent work, income security, essential health services,
education, gender equality, security from d¢ohfind disaster.

WWE

WWEF's mission is to stop the degradation of the planet's natural environment and to build a
future in which humans live in harmony with nature. WWF aims to accomplish this by
conserving the world's biodiversity, ensuring that theafisgenewable natural resources is
sustainable and by promoting the reduction of pollution and wasteful consumption.
BasicNeeds

BasicNeeds believes that mental health is a right, not a privilege. For millions of mentally ill
people around the world, this not the case. For them, mental illness is a world of poverty,
stigma, and isolation. BasicNeeds transforms lives by working with mentally ill people so that
together, we can build a world where people with mental iliness feel proud to live in.

Imagine yu had $100 spare cash, consider the four options below, how would you split the
money?

Oxfam

WWF

BasicNeeds

To spend on yourself

Q22If you wish could you justify your donation split (optional)

Q23 Where did you hear about this survey from?

Q24 Did you have any comments about the survey? (leave blank if none)
Thank you for participating in this study, your time and help is greatly appreciated.
If you know someone who might also be interested please forward them this link:

https://mgedwqualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_2mbQeJk6qlruaLr

Please do not hesitate contacting me if you have any questions.
Alistair Soutter (Alistair.Soutter@students.mq.edu.au)
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Appendix C

Donation Scale Descriptions
Oxfam
Oxfam understands that many causegaMerty are linked, and uses many tactics to fight
poverty and inequality. From local communities to the global stage, they call for fairness and
justice so that people in poverty can influence the decisions that affect them. Oxfam believes
that all peoplare entitled to decent work, income security, essential health services,
education, gender equality, security from conflict and disaster.

WWE

WWEF's mission is to stop the degradation of the planet's natural environment and to build a
future in which humas live in harmony with nature. WWF aims to accomplish this by
conserving the world's biodiversity, ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is
sustainable and by promoting the reduction of pollution and wasteful consumption.

BasicNeeds

BasicNeeds believes that mental health is a right, not a privilege. For millions of mentally ill
people around the world, this is not the case. For them, mental illness is a world of poverty,
stigma, and isolation. BasicNeeds transforms lives by working withatheil people so that
together, we can build a world where people with mental iliness feel proud to live in.
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Appendix D
Online Advertisement (First-Year Psychology Student Pool): Study 1

A study on personality and environmental conservation

This study is examining the relationship between personality factors and
environmental conservation. Participation includes an online survey that can be completed at
home in your free time, which will take 28 minutes to complete. If you have any questions

please feel free to email me at Alistair.Soutter@students.mg.edu.au.
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Appendix E
Online Advertisement (General Public): Study 1

Online forum advert

Hi everyone, Il dm currently undertaking
thesis | am studying thelationship between personality and environmental conservation
attitudes. |l tdd be really great i f you cc
only take 1525 minutes. | really appreciate the help! All you need to be is over the age of 18.

If you know anyone else who would be interested and able to help me, please forward
them the link. Thank you very much!

https://mgedu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV 2mbQeJk6dglrualLr

I f you have any questions my email 1 s ¢
my best to answer thanks!

Facebook group advert

Researchers from Macquarie University invite you to participate in a short survey on
personality and environmental consation. This survey will take roughly 280 minutes, and
will greatly help in our research. Participation is open to all those aged 18+ .Please click on
the following link to our study

https://mqgedu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV 2mbQeJk6dglrualLr



https://mqedu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_2mbQeJk6qlruaLr
https://mqedu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_2mbQeJk6qlruaLr
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Appendix F
Information and Consent Form for Study 1

Department of Psychology

Faculty of Human Sciences

MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY NSW 2109

Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 9898

Fax: +61 (0)2 9851912

Email: psy_off@ mq.edu.au

Chief Investigatordés [/ Supervisor
Chief I nvestigatorodés [/ Supervisor
Co-Investigator: Mr Alistair Soutter

Participant Information and Consent Form

o ©

Name of Project: The personality of envimental conservation

You are invited to participate in a study examining how personality factors are related to
environmental conservation. The purpose of this study is to examine how various personality
constructs are related to environmental consematiattitudes, as well as how they interact

with each other.

The study is being conducted by Alistair Sou#ted he can be contacted

at Alistair.Soutter@students.mqg.edu.au. This research is being conducted to meet the
requirements of Masters of Research (Psychology) under the supervision of Simong Boag,
phone numbert61 (0)2 9850 8024, email: Simon.Boag@mgq.adwf the Department of
Psychology.

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires online,
which should take roughly 380 minutes. Responses to the questions will be recorded and
analysed, however no data will bellected that will allow identification of participants.

There should not be any risks or discomforts involved, if you feel that any questions are
difficult to answer, we ask that you do not participate further as we do not wish to cause any
harm. For thee participating as part of a first year psychology requirement at Macquarie
University, course credit will be awarded for 20 minutes participation.

Any information or personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential,
except as requad by law. No individual will be identified in any publication of the

results. Raw data will be strictly confidential and only available to Mr. Alistair Soutter and
Dr. Simon Boag. A summary of the results of the data can be made available to you on
request by emailing Alistair Soutter at Alistair.Soutter@students.mqg.edu.au.

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to participate and if you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without having to gras@nrand
without consequence. For Macquarie University first year Psychology students intending to
receive course credit withdrawal will not disqualify you from receiving course credit.

This is an online study. You are under no obligation to particgradewill not be given the
study URL until you have signed up for the study. In order to sign up for the study, you must
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agree to the terms of participation noted in the information and consent form. This includes
not receiving credifor participation until the end of the survey. You are free to stop the
survey at any stage; but, you will not receive credit for participating unless you complete the
entire survey. As a participant, you are obligated to answer all questions acamdtely
honestly. Answering fictitiously or haphazardly jeopardises the quality of the research.

As a research participant you are responsible for:

- Completely reading information and consent forms

- Carefully weighing the risks and benefits of participatio

- Knowing when, where, and for how long participation is required
- Talking to the researcher when concerns arise

- Fulfilling the responsibilities as described in the information and
consent forms

Note: The ethical aspects of this study have been appioy the Macquarie University

Human Research Ethics Committee. If you have any complaints or reservations about any
ethical aspect of your participation in this research, you may contact the Committee through
the Director, Research Ethics (telephone @850 7854; email ethics@mg.edu.afny
complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be informed
of the outcome.
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Violation of homoscedacity.

Scatterplot

Appendix G
Violated Assumptions for Study 1

Dependent Variable: BR

Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Violation of normality.

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
Dependent Variable: BR

1.0
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0.67

0.4+

Expected Cum Prob

0.2

08 08
Observed Cum Prob

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Unstandardized Residual .091 232 .000 .913 232 .000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Appendix H
Correlation Matrix of Variables from Study 1

Correlations
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*. Conelation is significant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed),
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Appendix |
Additional Analysis on Donation, Empathy, Altruism, and Agreeableness

Agreeabl enessd relationship to human
(WWF and Keep money for self)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.553 .087 40.636 .000
humancharities .402 .144 .180 2.785 .006

a. Dependent Variable: Agreeableness

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.945 .077 51.516 .000
othercharities -.389 .146 -.174 -2.668 .008

a. Dependent Variable: Agreeableness

Al truismdés relationship to human charitie

(WWF and Keep money for self)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 37.754 .854 44.224 .000
humancharities 3.816 1.408 175 2.710 .007

a. Dependent Variable: Altruism
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Appendix | (cont.)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 41.579 747 55.631 .000
othercharities -3.819 1.424 -.175 -2.682 .008

a. Dependent Variable: Altruism

h u madmothar tharitieist | e s

Empat hydéds relationship to

(WWF and Keep money for self)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 34.801 1.095 31.787 .000
humancharities 2.001 1.806 .073 1.108 .269
a. Dependent Variable: Empathy
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 36.850 .958 38.481 .000
othercharities -2.037 1.825 -.074 -1.116 .265

a. Dependent Variable: Empathy



PERSONALITY, ADVERTISING, AND ENVIRONMENTALISM 101

Appendix J
Survey for Study 2

Q1 Please create a unique identifier in case we need to find your data

Q2 How old are you? (please enter numerically)
Q3 What gender do you identify as?
Male, Female, Other

Q4 On a scale of-1.0 how would you rate thefficacy of the following in being able to help
the environment

1= not at all, 10= extremely so
Save the Planet
Yourself
Donating to Charity
Q5 Which would you consider being more effective at helping the environment
Forced choice with 10 options between:
ANePr of it Organisationdo and Al ndividual

Q6 Below are a number of statements, please rate on the scale below how much you agree ol
disagree with each one in reference to yourself.

1= strongly disagree, 2disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree

Feel ot hersé emotions

Suffers from othersd sorrows

Am deeply moved by othersdéd misfortunes
Don6t understand people who get emoti or

Am easily moved to tears

Cry easily

Amnotinterested n ot her peopl eds probl ems
Seldom get emotional

Experience my emotions intensely

Feel spiritually connected to other people

Q7 Please answer the following statements about how true they are of you right now, not how
you wish to be.

1= strongly disagre@= disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree
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Make people feel welcome

Look down on others

Anticipate the needs of others

Am indifferent to the feelings of others

Love to help others

Am concerned about others

Make people feel uncomfortable

Turn my back on others

Take no time for others

Have a good work for everyone
Q8 Below are a number of statements about how various topics affect your personal beliefs.
There are no right or wrong answers. Using #poiit s@ale shown below, please indicate
how much you agree or disagree with each item.

1= strongly disagree, 2= generally disagree, 3= somewhat disagree, 4= somewhat agree, 5=
generally agree, 6= strongly agree

| can anticipate difficulties and take action t@@ them
A great deal of what happens to me is probably just a matter of luck
Everyone knows that | uck or chance det e
| can control my problems only if | have outside support
When | make plans, | am almost certain | can make them work
My problem(s) will dominate me all my life
My mistakes and problems are my responsibility to deal with
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to do with it
My life is controlled by outside actions and events
People ar@ictims of circumstances beyond their control
To continually manage my problems | need professional help
| believe a person can truly be the master of their fate
I am confident of being able to deal successfully with future problems
Maintain control over m problem(s) is due mostly to luck
Q9 For the below 50 questions please indicate on the scale how true they are of yourself.

1= inaccurate, 2=moderately inaccurate, 3=neither accurate or inaccurate, 4= moderately
accurate, 5= accurate

Have a vivid imagingon

Believe in the importance of art
Seldom feel blue

Have a sharp tongue

Am not interested in abstract ideas

Find it difficult to get down to work
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Appendix J (cont.)

Panic easily

Tend to vote for conservative political candidates
Am not easily botheed by things

Make friends easily

Often feel blue

Get chores done right away

Suspect hidden motives in others
Rarely get irritated

Do not like art

Dislike myself

Keep in the background

Do just enough work to get by

Am always prepared

Tend to vote fotiberal political candidates
Feel comfortable with myself

Avoid philosophical discussions

Waste my time

Believe that others have good intentions
Am very pleased with myself

Have little to say

Feel comfortable around other people
Am often down in the dumps

Do not enjoy going to art museums
Have frequent mood swings

Dondét | i ke to draw attention to myselHf
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Appendix J (cont.)

Insult people

Have a good word for everyone

Get back at others

Carry out my plans

Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull
Carrythe conversation to a higher level

Don6t see things through
Am skilled in handling social situations

Respect others

Pay attention to details

Am the life of the party

Enjoy hearing new ideas

Accept people as they are

Dondét talk a | ot

Cut others to pieces

Make plans and stick to them

Know how to captivate people

Make people feel at ease

Shirk my duties

Q10Please select the option that indicates how much you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements.

1= strongly disagree, 2= moderatdigagree, 3= slightly disagree, 4= neither agree nor
disagree, 5= slightly agree, 6= moderately agree, 7= strongly agree

Humans are severely abusing the environment
If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological

catstrophe
The balance of nature is delicate and easily upset
Thesec al | ed fAecol ogi cal crisiso facing ht

We are approaching the limit of the number of people that the Earth can support
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When humanterfere with nature, it often produces disastrous consequences
Human ingenuity will insure we do not make the Earth unliveable
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs
Humans were meant to rule over nature
Humans will @entually learn enough about how nature works to be able to control it
Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws of nature
The Earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them
Plants and animals have asc¢h right as humans to exist
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial
nations
The Earth is like a spaceship with very limited room for resources
Q11 You will be presented three different charities, please redd@se and answer the
following question in regards to the information presented.

Oxfam

Oxfam understands that many causes of poverty are linked, and uses many tactics to fight
poverty and inequality. From local communities to the global stage, thepiciirness and
justice so that people in poverty can influence the decisions that affect them. Oxfam believes
that all people are entitled to decent work, income security, essential health services,
education, gender equality, security from conflict diséster.

Save the Planet

Save the Planet aims to prevent the destruction of Earth's natural environmental, and to help
build a sustainable future for humanity and the earth. Save the Planet attempts to do this by
working with big organisations (such &&tUN) and countries to create sustainable and
environmentally friendly policies, as well as working with local communities to build
sustainable growth as well as protecting local habitats and animals.

BasicNeeds

BasicNeeds believes that mental health igyht, not a privilege. For millions of mentally ill
people around the world, this is not the case. For them, mental illness is a world of poverty,
stigma, and isolation. BasicNeeds transforms lives by working with mentally ill people so that
togetherwe can build a world where people with mental iliness feel proud to live in.

Imagine you had $100 spare cash, consider the four options below, how would you split the
money?

Oxfam

Save the Planet

BasicNeeds

To spend on yourself

Q12If you wish could you justify your donation split (optional)

Q13 Did you have any comments about the survey? (leave blank if none)
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Appendix K
Save the Planet Description

Save the Planet

Save the Planet aims to prevent the destruction of Eaethisal environmental, and to help
build a sustainable future for humanity and the earth. Save the Planet attempts to do this by
working with big organisations (such as the UN) and countries to create sustainable and
environmentally friendly policies, asell as working with local communities to build

sustainable growth as well as protecting local habitats and animals.
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Front (for all)

What We Do

Save the Planet's mission is to prevent the de-
struction or our planet and it's animals, and to

build a sustainable future for humanity and nature.

We have two main aims:
«  Biodiversity

To ensure that we protect and maintain the cur-
rent biodiversity of all ecosystems, and to pre-
serve and protect endangered species

*  Human impact

Reducing the negative impact of humans on the
environment and its inhabitants. We are workin:
to create sustainable environmental practices on
both an individual and corporate level to reduce
out environmental impact on land, air, and water.

Many scientists argue earth is heading for a 6th
mass extinction, and unlike previous mass extinc-
tion events this one is driven mainly by one spe-
cies—us humans.

It is expected that by 2050 15-37% of species will
be extinct due to habitat loss from man-made
climate change.

Appendix L
Brochure Stimuli used in Study 2
Brochures were printed on A4 pieces of paper.

SAVE THE PLANET

How we do this?

Tackling this problem is no easy task, but in or-
der to achieve large and long-term change we
need to focus on the underlying causes of envi-
ronmental destruction.

These underlying causes is what we here at
Save the Planet tackle, working with global or-
ganizations (such as the UN) and individual
countries to create sustainable policy that will not
only preserve our environment but also alter hu-
man development towards a more environmen-
tally sustainable one.

We combine this higher policy work, with more
on the ground conservation efforts. Such as
working with local communities to develop re-
newable sources of energy such as solar or wind
power. We also create projects that help protect
endangered animals (such as rhinos) and endan-
gered habitats, and help create programs to
boost their numbers.

This is our home, host to such diverse environ-
ments from the frozen artic to the great Seren-
geti, and animals of all sorts from the humming-
bird to the mighty biue whale.

Unfortunately this great diversity is under threat,
our earth is at a critical point and only we can
change it

il

Success Stories

Despite this ecological crisis, the environmental
work of humans can change the planet for the
better!

* Environmental policies and protocols are
seeing a retum of the Ozone Layer to 1980s
levels

«  Conservation work has seen the endangered
Indian tiger triple in the last 3 years

« Conservation work on protecting environ-

ments now sees that wildlife reserves cover
10% of the Earth

What can you do?

There are many ways you can help reduce your
impact

* Recycling products at home

«  Creating a compost bin at home

«  Using renewable energy such as solar
You can also support bigger conservation pro-
grams by supporting environmentally friendly

companies or donating to organizations like Save
the Planet to help on a much larger scale:
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Inside (neutral)

What We Do

Save the Planet's mission is to prevent the de-
struction or our planet and i's animals, and to

build a sustainable future for humanity and nature.

We have two main aims:
- Biodiversity

To ensure that we protect and maintain the cur-
rent biodiversity of all ecosystems, and to pre-
serve and protect endangered species

= Human impact

Reducing the negative impact of humans on the
environment and its inhabitants. We are working
to create sustainable environmental practices on
both an individual and corporate level to reduce

out environmental impact on land, air, and water.

Earth’s story

Many scientists argue earth is heading for a 6th
mass extinction, and unlike previous mass extinc-
tion events this one is driven mainly by one spe-
cies— Us humans.

Itis expected that by 2050 15-37% of species will
be extinct due to habitat loss from man-made
climate change.

Inside (negative)

Appendix L (cont.)

How we do this?

Tackling this problem is no easy task, but in or-
der to achieve large and long-term change we
need to focus on the underlying causes of envi-
ronmental destruction.

These underlying causes is what we here at
Save the Planet tackle, working with global or-
ganizations (such as the UN) and individual
countries to create sustainable policy that will not
only preserve our environment but also alter hu-
man development towards a more environmen-
tally sustainable one.

‘We combine this higher policy work, with more
on the ground conservation efforts. Such as
‘warking with local communities to develop re-
newable sources of energy such as solar or wind
power. We also create projects that help protect
endangered animals (such as rhinos) and endan-
gered habitats, and help create programs to
boost their numbers.

More about Earth’s stor
This is our home, host to such diverse environ-
ments from the frozen artic to the great Seren-
geti, and animals of all sorts from the humming-
bird to the mighty blue whale.

Unfortunately this great diversity is under threat,
our earth is at a critical point and only we can
change it

Success Stories

Despite this ecological crisis, the environmental
work of humans can change the planet for the
better!

«  Environmental pelicies and protocols are
seeing a retum of the Ozone Layer to 1980s
levels

« Conservation work has seen the endangered
Indian tiger triple in the last 3 years

= Conservation work on protecting environ-
ments now sees that wildlife reserves cover
10% of the Earth

What can you do?

There are many ways you can help reduce your
impact:

+ Recycling products at home

= Creating a compost bin at home

= Using renewable energy such as solar
‘You can also support bigger conservation pro-
grams by supporting envircnmentally friendly

or donating to like Save
the Planet to help on a much larger scale
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