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Abstract

 

Increasingly, consumers choose ecological products when they do the shopping, not only
because it is a healthier option but also because it helps to sustain the environment for
future generations. They are prepared to switch products for ecological reasons and stop
buying products from companies that cause pollution. Firms and other economic institu-
tions are aware of the importance of reflecting these attitudes towards the environment in
developing their products. This paper is focused on environmental attitudes as meaningful
predictor of ecological behaviour. A three-dimensional approach to this variable has been
developed, which addresses its emotional, cognitive and conative components. A random
sample survey of 573 individuals was used to verify the conceptual model and framework.
This model was assessed initially by principal factor analysis and subsequently, by struc-
tural equation modelling. Findings of this study showed that environmental attitudes have
a significant effect on ecological behaviour. This research improves our understanding of
how consumers feel and what attitudes best define their way of behaving in relation to
environmental problems.

 

Introduction

 

In last three decades, concerns about the environment have
increased. Initially, people were interested in discovering the main
environmental problems. Subsequently, consumers became aware
of the need to make more responsible purchases and looked to the
institutions to behave in this way too. People are aware that envi-
ronmental protection is not only the task of firms and institutions,
but also their responsibility as consumers. Therefore, when con-
sumers decide to buy certain products instead of others, they affect
the supply of goods so that ecological products remain in the
market and those, which are not ecological, disappear.

Because of the need for business to assess opportunities that
arise in the ecological market, interest is now focused on the
consumer profile characteristics that best define a respectful
behaviour towards the environment. For these reasons, several
studies have been developed to determine this profile through
different variables.

Traditionally, researchers have been interested in understanding
consumer behaviour from three different perspectives: the first
studies consumers by means of demographic and socio-economic
variables (Vining and Ebreo, 1990; Bhate and Lawler, 1997;
Daniere and Takahashi, 1999; Fraj 

 

et al.

 

, 1999; Fraj and Martínez,
2003); the second considers the amount of information and knowl-

edge that people have with regard to environmental problems and
issues (Arbuthnot and Lingg, 1975; Ramsey and Rickson, 1976;
Grunert and Kristensen, 1992); and the third viewpoint employs
psychographic variables, including values, lifestyles, personality
characteristics and attitudes (Batson 

 

et al.

 

, 1986; Granzin and
Olsen, 1991; Ramanaiah 

 

et al.

 

, 2000). These variables are com-
plex to measure. Demographic variables turned out to be of little
significance and thus, researchers preferred to use psychographic
and knowledge variables.

This study aims to discover the ecological consumer’s psycho-
graphic profile. As no research has been found in Spain to address
this, this study also aims to provide a foundation for new analysis
in the future. Thus, the purpose of this study will be to focus on
psychographic variables and consumers’ attitudes within them. It
seeks to discover what attitudes best define the ecological con-
sumer’s profile and explain certain environmentally friendly
behaviour patterns.

This paper will be structured as follows. First, there is a summary
of the literature. Second, the proposed model is outlined, explaining
all the variables, the method of measurement and the hypotheses.
Third, sample characteristics and the analysis carried out are
related. The main findings and their implications in the new eco-
logical market are then laid out. Finally, the conclusions showing
the study limits and principal future research lines are suggested.
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Relevant literature

 

Several authors use in their studies the classic structure of Social
Psychology. Consequently, they consider that values influence
people’s personality characteristics; that people’s personality
influences whatever their attitudes to the environment are (positive
or negative); and that attitudes are directly related to behaviour.

As we have said before, in this paper we focus on attitudes, so
we need to know how they have been treated in previous studies
and how they have been measured. Allport (1935) defined attitude
as: ‘A mental and neural state of readiness, which exerts a direct-
ing, influence upon the individual’s response to all objects and
situations with which it is related’ (p. 798).

He stated that an attitude is a disposition that influences behav-
iour. Later, other researchers took Allport’s theory as the basis of
the just mentioned classic structure (Maloney and Ward, 1973;
Hines 

 

et al.

 

, 1987; Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

, 1999a,b): Value 

  

→→→→

 

 Personality 

  

→→→→

 

Attitude 

  

→→→→

 

 Behaviour. Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

 (1999b) show two types of
environmental attitudes to study ecological behaviour (p. 2). The
first type analyses attitudes towards ecological behaviour (Mal-
oney and Ward, 1973; Hines 

 

et al.

 

, 1987; Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

, 1999b) (e.g.
recycling), and the second approach pertains to attitudes towards
the environment as a whole (Maloney and Ward, 1973; Maloney

 

et al.

 

, 1975; Schahn and Holzer, 1990) (e.g. air and water quality).
Our study is based on these two approaches. Dunlap and Van Liere
(1978) and later, Kotchen and Reiling (2000, p. 98) added another
perspective related to the New Ecological Paradigm. But this later
refers to the nature’s balance and the possibility of an ecological
catastrophe, so it lies outside our objective.

 

The two-component approach to attitudes–
behaviour relationship

 

The first approach is connected with environmental attitudes
towards ecological behaviour. Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) Theory
of Reasoned Action is supposed to predict behaviour and attitudes.
They define the ‘intention’ variable relating attitudes to behaviour
and consider it as the main predictor of behaviour.

This theory makes two assumptions: the first assumes rational-
ity and systematic use of available information and the second
establishes that people consider the implications of their actions
before they decide to engage or not in certain behaviours.

This framework will be used to build our model together with
the components introduced by Maloney 

 

et al.

 

 (1975).

 

The three-component approach to attitudes–
behaviour relationship

 

Studies of environmental concern are more frequent. They analyse
the  individual’s  attitude  towards  the  natural  environment  itself
or towards some elements of it. In this approach, cognitive,
emotional and intentional components of attitude need to be
distinguished (Rosenberg and Hovland, 1960). The cognitive com-
ponent consists of what, rightly or wrongly, we believe something
is. The emotional component consists of our feelings on the sub-
ject matter. The third component, the intentional one, defines
intentions to act in certain ways, and is sometimes called behav-
ioural component. Maloney 

 

et al.

 

’s (1975) research first advocated
the importance of determining such components.

These authors built a scale with four subscales. Initially, the
original scale was composed of 128 items on an ecological atti-
tude-knowledge scale, but they revised it in an attempt to provide
a more practical and efficient instrument. They left 10 items in the
scale that measured the emotional component; 15 questions in the
factual knowledge scale about environmental cognitive features;
a 10-item verbal commitment scale that measured positive and
negative environmental attitude and finally, a fourth scale that
assessed the ecological behaviour with 10 items.

At the beginning, the three environmental attitude components
– affective, cognitive and conative – were used at the same time to
predict ecological behaviour. However, we found other approaches
that show one of those components as single indicators of the
environmental attitude (Arbuthnot, 1977; Dispoto, 1977; Schahn
and Holzer, 1990).

A structural equation model was developed with these compo-
nents. On the one hand, the affective commitment scale and the
verbal commitment were independent variables and, on the other
hand, the actual commitment or intentional component was con-
sidered as the dependent variable.

This study is based on a mixture of the Theory of Reasoned
Action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980), as the model structure, with
the use of Maloney 

 

et al.

 

’s (1975) revised scale. In this case, the
emotional construct acts as the independent variable in the struc-
tural model. Verbal commitment has been used as a variable to
describe attitude towards behaviour. And finally, the dependent
variable is the actual commitment considered as the final
behaviour.

 

The proposed model and hypotheses

 

Using the theoretical basis for organizing the relevant conceptual
model outlined before, a three-dimensional ‘attitude approach’
was developed concerning attitudes towards the environment and
attitudes towards ecological behaviour.

This study seeks to define the relationship between three com-
ponents (Vining and Ebreo, 1990) (Fig. 1): 

 

affect commitment

 

(Af), 

 

verbal commitment

 

 (VC) and 

 

actual commitment

 

 (AC). The
Theory of Reasoned Action argues that attitude influences behav-
iour through intention, although at the same time, this variable as
well as affect will influence behaviour directly. Previous studies
found this relationship even stronger (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978;
Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Chan, 1999, 2001; Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

,
1999a,b).

In this analysis, AC was considered as the behaviour component
(Bhate and Lawler, 1997). This describes individual’s environ-
mental conduct.

In brief, the model hypotheses are that individuals’ ecological
affect will influence their ecological attitude positively and also,

 

Figure 1

 

The proposed model of our research.

(H2) +

(H1) +      (H3) +

Affect 
(Af) 

Environmental 
Attitude 

(VC) 

Ecological Behaviour
(AC) 



 

28

 

Ecological consumer behaviour

 

E. Fraj and E. Martinez

 

© 2006 The Authors

Journal compilation © 2006 Blackwell Publishing Ltd, International Journal of Consumer Studies

 

will influence their ecological behaviour. In addition, environmen-
tal attitude will be directly related to this ecological behaviour.
Based on what is outlined in Fig. 1, three hypotheses have been
formulated.

The literature demonstrates the relationship between values,
which make people show a higher or a lower affect towards some-
thing or someone, and environmental attitudes (Schultz and
Zelezny, 1999). Moreover, Schwartz (1992) added another theo-
retical framework in which values are collected in a two-
dimensional space where there exist two-directional relationships
between: self-enhancement (self-interest) and self-transcendence
(altruism), and liberal and conservative values. In this sense, sev-
eral studies have demonstrated the relationship between values of
this scale and environmental behaviour (Stern 

 

et al.

 

, 1995;
Thøgersen and Grunert-Beckmann, 1997).

On the other hand, following Maloney 

 

et al.

 

’s (1975) revised
scale and with it the affect subscale, we can distinguish between
those studies that found a declining relationship between individ-
ual’s environmental affect and ecological behaviour because there
is another mediator variable in-between, which is the ecological
behaviour or attitude (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Kotchen and
Reiling, 2000) and, those works that discovered an enhanced rela-
tionship when environmental values are directly related to ecolog-
ical behaviour (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978; Chan, 1999, 2001;
Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

, 1999a,b).
So, based on depicted relationships in Fig. 1 related to environ-

mental affect and on literature findings, the following hypotheses
have been developed:

 

Hypothesis 1:

 

 People with a higher degree of affect about the
environment will have stronger environmental attitude.

 

Hypothesis 2:

 

 People with a higher degree of affect about the
environment will have stronger ecological behaviour.

Sometimes, VC or environmental attitude has been translated
into ecological behaviour (Chan, 1999, 2001). However, due to the
kind of items used in the scale and also, due to its meaning, we
understand them much more either as a tendency to act or as
people’s disposition to behave in an environmentally friendly
manner.

The literature shows that when environmental attitude is
assessed as a single measure, usual findings reveal either a moder-
ate or a weak relationship between this variable and ecological
behaviour (McGuinness 

 

et al.

 

, 1977; Smith 

 

et al.

 

, 1994; Grob,
1995). However, when it refers to other components, for instance,
environmental values, and ecological behaviour then relationship
becomes stronger.

Several recent studies have found positive correlations between
environmental attitude and ecological behaviour (Chan, 1999,
2001; Kaiser 

 

et al.

 

, 1999a,b) and consequently, the following
hypothesis is proposed according to Fig. 1:

 

Hypothesis 3:

 

 People with a major environmental attitude will
demonstrate a stronger ecological reaction.

 

Methodology

 

Data

 

A pre-test questionnaire was administered to 150 citizens of the
city of Zaragoza (Spain). This pre-test was developed to discover
any possible weakness in the questionnaire. It was revised and, in

March and April 2001, a final questionnaire was administered to a
random sample of 595 individuals. From them, a total of 573 were
valid (96.3%).

 

1

 

 A team of interviewers delivered the question-
naires to householders and picked them up once they were com-
pleted. However, if respondents were old people, they had a
personal interview as an alternative method, in case they had
problems in answering some of the questions.

The questionnaire consisted of three large blocks. The first one
included questions about recycling practices and the purchase of
ecological products. The second block attempted to measure vari-
ables such as personality, attitudes, values and individuals’ life-
styles. And the third asked about demographic and socio-economic
factors.

These last variables are outlined in Table 1, which shows vari-
ables such as gender, age, level of studies, occupation, level of
familiar income, size of family and the number of children.

 

Measures

 

The second part of the questionnaire measured attitudes and
assessed them using Maloney 

 

et al.

 

’s (1975) revised scale. Three
of their four scales: Af, VC and AC were used.

To measure environmental behaviour, the subscale AC was
used as the dependent variable. Environmental affect and atti-
tude variables were assessed through Af and VC respectively.
These were considered as independent variables. Environmental
attitude was perceived as a dependent variable, in analysing
some of the causal relationships in the structural equation
model.

Each scale originally had 10 items and respondents had to
indicate if the statement was true or false. This was transformed
into a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from ‘disagree with all’ (1)
to ‘strongly agree’ (7). After the pre-test, three items were
removed from the ecological Af and VC scales, and one from the
AC scale. A brief scheme about the percentage of people who
totally agreed or totally disagreed with each statement for these
three scales can be seen in Table 2.

This table shows that for the environmental affect scale, a high
percentage of people were concerned about environmental prob-
lems. Any disrespectful conduct towards the environment affected
their moods. Also, most people showed a positive environmentally
friendly attitude, or verbal commitment, since they were willing
either to use less polluting transport systems or to reduce their
consumption of products made by polluting companies. With
regard to ecological behaviour or actual commitment, a big major-
ity had sometimes bought a product because this had a lower
polluting effect. For instance, 43% of the survey made an effort to
buy products with less packaging and nearly 48% have joined to a
pro environmental group.

In spite of these data, we can also observe that, for example, a
high percentage of people had never attended a meeting where
ecological issues were discussed and also, almost half of the
survey had not switched products for ecological reasons.

 

1

 

Using DYANE 2.0 programme (Santesmases, 2001), the sample error
level was a 4.18%, for an infinite population, 

 

P

 

 

 

=

 

 q 

 

=

 

 0.5 and the reliability
level was 95.5%.
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Analyses

 

Scales validation analysis

 

The cultural environment in Spain is not the same as in the USA
and because American scales were used in our study, it was con-
sidered necessary to validate them.

To validate Af, VC and AC scales, the EQS programme was
used. EQS is a general purpose program that allows the explora-
tion of multivariate data using modern graphical and plotting
methods and to fit and test a variety of Structural Equation Models
(SEM). This identified the relevant items of the scales and their
contribution to reliability by means of Cronbach’s alpha
(Af 

 

=

 

 0.824; VC 

 

=

 

 0.696; AC 

 

=

 

 0.621). This established the inter-
nal consistence of each scale and it was possible to prove that they
passed the threshold of 0.60 set up by Miquel 

 

et al.

 

 (1997).

In this analysis, it was necessary to remove some items as some
of them presented factor loadings lower than 0.50. The Af scale
presents the biggest alpha (items 2–5). In turn, environmental
attitude scale and the ecological behaviour one are in the limit
outlined previously. In the case of environmental attitude, we left
two items in the scale (items 1 and 2) because items 3–5 had a
minimal contribution. On the other hand, the ecological behaviour
scale shows its best reliability with items 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8 that were
selected.

Results of the confirmatory factor analysis produced four fac-
tors (Fig. 2). On the affect scale, items were grouped in one
dimension (Af1–Af4 items), denoted as Af, which gathered items
on people’s negative emotions about pollution problems. This
dimension explained the 66% of the variance. For the environ-
mental attitude or 

 

verbal commitment

 

 scale, items were also
assembled in one factor, called VC (VC1–VC2 items), which
explained the 77.5% of the variance. This dimension has items
about people’s disposition to use an ecological transport system.
And finally, for ecological behaviour or 

 

actual commitment

 

, items
were grouped in two factors: AC1 (AC1.1–AC1.3 items) and AC2
(AC2.1–AC2.2 items). The first one is related to people who are
informed about any possible solution to pollution, who buy prod-
ucts with less packaging and who have bought products because
these were less pollutant. And the second one collects data about
people who have joined an ecological group and people who have
gone to a meeting about the environment. Both explained the 77%
of the variance.

In relation to ‘goodness of fit’ scales, the findings were the
following. First, residuals were inferior to 0.05 for all the compo-
nents, which mean that the adjustment of this factor analysis was
good (Del Barrio and Luque, 2000; Grande, 2000). Second, the
chi-square was below the maximum established of 0.05 except for
Af1 and VC1, whose chi-square significance level (

 

P

 

 

 

=

 

 0.00). The
other component, AC, had a significance level greater than 0.05
(Byrne, 1994). Thus, given the sensitivity of the chi-square statis-
tics to sample size (when the sample is bigger than 200 individu-
als), the data fitted reasonably well (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Del
Barrio and Luque, 2000). Third, the goodness of fit indexes
(BBNFI, BBNNFI, CFI, RCFI) were very good since they went
beyond 0.90 (Byrne, 1994; Hair 

 

et al.

 

, 1995). Therefore, these
outcomes confirm the adequacy of this analysis and justify the
existence of such dimensions.

To sum up, in this research, the findings suggest a shorter
alternative version of the scales. So, the affect scale comprises four
items that measure people’s worries about pollution problems
(Fundacion Entorno Inform, 2000). On the other hand, the envi-
ronmental attitude scale includes two items related to people’s
willingness to use an environmentally friendly transport system.
Finally, the ecological behaviour scale is divided into two compo-
nents: one formed by three items regarding people’s favourable
behaviour towards the environment and, another by two items
about people who join an ecological group and people who go to
environmental meetings.

The scales do not display the same dimensions as in other
studies and items are not characterized by the same contribution to
the reliability of the scales (Maloney 

 

et al.

 

, 1975). This could be
due to the different cultural environments where they are used.
Authors need to ensure that the scales are appropriate and can be
validated according to the local cultural environment.

 

Table 1

 

Sample profile of the survey

Demographics
Frequency

 

n

 

 

 

=

 

 573
Percentage
(%)

Gender
Female 326 56.9
Male 247 43.1

Age (years)
15–24 153 26.7
25–39 173 30.2
40–54 139 24.3
55–64 56 9.8
Over 65 52 9.1

Level of studies
Without studies 32 5.6
Primary school 118 20.6
Secondary school 190 33.2
University or above 229 40.0

Occupation
Student 142 24.8
Housewife 77 13.4
Entrepreneur/liberal profession 24 4.2
Executive/independent worker 42 7.3
Manager 72 12.6
Specialized worker 116 20.2
Retired 49 8.6
Unemployed 30 5.2

Level of familiar income (

 

€

 

)

 

<

 

1082 127 22.2
1082–1803 208 36.3
1803–2705 93 16.2

 

>

 

2705 49 8.6
Size of family

1 person 39 6.8
2–3 persons 208 36.3
4–6 persons 313 54.6
7–8 persons 9 1.6

Number of children
None 300 52.4
1–2 182 31.8
3–6 75 13.1

 

>

 

6 1 0.2

 

n

 

 refers to the sample size.
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Figure 2

 

The structural model. Goodness of fit:
AASR 

 

=

 

 0.0268; AODASR 

 

=

 

 0.0322; 

 

χ

 

2

 

 

 

=

 

 105.90,
P 

 

=

 

 0.000; BBNFI 

 

=

 

 0.942; BBNNFI 

 

=

 

 0.947;
CFI 

 

=

 

 0.962; RCFI 

 

=

 

 0.964; IFI 

 

=

 

 0.963; GFI 

 

=

 

0.967; AGFI 

 

=

 

 0.944; RMSEA 

 

=

 

 0.055. Items 2–5
from Table 2 form ‘Af’ construct and they are
denoted as Af1, Af2, Af3 and Af4 respectively. It
occurs the same for VC, AC1 and AC2 dimen-
sions. The diagram shows estimated standard-
ized path parameters and “*” means they are
significant at 5% level.The highest percentages per item are set in bold type.

 

Table 2

 

Items that measure attitudes and the percentage of agreement

Disagree Indifferent Agree

 

Affect commitment

 

 (Af)
It frightens me to think that much of the food I eat is contaminated with pesticides. 27.4 13.3

 

59.3

 

It genuinely infuriates me to think that the government doesn’t do more to help control pollution of 
the environment.

19.2 14.7

 

66.1

 

I become incensed when I think about the harm being done to plant and animal life by pollution. 19.0 14.7

 

66.3

 

I get depressed on smoggy days. 32.8 20.2

 

46.9

 

When I think of the ways industries are polluting, I get frustrated and angry. 20.6 21.6

 

57.8

 

The whole pollution issue has never upset me too much since I feel it’s somewhat overrated.

 

a

 

15.9 15.4

 

68.8

 

I rarely ever worry about the effects of smog on myself and family.

 

a

 

25.7 16.4

 

57.9

 

Verbal commitment

 

 (VC) ‘Environmental attitude’
I’d be willing to ride a bicycle or take the bus to work in order to reduce air pollution. 25.7 13.8

 

60.6

 

I would be willing to use a rapid transit system to help to reduce air pollution 10.5 10.8

 

78.7

 

I would donate a day’s pay to a foundation to help improve the environment.

 

49.7

 

17.8 32.5
I would be willing to stop buying products from companies guilty of polluting the environment, even 

though it might be inconvenient.
28.4 18.5

 

53.1

 

I’d be willing to write my congressman weekly concerning ecological problems.

 

44.5

 

18.3 37.2
I wouldn’t go house to house to distribute literature on the environment.

 

a

 

48.5

 

15.0 36.5
I would not be willing to pay a pollution tax even if it would considerably decrease the smog 

problem.

 

a

 

32.1

 

20.1

 

47.8

 

Actual commitment

 

 (AC) ‘Ecological behaviour’
I guess I’ve never actually bought a product because it had a lower polluting effect.

 

a

 

23.4 19.7

 

56.9

 

I keep track of my congressman and senator’s voting records on environment issues.

 

51.1

 

19.0 29.8
I have contacted a community agency to find out what I can do about pollution.

 

83.6

 

8.6 7.9
I make a special effort to buy products in recyclable containers. 36.6 20.2

 

43.1

 

I have attended a meeting of an organization specifically concerned with bettering the environment.

 

69.1

 

10.6 20.2
I have switched products for ecological reasons.

 

48.5

 

19.4 32.1
I have never joined a cleanup drive.

 

a

 

42.1 10.5

 

47.5

 

I have never attended a meeting related to ecology.

 

a

 

49.6

 

10.1 40.3
I subscribe to ecological publications.

 

72.8

 

8.0 19.2

 

a

 

These items, negatively formulated, were reversed in coding and then, these sentences must be interpreted on the contrary.
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Structural equation model

 

Following the exploratory and confirmatory analyses, the ‘fit’ of
the proposed model outlined in Fig. 1 was tested using the EQS
programme to perform the structural equation modelling for the
four constructs. These factors are the different dimensions obtained
by the confirmatory analysis (Af, VC, AC1, AC2) and were used as
input variables for the structural equation analysis. All structural
equation models were assessed using the Robust Maximum Like-
lihood method and the input matrix is the covariance one.

This analysis enabled causal relationships that exist between
attitudes and ecological behaviour to be assessed. Measurement
scales are the result of the evaluation process. Figure 2 depicts the
diagram of relationships of the estimated model measured through
the standardized multiple regression coefficients that represent
their strength. On the other hand, measurement errors and the R

 

2

 

values are located in arrows without origin. Again, standardized
residuals were less than 0.05 and so, the adjustment was good (Del
Barrio and Luque, 2000). The second measure, the chi-square,
represents a significance level (

 

χ

 

2

 

 

 

=

 

 105.90; 

 

P

 

 

 

=

 

 0.00) below the
threshold of 0.05 (Hair 

 

et al.

 

, 1995; Grande and Abascal, 1999).
Therefore, this model allows us to contrast our hypotheses previ-
ously exposed. Regarding the goodness of fit parameters – BBNFI,
BBNNFI, CFI, RCFI, IFI, GFI, AGFI – they are statistically suit-
able because all of them go beyond the limit 0.90, and the RMSEA
is between 0.05 and 0.08 (Hair et al., 1995; Grande and Abascal,
1999; Del Barrio and Luque, 2000). Moreover, the convergent and
discriminant validity was guaranteed (Hildebrandt, 1984; Ander-
son and Gerbing, 1988).

Therefore, these results once again corroborate that data fitted
quite well with the proposed model.

Causal relationships findings

Figure 2 shows that there are four dimensions obtained from fac-
torial analysis: Af; VC or environmental attitude; AC1 and AC2 or
ecological behaviour. Moreover, the estimated path coefficients of
these four constructs (β) corroborate the following causal relation-
ships.

Regarding ecological affect, the construct which explains this
dimension is formed by four items related to people’s level of
worry about pollution. When this variable is related to environ-
mental attitude (H1), the results are significant (0.502 at P = 0.05)
and quite strong. That means that people concerned about pollu-
tion problems will be encouraged to show a major environmental
attitude and people with a higher degree of affect about the envi-
ronment will have a stronger environmental attitude as we pro-
posed in H1.

There are two relationships between affect and ecological
behaviour. There is also a positive and quite strong correlation
between affect and behaviour to reduce purchasing of pollutant or
non-environmentally friendly products (H2) (0.417 at P = 0.05).
This means that people worried about pollution will be more
involved with the environment and will change their way of living
for ecological reasons. They may be interested in joining green
team associations or attending meetings where ecological topics
are discussed.

The second relationship concerns the attitudes: ‘I have never
joined a cleanup drive’; ‘I have never attended a meeting related to

ecology’. Although these statements are phrased in a negative way,
they do reflect positive ecological behaviour. In this case, the
outcome was 0.221, which is positive and significant but particu-
larly weak.

The second relationship relates environmental attitude with eco-
logical behaviour. In this case, the construct of environmental
attitude is formed by one dimension, which consists of two items
pertaining to the use of ecological transport systems. These find-
ings produce positive but not significant relationships (0.119 and
0.107). In this sense, this does not support hypothesis H3, which
stated that people with a major environmental attitude would have
stronger environmental behavioural commitment.

Discussion
In Spain, people demand that a major institutions address non-
ecological practices that involve companies as consumers.
Sometimes, consumers have a positive attitude and want to
behave in an environmentally friendly manner, but they cannot
act properly because they do not have sufficient means to do so.
Therefore, it is important to establish the extent to which con-
sumers are responsible for their actions. Government interven-
tion or competent institutional involvement is needed to solve
this problem.

This research shows that people feel strongly about environ-
mental problems (information, concern), but less involved in terms
of their shopping habits and daily customs. This may be because
individuals believe that their responsibility as consumers for eco-
logical effects is limited and rests firmly on the shoulders of
government and economic institutions. Thus, publicity campaigns
that encourage consumers to behave in a more environmentally
friendly manner would be appropriate. Institutions could also per-
suade consumers to make their voices heard and to make choices
about their purchasing behaviour, which would support environ-
mental criteria.

This research also shows that ecological behaviour is mainly
determined by environmental affect. It seems that ecological
behaviour is better explained by affect than by environmental
attitude, and, at the same time, affect appears quite significant in
determining environmental attitudes.

Even though the proposed model has proven to be good at
explaining ecological behaviour, path coefficients between envi-
ronmental attitude and final behaviour deserve special attention.
Smith et al. (1994) suggested that one of the reasons for this weak
and non-significant relationship could be that affective influences
are not captured by attitude measurements. Thus, affect influences
behaviour more when people had weak attitudes than when people
had strong ones. Therefore, the relationship between attitudes and
behaviour will be shaped by the affect influence.

This can also be explained by the existence of other mediat-
ing variables such as environmental knowledge and responsibil-
ity feelings as predictors of ecological behaviour (Chan, 1999,
2001) and, it could also be justified by cultural differences
across countries and the method used to measure these vari-
ables. Although this study attempts to translate the scale items
into Spanish, it does not include some of the values, feelings
and lifestyles that Spanish people have. So, it would make sense
to develop and validate a different scale, which collects these
absent features.
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On the other hand, there is a strong causal relationship between
environmental affect and environmental attitude. As Allen et al.
(1992) have demonstrated, affect can influence behaviour indepen-
dently of attitudes. This is reasonable, since people who are wor-
ried about pollution show a positive attitude towards the
environment and are predisposed to act in an environmentally
friendly manner.

In view of these results, it is suggested that pertinent institutions
in Spain should further strengthen their environmental information
and educational programmes. They should assume more responsi-
bility for protecting the environment and work together to create a
coherent and plausible environmental advertising guideline that
convinces people to act ecologically.

Conclusions
This study examines the influence of several factors on ecological
behaviour and proposes and validates a conceptual model. The
results from the structural equation model support some of our
hypothesized relationships and, in particular, confirm the signifi-
cant influence of environmental affect on ecological behaviour.

In Spain, policy-makers and green marketers have recently
become more aware of the damage being caused to the environ-
ment and the consequences that has in the economy. So, new
opportunities and challenges are arising in the market. Thus, it is
important that producers know how the new consumer is going
to behave and take action to address their needs and emotions/
attitudes.

In terms of the model, there may be ways of improving the
proportion of explained variance of ecological behaviour and of
introducing new measures within the model. One would be to
include environmental knowledge variables as an important pre-
dictor (Kaiser et al., 1999a,b). Another type of extension would be
to consider whether variance would increase if the variables in this
work and other psychographic factors were included as predictors
of ecological behaviour.

Generally, the proposed framework has worked correctly
although there are asymmetric influences of ecological affect and
environmental attitudes towards ecological behaviour that need to
be explained. This will be a priority for future research.
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