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Internal psychological factors, such as intentions and personal norms, are central
predictors of pro-environmental behavior in many theoretical models, whereas the
influence from external factors such as the physical environment is seldom considered.
Even rarer is studying how internal factors interact with the physical context in which
decisions take place. In the current study, we addressed the relative influence and
interaction of psychological and environmental factors on pro-environmental behavior.
A laboratory experiment presented participants (N = 399) with a choice to dispatch a
used plastic cup in a recycling or general waste bin after participating in a staged “yogurt
taste test.” Results showed how the spatial positioning of bins explained more than half
of the variance in recycling behavior whilst self-reported recycling intentions were not
related to which bin they used. Rinsing cups (to reduce contamination) before recycling,
on the other hand, was related to both behavioral intention and external factors. These
results show that even seemingly small differences in a choice context can influence how
well internal psychological factors predict behavior and how aspects of the physical
environment can assist the alignment of behavior and intentions, as well as steering
behavior regardless of motivation.

Keywords: environment, behavior, physical context, intention, norms and attitudes

INTRODUCTION

Recent reports stress the need to find more successful ways to encourage environmentally friendly
behavior (IPCC, 2014; Brondizio et al., 2019), and behavioral science may assist in the endeavor
to understand, predict, and promote pro-environmental behavior (Steg and Vlek, 2009; Clayton
et al., 2016; Sörqvist, 2016). The present study expands on Rosenthal and Linder (2021), who
documented effects of the external environment on recycling and rinsing behavior. We explore
the same phenomena from a more psychological perspective by studying the interaction of
intrapsychic determinants and changes in the physical environment. Contemporary environmental
psychology covers many studies on how internal psychological factors—e.g., values, norms, and
intentions—relate to pro-environmental behavior. Some of the most prominent theoretical models
include the theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991), the value-belief-norm (VBN) theory
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(Stern et al., 1999), and the norm activation model (NAM)
(Schwartz, 1977). These models generally do a good job of
predicting behavior (Montano and Kasprzyk, 2015). Meta-
analyses show that the TPB explains around 26–36% of the
variance in behavior and 40–49% of intentions (McEachan et al.,
2016). Similarly, a study found that personal norm, the main
predictor in VBN theory and NAM, accounts for up to 35%
of the variance in self-reported recycling behavior (Valle et al.,
2005). Research based on attitude-behavior models often describe
intention as a key antecedent of behavior. Bamberg and Möser
(2007) reinforced this idea in a meta-analysis of psycho-social
determinants of pro-environmental behavior, suggesting that
intention mediates the impact of other internal variables on
behavior. However, scholars have long noted that intentions and
behaviors do not always align (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002;
Rosenthal, 2018). If an objective measure/observation of behavior
is used instead of self-reported behavior, the predictability of
TPB drops considerably (Armitage and Conner, 2001). In fact,
only a minority of studies based on these models measure actual
behavior; most studies use self-reports of behavior or intention as
criterion variables (Webb and Sheeran, 2006; Sheeran and Webb,
2016). This gap between behavior and its proposed intrapsychic
determinants illustrates one of the biggest limitations of the
attitude-behavior models, often mentioned in the literature as
the value-action gap (e.g., Blake, 1999), the intention-behavior
gap (e.g., Sniehotta et al., 2005), or attitude-behavior gap (e.g.,
Boulstridge and Carrigan, 2000).

The extent to which the characteristics of the physical
environment influence pro-environmental behavior has received
less attention in contemporary environmental psychology, even
though many researchers have called for such studies (Tanner
et al., 2004; Steg and Vlek, 2009; Gärling, 2014; Page, 2015;
Sörqvist, 2016). A better understanding of how external factors
influence behavior might shine a light on some of the unexplained
variance in attitude-behavior models. Furthermore, efforts to
promote pro-environmental behavior might be more effective
if they looked beyond individual motivations. Guagnano et al.
(1995) argued that situational factors set boundary conditions
for how well attitude-behavior models predict behavior. Features
of the physical environment may facilitate or hinder intention
leading to action. The physical environment may also shape
behavior in the absence of intention, which can help explain some
of the intention-behavior gaps commonly found. For example,
situational constraints have been shown to explain most of the
variation in travel behavior (Klöckner and Blöbaum, 2010), and
inconvenient access to recycling infrastructure can cause even
the best-intentioned recyclers to not recycle (Guagnano et al.,
1995). Even subtle changes in the physical environment, such
as whether the light is on or off when someone enters a public
bathroom (Dwyer et al., 2015) or smaller serving plates at buffets
(Kallbekken and Sælen, 2013), can lead to drastic changes in
behavioral outcomes.

How internal and situational factors interact in influencing
pro-environmental behavior is even less studied, although
researchers have long called for such exploration (Guagnano
et al., 1995; Schultz et al., 1995). Recent work has started
to address this research gap (Vetter and Kutzner, 2016;

Moussaoui et al., 2020; Kaiser, 2021). But only a few studies
looked at similar interactions with observed behavior under
controlled conditions (Taube et al., 2018; Kaiser and Lange, 2021),
and we have found only one such study looking specifically
at recycling behavior (Huffman et al., 2014). There have been
some studies that looked at how situational factors and internal
factors influence or interact with recycling behavior (see e.g.,
Boldero, 1995; Schultz et al., 1995; Corral-Verdugo, 2003; Barr,
2007; Fumao, 2012); however, they relied mostly on self-reports.
In general, recycling research seldom makes direct behavioral
observations (Huffman et al., 2014). Such objective measures
are needed in the recycling context and to understand pro-
environmental behaviors broadly (Steg and Vlek, 2009; Kormos
and Gifford, 2014; Lange et al., 2018).

The present study addresses the above-mentioned research
gaps by studying the dependencies between self-reported internal
factors and the physical environment in which behavioral
decisions take place. To this end, we gathered self-reported data
on some of the intrapsychic determinants used in explaining
recycling behavior. Specifically, we measured personal recycling
norms (Schwartz, 1977; Harland et al., 1999), environmental self-
identity (Whitmarsh and O’Neill, 2010), biospheric values (Van
der Werff et al., 2013), and recycling-related habits (Aarts et al.,
1998; Page, 2015; Verplanken, 2018). Finally, we measured the
intention to rinse and recycle and observed actual rinsing and
recycling behavior.

Choice Context
This study aimed to explore how self-reported internal
predictors compared and interacted with changes in the physical
environment. In this mission, we surveyed the participants in
connection to a staged “yogurt taste test.” At the end of the
taste test, participants had the opportunity to rinse and recycle
a used plastic cup that was contaminated with yogurt residue.
We manipulated this choice context in two ways. First, in half
the conditions, a general waste bin and a recycling bin were
placed next to each other and adjacent to the counter and sink
where the taste test took place. In the other half, the waste bin
was placed further away from the counter, making the recycling
bin the nearest option. Second, there was an informational
prompt encouraging recycling. One version of the prompt
included a visual guide on what constitutes adequate rinsing
of contamination from recyclables. Important to note is that
recycling contamination is a pressing issue in Singapore, where
this study took place, and the local recycling companies will reject
even slightly contaminated items. Rosenthal and Linder (2021)
reported the effects of these physical manipulations, finding that
the use of the recycling bin increased when the waste bin was
moved away and the contamination rate was lower when the
prompt provided the visual rinsing guide. We add nuance to
those findings by addressing the role of intrapsychic factors in
these rinsing and recycling behaviors.

First, this design allowed us to compare the effect of the
physical manipulations to self-reported internal factors. The
effect of the physical manipulation on recycling and rinsing
aligned with previous studies. The spatial location of the bins
has to do with making recycling more or less convenient;
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convenience has been shown to heavily influence whether people
recycle or not (Domina and Koch, 2002; McKenzie-Mohr, 2011;
Osbaldiston and Schott, 2012). And when an option is made
to be relatively easier than an alternative, behavior is likely to
follow (McKenzie-Mohr and Schultz, 2014). Similarly, prompts,
i.e., strategically placed notifications at the point of decision to
promote or remind people of a specific behavior (McKenzie-
Mohr and Schultz, 2014), have been continuously shown to be
effective tools to spur some pro-environmental actions (Durdan
et al., 1985; Werner et al., 2009; Tetlow et al., 2014; Moussaoui
et al., 2020). As we noted above, even small changes in the
physical environment can have a big influence on behaviors.
Knowing that people often fail to align their values with actions,
we hypothesized that contextual factors, i.e., the location of the
bins and the presence of prompts, would be better predictors
of recycling and rinsing behavior in the experiment than the
self-reported intrapsychic determinants.

Secondly, we explored to what extent the effects of
intrapsychic factors depend on features of the choice context.
In this mission, we looked at (a) if the relationship between
internal determinants of recycling interacted with the different
bin placements and, (b) how different prompts interacted with
our participants’ rinsing intentions.

To answer these research questions the current research
took more of an exploratory approach. This was due to
the unique experimental design and ambiguous results from
previous research on interactions between intrapersonal and
environmental determinants of pro-environmental behavior.
For example, to predict how the different placement of the
waste bin interacted with the intrapsychic determinants, we
noted that Taube et al. (2018) found both environmental
attitude and the environment layout explained sustainable travel
behavior but found (and even predicted) no interaction between
them. And although research has shown that environmental
attitudes (an intrapsychic factor) can offset some behavioral
costs (an external factor; e.g., Kaiser and Lange, 2021), i.e.,
an individual could overcome some barriers to recycling, such
as inconvenience, because recycling is consistent with their
attitudes. In such a situation the “right” behavior (e.g., using
the recycling bin) is more difficult to perform. It is unclear
if this pattern would emerge when, as in our experiment,
the choice context instead makes the “wrong” behavior (using
the waste bin) more difficult. In this context, attitude may
play a less prominent role and habit may come to the fore.
Intuitively, one reason someone would engage in a more difficult
“wrong” behavior is because they do so out of habit. In the
other choice context of our experiment, the situation is one
where the “right” and “wrong” behaviors are equally easy (i.e.,
when the bins are adjacent to each other). In that situation,
we see no obvious reason not to follow, e.g., intention to
recycle, and we expect a clear correlation between recycling
intention and recycling behavior. On the other hand, when
the waste bin is moved a distance away, the “right” behavior
might be far more common, and heavily steered by the
environmental context without the need to rely on intrapsychic
determinants. That is, we predicted that the relationship between
the internal variables and recycling behavior is stronger when

the bins are adjacent to each other than when the waste bin is
moved further away.

Looking at prompts and rinsing behavior, Moussaoui et al.
(2020) found that participants who reported higher levels of pro-
environmental attitudes performed more energy-saving behavior
in the presence of a conservation prompt, however, they did not
find statistical support for the interaction between prompts and
attitudes (because no one conducted the energy-saving behaviors
without the prompt). Similarly, we predicted that the relationship
between intrapsychic factors and rinsing behavior is stronger
when a rinsing prompt is present.

Purpose and Hypotheses
In summary, the purpose of the current study was to compare
how well internal and external factors predict behavior and study
the interactions between intrapsychic factors and features of the
choice context. All in all, we tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Recycling of the tasting cup will be more
strongly predicted by the location of the waste bin than by
self-reported intentions to recycle.
Hypothesis 2: Rinsing the cup will be more strongly
predicted by the presence of a rinsing prompt than by
self-reported intention to rinse.
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between recycling intention
and recycling behavior is stronger when the bins are
adjacent to each other than when the waste bin is
moved further away.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between rinsing intention
and rinsing behavior is stronger when a rinsing
prompt is present.

As intentions are the most commonly used antecedent of pro-
environmental behavior and have been shown to mediate the
impact of other psycho-social variables (Bamberg and Möser,
2007), we started with analyzing this internal variable, but we also
test and controled for the other internal variables measured.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sample Size and Participants
This study used the same sample as in Rosenthal and Linder
(2021). Participants were sampled from a list of roughly
19,000 email addresses of undergraduate students at Nanyang
Technological University, Singapore. An email recruitment letter
was sent to a random sample of 4,000 of those email addresses.
The recruitment letter invited the students to participate in a
“yogurt taste test.” After 2 days, individuals who had not already
signed up received a reminder. After signing up, the participants
selected an experimental session they wished to attend. There
were 63 sessions over two consecutive weeks in March and April
2019, which were rotated to remove confounding with the day
of the week and time of the day the sessions took place. There
were up to 9 participants in each session. Not all the sessions were
full either due to unpopular time slots or last-minute drop-outs.
Everyone who received invitations had the option to self-schedule
into experimental sessions up until they ran in an effort to
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maximize enrollment. In total 409 participants signed up for a
session and participated in the study. They were 61% female and
ranged in age from 18 to 28 years (Mdn = 22 years).

Procedure
After arriving for their study sessions, participants received a
small plastic cup containing a sample of a yogurt drink. They
were then directed into a private tasting booth by a researcher
who gave a scripted explanation of the taste-test procedure and
prompted them to dispatch the cup when returning from the
tasting booth. After receiving the instructions, they entered a
private tasting booth out of view of the researchers and other
study participants. The booth included a tasting station at a small
sink, a recycling bin, and a general waste bin. A recycling prompt
was affixed to the wall above the recycling bin.

Participants tasted the yogurt drink, completed a short survey
to share their thoughts about it, and disposed of the recyclable
plastic cup in one of the bins before exiting the tasting booth.
During the experiment, participants were unaware that their
recycling behavior was being observed, believing they were
participating only in a taste test study.

Following the taste test, participants completed an online
survey on their personal smartphone or a tablet the researchers
provided and collected an incentive of 10 Singapore dollars.
A debriefing statement at the end of the study revealed the true
focus on recycling behavior and requested their consent to use
their recycling data in our analyses. Three participants declined
that consent, and two participants took their cups with them
when they left the study. We excluded the data from those five
participants. There were five additional participants, in the same
group, whom we believe overheard earlier participants speaking
loudly about the recycling-focused questions. We also excluded
those participants out of concern their rinsing and recycling
behaviors were not spontaneous.

Self-Report Measures
To measure internal factors, we asked participants to answer
an online survey after the taste test. We used items from De
Groot and Steg (2008) to measure biospheric, altruistic, and
egoistic value orientations. Participants responded on five-point
scales that ranged from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extremely
important), indicating to what extent the items reflected guiding
principles in their lives. For the current study, we focused on the
measurement of biospheric values, which included “preventing
pollution,” “respecting the earth,” “unity with nature,” and
“protecting the environment.”

We measured environmental self-identity using items from
Van der Werff et al. (2013). Participants indicated on a five-
point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
their agreement with the statements, “Acting environmentally
friendly is an important part of who I am,” “I am the type of
person who acts environmentally friendly,” and “I see myself as
an environmentally friendly person.

We assessed recycling personal norm based on Harland
et al. (1999). Participants indicated their agreement with the
statements, “I feel a strong personal obligation to recycle,” “I am
willing to put extra effort into recycling,” and “I would feel guilty

if I didn’t recycle.” Response options ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

We measured behavioral intention using items adapted from
prior research (e.g., Malek et al., 2017). Participants indicated
their agreement that in the following month they “expect to,”
“plan to,” and “will try to” recycle/rinse.

Lastly, we measured habit strength for recycling and rinsing
using a shortened version of the self-report index of habit
strength scale (Verplanken and Orbell, 2003; Honkanen et al.,
2005). Participants indicated their agreement that recycling and
rinsing recyclables are things “I do frequently,” “I do without
having to consciously remember,” “I feel weird if I don’t do,” and
“I don’t have to think about doing.”

The Physical Context
The experiment comprised a between-participant 2 × 2 factorial
design. In the “near” condition, the recycling bin and general
waste bin were located next to the counter in the tasting booth
and adjacent to each other. In the “far” condition, the waste
bin was moved roughly four meters away to the entrance of the
tasting booth (see Figure 1), while the recycling bin remained
in the same location. Located on the wall, above the recycling
bin was an informational prompt asking the participants to
recycle responsibly. There were four versions of the prompt
with different information about rinsing recyclables. Two of the
versions included a visual guide showing how clean a cup must be
to be recycled (see Figure 2). Those versions of the prompt were
more effective at reducing contamination than the two versions
that did not include the visual guide (Rosenthal and Linder,
2021). Since the current study is partly interested in external
factors that influence rinsing, our analysis of rinsing behavior
uses data only from participants who saw either the visual rinsing
guides or a control prompt without any rinsing information. This
allows us to compare the effects of intrapsychic factors with the
effect of an external factor we already know works.

Behavioral Measurements
Data on recycling and rinsing behavior were collected by
examining the taste test cups after each experimental session.
Each cup had a unique hidden marking that allowed us to
associate it with individual survey responses. For each cup,
we indicated whether it was in the recycling bin or general
waste bin and if it was rinsed or not rinsed. These dependent
variables were coded with values of 0 (general waste bin;
not rinsed) and 1 (recycling bin; rinsed). To assess inter-rater
reliability when determining if the cup was rinsed (or not)
two of the authors and a graduate research assistant separately
evaluated the contamination level of 50 cups from the first
day of the experiment. We assessed interrater reliability using
Krippendorff ’s alpha (Hayes and Krippendorff, 2007) and found
good reliability (α = 0.92, [95% CI: 0.88, 0.96]).

Attention Check
Since the prompts require cognitive processing to be effective,
we let the participants indicate their level of agreement with the
statement: “At the taste test area, there was a poster encouraging
recycling.” Most participants agreed (36%) or strongly agreed
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FIGURE 1 | Manipulating the spatial positioning of the bins. The taste test booth with the recycling bin and general waste bin spatially separated (panel A) and
adjacent to each other (panel C). In the Far condition, the general waste bin is moved further away but clearly visible upon entering the taste test booth (panel B),
figure modified from Rosenthal and Linder (2021).

FIGURE 2 | Prompts used in the study. (A) The visual guide to rinsing showing how clean a recyclable have to be in order to avoid risking contamination, (B) a
“control prompt” with no information about rinsing (published with permission by Authors).

(33%) of seeing the prompt. Some participants neither agreed nor
disagreed (15%), and a few disagreed (11%), or strongly disagreed
(5%). We decided to retain all participants in our sample for
greater external validity; in the real world, not everyone pays
attention to informational prompts.

RESULTS

Individual Differences in Predictor
Variables
The descriptive statistics and zero-order correlation matrix for all
variables are presented in Table 1. Most scales had acceptable or

better reliability according to general rules of thumb (Cronbach’s
α > 0.9 is excellent, >0.8 is good, and >0.7 is acceptable; Gliem
and Gliem, 2003), except for the “hedonic” and “altruistic” value
scales, these were excluded from further analysis.

Behavioral Measures
In the final sample, 399 plastic cups were collected from the two
bins, 196 when the bins were co-located, in the ”near” condition
and 206 in the “far” condition where the waste bin was moved
away from the recycling bin. In the near condition 30% (n = 59)
of participants used the recycling bin and 70% (n = 137) used
the general waste bin. In the far condition, 95% (n = 193) of the
cups were found in the recycling bin and only 6% (n = 10) in
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the general waste bin. Overall, 63% (252) of the participants used
the recycling bin. Out of all cups, 18% (n = 70) were rinsed. This
included 25% (n = 63) of the cups in the recycling bin and 5%
(n = 7) in the general waste bin. When the rinsing prompt was
present 23% (n = 47) of the cups were rinsed, when participants
were exposed to the control prompt on the other hand, 14%
(n = 14) rinsed their cups.

Hypothesis Testing
Comparing Internal and External Predictors
We tested Hypothesis 1 by predicting recycling behavior with
the bin location manipulation and recycling intention. Since
recycling behavior was a binary variable (i.e., participants used
one bin or the other), we used binary logistic regression to
predict which bin participants used to dispose of the tasting
cup. We also included recycling habit as a control variable. We
wanted to control for habits because habits have been shown
to sometimes moderate the attitude-behavior relationship of
recycling behaviors (Aarts et al., 1998; Page, 2015; Verplanken,
2018). Furthermore, researchers have argued that after a habit
is established the behavior should no longer be considered to be
goal-directed (Miller et al., 2019).

The model explained between 40% (Cox & Snell R-square) and
55% (Nagelkerke R-square) of the variance in recycling behavior.
Recycling behavior was unrelated to intention (OR = 1.12 [95%
CI: 0.71, 1.76], p = 0.623) and habits (OR = 0,98 [95% CI: 0.68,
1.40] p = 0.895) but significantly related to the bin location
manipulation (OR = 44.783 [95% CI: 22.11, 90.71], p < 0.001).
In this case, the behavior was heavily dominated by the external
factor, which supports Hypothesis 1 (Table 2).

We re-estimated this model using the other internal factors—
viz. biospheric values, environmental self-identity, personal
recycling norm—as the independent variable in place of
recycling intention. We removed habits from the model due
to multicollinearity concerns, as there was a strong correlation
between habits and the other internal variables. We also re-ran
the original model without controlling for habits. The result of the
new models was very similar to the first one—none of the internal
factors significantly predicted recycling behavior (See Table 3).

We took a similar analytical approach to test Hypothesis 2,
using the subsample of participants who saw either a rinsing
prompt with the visual rinsing guide or the control prompt
without any mentions of rinsing (n = 303). This model predicted

TABLE 2 | Logistic regression: choice of bin as dependent variable, recycling
intention, bin manipulation and recycling habits as independent variables.

95% CI for Odds ratio

B(SE) Odds Ratio Lower Upper

Constant −1.22 (0.76)

Recycling intention 0.11 (0.36) 1.12 0.71 1.76

Waste bin near/far 3.80*** (0.36) 44.78 22.11 90.71

Recycling habits −0.02 (0.18) 0.98 0.68 1.34

R2 = 0.40 (Cox & Snell), 0.55 (Nagelkerke), ***p < 0.001.
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TABLE 3 | Logistic regressions, with alternative predictor variables.

95% CI for Odds ratio

B(SE) Odds Ratio Lower Upper

Retest of hypothesis 1 (N = 399)

Biospheric values 0.08 (0.19) 1.09 0.75 1.57

Environmental self-identity −0.03 (0.17) 0.97 0.70 1.34

Personal recycling norm 0.17 (0.17) 1.18 0.84 1.66

Recycling intention 0.95 (0.19) 1.10 0.77 1.58

Retest of hypothesis 2 (N = 303)

Biospheric values 0.02 (0.20) 1.02 0.68 1.51

Environmental self-identity 0.05 (0.18) 1.05 0.74 1.45

Personal recycling norm 0.14 (0.18) 1.15 0.80 1.64

Rinsing intention 0.61 (0.18)** 1.84 1.28 2.64

**p < 0.01.

rinsing behavior as the dependent variable, with the prompt and
rinsing intention as independent variables, again, controlling for
rinsing habit and whether participants used the waste bin or
recycling bin. The reason to control for bin choice is that there is
no benefit of rinsing cups that ended up in the waste bin (Table 4).
This model explained between 16% (Cox & Snell R-square) and
25% (Nagelkerke R-square) of the variance in rinsing behavior.
Rinsing behavior was significantly related to both the intention to
rinse (OR = 1.57 [95% CI: 1.04, 2.40], p = 0.034) and the presence
of the rinsing prompt (OR = 2.01 [95% CI: 1.02, 4.30], p = 0.044).
It was also related to bin choice (OR = 10.15 [95% CI: 3.84, 26.84],
p = 0.001), but unrelated to rinsing habit (OR = 1.25 [95% CI:
0.91, 1.74], p = 0.175). These results suggest both internal and
external factors predicted rinsing behavior.

Again we re-estimated the model (excluding habit) using the
other internal factors as the independent variable in the place
of rinsing intention. Notably, none of the other internal factors
significantly predicted rinsing behavior (Table 3).

Internal Factors Conditioned on External Factors
Next, we explored how internal factors interacted with the
physical manipulations. Our third hypothesis predicted that the
relationship between recycling intention and choice of bin would
be weaker when the waste bin was moved a distance away. Using
a bivariate Pearson correlation we tested how well intention
to recycle predicted observed recycling behavior in the near
condition (r = 0.07, p = 0.316, df = 194) and in the far condition
(r = −0.06, p = 0.350 df = 201) alone. These results indicate that
recycling intention failed to predict recycling behavior whether
the waste bin was near or far. We extended this analysis by adding
an interaction effect to our earlier binary logistic regression
(Table 2, no longer controlling for habit). This modeled the
effect of recycling intention conditioned on the bin location
manipulation. Failing to support Hypothesis 3, the interaction
effect was not significant (OR = 0.51 [95% CI: 0.17, 1.48],
p = 0.213), note that interaction models might need up to 16 times
the sample size to estimate an interaction compared to a model
that estimates main effects (see for example; Gelman, 2018) and a
potentially under-powered model could explain this null-findings
(we explore this further below; see sensitivity analysis).

Finally, we tested whether the relationship between rinsing
intention and rinsing behavior is stronger when there was a visual
guide to rinse on the prompt (Hypothesis 4). Again, we needed
to control for what bin they choose when looking at effects from
the rinsing prompt. Hence, we used a binary logistic regression
and looked at how well intention to rinse predicted rinsing
behavior without a visual guide to rinse on the prompt (n = 100),
controlling for choice of bin. In this scenario, intention to rinse
was not significantly related to rinsing behavior (OR = 1.71 [95%
CI: 0.89, 3.28], p = 0.108; Table 5). This suggests that when there
was no rinsing prompt, intention to rinse was a poor predictor
of behavior. However, considering the uneven distribution in our
dependent variable in this choice context, i.e., only 14 participants
rinsed their cup (without a visual guide to rinsing on the prompt),
this model is also at risk of being underpowered (we address these
power considerations under caveats and limitations).

In contrast, when the visual guide to rinsing was present
on the prompt (N = 203), intention was significantly related to
rinsing (OR = 1.96 [95% CI: 1.25, 3.07], p = 0.003; Table 3). This
finding is consistent with Hypothesis 4. Again we extended this
analysis by adding an interaction effect. We extended our binary
logistic regression model (Table 4) to include the effect of rinsing
intention conditioned on the prompt information manipulation,
again, the interaction effect was not significant (OR = 1.13[95%
CI: 0.52, 2.45], p = 0.759). Thus, we observed no conclusive

TABLE 4 | Logistic regression: rinsing as dependent variable, rinising intention,
habit, and choice of bin as independent variables.

95% CI for Odds ratio

B(SE) Odds Ratio Lower Upper

Constant −6.01 (0.96)

Intention to rinse 0.45* (0.21) 1.57 1.04 2.40

Rinse prompt 0.74* (0.37) 2.01 1.02 4.30

Rinsing habit 0.23 (0.17) 1.25 0.91 1.74

Choice of bin 2.32** (0.50) 10.15 3.84 26.84

R2 = 0.16 (Cox & Snell), 0.25 (Nagelkerke), *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.

TABLE 5 | Results of the logistic regression, rinsing as dependent variable, rinsing
intention and choice of bin as independent variables.

95% CI for Odds ratio

B(SE) Odds Ratio Lower Upper

No rinsing prompt (N = 100)

Constant −4.62 (1.47)

Intention to rinse 0.54 (0.33) 1.71 0.89 3.28

Choice of bin 0.94 (0.70) 2.56 0.65 10.09

R2 = 0.05 (Cox & Snell), 0.09 (Nagelkerke)

Rinsing prompt (N = 203)

Constant −6.26 (1.20)

Intention to rinse 0.67 (0.23)** 1.96 1.25 3.07

Choice of bin 3.05 (0.75)*** 21.07 4.87 91.232

R2 = 0.20 (Cox & Snell), 0.30 (Nagelkerke), **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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evidence for the relationship between rinsing intentions and
rinsing behavior to depend on the presence of a rinsing prompt.

Sensitivity Analysis
To explore the null findings of the interaction models, we used
G∗Power 3.1.9.7 to conduct a two-tail post hoc sensitivity analysis
of the interaction effects predicting each dependent variable. We
report the minimum OR detectable at 80, 90, and 95% power
for both effect directions, i.e., OR < 1 and OR > 1. For both
analyses, the alpha error probability was 5% and there was a
5% probability of recycling/rinsing assuming the null hypothesis.
For the prediction of recycling, the sample size was 399 and we
used a value of 50% for the R-square associated with the main
effects. The high value is mainly because the manipulation of
the bin location had a very large effect on recycling behavior.
We then estimated the critical OR for the interaction effect
at 80% (ORcrit = 0.43, 2.33), 90% (ORcrit = 0.38, 2.61), and
95% (ORcrit = 0.35, 2.86). For the prediction of rinsing, the
sample size was 303 and we used a value of 30% for the R2
associated with the main effects. We then estimated the critical
OR for the interaction effect at 80% (ORcrit = 0.44, 2.28), 90%
(ORcrit = 0.39, 2.55), and 95% (ORcrit = 0.36, 2.78). Neither of
our observed interaction effects meets the critical OR at any
of the specified power levels, indicating that we would need to
observe substantially larger effects to have adequate power given
our sample sizes.

DISCUSSION

This study explored how self-reported intrapsychic determinants
and the physical environment interacted and predicted observed
recycling behavior and rinsing. We found no relation between
recycling the cup and internal factors in any choice context;
instead, the decision to recycle was heavily determined by
situational factors. In contrast, rinsing behavior was related
to both behavioral intention and external factors. We found
the effect of rinsing intention to be significant only when
the context promoted rinsing (with the prompt displaying a
visual guide to rinsing), but the results provide no definite
evidence that rinsing intention depended on the prompt to
align with behavior. We briefly address some null findings
and discuss these findings in relation to the two types of
behaviors below.

Choosing to Recycle (or Not)
Contrary to our predictions, even when participants were in
a seemingly optimal situation to act on their intentions with
easy access to both bins (in the near condition) we found
no relationship between self-reported intentions (or any other
internal variable) and observed recycling behavior. Only when
the general waste bin was moved away, so that the recycling
bin was relatively closer at hand, did our participants with high
self-reported intentions consistently follow through and throw
their cup in the “green” bin. However, so did most participants
regardless of intention, making intention a poor predictor of
recycling behavior in our study. Note that even though the

intention to recycle was generally high amongst our participants
(M = 4.02, out of 5), only 35% of participants chose to use the
recycling bin when they had easy access to both bins. These
findings align with the commonly found intention-behavior gap
(Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002).

Since intended behaviors are goal-directed, a plausible
explanation for this null finding is that some participants failed
to recycle simply because they had other goals in mind after
conducting the taste test; i.e., the reason for not acting on
an existing green self-identity could be because another goal-
directed behavior was prioritized (e.g., finishing the task as fast
as possible to make room for the next participant). A common
reason to why people fail to act on intentions is that they
have different goals, priorities, and conflicting intentions that
are more prevalent in certain decision situations (Conner et al.,
2016). Such conflict in goals could explain why some participants
nevertheless dispatch their cup in the general waste bin, despite
general intentions to act pro-environmentally. Furthermore, in
the study we used an operationalizations of intention that are
typically used in related research, i.e., “following month they
expect to, plan to, and will try to recycle/rinse.” However, such
measure might give an indication of a more “general intention”
that is somewhat detached from this specific decision context.
Another operationalization of intention that better captures
intended behavior in certain situations might generate different
results. More research is needed to explore such differences in
operationalization.

Our results align with previous research showing how the
spatial layout and convenience can have a big impact on
recycling behavior, often overriding intrinsic motivation, e.g.,
how inconvenient access to recycling facilities can be a stronger
predictor of actual behavior than intrapsychic determinants
(Guagnano et al., 1995). Showcasing how external factors can
steer behavior without the need to refer to intentions. Our
results go even further than previous studies, indicating how
even seemingly small differences in convince can override
behavioral intentions and have a big impact on recycling
behavior. Considering that having to rinse the cup before
recycling means more effort than just throwing the cup away
in the general waste bin, it is likely that some participants
perceived recycling to be less convenient even in the adjacent
condition, thus convenience could help to explain the seemingly
low recycling rate in the near condition as well as the big
discrepancies between the two conditions. It is important to note
that contextual factors could be especially potent in unfamiliar
environments where actions are not guided as much by past
behaviors and habits (Verplanken, 2018), and it is also likely
that participating in an experiment could increase attention to
the context (we address this further below, see potential caveats
and limitations).

Determinants of Rinsing
With rinsing behavior, on the other hand, our results indicate
that both the visual guide to rinsing on the prompt and intention
to rinse were significantly related to lower contamination rates
of the cups. However, no other internal factor—viz. biospheric
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values, environmental self-identity, personal recycling norm—
was related to rinsing. And at a closer look, we only found a
significant relationship between intention and behavior when
the rinsing prompt was present. Note, however, that the null
finding for the relationship between intention and behavior
without the prompt could stem from an underpowered model
(because so few participants choose to rinse in that scenario),
and failing to see a significant interaction effect we cannot
conclusively say that intention to rinse was conditioned on
the prompt. When the prompt was present, rinsing rates
increased from 14 to 23%, and as reported in Rosenthal and
Linder (2021) the prompt significantly lowered contamination
rates. A plausible explanation for why the rinsing prompt was
successful in encouraging rinsing and might have promoted the
alignment of intentions and action is that it could have primed
pro-environmental values/attitudes/norms and activated a goal-
directed behavior that aligned with them, i.e., well-intended
participants might be more likely to act on their intentions when
they are reminded of them by the prompt. This explanation
is consistent with Moussaoui et al. (2020) study that showed
how pro-environmental attitudes increased the likelihood of
sustainable action in the presence of a prompt. Our study shows
further similarities to the Moussaoui et al. (2020) in that we also
failed to find evidence of an interaction between our internal
factors and the prompt. More research is needed to untangle these
somewhat ambiguous findings.

Overall it seemed that intention was a better predictor for
rinsing than recycling at our staged taste-test. This is aligning
with previous studies that show how intention can be a better
predictor for new and less established behaviors (Honkanen
et al., 2005) in comparison with more routine behaviors,
which are often mediated by habit strength (Verplanken, 2018).
Contamination of recyclables was an issue in Singapore that had
only recently been highlighted at the time of the data collection,
and the need to rinse recyclables was both less known and a
less established behavior than recycling. The current results are
consistent with the idea that intention is a stronger predictor for
more novel or rare behaviors. To test this possible explanation,
we conducted a post hoc paired t-test comparing means of habit
strength for recycling and rinsing. Results showed a significantly
stronger recycling habit (M = 3.11, SD = 0.96) compared to
rinsing habit (M = 2.62, SD = 1.14), t(402) = 8.06, p < 0.001,
giving it some support. This adds another layer of complexity to
how the physical environment interacts with people’s intentions.
Some relations between intention and behavior might be more
heavily determined by contextual factors than others, especially
as more established, habitual behavior often is automatically
activated by contextual cues which can be powerful drivers
of day-to-day behaviors and hard to break free from, even
overriding intrinsic motivation to change (Neal et al., 2011).
We encourage future research efforts to better understand
how different types of behavior interact with external factors.
Identifying when environmental factors are especially important
for the alignment of intentions and behavior could lead to a better
understanding of when people act (or don’t act) on their pro-
environmental values as well as providing insights on how to
design environments that encourage sustainable actions.

ADDRESSING POTENTIAL CAVEATS
AND LIMITATIONS

It is important to note some potential caveats of this study.
Because participants were invited to participate in a “yogurt
taste test” and were unaware of the true focus of the study
(recycling behavior) they received the survey and reported
(e.g., intention to recycle) after they finished the yogurt-
tasting and threw away their cups. This was a conscious
decision to limit the risk of participants figuring out the true
purpose of the experiment and bias our dependent variables
of recycling behaviors. However, this meant that their choice
of actions could have influenced their subsequent answers in
the survey. Important to note though is that they answered
the survey before debriefing, and were still unaware of the
true focus of the study. For rinsing behavior, however, this
possibility increases when we see a significant relationship
between behavior and intention. Since we used prompts to get
people to rinse recyclables, it is possible that some participants
started rinsing (for the first time) during our experiment and
then intended to keep doing it. It is therefore likely that the
significant relationship between rinsing intention and behavior is
somewhat inflated. However, there was no significant difference
in intention to rinse between the two groups with and without
prompt, respectively, and mean intention to rinse was about
the same in the control group (M = 3.70) compared to
the participants in the rinsing prompt condition (M = 3.72).
Nevertheless, this potential bias should be kept in mind when
interpreting the results.

As for all laboratory experiments, it is also important
to reflect on the ecological validity of these findings. The
procedure of the experiment is likely to have some influence
on behavior. For one, participants found themselves in an
atypical situation (i.e., a taste test in a university research lab),
and their behavior might not reflect how they would act in
a known environment (e.g., at home). In this instance, the
laboratory setting may have disrupted the normal mental process
where internal factors would have more impact on behavior,
whereas other factors such as, e.g., social desirability could
have a relatively large impact in the experimental situation. As
a result, participants may have been unduly affected by the
situation. However, it is very likely that some of the above-
mentioned confounds also exist outside the laboratory; people
will often be distracted by other tasks, or goals, when choosing
to recycle (or not), and not being aware of the possibility of
recycling, or the general waste bin, even though it is close
to hand, might be a true effect of how context influences
behavior (especially in new environments). Considering the
somewhat optimal situation to recycle that our participants
found themselves in, and still didn’t do so, we consider it likely
that the attitude-behavior gap we observed could exists also
outside the laboratory.

Lastly, we want to mention our sample size and power
in regards to the null findings. Our sample size for the
binary logistic regression models looking at main effects are
mostly above the general rule of thumb with an Events Per
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Variable (EPV) of ≥10, i.e., the number of observations in
the smaller of the two outcome groups relative to the number
of variables is equal to, or above 10 (van Smeden et al.,
2019). However, as noted in the Results section, the model
on rinsing behavior that failed to see a significant effect was
at risk of being underpowered according to this rule, with
an EPV of 7 (see the first model in Table 4). Consensus is
lacking on the right criteria to determine what sample size
should count as adequate for binary logistic prediction (van
Smeden et al., 2019). Some have argued that the EPV ≥ 10
rule is sometimes too strict (Pavlou et al., 2016) whilst others
argue for an even higher threshold in general (Ogundimu
et al., 2016). Either way, we want to highlight, again, that a
potentially underpowered model could explain the null finding
between intention to rinse and behavior in the scenario without
the visual guide to rinsing on the prompt. The main power
concern we have is in regards to the interaction models. To
address this caveat we ran a post hoc sensitivity analysis,
the results indicated that we would need to observe larger
effects to have adequate power given our sample sizes. And
considering that interaction models often need a much higher
cell number than testing for a main effect (Gelman, 2018) we
can’t rule out that any of these null results are due to a lack
of power. We welcome future studies that aim to replicate
these findings as well as studying similar interactions with
a bigger sample.

IMPLICATIONS

Our results highlight the importance of measuring actual
behavior and that relying on measurements of intentions or
self-reports as criterion variables for behavior risk producing
weak conclusions. The results present novel insights on
how even seemingly small differences in a choice context
greatly influence how well intention (and other intrapsychic
determinants) predicts behavior, and how aspects of the
physical environment might assist the alignment of behavior
and intentions, as well as steering behavior regardless of
motivation. Models that incorporate the physical context into
their explanations of decision-making are gaining popularity.
Two such models are the comprehensive action determination
model (CADM; Klöckner and Blöbaum, 2010), and the integrated
model of behavioral prediction (IMPB) (Kasprzyk et al.,
1998). These models have shown some additional success in
predicting behavior (e.g., Klöckner and Oppedal, 2011), but
are still far from being considered leading accounts of pro-
environmental behavior. Our results support the use of such
holistic models that better account for things like situational
factors and habits.

Environmental campaigns and interventions often strive
to foster intentions to act through information persuasion
messages which is consistent with theories that emphasize
rezoned, deliberative and reflective processes. Unfortunately,
persuasion efforts to change people’s behaviors with information
campaigns alone are often ineffective approaches (McKenzie-
Mohr, 2011). The very popular attitude-behavior models might

struggle as frameworks for behavior change because they
imply that to change a behavior, first beliefs, values, norms,
and attitudes must be changed. Not surprisingly, such deep-
seated traits are often heavily defended by both conscious
and unconscious psychological mechanisms. And even if the
campaigns would manage to change attitudes and intentions
among groups to behave more pro-environmentally, their actual
behaviors might be more forcibly shaped by other factors in
the end. As our experiment indicated, even small changes
in the physical environment can steer behavior without the
need to rely on intention or values. This gives valuable
insights into the extent that characteristics of the physical
environment can influence pro-environmental decisions. As
society struggles to transform to reach the Paris agreement and
other environmental targets, and large scale behavior changes
get increasingly urgent, our study supports previous ones that
call for more attention to aspects of the physical environments’
effect on pro-environmental behavior (Tanner et al., 2004; Steg
and Vlek, 2009; Gärling, 2014; Page, 2015; Sörqvist, 2016;
Kaaronen and Strelkovskii, 2020). Thought-through design of
the physical landscapes could help facilitate people’s intentions
by affording the possibility to act pro-environmentally and
reduce the intention-behavior gap (Kaaronen, 2017), as well as
getting people to act without the need of relying on intention.
Furthermore, because intended behavior is goal-directed and
goals constantly switch throughout the day, a more static
environmental context that supports pro-environmental choices
could lead to reoccurring sustainable actions even when other
goals are in mind.

We want to be clear here that we are not trying to
downplay the importance of environmental values and intentions
in society as they may very well be a prerequisite for
any substantial sustainability transformation. For example,
the values and attitudes of decision-makers, policymakers,
and planners play a crucial role in governance and design
processes of, e.g., laws and infrastructures that encourage
sustainable actions. Instead, we aim to highlight the potential
of steering pro-environmental behavior through manipulation of
the physical environment and see it as a currently underutilized
complement to conventional approaches and narratives. We
end by noting that more studies are needed to confirm
any policy relevance of the current findings. However, our
findings indicate that an unexpected research potential lies in
combining the field of climate action and transformation in
cities with the research frontier ignited herein, as the sum
of fossil fuel-related behaviors in urban areas aggregate to a
disproportionately large driver of global environmental change
(Grimm et al., 2008; Colding et al., 2019). More knowledge
on how, e.g., the urban form and infrastructures affect pro-
environmental behavior could prove to be particularly relevant
(Kaaronen and Strelkovskii, 2020).

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The study data is uploaded to OSF and available at: https://osf.io/
dbwj7/?view_only=ccf69aa8c7b8411a89754d0bf2afaa8e.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 699410

https://osf.io/dbwj7/?view_only=ccf69aa8c7b8411a89754d0bf2afaa8e
https://osf.io/dbwj7/?view_only=ccf69aa8c7b8411a89754d0bf2afaa8e
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-699410 July 21, 2021 Time: 12:20 # 11

Linder et al. Internal/External Factors Influence on Recycling

ETHICS STATEMENT

This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at
Nanyang Technological University. Written informed consent
was obtained from all participants for their participation in this
study. The participants signed two consent forms, one before
the experiment and once again after being informed of the true
purpose of the study.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

NL: conceptualization, methodological design, collection of data,
analyzing data, and writing manuscript. SR: conceptualization,
project administration, methodological design, data analysis,

and writing. PS: data analyzing, conceptualization, and writing.
SB: conceptualization and writing. All authors contributed to the
article and approved the submitted version.

FUNDING

NL work was enabled by the University of Gävle and by funds
from FORMAS/The Swedish Research Council for Environment,
Agricultural Sciences and Spatial Planning. The FORMAS project
was called Spatial and Experiential Analyses for Urban Social
Sustainability (ZEUS) (reference number: 2016-01193). SB work
was funded by the University of Gävle, by Stockholm Resilience
Centre, and by Formas (ZEUS). We also received founding for
data collection from the “Energy Research Institute” at NTU.

REFERENCES
Aarts, H., Verplanken, B., and Knippenberg, A. (1998). Predicting behavior from

actions in the past: repeated decision making or a matter of habit? J. Appl. Soc.
Psychol. 28, 1355–1374. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01681.x

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Proc.
50, 179–211.

Armitage, C. J., and Conner, M. (2001). Efficacy of the theory of planned
behaviour: a meta-analytic review. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 471–499. doi: 10.1348/
014466601164939

Bamberg, S., and Möser, G. (2007). Twenty years after Hines, Hungerford,
and Tomera: a new meta-analysis of psycho-social determinants of pro-
environmental behaviour. J. Environ. Psychol. 27, 14–25. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.
2006.12.002

Barr, S. (2007). Factors influencing environmental attitudes and behaviors: a UK
case study of household waste management. Environ. Behav. 39, 435–473. doi:
10.1177/0013916505283421

Blake, J. (1999). Overcoming the ‘value-action gap’in environmental policy:
tensions between national policy and local experience. Local Environ. 4, 257–
278. doi: 10.1080/13549839908725599

Boldero, J. (1995). the prediction of household recycling of newspapers: the role of
attitudes, intentions, and situational factors 1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 25, 440–462.
doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1995.tb01598.x

Boulstridge, E., and Carrigan, M. (2000). Do consumers really care about corporate
responsibility? highlighting the attitude—behaviour gap. J. Commun. Manag. 4,
355–368. doi: 10.1108/eb023532

Brondizio, E. S., Settele, J., Diaz, S., and Ngo, H. T. (2019). Global Assessment Report
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Bonn: IPBES Secretariat.

Clayton, S., Devine-wright, P., Steg, L., Whitmarsh, L., and Carrico, A. (2016).
Expanding the role for psychology in addressing environmental challenges. Am.
Psychol. 71, 199–215. doi: 10.1037/a0039482

Colding, J., Barthel, S., and Sörqvist, P. (2019). Wicked problems of smart cities.
Smart Cities 2, 512–521. doi: 10.3390/smartcities2040031

Conner, M., Abraham, C., Prestwich, A., Hutter, R., Hallam, J., Sykes-Muskett, B.,
et al. (2016). Impact of goal priority and goal conflict on the intention–health-
behavior relationship: tests on physical activity and other health behaviors.
Health Psychol. 35:1017. doi: 10.1037/hea0000340

Corral-Verdugo, V. (2003). Situational and personal determinants of waste control
practices in Northern Mexico: a study of reuse and recycling behaviors.
Resources Conserv. Recycling 39, 265–281. doi: 10.1016/s0921-3449(03)00032-6

De Groot, J. I. M., and Steg, L. (2008). Value orientations to explain beliefs related
to environmental significant behavior: how to measure egoistic, altruistic, and
biospheric value orientations. Environ. Behav. 40, 330–354. doi: 10.1177/
0013916506297831

Domina, T., and Koch, K. (2002). Convenience and frequency of recycling:
implications for including textiles in curbside recycling programs. Environ.
Behav. 34, 216–238. doi: 10.1177/0013916502034002004

Durdan, C. A., Reeder, G. D., and Hecht, P. R. (1985). Litter in a university cafeteria:
demographic data and the use of prompts as an intervention strategy. Environ.
Behav. 17, 387–404. doi: 10.1177/0013916585173007

Dwyer, P. C., Maki, A., and Rothman, A. J. (2015). Promoting energy conservation
behavior in public settings: the influence of social norms and personal
responsibility. J. Environ. Psychol. 41, 30–34. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.11.002

Fumao, Y. U. (2012). The effect of situational factors on the relationship between
behavior and it’s influence factors for recycling of electronic waste & appliances.
Ecol. Economy 2:1.

Gärling, T. (2014). Past and present environmental psychology. Eur. Psychol. 19,
127–131. doi: 10.1027/1016-9040/a000184

Gelman, A. (2018). You Need 16 Times the Sample Size to Estimate
an Interaction than to Estimate a Main Effect [blog post]. Available
online at: http://andrewgelman.com/2018/03/15/need-16-times-sample-size-
estimate-interaction-estimate-main-effect/ (accessed June 5, 2021).

Gliem, J. A., and Gliem, R. R. (2003). Calculating, Interpreting, and Reporting
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient for Likert-type Scales. Indianapolis, IN:
IUPUI.

Grimm, N. B., Faeth, S. H., Golubiewski, N. E., Redman, C. L., Wu, J., Bai, X., et al.
(2008). Global change and the ecology of cities. Science 319, 756–760.

Guagnano, G. A., Stern, P. C., and Dietz, T. (1995). Influences on attitude-behavior
relationships: a natural experiment with curbside recycling. Environ. Behav. 27,
699–718. doi: 10.1177/0013916595275005

Harland, P., Staats, H., and Wilke, H. A. M. (1999). Explaining proenvironmental
intention and behavior by personal norms and the theory of planned behavior
1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 29, 2505–2528. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb00123.x

Hayes, A. F., and Krippendorff, K., (2007). Answering the call for a standard
reliability measure for coding data. Commun. Methods Meas. 1, 77–89. doi:
10.1080/19312450709336664

Honkanen, P., Ottar, S., and Verplanken, B. (2005). Intention to consume
seafood — the importance of habit. Appetite 45, 161–168. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.
2005.04.005

Huffman, A. H., Van Der Werff, B. R., Henning, J. B., and Watrous-Rodriguez,
K. (2014). When do recycling attitudes predict recycling? an investigation of
self-reported versus observed behavior. J. Environ. Psychol. 38, 262–270. doi:
10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.03.006

IPCC (2014). Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working
Groups I, II and III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change. Geneva: IPCC.

Kaaronen, R. O. (2017). Affording sustainability: adopting a theory of affordances
as a guiding heuristic for environmental policy. Front. Psychol. 8:1974. doi:
10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01974

Kaaronen, R. O., and Strelkovskii, N. (2020). Cultural evolution of sustainable
behaviors: pro-environmental tipping points in an agent-based model. One
Earth 2, 85–97. doi: 10.1016/j.oneear.2020.01.003

Kaiser, F. G. (2021). Climate change mitigation within the Campbell paradigm:
doing the right thing for a reason and against all odds. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci.
42, 70–75. doi: 10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.03.024

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 699410

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01681.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164939
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916505283421
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916505283421
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839908725599
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1995.tb01598.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb023532
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039482
https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities2040031
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000340
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0921-3449(03)00032-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916502034002004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916585173007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000184
http://andrewgelman.com/2018/03/15/need-16-times-sample-size-estimate-interaction-estimate-main-effect/
http://andrewgelman.com/2018/03/15/need-16-times-sample-size-estimate-interaction-estimate-main-effect/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916595275005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb00123.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2005.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2005.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.03.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01974
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01974
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.03.024
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-699410 July 21, 2021 Time: 12:20 # 12

Linder et al. Internal/External Factors Influence on Recycling

Kaiser, F. G., and Lange, F. (2021). Offsetting behavioral costs with personal
attitude: identifying the psychological essence of an environmental attitude
measure. J. Environ. Psychol. 75:101619. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101619

Kallbekken, S., and Sælen, H. (2013). “Nudging” hotel guests to reduce food waste
as a win-win environmental measure. Econ. Lett. 119, 325–327. doi: 10.1016/j.
econlet.2013.03.019

Kasprzyk, D., Montaño, D. E., and Fishbein, M. (1998). Application of an
integrated behavioral model to predict condom use: a prospective study among
high HIV Risk Groups 1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 28, 1557–1583. doi: 10.1111/j.
1559-1816.1998.tb01690.x

Klöckner, C. A., and Blöbaum, A. (2010). A comprehensive action determination
model: toward a broader understanding of ecological behaviour using the
example of travel mode choice. J. Environ. Psychol. 30, 574–586. doi: 10.1016/j.
jenvp.2010.03.001

Klöckner, C. A., and Oppedal, I. O. (2011). General vs. domain specific recycling
behaviour—applying a multilevel comprehensive action determination model
to recycling in Norwegian student homes. Resources Conserv. Recycling 55,
463–471. doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2010.12.009

Kollmuss, A., and Agyeman, J. (2002). Mind the gap: why do people act
environmentally and what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior?
Environ. Educ. Res. 8, 239–260. doi: 10.1080/13504620220145401

Kormos, C., and Gifford, R. (2014). The validity of self-report measures of
proenvironmental behavior: a meta-analytic review. J. Environ. Psychol. 40,
359–371. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.09.003

Lange, F., Steinke, A., and Dewitte, S. (2018). The pro-environmental behavior task:
a laboratory measure of actual pro-environmental behavior. J. Environ. Psychol.
56, 46–54. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.007

Malek, L., Umberger, W. J., Makrides, M., and ShaoJia, Z. (2017). Predicting healthy
eating intention and adherence to dietary recommendations during pregnancy
in Australia using the theory of planned behaviour. Appetite 116, 431–441.
doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2017.05.028

McEachan, R., Taylor, N., Harrison, R., Lawton, R., Gardner, P., and Conner, M.
(2016). Meta-analysis of the reasoned action approach (RAA) to understanding
health behaviors. Ann. Behav. Med. 50, 592–612. doi: 10.1007/s12160-016-
9798-4

McKenzie-Mohr, D. (2011). Fostering Sustainable Behavior: An Introduction to
Community-based Social Marketing. Gabriola: New society publishers.

McKenzie-Mohr, D., and Schultz, P. W. (2014). Choosing effective behavior change
tools. Soc. Market. Quar. 20, 35–46. doi: 10.1177/1524500413519257

Miller, K. J., Shenhav, A., and Ludvig, E. A. (2019). Habits without values. Psychol.
Rev. 126:292. doi: 10.1037/rev0000120

Montano, D. E., and Kasprzyk, D. (2015). “Theory of reasoned action, theory of
planned behavior, and the integrated behavioral model,” in Health Behavior:
Theory, Research and Practice, eds K. Glanz, B. K. Rimer, and K. V. Viswanath
(San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass/Wiley), 95–124.

Moussaoui, L. S., Desrichard, O., and Milfont, T. L. (2020). Do environmental
prompts work the same for everyone? a test of environmental attitudes as a
moderator. Front. Psychol. 10:3057. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.03057

Neal, D. T., Wood, W., Wu, M., and Kurlander, D. (2011). The pull of the past:
when do habits persist despite conflict with motives? Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull.
37, 1428–1437. doi: 10.1177/0146167211419863

Ogundimu, E. O., Altman, D. G., and Collins, G. S. (2016). Adequate sample
size for developing prediction models is not simply related to events
per variable. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 76, 175–182. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.
02.031

Osbaldiston, R., and Schott, J. P. (2012). Environmental sustainability and
behavioral science: meta-analysis of proenvironmental behavior experiments.
Environ. Behav. 44, 257–299. doi: 10.1177/0013916511402673

Page, N. C. (2015). The Influence of Habits, Opportunities and Thoughts on
Environmentally Sustainable Lifestyles. Hatfield: University of Hertfordshire.

Pavlou, M., Ambler, G., Seaman, S., De Iorio, M., and Omar, R. Z. (2016). Review
and evaluation of penalised regression methods for risk prediction in low-
dimensional data with few events. Statist. Med. 35, 1159–1177. doi: 10.1002/
sim.6782

Rosenthal, S. (2018). Procedural information and behavioral control: longitudinal
analysis of the intention-behavior gap in the context of recycling. Recycling 3:5.
doi: 10.3390/recycling3010005

Rosenthal, S., and Linder, N. (2021). Effects of bin proximity and informational
prompts on recycling and contamination. Resources Conserv. Recycling
168:105430. doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105430

Schultz, P. W., Oskamp, S., and Mainieri, T. (1995). Who recycles and when?
a review of personal and situational factors. J. Environ. Psychol. 15, 105–121.
doi: 10.1016/0272-4944(95)90019-5

Schwartz, S. H. (1977). Normative influences on altruism. Adv. Exp. Soc. Psychol.
10, 221–279. doi: 10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60358-5

Sheeran, P., and Webb, T. L. (2016). The intention–behavior gap. Soc. Personal.
Psychol. Compass 10, 503–518. doi: 10.1111/spc3.12265

Sniehotta, F. F., Scholz, U., and Schwarzer, R. (2005). Bridging the intention–
behaviour gap: planning, self-efficacy, and action control in the adoption and
maintenance of physical exercise. Psychol. Health 20, 143–160. doi: 10.1080/
08870440512331317670

Sörqvist, P. (2016). Grand challenges in environmental psychology. Front. Psychol.
7:583. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00583

Steg, L., and Vlek, C. (2009). Encouraging pro-environmental behaviour: an
integrative review and research agenda. J. Environ. Psychol. 29, 309–317. doi:
10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.10.004

Stern, P. C., Dietz, T., Abel, T., Guagnano, G. A., and Kalof, L. (1999).
A value-belief-norm theory of support for social movements: the case of
environmentalism. Hum. Ecol. Rev. 6, 81–97.

Tanner, C., Kaiser, F. G., and WÖfing Kast, S. (2004). Contextual conditions of
ecological consumerism: a food-purchasing survey. Environ. Behav. 36, 94–111.
doi: 10.1177/0013916503251437

Taube, O., Kibbe, A., Vetter, M., Adler, M., and Kaiser, F. G. (2018). Applying
the campbell paradigm to sustainable travel behavior: compensatory effects
of environmental attitude and the transportation environment. Transportation
Res. Part F: Traffic Psychol. Behav. 56, 392–407. doi: 10.1016/j.trf.2018.05.006

Tetlow, R. M., Beaman, C. P., Elmualim, A. A., and Couling, K. (2014). Simple
prompts reduce inadvertent energy consumption from lighting in office
buildings. Build. Environ. 81, 234–242. doi: 10.1016/j.buildenv.2014.07.003

Valle, P. O., Do, Rebelo, E., Reis, E., and Menezes, J. (2005). Combining behavioral
theories to predict recycling involvement. Environ. Behav. 37, 364–396. doi:
10.1177/0013916504272563

Van der Werff, E., Steg, L., and Keizer, K. (2013). The value of environmental self-
identity: the relationship between biospheric values, environmental self-identity
and environmental preferences, intentions and behaviour. J. Environ. Psychol.
34, 55–63. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2012.12.006

van Smeden, M., Moons, K. G. M., de Groot, J. A. H., Collins, G. S., Altman, D. G.,
Eijkemans, M. J. C., et al. (2019). Sample size for binary logistic prediction
models: beyond events per variable criteria. Statist. Methods Med. Res. 28,
2455–2474. doi: 10.1177/0962280218784726

Verplanken, B. (ed.) (2018). Psychology of Habit. Berlin: Springer.
Verplanken, B., and Orbell, S. (2003). Reflections on past behavior: a self-report

index of habit strength 1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 33, 1313–1330. doi: 10.1111/j.
1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x

Vetter, M., and Kutzner, F. (2016). Nudge me if you can-how defaults and attitude
strength interact to change behavior. Comprehens. Results Soc. Psychol. 1, 8–34.
doi: 10.1080/23743603.2016.1139390

Webb, T. L., and Sheeran, P. (2006). Does changing behavioral intentions engender
behavior change? a meta-analysis of the experimental evidence. Psychol. Bull.
132:249. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249

Werner, C. M., White, P. H., Byerly, S., and Stoll, R. (2009). Signs that
encourage internalized recycling: clinical validation, weak messages and
“creative elaboration.”. J. Environ. Psychol. 29, 193–202. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.
2009.02.003

Whitmarsh, L., and O’Neill, S. (2010). Green identity, green living? the role of
pro-environmental self-identity in determining consistency across diverse pro-
environmental behaviours. J. Environ. Psychol. 30, 305–314. doi: 10.1016/j.
jenvp.2010.01.003

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Linder, Rosenthal, Sörqvist and Barthel. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided
the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with
these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 12 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 699410

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01690.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01690.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2010.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.05.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-016-9798-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-016-9798-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524500413519257
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000120
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.03057
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211419863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.02.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2016.02.031
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402673
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.6782
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.6782
https://doi.org/10.3390/recycling3010005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105430
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-4944(95)90019-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60358-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12265
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440512331317670
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440512331317670
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916503251437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2014.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916504272563
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916504272563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2012.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0962280218784726
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2016.1139390
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.003
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Internal and External Factors' Influence on Recycling: Insights From a Laboratory Experiment With Observed Behavior
	Introduction
	Choice Context
	Purpose and Hypotheses

	Materials and Methods
	Sample Size and Participants
	Procedure
	Self-Report Measures
	The Physical Context
	Behavioral Measurements
	Attention Check

	Results
	Individual Differences in Predictor Variables
	Behavioral Measures
	Hypothesis Testing
	Comparing Internal and External Predictors
	Internal Factors Conditioned on External Factors

	Sensitivity Analysis

	Discussion
	Choosing to Recycle (or Not)
	Determinants of Rinsing

	Addressing Potential Caveats and Limitations
	Implications
	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	References


