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tillsammans och uppmuntrar ett miljövänligt beteende, eller så arbetar de mot varandra och motverkar ett miljövänligt beteende. 

 

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

Due to environmental degradation caused by humans, there is a need for a behavioural change towards more sustainable behaviours. Although 

many studies have been made investigating environmentally friendly behaviours’ dependence on different factors, the results are inconsistent 

which partly can be explained by methodological weaknesses. Rather than following the footpath of previous research and using a statistical 
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friendly behaviours. In this study it was found that no factor is the only influence of a behaviour, but there is always an interaction. Either the 

factors work together and encourage an environmentally friendly behaviour, or they work against each other and discourage an environmentally 

friendly behaviour.  
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Preface  
The idea for this thesis came while writing a paper on a similar subject the year before. For that paper, I 

wanted to investigate the importance of attitude on environmental behaviour, and did so by conducting a 

questionnaire study and statistically examine the relationship. I did, as others had done before me, found 

but a moderate relationship. As I do not like to leave questions unanswered it bothered me: What is it that 

determine environmentally friendly behaviour? 

Before that paper, I had little prior knowledge of environmentally friendly behaviour. It was through 

reading numerous articles on the subject and noticing the diverse results, but also from seeing the flaws 

in my own study that my curiosity for testing another method started. Rather than doing as researchers 

had suggested and modify the existing methods, I wanted to start over and move from a deductive 

approach to an inductive. If asked, would the participants mention the same determinants as researchers 

have been studying? 

Although writing the thesis alone, I have had many with me during the process. During the year that passed 

between having the idea and actually writing the thesis, I have had numerous discussions with my family, 

both regarding environmental behaviour in general, and the thesis in particular. There were many times 

when I felt stuck in the process and did not know how to proceed, and talking to you always cleared that 

up.  

With me I also had my supervisor, Therese Asplund, who was enthusiastic, encouraging, and who gave 

many helpful notes. You had such a positive attitude, even when we only made each other confused. It 

was really nice meeting you. I would also like to thank the members of the Swedish Society for Nature 

Conservation for giving me their time.  

To my very supportive family and friends: I am sorry for all the complaining and whining and talking about 

the thesis for far longer than you found it interesting. Thank you for listening, and for always listening.  
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Abstract 
Due to environmental degradation caused by humans, there is a need for a behavioural change towards 

more sustainable behaviours. Although many studies have been made investigating environmentally 

friendly behaviours’ dependence on different factors, the results are inconsistent which partly can be 

explained by methodological weaknesses. Rather than following the footpath of previous research and 

using a statistical method, qualitative interviews are used in this study. The aim is to answer what 

determines environmentally friendly behaviour, how it is affected by situational influences, and how these 

factors interact. Five behaviours were investigated, and they are food consumption, energy consumption, 

everyday travel, long distance travel, and recycling. In the analysis, the four determinants health, comfort, 

economy, and environmental were identified. The behaviours are further affected by situational 

influences, such as distances and costs, that create barriers for environmentally friendly behaviours. In this 

study it was found that no factor is the only influence of a behaviour, but there is always an interaction. 

Either the factors work together and encourage an environmentally friendly behaviour, or they work 

against each other and discourage an environmentally friendly behaviour.  

 

 

 

 

Sammanfattning 

På grund av människans allt mer destruktiva inverkan på miljön efterfrågas en övergång mot mer hållbara 

beteenden. Även om det har gjorts många studier som undersöker miljövänliga beteendens beroende av 

ett flertal faktorer, har resultaten varit inkonsekventa – något som delvis kan förklaras av metodologiska 

svagheter. Istället för att följa samma spår som tidigare studier och använda en statistisk metod är 

kvalitativa intervjuer använda i denna studie. Syftet med studien är att besvara vad som styr miljövänligt 

beteende, hur det påverkas av situationsbundna influenser, och hur dessa faktorer interagerar. Fem 

beteenden undersöktes, vilka är matkonsumtion, energikonsumtion, vardagsresor, långdistansresor, och 

återvinning. I analysen identifierades de fyra bestämningsfaktorerna hälsa, komfort, ekonomi, och miljö. 

De undersökta beteendena påverkades ytterligare av situationsbundna influenser, som avstånd och priser, 

vilket skapar barriärer för miljövänliga beteenden. I denna studie framkom att inga faktorer är den enda 

som påverkar ett beteende, utan istället är det alltid en interaktion. Antingen arbetar faktorerna 

tillsammans och uppmuntrar ett miljövänligt beteende, eller så arbetar de mot varandra och motverkar 

ett miljövänligt beteende. 
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1 Introduction 
Human actions are the cause of much environmental degradation, affecting the entire biosphere (Gifford 

& Nilsson, 2014). In 2014, IPPC stated that they are “95 % certain that humans are the main cause of 

current global warming” (IPCC, 2014, p. v). Even though there has been much attention given to the 

negative impacts on nature caused by humans, little change in human activity has been seen (Osman, et 

al., 2014). There are two ways in which the negative impact can be lowered, and that is by technological 

changes and by behavioural changes. Humans may be capable of technological revolutions that 

dramatically reduce the negative environmental impact, but even though technological changes are more 

easily implemented as they require little change in lifestyle, they are not sufficient but must be 

complemented with behavioural changes (Kaiser & Shimoda, 1999). Environmentally damaging 

behaviours are generally not intentionally so, but rather a side effect of other priorities, e.g. the comfort 

of driving to work rather than using public transport (Kaiser, et al., 2003). 

In order to change human behaviour to be more environmentally friendly, what encourages but also 

discourages it must be known. Numerous studies have been made investigating the relationship between 

environmentally friendly behaviour, and several determinants. Osman et al. (2014) mention over fifteen 

previously studies determinants, but still, the relationships are diverse. While some studies suggest a 

strong relationship between their tested determinant and behaviour, some suggest but a moderate 

relationship, and some even suggest that there is no relationship at all (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Osman, 

et al., 2014; López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003; Olli, et al., 2001; Kaiser & Shimoda, 

1999; Kaiser, et al., 1999). Some argue that the diverse results are due to situational influence – conditions 

the individual cannot control – such as the distance to a recycling station or the selection of organic 

products in shops (Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003; Kaiser, et al., 1999). These conditions determine how difficult it 

is to behave as intended. Kaiser & Fuhrer (2003) argue that the situational influences can explain the 

inconsistency in behaviour – that individuals perform some environmentally friendly behaviours but not 

others although their attitude suggests that they should. 

Aim and research questions 
Usually, studies of environmentally friendly behaviours are quantitative and statistically testing the 

strength of the relationship between determinants and environmentally friendly behaviours (e.g. Chen, et 

al., 2011; López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Costarelli & Colloca, 2004; Hunter, et al., 2004), but the results 

have been diverse and unsatisfactory. However, there is still a need to know what would encourage a 

behavioural change. Measures to get individuals to behave more environmentally friendly will be most 

efficient if they are facilitating and encouraging said behaviour. Individuals that are environmentally active 

may be more motivated to behave environmentally friendly, but knowing what encourages them may give 

an indication of what encourages even non-motivated individuals to behave more environmentally 

friendly, and thus, what measures to change behaviour should focus on. The aim of this study is to unravel 

what environmentally active individuals perceive affects their behaviour, and how, by using qualitative 

interviews. The research questions are: 

 Which are the determinants for environmentally friendly behaviour? 

 How is the behaviour affected by situational influences? 

 How do the determinants interact? 
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Thesis outline 
Following the introduction is a review of literature on environmentally friendly behaviour, but also some 

critique given to the methods used in those studies. I have drawn inspiration from this critique in 

developing the method for this study, which will be chapter 3. In the following chapter 4, the interviewees’ 

environmental attitudes will be presented. The interviewees environmental behaviours are described in 

chapter 5, and they behaviours are food consumption, energy consumption, everyday travel, long distance 

travel, and recycling. The first research question, which determinants that affect the interviewees 

behaviours, is discussed in chapter 6. The second research question, the effects of situational influences, 

is discussed in chapter 7. The third research question, how the previously presented determinants and 

situational influences interact, is discussed in chapter 8. Lastly, the findings of this study are summarised 

in the final chapter 9. 

 

2 Literature review 
Environmentally friendly behaviour (also known as pro-environmental behaviour or ecological behaviour) 

has been studied for decades, but as of yet there is no consensus on which determinants affects the 

behaviour. Several determinants have been suggested and studied, and Osman et al. (2014) mention over 

fifteen determinants, e.g. past behaviour, social and personal norms, demographic factors, knowledge, 

and self-efficacy. The following review presents some of the most common of the previously researched 

determinants, but also critique that researchers have given methods used in the field.  

Attitude 
Environmental attitude – which can be divided into two types of attitudes: attitude towards nature, and 

attitude towards environmentally friendly behaviour – is a well explored determinant of environmentally 

friendly behaviour (Kaiser, et al., 1999). Environmental values are closely linked to environmental attitude, 

but differ in the way that the attitude is more specific than the values (Dietz, et al., 2005). Still, the more 

general value influences the more specific attitude (López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Dietz, et al., 2005). 

Studies have shown a correlation between values and behaviour, but how the values influence the 

behaviour differs depending on the type of value (López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008). Values have been 

categorised into egocentric, social altruism, and biospheric altruism (Gifford & Nilsson, 2014; Dietz, et al., 

2005). The two types of altruism differ in that the former, social altruism, focusses on the well-being of 

humans, while the latter, biospheric altruism, focusses on the well-being of other species as well as the 

nature itself (Dietz, et al., 2005). Individuals with biospheric altruism are more likely to behave environ-

mentally friendly, as they have a sense of moral obligations to do so (López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008).  

Despite being well explored, the strength of the attitude-behaviour relationship differs between studies 

and ranges from weak to strong (Vicente-Molina, et al., 2013; López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Costarelli & 

Colloca, 2004; Olli, et al., 2001; Kaiser, et al., 1999). However, there are some suggested reasons for why 

this is. First, the attitude is not a direct determinant of behaviour, rather it affects the behavioural 

intentions (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). The behavioural intentions in turn are only partially determined 

by the attitude. Second, the behaviour is affected by influences the individual cannot control – situational 

influences – which leads to inconsistent behaviour where the attitude not always corresponds with the 

behaviour (Kaiser, et al., 1999). Third, the measures of environmental attitude are inadequate and 

therefore fail to reflect the reality (Costarelli & Colloca, 2004). In order to make a comparison between 
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attitude and behaviour, the attitude cannot be more general than the behaviour, but rather the attitude 

towards the specific behaviour (Vicente-Molina, et al., 2013; Costarelli & Colloca, 2004; Kollmuss & 

Agyeman, 2002) – that modification would however exclude attitude towards the nature from future 

studies. How general the attitude should be, compared to the behaviour, is an acknowledged difficulty in 

the field of environmentally friendly behaviour, and the measurement weaknesses are well known (Kaiser, 

et al., 1999). However, while some suggests modifying the measurements, Olli et al. (2001) suggest that 

weak results may be because there is no correspondence between attitude and behaviour, and thus, that 

no matter how it is measured, the results will be inconsistent.  

Economy 
Related studies of economy have mainly focused on the relationships between income and environmental 

attitude, and between income and environmentally friendly behaviour. A positive relationship has often 

been found, suggesting that with higher income follows higher environmental concern (Huddart Kennedy, 

et al., 2015; Chen, et al., 2011). There are two different interpretations of how this affects the 

environmentally friendly behaviour. Some say that the behaviour too is positively correlated with income, 

because caring for the environment is a luxury that individuals focus on once their primary needs are 

satisfied (Chen, et al., 2011). Others point out that individuals with higher income usually consume more, 

have larger homes, and travel more, which would suggest that the correlation in fact is negative (Huddart 

Kennedy, et al., 2015). It has also been suggested that as citizens of poorer countries more often are being 

exposed to environmental degradation, their environmental concern is higher. With personal experience 

of environmental degradation, the individual is more likely to forgo economic sacrifices in order to protect 

the environment (Chen, et al., 2011).   

Knowledge 
It has been said that without the appropriate knowledge, individuals cannot behave environmentally 

friendly (Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003). Early research of the knowledge-behaviour relationship assumed a linear 

progression from environmental knowledge, to environmental attitude, to environmentally friendly 

behaviour (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). It was also assumed that educating people would automatically 

lead to more environmentally friendly behaviour, but this model was soon rejected as it had little scientific 

support. The environmental knowledge is increased with education, but the increase of knowledge does 

not necessarily increase the environmentally friendly behaviour. Little research support that 

environmental knowledge and environmentally friendly behaviour are directly linked, and studies that 

suggest otherwise have often only studied specific behaviours (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Studies 

testing the relationship between behaviour and knowledge about that specific behaviour show stronger 

relationship than those testing the relationship between behaviour and environmental knowledge in 

general (Kaiser, et al., 1999).  

Education, and thus knowledge, is still said to be one of the most important determinants of 

environmentally friendly behaviour, but results from studies are inconsistent (Vicente-Molina, et al., 2013; 

Chen, et al., 2011; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). Kaiser & Fuhrer (2003) suggest that it is not just the amount 

of knowledge that affects the behaviour, but rather different forms of knowledge must exist and work 

together. Another reason why the results are diverse is that the knowledge does not affect the behaviour 

directly, but rather the knowledge affects the environmental attitude, which in turn affects the behaviour 

(Kaiser, et al., 1999) – much like the rejected model from the 1970s. The effect of knowledge on behaviour 

is also said to be restrained by situational influences which the individual cannot affect (Kaiser & Fuhrer, 

2003).  
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Gender 
Many studies have shown that women are more concerned about environmental issues than men 

(Huddart Kennedy, et al., 2015; Sakellari & Skanavis, 2013; Hunter, et al., 2004; Diamantopoulus, et al., 

2003; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002), but also that men have higher knowledge about the environment 

(Vicente-Molina, et al., 2013; Diamantopoulus, et al., 2003; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). The higher 

environmental concern among women is explained by their more caring and nurturing nature (Xiao & 

Hong, 2010; Hunter, et al., 2004). This is said to be a result of socialisation and cultural norms, in which 

women are encouraged to be caring and compassionate. The socialisation towards taking care of the 

family is extended to also caring for the nature (Hunter, et al., 2004), and the differences in environmental 

concern is best explained by traditional gender roles (Sakellari & Skanavis, 2013; Chen, et al., 2011; Hunter, 

et al., 2004). 

It has also been said that men and women engage in environmental behaviour differently, and that men 

are more active in the public sphere (e.g. protests) while women are more active in the private sphere 

(e.g. recycling) (Hunter, et al., 2004; Olli, et al., 2001). However, another study found that women are more 

active in the public sphere also (Xiao & Hong, 2010). A reason for why men and women engage in different 

spheres has been said to be due to socialisation and the fact that men generally are more involved in the 

public sphere, and women more in the private sphere (Hunter, et al., 2004). As for all determinants of 

behaviour, studies have shown diverse results of the relationship. Some found a strong relationship 

between gender and behaviour (Vicente-Molina, et al., 2013; Diamantopoulus, et al., 2003), while others 

did not (Xiao & Hong, 2010; Olli, et al., 2001).  

Situational influences 
Although two individuals have the same environmental attitude and motivation for environmentally 

friendly behaviour, they may not act alike. This is due to situational influences, which are behavioural 

influences beyond the individual’s control that determine how easy or difficult a certain behaviour is to 

perform (Kaiser, et al., 2003; Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003; Kaiser & Wilson, 2000; Kaiser, et al., 1999). Situational 

influences, or situational factors, are e.g. economic constraints and opportunities to choose between 

behaviours (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Kaiser, et al., 1999). For example, if there are fewer opportunities 

to behave environmentally friendly, that behaviour is more difficult to perform. Therefore, the more 

barriers an individual overcomes in order to behave environmentally friendly is a better reflection of the 

level of their environmental friendliness than the behaviour itself (Kaiser, et al., 2003; Kaiser & Wilson, 

2000). A person with low motivation for environmentally friendly behaviour is hindered by small 

constraints, while a person with high motivation can overcome big constraints.  

The situational constraints are a combination of legislations and facilitators, and the individual’s life 

circumstances. It is therefore not possible to estimate a person’s general behaviour from a specific 

behaviour, and individuals may appear to behave inconsistently due to situational influences (Kaiser & 

Fuhrer, 2003). With the same environmental attitude and behavioural motivation, individuals may choose 

different environmentally friendly behaviours to perform, as some behaviours are more difficult to carry 

out for the individual. Increasing the opportunities to behave environmentally friendly is said to have a 

major effect on people’s behaviour (Kaiser & Wilson, 2000).  

Situational influences have been suggested to explain up to 80 % of behavioural motives (Osman, et al., 

2014), and psychological factors such as knowledge have been suggested to becomes insignificant when 

situational influences are strong (Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003). However, Kaiser & Fuhrer argues that knowledge 
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does in fact not become a weaker determinant when situational influences are strong, as knowledge can 

motivate environmentally friendly behaviours. With a higher motivation, individuals are more willing to 

overcome situational constraints (Kaiser & Wilson, 2000).  

Methodological weaknesses 
There has been some critique of how environmentally friendly behaviour is measured. For the attitude-

behaviour relationship the most common critique is that the attitude is too general compared to the 

behaviour, and that it therefore is difficult to measure a strong statistical correlation (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 

2002; Kaiser, et al., 1999). This lack of measurement correspondence is one reason for why the 

investigations of the attitude-behaviour relationship have given puzzling results. A strong correlation can 

only be found if the attitude measured is the attitude towards the particular behaviour (Kollmuss & 

Agyeman, 2002). 

Another methodological weakness is that situational influences are often excluded from studies. Because 

these influences, which are beyond the individuals control, affect how difficult a behaviour is to carry out, 

they will explain behavioural inconsistencies (Kaiser, et al., 1999). A behaviour that is usually carried out 

may not always be so, as situational influences may constraint the behaviour. Apart from including the 

situational influences, it has also been suggested that the studies should better reflect the social context 

that shapes the individual’s attitude, and in turn the behaviour (Olli, et al., 2001). This too is suggested to 

be an explanation for weak relationships between attitude and behaviour. However, it is not enough to 

only include social context and situational influences, other variables affecting the attitude-behaviour 

relationship need to be unravelled and included also (López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008). In short, there is a 

call for more complexity, but I have not found any critique suggesting the use of qualitative methods 

instead of quantitative. 

Concluding remarks 
Four of the most commonly studied determinants of environmentally friendly behaviour are attitude, 

economy, knowledge, and gender. Due to the methodological weaknesses, the study is not limited to 

previously studied determinants of environmentally friendly behaviour, but rather it will allow for new 

determinants to be discovered. The critique has also been used as inspiration when developing the 

method. However, some inspiration has also been drawn from previous studies, especially regarding 

situational influences which is both the second research question as well as further discussed. The terms 

egocentric and biospheric will be further used, but instead referred to as egoistic and altruistic.  

 

3 Method 
Previous studies of environmentally friendly behaviour have often been quantitative, and statistically 

testing the strength between different determinants and environmentally friendly behaviour. The problem 

with choosing a quantitative method is that it is a deductive method, meaning the researcher is testing a 

hypothesis. In the field of environmental behaviour exists the hypothesis that behaviour is correlated to 

several determinants, but statistical studies of the relationships have given diverse results (e.g. Gifford & 

Nilsson, 2014; Osman, et al., 2014; López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003; Olli, et al., 2001; 

Kaiser & Shimoda, 1999; Kaiser, et al., 1999). Even though the method has been criticised, the solutions 

have only been to modify already existing methods (e.g. López & Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Kaiser, et al., 1999), 
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and not to start over with an inductive approach. As one conclusion is that the field of environmentally 

friendly behaviour is complex, using an inductive method is favourable as it would unravel the 

uncertainties that exist since “qualitative data may be useful to explain puzzling quantitative results” 

(Glenn, 2010, p. 96). Unlike quantitative research, qualitative research cannot be generalised to a larger 

population, but rather to theories (Bryman, 2011), on which future quantitative studies can be based.  

For this study, I have chosen a qualitative method and the reasons are several. First, qualitative methods 

are used to “gather in-depth understanding of human behaviour and the reasons that govern such 

behaviour” (Glenn, 2010, p. 95) – and for this reason only, I argue that qualitative methods should be more 

commonly used for studies of environmentally friendly behaviour. Second, there is little previous 

knowledge on the complexity of the determinants of environmentally friendly behaviour. As quantitative 

methods often use a deductive approach, they require basic knowledge in order to develop hypotheses. 

A qualitative method (i.e. an inductive method) will gain the much needed understanding. Third, 

qualitative methods allow for the researcher to put the behaviour into context, which further enables the 

understanding of the complexity (Bryman, 2011).  

 

3.1 Qualitative interviews 
For this study, eight interviews have been conducted in order to gain insight into how the interviewees 

behave and how the behaviour is determined. Qualitative methods offer the possibility to put the 

behaviours into context, which can explain puzzling behaviours (Bryman, 2011; Glenn, 2010). Because of 

this, conflicting determinants and situational influences should be easier to identify. Qualitative interviews 

often stress the participants’ perceptions and understandings of their behaviours (Bryman, 2011), which 

likewise is of interest in this study. The interviewees may not be aware of all that determine their 

behaviour, but may mostly be aware of what hinders it, or what made them change a certain behaviour. 

The study may therefore fail to identify all determinants of behaviour, but should be able to identify those 

the interviewees perceive as most important.  

Participants 
As there is a demand for more sustainable behaviours among individuals (Kaiser & Shimoda, 1999), more 

individuals must be encouraged to change their behaviours. Studying what motives environmentally active 

individuals to behave more environmentally friendly, may give an indication on what will motivate less 

environmentally active individuals. Therefore, this study focusses on individuals that are environmentally 

active, wherefore active members of the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (SSNC) have been 

selected as interviewees. For the purpose of this study, I define active as members that are listed as the 

contact person in the program for activities arranged by SSNC. These activities range from birdwatching, 

to haying, courses, and lectures. The benefits of choosing SSNC is that the members of the society are 

interested in environmental issues, but also that it is a large society where the members are easily 

accessed.  

The interviewees have different interests and roles in the society. Two of them are mostly active in the 

society’s museum containing bird collections and pressed plants, and for example have guided tours. 

Another interviewee is mostly active in activities for children that take place out in nature. Three 

interviewees work with consumption issues, and for example arrange days where people can bring their 

unwanted clothes and exchange between one another. The SSNC is a consultative body, and two of the 

interviewees are part of a group that review the municipality’s local plans and give comments. The last 
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interviewee is part of a group working with traffic issues. The interviewees in this study are approximately 

between 30-70 years old, and the group consists of roughly the same number of men and women.  

Factors such as age and gender are often used as determinants in previous studies of environmentally 

friendly behaviour. However, some researchers suggest that these factors are not in fact the primary cause 

of the behaviour. This is not to say that there is no correlation between age and behaviour, or gender and 

behaviour, but rather that a correlation does not automatically mean a causality. The primary cause of 

different behaviours among different age groups may be how they were brought up, their relationship 

with the nature, beliefs, attitudes, knowledge, social norms, and many more factors, rather than their 

actual age (Olli, et al., 2001). Likewise, the correlation between gender and behaviour is suggested to be a 

result of socialisation and traditional gender roles (Sakellari & Skanavis, 2013; Chen, et al., 2011; Hunter, 

et al., 2004). As factors such as age and gender are suggested to not be the primary cause of behaviour, 

those factors are not of interest in this study. Instead the focus is solely on the interviewees’ opinions, 

believes, and lifestyles.  

As this study focusses on a specific group of environmentally active individuals, it affects the study’s 

generalisability. However, using qualitative interviews enables in-depth understanding of the participants’ 

motives for their behaviours, which may be useful knowledge when studying how other environmentally 

active individuals behave.  

Recruitment and location 
As the interviewees are all listed as contact persons, their contact information was available on the SSNC 

webpage, and all interviewees were contacted via e-mail. By sending an e-mail rather than calling, the 

members would not be forced to decide on a short notice, but could properly make up their mind before 

answering. This makes the enquiry less stressful and pressuring. The interviewees also had the opportunity 

to decide when and where the interview would take place, but if they had no suggestions the interviews 

were held at SSNC. As I wanted the interviewees to feel relaxed and comfortable during the interview, I 

allowed for them to choose the location. My back-up location at SSNC was chosen as it is a familiar locale 

for the interviewees. The interviews were held at SSNC, the city library, the local university, or at the home 

of the interviewee. Although the surroundings differed, I could not note that it had any impact on the 

interviews.  

Interview guide 
The interviews were of a semi-structured character, which allowed for them to be adapted to each 

interview session. However, since they were based on the same themes they remain comparable. There 

were six themes on which the interviews were based: the environmental attitude, and five 

environmentally friendly behaviours. The behaviours were inspired by those commonly used for studies 

of environmental behaviour and are food consumption, energy consumption, everyday travel, long 

distance travel, and recycling. The interviewees were also asked about other consumption behaviours (e.g. 

clothes), but no useful results for the purpose of this thesis were found, and these behaviours were 

therefore excluded from the study. Rather than directly asking the interviewees about their perception of 

environmentally friendly behaviours, I wanted them to talk about their everyday behaviours (what they 

do and why), and from that extract what determines their behaviours. The behaviours the interviewees 

were asked about were predetermined, even though that is a less inductive approach. This because I 

wanted them to answer what they do, rather than what they thought I wanted to hear. With this approach, 

the purpose was to avoid leading questions, as recommended by Bryman (2011). 
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For the attitude theme, the focus was what environmental issues matter to the interviewees, and how 

they engage in those. For the behaviour themes, the focus was on what determines their behaviours and 

how. Every theme had a main question, and a selection of follow-up questions – all of which were open-

ended in order to encourage expansive answers (see appendix). As the interviews were semi-structured, 

only the main questions had to be asked. The follow-up questions mainly functioned as guidelines for the 

path of the interview, although many of them appeared in all of the interviews. The interviews were 

between 20 and 45 minutes long, and after eight interviews, there was a theoretical saturation – meaning 

that the interviews no longer revealed new perspectives (Bryman, 2011).  

Analysis 
All the interviews were recorded and transcribed. As the interviewees may say something of significance 

after the interview is over (Bryman, 2011), I did not stop recording until the discussion moved away from 

the subject. By recording the interviews, I was not distracted by taking notes, but could focus my attention 

on the interviewees and what they said. After the interviews, the recordings were transcribed. As it would 

not make any difference for the analysis how it was said, I did not transcribe phonetically, and I excluded 

pauses, stammers, and such.  

The data was analysed thematically, starting with the identification of determinants. From the data, factors 

influencing behaviour were identified, and copied to another document. Each new determinant was given 

a theme – for example “health” – and all examples of the same theme were copied to the same document. 

If a factor did not correspond with any of the themes, it was given a new theme. After this was done, if a 

determinant was only mentioned by one interviewee, it was excluded. However, this was only the case for 

one theme, which was named “self-efficacy” (i.e. the belief in one’s own abilities). If possible and if they 

corresponded, the determinants were named similarly as those in previous literature. If the determinants 

that correspond are named similarly, a comparison with previous literature is simplified. The determinants 

identified in this study are: health, comfort, economy, and environment. Next, the situational influences 

were identified. The identification of situational influences were every time the interviewees mention a 

constraint which they cannot control, and all examples of situational influences were copied to another 

document, regardless of whether the interviewees commented on their influence. Lastly, the 

environmental attitude of the interviewees was summarised. The attitude was not directly of interest for 

the analysis, but rather it functioned as a reference for possibly puzzling behaviours. Although the data is 

analysed using an inductive approach, the analysis is influenced by literature and previous knowledge of 

environmentally friendly behaviour.  

After the analysis, some uncertainties in the interviews were discovered, and the interviewees were e-

mailed personalised follow-up questions. However, between the interviews and the follow-up questions, 

there was a lot of media attention informing the public of substance residues found in conventionally 

farmed food, and also that residues of illegal pesticides were found in food sold in Sweden (e.g. Öhman, 

2016a). The consumers were advised to buy organic food if they sought to lower their exposure to 

pesticides, but the National Food Agency in Sweden said that the residues found are not believed to have 

negative effects on the health (Öhman, 2016b) as they are below the limits. These reports may have 

affected the interviewees answers to the follow-up questions, but rather in way of phrasing that opinion.  
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3.2 Reliability and validity 
The use of reliability and validity discussions in qualitative research has been criticised, mainly because the 

terms are adapted to quantitative research (Bryman, 2011). One criterion for reliability is that the study is 

replicable, which is difficult to apply to qualitative research. It is not possible to expect the answers to be 

replicated on two different occasions, but the likeliness of it happening increases it the circumstances of 

the occasions are similar (Silverman, 2011). Thus, the reliability increases with transparency, and I have 

therefore aspired for high transparency in order to increase the reliability of the study.  

A weakness for qualitative research is that it cannot be generalised to other situations and environments 

outside of the study area, which weakens its validity (although it can still be generalised to theories) 

(Bryman, 2011). One suggestion solution is to present the circumstances as fully as possible, in order to 

facilitate the judgement of the study’s generalisability. Another way of increasing the validity is to use 

respondent validation in order to ensure good correspondence between the results and the participants’ 

perceptions (Bryman, 2011). Therefore, respondent validation was used in this study. All interviewees but 

one (who was not interested in reading the quotes used) were e-mailed the quotes used from their 

interview in Swedish, the translation to English, and also in what context it is used. They then had the 

opportunity to comment on the use, which a couple of them did. However, it did not result in any changes 

to the quotes. The comments the interviewees had was not that they felt they had been misunderstood, 

but rather that they thought the quotes were a bit vague and had suggestions for clarifications. My 

perception is that these clarifications were not necessary, as the surrounding text already contained them.  

 

3.3 Ethical considerations 
All the interviewees were informed of the purpose of the interview, and that it would be about 

environmental behaviour. However, they were not informed of the research questions until after the 

interview – if they asked for them – as I did not want that to affect how they answered the questions. In 

the e-mail sent to the interviewees, it was clearly stated that the interviewees would be recorded if they 

gave their consent, but also that their participation is anonymous, although it is specified that they are 

members of SSNC. This was then repeated before the interview started, and I again asked for their consent 

to record the interview. Although it is stated that the interviewees are contact persons for activities 

arranged by the local SSNC, it is not stated in the thesis what local society they are active in. This to further 

anonymise the interviewees. The interviewees were also offered to read the quotes used from their 

interview, and in what context it is used. They then had the opportunity to inform if they felt that they had 

been misunderstood.  

 

4 The environmental attitude of the interviewees 
Although members of the same society, the interviewees are not a homogenous group. Why they joined 

SSNC, and what their environmental interests are differ. Generally, the environmental interest began 

when the interviewees were children, and mostly as a result from being out in nature. For some, it was 

the interest for birds and insects that led to an interest in environmental issues, while some simply wanted 

to change what they saw around them. Despite the name of the society – the Swedish Society for Nature 
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Conservation – not all of the interviewees are interested in nature itself, rather an interest in climate issues 

was the starting point for one of them.  

The interviewees can be divided into two simplified groups: one working for nature conservation, and one 

working for societal adaptations. Those that have an interest in birds and insects, but also the nature in 

general, tend to lean more towards nature conservation and the importance of preserving the 

environment. This is not only an opinion amongst group members, but also a commitment.  

Personally, I’m mostly active in a group that works with local plans where we review 

the municipality’s local plans and leave statements, what our opinion is. (…) We want 

to protect [the environment] so that they don’t exploit too much. (Interviewee 3) 

The interviewee quoted above also mentioned that living close to nature is important to humans and their 

health, and that the protection of the environment is beneficial for humans too. However, most commonly 

it is the health of other species that is of interest. Others talked about how we today trespass on habitats, 

and that the cities should be planned so that birds and other animals more easily can pass the barrier the 

city creates. That would also make the city more habitable for wildlife that enriches the city’s environment.  

Despite different interests and focus areas, the interviewees do agree on one point: the importance of 

adaptation. Apart from adapting the society to nature, there needs to be a change to how we live our lives. 

This could still be structural changes, such as increasing the cost of oil, but several mention the habits of 

consumption.  

We must stop consuming so tremendously, and we must think beforehand (…) we 

have it so good in this country, but we must think of all the others in the world. 

(Interviewee 4) 

A more holistic view is sought after, and also the knowledge that what the individual does have an effect 

even on a larger scale. This is part of the increased knowledge among the general public that some of the 

interviewees wish for. For them, it is important that the knowledge increase among children as well as 

among adults. They mean that it is important that children get to spend time out in the nature, and that 

the children need to learn that we live from the nature; there is no divide between humans and nature, 

but they are closely interconnected.  

Unfortunately, I think we are missing that the children need to have an experience of 

the nature from the beginning (…) then I think you have a basis for understanding the 

whole context of nature and humans (…) and then you understand why we have to 

work with environmental issues. (Interviewee 4) 

Understanding why the environmental issues are important is essential in order to find the motivation for 

change. One of the interviewees mentioned that lifestyle changes are difficult, and the lifestyle is often 

closely linked to culture – making it even more difficult to change. Still, some of the interviewees 

mentioned the importance of behavioural change, and argued that we will have to change our behaviour 

sooner or later, so we might as well do it now. In conclusion it can be said that the interviewees not only 

wish to change themselves, but also the society at large. 
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5 The environmentally friendly behaviours 
In this study, the interviewees were asked about specific behaviours that have a potential for being 

environmentally friendly. Before extracting the determinants of their behaviours, which will be the next 

section, the interviewees’ behaviours will be presented. The situational constrains affecting the 

behaviours will also be extracted, and presented in chapter 7. 

5.1 Food consumption 
For most interviewees, the most important factor when buying food is that it is organic. For this they have 

two reasons: that they believe it to be better for the environment, and that they believe it to be healthier.  

KRAV-labelled, that is the most important. (…) and that is for environmental reasons 

and health reasons. (Interviewee 1) 

I usually choose, well, food that I know is good for us. I mean, both from a health 

perspective, but also food that isn’t like environmentally harmful. (Interviewee 7) 

Most of the interviewees said that they believe organic food to be healthier, and that by eating organic 

food, they also eat less pesticides. Some of them even talk about conventional food as being poisonous, 

and one interviewee said that “there is no reason to buy something that is toxic” (Interviewee 2). Two 

interviewees also mentioned that they did not want their children to eat toxins, and that they therefore 

(although among other reasons) buy organic food. All the interviewees that believe organic food to be 

healthier only believe it to be so because it contains less pesticides, and that if the food contains less 

pesticides, they will eat less harmful substances.  

Several interviewees also mentioned that they are aware that organic farming has been criticised, but that 

they still believe it to be better than conventional food. However, one of the interviewees is more sceptical. 

Now organic food is being criticised too. It is not certain that it’s a bit more 

environmentally friendly than conventionally farmed. It requires about the same 

amount of poison even though it’s of a different kind, and many times the soil is spoilt 

in the long term and that’s not good. (Interviewee 6) 

While another interviewee said that the principle of organic farming is not to destroy the soils capacity for 

production, the interviewee quoted above said that organic farming may still do just that. Even so, the 

interviewee still buys organic food sometimes, but most important is that the food is produced in Sweden. 

This is not because the food is considered to be better, but rather due to a wish to support the farmers. 

Actually, two more interviewees also said that they wanted to buy food produced in Sweden as it creates 

more job opportunities. This was mentioned before the environmental benefits of more locally produced 

food. Some of the interviewees said that they care about where the food has been produced as it affects 

how it is farmed, but also how far it has travelled. Two interviewees said that when choosing between 

more locally produced food and organic food, organic food is often preferred.  

A barrier for purchasing organic food is the economy, and some interviewees commented on the higher 

cost of organic food. Even though they would rather buy the organic option, two of the interviewees 

sometimes buy the conventional option as it is cheaper.  

Well, I’d like to buy only organic [food], but it’s like too expensive. (Interviewee 8) 
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The higher cost of organic food is a barrier for environmentally friendly behaviours, meaning that 

individuals may not always act the way they want to because the economy limits them. However, this is 

not the case for all of the interviewees. Although acknowledging the higher cost, one interviewee said that 

they can afford to always buy organic food, and therefore do it. Another interviewee said that organic food 

actually should cost more. 

It’s good for the environment, I mean, that you farm something more respectfully. (…) 

then it costs more, but it has to if we are to protect the values. (interviewee 5) 

The higher cost is not only a barrier, but also a symbol for more sustainable farming. By paying more for 

food, the interviewee supports the environmental values. 

5.2 Energy consumption 
Most interviewees said that by reducing the energy consumption, less natural resources would be used. 

Although they advocate sustainable energy sources, two of the interviewees said that they wish to reduce 

the energy consumption so that Sweden would be less dependent on nuclear power. All the interviewees 

have measures to reduce their energy consumption. The most common measure is to turn off the lights in 

empty rooms – one interviewee even claims to be extreme about it, and another said that others complain 

that the house is too dark and cold. Two of the interviewees said that they had changed to LED-lights, and 

one of them had calculated that LED-lights with their long lifespan is the cheapest option even though it 

costs much more to purchase. The economic benefits of reducing the energy consumption was something 

some of the interviewees mentioned, and two interviewees even said that they mainly try to use less 

energy because of the expenses.  

Installing heat pumps was another common measure – among those that had the possibility – so that it 

would require less energy to heat up their houses. Others focus more on what kind of electricity they buy 

– one interviewee has shares in a wind power station, and solar panels in order to be self-sufficient. Even 

though all interviewees perform energy saving measures, they do not agree on how much their energy 

consumption actually affects the environment.  

It [energy consumption] is a heavy environmental pressure really, so I try to minimise 

my consumption as much as possible. (Interviewee 2) 

Well, my part is so small in all of it when it comes to electricity, if you think about like 

climate emissions and such, so I don’t focus much on that, but I don’t want to use too 

much either because of the expenses. (Interviewee 7) 

For two of the interviewees, the economic benefits of a lower energy consumption are the most important 

determinant, while others believe that they are a small part of something bigger. Even though they may 

only be able to affect a small part of the total energy consumption, they believe that what they do matters.  

5.3 Everyday travel 
For everyday travel, the interviewees mainly choose between bike and car. For those that live in the city, 

the bike is the most common choice. The main reason for that is not that it is a more environmentally 

friendly option, but rather that they like the exercise they get from taking the bike. Apart from the exercise 

the bike has one more advantage over the car: 

I think it’s nice to go by bike. (…) it’s the freest way to move. (Interviewee 7) 
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Taking the bike means the interviewees can avoid the rush hours, and get some fresh air on their way to 

work. One disadvantage with the bike is that it is not weatherproof. Still, one interviewee commented that 

overcoming barriers such as bad weather makes one feel extra good about one self.  

All interviewees but one own a car, and all try to use it as little as possible. However, for some it is easier 

than for others. Three of the interviewees live on the countryside and have no or little access to public 

transport, and they therefore drive their cars to work. One interviewee said that taking the bus is an 

option, but that there are too few buses and that it is too time consuming, so instead the interviewee 

takes the car. Although the interviewee is aware that the car is a worse option and calls oneself an 

environmental rascal, getting home quicker is more important than choosing a more environmentally 

friendly transport.  

There are buses (…) I live six kilometres from a bus stop, but like, of course I could if I 

wanted to (…) but it’s like… I have to leave the kids at preschool, and it’s too time 

consuming and there are too few buses. (Interviewee 8) 

Due to circumstances, taking the car is the most convenient option. However, there are still ways to reduce 

the environmental impact. All interviewees with a car said that they try to drive as little as possible, and 

that when they use the car for errands, they make sure to carry out several on the same trip. Another 

measure to reduce driving is to car-pool, but only one of the interviewees mentioned car-pooling, and also 

said that the efforts to make other members of SSNC car-pool to their activities had not been entirely 

successful – they think it is more convenient to take their own car.  

Most interviewees with a car mentioned that their cars are fuelled by either ethanol or biogas. The fuel is 

important to the interviewees, and two of them commented that having biogas cars makes them feel less 

guilty for driving. Those with ethanol cars said that they had bought them when it was considered 

environmentally friendly, but that the tax regulations have been changed and that ethanol now costs 

about the same as petrol. One interviewee even said that they now no longer use ethanol as fuel even 

though they can, as is costs the same.  

5.4 Long distance travel 
The comfort of taking the car affects the long distance travel more than it affects the everyday travel. 

Taking the car can be both a cheaper and a quicker option, and when travelling with their family or a lot 

of luggage, the car is more convenient. While being aware of the environmental impact of driving, two 

interviewees said that it is not so bad that they drive since their cars are fuelled by biogas. One of them 

also said that the next time, they will invest in an electric car. Another commented that sometimes it is 

hard to travel without a car, since it can be necessary in order to get around on the location. Two of the 

interviewees commented that the future is not to stop driving cars, but to make them more 

environmentally friendly. 

When not travelling by car, the interviewees go by bus or take the train. Those travelling by bus said that 

it is a comfortable means of transport. Three of the interviewees sometimes fly, but not often. There is a 

difference of opinion among the interviewees regarding travelling by train. Although all of them travel by 

train – more or less often – some criticise it: 

I’ve travelled a lot by train in my time, but it’s bothersome with trains. They have 

destroyed the trains quite a lot, [and] made many things worse. (Interviewee 1) 



17 
 

First of all, the trains don’t leave when they should, then they stop in the middle of the 

rail, and then you have to sit there and wait. People have a misery with the railway. 

(Interviewee 6) 

Another interviewee commented that the train is a safe, more comfortable, and sometimes cheaper 

option that allows you to do other things while travelling. The interviewee often travels by train, but – like 

some of the others – takes the car when travelling with a lot of luggage. For most, comfort is the most 

important determinant when choosing transport. When travelling with family and luggage, the train or the 

bus are not as convenient as the car, and if the train is considered to be unreliable, the bus or the car is 

preferable. The other determinant affecting long distance travel is the economy. Again, the economy is 

limiting, and sometimes a less environmentally friendly option is chosen because it is cheaper. However, 

one interviewee said that the environmental aspect is always prioritised, and that the cost does not 

matter.  

5.5 Recycling 
Put simply, all the interviewees have the same recycling behaviour, and that is that they all recycle what 

they can recycle. Some of them have their own compost, or use some of the recyclable material in another 

way, but recycling is highly prioritised among the interviewees. Although specifically asked for, they had 

trouble answering why they recycle. Some said that it is important not to waste the natural resources, 

while others had not really thought about it. Mainly, they just did not have a reason not to.  

Well, I don’t know, what else would I do with it? (Interviewee 6) 

What does differ among the interviewees is the distance to the nearest waste disposal site. Some could 

recycle in the same building they live in, while others had to travel several kilometres to recycle. Still, their 

recycling behaviour is the same.  

 

6 The determinants of behaviour 
In this chapter, the determinants found in the analysis will be presented, and those are health, comfort, 

economy, and environment. All determinants were implicitly mentioned in the previous chapter, but in 

this chapter they have been extracted. However, it is difficult to isolate the determinants as they are never 

the only determinants affecting a behaviour, rather they are interconnected.  

6.1 Health 
All of the interviewees said that they buy organic food, and most of them also said that they do so because 

they believe organic food to be healthier for them. The interviewees are not unique in their belief that 

organic food is healthier than conventional food, but rather, it is a common belief (Mazzacano D'Amato & 

Falzon, 2015; Tsakiridou, et al., 2008; Magkos, et al., 2006; Magnusson, et al., 2003). Consumers consider 

organic food to be healthier either because it contains less or no pesticides, or because it is more nutritious 

(Mazzacano D'Amato & Falzon, 2015). However, none of the interviewees mentioned that organic food is 

more nutritious, and it is therefore unlikely to be a reason for purchase for them. Although most of the 

interviewees believe organic food to be healthier, there is little scientific support as virtually no studies 

have shown that it is healthier or more nutritious (Mazzacano D'Amato & Falzon, 2015). What science says 

and what the general public thinks does not correspond. Even though science does not say it is healthier, 
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the believed health benefit of organic food is still one of the most important reasons for purchase 

(Tsakiridou, et al., 2008; Magkos, et al., 2006). 

Buying organic food because it is healthier is considered an egoistic motive, and buying it because it is 

better for the environment is an altruistic motive. The egoistic motive is said to be the strongest motive 

for purchase (Mazzacano D'Amato & Falzon, 2015; Arvola, et al., 2008; Tsakiridou, et al., 2008; Magnusson, 

et al., 2003), and that if there were only environmental benefits, the demand for organic food would 

decrease (Mazzacano D'Amato & Falzon, 2015). This, however, is not necessarily the case for the 

interviewees. Although five of the interviewees said that the believed health benefits are a reason for 

purchase (egoistic motive), all of them also mentioned the environmental benefits (altruistic motive). 

While no interviewee mentioned only the health benefits, two interviewees mentioned only the 

environmental benefits. Health is therefore not a solitary determinant encouraging environmentally 

friendly food purchases, which the determinant environment sometimes is. 

Behaving altruistically often requires behavioural or economical cost (Magnusson, et al., 2003), and some 

interviewees commented on the higher cost of organic food. Sometimes the organic food is too expensive, 

so they choose the conventionally farmed food instead, even though they would rather buy the organic 

option. The higher cost of organic food is a barrier for environmentally friendly behaviours, meaning that 

individuals may not always act the way they want to because the economy limits them. A majority of 

consumers are in fact not willing to pay more for the benefit of the environment (Magnusson, et al., 2003), 

but the believed health benefits may have the opposite effect. When organic food is considered to be a 

safer option than conventional food, the willingness to pay usually increases (Mazzacano D'Amato & 

Falzon, 2015), though it is difficult to confirm if this is the case for the interviewees. Five interviewees said 

that they buy organic food both for health reasons and for environmental reasons, but it cannot be stated 

clearly which determinant has most influence. For the two interviewees that buy organic food even though 

it is more expensive the environment was either the only determinant encouraging the behaviour, or 

mentioned before the health benefits.  

However, it is not only food purchases that are affected by health reasons. Three of the interviewees said 

that they choose to take the bike partly because they want the exercise. Biking is also an opportunity to 

get some fresh air, and to clear the brain. Two of the interviewees mentioned the sedentary nature of 

driving, and that the exercise from biking was beneficial. Even so, I could not find any related research on 

this, although the health was the most important determinant for the interviewees, but the interviewees 

everyday travel behaviour appears to be more influences by egoistic motives than altruistic motives. This 

because the interviewees mostly or only mentioned personal benefits.  

 

6.2 Comfort 
For the interviewees, comfort is one of the main determinants of their travel behaviours. This mainly 

applies to their driving behaviour, where the car was the most comfortable option. By taking the car, the 

interviewees would not have to carry luggage with them on the train or bus. The car is also more 

convenient when travelling with family members. Two of the interviewees also expressed that they feel 

the train is unreliable, and that it is therefore more convenient to drive or take the bus, which is considered 

to be more reliable than the train. The car allows them to travel free of timetables and sometimes quicker, 

but they also have the opportunity to travel from door to door.   
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Continuing on Magnusson et al.’s (2003) reasoning on egoistic and altruistic motives for behaviours, 

comfort can be considered an egoistic motive. Even though the interviewees said that they have options 

that are more environmentally friendly, convenience was often prioritised. However, what is considered 

to be most convenient differs. For some it is taking the car and therefore not having to carry a lot of luggage 

with them on the train or the bus, while for others taking the train or the bus is more convenient. Even 

though the altruistic motive is a determinant for the interviewees, the egoistic motive is sometimes 

stronger. 

Individuals are said to be more willing to behave environmentally friendly when it requires less economic 

and behavioural costs (Magnusson, et al., 2003), which seems to be the case for the interviewees. They 

would like to travel environmentally friendly more often, but when the economic cost (e.g. the train tickets 

are too expensive) or the behavioural cost (e.g. carrying a lot of luggage with them on the train) are too 

high, the altruistic motives are weaker than the egoistic and the comfort is prioritised. It has been 

suggested that altruistic behaviours are more often carried out if there are some personal benefits for the 

individual (Magnusson, et al., 2003), and it may be that when the personal benefits of choosing the 

environmentally friendly (altruistic) travel behaviour are non-existing or weak, the interviewees choose 

the alternative which has the greatest personal benefits regardless of its environmental impact.  

 

6.3 Economy 
As previous research relating to economy usually investigates the relationship between the individuals’ 

income and their behaviours (e.g. Huddart Kennedy, et al., 2015; Chen, et al., 2011), the results are not 

comparable to those from this study. Instead of investigating the behaviours dependence of income, in 

this study the focus is on economic limitations unrelated to income. Economic limitations can be a 

reflection of the individual’s income, but it is also a situational influence as it is beyond the individual’s 

control. Situational influences affect how easy or difficult a behaviour is to carry out, for example by 

economic constraints and opportunities to choose between behaviours (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; 

Kaiser, et al., 1999). Two of the interviewees said that they would like buy more organic food than they do 

now, but that it is too expensive and that they cannot afford it. If they feel they cannot afford organic food, 

they either buy conventionally farmed food or locally cultivated food instead. Since the economy is a 

situational constraint it thus affects how difficult it is to purchase organic food, where a higher cost makes 

the behavioural barrier bigger. The economic constraints also affect the interviewees travel behaviour, as 

they sometimes choose a less environmentally friendly transport because it is cheaper. Three of the 

interviewees said that the car is expensive also, but that they already try to reduce their driving as much 

as possible, or that considering where they live, they simply have no other option but to take the car.  

The effect of economic constraints is dependent on the individual’s income, but still relative in the way 

that the income itself does not reveal how costly the individual’s lifestyle is. If the lifestyle is costly 

compared to the income, the economic constraints will create a bigger barrier for the behaviour. This does 

not mean that the individual is unlikely to carry out the behaviour, but rather that it requires more 

environmental motivation for the individual to do so (Kaiser, et al., 2003; Kaiser & Wilson, 2000). 

Situational constraints do not necessary mean the individual choose not to carry out the behaviour at all, 

but it can affect the frequency. For some of the interviewees, the higher cost of organic food means they 

sometimes choose not to buy the organic option. However, for two interviewees the higher cost was 

acknowledged, but they said that it does not affect their behaviour. This may be either because they have 
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a greater motivation for purchase, or because they have better economic conditions. Increasing the 

opportunity for the behaviour – in this case to lower the cost of organic food – is suggested to result in 

more people carrying out that behaviour (Kaiser & Wilson, 2000).  

Noteworthy is that in some cases, the economy is not a situational constraint, but rather an opportunity. 

Two of the interviewees said that they try to save energy – something all interviewees agree is important, 

e.g. because a lower energy consumption is better for the environment – in order to reduce their expenses. 

For them, that was the main reason, but they acknowledge the environmental benefits of using less 

energy.  

 

6.4 Environment 
Sometimes the behaviours are determined by the environmental benefits they have. When travelling, the 

interviewees often try to choose the environmentally friendly option, and even though most of them drive 

their car often, they try to reduce their car usage. The only interviewee that does not have a car sold it 

because of environmental reasons, but also because with a change of lifestyle, the car was not as useful 

anymore. Most of the interviewees with a car not only try to drive as little as possible, but also try to buy 

environmentally friendly cars. Those with ethanol fuelled cars bought them when it was considered to be 

a more environmentally friendly option, so even though it is not considered to be so today, their reason 

for purchases was influenced by environmental benefits.  

Behaving a certain way because it is environmentally friendly is what Magnusson et al. (2003) would call 

an altruistic motive. There are in fact two definitions of altruistic behaviour: social altruism – or humanistic 

altruism – which is directed towards other humans, and biospheric altruism which is directed towards the 

environment (Dietz, et al., 2005). What differs the two definitions of altruism is that the former is 

anthropocentric and the latter is biocentric. Apart from few socially altruistic comments – such as wishing 

to increase job opportunities by supporting local farmers – the interviewees are more biospherically 

altruistic.  

As previously mentioned, the interviewees travel behaviour is influenced by egoistic motives, but it is also 

influenced by altruistic motives. This altruism results in either a change of behaviour (e.g. taking the train 

instead of the car), or a modification of behaviour (e.g. still driving, but driving less than before). Modifying 

the behaviour seems to require less behavioural or economic costs, and also seems to be the preferred 

option. Most interviewees said that they try to use the car as little as possible, but also that their cars run 

on environmentally friendly fuel. This altruistic behaviour was sometimes used as a justification for using 

their cars more than they themselves considered to be ideal. 

For food purchases, the altruistic motive was strong, and most interviewees said that they buy organic 

food because it is better for the environment. The egoistic motive – that organic food is healthier – is 

considered to be the strongest motive when purchasing food (Mazzacano D'Amato & Falzon, 2015; Arvola, 

et al., 2008; Tsakiridou, et al., 2008; Magnusson, et al., 2003), but does not appear to be so for the 

interviewees. Although some of them mentioned the believed health benefits and that it is a determinant, 

it did not appear to be the main reason for purchase. Rather, the egoistic motive combined with the 

altruistic motive influences the interviewees. This corresponds with the reasoning that altruistic motives 

are more likely to be carried out if there are personal benefits (Magnusson, et al., 2003). In this case, the 

personal benefit is the health benefit. However, most interviewees want to buy organic food because they 
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believe it to be better for the environment, and that is because organic farming uses less or no pesticides, 

which reduces the spread of chemicals in the environment – which is better for the biological diversity. 

Most interviewees also mentioned that by reducing the energy consumption and recycling, less natural 

resources would be necessary, which would be beneficial for the environment. Using renewable energy 

sources and reducing the consumption would give better conditions for future generations, as the 

consequences of energy consumption affects the whole planet. Both energy conservation and recycling 

are behaviours performed due to altruistic reasons, as the interviewees claim the mostly do it for the 

environmental benefits. Individuals have been suggested to be more willing to perform altruistic behaviour 

such as recycling than they are willing to buy environmentally friendly food, because recycling is a 

behaviour with little or no economic and behavioural costs for the individual (Magnusson, et al., 2003). 

Although all interviewees buy organic food, they do not always do so, and they commented on constraints. 

However, none of them mentioned any constraints related to recycling, which also appears to only be 

affected by altruistic reasons.  

 

7 The effects of situational influences on behaviour 
It was not uncommon for the interviewees to say that they wish to behave a certain way, but that they for 

different reasons do not. These reasons are often situational influences, and thus something the 

interviewees cannot control. Situational influences are however not only constraining in their nature, but 

can also be facilitating (Kaiser, et al., 1999). For example, living on the countryside may constrain travelling 

by public transport, but living in a city may facilitate the same behaviour. The interviewees that live on the 

countryside said that they have little choice but to take the car. For one interviewee there is the option to 

take the bus, but due to situational influences – in this case the distance to the bus stop and the number 

of buses – this behaviour is down-prioritised.  

Even though the interviewees do not wish to stop driving, the environmental and economic effects of 

driving motivate the interviewees to drive less, and to coordinate their errands. Driving less is in this case 

an environmentally friendly behaviour which has lower situational constraints than not driving at all. Olli 

et al. (2001) suggested that studies of environmentally friendly behaviours should include the social 

context of the participants, and that may be necessary for studies of situational influences too as how big 

a constraint is depends on the individual’s living situation. Because of different life circumstances 

individuals may choose different environmentally friendly behaviours, and be constraint by different 

influences. This can make them appear to behave inconsistently and make it difficult to estimate their 

general behaviour from a particular behaviour (Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003).  

Another common situational influence, or rather constraint, is the economy. Because it is costlier, the 

interviewees do not always buy organic food even though they would like to, and they do not always travel 

as environmentally friendly as they would like to. The situational influences affect how easy or difficult a 

behaviour is to carry out (Kaiser, et al., 2003; Kaiser & Fuhrer, 2003; Kaiser & Wilson, 2000; Kaiser, et al., 

1999), and in some cases, the higher cost of behaving environmentally friendly makes the interviewees 

choose to behave otherwise. This barrier does not mean that the interviewees exclude the behaviour, but 

rather it affects the frequency at which it is performed. If a behaviour is more difficult to carry out, only 

individuals with higher motivation will perform it (Kaiser, et al., 2003). Two of the interviewees said that 
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they always buy organic food even though it is more expensive, and that could be interpreted as them 

having more motivation to behave environmentally friendly, but it could also be that they have lower 

situational constraints than the other interviewees (i.e. that they have more money to spend on food). 

Likewise, it can be interpreted that the interviewees with a long distance to their nearest waste disposal 

site have a high motivation for recycling, but this cannot be stated with certainty as it has also been 

suggested that individuals are more likely to recycle than to perform other environmentally friendly 

behaviours because it requires little personal cost (Magnusson, et al., 2003).  

When it comes to recycling, the interviewees seem unaffected by situational influences, which may due 

to the interviewees’ environmental commitment. Even though the distance to the nearest waste disposal 

site differs greatly, all interviewees are fully committed to recycling. For one of the interviewees, the 

motivation for recycling is so great that when a former landlord did not wish to introduce recycling in the 

building, the interviewee introduced and took care of recycling fractions in the basement. By doing so, the 

interviewee increased the opportunity for other families in the building to recycle, i.e. reduced the 

situational constraint.  

 

8 The interaction between behavioural determinants 
As previously mentioned, the determinants are not solitary, but rather interacting with each other. For 

food purchases, environmental reasons and health reasons are conflicting with economic limitations. Most 

of the interviewees said that they would like to buy more organic food as they consider it to be better for 

both them as it contains less or no pesticides, but also better for the environment as it limits the spread 

of pesticides in nature and is beneficial for the biological diversity. However, they sometimes find organic 

food to be too expensive, which limits their behaviour.  

To my knowledge there is no research investigating the interaction between behavioural determinants, 

but that does not make them unable to discover in previous studies. Situational influences have been 

suggested to interact with other determinants, and therefore increasing or decreasing the difficulty to 

perform a certain behaviour (Kaiser, et al., 1999), which is confirmed in this study. The interviewees 

mentioned different situational influences, e.g. economic constraints, but these were not the 

determinants of behaviour as much as they were the conditions in which the behaviour is to be performed. 

Another interaction mentioned in literature is that is has been suggested that situational influences 

overrule knowledge – i.e. that the level of knowledge is negligible when situational influences are powerful 

– but Kaiser & Fuhrer (2003) argues that it is not so, but rather the opposite.   

In most cases, it is the situational influences that interact and affect the other determinants of behaviour. 

For example, the interviewees said that they are constrained by the economy – which is partly a situational 

influence, and partly a result of priorities – and that they therefore not always act the way they would like 

to. For organic food purchases, the economic constraints are in conflict with the determinants health and 

environment. In other words, the interviewees would like to have a behaviour that is beneficial for both 

them and the environment (a combination of egoistic and altruistic motives), but are hindered by their 

economy. The economy also hinders environmentally friendly travelling, but egoistic motives such as 

comfort do the same.  
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As previously stated, the economy does not only constrain the behaviour, but sometimes it even 

encourages. For example, two interviewees had the economic benefits of using less energy as their main 

reason for doing so. Although not mentioning it as a reason for using less energy, another interviewee said 

that using LED-lights was less expensive than regular lights. However, all interviewees mentioned the 

environmental benefits of using less energy. It has been said that altruistic behaviours (behaviours that 

are beneficial for the environment rather than for the individual) are more likely to be performed if there 

are personal benefits from doing so (Magnusson, et al., 2003). Saving energy because it saves money – as 

two of the interviewees do – means an environmentally friendly behaviour is encouraged by the economy 

rather than constraint, but also that in some cases there are personal benefits from behaving 

environmentally friendly.  

Although acknowledging the environmental benefits of saving energy, two interviewees expressed that 

they do not feel that they can make a difference; either because they cannot think of any more ways to 

save energy, or because they do not think that what they do have an effect. As one of them commented, 

there is little to do besides turning off lights when living in an apartment, but to nag the landlord. Most of 

the interviewees living in houses have installed heat pumps, or performed other bigger measures. 

Situational influences, such as living in an apartment, are therefore limiting the behaviour.  

Health as a determinant sometimes seems to be the only influence for short distance everyday travel, 

however, it cannot be stated with certainty. For some of the biking interviewees, the car is still an option, 

and also the preferred transport for shopping. The comfort of taking the car means it is used even for 

shorter distances. Environmental reasons are affecting the behaviour, and the interviewees try to use the 

car as little as possible, or to use more environmentally friendly fuels. For some of the interviewees, the 

situational influences – in this case that they live on the countryside – makes travelling with public 

transport more difficult, and in one case not even an option as it is non-existing. Even when public 

transport is available, it is more time consuming, and although it would be more environmentally friendly 

to take the bus, getting home quicker is prioritised. The interviewees acknowledge not only the 

environmental impact of driving, but also that is it expensive with a car. They try, however, to use the car 

as efficiently as possible.  

When travelling longer distances, the comfort is an important influence. Sometimes the less 

environmentally friendly option, such as flying or taking the car, is quicker and therefore preferred. Being 

able to bring a lot of luggage makes the car a better option sometimes, while taking the bus or the train is 

more convenient when travelling with less luggage or fewer family members. For two of the interviewees, 

the environmental impact is an important influence, but that determinant can come into conflict with both 

economy and comfort. Although wishing to take the train because it is more environmentally friendly, it is 

sometimes too expensive, or too unreliable. 

All interviewees recycle regardless of conditions. Some have to travel several kilometres to do so, while 

for others it is available in the building in which they live. The situational influences therefore seem to be 

of little importance for recycling behaviour, and they are partly motivated by environmental reasons, and 

partly because it is a sensible option that reduces waste.  

The relationship between egoistic motives and altruistic motives is not straightforward. The interviewees 

want to use less energy, recycle, travel more environmentally friendly, and buy organic food because of 

environmental (altruistic) reasons, which can either be constrained or encouraged by egoistic motives. 

Using less energy because it lowers the use of natural resources is altruistic, but it is further encouraged 
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by its economic benefits. There are no particular personal benefits from recycling, but since it requires 

little or no economic and behavioural costs (Magnusson, et al., 2003), there is no conflict between the 

altruistic motives and egoistic motives – rather the altruistic motive appears to be the only factor. 

However, for travel and food purchases the egoistic motives are constraining as being environmentally 

friendly occasionally is more expensive, but may also be the less convenient option. The altruistic motive 

is sometimes down-prioritised as it requires too much personal costs, or too little personal benefits.  

 

9 Conclusions 
Through qualitative interviews, the aim of this study was to answer what makes the environmentally active 

interviewees behave environmentally friendly, but also what hinders them. Five behaviours were studied, 

and they are food consumption, energy consumption, everyday travel, long distance travel, and recycling. 

The interviewees environmentally friendly behaviours are influences by four determinants: health, 

economy, comfort, and environment. None of the five studied behaviours is affected by only one 

determinant, but rather the determinants interact. Two or more determinants affecting a behaviour can 

either be in conflict (i.e. they antagonise each other and weaken the motivation to perform the behaviour) 

or cooperate (i.e. they enhance each other and strengthen the motivation to perform the behaviour). The 

behaviours are further affected by situational influences, which most commonly have a negative impact 

on the behaviours. In some cases the barriers created by situational influences is overcome, but 

occasionally the situational influences make the interviewees behave less environmentally friendly.  

This study shows that the determinants of environmentally friendly behaviour may differ from those 

previously studied, but also that the determinants interact. The interacting nature of the determinants 

was apparent in the study, and may be an explanation for the previously inconsistent results in quantitative 

studies. Including interaction in future research may be of importance. For the interviewees, there is a 

consideration between personal benefits and environmental benefits, but which is prioritised differs from 

situation to situation. However, this study investigates a specific group of individuals, and is therefore not 

generalizable to include all environmentally active individuals. Even so, what discourages the interviewees 

from behaving environmentally friendly may not differ greatly from what discourages other groups, but 

they may have more motivation to overcome the barriers.  

Although this study reveals new perspective, there are still many queries. There may be more 

determinants which were not discovered in this study, and the determinants may not be the same for 

individuals that are environmentally active and individuals that are not. The interaction between 

determinants requires a more thorough investigation, and so does the effect of situational influences. The 

latter would benefit from a different method that includes mapping of the participants’ social 

circumstances, which allows for better understanding of the magnitude of the situational influences, and 

should be combined with the participants’ motivation for environmentally friendly behaviours. That would 

open up for many exiting, and hopefully also unravelling, studies.   
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Appendix  
Intervjuguide 

Nedan följer den intervjuguide jag utgick från under intervjuerna. Underfrågorna var mer till för min egen 

skull, och till för att jag skulle komma ihåg vad jag ville få ut av intervjun. 

- Varför gick du med i Naturskyddsföreningen? 

o När började miljöintresset? 

o Vilka miljöfrågor är viktiga? 

o Vilka förändringar vill hen se? Önskas beteendeförändringar? 

- På vilket sätt är du aktiv i föreningen? 

o Hur mycket aktiviteter deltar hen i?  

o Deltar hen i en speciell typ av aktiviteter? 

- Hur har du påverkats av ditt medlemskap i föreningen? 

o Gör hen något annorlunda post vs pre? 

- Hur tar du dig till jobbet? 

o Varför det transportmedlet? 

o Vad skulle kunna förändra beteendet? 

o Fördelar och nackdelar med transportmedlet?  

o Varför inget annat? 

- När du reser längre sträckor, vilka färdmedel använder du då? 

o Vad avgör vilket transportmedel det blir? 

o Vad tänker hen om sitt val? 

- Vad är viktigast för dig när du köper mat? 

o Väljer hen efter kvalitet eller pris? 

o Ekologisk? Närodlat? 

o Vilka varor? 

o Varför började hen med det? 

o Vad var viktigt innan? 

- När du kläder eller saker till hemmet, hur väljer du produkter då? 

o Vilken typ av varor väljs? 

o Vilka egenskaper är viktigast? 

- Hur långt har du till närmaste återvinningsställe? 

o Vad kan man återvinna där? 

o Är det lätt att återvinna? 

o Finns det i bostadshuset? 

o Vad återvinner hen?  

o Varför återvinner hen? 

- Hur mycket reflekterar du kring din energiförbrukning? 

o Släcker hen lampan när ingen är i rummet? 

o Har hen energisparstrategier? 

o Är det en viktig fråga? 

o Har hen reflekterat över det? 

 


