
APSTRACT Vol. 10. Number 2-3. 2016. pages 51-58.	 ISSN 1789-7874

DOI: 10.19041/APSTRACT/2016/2-3/6

Applied Studies in Agribusiness and Commerce – APSTRACT  
Center-Print Publishing House, Debrecen	 SCIENTIFIC PAPER

Keywords: Sustainable Consumption, Construal Level Theory, Self-Determination Theory, 
Intervention Studies, Economic Psychology

INTERVENTIONS TO ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE 
CONSUMPTION

Ynte K. van Dam & Hans CM van Trijp

Marketing & Consumer Behaviour Group, Wageningen University

Abstract: Sustainable consumption is hampered by a discrepancy between consumers’ attitudes and their actual behaviour in the market 
place. Psychological construal level theory provides an explanation for the attitude to behaviour gap as a motivational conflict between high 
and low level of mental construal. Based on self-determination theory it is argued that this motivational conflict presupposes extrinsic motiva-
tion for sustainable behaviour. Based on self-regulatory styles, the present paper identifies and illustrates four types of intervention strategies 
that can cater for extrinsic motivation for sustainable development among light users. The underlying mechanisms of these interventions sug-
gest that the transition from external to internal regulation is catalysed by social feedback.

Introduction

In food consumption, like in many other domains of 
consumer behaviour, most consumers claim to consider 
sustainability issues important, but this does not necessarily 
translate into manifest sustainable consumer behaviour 
(Van Dam & Van Trijp, 2013). Awareness of the need for 
sustainable development has triggered changes in consumer 
attitudes, but not necessarily in consumer demand (De 
Barcellos, Krystallis, de Melo Saab, Kügler, & Grunert, 2011; 
Papaoikonomou, Ryan, & Ginieis, 2011; Vermeir & Verbeke, 
2006). This discrepancy between stated importance and actual 
consumption confirms the need to integrate economic and 
psychological theories of consumer behaviour (Antonides, 
1989) in order to understand the gap between sustainable 
attitudes and actual behaviour. As already shown in repair-
or-replace decisions (Antonides, 1991), consumer behaviour 
is the outcome of multiple and potentially conflicting attitudes 
and/or goals (Laran & Janiszewski, 2009). This multitude of 
attitudes/goals implies that, like for almost any trait or state, 
people are found along a continuum of shades of green. For 
analytical clarity the end-points of the underlying continuum 
are used to denote the direction of relative differences.

Two segments in the consumer market seem hardly 
hindered by such goal conflicts with respect to sustainability. 
First, a small segment of committed sustainable consumers, 
responsible for the majority of sustainable consumption 
in the market, seems to have integrated sustainable 
development goals into their consumption patterns (Brown, 
Dury, & Holdsworth, 2009; De Ferran & Grunert, 2007; 
Fotopoulos, Krystallis, & Ness, 2003; Zander & Hamm, 
2010). In any other context this segment could be labelled 

as ‘heavy users’, but because curtailment of consumption is 
a significant indicator of sustainability (Verain, Dagevos, & 
Antonides, 2015a) the designation ‘committed sustainable 
consumer’ is more appropriate for this market segment than 
‘heavy user’ (Verain, Dagevos, & Antonides, 2015b). The 
majority of research into the motives behind the consumption 
of sustainable food products has focused on the motives of 
these committed sustainable consumers. However, studying 
these committed sustainable consumers to increase consumer 
demand has its limitations. Apart from being only a minority 
of consumers these committed consumers already maintain 
a high level of sustainable consumption that is unlikely 
to increase much further. Opposed to these committed 
sustainable consumers one may find a segment of ‘honestly 
disengaged’ (defra, 2008) consumers who do not care at all 
for sustainable development and who only accidentally and 
unintentionally purchase sustainable products (McGregor, 
2008). The size of this segment is difficult to estimate, because 
the denial of (responsibility for) sustainability issues may 
be a defence mechanism that is triggered by a goal conflict 
(Stich & Wagner, 2012). The committed consumers endorse 
sustainable development and act accordingly, whereas the 
opposed consumers do not endorse sustainable development 
and also act accordingly, but for both groups the behaviour 
matches their sustainability goals.

Those two segments of consumers represent two distinct 
regulatory styles in self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 
2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In terms of self-determination 
theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste, Soenens, & 
Vandereycken, 2005) the committed sustainable consumers 
are intrinsically motivated by a sense of trying to do (what 
they perceive to be) the right thing, or by the rejection of 
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consumerism and capitalism (McDonald, Oates, Alevizou, 
Young, & Hwang, 2012). One way or another these committed 
sustainable consumers have adopted sustainability as ‘a 
process of change’ (WCED, 1987) in their way of life (Black 
& Cherrier, 2010; Verain et al., 2012). At the other end of 
the motivational continuum are the a-motivated consumers 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; McGregor, 2008), who see no benefit 
at all in sustainable development. The behaviour of these 
a-motivated consumers can be influenced by intervention 
strategies that aim to increase the probability of accidental 
sustainable purchases, like nudging techniques (Van Kleef, 
Otten, & Van Trijp, 2012), or upgrading the supply through 
the voluntary adoption of sustainable standards by actors in 
the value chain (Sutton & Wimpee, 2008; Van der Linden, 
2012). 

Though research into sustainable consumption usually 
differentiates between intrinsically motivated committed 
sustainable consumers and a-motivated ‘grey’ consumers 
(McDonald et al., 2012), the vast majority of the market 
consists of light users of sustainable products who only 
incidentally choose sustainably (Eckhardt, Belk, & Devinney, 
2010). It is particularly among this majority segment of light 
users of sustainable products that goal conflicts with respect 
to sustainable consumption manifest themselves.

Being neither intrinsically motivated nor a-motivated, this 
majority of consumers therefore is extrinsically motivated to 
pursue sustainable development (Ryan & Deci, 2000). These 
consumers focus on the goal of ‘future generations having 
the ability to meet their needs’ (WCED, 1987) and perceive 
sustainable behaviour as a necessary way to attain that goal. 
This goal of attaining a sustainable future is unrelated to their 
consumption goals. Their consumption goals are economic 
and typically related to hedonic and self-enhancement values 
(Grunert & Juhl, 1995). These consumers shop for a range 
of contextualised and low construal motives (Buttle, 1992), 
but not for the abstract and high construal motive to save the 
world. When they experience a conflict between sustainability 
goals and consumption goals (Laran & Janiszewski, 2009) the 
low construal motives behind their consumption determine 
their choice (Van Dam & Van Trijp, 2013). The interventions 
aimed at increasing sustainable consumption among these 
light users should facilitate them to cope with this conflict 
between economic-rational and sustainability-related goals in 
their consumption.

Construal level theory of psychological distance

An early study into sustainable marketing has suggested 
that informational ambiguity and socio-temporal dilemmas 
are key barriers that hinder sustainable development of global 
food markets (Van Dam & Apeldoorn, 1996). Construal level 
theory has proposed since that these barriers are different 
indicators of psychological distance (Liberman, Trope, & 
Wakslak, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010). Originating 
from research into time-dependent changes in values and 
expectancies (Antonides & Wunderink, 2001; Liberman 
& Trope, 1998), construal level theory has evolved into a 

general framework that forges relations between psychological 
distance, perception, abstraction, language, evaluation, and 
behaviour (Fiedler, Jung, Wänke, Alexopoulos, & de Molière, 
2015). 

People only can directly perceive and experience what 
is actually present. Thinking and feeling beyond this actual 
reality is possible by construing and maintaining a mental 
image of reality (Antonides, De Groot, & Van Raaij, 2011; 
Trope & Liberman, 2010). The primary function of mental 
construal is the creation of a mental substitute to the lack of 
immediate perception of a person, an object or an event. This 
mental construal is central to human social, emotional, and 
cognitive development (Bergman, 1993; Dumas & Doré, 1991; 
Lillard & Woolley, 2015; Peskin & Ardino, 2003). Once this 
function is established mental construal develops by including 
higher levels of abstraction into cognitive reasoning, thus 
allowing belief formation, categorisation, and the development 
of abstract, counterfactual, and moral reasoning (Fischer, 
1980; Kato, Kamii, Ozaki, & Nagahiro, 2002; Marini & 
Case, 1994; Perry, Samuelson, Malloy, & Schiffer, 2010; Von 
Helversen, Mata, & Olsson, 2010). Mental construal therefore 
allows one to transcend the actual situation and to manipulate 
concepts rather than objects. Thus, people can remember the 
past and make predictions about the future, people can expect 
the actions of others and speculate how things might have been 
and – though none of these actually can be perceived – people 
can act upon psychologically distant events.

Psychological distance is the subjective experience that 
something is in one’s proximity (proximal) or far removed 
(distal). Psychological distance is therefore egocentric in 
the most literal sense: the reference point of psychological 
distance is the actual self and the individual ‘here and now’ 
(Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). Psychological distance 
relative to this central self is experienced along several 
different dimensions that have highly similar effects on mental 
construal (Nussbaum, Liberman, & Trope, 2006). Something 
or someone can be proximal or distal in a spatial, temporal, 
social, or certainty dimension (Todorov, Goren, & Trope, 
2007). As psychological distance increases mental construal 
becomes more abstract or high-level, and conversely more 
abstract or high-level construal increases the experienced 
psychological distance. Therefore psychological distance tends 
to spill-over into other dimensions and when distance on 
one dimension increases the perceived distance on the other 
dimensions also increases (Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

Mental construal is instrumental to individual reasoning 
and therefore implies a functional, goal congruent process 
of abstraction (Trope & Liberman, 2010). In this process of 
abstraction those features that are essential to the goal are 
stressed, whereas features that are incidental or irrelevant 
to the goal are ignored. In this way mental construal affects 
perception and evaluation simultaneously (Antonides, Verhoef, 
& Van Aalst, 2002). Mental construal determines how reality 
is experienced and therefore determines how someone 
cognitively understands and motivationally reacts to this 
reality. A distant outcome is, cognitively and motivationally, 
represented more abstract and idealistic compared to the 
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immediacy and feasibility of actual consumer choice. The 
practical differences between experiencing abstract, distant 
outcomes and concrete, immediate outcomes have been 
extensively studied in socio-temporal dilemmas, like Prisoner’s 
Dilemma games and temporal discounting (Antonides, 1994; 
Antonides & Wunderink, 2001). Personal involvement with an 
issue or with a product by definition is incompatible with high 
psychological distance (Van Beek, Antonides, & Handgraaf, 
2013). Therefore the effects of psychological distance only 
manifest themselves at low levels of personal involvement 
(Park & Morton, 2015; Wang & Lee, 2006) and therefore 
construal level theory implies strategies to increase sustainable 
consumption among light users in particular.

Principles of psychological distance in sustainable 
consumption

Sustainable development refers to possible consequences 
of consumption that may impact all of humanity sometime in 
the future, which reinforces the psychological distance and 
the high construal level. The informational ambiguity and 
the socio-temporal dilemmas that are inherent to sustainable 
development (Hilpert, Kranz, & Schumann, 2013; Van Dam 
& Apeldoorn, 1996) in terms of construal level theory cover 
at least three of the four dimensions of psychological distance, 
as they refer to uncertainty respectively to social and temporal 
distance (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope et al., 2007). 
Sustainable development therefore easily is experienced as 
psychologically distant, which raises the construal level of its 
mental representation into a highly abstract and elusive concept 
(Proulx, 2013). At this high level of abstraction sustainable 
development, or ‘sustainability’, is an umbrella construct 
that subsumes a variety of products and behaviours under a 
common goal (Van Dam & Van Trijp, 2011; Verain, Sijtsema, 
& Antonides, 2016). A majority of people perceive sustainable 
development as an abstract and distant goal that may be 
desirable and relevant in general, but that does not determine 
the immediate feasibility of their behaviour (Van Dam & Van 
Trijp, 2013). The acknowledgement of the distant sustainability 
goal does not reduce the pleasure or convenience of existing 
consumption patterns, nor does it reduce the sacrifice of giving 
up those consumption patterns. This suggests that the crux 
of the attitude-to-behaviour gap in sustainable consumption 
may not be the elusive goal of sustainable development, but 
the process of changing established routines that is required 
to reach the goal (Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Viewing 
sustainable development as an abstract societal goal implies 
a high construal cognitive representation and high construal 
motivational factors. Viewing sustainable development as a 
process of behavioural changes requires a focus on the low 
construal proximal activities that lead towards that abstract 
goal. The cognitive and motivational differences between high 
construal representation and low construal representation 
(Table 1) result in marked shifts in perception, understanding 
and preference between sustainable development as a goal and 
sustainable development as consumer behaviour.

The differences between the high construal level 

representation of ‘sustainable development as a distal concept’ 
and the low construal level representation of ‘sustainable 
consumption as an actual choice’ easily cause a discrepancy 
between sustainable attitudes and actual behaviour. High 
construal attitudes towards sustainable development are 
general, gain oriented, promotion focused, and extrinsic. 
Low construal motives for consumption are situational, loss 
oriented, prevention focused, and intrinsic. People may have 
a coherent understanding of the broad category of sustainable 
products at high construal level, that does not match the 
complex variety of narrowly defined sustainable products 
at low construal level. People may hold positive attitudes 
towards the desirable distal goal of sustainable development 
at high construal level and seriously intend to act sustainably 
in general, while being deterred from any specific sustainable 
choice by the less feasible proximal implications at low 
construal level.

Table 1: Differences between low and high construal level 
representation (source: Van Dam, 2016)

Construct Low construal High construal

Sustainability Process of change  Societal goal

Psychological distance Proximal Distal

Temporal distance Present Remote past or future

Hypothetical distance Certain Possible

Social distance Family and friends Strangers

Physical distance Here Far away

Cognitive Factors

Representation

Concrete, detailed, 
complex

Abstract, simple, co-
herent

Idiosyncratic
Prototype and/or Ste-

reotype

Reasoning Pragmatic Idealistic

Classification focus Differences Commonalities

Categorisation Narrow Broad

Evaluation of outcomes Feasibility Desirability

Evaluation of actions Process focus (How) Outcome focus (Why)

Motivational Factors

Goal focus
Situational, context-

based, means
General, primary, ends

Goal pursuit
Loss oriented, preven-

tion
Gain oriented, promotion

Motivation Intrinsic Extrinsic

Interventions for motivating sustainable 
consumption 

Construal level based interventions to increase the 
sustainability of consumer behaviour are focused on the 
less involved, light user, consumers. These light users are 
externally motivated to behave sustainably, and (at least 
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partially) intrinsically motivated to consume. The extrinsic 
motivation for being sustainable is reinforced because, rather 
than as an end in itself, sustainable consumption mostly is 
promoted as a means to an end (De Koning, 1998). Sustainable 
consumption is a means to reach ecological and/or social 
sustainability. These light users therefore experience a 
dilemma between the high construal desirability of (extrinsic) 
sustainable development goals and the low construal (lack 
of intrinsic) feasibility of sustainable consumption. Various 
intervention strategies aim at resolving this dilemma by 
bridging the distance between high and low construal. 
These different interventions strategies are based on different 
(possibly implicit) assumptions about consumer motivation 
and have different consequences for consumer behaviour. 

Extrinsic motivation explains the perceived relevance of 
a goal and why a goal is pursued, but it does not explain the 
determinance of how a goal is pursued in actual behaviour  
(Van Dam & Fischer, 2015; Van Dam & Van Trijp, 2013). The 
perceived causality of this actual goal congruent sustainable 
behaviour can be located outside or inside the individual. 
When the goal pursuit is extrinsically motivated, goal 
congruent behaviour can be explained by different regulatory 
styles (Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is generally agreed upon that 
these regulatory styles differ in perceived locus of causality 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schösler, de Boer, 
& Boersema, 2014; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). External 
regulation and introjection are entirely or mainly dependent 
on external control, whereas identification and integration 
are mainly or entirely dependent on internal autonomy 
(Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009). The different regulatory styles, 
ranging from external regulation to internal integration, 
will be illustrated with four recently published intervention 
studies. The different assumptions about the social impact 
on sustainable behaviour (Culiberg & Elgaaied-Gambier, 
2016; Onwezen, Antonides, & Bartels, 2013) suggest that 
they can be classified on a second dimension ranging from 
individual to social (relational) incentives (Figure 1). External 
regulation and integration are responses to individual rewards 
or punishments that reinforce overt behaviour. Introjection and 
identification are responses to social norms, with implications 
for perceived appropriateness of behaviour and self-perception 
respectively (Higgs, 2015; Verlegh & Candel, 1999).

External locus of causality
Controlled

Internal locus of causality
Autonomous

Social
incentives

Individual
incentives

External Regulation:
Negative Labelling

(Van Dam & De Jonge, 2015)

Introjection:
Social Norms

(Melnyk et al., 2011)

Integration:
Self-confirmation

(Van Dam & Fischer, 2015)

Identification:
Pride & Guilt

(Onwezen et al., 2014)

Figure 1: Regulatory styles and matching interventions classified by 
locus of causality and source of incentives   

The four regulatory styles and matching interventions 
of Figure 1 are all embedded in the general assumption that 
consumers are extrinsically motivated to behave sustainable. 
The interventions therefore are aimed at consumption, in 
particular the purchase of sustainably or ethically produced 
(food) products. It should be noted that in this analysis the 
extrinsic motivation to behave sustainably is given and not 
part of the framework. Therefore an intrinsic motive for 
sustainable meat consumption should be based on the joy of 
consuming this meat e.g. for its taste. An extrinsic motive 
should be based on separate outcomes of the consumption, 
e.g. saving on a price discount or impression management. 

External Regulation

External regulation of sustainable behaviour is a regulatory 
style where consumer behaviour is subject to an external locus 
of causality, and where consumers are moved by personal 
incentives. Consumers need external regulation of their 
consumption because they lack the self-control to take the 
distant consequences of their behaviour into consideration. 
They evaluate products in terms of immediate and personal 
incentives. Negative labelling and (the red side of) traffic 
light labelling are interventions that match this regulatory 
style. Negative labelling manipulates the reward/punishment 
structure of product choice in favour of sustainable choice 
(Van Dam & De Jonge, 2015). This intervention assumes 
that even though these consumers acknowledge the relevance 
of sustainable consumption, their choices are dependent on 
external cues that trigger their personal interest. Various ways 
of emphasising the  non-sustainable character of the least 
sustainable product in a choice set appear to be sufficient to 
deter the consumer. As a result consumer preference shifts 
away from the most non-sustainable product and overall 
consumer choice becomes more sustainable (Heinzle & 
Wüstenhagen, 2012; Van Dam & De Jonge, 2015). 

Introjection

Introjection of sustainable behaviour is a regulatory style 
where consumer behaviour is subject to an external locus 
of causality, and where consumers are moved by social 
incentives. Like in external regulation consumers need 
external regulation because they lack the self-control to take 
distant consequences of their behaviour into consideration. But 
compared to external regulation they evaluate their choice in 
terms of immediate social incentives. Providing information 
about (alleged) social norms is an intervention that matches 
this regulatory style. Social norms manipulate perceived 
social approval of product choice in favour of sustainable 
choice (Melnyk, Van Herpen, Fischer, & Van Trijp, 2011). 
Given favourable social norms consumers could increase their 
social status through conspicuous sustainable consumption 
(Griskevicius, Tybur, & Van den Bergh, 2010). Depending 
on the likelihood of cognitive deliberation descriptive or 
injunctive norms are more effective, but overall perceived 
social norms shift consumer choice towards more sustainable 



APSTRACT Vol. 10. Number 2-3. 2016. pages 51-58.	 ISSN 1789-7874

Interventions to encourage sustainable consumption	 55

consumption (Culiberg & Elgaaied-Gambier, 2016; Melnyk 
et al., 2011). 

Identification

Identification with sustainable behaviour is a regulatory 
style where consumer behaviour is subject to an internal 
locus of causality, and where consumers are moved by social 
incentives. Contrary to the previous two styles consumers can 
control their immediate consumption urges in favour of distant 
sustainable incentives, but like introjection consumers use 
social comparison to evaluate their choice. The activation of 
guilt and pride is an intervention that matches this regulatory 
style. Manifest social norms activate guilt associated with 
non-sustainable product choice and pride associated with 
sustainable product choice (Onwezen, Bartels, & Antonides, 
2014). Given the appropriate social norms consumers are 
motivated to avoid non-sustainable choices out of anticipated 
guilt or shame and (to a lesser degree) find pride in sustainable 
consumption.

Integration

Integration of sustainable behaviour is a regulatory 
style where consumer behaviour is subject to an internal 
locus of causality, and where consumers are moved by 
personal incentives. Consumers can control their immediate 
consumption urges in favour of distant sustainable incentives, 
and this control is subject to personal reinforcement. The 
activation of personal ethical norms is an intervention that 
matches this regulatory style. The appropriate personal norms 
activate intrinsic self-confirmation motives that stimulate the 
consumer to consume sustainably (Van Dam & Fischer, 2015). 
This intervention assumes that consumers endorse sustainable 
consumption, and that their self-control is related to their 
self-concept. As long as a sustainable or ethical self-concept 
is activated consumers reinforce their self-esteem through 
ethical and sustainable product choice. This reinforced 
self-esteem in turn may enhance their self-control, so that 
rather than ego-depletion successful self-control leads to ego-
fulfilment (Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009).

Conclusions

Extrinsically motivated sustainable consumption covers a 
broad range of regulatory styles bordered by a-motivation and 
intrinsic motivation. Early studies into cognitive evaluation 
show that in many instances the use of external control to 
regulate behaviour undermines or prevents intrinsic motivation 
(Deci, 1975; Ryan & Deci, 2000). External control easily 
reduces a sense of autonomy and then produces counter-
effective results both among intrinsically motivated and 
a-motivated people. When consumer autonomy is reduced 
this may lead to cognitive reactance, evasive behaviour, or 
creative compliance (Braithwaite, 2002; Brehm & Brehm, 
1981; Mazis, Settle, & Leslie, 1973). Tangible rewards – but 
also other manifest attempts to control behaviour – diminish 

the autonomy and the intrinsic motivation for the desired 
behaviour (Deci, Ryan, & Koestner, 1999). Bad motives drive 
out good, and external control nurtures bad motives (Goodin, 
1976; Plant, Lesser, & Taylor-Gooby, 1980).

The interventions discussed here show that external 
control of behaviour is not necessarily counterproductive 
to behavioural change. Negative labelling (Van Dam & De 
Jonge, 2015) and descriptive social norms (Melnyk, van 
Herpen, Fischer, & van Trijp, 2013; Stok, De Ridder, De Vet, 
& De Wit, 2014) can cause a shift towards more sustainable 
consumption without reducing the perceived autonomy of the 
consumer. Negative labelling is an effective form of external 
control that maintains consumers’ autonomy and actually 
contributes to increased internal motivation and self-control 
for sustainable consumption, whereas positive labelling 
only affects intrinsically motivated committed sustainable 
consumers. Likewise perceived social norms of relevant 
social groups are effective (Culiberg & Elgaaied-Gambier, 
2016), whereas general injunctive norms (‘thou shalt ....’) 
are more likely to provoke reactance and therefore may have 
counterproductive effects (Stok et al., 2014). 

The common presentation of self-determination theory 
places the four regulatory styles of extrinsic motivation 
on a single continuum (Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). The 
‘external regulation’ end of the continuum is most external 
and adjacent to a-motivation, whereas the ‘integration’ end is 
most internal and touches upon intrinsic motivation. Though 
the original authors of self-determination theory explicitly 
deny that the continuum represents stages of change (Ryan 
& Deci, 2000), the two dimensional representation of Figure 
1 suggests that social feedback may act as a catalyst for the 
internalisation of regulatory styles. Adding a personal-social 
‘locus-of-reward’ dimension reveals that the continuum from 
external personal regulation to internal personal integration 
passes through two intermediate styles that depend on social 
incentives. The social regulatory styles result in adapting 
behaviour to perceived appropriateness (introjection) due 
to social judgement, and aid in changing self-perception 
(identification) due to internalisation of social norms (Higgs, 
2015). The modest impact of sustainability on consumer 
behaviour thus may reflect the absence of strong social norms 
concerning sustainable consumption. Whether behavioural 
economics and economic psychology are twins or stepchildren 
(Fetchenhauer et al., 2012), they clearly can benefit from a 
close friendship with economic sociology (Granovetter, 2002). 
The addition of a social dimension to self-regulation suggests 
that the subsequent regulatory styles represent increasing 
levels of internalisation that link a-motivation before external 
regulation to intrinsic motivation beyond integration. 

References
Antonides, G. (1989). An attempt at integration of economic 
and psychological theories of consumption. Journal of Eco-
nomic Psychology, 10(1), 77-99.

Antonides, G. (1991). An economic-psychological model of 
scrapping behavior. Journal of Economic Psychology, 12(2), 
357-379.



56	 Ynte K. van Dam & Hans CM van Trijp

APSTRACT Vol. 10. Number 2-3. 2016. pages 51-58.	 ISSN 1789-7874

Antonides, G. (1994). Mental accounting in a sequential 
Prisoner’s Dilemma game. Journal of Economic Psychology, 
15(2), 351-374.

Antonides, G., De Groot, I.M., & Van Raaij, W.F. (2011). 
Mental budgeting and the management of household finance. 
Journal of Economic Psychology, 32(4), 546-555.

Antonides, G., Verhoef, P.C., & Van Aalst, M. (2002). 
Consumer perception and evaluation of waiting time: A field 
experiment. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 12(3), 193-202.

Antonides, G., & Wunderink, S.R. (2001). Subjective Time 
Preference and Willingness to Pay for an Energy-Saving Du-
rable Good. Zeitschrift fur Sozialpsychologie, 32(3), 133-141.

Bergman, A. (1993). To be or not to be separate: the meaning 
of hide-and-seek in forming internal representations. Psycho-
analytic review, 80(3), 361-375; 377.

Black, I.R., & Cherrier, H. (2010). Anti‐consumption as part 
of living a sustainable lifestyle: daily practices, contextual 
motivations and subjective values. Journal of Consumer Be-
haviour, 9(6), 437-453.

Braithwaite, J. (2002). Rewards and regulation. Journal of 
Law and Society, 29(1), 12-26.

Brehm, S.S., & Brehm, J.W. (1981). Psychological reactance: 
A theory of freedom and control. New York: Academic Press.

Brown, E., Dury, S., & Holdsworth, M. (2009). Motivations 
of consumers that use local, organic fruit and vegetable box 
schemes in Central England and Southern France. Appetite, 
53(2), 183-188.

Buttle, F. (1992). Shopping Motives Constructionist Perspec-
tive. The Service Industries Journal, 12(3), 349-367.

Culiberg, B., & Elgaaied-Gambier, L. (2016). Going green to 
fit in - understanding the impact of social norms on pro-envi-
ronmental behaviour, a cross-cultural approach. International 
Journal of Consumer Studies, 40(2), 179-185.

De Barcellos, M.D., Krystallis, A., de Melo Saab, M.S., 
Kügler, J.O., & Grunert, K.G. (2011). Investigating the gap 
between citizens’ sustainability attitudes and food purchasing 
behaviour: Empirical evidence from Brazilian pork consum-
ers. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 35(4), 391-
402.

De Ferran, F., & Grunert, K.G. (2007). French fair trade 
coffee buyers’ purchasing motives: An exploratory study us-
ing means-end chains analysis. Food Quality and Preference, 
18(2), 218-229.

De Koning, M.E.L. (1998). De aandacht van publiek, media 
en politiek voor milieuproblemen (The attention of public, 
media and politics for environmental problems). Katholieke 
Universiteit Nijmegen, Nijmegen.

Deci, E.L. (1975). Intrinsic motivation. New York [etc.]: 
Plenum Press.

Deci, E.L., & Ryan, R.M. (2000). The “what” and “why” 
of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination of 
behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268.

Deci, E.L., Ryan, R.M., & Koestner, R. (1999). A meta-an-
alytic review of experiments examining the effects of extrin-
sic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 
125(6), 627-668.

defra. (2008). A framework for pro-environmental behaviours.

Dumas, C., & Doré, F.Y. (1991). Cognitive development in 

kittens (Felis catus): an observational study of object perma-
nence and sensorimotor intelligence. Journal of comparative 
psychology, 105(4), 357-365.

Eckhardt, G.M., Belk, R., & Devinney, T.M. (2010). Why 
don’t consumers consume ethically? Journal of Consumer 
Behaviour, 9(6), 426-436.

Fetchenhauer, D., Azar, O.H., Antonides, G., Dunning, D., 
Frank, R.H., Lea, S., et al. (2012). Monozygotic twins or 
unrelated stepchildren? On the relationship between economic 
psychology and behavioral economics. Journal of Economic 
Psychology, 33(3), 695-699.

Fiedler, K., Jung, J., Wänke, M., Alexopoulos, T., & de 
Molière, L. (2015). Toward a deeper understanding of the eco-
logical origins of distance construal. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 57, 78-86.

Fischer, K.W. (1980). A theory of cognitive development: The 
control and construction of hierarchies of skills. Psychological 
Review, 87(6), 477-531.

Fotopoulos, C., Krystallis, A., & Ness, M. (2003). Wine 
produced by organic grapes in Greece: Using means - End 
chains analysis to reveal organic buyers’ purchasing motives in 
comparison to the non-buyers. Food Quality and Preference, 
14(7), 549-566.

Goodin, R.E. (1976). Possessive individualism again. Political 
Studies, 24(4), 488-501.

Granovetter, M. (2002). A theoretical agenda for economic 
psychology. In: M.F. Guillen, R. Collins, P. England & M. 
Meyer (eds.), The new economic sociology (pp. 46-80). New 
York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J.M., & Van den Bergh, B. (2010). 
Going green to be seen: Status, reputation, and conspicuous 
conservation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
98(3), 392-404.

Grunert, S.C., & Juhl, H.J. (1995). Values, environmental 
attitudes, and buying of organic foods. Journal of Economic 
Psychology, 16(1), 39-62.

Heinzle, S.L., & Wüstenhagen, R. (2012). Dynamic Adjust-
ment of Eco-labeling Schemes and Consumer Choice – the 
Revision of the EU Energy Label as a Missed Opportunity? 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(1), 60-70.

Higgs, S. (2015). Social norms and their influence on eating 
behaviours. Appetite, 86, 38-44.

Hilpert, H., Kranz, J., & Schumann, M. (2013). Leveraging 
green IS in logistics. Business & Information Systems Engi-
neering, 5(5), 315-325.

Kato, Y., Kamii, C., Ozaki, K., & Nagahiro, M. (2002). 
Young children’s representations of groups of objects: The 
relationship between abstraction and representation. Journal 
for Research in Mathematics Education, 33(1), 30-45.

Laran, J., & Janiszewski, C. (2009). Behavioral consistency 
and inconsistency in the resolution of goal conflict. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 35(6), 967-984.

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (1998). The role of feasibility and 
desirability considerations in near and distant future decisions: 
A test of temporal construal theory. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 75(1), 5-18.

Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal 
level theory and consumer behavior. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 17(2), 113-117.



APSTRACT Vol. 10. Number 2-3. 2016. pages 51-58.	 ISSN 1789-7874

Interventions to encourage sustainable consumption	 57

Lillard, A.S., & Woolley, J.D. (2015). Grounded in reality: 
How children make sense of the unreal. Cognitive Develop-
ment.

Marini, Z., & Case, R. (1994). The development of abstract 
reasoning about the physical and social world. Child Develop-
ment, 65(1), 147-159.

Mazis, M.B., Settle, R.B., & Leslie, D.C. (1973). Elimination 
of Phosphate Detergents and Psychological Reactance. Journal 
of Marketing Research, 10(4), 390-395.

McDonald, S., Oates, C.J., Alevizou, P.J., Young, C.W., 
& Hwang, K. (2012). Individual strategies for sustainable 
consumption. Journal of Marketing Management, 28(3-4), 
445-468.

McGregor, S.L. (2008). Conceptualizing immoral and unethi-
cal consumption using neutralization theory. Family and 
Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 36(3), 261-276.

Melnyk, V., Van Herpen, E., Fischer, A.R., & Van Trijp, 
H.C. (2011). To think or not to think: The effect of cognitive 
deliberation on the influence of injunctive versus descriptive 
social norms. Psychology and Marketing, 28(7), 709-729.

Melnyk, V., van Herpen, E., Fischer, A.R.H., & van Trijp, 
H.C.M. (2013). Regulatory fit effects for injunctive versus 
descriptive social norms: Evidence from the promotion of 
sustainable products. Marketing Letters, 24(2), 191-203.

Nussbaum, S., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2006). Predicting 
the near and distant future. Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy: General, 135(2), 152-161.

Onwezen, M.C., Antonides, G., & Bartels, J. (2013). The 
Norm Activation Model: An exploration of the functions of 
anticipated pride and guilt in pro-environmental behaviour. 
Journal of Economic Psychology, 39, 141-153.

Onwezen, M.C., Bartels, J., & Antonides, G. (2014). The self-
regulatory function of anticipated pride and guilt in a sustain-
able and healthy consumption context. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 44(1), 53-68.

Papaoikonomou, E., Ryan, G., & Ginieis, M. (2011). Towards 
a holistic approach of the attitude behaviour gap in ethical 
consumer behaviours: Empirical evidence from Spain. Inter-
national Advances in Economic Research, 17(1), 77-88.

Park, S.Y., & Morton, C.R. (2015). The role of regulatory 
focus, social distance, and involvement in anti-high-risk drink-
ing advertising: A construal-level theory perspective. Journal 
of Advertising(ahead of print).

Perry, L.K., Samuelson, L.K., Malloy, L.M., & Schiffer, 
R.N. (2010). Learn locally, think globally: Exemplar vari-
ability supports higher-order generalization and word learning. 
Psychological Science, 21(12), 1894-1902.

Peskin, J., & Ardino, V. (2003). Representing the mental 
world in children’s social behavior: Playing hide-and-seek and 
keeping a secret. Social Development, 12(4), 496-512.

Plant, R., Lesser, H., & Taylor-Gooby, P. (1980). Philosophy 
and social welfare: Essays on the normative basis of welfare 
provision. London, etc.: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Proulx, T. (2013). Is the sky falling? The notion of the absurd 
versus the feeling of the absurd. In: H.C.M. Van Trijp (ed.), 
Encouraging sustainable behavior: Psychology and the envi-
ronment (pp. 101-109). New York: Psychology Press.

Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory 
and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, 

and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78.

Schmeichel, B.J., & Vohs, K.D. (2009). Self-affirmation and 
self-control: Affirming core values counteracts ego depletion. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(4), 770-782.

Schösler, H., de Boer, J., & Boersema, J.J. (2014). Foster-
ing more sustainable food choices: Can Self-Determination 
Theory help? Food Quality and Preference, 35, 59-69.

Stich, A., & Wagner, T. (2012). Fooling yourself: The role of 
internal defense mechanisms in unsustainable consumption 
behavior. Advances in Consumer Research, 40, 408-416.

Stok, F.M., De Ridder, D.T.D., De Vet, E., & De Wit, J.B.F. 
(2014). Don’t tell me what i should do, but what others do: The 
influence of descriptive and injunctive peer norms on fruit 
consumption in adolescents. British Journal of Health Psychol-
ogy, 19(1), 52-64.

Sutton, M., & Wimpee, L. (2008). Towards sustainable 
seafood: the evolution of a conservation movement. In: T. 
Ward & B. Philips (eds.), Seafood Ecolabelling: Principles and 
Practice (pp. 403-415). Oford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Todorov, A., Goren, A., & Trope, Y. (2007). Probability as a 
psychological distance: Construal and preferences. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3), 473-482.

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of 
psychological distance. Psychological Review, 117(2), 440-
463.

Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal 
levels and psychological distance: Effects on representation, 
prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 17(2), 83-95.

Van Beek, J., Antonides, G., & Handgraaf, M.J.J. (2013). 
Eat now, exercise later: The relation between consideration 
of immediate and future consequences and healthy behavior. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 54(6), 785-791.

Van Dam, Y.K. (2016). Sustainable consumption and Market-
ing. PhD thesis, Wageningen University, Wageningen.

Van Dam, Y.K., & Apeldoorn, P.A.C. (1996). Sustainable 
marketing. Journal of Macromarketing, 16(2), 45-56.

Van Dam, Y.K., & De Jonge, J. (2015). The Positive Side of 
Negative Labelling. Journal of Consumer Policy, 38(1), 19-38.

Van Dam, Y.K., & Fischer, A.R.H. (2015). Buying Green 
Without Being Seen. Environment and Behavior, 47(3), 328-
356.

Van Dam, Y.K., & Van Trijp, H.C.M. (2011). Cognitive and 
motivational structure of sustainability. Journal of Economic 
Psychology, 32(5), 726-741.

Van Dam, Y.K., & Van Trijp, H.C.M. (2013). Relevant or de-
terminant: Importance in certified sustainable food consump-
tion. Food Quality and Preference, 30(2), 93-101.

Van der Linden, N. (2012). Sustainable management and 
labelling of cacao. Agro Environ 2012.

Van Kleef, E., Otten, K., & Van Trijp, H.C.M. (2012). 
Healthy snacks at the checkout counter: A lab and field study 
on the impact of shelf arrangement and assortment structure 
on consumer choices. BMC Public Health, 12(1).

Vansteenkiste, M., Soenens, B., & Vandereycken, W. (2005). 
Motivation to change in eating disorder patients: A conceptual 
clarification on the basis of self-determination theory. Interna-
tional Journal of Eating Disorders, 37(3), 207-219.



58	 Ynte K. van Dam & Hans CM van Trijp

APSTRACT Vol. 10. Number 2-3. 2016. pages 51-58.	 ISSN 1789-7874

Verain, M.C.D., Bartels, J., Dagevos, H., Sijtsema, S.J., 
Onwezen, M.C., & Antonides, G. (2012). Segments of sustain-
able food consumers: A literature review. International Jour-
nal of Consumer Studies, 36(2), 123-132.

Verain, M.C.D., Dagevos, H., & Antonides, G. (2015a). Flexi-
tarianism : a range of sustainable food styles. In: L.A. Reisch 
& J. Thogersen (eds.), Handbook of Research on Sustainable 
Consumption (pp. 209-223): Edward Elgar.

Verain, M.C.D., Dagevos, H., & Antonides, G. (2015b). 
Sustainable food consumption. Product choice or curtailment? 
Appetite, 91, 375-384.

Verain, M.C.D., Sijtsema, S.J., & Antonides, G. (2016). 
Consumer segmentation based on food-category attribute 
importance: The relation with healthiness and sustainability 
perceptions. Food Quality and Preference, 48, 99-106.

Verlegh, P.W.J., & Candel, M.J.J.M. (1999). The consumption 
of convenience foods: Reference groups and eating situations. 
Food Quality and Preference, 10(6), 457-464.

Vermeir, I., & Verbeke, W. (2006). Sustainable food con-
sumption: Exploring the consumer “attitude - Behavioral 
intention” gap. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental 
Ethics, 19(2), 169-194.

Von Helversen, B., Mata, R., & Olsson, H. (2010). Do 
children profit from looking beyond looks? From similarity-
based to cue abstraction processes in multiple-cue judgment. 
Developmental Psychology, 46(1), 220-229.

Wang, J., & Lee, A.Y. (2006). The role of regulatory focus in 
preference construction. Journal of Marketing Research, 43(1), 
28-38.

WCED. (1987). Our common future. Oxford [etc.]: Oxford 
University Press.

Zander, K., & Hamm, U. (2010). Consumer preferences for 
additional ethical attributes of organic food. Food Quality and 
Preference, 21(5), 495-503.


