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ABSTRACT

Carbon footprint information via labels has raised interest as a tool to encourage pro-environmental behavior. We propose

cognitive alternatives to the environmental status quo (Environmental cognitive alternatives; ECAs), the ability to imagine what

a sustainable relationship with nature could look like, to improve the effectiveness of carbon labels. Using a discrete choice

experiment with intervention and control groups, we investigate the effect of ECAs on low emission labeled, sustainable choices

in a grocery shopping context. German participants (IN=150) were randomly assigned to three groups, activating either
g ry pping p p y g group g

cognitive alternatives of a positive relationship with nature, or perceived environmental threat (PET), or nothing in a full

control group. In the ECAs activation group, participants chose options with lower carbon emissions compared to the other two

groups, and had stronger preferences on rating scales for these options. In the PET activation group, participants also had

stronger preferences on rating scales than the control group, but this effect was not found for the choice of options. Activating

ECAs might be a promising intervention for promoting sustainable choices, and carbon labeling could be helpful when paired

with interventions that activate ECAs.

1 | Introduction

Pro-environmental action is needed to fight climate change,
which will require both structural changes as well as long-
lasting behavior change from individuals (Sachs et al. 2019; Van
De Ven et al. 2018). Much research has been dedicated to the
study of possible interventions (e.g., Grilli and Curtis 2021) and
models, especially in relation to intergroup relations to foster
collective action (e.g., Bamberg et al. 2018; Carmona-Moya
et al. 2021; Fielding and Hornsey 2016; Fritsche et al. 2018;
Koustova 2017) to increase sustainable choices and pro-
environmental behavior. Carbon footprint labeling has been
discussed as a promising political measure to inform and

support consumers in their choices. Research supports this
assumption (Rondoni and Grasso 2021) and investigates how to
make such labels more compelling and convincing (e.g., Kuhn
et al. 2022).

Habits and status quo thinking, however, are major barriers in
the sustainability context (Huang et al. 2020; Linder et al. 2022;
Russell and Knoeri 2020). One potential way to overcome this
barrier could be to trigger the ability to imagine what a sus-
tainable relationship with nature might look like, and facilitate
the accessibility of cognitive alternatives to the environmental
status quo (Environmental cognitive alternatives; ECAs; Wright
et al. 2020). In our study, we investigated the accessibility of
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ECAs (Wright et al. 2020, 2022) in a setting that requires pro-
environmental decision-making, i.e., in the context of a grocery
shopping scenario. Food is one of the biggest contributors to
worldwide carbon emissions (Ritchie et al. 2022). It is estimated
that 21-37% of total human-made greenhouse gas emissions can
be attributed to the food system. A shift to a more sustainable
diet from the consumer's side is considered having a substantial
effect on reducing these emissions (Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change IPCC 2022).

Shopping has been shown to be a matter of habit and self-
regulation (Faber and Vohs 2011; Machin et al. 2020), so
changes in this habitual behavior may be particularly impactful
due to the potential longevity. Further, consumers are already
used to labeling (e.g., for dietary information), so that carbon
labeling might well be accepted.

Real shopping behavior is extremely difficult to measure for
larger samples, including the need to control for potential large
variances in behaviors. Although the technology to observe in-
store behaviors has created opportunities to better capture
people's behavior compared to self-report measures (Larsen
et al. 2017), it has not been applied in sustainability research.
Therefore, current research often resorts to online experimental
settings (e.g., Panzone et al. 2021). Aiming at better capturing
the trade-offs people have to make during grocery shopping, we
employed a discrete choice experiment paradigm approach
(Louviere et al. 2000) in our study.

1.1 | Cognitive Alternatives to the
Environmental Status quo

Cognitive alternatives are conceptualized as the ability to en-
vision concrete ways in which the current status quo can be
altered (Reicher and Haslam 2006). The concept is derived from
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel and Turner 1979), highlighting its
relevance especially in the context of group action. ECAs were
introduced as a subconstruct of cognitive alternatives in the
sustainability context by Wright et al. (2020, 2022), where ECAs
serve as a predictor for pro-environmental activist behavior,
building on the idea that social identity is crucial for promoting
pro-environmental behaviors and action (Fritsche et al. 2018).
The ECAs scale was developed and tested as a correlate
of environmental activist identification in a Canadian sample,
explaining variance beyond control variables such as identifi-
cation with nature, perceived (in)stability and (il)legitimacy,
and beliefs about anthropogenic climate change (Wright
et al. 2020). In a subsequent study, Wright et al. (2022) found
that access to environmental cognitive alternatives was associ-
ated with stronger politicized pro-environmentalist activist
behavior, and increased the likelihood of writing and signing a
letter to the Canadian Minister of the Environment and Climate
Change. Extensive control variables were included. Even
though ECAs were conceptualized in the context of collective
action, whereas individual grocery shopping behavior could be
considered a personal choice, we argue that individual food
choices on an aggregated level can be interpreted as a form
collective action. As presented in Section 1, the collective effect
of changes in diet can lead to substantial change in greenhouse
gas emissions, thus a shift in personal diet preferences towards

a more sustainable diet can be a form activism. In a similar
vein, veganism is considered a form of activism (Judge
et al. 2022). We therefore expect the effects of ECAs to be wider
than just political activism. Other, similar constructs employing
the usage of mental imagery (Kosslyn 1988) have previously
been employed in a similar vein for the environmental context
(for an overview see Boomsma et al. 2016). Going beyond
motivational effects as suggested by Boomsma et al. (2016), in
the concept of mental contrasting, a desired future (e.g., a
sustainable world) is contrasted with the current situation and
existing obstacles (e.g., dependency on fossil fuels) (Oettingen
et al. 2001, 2009). Combined with expectations of success,
mental contrasting has been shown to lead to high goal com-
mitment (Oettingen et al. 2009), and more sustainable con-
sumption in an experimental study (Loy et al. 2016).

Based on the notion that climate change often is seen as a
distant future threat which impedes risk perception, Lee et al.
(2020) introduced episodic future thinking as an interventive
method to foster pro-environmental behavior. This would be in
line with the construal-level theory of psychological distance
(Liberman and Trope 2008), which argues that events that are
mentally represented at concrete rather than abstract levels will
be perceived as temporally closer. Episodic future thinking
(with vivid imagery of life events under climate change impacts)
was positively related to a pro-environmental meal choice,
compared to a writing task (mere description of events) (Lee
et al. 2020). The importance of future-orientation (oneself in
the future at 60 years old vs. in the present) on sustainable
resource allocation in a fishing simulation has also been
highlighted (Engle-Friedman et al. 2022). The notion of
future orientation has also been related to ECAs in a study by
Pittaway et al. (2024), who found an association between
higher consideration of future consequences and lower con-
sideration of immediate consequences with intentions to take
conventional pro-environmental action (such as picking up a
plant-based diet or signing a campaign). Eco-anxiety and/or
ECAs were found to be mediators for this effect, thus being a
potential mechanism explaining why future thinking inter-
ventions are effective.

A recent string of literature is investigating positive, utopian,
future thoughts as an impactful driver for societal activism
(Badaan et al. 2022; Fernando et al. 2018). Envisioning a posi-
tive future of a decarbonated society in 2050 has been found to
increase both intentions for individual pro-environmental con-
sumption behaviors as well as for collective action (Bosone
et al. 2024). A study by Daysh et al. (2024) further compared
negative and positive future visions and found that both
increased collective action intentions.

ECAs combine the idea of mental imagery in a pro-
environmental context with future orientation and a focus on a
positive outcome: the cognitive alternatives represent a vision of
a more sustainable, “better” world. However, research on pro-
environmental action often concentrates on threat appeals and
negative feelings being related to motivation for behavior
change (Brosch 2021) including the creation of scales to mea-
sure perceived environmental threat (e.g., Dunlap 2003; Schmitt
et al. 2018). Here, some studies have found that environmental
threat is positively related to pro-environmental behavior and
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support of pro-environmental policies (E. W. Johnson and
Frickel 2011; Lim and Moon 2020; Lubell et al. 2007; Schmitt
et al. 2018, 2019).

News and social media often resort to threat appeals when re-
porting about the climate crisis. Pictures of the devastating
consequences of climate change-caused nature catastrophes
serve as an attention attraction and evoke emotion (Schwartz
and Loewenstein 2017). Further, practical eco-anxiety as an
emotional response to climate change threats is hypothesized to
be positively related to pro-environmental attitudes (Kurth and
Pihkala 2022). Yet, research has shown that affect-laden ads
only have short-term effects on pro-environmental intentions
and do not lead to long-lasting behavior change (Schwartz and
Loewenstein 2017). Threat appeals are commonly used in
health education with the intention to change people's behavior
for the better. Here, discussions about drawbacks follow from
protection motivation theory, which highlights the necessity of
not just showing threatening information, but at the same time
introducing coping appraisals such as calls to action on how to
prevent this (Rogers 1975; Witte and Allen 2000). Threat
appeals could trigger the development of feelings of helpless-
ness and therefore paralyzing, or even desensitization when
used regularly, as research on social media in the context of, for
example, COVID 19 and school shootings has shown (Li
et al. 2017; Stevens et al. 2021).

Therefore, positive emotions should not be overlooked as
important antecedents and consequences of pro-environmental
behavior (Schneider et al. 2021). Positive appeals could foster
motivation to sustain such behaviors long-lastingly, whereas
threat appeals could lose their power over time by giving way to
moral licensing or returning to old habits (Buttlar et al. 2017;
Leviston and Uren 2020; Truelove et al. 2014). Thus, the posi-
tive focus within the ECAs scale could be one of the central
attributes that drive the cognitive processes behind the scale. It
remains to be seen whether ECAs will affect decision-making
across various contexts and behaviors and replications, and
which mechanisms could best explain such effects. While in our
study, we are not testing long-term effects, we still aim to
contribute a piece of evidence to the superior effect of ECAs
compared to perceived environmental threat as a motivator for
pro-environmental behavior, and we analyze both scale ratings
as well as choices to better capture differences.

1.2 | Choice Modeling in Pro-Environmental
Behavior Research

Choice modeling builds on the theory of revealed preference
(Samuelson 1938), which assumes that consumers' prefer-
ences can be deduced from their purchasing behavior. Choice
models simulate purchasing decisions by confronting
participants with multiple successive choice scenarios
(Cohen 1997) with multiple options, each varying in the
levels presented. Regression analysis then makes it possible
to infer which attributes were most decisive for decision-
making (R. M. Johnson and Orme 1996).

For this study, we chose a discrete choice experiment (DCE), a
subset of choice modeling where participants must choose one

out of two given options as an indicator of their preference. This
approach has become increasingly popular in research on
consumption choices over the last 20 years (Lizin et al. 2022).
DCEs have been claimed to well mimic the choices people face
in real-world stores, as food products vary on attribute levels,
and consumers must make trade-offs between them for a final
choice (Lizin et al. 2022). Moreover, there is evidence that
sustainability information is effective in such scenarios: in a
DCE grocery shopping scenario, sustainability information was
found to be equally important for choices as price, indicating
that providing information would be beneficial to help people
make more sustainable decisions (Stockigt et al. 2018). Simi-
larly, a DCE using a restaurant meal scenario found that con-
sumers make more pro-environmental choices based on
sustainability information provided (Contini et al. 2017). We
therefore judged it well-suited as a paradigm for testing
potential effects of ECAs. In addition to the DCE, we added
rating scales of preference for each option. Previous research
found mixed results on the congruence of these two measures,
with some studies showing differences (Wijnen et al. 2015)
whereas others showed a high agreement (Bridges et al. 2012;
Gronau et al. 2022). Rating scales are assumed to give further
insights into attribute preferences; therefore, we aimed to
strengthen our study design by conducting both measures
(Gronau et al. 2022; Wijnen et al. 2015).

1.3 | Study Aims and Hypotheses

Our experiment consisted of a one-factorial design with three
levels: we compared how our dependent variables, choice of
grocery options (binary) and preference rating of grocery
options (Likert scale), were affected by ECAs activation (via
ECAs scale (Wright et al. 2020)), compared to two controls: one,
the activation of environmental threat (via Perceived Environ-
mental Threat (PET) scale (Schmitt et al. 2019)), and the other,
control without any intervention. Questionnaire design, for
example, answering prior questions (scales), can make a
concept more salient, which increases the influence of that
concept on other cognitive processes (Bless and Schwarz 2010;
Strack 1992).

The two controls serve the following purpose: the full control
aims to test the potential effect of ECAs over no intervention,
while the PET activation aims to control for such differences
being the result of mere activation of pro-environmental
awareness, and in the case of a significant difference, allows
for a discussion on the effect of emotional valence.

Figure 1 shows the study design. (Figure 1) In Figure 2 we show
an example stimulus material of a trial from the choice model
task. (Figure 2) In Table 1, we present the levels and attributes
of the DCE, which we will describe in further detail in the
method section. (Table 1).

The following hypotheses were defined for the choice model
analysis:

H1. Options with lower carbon emission values will be chosen
more often by participants in the ECAs group, compared to the
other two groups.
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Response
Variables

ECAs scale
.| E N=50 .
: g '
Participants 3 PET scale Choice model | | ECAs scale
N =150 ﬁ N =50 *| (discrete choice (in all
. ‘E _ + preference groups)
c 2 No intervention v rating) Other scales
N =50

FIGURE 1 | Study design and survey order.

Option 1 Option 2
Nudeln Spaghetti aus roten Linsen, ohne Ei | Spaghetti, Weizen, mit Ei
Fleisch(ersatz) | Sojagranulat Sojagranulat

TomatensoRe Tomaten, passiert, Tetrapak Tomaten, passiert, Glas
Kédse(ersatz) Mozzarella Mozzarella

Obst Weintrauben, Deutschland Ananas, Costa Rica
co2 32529 560 g

Preis 6,85 € 4,60 €

FIGURE 2 | Example of a choice model trial. Note: Table as pre-
sented in the study in German. Participants were presented with two
options per trial. The values for the attributes are randomly pulled from
Table 1.

H2. Options with lower carbon emission values will be rated
more highly on preference by participants in the ECAs group,
compared to the other two groups.

H3. The attribute carbon emissions per shopping will be of
higher importance (higher importance weight) for choices of
participants in the ECAs group, compared to the other two
groups.

Exploratively, we investigated whether after the choice model
task, participants in the ECAs condition would subjectively rate
their own choices in the grocery choice model as more sus-
tainable compared to the other two groups, whether their true
carbon emission scores would match this perception, and
whether other predictors such as willingness to show pro-
environmental behavior, the ECAs score and past activist
behavior might also play a role.

2 | Methods
2.1 | Procedure

Data was collected using an online survey (median time
Median =9 min 16s) via SosciSurvey between 11/24/2022 and
12/02/2022. We recruited our sample on Prolific, a commonly
used online panel, making it a convenience sample. Participants
received a financial reward of £1.50. We strove to achieve an age
and gender distribution close to German internet usage popu-
lation (Destatis 2023). Participants had to be fluent German
speakers and above 18 years old. We excluded participants who
did not complete the survey, and who failed any of two atten-
tion checks (n = 1; see Appendix A for a detailed description of
attention checks).

Participants were informed about the study topic (shopping and
sustainability), the investigators, duration of participation,
compensation after completion, and their data protection rights
After giving consent to participation in the study, participants
were randomly assigned to the three experimental groups. For
this, we used the random generator question type in Sosci-
Survey, which lets each participant draw a number when
starting the questionnaire, in a hidden way. As the intervention,
the position of the ECAs scale was manipulated. In the ECAs
intervention group, the ECAs scale was measured both before
and after the choice model task. In the control group, the ECAs
scale was only conducted after the choice model task and all
other items. In the Threat group, the ECAs scale was measured
after the choice model task and all other items, but the PET
scale was placed before the choice model task (see Figure 1).

We asked participants to imagine that they plan to have dinner
with one friend, and want to serve Spaghetti Bolognese for the
main course, and fruit for dessert. The task was to grocery shop
for this two-person meal, with different choice sets representing
different supermarket options. The task consisted of 10 trials
with two product sets presented in each, so each participant saw
20 different stimuli in total, in line with Johnson and Orme
(1996). All sets were randomly chosen from all possible attri-
bute combinations. In each of the trials, participants had to
choose the option they would rather buy, and rate their will-
ingness to buy both options on a 7-point Likert scale. Sets varied
on seven attributes, which were always presented in the same
order (see Table 1). After completion of the choice model task,
participants rated how sustainable their ten shopping choices
were on a 7-point Likert scale to control for the subjective
impression. Then the ECAs and PET scales followed, if not
measured before. Only in the ECAs group, ECAs were mea-
sured both before and after the choice model task to control for
test-retest reliability and whether the task influenced the ECAs
value. Also, sociodemographic data including socioeconomic
status and political orientation were collected.

2.2 | Scales

Items of all scales can be found in detail in Appendix A.
Translations into German were back translated to English to
check for possible discrepancies, and reviewed by a coauthor.
Our main independent variable was the presence/absence of
ECAS/PET before the dependent variable. We also included
control variables in line with the preceding research by Wright
et al. (2020, 2022).

2.2.1 | Environmental Cognitive Alternatives

We measured how easily ECAs can be imagined with the
10-item ECAs scale introduced by Wright et al. (2020). We
reduced the introductory text and emphasized imagining a
sustainable relationship between humans and nature. Items
were translated and rephrased in a way to reflect the original
meaning best in German and were measured on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from “(I) can imagine with much difficulty” to
“can imagine easily”, for example, “the idea of a world in which
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TABLE 1 | Overview of attributes and levels of the choice model task.

Attribute Level 1

Level 2

Level 3 Level 4

Pasta Spaghetti, whole
grain, without egg

Meat (replacement) Red lentils

Tomato sauce Strained tomatoes,

Spaghetti, red lentil,
without egg

Granulated soy

Strained tomatoes, can

Spaghetti, wheat,
with egg

Ground beef

Spaghetti, wheat
without egg

Vegetables (eggplant,
zucchini, carrots)

Strained tomatoes, glass

Tetrapak
Cheese (replacement) Yeast fakes Vegan cheese Mozzarella Parmesan
Fruit Apple, Germany Grapes, Germany Mango, Brazil Pineapple,
Costa Rica
CO, 560 g 1906 g 3252g 4598 g
Price 2.35€ 4.60 € 6.85€ 9.10€

Note: Attributes were displayed in the presented order and levels were assigned randomly in each trial (considering the restriction for meat, for further information see

below). The sustainability of levels decreases from left to the right side.

fossil fuels are no longer used”. Scale reliability was Cronbach's
Alpha a=0.84 and a=0.86 for the ECAs scale pre-conjoint-
task measurement in the ECAs group, respectively.

2.2.2 | Perceived Environmental Threat

PET was measured using a 4-item scale by Schmitt et al. (2019),
for example, “Life as we know it is directly threatened by the
destruction of the environment”. Agreement with the state-
ments given in the items was measured on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from “not at all” to “very much”. Scale reliability was
Cronbach's alpha a = 0.82.

2.2.3 | Past Pro-Environmental Activism

We used two items on activism from the Willingness to Engage
in Activist Behavior measure by Schmitt et al. (2019) reverted to
past tense. Frequency was measured on a 7-point Likert scale
(“very seldom” to “very often”). Scale reliability was Cronbach's
Alpha o a =0.75.

2.24 | Imagination

To control for general imaginative propensity within the sam-
ple, we used two items from the IPIP NEO-PI O:1 (NEO Key
facets/domains, 2022; Maples et al. 2014). Agreement with the
statements given in the items was measured on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from “not at all” to “very much”. Scale reliability
was Cronbach's Alpha a = 0.68.

2.2.5 | Sociodemographic Data and Diet

Sociodemographic data like age and gender as well as educa-
tion, employment status, and average net income of the
household to control for socioeconomic status and political
orientation (10-point left-right scale) were measured. Finally,
participants were asked about their typical diet to control for
vegans and vegetarians within the sample.

2.2.6 | Willingness to Engage in Future Pro-
Environmental Behavior

PEB was measured with five items on willingness to perform
pro-environmental consumption choices, for example, “Pre-
ferring to buy locally produced food than food from far away”,
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “very unwilling” to “very
willing”, using a adapted version of the scale by Schmitt et al.
(2019). Scale reliability was Cronbach's Alpha a =0.74.

2.2.7 | Subjective Judgment of Sustainable Choices

After the discrete choice experiment, participants were asked to
rate how sustainable they judged their previously conducted 10
shopping choices were, on a scale from 1 = “not at all” to
7 = “very much”.

2.3 | Choice Model

The discrete choice task was created using the Conjoint Survey
Design Tool (Conjoint SDT) by Strezhnev et al. (2022). Lists of
carbon emissions of products make it possible to calculate the
total carbon emissions or ecological footprint of a purchase
(GoClimate 2021; Reinhardt et al. 2020; Tagesspiegel 2022).
Based on these, we chose a range of products with higher and
lower carbon emissions out of which variations of the meal
Spaghetti Bolognese and fruit for dessert can be created - five
attributes with three to four levels were defined (See Table 1).
‘We measured our attribute of most interest, carbon emissions
per purchase, with four levels of varying carbon emissions

(g) per shopping.

To determine the quantity of product needed for each portion,
common recipes were used and adapted to two portions. For the
attribute CO,, the lowest and highest possible combinations in
carbon emissions per two portions were computed based on the
product lists reported above to create a range. According to that
range, the four levels were chosen at periodic intervals. Prices of
products were taken from an average German middle-class
supermarket brand (Rewe). Again, a range from lowest to
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highest possible price per two portions was computed and used
to create a range of four levels. This means, that carbon emis-
sions and prices were based on a real range, but the levels were
presented randomly and not according to the actual carbon
emissions or price of the respective product. An overview of all
products, including carbon emissions and prices can be found
in Table B1 in Appendix B.

Combinations of levels were fully randomized, with the only
restriction for “Ground beef”, so that this level was only shown
in combination with the highest carbon emission level (4598 g),
reflecting the fact that the needed amount of ground beef in this
scenario would equal 3400 g of carbon emissions, which is 15
times higher than the second highest product on the list, and for
which we expected participants could better estimate environ-
mental impact. In each of the 10 trials, participants were first
asked to choose an option (choice) and then to rate how likely
they were to buy each option on a scale from 1 = “wouldn't buy
at all” to 7 = “would absolutely buy” (preference).

2.4 | Participants

For determining the minimum sample size needed, we followed
the rule of thumb-formula by Johnson and Orme (1996).
We further were restricted by costs, leading to a sample of
N =150. The sample had a mean age of M =36.4 (SD =11.39,
Median = 35, range 19-65), and gender was evenly distributed
with 76 men, 73 women, and one nonbinary participant; gender
will be reported dummy coded (female, not female). Most of the
sample was highly educated, 60% reported finishing a higher
education degree, 27% completed high school and 13% finished
at least middle school or an apprenticeship. Participants were
approximately normally distributed across the political left-right
spectrum, with a tendency towards left, liberal views (M = 4.01,
SD = 1.54). 74% of participants reported an omnivore diet, 15%
vegetarian, 11% vegan, slightly higher than trends in the
German (internet) population (10% vegetarian, 2% vegan
(Veganivore 2022).

Each group contained 50 participants. We did not find any
significant issues with randomization when checking the dis-
tribution for political orientation (p=0.65), diet (p=0.71),
imagination ability (p =0.24), or past activism (p = 0.92).

2.5 | Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were computed with R (R et al. 2022),
with packages Cjoint (Hainmueller et al. 2014; Strezhnev
et al. 2022), Cregg (Leeper and Barnfield 2020), Radiant
(Nijs 2019) and Ime4 (Bates et al. 2015). We calculated
descriptive statistics, correlations, and linear mixed effects
models (Imer). Mixed models were used to predict shopping list
choice and preference rating from the interaction of interven-
tion group (we used Helmert contrasts (Control vs Threat, and
ECAs vs Control/Threat) with option features (CO2, price,
meat, cheese, pasta, sauce, dessert). Additionally, we controlled
for gender, age, time spent on intervention, and we modeled the
multiple trials with a random intercept per participant. All DCE

predictors were coded as ordered factors (higher = better, i.e.
more sustainable). In the results section, in line with our
hypotheses, we will focus on CO, emission levels, but full
model outputs are in Appendix C (Models C1a-C2b). Following
our hypotheses, we start with the model for the choice and
continue with the model for the preference rating. We also
present plots of marginal means (MMs) as additional subgroup
analysis (Hainmueller et al. 2014). As baseline levels we defined
the levels with the highest real carbon emissions in each attri-
bute (Spaghetti, wheat, with egg; Ground beef; Strained toma-
toes, glass; Parmesan; Pineapple, Costa Rica) as well as the
highest carbon level for CO, (4598 g) and the highest price level
(9.10€) for price. We also report importance weights for the
discrete choices (Nijs 2019).

The methods of analysis were determined before and during
data collection, but not pre-registered. Additional analyses are
indicated as explorative.

3 | Results
3.1 | Choice Model Experiment

Summary statistics and a correlation matrix of all numerical
variables are reported in Tables C2-C6 in Appendix C. For H1, in
line with our hypothesis, we found that the more sustainable
options were chosen more often by participants in the ECAs
group, compared to those in Control and Threat groups (5 =0.18,
Odds Ratio (OR) = 1.20, CI95 1.07-1.35, p = 0.002), while we could
not find a significant difference between the latter two (8=0.05,
OR =1.05, CI95 0.86-1.29, p =0.622.). Figure 3 (left) showcases
the marginal effects of emissions on choice. (Figure 3)

As can be seen in Figure 4, comparing Control with ECAs, this
pattern can be observed on the marginal means, as we found
lower emission values chosen significantly more often (with
values above 0.5 indicating features that increase profile fa-
vorability). (Figure 4)

Exploratively, we found meat alternatives (Granulated Soy, Red
Lentils, Vegetables) being preferable (8= 0.36, OR =1.01, CI95
1.05-1.96, p = 0.024) only in the Threat condition.

We also observed an expected linear relationship of price with
preference across all three groups, and overall, lower prefer-
ences for exotic fruit. This is in line with main effects found in
the regression, with a preference overall for cheaper options
(8 =1.22, OR =3.39, CI95 2.89-3.97, p < 0.001) and for German-
sourced fruit (8=0.37, OR =1.45, CI95 1.24-1.69, p < 0.001).
Full model output and an unadjusted model can be found in
Appendix C (Models Cla and C2a).

For H2, in line with our hypothesis, we found that more sus-
tainable options with lower carbon emission values were rated
more highly by participants in the ECAS group, compared to
those in Control and Threat groups (5= 0.16, CI95 0.02-0.31,
p =0.025). However, for the preference rating, we did find a
significant difference between the latter two (8=0.14, CI95
0.05-0.22, p=0.001) (Figure 3, right). Figure 5 shows the
marginal effect of emission on preference rating. Here, the
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Spaghetti, wheat, without egg 1
Spaghetti, wheat with egg
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Red lentils

Granulated soy

Vegetables (eggplant, zucchini, carrots) q
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Strained tomatoes, Tetrapak -
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(FTdessert) |
Apple, Germany
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Pineapple, Costa Rica
(FTco2)

560 g1
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4598 g
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2,35€

4,60 €1
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9,10 €1

w
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FIGURE 5 | Marginal means for the preference ratings.

TABLE 2 | Importance Weights for choice.

ECAs Threat Control

Attribute w w mw

FTprice 0.334 0.357 0.369
FTco2 0.272 0.121 0.080
FTdessert 0.147 0.169 0.077
FTcheese 0.068 0.111 0.145
FTpasta 0.065 0.066 0.103
FTsauce 0.060 0.037 0.065
FTmeat 0.054 0.139 0.160

marginal means relate to the mean of the ratings in the groups,
with higher values indicating higher preference. (Figure 5)

Exploratively, we found a preference for more sustainable
cheese alternatives for participants in the ECAs group (8 = 0.08,
CI95 0.01-0.16, p = 0.036).

Again, the expected linear relationship of higher preference
with lower price could be observed (8 =0.85, CI95 0.74-0.96,
p<0.001), as well as a preference for Germany-sourced fruit
(8=0.19, C95 0.07-0.30, p =0.001) and a generally low prefer-
ence for cheese replacements (8 = —0.26, CI95 —0.37 to —0.15,

P <0.001). Full model output and an unadjusted model can be
found in Appendix C (Models C1b and C2b).

In line with H3, the attribute carbon emissions per shopping
was found to be of higher importance for participants in the
ECAs group (ranked second after price), compared to the other
two groups (ranked fourth), see Table 2 (see Table Cl in
Appendix C for importance weights for rating). (Table 2).

3.2 | Subjective Self-Assessment

In our explorative analysis, we did not find significant differences
in subjective self-assessment of the sustainability of one's shopping
choices as a result of our intervention (p = 0.22), nor for the Threat
group compared to Control (p =0.76). We also did not find an
effect of our intervention when controlling for the total carbon
emission value of participants’ 10 choices—nor for this carbon
emission value itself (p=0.30). We did find past activism
(p < 0.001), pro-environmental behavior intention (p < 0.0001) and
ECAs score (p < 0.001) to be significant predictors.

4 | Discussion

We carried out an experiment that used a discrete choice model
to test the effect of activating environmental cognitive
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alternatives on sustainable choices in a grocery shopping con-
text. We compared its effectiveness against the effectiveness of
activation of perceived environmental threat, and against a
control group. This was achieved by varying the order in which
the scales measuring the related constructs were presented. Our
hypotheses could be partly confirmed: when it came to choos-
ing grocery shopping options, the ECAs intervention, with a
small effect size, led participants to make more sustainable
choices, compared to the other groups, between which we
found no significant difference. This was also supported by the
importance weights, as carbon emissions were shown to hold
more weight for participants with ECAs activation. In the case
of preference ratings, both ECAs and Threat groups rated
products with lower carbon emissions as more attractive to
purchase compared to the control group.

We also investigated correlational relationships between ECAS
scores (with higher ECAs scores reflecting a more successful
activation of cognitive alternatives) - we found, as reported by
Wright et al. (2022) a correlation between ECAs and PEB,
though of smaller size. While we found a positive correlation
with imagination ability, we did not, as theorized by Wright
et al. (2022), find a correlation with activist behavior.

Finally, while subjectively judged sustainability of one's choices
was not impacted by our intervention, higher scores on ECAs, past
activism and PEB were related to higher subjective judgment.
Contrary to expectation, the actual emission sum of participants’
choices did not predict their subjective judgment here, which
might speak for self-assessments being a stronger factor in sub-
jective judgments of own's own sustainable behavior, rather than
the actual chosen products’ carbon emissions.

4.1 | Theoretical Implications

Our findings suggest that inducing cognitive alternatives of a
better relationship between humans and nature can lead to
individuals making more sustainable grocery shopping choices,
at least in a DCE setting. As the discrete choices should by
definition better capture deciding trade-offs than preference
ratings, it might be possible that an activation of sustainable
cognitive alternatives might actually lead to more sustainable
choices, while an activation of threat might merely lead to a
more positive appraisal of sustainable products.

A few potential explanations for our findings present themselves:

The ECAs entails visionary elements in form of the cognitive
alternatives and positive valence, which could serve as self or
value affirmation and therefore buffer negative backlashes from
confronting people with the climate crisis (Buttlar et al. 2017;
Leviston and Uren 2020). These assumptions would align with
self-regulation theories and would need further testing in future
research, e.g., by relating the construct to mental contrasting
(Oettingen et al. 2001, 2009). PET as a confrontation with the
climate crisis could not just activate motivation to act more
sustainably, but also trigger obstructive defensive thoughts due
to the implied personal limitation of freedom, known as reac-
tance (Chan and Lin 2022; Steindl et al. 2015). This could
account at least for people who have low efficacy beliefs to act

upon the threat or question the necessity to react to climate
change (Chinn and Hart 2023; Peters et al. 2018; Scharks 2016).
Yet, these assumptions of threat risks have scarcely been tested
in the sustainability context (Scharks 2016). Recent research by
Palosaari et al. (2023) and Shrum (2021) put into question the
relevance of threat appeals in comparison to just activating
climate change salience. There might be no further benefit of
using threat appeals in a sustainability context, but rather
potential risks like paralyzing, desensitization and potentially
even backlashing effects such as moral licensing. as discussed
above (Buttlar et al. 2017; Li et al. 2017; Stevens et al. 2021;
Truelove et al. 2014). All of these unwanted reactions could be
avoided with ECAs, which elicit positive emotions, a potentially
powerful tool in sustainable behavior change (Schneider
et al. 2021).

Further, ECAs could have more positive effects than PET,
especially in relation to choice, in contrast to ratings, as our
findings suggest. In choice situations, participants are forced to
make decisions that crystalize behavioral intentions more
clearly, capturing trade-offs better than preference ratings
(Wijnen et al. 2015). Our findings might support the findings
from Schwartz and Loewenstein (2017) in that negative affect
(in this case caused by the threat intervention) had superficial
effects on pro-environmental intentions captured by the ratings,
but did not show substantial attitude or behavioral change.

We only found past activism, pro-environmental behavior
intention and ECAs score to be significant predictors of the
subjective sustainability assessment, which could mean self-
assessments are a stronger factor in subjective judgments of
one's own sustainable behavior, rather than the objectively
chosen products. This would be in line with the often-proposed
methodological limits of subjective self-assessments to portray
actual behavior, leading to the intention-behavior gap (Hanss
et al. 2016). Further, it implies that ECAs could affect such a
subjective self-perception - future research should clarify this
relationship, as according to self-perception theory (Bem 1972),
our subjective self-perception is an important influence on our
identity, which in turn is crucial for establishing lasting pro-
environmental behavior (Fritsche et al. 2018; Gatersleben
et al. 2014; Udall et al. 2021).

4.2 | Practical Implications

Our findings support previous evidence by Stockigt et al. (2018)
and Contini et al. (2017) that participants use sustainability
information when given. Food labels are reported to have a
modest positive effect on food choices in the sustainability
context (Abrahamse 2020). Our study shows that combining
CO, labeling with ECAs activation could be a potential mech-
anism to foster pro-environmental choices in the supermarket.
In line with prior research on positive messaging on labels
(Elofsson et al. 2016; Vanclay et al. 2011) and eco-labelling
(De-loyde et al. 2022) it is possible that consumers would ben-
efit from emission information on how to shop more sustain-
ably combined with the hopeful message that a more
sustainable relationship with our environment is feasible. The
provision of eco labels could lead to a virtuous cycle, by
increasing motivation to act sustainably and thus, increasing
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sustainable choices, which in turn could increase beliefs in a
future of environmental alternatives.

4.3 | Limitations and Implications for Future
Research

Firstly, our sample is a convenience sample collected on Pro-
lific. Even though Prolific has a self-selection bias for study
participation, it offers a minimum wage payment according to
the participants’ country, making it a more ethical choice. Our
sample was not entirely representative of the German
population—our participants were more highly educated, with
ECAs (M =4.05, SD =1.04) and PET (M =6, SD = 1.08) scores
overall relatively high, indicating prevalent environmental
concerns. Future research in this direction could also take into
consideration collecting participants from socially dis-
advantaged groups and testing how ECAs might affect in-
dividuals without strong environmental concerns (Grandin
et al. 2022; Unsworth and McNeill 2017). Further, we con-
ducted the study online. Previous studies have indicated that
findings of online studies might not translate to naturalistic,
real-life settings (Clarke et al. 2021). Therefore, a replication of
our findings in the field would be needed.

Secondly, due to the very early stage in the theoretical devel-
opment of the ECAs concept, we decided to use the simplest
intervention to activate the constructs, using the scales (ECAs
and PET). Inspired by previous research on order effects of
surveys on for example policy satisfaction and political identi-
fication (Van De Walle and Van Ryzin 2011; Weiner 2015) this
conservative approach would avoid additional confounds due to
for example differing wordings. For usage in real-life applica-
tions, it would require reworking to a small task or short
message on a label. Previously, Wright et al. (2022) suggested
using imagery about the Sustainable City in Dubai to activate
ECAs. Similar urban community projects exist in other cities as
well (e.g., Bahnstadt in Heidelberg, Jernbanebyen in Copen-
hagen, and Singapore to name a few) and could be used as
material to test whether access to ECAs can be manipulated by
showcasing examples close to home. In line with our findings,
ECAs seem to be more than just an activation of environmental
awareness and offer new promising opportunities for inter-
ventions on pro-environmental behavior promotion.

Finally, while our analysis only contends with instantaneous
decision-making shortly after the intervention, the longer-term
impact should be investigated, for example, with repeated
reminders. In contrast to threat appeals, the positive valence
entailed in the ECAs scale might help with fostering the lon-
gevity of effects (Schneider et al. 2021; Schwartz and
Loewenstein 2017).

5 | Conclusion

We present first evidence from a discrete choice model of the
effectiveness of ECAs in relation to carbon labeling for promoting
more sustainable grocery shopping choices when comparing its
effectiveness to perceived environmental threat activation and a
control group. There is reason to believe that ECAs are more than

activated environmental awareness, potentially due to the positive
emotional valence and provision of cognitive alternatives. Future
studies need to further clarify the processes behind ECAs, yet this
study shows it has the potential for successful interventions to
foster pro-environmental behavior.

Author Contributions

Theresa Lang: conceptualization, methodology, software, formal
analysis, investigation, resources, data curation, writing — original draft
preparation and editing, visualization, project adminstration, funding
acquisition. Roberto Ulloa: software, formal analysis, visualization,
writing - review. Florian Kutzner: writing - review, funding acqui-
sition. Michaela Winke: writing - review, supervision. Celina
Kacperski: conzeptualization, methodology, formal analysis, data
curation, writing-review and editing, visualization, supervision, fund-
ing acquisition.

Acknowledgments

The data collection of this study was carried out in the context of a
Master thesis at the University of Mannheim, and was financially
supported by a small grant from Seeburg Castle University.

Ethics Statement

All participants were above 18 and gave written, informed consent to
participate in the study. Information about consent and data protection
was downloadable as a pdf file and consent was indicated via an item in
the survey, which led to direct exclusion if not consented to.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

Data and statistical analysis scripts are available at https://doi.org/10.
17605/0OSF.I0/QWFGS8.

References

Abrahamse, W. 2020. “How to Effectively Encourage Sustainable
Food Choices: A Mini-Review of Available Evidence.” Frontiers in
Psychology 11: 1. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.
2020.589674.

Badaan, V., C. Akil, Y. Zebian, and J. T. Jost. 2022. “Envisioning
Change: An Empirical Test of the Social Psychological Model of Uto-
pian Thinking and Collective Action.” Journal of Social Psychology
Research 1: 77-96. https://doi.org/10.37256/jspr.1120221140.

Bamberg, S., J. Rees, and M. Schulte. 2018. “Environmental Protection
Through Societal Change.” In Psychology and Climate Change 1:
185-213. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813130-5.00008-4.

Bates, D., M. Michler, B. Bolker, and S. Walker. 2015. “Fitting Linear
Mixed-Effects Models Using Lme4.” Journal of Statistical Software 67:
1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01.

Bem, D. J. 1972. “Self-Perception TheoryllDevelopment of Self-
perception Theory Was Supported Primarily by a Grant From the
National Science Foundation (GS 1452) Awarded to the Author During
his Tenure at Carnegie-Mellon University.” In Advances in Experi-
mental Social Psychology, edited by L. Berkowitz, 6, 1-62. Academic
Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60024-6.

Bless, H., and N. Schwarz. 2010. “Chapter 6 - Mental Construal and the
Emergence of Assimilation and Contrast Effects: The Inclusion/Exclusion
Model.” In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 42, 319-373.
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42006-7.

10 of 13

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 2025

85UBD 17 SUOWILLID BAFER1D 3|qedtjdde ay) Aq pausenob ae saoie WO ‘88N JO s3I 1oy Afeiq i 8UIUO A8|IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUB-SWSIALOD A8 | 1M AReIq) 1 BU1|UO//SARY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWie L 8L} 385 *[G202/70/ST] Uo Ariqi auljuo A11m SpuloljqiasriseAun Aq L60€T dsel/TTTT 0T/I0p/wod" As|1m Azelqijeul|uoy//sdiy Wwoiy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘9T8TESST


https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/QWFG8
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/QWFG8
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.589674
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.589674
https://doi.org/10.37256/jspr.1120221140
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813130-5.00008-4
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60024-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42006-7

Boomsma, C., S. Pahl, and J. Andrade. 2016. “Imagining Change: An
Integrative Approach Toward Explaining the Motivational Role of Mental
Imagery in Pro-Environmental Behavior.” Frontiers in Psychology 7: 1780.
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01780.

Bosone, L., S. Thiriot, M. Chevrier, A. Rocci, and F. Zenasni. 2024.
“Visioning Sustainable Futures: Exposure to Positive Visions Increases
Individual and Collective Intention to Act for a Decarbonated World.”
Global Environmental Psychology 2: 1-28. https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.
11105.

Bridges, J. F. P., A. T. Lataille, C. Buttorff, S. White, and J. K. Niparko.
2012. “Consumer Preferences for Hearing Aid Attributes: A Compari-
son of Rating and Conjoint Analysis Methods.” Trends in Amplification
16, no. 1: 40-48. https://doi.org/10.1177/1084713811434617.

Brosch, T. 2021. “Affect and Emotions as Drivers of Climate Change
Perception and Action: A Review.” Current Opinion in Behavioral
Sciences 42: 15-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.02.001.

Buttlar, B., M. Latz, and E. Walther. 2017. “Breaking Bad: Existential
Threat Decreases Pro-Environmental Behavior.” Basic and Applied
Social Psychology 39, no. 3: 153-166. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.
2017.1296360.

Carmona-Moya, B., A. Calvo-Salguero, and M.-C. Aguilar-Luzén. 2021.
“Eimeca: A Proposal for a Model of Environmental Collective Action.”
Sustainability 13, no. 11: 5935. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13115935.

Chan, E. Y., and J. Lin. 2022. “Political Ideology and Psychological
Reactance: How Serious Should Climate Change be?” Climatic Change
172, no. 1: 17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-022-03372-5.

Chinn, S., and P. S. Hart. 2023. “Climate Change Consensus Messages
Cause Reactance.” Environmental Communication 17, no. 1: 51-59.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1910530.

Clarke, N., E. Pechey, D. Kosite, et al. 2021. “Impact of Health Warning
Labels on Selection and Consumption of Food and Alcohol Products:
Systematic Review With Meta-Analysis.” Health Psychology Review 15,
no. 3: 430-453. https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2020.1780147.

Cohen, S. H. 1997. “Perfect Union: Cbca Marries the Best of Conjoint
and Discrete Choice Models.” Marketing Research: A Magazine of
Management and Applications 9, no. 1: 12-17.

Contini, C., C. Romano, F. Boncinelli, G. Scozzafava, and L. Casini.
2017. “Does ‘Local’ Matter in Restaurant Choice? Results of a Discrete
Choice Experiment Targeting German and Italian Consumers.”
Agricultural and Food Economics 5, no. 1: 21. https://doi.org/10.1186/
$40100-017-0092-y.

Daysh, S., E. F. Thomas, M. Lizzio-Wilson, L. Bird, and M. Wenzel.
2024. “The Future Will be Green, or Not At All”: How Positive
(Utopian) and Negative (Dystopian) Thoughts About the Future Shape
Collective Climate Action.” Global Environmental Psychology 2: 1-28.
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.11153.

De-loyde, K., M. A. Pilling, A. Thornton, G. Spencer, and O. M. Maynard.
2022. “Promoting Sustainable Diets Using Eco-Labelling and Social Nud-
ges: A Randomised Online Experiment.” Behavioural Public Policy 1: 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2022.27.

Destatis. (2023). Federal Statistical Office. https://www.destatis.de/EN/
Themes/Society-Environment/Income-Consumption-Living-
Conditions/Use-Information-Technologies/Tables/use-internet-sex-age-
mz-ikt.html.

Dunlap, R. E. (2003). Measuring Endorsement of the New Ecological
Paradigm: A Revised NEP Scale.

Elofsson, K., N. Bengtsson, E. Matsdotter, and J. Arntyr. 2016. “The
Impact of Climate Information on Milk Demand: Evidence From a
Field Experiment.” Food Policy 58: 14-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
foodpol.2015.11.002.

Engle-Friedman, M., J. Tipaldo, N. Piskorski, S. G. Young, and C. Rong.
2022. “Enhancing Environmental Resource Sustainability by Imagining

Oneself in the Future.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 79: 101746.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101746.

Faber, R. J., and K. D. Vohs. 2011. “Self-Regulation and Spending:
Evidence From impulsive and Compulsive Buying.” In Handbook of
Self-Regulation: Research, Theory, and Applications (2nd ed, 537-550.
The Guilford Press.

Fernando, J. W., N. Burden, A. Ferguson, L. V. O'Brien, M. Judge, and
Y. Kashima. 2018. “Functions of Utopia: How Utopian Thinking
Motivates Societal Engagement.” Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin 44: 779-792. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217748604.

Fielding, K. S., and M. J. Hornsey. 2016. “A Social Identity Analysis of
Climate Change and Environmental Attitudes and Behaviors: Insights
and Opportunities.” Frontiers in Psychology 7: 121. https://www.
frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00121.

Fritsche, I., M. Barth, P. Jugert, T. Masson, and G. Reese. 2018.
“A Social Identity Model of Pro-Environmental Action (Simpea).”
Psychological Review 125, no. 2: 245-269. https://doi.org/10.1037/
rev0000090.

Gatersleben, B., N. Murtagh, and W. Abrahamse. 2014. “Values, Iden-
tity and Pro-Environmental Behaviour.” Contemporary Social Science 9,
no. 4: 374-392. https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2012.682086.

GoClimate. (2021, August 27). https://www.goclimate.de/co2-rechner/
co2-rechner-essen/.

Grandin, A., L. Guillou, R. Abdel Sater, M. Foucault, and C. Chevallier.
2022. “Socioeconomic Status, Time Preferences and Pro-Environmentalism.”
Journal of Environmental Psychology 79: 101720. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvp.2021.101720.

Grilli, G., and J. Curtis. 2021. “Encouraging Pro-Environmental Beha-
viours: A Review of Methods and Approaches.” Renewable and
Sustainable Energy Reviews 135: 110039. https://doi.org/10.1016/].rser.
2020.110039.

Gronau, Q. F., M. S. Bennett, S. Brown, G. Hawkins, and A. Eidels
(2022). A Comparison of Discrete Choice and Rating Scale Experiments
for Eliciting Preference Judgments [Preprint]. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/
10.31234/o0sf.io/zd9ts.

Hainmueller, J., D. J. Hopkins, and T. Yamamoto. 2014. “Causal
Inference in Conjoint Analysis: Understanding Multidimensional
Choices via Stated Preference Experiments.” Political Analysis 22, no. 1:
1-30. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024.

Hanss, D., G. Bohm, R. Doran, and A. Homburg. 2016. “Sustainable
Consumption of Groceries: The Importance of Believing That One Can
Contribute to Sustainable Development.” Sustainable Development 24,
no. 6: 357-370. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1615.

Huang, L., Y. Wen, and J. Gao. 2020. “What Ultimately Prevents the
Pro-Environmental Behavior? An In-Depth and Extensive Study of the
Behavioral Costs.” Resources, Conservation And Recycling 158: 104747.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104747.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). (Ed.). (2022). Food
security. In Climate Change and Land: IPCC Special Report on Climate
Change, Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land Manage-
ment, Food Security, and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in Terrestrial Ecosys-
tems (pp. 437-550). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.
1017/9781009157988.007.

Johnson, E. W., and S. Frickel. 2011. “Ecological Threat and the
Founding of U.S. National Environmental Movement Organizations,
1962-1998.” Social Problems 58, no. 3: 305-329. https://doi.org/10.1525/
$p.2011.58.3.305.

Johnson, R. M., and B. K. Orme (1996). How Many Questions Should
You ask in Choice-Based Conjoint Studies. In Art Forum, Beaver Creek

(pp. 1-23).

Judge, M., J. W. Fernando, and C. T. Begeny. 2022. “Dietary Behaviour
as a Form of Collective Action: A Social Identity Model of Vegan

11 of 13

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAIIE8.D) 8|qedt|dde ay) Aq pausenob ake sepe VO ‘88N Jo ss|nl 1oy Ariqi]8ulUO A8|IM UO (SUOTIPUD-PUR-SLLIB) LD A3 |1 Afe.q 1B |UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 18U} 89S *[5202/70/ST] Uo AriqiTauliuo A|im “puiolqigseIseAln Aq 60T dselTTTT 0T/10p/w0o A8 Areiqijpul|uoy/sdny wouy pepeojumoq ‘0 ‘9TSTESST


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01780
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.11105
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.11105
https://doi.org/10.1177/1084713811434617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2017.1296360
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2017.1296360
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13115935
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-022-03372-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1910530
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2020.1780147
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-017-0092-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-017-0092-y
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.11153
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2022.27
https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Income-Consumption-Living-Conditions/Use-Information-Technologies/Tables/use-internet-sex-age-mz-ikt.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Income-Consumption-Living-Conditions/Use-Information-Technologies/Tables/use-internet-sex-age-mz-ikt.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Income-Consumption-Living-Conditions/Use-Information-Technologies/Tables/use-internet-sex-age-mz-ikt.html
https://www.destatis.de/EN/Themes/Society-Environment/Income-Consumption-Living-Conditions/Use-Information-Technologies/Tables/use-internet-sex-age-mz-ikt.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101746
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217748604
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00121
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00121
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000090
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000090
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2012.682086
https://www.goclimate.de/co2-rechner/co2-rechner-essen/
https://www.goclimate.de/co2-rechner/co2-rechner-essen/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110039
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/zd9ts
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/zd9ts
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104747
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009157988.007
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009157988.007
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.2011.58.3.305
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.2011.58.3.305

Activism.” Appetite 168: 105730. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.
105730.

Kosslyn, S. M. 1988. “Aspects of a Cognitive Neuroscience of Mental
Imagery.” Science 240, no. 4859: 1621-1626. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.3289115.

Koustova, N. (2017). Social Model of Environmental Action: The Influ-
ence of Values, Beliefs, and Norms on Individual, Public, and Collective
Pro-Environmental Behaviour.

Kuhn, S., F. Kutzner, and J. Thegersen. 2022. “How to Make Energy
Efficiency Labels More Effective: Insights From Discrete Choice Ex-
periments in Ghana and the Philippines.” Energy Research & Social
Science 84: 102320. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2021.102320.

Kurth, C., and P. Pihkala. 2022. “Eco-Anxiety: What It Is and Why It
Matters.” Frontiers in Psychology 13: 981814. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2022.981814.

Larsen, N. M., V. Sigurdsson, and J. Breivik. 2017. “The Use of Obser-
vational Technology to Study In-Store Behavior: Consumer Choice,
Video Surveillance, and Retail Analytics.” Behavior Analyst 40, no. 2:
343-371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-017-0121-x.

Lee, P.-S., Y.-H. Sung, C.-C. Wu, L.-C. Ho, and W.-B. Chiou. 2020.
“Using Episodic Future Thinking to Pre-Experience Climate Change
Increases Pro-Environmental Behavior.” Environment and Behavior 52,
no. 1: 60-81. Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916518790590.

Leeper, A, and A Barnfield (2020). [Computer software], and https://
cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cregg/vignettes/Introduction.html.

Leviston, Z., and H. V. Uren. 2020. “Overestimating One's Green
Behavior: Better-Than-Average Bias May Function to Reduce Perceived
Personal Threat From Climate Change.” Journal of Social Issues 76,
no. 1: 70-85. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12365.

Li, J, D. Conathan, and C. Hughes. 2017. “Rethinking Emotional
Desensitization to Violence: Methodological and Theoretical Insights From
Social Media Data.” Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Social
Media & Society 1: 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1145/3097286.3097333.

Liberman, N., and Y. Trope. 2008. “The Psychology of Transcending the
Here and Now.” Science 322: 1201-1205. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
1161958.

Lim, J. Y., and K.-K. Moon. 2020. “Perceived Environmental Threats
and Pro-Environmental Behaviors: Investigating the Role of Political
Participation Using a South Korean Survey.” International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health 17, no. 9: 3244. https://doi.
0rg/10.3390/ijerph17093244.

Linder, N., M. Giusti, K. Samuelsson, and S. Barthel. 2022. “Pro-
Environmental Habits: An Underexplored Research Agenda in Sus-
tainability Science.” Ambio 51, no. 3: 546-556. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$13280-021-01619-6.

Lizin, S., S. Rousseau, R. Kessels, et al. 2022. “The State of the Art of
Discrete Choice Experiments in Food Research.” Food Quality and
Preference 102: 104678. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2022.104678.

Louviere, J., D. Hensher, and J. Swait. 2000. Stated Choice Methods: Anal-
ysis and Application (Vol. 17. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511
753831.008.

Loy, L. S., F. Wieber, P. M. Gollwitzer, and G. Oettingen. 2016. “Sup-
porting Sustainable Food Consumption: Mental Contrasting With
Implementation Intentions (MCII) Aligns Intentions and Behavior.”
Frontiers in Psychology 7: 607. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.
3389/fpsyg.2016.00607.

Lubell, M., S. Zahran, and A. Vedlitz. 2007. “Collective Action and
Citizen Responses to Global Warming.” Political Behavior 29: 391-413.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-006-9025-2.

Machin, L., M. R. Curutchet, V. Gugliucci, et al. 2020. “The Habitual Nature
of Food Purchases at the Supermarket: Implications for Policy Making.”
Appetite 155: 104844. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2020.104844.

Maples, J. L., L. Guan, N. T. Carter, and J. D. Miller. 2014. “A Test of the
International Personality Item Pool Representation of the Revised Neo
Personality Inventory and Development of a 120-Item Ipip-Based
Measure of the Five-Factor Model.” Psychological Assessment 26, no. 4:
1070-1084. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000004.

(Nijs 2019). [Computer Software]. https://cran.r-project.org/web/
packages/radiant.data/readme/README.html.

Oettingen, G., D. Mayer, A. Timur Sevincer, E. J. Stephens, H. J. Pak,
and M. Hagenah. 2009. “Mental Contrasting and Goal Commitment:
The Mediating Role of Energization.” Personality & Social Psychology
Bulletin 35, no. 5: 608-622. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208330856.

Oettingen, G., H. Pak, and K. Schnetter. 2001. “Self-Regulation of Goal-
Setting: Turning Free Fantasies About the Future Into Binding Goals.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 80: 736-753. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.736.

Palosaari, E., K. Herne, O. Lappalainen, and J. K. Hietanen. 2023.
“Effects of Fear on Donations to Climate Change Mitigation.” Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 104: 104422. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2022.104422.

Panzone, L. A., A. Ulph, D. Hilton, I. Gortemaker, and I. A. Tajudeen.
2021. “Sustainable by Design: Choice Architecture and the Carbon
Footprint of Grocery Shopping.” Journal of Public Policy & Marketing
40, no. 4: 463-486. https://doi.org/10.1177/07439156211008898.

Peters, G.-J. Y., R. A. C. Ruiter, G. A. ten Hoor, L. T. E. Kessels, and
G. Kok. 2018. “Towards Consensus on Fear Appeals: A Rejoinder to the
Commentaries on Kok, Peters, Kessels, Ten Hoor, and Ruiter (2018).”
Health Psychology Review 12, no. 2: 151-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17437199.2018.1454846.

Pittaway, C. R., K. S. Fielding, and W. R. Louis. 2024. “Pathways to
Conventional and Radical Climate Action: The Role of Temporal Ori-
entation, Environmental Cognitive Alternatives, and Eco-Anxiety.”
Global Environmental Change 87: 102886. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gloenvcha.2024.102886.

R Core Team. (2022). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.
https://www.R-project.org/.

Reicher, S., and S. A. Haslam. 2006. “Rethinking the Psychology of
Tyranny: The Bbc Prison Study.” British Journal of Social Psychology 45:
1-40. discussion 47. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X48998.

Reinhardt, G., S. Girtner, and T. Wagner (2020). Okologische
Fuflabdriicke von Lebensmitteln und Gerichten in Deutschland. 22.

Ritchie, H., P. Rosado, and M. Roser (2022). Environmental Impacts of
Food Production. Our World in Data. https://ourworldindata.org/
environmental-impacts-of-food.

Rogers, R. W. 1975. “A Protection Motivation Theory of Fear Appeals
and Attitude Changel.” The Journal of Psychology 91, no. 1: 93-114.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803.

Rondoni, A., and S. Grasso. 2021. “Consumers Behaviour Towards
Carbon Footprint Labels on Food: A Review of the Literature and
Discussion of Industry Implications.” Journal of Cleaner Production 301:
127031. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127031.

Russell, S. V., and C. Knoeri. 2020. “Exploring the Psychosocial and
Behavioural Determinants of Household Water Conservation and
Intention.” International Journal of Water Resources Development 36,
no. 6: 940-955. https://doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2019.1638230.

Sachs, J. D., G. Schmidt-Traub, M. Mazzucato, D. Messner,
N. Nakicenovic, and J. Rockstrom. 2019. “Six Transformations to Achieve
the Sustainable Development Goals.” Nature Sustainability 2, no. 9:
805-814. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0352-9.

Samuelson, P. A. 1938. “A Note on the Pure Theory of Consumer's
Behaviour.” Economica 5, no. 17: 61. https://doi.org/10.2307/254
8836.

12 of 13

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 2025

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAIIE8.D) 8|qedt|dde ay) Aq pausenob ake sepe VO ‘88N Jo ss|nl 1oy Ariqi]8ulUO A8|IM UO (SUOTIPUD-PUR-SLLIB) LD A3 |1 Afe.q 1B |UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 18U} 89S *[5202/70/ST] Uo AriqiTauliuo A|im “puiolqigseIseAln Aq 60T dselTTTT 0T/10p/w0o A8 Areiqijpul|uoy/sdny wouy pepeojumoq ‘0 ‘9TSTESST


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105730
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105730
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3289115
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3289115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2021.102320
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.981814
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.981814
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-017-0121-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916518790590
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cregg/vignettes/Introduction.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cregg/vignettes/Introduction.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12365
https://doi.org/10.1145/3097286.3097333
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1161958
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1161958
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093244
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093244
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01619-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01619-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2022.104678
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511753831.008
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511753831.008
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00607
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00607
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-006-9025-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2020.104844
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000004
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/radiant.data/readme/README.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/radiant.data/readme/README.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208330856
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.736
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.736
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2022.104422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2022.104422
https://doi.org/10.1177/07439156211008898
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2018.1454846
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2018.1454846
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2024.102886
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2024.102886
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X48998
https://ourworldindata.org/environmental-impacts-of-food
https://ourworldindata.org/environmental-impacts-of-food
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127031
https://doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2019.1638230
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0352-9
https://doi.org/10.2307/2548836
https://doi.org/10.2307/2548836

Scharks, T. (2016). Threatening Messages in Climate Change Commu-
nication [Thesis]. https://digital.lib.washington.edu:443/researchworks/
handle/1773/36393.

Schmitt, M. T., L. B. Aknin, J. Axsen, and R. L. Shwom. 2018. “Un-
packing the Relationships Between Pro-Environmental Behavior, Life
Satisfaction, and Perceived Ecological Threat.” Ecological Economics
143, no. C: 130-140.

Schmitt, M. T., C. M. L. Mackay, L. M. Droogendyk, and D. Payne. 2019.
“What Predicts Environmental Activism? The Roles of Identification
With Nature and Politicized Environmental Identity.” Journal of
Environmental Psychology 61: 20-29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.
2018.11.003.

Schneider, C. R., L. Zaval, and E. M. Markowitz. 2021. “Positive Emo-
tions and Climate Change.” Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 42:
114-120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.04.009.

Schwartz, D., and G. Loewenstein. 2017. “The Chill of the Moment:
Emotions and Proenvironmental Behavior.” Journal of Public Policy &
Marketing 36, no. 2: 255-268. https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.16.132.

Shrum, T. R. 2021. “The Salience of Future Impacts and the Willingness
to Pay for Climate Change Mitigation: An Experiment in Inter-
generational Framing.” Climatic Change 165, no. 1: 18. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6.

Steindl, C., E. Jonas, S. Sittenthaler, E. Traut-Mattausch, and J. Greenberg.
2015. “Understanding Psychological Reactance.” Zeitschrift Fiir Psychologie
223, no. 4: 205-214. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000222.

Stevens, H. R., Y. J. Oh, and L. D. Taylor. 2021. “Desensitization to Fear-
Inducing COVID-19 Health News on Twitter: Observational Study.”
JMIR Infodemiology 1, no. 1: e26876. https://doi.org/10.2196/26876.

Stockigt, G., J. Schiebener, and M. Brand. 2018. “Providing Sustain-
ability Information in Shopping Situations Contributes to Sustainable
Decision Making: An Empirical Study With Choice-Based Conjoint
Analyses.” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 43: 188-199.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.03.018.

Strack, F. 1992. “‘Order Effects’ in Survey Research: Activation and
Information Functions of Preceding Questions.” In Context Effects in
Social and Psychological Research, edited by N. Schwarz and S. Sudman,
23-34. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2848-6_3.

Strezhnev, A., J. Hainmueller, D. J. Hopkins, and T. Yamamoto (2022).
Conjoint Survey Design Tool: Software Manual.

Tagesspiegel. (2022). https://interaktiv.tagesspiegel.de/lab/co2-bilanz-
von-essen-der-klimarechner-fuer-deine-kueche/.

Tajfel, H., and J. Turner (1979). An Integrative Theory of Intergroup
Conflict. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-integrative-
theory-of-intergroup-conflict.-Tajfel-Turner/3f6e573a6¢1128a0b0495ff6
ebb9ca6d82b4929d.

Truelove, H. B., A. R. Carrico, E. U. Weber, K. T. Raimi, and
M. P. Vandenbergh. 2014. “Positive and Negative Spillover of Pro-
Environmental Behavior: An Integrative Review and Theoretical
Framework.” Global Environmental Change 29: 127-138. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.09.004.

Udall, A. M., J. I. M. de Groot, S. B. De Jong, and A. Shankar. 2021.
“How I See Me—A Meta-Analysis Investigating the Association
Between Identities and Pro-Environmental Behaviour.” Frontiers in
Psychology 12: 582421. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/
fpsyg.2021.582421.

Unsworth, K. L., and I. M. McNeill. 2017. “Increasing Pro-
Environmental Behaviors by Increasing Self-Concordance: Testing an
Intervention.” Journal of applied psychology 102, no. 1: 88-103. Article
1. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000155.

Vanclay, J. K., J. Shortiss, S. Aulsebrook, et al. 2011. “Customer
Response to Carbon Labelling of Groceries.” Journal of Consumer Policy
34, no. 1: 153-160. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-010-9140-7.

Veganivore. (2022, June 5). https://veganivore.de/anzahl-veganer-
statistiken-fakten/.

Van De Ven, D.-J., M. Gonzéilez-Eguino, and I. Arto. 2018. “The
Potential of Behavioural Change for Climate Change Mitigation: A Case
Study for the European Union.” Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for
Global Change 23, no. 6: 853-886. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-
017-9763-y.

Van De Walle, S., and G. G. Van Ryzin. 2011. “The Order of Questions
in a Survey on Citizen Satisfaction With Public Services: Lessons From a
Split-Ballot Experiment.” Public Administration 89, no. 4: 1436-1450.
https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1467-9299.2011.01922.x.

Weiner, M. D. 2015. “A Natural Experiment: Inadvertent Priming of
Party Identification in a Split-Sample Survey.” Survey Practice 8, no. 6:
1-7. https://doi.org/10.29115/SP-2015-0029.

Wijnen, B. F., I. M. van der Putten, S. Groothuis, et al. 2015. “Discrete-
Choice Experiments Versus Rating Scale Exercises to Evaluate the
Importance of Attributes.” Expert Review of Pharmacoeconomics &
Outcomes Research 15, no. 4: 721-728. https://doi.org/10.1586/
14737167.2015.1033406.

Witte, K., and M. Allen. 2000. “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implica-
tions for Effective Public Health Campaigns.” Health Education & Behavior:
The Official Publication of the Society for Public Health Education 27, no. 5:
591-615. https://doi.org/10.1177/109019810002700506.

Wright, J. D., M. T. Schmitt, and C. M. L. Mackay. 2022. “Access to
Environmental Cognitive Alternatives Predicts Pro-Environmental
Activist Behavior.” Environment and Behavior 54, no. 3: 712-742.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165211065008.

Wright, J. D., M. T. Schmitt, C. M. L. Mackay, and S. D. Neufeld. 2020.
“Imagining a Sustainable World: Measuring Cognitive Alternatives to
the Environmental Status Quo.” Journal of Environmental Psychology
72: 101523. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.,jenvp.2020.101523.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section.

13 of 13

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAIIE8.D) 8|qedt|dde ay) Aq pausenob ake sepe VO ‘88N Jo ss|nl 1oy Ariqi]8ulUO A8|IM UO (SUOTIPUD-PUR-SLLIB) LD A3 |1 Afe.q 1B |UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 18U} 89S *[5202/70/ST] Uo AriqiTauliuo A|im “puiolqigseIseAln Aq 60T dselTTTT 0T/10p/w0o A8 Areiqijpul|uoy/sdny wouy pepeojumoq ‘0 ‘9TSTESST


https://digital.lib.washington.edu:443/researchworks/handle/1773/36393
https://digital.lib.washington.edu:443/researchworks/handle/1773/36393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.16.132
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03002-6
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000222
https://doi.org/10.2196/26876
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2848-6_3
https://interaktiv.tagesspiegel.de/lab/co2-bilanz-von-essen-der-klimarechner-fuer-deine-kueche/
https://interaktiv.tagesspiegel.de/lab/co2-bilanz-von-essen-der-klimarechner-fuer-deine-kueche/
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-integrative-theory-of-intergroup-conflict.-Tajfel-Turner/3f6e573a6c1128a0b0495ff6ebb9ca6d82b4929d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-integrative-theory-of-intergroup-conflict.-Tajfel-Turner/3f6e573a6c1128a0b0495ff6ebb9ca6d82b4929d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-integrative-theory-of-intergroup-conflict.-Tajfel-Turner/3f6e573a6c1128a0b0495ff6ebb9ca6d82b4929d
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.09.004
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.582421
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.582421
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000155
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10603-010-9140-7
https://veganivore.de/anzahl-veganer-statistiken-fakten/
https://veganivore.de/anzahl-veganer-statistiken-fakten/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-017-9763-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-017-9763-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01922.x
https://doi.org/10.29115/SP-2015-0029
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737167.2015.1033406
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737167.2015.1033406
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019810002700506
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165211065008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101523

	The Future Could be Greener: A Randomized Choice Experiment on Cognitive Alternatives and Sustainable Food Choices
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Cognitive Alternatives to the Environmental Status quo
	1.2 Choice Modeling in Pro-Environmental Behavior Research
	1.3 Study Aims and Hypotheses

	2 Methods
	2.1 Procedure
	2.2 Scales
	2.2.1 Environmental Cognitive Alternatives
	2.2.2 Perceived Environmental Threat
	2.2.3 Past Pro-Environmental Activism
	2.2.4 Imagination
	2.2.5 Sociodemographic Data and Diet
	2.2.6 Willingness to Engage in Future Pro-Environmental Behavior
	2.2.7 Subjective Judgment of Sustainable Choices

	2.3 Choice Model
	2.4 Participants
	2.5 Statistical Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Choice Model Experiment
	3.2 Subjective Self-Assessment

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Theoretical Implications
	4.2 Practical Implications
	4.3 Limitations and Implications for Future Research

	5 Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Ethics Statement
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References
	Supporting Information




