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Values and Environmentally Conscious Behaviour (ECBin Hungary

Global environmental problems, depletion of resoures, damages to the environment
and overpopulation are considered to be the most iportant challenges of our post-
modern age. Environmentally conscious marketinggCM), using the results of other
disciplines, is looking for answers to the above mé&oned critical questions. Therefore
ECM must concentrate on establish new environmentBl conscious consumption
patterns or at least changing the existing consumpin patterns into a more
environmentally-benign way parallel to greening tle corporate behaviour patterns as
well. That is why understanding consumer behaviouranalysing and predicting values,
attitudes and motivation are of utmost importance.In this article the focus will be
placed on values since these are considered to be special filters in environmental
conscious behaviour. Comparison of values regardingastern vs. Western cultures, or
economically developed versus not developed courgs is one of the most interesting
sides of researches into environmental values. A @al Environmental Survey was
carried out in several countries between 1997 and®29. One of its main objective was to
explore and analyse the differences in environmenitaalues of the countries involved in
the project. It made me possible to carry out a coparative analysis regarding the
Schwartz value structure and Dominant Social Paradim (DSP) versus New
Environmental Paradigm (NEP) in Hungary. The outcones of my research are quite
surprising as the value structure of our students &s almost completely different from
that of Western or Eastern cultures, and that assued and expected before the research.
The characteristics and possible roots of the distctions experienced in the Hungarian
value structure will be shown in details here in tis paper.
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Values and Environmentally Conscious Behaviour (ECBin Hungary

Environmental values play an important role in emwimentally conscious behaviour as they
are considered to be as special filters. Kaiser|filpés Fuhrer (1999) have empirically
justified that values have impact on ECB througlvirmmmentally-conscious behaviour
intention. It was later reconfirmed by the outcoraémy own research carried out among the
students of the University of Miskolc in 2004. Qtlaspects of this survey were to analyse the
Schwartz value structure as well as to compar®timainant Social Paradigm (DSP) with the
New Environmental Paradigm (NEP).

There is no universal value definition in the mairkg literature. According to Peter-Olson
(1987) values ‘are cognitive aspect of consumeegds and desires.”. While Schwartz and
Bilsky (1987) defined value as ‘... a belief abowdesirable end-state that transcends specific
situations and guides selection of behaviour.’

Cross cultural comparison of values is one of tlestmimportant aspects of environmental
value surveys. The comparison has been made oendions Eastern versus Western
cultures or Economically Developed Nations versesdloping Countries. The starting point

of all environmental value surveys is that eachiutal has its dominant basic values which
have been learnt and accepted by everyone durtiglisation. These basic values are often
mixed with the product benefits in promotions. Téhéssic values determine which product
will be popular or at least accepted in a socielyis assumed that in a culture in which

environmental values are dominant environmentakegtoon and consumption of green

products are also more important. Dominant enviremia values can be manifested through
environmentally conscious behaviour and green aopsion patterns.

The original survey with which my survey was congghmvas a part of an international

comparative study entitled GOES (Global EnvironraeBurvey). The survey was carried out
in September 1997 in Japan, December 1997 in B&ngkuwailand, and January 1999 in

metropolitan Manila, Philippines, by the Nationaktitute for Environmental Studies of the

Japan Environment Agency (now called the Ministryhe Environment). Another team from

the Institute for Social Research at Tilburg Unsigrin the Netherlands conducted a survey
in that country from December 1997 to February 1998 survey was carried out in the

University of Miskolc in September 2004. The sampiee was 333 students aged 21-16
years.

The original survey was published in Human EcolBgyiew in 2003. It made me possible to
carry out a comparative analysis regarding the @ctawalue structure and Dominant Social
Paradigm (DSP) versus New Environmental ParadiyiP) in Hungary. In the original

research data from international comparison surveas analysed to explore differences in
environmental values amongst Asian and Westerntdesnlt was found that the structure of
environmental values in Asian countries differsnirthose in Western countries. While an
environmental way of thinking conforms to tradit@disian values of honouring parents and
family security, Western people believe that suuhking opposes their traditional values.
These structural differences, which have been deoted by White (1967) and by several
Japanese researchers (e.g., Watanabe 1995), aiemeohand clarified by the original

surveys. The original study reveals the followirapdusions. First, in the Netherlands and
the United States, environmental values are linkeld altruistic values that are perceived as
being contrary to traditional values. In Japan, gk, and Manila, environmental values are



linked with both traditional and altruistic valu&econd, environmental values are contrary to
egoistic and progressive values in all surveyednttas. Third, factors encouraging
environmental actions differ by country and by tgbections.

White (1967) insisted that the idea of human domieaover nature caused the destruction of
nature in Christian countries, but Watanabe (199&sted that Japanese people do not have
the same concept of nature as Western people. r§htze word for nature that is currently
used in Japan, is borrowed from Chinese and hadfeaetit meaning from the Western
concept. Most Japanese do not draw a clear bourmktryeen humans and nature, while
Westerners discuss nature in the context of itgiogiship to humans.

Researchers in western countries have been trgiagdlyse values in a common framework.
Among them, Inglehart (1977, 1981, 1995, 1996),ldhgrt and Carballo (1997), and
Inglehart and Abramson (1999) found that his postnelist thesis was much related to the
emerging environmentalism. Both postmaterialism amaterialism are distinguished by a
combination of items that refer to the condition dgmocracy. For postmaterialism, it is
“giving people more say in important governmentisieas,” and “protecting freedom of

speech;” for materialism, it is “maintaining ordeahd “fighting rising prices.” Researchers
who chose other combinations of “giving people ma@ay in important government

decisions” and “maintaining order,” or “protectifiggedom of speech” and “fighting rising

prices” are categorized as “mixed.” Inglehart uséider surveys to show that generational
effect and also that the environmental values &oeiety are affected by its social and
economic situation. This thesis is well known aitsl Well with data at the nation-state level
in developed countries. However, there has beerhmatiticism of this thesis. Brechin and

Kempton (1994) maintain that this thesis is notrappate for explaining globally emerging

environmentalism, especially in developing coustri€See other criticisms, Brechin and
Kempton 1997; Kidd and Lee 1997; Dunlap and Met®§7; Piercel997, and for Inglehart
and others’ responses, see Abramson, 1997; InglahdrAbramson, 1999).

The postmaterialist thesis is based on Rokeachigewaeory (Rokeach 1973). Schwartz and
Blisky also analysed general value structures basedRokeach’s, using data from five
countries and, later, twenty countries (Schwartt Bisky 1987, 1990; Schwartz 1992); their
five-country study included one Asian society, Hokigng. They found that the value
structure was slightly different in the Hong Kongngple from the samples of Western
countries, but the values themselves were notrdiite Specifically, they found that “the
meaning of the values and domains were not diffefenthe Hong Kong sample. What
differed was the perception of domains as compatiolin conflict. Value domains seen as
incompatible in the West were seen as compatibléoing Kong.” Furthermore, they explain
the differences “based on contrasts between Caniistiand Western thought” that can be
clarified by “replications (of surveys) in Chinesaltures and studies in Islamic, Buddhist,
and other cultures.” A number of researchers haxploeed values concerning the
environment. Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) first ppegd the New Environmental Paradigm
(NEP), “composed of three distinct dimensions —aheaé of nature, limits to growth, and
anthropocentrism” (Dunlap and Jones 2002). The euisc of NEP contrast popularly
accepted worldviews (the dominant social paraditm) emphasize mass consumption and
economic growth. Using a similar framework, Milbra{1984) compared NEP and the
dominant social paradigm in three Western counttiested States, Germany, and the United
Kingdom. Karp (1996) tested the relationship betwegeneral values and environmental
values. The George Mason University group (SteratZand Kalof 1993; Stern, Dietz 1994;
Stern, Dietz and Guagnano, 1995; Stern, Dietz, fikaid Guagnano 1995; Stern 1998; Stern,



Dietz, Guagnano and Kalof 1999; Stern 2000; Did&talof and Stern 2002) has been
investigating general and environmental valueduginog NEP. Using NEP and Schwartz’'s
general value items, they derived four factorshia structure of general values. They called
these factors biospheric- altruistic, egoistic, ropss to change, and traditional
(conservative). According to their results, biogpdaltruistic values, egoistic values, and
traditional values are significantly correlatedwitems in the NEP. The components of each
of these factors are shown in Table 3 with my owmalygsis Biospheric-altruistic values
include unity with nature, respecting the earthotgeting the environment, and a world at
peace, equality, and social justice. Egoistic valurelude authority, wealth, and influence.
Traditional values include honoring parents ancerddfamily security, and self-discipline.
Most research about environmental values has berea th the United States; few studies
have been conducted in Asian or European conteQtse exception is the series of
comparative studies by Pierce et al. (1987) in whiey applied Inglehart's postmaterialist
theory and Dunlap’s NEP to both Japan and the Ji8tates. Japanese respondents showed a
higher percentage of acceptance for NEP items, awaing the materialist group, than did
their counterparts in the United States. The astleached a very interesting conclusion:
“Unlike the United States, then, in Japan the Newinmental Paradigm is not really all
that new.”

Analysis of the modified version of Schwartz’s geeral value items

In the original and in my Hungarian survey a malfiversion of Schwartz's general value
items and economy-versus-environment items weral ueeclarify the value basis of
environmental attitudes and proenvironmental behayiand to compare these among the
study populations. The modified Schwartz itemsewvdeveloped by the George Mason
University group (Stern, Dietz and Kalof 1993; &terDietz and Guagnano 1995) into a
twelve-item system that is especially relevantiei@nmental attitudes and behaviour.

Biospheric values include unity with nature, respecthe earth, protecting the environment,
while altruistic values include a world at peacguadity, and social justice. Egoistic values
include authority, wealth, and influence. Tradiabrvalues include honouring parents and
elders, family security, and self-discipline.

In the original survey Japan and Thailand were amegb because they are the only countries
in Asia where the main religion is Buddhism, anddese they have not been colonized by
Western countries in the past (although Japan weaspied by the United States after World
War |l for six years). Thailand is categorized aseavly industrialized economic society.
There is still a big economic gap between the taontries, which was tried to reconcile by
using a sample from the so-called “new middle ¢las3 hailand. The Philippines is the only
country in Asia where the main religion is Cathislic (82% of respondents). Its history is
complicated. It had no national king before beintpnized, first by Spain, and then by the
United States, briefly by Japan in Word War |l, awdhin briefly by the United States before
independence. The country is very much influengeArerican culture. Because the schools
teach in English, all of our interviews there weomducted in English. Hungary is considered
to be a developing country, where the main relig@oi©atholicism. It is worth mentioning
that between 1945 and 1989 the number of atheiats significantly increased. After the
transition the American and Western European aailsignificantly affected Hungary. So |
assumed that the Hungarian value structure migisirb#ar to that of the Philippines besides
the obvious cultural differences and the big geplgiaal distance between the two countries.
Thereforel hypothesized that the value structure of the Hungarian youths shall be similar as



that of the Philippines, which is a newly industrialised, ex-colonised, devel oping country with
significant American cultural effects, where the main religion is the Catholicism. So
traditional and egoist values shall compose distinct factors, while biospheric and egoist
values shall be in the same factor.

Results

| asked respondents to evaluate each of twelvergewalue items with the following
question: “Please tell me how important each o$é¢his as a guiding principle in your life.” |
asked respondents to rate the importance on adinepcale from “completely unimportant”
to “extremely important,” and included the voluntamptions, “this item is against my
(respondent’s) principles” and “don’t know.”

Values Value category  mean St dev
1 family security traditional 492 0,45
2 honouring parents and elders traditional 4,27 780,
3 self-discipline traditional 3,86 0,81
4 aworld at peace altruist 403 1,02
5 social justice altruist 3,88 0,86
6 unity with nature biospheric 3,83 0,90
7 equality altruist 3,75 1,02
8 respecting the earth biospheric 3,65 1,02
9 wealth egoist 3,41 0,95
10 authority egoist 2,37 1,16
11 influence egoist 2,69 1,09
12 protecting the environment biospheric 4,18 0,82

Table 1 - Descriptive statistics of the modified version of Schwartz's general value items,
n=333, 2004

Descriptive statistical analyses revealed thatrtiwst important value was family security,

followed by honouring parents and elders and ptisigd¢he environment. These strength of
these values were ranged from very important toeextly important. The least important

value was authority, influence and wealth. Theskiesa were not so important for the

Hungarian respondents. Considering the fact thatrespondents were university students
studying economics, and presumably they are thé gemeration of company managers and
staff, these results are more than a big surprise.

Descriptives

mean St. dev. N

Altruist value: 3,88 0,72 333
Biospheric value 3,89 0,77 333
Traditional value 4,35 0,53 333
Egoist value 2,83 0,88 333

Table 2 — Importance of value factors



Table 2 shows that traditional values are deterraiie the life of my respondents, while
biospheric and altruist values are equally impdrtand egoist values are not important at all.

| applied factor analysis to categorize the geneadile items. The previous results for each
country are shown in Table 3, together with thosthe U.S. samples by the George Mason
University group (Stern, Dietz, and Guagnano 19856yeference. By using factor analysis,
for each country three factors with eigenvaluegdathan 1 were derived.

Japan* Factor- Holland* Factor USA*, ***  Factor- Thailand*  Factor- | Philippines* Factor- | Hungary**  Factor-
weight weights weight weight weight weight
Factor 1 — Biospheric-| Factor 1 — Biospheric- | Factor 1 - Biospheric- | Factor 1 — Biospheric-| Factor 1 — Traditional Factor 1 - Biospheric
traditional altruist altruist altruist
A world at 0,79 Respecting 0,72 Unity with 0,81 Unity with 0,80 Family 0,85 Unity with 0,83
peace the Earth nature nature security nature
Family 0,87 Unity with 0,70 Respecting 0,74 | Self 0,72 Honouring 0,76 Respecting 0,79
security nature the Earth discipline parents and the Earth
elders
Respecting 0,65 Protecting 0,63 Protecting 0,81 Protecting 0,63 | Self discipline 0,71 Protecting 0,79
the Earth the the the the
environment environment environment environment
Protecting 0,61 Social justice 0,53 A world at 0,69 Equality 0,61 A world at 0,66
the peace peace
environment
Honouring 0,46 | Aworld at 0,52 Equality 0,64
parents and peace
elders
Equality 0,48 Social justice 0,59
0,55
Helpfulness
0,53
World of
beauty
Belonginess 0,43
Eigenvalue 3,308 | Eigenvalue 3,038 Eigenvalue 8,4%igenvalue 4,064| Eigenvalue 3,760
Factor 2 - Altruist Factor 2 - Egoist Factor 2 - Egoist Factor 2 - Traditional | Factor 2 - Biospheric- | Factor 2 — Traditional-
altruist altruist
Influence 0,62 Authority 0,79 Authority 0,67 Family 0,76 Social justice 0,68 Honouring 0,83
security parents and
elders
Equality 0,58 Influence 0,76 Wealth 0,48 Respecting 0,63 Unity with 0,68 Family 0,68
the Earth nature security
Self 0,58 Self 0,30 Influence 0,44 Honouring 0,63 Equality 0,62 | Aworld at 0,61
discipline discipline parents and peace
elders
Social justice 0,56 0,62 | Aworld at 0,60 Respecting 0,49 Social justice 0,50
. peace the Earth
Social power
Unity with 0,52 Social justice 0,49 Self 0,49
nature discipline
Equality 0,45
Eigenvalue 1,342 | Eigenvalue 1,45p Eigenvalue 71,61Eigenvalue 1,545| Eigenvalue 2,123
Factor 3 - Traditional Factor 3 - Traditional Facto3 - Egoist Factor 3 - Egoist Factor 3 - Egoist
Factor 3 - Egoist
Wealth 0,79 Family 0,72 Honouring 0,85 | Authority 0,78 | Wealth 0,73 | Authority 0,86
security parents and
elders
Authority 0,78 Wealth 0,66 Family 0,62 Influence 0,70 Authority 0,70 Influence 0,84
security
Honouring 0,52 Self 0,56 | Wealth 0,62 Influence 0,68 Wealth 0,73
parents and discipline
elders
0,71
Honesty
Obedience 0,54
Orderliness 0,49
Politeness 0,46
Social order 0,46
Loyality 0,40
1,097 1,151 1,160 1,107 1,078
48% 47% 52% 56% 58%

Table 3- Schwartz's value items factor components (method: Principal Factor Analysis)

* Source: Aoyagi-Usui, Vinken és Kuribayashi (2003), Human Ecology Review, Vol. 10, No. 1, ** my own research in Hungary, *** George Mason
University Group results (see Stern, Dietz és Guagnano, 1995). This survey included more than 12 items. Extra items are put in italics.



KMO and Bartlett test confirmed that factor aséyis a proper method in this case.

KMO & Bartlett test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure

,809

Bartlett test and estimated Chi-square

Degree of freedom
significance

1136,098
66
,000

Table 4 — Results of KMO and Bartlett-test

The three result-factors are explaining 58,012f %lwle variance, which is at an adequate level.

Whole variance explained

Initial Sum o Sum o
eigenvalues square factc square rotate
weights factol
weights
Component total variance 9 cumulated % total variancia ¢ cumulated % total variancia ¢ cumulated %
1 3,760 31,336 31,336 3,760 31,336 31,336 2,413 20,107 20,10
2 2,123 17,690 49,026 2,123 17,690 49,026 2,373 19,777 39,88
3 1,078 8,986 58,012 1,078 8,986 58,012 2,175 18,128 58,012
4 ,858 7,154 65,166
5 ,735 6,126 71,292
6 ,655 5,460 76,752
7 ,625 5,206 81,958
8 ,578 4,817 86,775
9 ,456 3,797 90,572
10 ,422 3,519 94,091
11 ,368 3,069 97,160
12 ,341 2,840 100,000
Table 5 — explained variance (Method. Principle Factor Analyses (PFA))
The result-factors are as follows:
values Factor components
biospheric Traditionalist- altruist egoist
family security 0,19 0,68 0,23
honouring parents and elders 0,00 0,83 0,09
self-discipline 0,27 0,49 0,21
a world at peace 0,28 0,61 -0,27
social justice 0,42 0,50 0,07
unity with nature 0,83 0,15 0,05
equality 0,36 0,45 0,07
respecting the earth 0,79 0,21 -0,12
wealth -0,01 0,18 0,73
authority 0,02 0,02 0,86
influence 0,04 0,06 0,84
protecting the environment 0,79 0,22 0,07

Method. Principle Factor Analyses (PFA), Rotation: VARIMAX with Kaiser normalisation. Number of iteration. 5.

Table 6 - Rotated component matrix

The three components, showing the value structiceiomarketing students, resulting from
the factor analysis is unique as the Hungarianevglnucture is not similar to any of those

countries also involved in the surveys.



» Biospheric values can be found in a distinct faclmmponent only in Hungary. In any
other cases these values are mixed with other salmecountries representing the
Western cultures (USA and the Netherlands), inRhdippines (maybe due to the
American effect) and even in Thailand biosphertugs are mixed with altruist ones
in a single factor-component, while in Japan biesgh values are linked to
traditional ones.

e Traditional and altruist values can be found ingame component only in Hungary.

In Table 3 the different factor components of valfer each country are clearly shown. For
Japan’s data, factor 1 was labelled as “biospheatition” because it includes two items of
tradition and two environmental items. Factor 2 wWalselled “altruistic” because three
altruistic items are included, although one waatesl to the environment (unity with nature).
Factor 3 was labelled “egoistic,” which includesaltie and authority. For the data from the
Netherlands and the United States, three envirotinedated items (respecting the earth,
unity with nature, and protecting the environmemtye grouped with altruistic items such as
social justice, a world at peace, and equality. Bulapan, they were grouped differently.
Factor 1 was labelled as biospheric-altruisticida@ as egoistic, and factor 3 as tradition.
Table 3 also compares responses from the Asian twesin In all three countries,
environment-related items were categorized diffdyerin Japan, two environment-related
items were grouped with the traditional items, awbther one with altruistic items. In
Bangkok and Manila, twenvironment-related items were grouped with altrwigems, and
another one with traditional items. In all threauctiies, the egoistic items were in a separate
category. The results suggest that the structunealies might be different in non-Western
countries, as Schwartz found. Environmental valaes not distinct from altruistic or
traditional items. Thus, as Pierce et al. (198ppred, the NEP concepts may not be new
among Asian people. The environment is tightly emted with other value items. But the
structure does not seem to be the same, even afxsigug countries. The close relationship of
traditional and environmental values was obseraethpan, but not in Bangkok or Manila.

As | mentioned before, my survey in Hungary reveéaeaunique value structure as biospheric
and egoist values composed different factor compisnevhile altruist and traditional values
were mixed in a third, separated component. Thezefoy hypothesis must be rejected.

The three factor components made it possible fortanghow them in a 3D-like chart. In
Chart 1 biospheric and egoist values are shown farfrom each other, whilst altruist and
traditional values are close to one another. Thettre of the values in Hungary has serious
marketing consequences. Since in our country thephieric values are distinct from other
values, environmental arguments used to enhance@oamentally conscious behaviour
should be based on biospheric values and they dgimmtilbe mixed with other (i. g. arguments
based on traditional or altruist values) argumeniss reasoning was later reconfirmed by the
results of a questionnaire survey on individual teasollection behaviour for Miskolc
Regional Waste Management Project. Phone intervedwsore than 800 people living in the
region covered by the project revealed that thetnmogortant motivation factor in selective
waste collection was environmental value-based.rEwher motivation factor can be
neglected (see Chart 2)



Component Plot in Rotated Space

1.0
g tisztelet
imhom B
A

Component 2 4 korvedel

5 8

Component 1 Component 3

Chart 1 - 3D-like value structure

Why participating in selective waste collection?

10

o
QB

Oltis my allegiance W It is in my own rational interest
Olt is an inner, etchical deed OIf not, | would be scandalised
W It is important for me to live in a clean and tidy environment O Thereby | set an example in my family

Chart 2 — Motivation factors of participating in selective waste collection, Miskolc, n=800, 2004
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