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Living sustainability is a set of behaviors for the long-term functioning of society. 

Sustainability VALS provides the clothing and textiles industry distinctive insight into 

comprehending the phenomenon through the application of the appropriate theoretical 

platform. The objectives are to identify the dimensionality of sustainability value, 

sustainability practices and sustainability stewardship in consumers’ perceptive, and to 

examine the impacts of sustainability value and stewardship on sustainability practices.  

Analyzing data (n = 239) from a southwestern university reveals the critical 

dimensions of sustainability lifestyle practices, sustainability value and sustainability 

stewardship. 62 out of 64 hypotheses were confirmed the significant impacts of 

sustainability values and stewardship on sustainability lifestyle practices. The findings 

revealed that the altruistic, openness to change, anthropocentrism, and ecocentrism 

values are influential sustainability values affecting on sustainability lifestyle practices. 

Given the theoretical perspective of sustainability VALS, sustainability stewardships can 

facilitate the holistic idea to incur consumer’s sustainability lifestyle practices. 



 ii 

Copyright 2011 

by 

Stacy Hyun-Nam Lee



 iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 
 
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................ v 

LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................... vi 

Chapter 

1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 1 

Purpose of Study .................................................................................................. 4 

Assumptions ......................................................................................................... 5 

Operational Definitions ......................................................................................... 5 

Social Value  .............................................................................................. 5 

Environmental Value .................................................................................. 6 

Sustainability Lifestyles .............................................................................. 6 

Sustainability stewardship .......................................................................... 7 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................................ 9 

Sustainability Values ............................................................................................ 9 

Social Values ........................................................................................... 12 

Environmental Values .............................................................................. 16 

Sustainability Lifestyle Practices ......................................................................... 19 

Sustainability Lifestyle.............................................................................. 20 

Sustainability Activity ............................................................................... 24 

Sustainability Interest ............................................................................... 26 

Sustainability Opinion .............................................................................. 28 

Sustainability Stewardship .................................................................................. 30 



 iv 

Sustainability Labels and Indices ............................................................. 31 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Drive  .......................................... 35 

Research Model ................................................................................................. 39 

Problem Statement and Hypotheses .................................................................. 40 

3 METHODOLOGY ....................................................................................................... 45 

Instrument Development .................................................................................... 45 

Content Validity and Reliability ........................................................................... 47 

Content Validity: Preliminary Test ............................................................ 47 

Scale Reliability: Pretest .......................................................................... 47 

Sample and Data Collection ............................................................................... 48 

Underlying Assumption and Limitation of the Methodology ................................ 49 

4 RESULTS ................................................................................................................... 50 

Sample Characteristics ....................................................................................... 50 

Statistical Analysis .............................................................................................. 52 

Data Analysis ...................................................................................................... 53 

Identification of Underlying Dimensions: Factor Analysis......................... 53 

Testing Hypotheses: Multiple Regression Analysis ................................. 62 

5 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS .......................................................................... 81 

6 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS .......................... 89 

Appendices 

A. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE .................................................................................... 92 

B. IRB APPROVAL LETTER ......................................................................................... 99 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................ 101 



 v 

LIST OF TABLES 

Page 

1. Sustainability Value Dimensions ............................................................................... 11 

2. Sustainability Lifestyle Dimensions ........................................................................... 22 

3. Eco-Labels/Indices .................................................................................................... 35 

4. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Drive ............................................................ 38 

5. Research Constructs ................................................................................................. 46 

6. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents (N = 239) .................................... 51 

7. Factor Analysis of Social Value ................................................................................. 55 

8. Factor Analysis of Environmental Value .................................................................... 56 

9. Factor Analysis of Sustainability Lifestyle Practices: Activity ..................................... 58 

10. Factor Analysis of Sustainability Lifestyle Practices: Interest & Opinion ................. 60 

11. Factory Analysis of Sustainability Stewardship ....................................................... 62 

12. Multiple Regressions between Social Value, Environmental Value, and Activity .... 78 

13. Multiple Regressions between Social Value, Environmental Value, Opinion and 

Interest ............................................................................................................... 79 

14. Multiple Regressions between Sustainability Stewardship and Sustainability 

Lifestyle Practices ............................................................................................... 80 



 vi 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Page 

1. The impact of sustainability values on sustainability lifestyle practices with the effect 

of sustainability stewardship ............................................................................... 39 

2. H1 results: social value and green products purchasing ........................................... 63 

3. H2 results: social value and green products purchase intention ............................... 65 

4. H3 results: social value and recycling ....................................................................... 65 

5. H4 results: social value and clothing care ................................................................. 66 

6. H5 results: social value and eco-citizenship .............................................................. 66 

7. H7 results: social value and fair trade ....................................................................... 66 

8. H8 results: social value and pro-environmental attitude ............................................ 67 

9. H9 results: social value and green products purchasing ........................................... 68 

10. H10 results: environmental value and green purchase intention ............................. 68 

11. H11 results: environmental value and recycling ...................................................... 69 

12. H12 results: environmental value and clothing care ................................................ 71 

13. H13 results: environmental value and eco-citizenship ............................................. 71 

14. H15 results: environmental value and fair trade ...................................................... 71 

15. H16 results: environmental value and pro-environmental attitude ........................... 72 

16. H17 results: sustainability stewardship and green products purchasing ................. 73 

17. H18 results: sustainability stewardship and green purchase intention .................... 73 

18. H19 results: sustainability stewardship and recycling .............................................. 74 

19. H20 results: sustainability stewardship and clothing care ....................................... 74 

20. H21 results: sustainability stewardship and eco-citizenship .................................... 76 

 



 vii 

21. H22 results: sustainability stewardship and environmental knowledge ................... 76 

22. H23 results: sustainability stewardship and fair trade .............................................. 76 

23. H24 results: sustainability stewardship and pro-environmental attitude .................. 77 



1 
 

CHAPTER 1 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The aspects of sustainability extend to engaging at the individual level across 

societies (Cooke & Fielding, 2009).  This is because individuals play an essential role in 

determining society’s impact on the environment (Buenstorf & Cordes, 2008; Jackson, 

2005). Consumer involvement in sustainability practices is an important issue because it 

determines the amount of effort the whole society makes towards sustainability 

practices (Harcar and Kaynak, 2007). Many academia and marketers use the lifestyle 

concept to identify existing or potential customers and to understand their decision 

making process (Hawkins et al., 2004; Senauer et al., 1991) because the concept is 

deeply connected to consumerism (Chaney, 1996) and helps to account for how people 

express their identity in many areas such as activities, interests, and opinions (AIO) 

(Wells & Tigert, 1971). Any move to sustainability and sustainability lifestyles will be a 

gradual process; however, sustainability lifestyle will lead as an essential element of 

environmental action and of a holistic approach to sustainability (Cooke & Kelly, 2009). 

Living sustainably involves a whole set of behaviors that are indispensable for the long-

term functioning of society. 

The measurement of lifestyle and the development of lifestyle segments require 

extensive psychographic research predominantly based upon consumers’ values since 

lifestyles change over time as individuals change their behaviors in certain ways in 

order to achieve basic values (Chen, 2009). Values are considered as the one of the 

most abstract forms of individual knowledge (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988) and are deeply 

rooted motivations that justify and explain attitudes, norms, opinions, actions (Rokeach 



2 
 

1973; Schwartz, 1992; Halman et al., 1993; Feldman, 2003). Moreover, values are 

mostly consistent across different cultures, which justify the construct of “value” as 

being a valid measure for lifestyle segmentation across cultures (Schwartz & Bardi, 

2001). 

Mitchell (1983) developed the Values and Lifestyles Scale (VALS) as 

segmentation criteria to explain consumer behavior variation beyond demographic and 

socio-economic characteristics (Harcar & Haynak, 2007). Extending the VALS, this 

study conceptualizes “Sustainability VALS” by specifying sustainability value, lifestyle 

and stewardship. Sustainability value is the criterion of environmental behavior 

(Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000). Many researchers (Karp, 1996; Schwartz, 1992; 

Schwartz & Blisky, 1987; Thogerson & Olander, 2002) suggest green consumers are 

likely to hold altruistic values, while committed environmentalists tend toward having 

biospheric and ecocentic values. Adapting the concept of value orientations (Nordlund & 

Garvil, 2002; Stern et al., 1993), this study operationalizes sustainability value into 

social value and environmental value: (1) social value includes egoistic, altruistic, self-

enhancement, and openness to change perspectives; and (2) environmental value 

consists of anthropocentrism and ecocentrism. Explicitly, the AIO of “sustainability 

lifestyle practice” is specified as follows: (1) activities are comprised of green products 

purchasing, green purchase intention, recycling, and clothing care (Krause,1993; Martin 

& Simintiras; 1995; Ottman, 1992); (2) interests are characterized as a shared personal 

commitment to sustainability, which includes eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge, 

and fair trade (Dobson 2003; Seyfang, 2006); and (3) opinions stand for pro-
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environmental attitude linking moral obligation of values, beliefs and norms 

(Gatersleben et al., 2002; Nordlund & Garvill, 2002).  

Sustainability stewardship aims at supporting the human well-being of humans 

and preventing environment problems (Chapin et al., 2009). One of the sustainability 

stewardship approaches is corporate social responsibility (CSR), which leads to 

accountable practices related to labor standards, human rights, and the environment. 

Another evolving approach is the development of eco-labeling/indices. This label/index 

method conveys environmental information about a product to the consumer and 

communicates that the environmental impacts are reduced over the entire life cycle of 

the product (Bruce & Laroiya, 2006). Many fashion brands have developed eco-labels 

and certificated indices to deliver environmental information about a product (Bruce & 

Laroiya, 2006) and to thus facilitate sustainability purchasing decisions by motivating 

consumers (D’Souza et al., 2006). However, these business-driven efforts of 

sustainability stewardship are fragmented, and this leaves consumers and companies in 

doubt as to whether the current stewardship effort, such as labels /indices and CSR 

drives, are beneficial to environment and society as well as themselves. To ensure that 

sustainability stewardship aligns with consumers’ specific AIO (activities, interest and 

opinion) patterns, businesses need to build the stewardship practices on the basis of 

sustainability values and lifestyles (VAL).   

To gain insights into sustainability stewardship in the clothing and textile industry, 

this study explores the influences of sustainability stewardship on consumer’s 

sustainability VALS (value and lifestyle) perception. The objectives of the study are: (1) 

to identify the dimensionality of social value, environmental value, sustainability 
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stewardship, and sustainability practices in consumers’ perceptive; and (2) to examine 

the impacts of sustainability value and stewardship on sustainability practices. Given the 

exponential growth of the sustainability phenomenon, comprehending the dynamics 

influencing lifestyle practices can empower marketers and researchers to devise 

effective marketing strategies and to identify practical applications for further research. 

 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of sustainability VAL (value 

and lifestyle) on sustainability stewardship in the clothing and textiles industry. Two 

specific objectives motivate this study: (1) to discover the dimensionality of sustainability 

value, sustainability practices, and sustainability stewardship in consumers’ perspective; 

and (2) to examine the impacts of sustainability value and stewardship on sustainability 

practices. This approach will allow the clothing and textiles industry to be more effective 

in comprehending the phenomenon through the application of the appropriate 

theoretical platform. 

In the following sections, this study first presents the literature related to 

sustainability lifestyles and values and also sustainability stewardship. A research 

model that consists of 64 hypotheses is presented next, followed by a report on an 

empirical study based on a survey which was conducted to test the research 

hypotheses. This study then concludes by discussing the implications as well as 

directions for future research indicated by the study.  
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Assumptions 

This study assumed that the respondents would answer truthfully and that the 

sample set consisted of consumers who had some experience with sustainability 

practices. 

Operational Definitions 

 

Social Value 
 
 In the category of social value, four values are presented:  egoistic, altruistic, 

self-enhancement, and openness to change. 

Egoistic value: Egoistic value is compatible with Schwartz’s (1994) SELF 

ENHANCEMENT SCALE (Schultz, 2001) which predisposes people to protect aspects 

of the environment that affect them personally (Stern & Dietz, 1994). 

Altruistic value: Social altruistic values can be conceptualized as a basis for 

environmental attitudes and behavior (Schwartz, 1977).  They have their basis in moral 

imperatives such as Golden Rule (treating others as you would have them treat you) 

(Stern et al., 1993).  

Self-enhancement value: Self-enhancement value represents power and 

achievement which emphasize self-interest (Davidov et al., 2008).  This value inclines 

one to favor the environment and green products due to one’s self-interest or social 

interest.  

Openness to change value: Openness to change value denotes self-direction 

and self-stimulation emphasizing independent action, thought, and feeling along with 

readiness for new experience (Davidov et al., 2008). 
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Environmental Value 
 

Ranging from a pure concern for human welfare to a concern for all life forms as 

equally valuable and of intrinsic value, environmental value includes anthropocentric 

and ecocentric values (Eckersley, 1992). 

Anthropocentrism: Anthropocentrism represents the belief that environmental 

protection is important because of nature’s contribution to human welfare (Nordlund & 

Garvill, 2002). 

Ecocentrism: Ecocentrism is the belief that the ecosystem has an intrinsic value 

(Nordlund & Garvill, 2002), and it appreciates environment and ecology rather than 

individuals. 

 
Sustainability Lifestyles 
  

In terms of AIO engagement, sustainability lifestyles can be conceptualized as 

sustainability activities (green products purchasing and green purchase intention, 

recycling, and clothing care), interest (eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge, and 

fair trade) and opinion (pro-environmental attitude). 

Green product purchasing and green purchase intention: The term green 

purchasing depicts the concrete eco-friendly or green purchases resulting from 

awareness and knowledge of environmental issues, which promote behavior 

participation (Chan, 2001).   

Recycling: A characteristic of many socially conscious behaviors such as 

recycling is that there are trades-offs between long term societal gains and short term 

individual needs. 
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Clothing care: Consumer product care uses more energy than all other parts of a 

clothing item’s life cycle (Spangenberg & Lorek, 2002).  More information than is usually 

easily available such as hang tags and marketing campaigns informing customers about 

high energy and environmental costs of specific clothing care options is needed. 

Eco-citizenship: The term eco-citizenship refers to sustainability interest that 

leads to everyday behaviors which range from using and disposing to recycling and 

which require wide-ranging knowledge and awareness. 

Environmental knowledge is a basic knowledge about environmental issues and 

the behaviors that lead to to pro-environmentally conscious action. 

Fair trade: Fair trade is defined as trading partnerships that aims to achieve the 

sustainability development of disadvantaged producers in the Third World (Krier, 2001). 

Pro-environmental attitude: The term pro-environmental attitude refers to 

sustainability opinion that is mainly determined by attitudinal variables including values, 

beliefs and norms (Gatersleben et al., 2002; Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). 

 

Sustainability Stewardship 
 

Sustainability stewardship is described as companies’ management tools for 

which the quality of sustainability and environmental responsibility are being computed 

(Brown & Mitchel, 1996) through eco-labels/indices and CSR drive efforts. 

Eco-label/index: Eco-labels/indices are configured to provide product related 

information (e.g., materials or products produced without using chemicals) and 

consumption related information (e.g., minimum performance standards that products 

fulfill). 
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CSR (corporate social responsibility) drive: CSR drive is an implementation 

strategy to manage internal operational processes and to promote external marketing 

strategy in a way that is beneficial society and the environment (external) (van Ypersen, 

2006). 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

This chapter introduces the literature related to sustainability values, 

sustainability lifestyle practices, and sustainability stewardship along with the research 

model.  

 

Sustainability Values 

Value is a personal assessment of the net worth obtained from an activity (Babin 

& Harris, 2009). Value-based purchasing focuses the decisions of purchasing 

professionals on the creation of value rather than on the traditional objectives of cost 

savings and efficiency (Dumond, 1994). Vitell et al. (2001) found that consumers are 

more guided by principles or values than by consequences when making ethical 

decisions. Values are considered as the one of the most abstract forms of individual 

knowledge; therefore, tying a specific product, service, or idea to an abstract value 

increases the ease with which the specific item can be stored in and retrieved from 

memory (Kahle & Kennedy, 1988). Researchers view values as deeply rooted, abstract 

motivations that justify and explain attitudes, norms, opinions, and actions (Rokeach 

1973; Schwartz, 1992; Halman et al., 1993).  

Williams (1979) contends that explicit and fully conceptualized values become 

criteria for judgment, preferences, and choice. Such relativistic preferences shape the 

essence of the consumption experiences that create customer value in the sense that 

products perform services and relevant value creates experience. However, values may 

not necessarily lead in a straightforward way to attitudes because social attitudes can 
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be influenced by agents such as the mass media and social movements. Values may 

manipulate individuals’ attention or focus so as to affect the ways they construct their 

preferences and thereby influence their opinions and actions (Dietz et al.,1989). 

Theoretically, values as desirable trans-situational goals serve as guiding 

principles in the life of a person or other social entity. Value often tends to: (1) serve the 

interests of some social entity, (2) motivate action – giving it direction and emotional 

intensity, (3) function as a standard for judging and justifying action, and (4) be acquired 

both through socialization to dominant group values and through the unique learning 

experiences of individuals (Schwartz, 1994). According to Kluckhohn (1951), values are 

conceptions of the desirable that influence action and evaluate events. Moreover, 

values are relatively central, which means they can reflect major social change in 

societies (Davidov et al., 2008) because values are mostly consistent across different 

cultures.  This justifies the construct of “value” as being a valid measure for lifestyle 

segmentation across cultures (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001).  

The extensive review of literature reveals two types of values: social and 

environmental (Table 2). Social values represent the individual’s relation to her or 

himself, inside groups, and to others (Schwartz, 1994), whereas environmental values 

reflect the human being’s relation to the natural environment (Thompson & Barton, 

1994). Stern et al. (1995) have demonstrated that there may be conceptual links 

between the dimensions of social and environmental values.  
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Table 1  

  Sustainability Value Dimensions 

(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued). 

 

Social Values 
 

From a social-psychological perspective, researchers have focused on the role of 

three key factors, namely the situational circumstances in which individuals are placed 

(including their socio-demographic situation), the socio-environmental values individuals 

hold, and attitudes towards specific behaviors, which have been shown to differentiate 

between different levels of commitment to environmental action (Barr & Gilg, 2006). 

Rokeach (1973) defines value as an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or 

end-state is personally preferred to its opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-

state of existence. Kahle (1996) claims that values shape through people’s experiences 

and learning process, which are predictive and explanatory potential both at the 
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individual and societal levels (Davidov et al., 2008). Basic values exhibit predicted 

associations with attitudes toward war and social dominance orientation (Cohrs et al., 

2005); attitudes toward human rights (Spini & Doise, 1998); interpersonal trust, political 

activism, and attitudes toward immigration (Schwartz, 2007); environmental attitudes 

(Schultz & Zelezny, 1999); and materialism (Burroughs & Rindfleisch, 2002).  

In social dilemma research, the distinction between prosocials (cooperators) and 

proselves (non-cooperators) (Garling, 1999; Garling et al., 2003; Joireman et al., 2001; 

van Vugt et al., 1996) is compatible to the distinction between self-transcendence 

versus self-enhancement value orientations made by Schwartz (Stern & Dietz, 1994). 

Schwartz (1994) has linked environmental concern and behavior to general theories of 

values. Others have found that values that focus concern beyond a person’s immediate 

social circle (altruistic or self-transcendent) are stronger among people who engage in 

pro-environmental activities (Dietz et al., 1998; Karp, 1996; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Stern 

et al., 1995). A related line of research finds greater evidence of environmental concern 

among individuals with prosocial rather than individualistic or competitive social value 

orientations (Van Vugt & Samuelson, 1999).   

Rokeach (1973) has presented the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS), which has 

been brought under some criticism because a large discrepancy of relevance may 

differentiate among different values in their impact on people’s daily lives. To develop a 

universal set of values recognizable in different cultures, Schwartz (1992, 1994) has 

studies the individual level of values which are focused on the social level. Using 

Schwartz’s (1994) value items, Stern et al. (1993) has proposed three value 

orientations, including social-altruistic, biospheric, and egoistic, which are comparable to 



14 
 

Merchant’s (1992) three “ethics” of the homocentric, ecocentric, and egocentric. 

However, biosphere value orientation, in which people take phenomena on the basis of 

costs or benefits to ecosystems or the biosphere (Stern & Dietz, 1994), and which is 

categorized as environmental value rather than social value, is emerging. Stern et al. 

(1995) have focused on the role that wider social values can play in distinguishing 

between groups of environmental actors.  

Egoistic values. Egoistic value orientation items are parallel with Schwartz’s 

(1994) self enhancement scale (Schultz, 2001). Egoistic values predispose people to 

protect aspects of the environment that affect them personally or to oppose protection of 

the environment if the personal costs are perceived as too high (Stern & Dietz, 1994). 

According to various forms of rational choice theory, individuals act more or less 

predictably and endure costs to protect the environment when they expect the benefits 

to exceed those costs. Individuals with egoistic orientation purchase 100% cotton or 

organic clothing without compromising cost in order to protect themselves from 

chemical and artificial goods, or, they anticipate purchasing Tom’s shoes not because of 

Tom’s “one for other” policy, but because of their self-interest and wants. For this 

reason, individuals with egoistic values employ green purchasing and green 

consumption for one’s self-interest and satisfaction rather than for the collective good.      

Altruistic values. Altruistic value (or self-transcendence) consists of universalism 

and benevolence, which entail concerns for the welfare and interests of others (Davidov 

et al., 2008). Social altruistic values have been studied as a basis for environmental 

attitudes and behavior adopting the Schwartz norm activation model of altruism 

(Schwartz, 1977). People’s behavior based on social-altruistic values comes with moral 
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imperatives such as the Golden Rule (treating others as you would have them treat you) 

(Stern et al., 1993). Altruistic values bear benefits for an individual’s group or others by 

becoming advocates for companies practicing socially responsible and sustainability 

practices. For instance, the breast cancer supportive association called Pink, the Red 

Hat Society, and organic consumer organizations positively appeal to altruistic values 

individuals; whereas child labor and sweatshops lead to boycotting of products or 

brands among altruistic individuals.  

Self-enhancement value. Self-enhancement value represents power and 

achievement, which emphasize self-interest (Davidov et al., 2008). Stern et al. (1993) 

claim that the stronger the self-enhancement, the stronger the motivation for the 

behavior. A strong self-enhancement is counterproductive when the desired behavior 

negates a person’s needs and desires.  

Openness to change value. The openness to change value denotes self-direction 

and stimulation emphasizing independent action, thought, and feeling and readiness for 

new experience (Davidov et al., 2008). Using Schwartz and Blisky’s (1987), and 

Schwartz’s (1992) studies, Guagnano et al. (1995) discovered that individuals with 

altruistic and open to change orientations favorably undertake environmental actions. 

Unlike altruistic value, openness to change value can result from self-interest in leading 

to behavior as environmentally friendly or conscious individuals. Since these individuals 

are highly acceptable to new practices and values, they can alter their behavior when 

they perceive other behavioral alternatives as superior.    

The concept of value in relation to lifestyle portrays consumer behavior variation 

rather than demographic and socio-economic variables (Harcar & Haynak, 2007). 
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Humans are inherently motivated to grow, achieve, fully commit to, and even engage in 

uninteresting tasks when their meaning and value is understood (Stone et al., 2009).   

 

Environmental Values 
 
 In environmental psychology, numerous studies have been conducted to 

examine the relationship between values, general and specific beliefs, and 

environmentally significant behavior (Garling et al., 2003; Joireman et al., 2001; 

Nordlund & Garvill, 2002; Schultz & Zelezny, 1998; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Stern et al., 

1995). Evidently, and supporting Stern et al.’s (1995) assertion, Schwartz’s (1992) value 

continua are of utility when examining environmental behavior. Social values, and 

particularly environmental values, are clearly different with committed environmentalists. 

Apparently, these individuals hold values that encapsulate an emphasis on unity and 

less emphasis on personal wealth (Barr & Gilg, 2006). The study of values has 

understood environmental behavior as an expression of the forms that are established 

between the environment and cultural context (Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000). The 

choice between acting in accordance with one’s self-interest or in the interest of the 

collective has often been defined as a social dilemma, because pro-environmental 

behavior may require the individual to restrain egoistic tendencies for the benefit of 

others (Hopper & Nielsen, 1991; Vining & Ebreo, 1992; Stern et al., 1993). 

Indeed, Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) new environmental paradigm (NEP) has 

been developed to demonstrate the role that relational environmental values have in 

differentiating between biocentrists and anthropocentists in behavior towards the 

environment (Vining and Ebreo, 1992). The NEP Scale seems more appropriate in 
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terms of ecological worldview (Dunlap et al., 2000) that consists in notions ranging from 

that of “spaceship earth” and “nature as delicate” to “no limits to growth” and “man over 

nature” (Gilg et al., 2005). Using Schwartz’s (1994) value items, Stern et al. (1993) have 

proposed three value orientations, including social-altruistic, biospheric, and egoistic, 

which are comparable to Merchant’s (1992) three “ethics” of the homocentric, 

ecocentric, and egocentric. Biospheric value orientation is measured using Schwartz’s 

(1994) self-transcendence scale. Biospheric values are prominent in the thinking of 

many ecologists and environmentalists (Stern & Dietz, 1994). Biospheric value 

orientation is also compatible with Schwartz’s self-transcendence scale (Schultz, 2001); 

a biosphere value orientation, in which people take phenomena on the basis of costs or 

benefits to ecosystems or the biosphere, emerges from the concepts of 

anthropocentrism and ecocentrism (Stern & Dietz, 1994).  

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) have developed a value-orientation framework 

which classifies values into five dimensions: (a) man—nature orientation; (b) man-

himself orientation; (c) relational orientation; (d) past-time orientation; and (e) activity 

orientation. O’Riordan’s (1976) spectrum of ecocentric – technocentric environmental 

values emphasizes the role of operational values which are used in a classificatory 

framework of “environmentalists.” Eckersley’s (1992) theory of green political thought 

has proposed an anthropocentric – ecocentric dimension, ranging from a pure concern 

for human welfare to a concern for all life forms as equally valuable and of intrinsic 

value. Thogersen and Grunert-Beckmann (1997) have identified anthropocentric and 

ecocentric values to investigate both in the formation of attitudes and in the 

determination of pro-environmental behavior.  
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Anthropocentrism. Anthropocentrism represents the belief that environmental 

protection is important because of nature’s contribution to human welfare (Nordlund & 

Garvill, 2002). Values underlying anthropocentrism are human centered (Nordlund & 

Garvill, 2002) and can be found in societies where people share similar interests and 

commitment towards sustainability, for instance, tree huggers, the eco-village, and 

Green America. They aim for a rationale for changing behavior towards more 

sustainability lifestyles motivated by an ethical position, rather than simply responding to 

superficial incentives (Seyfang, 2006). However, a number of studies argued that the 

anthropocentrism values would be less likely to protect the environment if other human-

centered values, such as material quality of life, interfered (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). 

Ecocentrism. Ecocentrism represents the belief that the ecosystem has an 

intrinsic value and that this alone is reason to protect it (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). 

Ecocentric individuals, in contrast to other individuals who cherish either altruistic or 

egoistic value, appreciate the environment and ecology.  Given incremental 

environment issues, these ecocentric individuals are less concerned with material 

wealth and personal influence: they hold values that place nature in an equal position 

with humans and believe that nature has critical limits which must not be crossed by 

human development. These individuals protest brands, products, and firms which cause 

negative effects towards the environment and ecosystems. Also, they strongly oppose 

purchasing animal or fur clothing and textiles, specifically clothing that are made out of 

endangered species.  

Value is considered as psychographic variable which can be used to identify the 

ecological consumer segment (Fraj & Martinez, 2006). Some researchers have found 
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positive relationships between values, lifestyles, and ecological behavior (Fraj & 

Martinez, 2006). Gilg et al. (2005) find that individuals share different values; for 

example, the environmentalist values nature as being in equal position with humans, 

while non-environmentalists assess humankind, as well as wealth, social power and 

personal influence, over nature. According to the degree of their environmental values, 

people adopt not only new habits and customs that emphasize ecological aspects and 

respect towards the environment but also are concerned about keeping a balanced and 

healthy diet and about their physical appearance (Fraj & Martinez, 2006).    

 

Sustainability Lifestyle Practices 

Consumers make an essential contribution to society’s impact on the 

environment (Buenstorf & Cordes, 2008). As consumers acquire explicit knowledge of 

how specific activities and goods affect society (Buenstorf & Cordes, 2008), they alter 

behaviors to consuming green products and adopting eco-friendly behavior (Chan, 

2001; McDonald & Oates, 2006). When consumers locate some products or brands that 

fulfill their value and desire, they will pay more attention to further information about a 

particular brand through labels, indices, and socially responsible programs. Based on 

the degree of knowledge, consumers engage in activities from organizing petitions and 

boycotting manufacturers and retailers to actively promoting the preservation of the 

planet (McDonald & Oate, 2006). In case of Tom’s shoes, consumers perceive an 

ethical strategy of “buying a pair of shoes for one another” as extremely intriguing. 

Furthermore, those consumers incorporate a range of behavior responses from energy 

saving and water conservation to waste recycling and green consumption that cross 

conventional behavioral boundaries (Barr & Gilg, 2006). Thus, an investigation of 
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behaviors can be approached from attitudinal engagement and cognitive augmentation 

perspectives on behavioral participation.  

Cooke and Fielding (2009) posit that certain aspects of sustainability are at the 

level of individual engagement across societies. An individual’s perspective toward the 

environment can be a powerful motivator which links to moral obligation (Hopper & 

Nielson, 1991; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Vining & Ebreo, 1992). In fact, Stern (2000) 

describes this environmental attitudinal engagement as an independent cause of 

behavior. Those strong attitudes and interests trigger consumers to behave positively 

towards companies that are socially responsible. Although many researchers propose 

holistic models of the factors influencing sustainability behavior (Hines et al., 1986; 

Dembkowski & Hanmer-Loyd, 1994), the question of what determines the sustainability 

behaviors, and that of how to develop and evaluate interventions to change their 

sustainability behaviors (Steg & Vlek, 1997) are confounded for practical application and 

theoretical validation. By surveying individual consumer perception across society, it is 

possible to elucidate sustainability issues. 

 

Sustainability Lifestyle 
 

The term lifestyle expresses general attitudes or feelings which are associated 

with individuals’ general interest, opinions, and activities (AIO) within socio-cultural 

environments including aspects of individuals’ shopping habits and attitudes towards 

families, health care, household chores, and social activities (Harcar and Kaynak, 

2007). Lifestyle often links the social structure to attitudes and behavior, which in turn 

reveal the characteristics of socio-cultural societies (Reusswig et al., 2003). For 
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instance, many sustainability lifestyle societies, such as Lifestyle of Health And 

Sustainability (LOHAS), Good Neighbors, Mountain Association for Community 

Economic Development (MACED), Tree Huggers, Eco-Village, and Green America, are 

striving to create a quality of living for themselves as well as others. Those societies 

particularly engage social issues related to environmental sustainability, ethical 

business, human rights, fair trade, and personal development. Those sustainability 

lifestyle societies may deliberately select specific practices from among the 

environmental considerations and apply them as legitimate rules within the society 

(Spaargaren, 2003). The measurement of lifestyle and the development of lifestyle 

segments require extensive psychographic research predominantly based upon 

consumers’ values. However, lifestyles change over time as an attempt to adopt an 

individual’s behaviors in such a way as to achieve basic values throughout life, even 

though the environment is changing (Chen, 2009).  Any move to sustainability and 

sustainability lifestyles will be a gradual process; however, sustainability lifestyle will 

lead as an essential element of a holistic approach to environmental action (Cooke & 

Fielding, 2009). Living sustainability is examples of a set of behaviors that are 

indispensable for the long-term functioning of society. 

Lifestyle concept has been used by many academics and marketers to identify 

existing or potential customers (Hawkins et al., 2004; Senauer et al., 1991) because the 

concept is deeply connected to consumerism (Chaney, 1996), and the purchase and 

consumption behavior of consumers (Chu & Chan, 2008), which are related to how 

people express their identity in many areas such as activities, interests, and opinions 

(AIO) (Wells & Tigert, 1971). Consumer involvement in sustainability practices is an 
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important issue because it determines the amount of effort consumers make toward 

adopting sustainability practices. Hence, people enact different levels of sustainability 

lifestyle practices through AIO. Table 2 illustrates how researchers differentiate the 

lifestyle dimensions according to their AIO contexts.  

Table 2  

  Sustainability Lifestyle Dimensions 

(table continues) 
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Table 2 (table continues). 

 

Through the degree of sustainability practice engagement, sustainability lifestyle 

can be specified as green products purchasing, green purchase intention, recycling, 

clothing care, eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge, fair trade, and pro-

environmental attitude. By forming ecological knowledge and awareness, people 

activate behavior participation as green products purchasing, green purchase intention, 

recycling and clothing care. Due to their characteristics, those four behaviors are 

perceived as activities-related lifestyle. Requiring more than knowledge and awareness, 

eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge and fair trade tend to lead to more holistic 

behaviors and practices, so this behavior entails an interest-related lifestyle. On the 
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other hand, pro-environmental attitude leads to behaviors that tend toward collective 

goods and attitudinal engagement. For that reason, this particular attitude is considered 

to be part of an opinion-related lifestyle.  

 

Sustainability Activity 
 

Green products purchasing and green purchase intention. While green 

consumption as a widespread society practice is more complex than an individual 

values and practices change (Dolan, 2002), the term green purchasing may be more 

appropriately used for any move towards sustainability lifestyles. Green consumers are 

aware of and interested in environmental issues (Soothonsmai, 2007) and further 

promote behavior participation as eco-friendly or green purchasers (Chan, 2001). 

Ottman (1992) discovered that consumers accept green products when their principal 

need for performance, quality, convenience, and affordability are met and when they 

understand how a green product can help to solve environmental problems. This is 

related to Tanner and Kast’s (2003) finding that green purchasing is not likely to connect 

to moral thinking.  

Consumers engage in purchasing organic eco-friendly textiles and clothing by 

choosing green or eco-friendly products, which are hemp, bamboo, flax-based clothing, 

and linens. As the organic market has grown exponentially, many other well-known 

brands and retailers globally are not only replacing other organic materials with organic 

cotton (Organic Exchange, n.d.) but also utilizing earth-conscious materials and 

construction methods without sacrificing the style and function demanded. For instance, 

Nike, Inc., Wal-Mart, Williams-Sonoma, Inc., H&M, Anvil Knitwear, Coop Switzerland, 
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Green Source Organic Clothing Co., Levi Strauss & Co., Target, Adidas, and Nordstrom 

(Organic Exchange, n.d.) have replaced other materials with organic cottons. There is a 

general belief among researchers and environmental activists that through purchasing 

environmentally friendly products or green products, consumers can contribute 

significantly to improving the quality of the environment (Abdul-Muhmim, 2007). 

Recycling. An increasing demand for recycled materials stabilizes prices, thereby 

intensifying efforts to increase the supply. Manufacturing technology has helped to 

develop fleece fabrics made from recycled plastic bottles and jeans from recycled denim 

(Domina & Koch, 1997). The green segment of the market is growing and this type of 

clothes shopper not only looks for “green” products but also checks that garment tags 

and any packaging are made from recycled materials (Suchard & Polonsky, 1991). As 

consumers purchase recycled products more, it creates stable markets and causes 

manufactures to use more recycled materials (McKenzie-Mohr, 2000). Secondhand 

garments are being recycled into new designs and sold by well-known retailers such as 

Urban Outfitters’ Urban Renewal collection and What Comes Around Goes Around to 

reflect a stylish side to recycling (Dickson et al., 2009).    

A characteristic of many socially conscious behaviors such as recycling is that 

there are trades-offs between long term societal gains and short term individual needs. 

There has been introduced an innovative program to foster the purchase of products 

with recycled content (McKenzie-Mohr, 2000), which has revealed barriers to 

purchasing products with recycled content. Those barriers include the products’ being 

more expensive, that products are of poor quality, consumers’ low awareness of 

recycled content, cynicism regarding the environmental claims made by manufacturers, 
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and low accessibility of recycled products (McKenzie-Mohr, 2000).  Individuals may feel 

that recycling is important in the long run for society, but they may not employ this 

particular activity due to inconveniency.  

Clothing care. Several studies have argued that consumer product care uses 

more energy than all other parts of a clothing item’s life cycle (Spangenberg & Lorek, 

2002). Consumers have responsibilities but need more information than is usually easily 

available, such as hang tags and marketing campaigns informing them about the high 

energy and environmental costs of specific clothing care options. Franklin Associates in 

1993 found that consumer use, washing and drying of the blouses and T-shirts made 

from conventional cotton was wasting more energy compared to the energy used during 

disposal and manufacturing (Dickson et al., 2009). In order to inform consumers, the life 

cycle assessment has been made for specific products, and this process is used by 

some apparel businesses as part of their environmental responsibility activities.     

 

Sustainability Interest 
 

Eco-citizenship. Eco-citizenship is a driving force for ‘alternative’ sustainability 

consumption (Seyfang, 2006), which eludes the restrictive financial considerations 

commonly associated with efforts to reduce the impacts of consumption decisions, as 

ethically motivated citizens voluntarily make the required changes in lifestyle. Fraj and 

Martinez (2006) reveal that the market segment formed by environment-conscious 

consumers is growing as a result of an ecological lifestyle which is characterized as 

environmental consciousness and taking part in events to protect the environment. 

Dobson (2003) and Seyfang (2006) propose to develop “ecological citizenship” as a 
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shared personal commitment to sustainability. These ecological citizenship consumers 

not only employ green purchasing behavior but also further advocate everyday 

behaviors related to consuming, disposing and recycling that require wide-ranging 

knowledge and awareness on the part of green consumers.  

Researchers (Dobson, 2003; Harcar & Kaynak, 2007; Seyfang, 2006) argue that 

ecological citizens will ascribe to a sense of environmental responsibility on a planetary 

scale and will tend toward actions in their daily lives to reduce unjust impacts on others, 

for instance, by considering the implications of daily routine purchasing decisions and 

changing their behavior accordingly. In other words, members of this group are 

extremely affected by environment consciousness and the collective good even if they 

are obligated to trade off more monetary, efficiency, and individualistic value.  

Environmental knowledge. The inter-related sustainability concerns of 

environmental, ecological and green issues need to be considered along with social and 

ethical issues in order to achieve a holistic view (McDonald & Oates, 2006). As motives 

for pro-environmental behavior are influenced by situational factors and other internal 

factors, only small fraction of pro-environmental behavior links directly to environmental 

knowledge and environmental awareness (Kollmus & Agyeman, 2002). In order to act in 

pro-environmentally conscious ways, people have to have a basic knowledge about 

environmental issues and pro-environmental behaviors. As individuals extend the depth 

of their knowledge, this can lead to a higher level of green consumer activities, including 

organizing petitions, boycotting manufacturers and retailers, and actively promoting the 

preservation of the planet (McDonald & Oate, 2006). However, some researchers 

(Fietkau & Kessel, 1981; Kempton et al., 1995) have argued that there is no direct 
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relationship between environmental knowledge and pro-environmental behavior, while 

other studies have shown that very detailed technical knowledge does not seem to 

foster pro-environmental behavior (Diekmann, & Preisendoerfer, 1992). However, lack 

of knowledge about the causes and effects of ecological degradation can result in non-

involvement.  

Fair trade. Fair trade is defined as trading partnerships that aim to achieve the 

sustainability development of disadvantaged producers in the Third World (Krier, 2001). 

Numerous researchers have found that consumers are willing to paya  higher price for 

fair trade products (De Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Maietta, 2003), while another study has 

concluded that fair trade is the most critical ethical issue of concern to consumers 

(Shaw & Clarke, 1999). Consumers may form a positive attitude towards fair trade 

products or ecological consumption but may believe that the issue cannot be solved 

through their own buying behavior or that their individual contribution will not make a 

difference. Additionally, consumers perceive the price of fair trade products is too 

expensive and the quality and quantity of fair trade information is imperfect (De 

Pelsmacker et al., 2005).  

 

Sustainability Opinion 
 

Pro-environmental Attitudes. Pro-environmental attitude is identified as an 

independent cause of behavior that is mainly determined by attitudinal variables 

including values, beliefs, and norms (Gatersleben et al., 2002; Nordlund & Garvill, 

2002). People do not always engage in decision making based upon rational choice but 

seem to prescribe norms about what one ought to do as a citizen (Biel, 2000). 
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Researchers postulate that an attitudinal engagement of values, beliefs, and norms can 

be a powerful motivator and a predictor of pro-environmental attitude (Hopper & 

Nielson, 1991; Stern & Dietz, 1994 Vining & Ebreo, 1992). Pro-environmental attitude 

configures a conflict, called social dilemmas, between immediate individual and long-

term interests of the collective or the environment (Karp, 1996; Nordlund & Garvill, 

2002; Poortinga et al., 2004). In terms of social dilemmas, pro-environmental attitude 

leans towards the collective good, distinguishing itself from self-interested behavior 

(Karp, 1996). Most consumers seem to be concerned about the environment and 

verbally endorse most schemes or products that seek to conserve or improve it; 

however, those individuals are disinclined to employ pro-environmental attitude unless 

they hold beliefs that individuals’ efforts can make a difference to the environment 

(McDonald & Oates, 2006; Pieters et al., 1998). Some studies have found 

environmental attitudes to predict behaviors (Leung & Rice, 2002; Vogel, 1996), while 

others have found that such attitudes may not have predictive power (Scott & Willits, 

1994; Archer et al., 1987).  

A major problem with the use of environmental attitudes as a predictor of 

behavior is that the performance of attitudes-consistent behavior may be beyond the 

individual’s personal control (Hines et al., 1986) because of lack of accessibility, for 

example. Several studies have already shown that pro-environmental attitude towards 

behavior is not always consistent (Dietz et al., 1998; Kaiser, 1998) and that diverse 

attitudes are influenced by different motivational variables (McKenzie-Mohr et al., 1995; 

Painter et al., 1983; Stern, 1992). An important disadvantage of common social science 

measures of pro-environmental attitude is that they focus on behaviors that do not 
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significantly contribute to solving environmental problems as they do not reflect the 

actual environmental impact of persons or households (Gatersleben et al., 2002).  

 

Sustainability Stewardship 

Stewardship is the responsible use of resources that takes into account the full 

interests of society, future generations, and other species, as well as accepting 

significant answerability to society (Worrell & Appleby, 2000). The term stewardship is 

usually used to describe forms of responsible management where concerns such as 

sustainability and environmental quality are being promoted (Brown & Mitchel, 1996) 

and ecosystem services are supporting human well-being (Chapin et al., 2009). 

Although there are many terms, like sustainability or environmental responsibility, which 

capture the identical concept as stewardship (Guenther et al., 2010), stewardship 

represents the concept that companies have more responsibility to the environment 

than an individual has.  

Stewardship as an ethic is essentially a statement of the fundamental principles 

of acceptable conduct (Worrell & Appleby, 2000). In response to increasing interest, 

stewardship has undergone a modernization in regard to ethical aspects of the 

relationships between people and nature. In fact, during the last two decades, aspects 

of stewardship have focused on responsibilities towards future generations of people 

and other species (Attfield, 1999). For instance, the European Union (EU) and the U.S. 

have made great efforts towards useful legislative pressure and support as well as 

guidance to make companies consider environmental issues and responsibility (Worrell 

& Appleby, 2000). Besides, environmental groups seek to raise awareness about eco-
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effects by working with clothing companies in developing environmental certification 

standards (Challener, 1998). From a broader view of benefit from management activity, 

stewardship can be described in terms of sustainability labels/indices and the CSR 

drive. 

 

Sustainability Labels and Indices 
 

As environmental concerns have fostered a growing interest in environmental 

certification and labeling for practices and products, many eco-labels and eco-

certification schemes have been launched to validate green claims, guide green 

purchasing, and improve environmental performance standards (Joshi, 2004). Bruce & 

Laroiya (2006) define the eco-label as a market technique for conveying information 

about environmental protection based on multiple criteria covering all aspects of a 

product’s life cycle (Joshi, 2004). Remarkably, several large companies and 

government agencies have recently announced or improved their green- or eco-

purchasing policies. In the case of clothing brands, such factors such as the type of 

message used to convey ecological responsibility and the attitudinal characteristics of 

the audience influence their perceived credibility (Kim & Damhorst, 1999). Eco-labeling 

encourages producers to go beyond legislation in reducing the environmental impact of 

production methods and the products they make.  

With increasing awareness of environmentally and socially responsible practice, 

knowledgeable consumers often seek eco-labeled and indexed products and services. 

Empirical evidence has demonstrated that many consumers are willing to pay a 

premium for eco-labeled products (Gumpper, 2000; Imkamp, 2000; Loureiro et al., 



32 
 

2002; Moon et al., 2002) as well as purchase such products (Carlson et al., 1993; 

Lathrop & Centner, 1998; Teisl et al., 2002). However, customers inactively rely on 

product providers to research the relevant information about the lifecycle of a product 

because companies do not disclose information about all relevant issues or because the 

information provided is fragmented and incomplete (Urminsky, 2001). Eco-labels does 

not provide consumers with the opportunity to reveal their preferences if consumers find 

it difficult to verify firms’ claims and performances regarding the environment (Lathrop & 

Centner, 1998; Thogersen, 2000). Brands that effectively communicate their message 

will be in a strong position to persuade consumers to prefer their products (De 

Chernatony & Dall’Olmo Riley, 1997). 

Additionally, many different types of ethical claims about products, such as eco-

labels, bio-labels, and social labels (De Pelsmacker et al., 2005), have created 

confusion among consumers and also competition between similar schemes, which has 

caused low market penetration for some eco-labels (OECD, 1997). Consumers prefer 

standardized label formats of eco-labels that are simple and provide information in an 

unambiguous manner (Teisl et al., 2002). Not only is it important to offer easy-to-read 

labels for products, but also educating consumers to close the information gap left by 

eco-labels will result an incremental difference. In order to develop better understanding 

of eco-labels and indices, two types of label/index, which can be termed product-related 

and consumption-related, are suggested below.   

Product-related labels and indices. Nearly 377 green certification systems exist 

worldwide, and North America alone presents 161 eco-labels (Big Room, 2011). A 

variety of products and services feature eco-label programs from many different 
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countries including Canada’s EcoLogo program, EU’s Eco Flower, Sweden’s TCO 

Development, and Japan’s Eco Mark and Green Purchasing Network (FEC, 2007). 

Many major retailers have developed their own line of green products according to their 

own standards. Food and clothing products predominate in the ethically labeled sector 

because labeling is more practicable in mass consumption productions and more 

achievable where retailers are strong, as in groceries and garments (Harlieb & Jones, 

2009). On the other hand, growing numbers of firms offer clothes made from organic 

cotton without petrochemical-based fertilizers and pesticides. For instance, Adidas has 

launched a new line called “adidas SLVR” made from eco-friendly materials, such as 

organic cotton, soybean fiber, and bamboo (DiCamilo, 2009). Recently, H&M, Gap and 

Marks & Spencer have sought to launch a universally-recognized garment labeling 

scheme, showing the environmental impact of individual garments (DiCamilo, 2009). 

Consumption-related labels and indices. The U.S. presents the Federal Energy 

Management Program (FEMP), the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing (EPP), the 

U.S. EPA's Comprehensive Procurement Guideline (CPG), ENERGY STAR, and so on 

(Big Room, 2011). The Electronic Product Environmental Assessment Tool (EPEAT) is 

the required method of environmental assessment which indicates that minimum 

performance standards are fulfilled in multiple categories such as energy efficiency, 

toxicity reduction, end-of-life product management, and corporate responsibility (Big 

Room, 2011).  

Additionally, the Eco Index, which is led by the Outdoor Industry Association 

(OIA) and the European Outdoor Group (EOG), is a ground-breaking environmental 

assessment tool designed to advance sustainability practices within the outdoor 
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industry. It provides companies throughout the supply chain a way to benchmark and 

measure their environmental footprint, allowing them to identify areas for improvement 

and make informed sourcing and product life cycle decisions (The Outdoor Industry 

Association & European Outdoor Group, 2010). The Environmental Sustainability Index 

(ESI) benchmarks the ability of nations to protect the environment by integrating 76 data 

sets – tracking natural resource endowments, past and present pollution levels, 

environmental management efforts, and the capacity of a society to improve its 

environmental performance – into 21 indicators of environmental sustainability (Yale 

Center for Environmental Law and Policy, 2005).  
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Table 3 

  Eco-labels/indices 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Drive 

Sustainability requires that the value generated by businesses as they conceive 

and produce goods and services must be environmentally sustainability (Borin & 

Metcalf, 2010). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is currently presented as a tool to 

involve corporations in the sustainability agenda. CSR is defined as “…operating 
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business in a manner that meets or exceeds the ethical, legal, commercial and public 

expectations that society has of business” (van Herpen et al., 2003). Moreover, Husted 

& Allen (2000) refer to social responsibility as meeting generally agreed public 

expectations of firm behavior while Mohr et al. (2001) define it as a company’s 

commitment to minimize or eliminate any harmful effects and maximize its long-run 

beneficial impact on society. All definitions explicitly or implicitly recognize process 

elements, but they differ in emphasizing specific elements of the process. According to 

a European Commission communication about the issue, CSR is the “corporate 

contribution to sustainability” (European Commission, 2002).  

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a worldwide-accepted development in 

how companies can manage their business processes to produce an overall positive 

impact on society and environment (van Ypersen, 2006). Although there is no precise 

definition of CSR, it is seen as an effective strategy to raise social welfare (De la cuesta 

& Valor, 2004; Jenkins, 2005). Over time, the environmental reputation of brands and 

brand owners has gradually grown in importance, as corporate planners and marketing 

strategies become more conscious of the need for credibility (Ginsberg & Bloom, 2004). 

In spite of the increasingly popularity of CSR, only a small percentage of 

businesses have actually implemented it (van Marrewijk, 2003). Some strategies 

(Crosby & Johnson, 2006; Fielding, 2007; Salzman & Matathia, 2007) posit that 

companies would obtain a competitive advantage by leveraging their CSR efforts in the 

consumers’ eyes. However, consumers conceptualize CSR in different ways by 

attaching different levels of importance to each “responsibility.” Some consumers are 

likely to focus on protecting the environment whilst others seem more concerned about 
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human rights abuse. Van Marrewijk (2003) states that corporate social responsibility is 

too broad in its scope to be relevant to organizations. This study categorizes CSR in 

terms of internal and external drives. 

Internal CSR drives. Practices associated with sweatshops, including wage 

violation, child labor, safety or health law violation, and labor abuses including forced 

overtime and sexual and physical harassment (Firoz & Ammaturo, 2002), occur during 

the process of production and are the target of internalized CSR. These CSR policies 

include labor issues, work environment and condition, use of natural resources, and 

taking responsibility for conditions under which goods are produced directly or by 

contract employees domestically or abroad. As Sto et al. (2005) remark, producers are 

forced to disclose health and safety aspects of a product or service, but information 

related social issues (e.g., respect for human rights and relations with suppliers or 

employees) is mandatory only for large companies (Valor, 2008). Moreover, consumers 

report difficulties in finding information about corporations relating social welfare 

(Beckmann, 2007; Shaw & Clarke, 1999; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). 

External CSR drives. CSR encompasses many facets of a retail company and its 

environment, for instance, as environmental concerns (Menon & Menon 1997), 

donations (Ellen et al., 2000), advertising with a social dimension (Drumwright 1996), 

and cause-related marketing (Barone et al. 2000). Socially active consumers have a 

positive image of firms practicing cause marketing and may change brands or retailers 

to support these companies (Mohr et al., 2001). Similarly, Smith and Alcorn (1991) 

found that socially conscious consumers are likely to switch brands to support 
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companies that make donations to nonprofit organizations, and they buy products 

because the manufacturer supports charitable causes.  

Table 4 

  Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Drive 
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Research Model 

Based upon the preceding survey of the extensive theoretical background, the 

following research model is conceptualized:  that social values of egoistic, altruistic, self-

enhancement, and openness to change values, and environmental values of 

anthropocentrism and ecocentrism, affect the sustainability lifestyles of green products 

purchasing, green purchase intention, recycling, clothing care, eco-citizenship, 

environmental knowledge, fair trade, and pro-environmental attitude. In addition, 

sustainability stewardships of eco-labels/indices affect the sustainability lifestyles. This 

model is demonstrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 The impact of sustainability values on sustainability lifestyle practices with the 

effect of sustainability stewardship. 
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Problem Statement and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study was to explicate sustainability VALS (Value & Lifestyle) 

highlighting the effect of sustainability stewardship. Three specific objectives are 

identified: (1) to identify consumers’ perspective on sustainability stewardship, 

sustainability value, and sustainability practices; and (2) to examine the impacts of 

sustainability value and stewardship on sustainability practices. The relationships 

between sustainability value, sustainability practices, and sustainability stewardship 

were hypothesized as follows: 

H1: Social Value positively affects green products purchasing  

H1a: Egoistic Value positively affects green products purchasing 

H1b: Altruistic Value positively affects green products purchasing  

H1c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects green products purchasing 

H1d: Openness to change Value positively affects green products purchasing 

H2: Social Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H2a: Egoistic Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H2b: Altruistic Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H2c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H2d: Openness to change Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H3: Social Value positively affects recycling  

H3a: Egoistic Value positively affects recycling 

H3b: Altruistic Value positively affects recycling 

H3c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects recycling 

H3d: Openness to change Value positively affects recycling 
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H4: Social Value positively affects clothing care  

H4a: Egoistic Value positively affects clothing care 

H4b: Altruistic Value positively affects clothing care 

H4c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects clothing care 

H4d: Openness to change Value positively affects clothing care  

H5: Social Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H5a: Egoistic Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H5b: Altruistic Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H5c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H5d: Openness to change Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H6: Social Value positively affects eco-citizenship interest 

H6a: Egoistic Value positively affects eco-citizenship interest 

H6b: Altruistic Value positively affects eco-citizenship interest 

H6c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects eco-citizenship interest 

H6d: Openness to change Value positively affects eco-citizenship interest 

H7: Social Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H7a: Egoistic Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H7b: Altruistic Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H7c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H7d: Openness to change Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H8: Social Value positively affects fair trade 

H8a: Egoistic Value positively affects fair trade 

H8b: Altruistic Value positively affects fair trade 
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H8c: Self-enhancement Value positively affects fair trade 

H8d: Openness to change Value positively affects fair trade 

H9: Environmental Value positively affects green products purchasing  

H9a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects green products purchasing 

H9b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects green products purchasing 

H10: Environmental Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H10a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects green purchasing intention  

H10b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects green purchasing intention 

H11: Environmental Value positively affects recycling  

H11a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects recycling 

H11b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects recycling 

H12: Environmental Value positively affects clothing care  

H12a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects clothing care 

H12b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects clothing care 

H13: Environmental Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H13a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H13b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H14: Environmental Value positively affects eco-citizenship 

H14a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects eco-citizenship 

H14b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects eco-citizenship 

H15: Environmental Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H15a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects environmental knowledge 

H15b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects environmental knowledge 



43 
 

H16: Environmental Value positively affects fair trade 

H16a: Anthropocentrism Value positively affects fair trade 

H16b: Ecocentrism Value positively affects fair trade 

H17: Sustainability stewardship positively affects green products purchasing  

H17a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect green products purchasing 

H17b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects green products purchasing 

H18: Sustainability stewardship positively affects green purchase intention 

H18a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect green purchase intention 

H18b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects green purchase intention 

H19: Sustainability stewardship positively affects recycling  

H19a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect recycling 

H19b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects recycling 

H20: Sustainability stewardship positively affects clothing care 

H20a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect clothing care 

H20b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects clothing care 

H21: Sustainability stewardship positively affects eco-citizenship  

H21a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect eco-citizenship 

H21b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects eco-citizenship 

H22: Sustainability stewardship positively affects environmental knowledge 

H22a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect environmental knowledge 

H22b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects environmental knowledge 

H23: Sustainability stewardship positively affects fair trade 

H23a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect fair trade 
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H23b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects fair trade 

H24: Sustainability stewardship positively affects pro-environmental attitude 

H24a: Eco-labels/indices positively affect pro-environmental attitude 

H24b: CRS Drive attitude positively affects pro-environmental attitude 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

This chapter describes the methodology in terms of instrument development 

procedures followed by the, content validity and reliability, and sample characteristics 

and data collection, assumption and limitation of methodology. 

 

Instrument Development 
 

Based on the literature review of value and lifestyle practices, the research 

variables included social values (egoistic, altruistic, self-enhancement, and openness to 

change), environmental values (anthropocentrism and ecocentrism), sustainability 

lifestyle practices (green products purchasing, green purchase intention, eco-

citizenship, environmental knowledge, fair trade, and pro-environmental attitude), and 

sustainability stewardships (eco-labels/indices and corporate socially responsibility 

drives) (See Table 5).  

A self-administered questionnaire was developed based on existing scales from 

the literature. A 35-item scale of sustainability values was adapted from previous 

research based on sustainability values (Barr & Gilg, 2006; de Groot & Steg, 2007; 

Stern & Dietz, 1994). A total of 65 items were used to measure sustainability lifestyles 

practices (Barr & Gilg, 2006; De Pelsmacker et al., 2005; De Young, 1990; Dickson, 

2000; Fraj & Martinez, 2006; Fryxell & Lo, 2003; Gam, 2011; Kaiser et al., 2003; Karp, 

1996; Oreg & Katz-Gerro, 2006; Rudell, 2006; Sener & Hazer, 2006; Tanner & Kast, 

2003; Tanner et al., 2004). Since there were no specific measurements existing for 

sustainability stewardship, 16 items were manipulated based on the existing researches 
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of Zaichkowsky (1985). Minor changes were made to accommodate the context. Refer 

to Table 5 for research constructs.  

Table 5 

  Research Constructs 

 

The questionnaire included a cover page asking participants to participate in a 

study. To ensure respondents’ accurate understanding of the questionnaire, definitions 

related to sustainability and sustainability stewardship were provided. Respondents’ 

demographic information, including gender, age, ethnicity, and employment status, was 

measured for descriptive purposes regarding sample population.  
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The majority of the items were measured using a Likert scale ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6) as the lower and upper anchors respectively. 

The Likert scale was selected because of the advantage in allowing intercultural 

questioning without systematic errors (Lee & Turban, 2001). A 6-point scale was 

adopted in this study in order to have respondents commit to either the positive or 

negative end of the scale without giving the respondent a neutral or ambivalent answer 

choice (Gwinner, 2009).  

 

Content Validity and Reliability 

Content Validity: Preliminary Test 
 

No specific measurements existed for sustainability lifestyle practices and 

sustainability stewardships. In order to test the variables’ internal validity and construct 

reliability, the expert group (four faculty members from the merchandising discipline) 

reviewed the content validity of the 123 questionnaire items according to research 

variables. The items were measured using a 6-Likert scale ranging from strongly invalid 

(1) to strongly valid (6) as the lower and upper anchors respectively. Having been rated 

by 75% of respondents as somewhat invalid, 7 items were excluded to increase the 

content validity. In addition to the 9 items of the demographic questionnaire, a total of 

116 items were chosen to measure social value, environmental value, sustainability 

lifestyle practice, and sustainability stewardship for the pretest. 

Scale Reliability: Pretest  

A pretest was conducted using a group of 22 graduate students from a public 

southwestern university. Scale reliabilities for sustainability lifestyle practice were shown 
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to be .96, while sustainability value scale reliabilities scored .85. Lastly, sustainability 

stewardship scale reliabilities were acceptable with scores of .91. The scales were 

proven to be internally consistent and able to discriminate among constructs and are 

considered adequate indicators of the theoretical constructs. One item was converted to 

a positive question from a negative one.  Additional slight modifications were made to 

improve readability.  After modification, a total of 116 items were finalized to conduct the 

main survey. 

 
Sample and Data Collection 

Institutional Review Board approval for the protection of human subjects was 

attained prior to data collection. The data were collected from students enrolled at a 

southwestern university. Questionnaires were electronically distributed to students 

during regularly scheduled online and offline courses. Out of 256 responses, 218 

responses (85%) from the main survey were usable for further analysis of data. In 

addition, 22 responses from a pretest were incorporated with the main data set to 

enhance statistical solidity. Consequently, the data for the main study came from 239 

respondents. In order to reduce the study’s limitation by employing convenient 

sampling, respondents were selected from a broad range of courses (e.g., business, 

merchandising, music, engineering, and visual arts). To be included in the study, 

students had to be at least 18 years of age. Qualifications for completing the 

questionnaires were self-determined. Participants were informed in writing that 

completing the questionnaire was anonymous and voluntary and that there were no 

penalties for not participating. Participants were informed of extra credit points given for 

their completion of the survey within each participating class. 
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Underlying Assumption and Limitation of the Methodology 

The information provided by the respondents on the questionnaire is assumed to 

be accurate and not impacted by social desirability (Dillman, 2000). It is possible that 

the respondents could report the experience that they believe should have been 

accomplished. The respondents could be embarrassed at their lack of experience and 

as a result inflate the results. One limitation is that the study includes only college 

students of the chosen university. This excludes sustainability consumers who maintain 

their credentials but do not possess the membership of the institution.   
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CHAPTER 4 
 
 

RESULTS 
 

A multiple-stage approach was used to obtain the research results. The data for 

the main study came from 239 respondents from a public southwestern university. The 

demographic information is described in the first section, which is followed by data 

analysis. Results of the exploratory factor analysis and the multiple regression analyses 

are described in the following section. The chapter concludes with a section on 

hypotheses testing results.  

 

Sample Characteristics 

 A total of 239 usable surveys were attained from respondents with a median age 

of 21 years. The majority of the sample was female (n = 176, 73.3%), Caucasian (n = 

103, 42.9%), part-time worker (n = 108, 45.0%), with income of $1,000 - $4,000 (n = 

202, 84.5%), at junior level (n = 82, 34.2%), and majoring in merchandising & hospitality 

(n = 90, 37.5%). Additionally, the majority of the sample reported having shopped for 

clothing twice a month (n = 67, 27.9%).  

Of the data for further analysis, the greater part of the samples had experience of 

purchasing at least one category considered as environmental friendly (n = 177, 73.8%). 

In the category of products, food (n = 177, 73.8%) was the most involved category 

among respondents, while beauty care (n = 91, 37.9%), clothing (n = 71, 29.6%), 

movies, music & books (n = 30, 12.5%) followed. Furniture (n = 13, 5.4%) was the least 

category that respondents purchased. 
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Table 6 

  Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents (N = 239) 
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Statistical Analysis 

A varied number of statistical analyses were employed, including frequency 

distribution, descriptive statistics, factor analyses, and multiple regression analyses 

using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17.0. The multi-item 

scales were subjected to a series of exploratory factor analyses with varimax rotations 

to identify the underlying dimensions of sustainability value, sustainability lifestyle 

practices, and sustainability stewardship.  

 Reliability measures for the consistency of variables were developed from scales 

that are used as predictor components (Patten, 2009). Cronbach’s alpha is an index of 

reliability of the “underlying construct” which determines the internal consistency 

(Santos, 1999). Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to confirm the construct reliability and 

internal validity of the scales for sustainability lifestyle practice, social and environmental 

value, and sustainability stewardship. Validity is a critical part of any research since it 

indicates how relevant the data are to the purpose of testing. It can be defined as 

designed to measure whether the research instrument accurately performs the function 

it is purported to perform (Patten, 2009). A rigorous process was used to ensure validity 

including face validity assessment from four faculty members to determine what 

questions should be on the questionnaire. Validity was built into the questionnaire 

through identification of traceable sources to justify each item on the questionnaire. In 

summary, the scales were internally consistent and able to discriminate among 

constructs and are adequate indicators of the theoretical variables. 

To examine the hypothesized relationships of H1 through H24, multiple 

regression analysis was conducted using the enter method that determined the 
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contribution of each independent variable to the regression models. Multiple regression 

analysis was appropriate to examining the relationship between independent variables 

and a dependent variable. The variance inflation factor (VIF) was calculated to check 

redundancy among the variables in order to detect multi-collinearity. The variance factor 

(VIF), for which a common cutoff threshold of a value is 0.10, corresponding to a VIF 

value of above 10, measured the effect of the other independent variables on a 

regression coefficient. All VIF values were within an acceptable range among variables. 

 

Data Analysis 

Identification of Underlying Dimensions: Factor Analysis 
 

A series of principal component factor analyses with varimax rotations revealed 

the underlying dimensions of social values as egoistic, altruistic, self-enhancement, and 

openness to change dimensions. Additionally, environmental value was identified as 

anthropocentric and ecocentric value. Sustainability lifestyle practices were composed 

of eight dimensions:  green products purchasing, green purchase intention, recycling, 

clothing care, eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge, and fair trade, and pro-

environmental attitude. Sustainability stewardship was studied in terms of CSR drives 

and eco-labels/indices. The results of the factor analysis together with the calculated 

Cronbach’s alpha scores are presented in Table 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11.  

Social value. Factor analysis was conducted by employing a total of 24 items for 

social value. The factor analysis for social value distinguished four dimensions 

organized as Egoistic, Altruistic, Self-Enhancement and Openness to Change 

dimensions in agreement with the previous social value (Schwartz, 1994) with a 70.32% 
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total cumulative explained variance. Cronbach’s alphas were found to be .87, .87, .87, 

and .94 respectably, showing the internal consistency of items within each factor. All 

factor items and their factor loadings are summarized in Table 9.  

The first factor, labeled Egoistic (α = .87, explaining 11.80% of variance), 

contained three items:  “I prefer to control others rather than be a follower,” “I like to lead 

or command others,” and “I am influential on people and events.” The second factor, 

named altruistic (α = .87, explaining 16.11% of variance), consisted five items, including 

“I respect equal opportunity for all,” “I value a world free of war and conflict,” and “I work 

for the welfare of others.” Self-Enhancement (α = .87, explaining 14.38% of variance) 

was identified as the third factor, comprising five items like “I respect social power,” “I 

value wealth,” and “I attach importance to self-respect.” As the last factor underlying 

dimensions of social value, Openness to Change (α = .94, explaining 28.02% of 

variance) contained 11 items such as “I respect diverse cultures and lifestyles,” “I like to 

trying new things,” “I like to create things,” and “I am curious by nature.” Data indicated 

that the most commonly experienced aspect in social value was “openness to change” 

(M = 5.02), followed by “altruistic” (M = 4.77), “self-enhancement” (M = 4.50), and 

“egoistic” (M = 4.17) aspects. 
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Table 7 

  Factor Analysis of Social Value 

 

Environmental value. A total of 11 items were employed to measure 

environmental value.  As shown in Table 8, in total variance of 69.70%, a principal 

component factor analysis of environmental value resulted in two dimensions: 

Anthropocentric and Ecocentric value. Scale reliabilities were identified as acceptable 

with scores of .93 and .80 respectably.  

 The first factor, Anthropocentric (α = .93, explaining 44.05% of variance), 

consisted of seven items such as “I respect the earth and nature,” “I prefer to fit into 

nature rather than control nature,” “I try to prevent pollution,” and “I believe in protecting 

nature resources.” As the second factor, Ecocentric (α = .80, explaining 25.65% of 

variance) contained four items such as “I consider the balance of nature is delicate and 

easily upset,” “I think the earth has a finite amount of space for all its inhabitants,” and “I 
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think one of the most important reasons for conservation is to preserve wild areas.” The 

respondents regarded “anthropocentric” (M = 4.47) as a more important value than 

“ecocentric” (M = 4.37). See Table 8. 

Table 8 

  Factor Analysis of Environmental Value 

 

Sustainability lifestyle practice. Factor analysis was conducted by employing a 

total of 65 items. As for item reduction, two items were excluded, one due to low factor 

loadings (below 0.50) or cross-loadings, and one due to item loading. Consequently, 

eight factors were revealed, which were Green Product Purchasing, Green Purchase 

Intention, Recycling, Clothing Care, Eco-Citizenship, Environmental Knowledge, Fair 

Trade and Pro-Environmental Attitude with a 70.93% total cumulative variance of 

sustainability lifestyle practices. Scale reliabilities were acceptable in that the scores 

ranged from .76 to .93. 

The first factor, Green Products Purchasing (α = .90, explaining 8.72% of 

variance), contained seven items related to consumers’ purchasing behavior toward 
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green products. This factor included items such as “I buy organically grown products,” “I 

avoid buying products made by a company that pollutes,” and “I buy products packaged 

in glass, paper, etc. for environmental reasons rather than those packaged in plastic.” 

 Green Purchase Intention (α = .91, explaining 7.95% of variance) consisted of six 

items related to purchasing intention favoring sustainability. This factor contained items 

which were “I would pay more for eco-friendly clothing,” “I would buy organic clothing to 

support organic farming,” “I am willing to pay more for environmentally products,” and “I 

am likely to purchase organic cotton apparel if I find a brand or store that carries organic 

cotton apparel.” 

  The third factor, Clothing Care (α = .76, explaining 4.57% of variance), included 

four items that were associated with ways of taking care of clothes in a sustainability 

way. This factor was comprised of items including “I pay attention to electric 

consumption efficiency and energy saving capabilities when buying a washing machine 

and/or drier,” “I wash clothes with warm or cold water instead of using hot water,” and “I 

only run the washing machine and dishwasher when they are full to save energy.” 

 Recycling (α = .83, explaining 6.12% of variance) contained six items related to 

consumers’ recycling lifestyle towards sustainability. This factor included items such as 

“I recycle glass and paper,” “I look for ways to reuse consumption goods,” and “I save 

gift wrapping paper.” Drawn from the existing literature (Krause, 1993, Martin & 

Simintiras, 1995, Ottman, 1992), those four factors are related to activities favoring 

sustainability lifestyle. Refer to Table 9.  
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Table 9 

  Factor Analysis of Sustainability Lifestyle Practices: Activity 

n = 
239; Scale range: 1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree; 

a 
Factor loading; 

b
 Explained variance;

  
c 
Cronbach’s α

 
 

 

The fifth factor, Eco-Citizenship (α = .92, explaining 12.91% of variance) 

contained ten items associated with engagement and interest in sustainability. This 

factor contained items such as “I have attended a meeting related to ecology,” “I 

subscribe to an ecology-focused publication,” “I contribute money to an environmental 
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group,” and “I put a lot of effort into being aware of the environmental aspects and 

impacts of my life.” 

The sixth factor, Environmental Knowledge (α = .90, explaining 7.57% of 

variance) included five items related to environmental issues and businesses’ 

knowledge and information about business. Items within this factor included “I am 

informed about environmental issues in foreign clothing manufacturing businesses,” “I 

have knowledge about socially responsible clothing businesses,” and “I pay attention to 

fair trade labels.”  

On the other hand, Fair Trade (α = .93, explaining 12.19% of variance) consisted 

of eight items corresponding to interest in fair trade. This factor included such items as 

“I am willing to buy fair trade clothing and textile products,” “I believe more brands 

should offer a wider assortment of fair trade products,” “More recognizable packaging of 

fair trade products is needed,” “More fair trade advertising is needed,” and “A guideline 

for ethical norms and codes for consumers should be created.” Drawn from the existing 

literature (De Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Maietta, 2003; Kollmus & Agyeman, 2002; 

Seyfang, 2006), those three factors are related to interest in sustainability lifestyle. 

Refer to Table 10.  

The eighth factor, Pro-Environmental Attitude (α = .89, explaining 8.76% of 

variance), was comprised of seven items related to sustainability attitude which are 

considered as opinion practice. This factor included items like “I am willing to participate 

in preserving the environment,” “I believe the moral obligation to help the environment is 

important,” “I trust environmental information provided by socially responsible brands 
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and businesses,” and “I am willing to change to a brand that represents environmentally 

friendly labels.”  

The respondents regarded “recycling” (M = 4.38) as the most important factor, 

followed by “pro-environmental attitude (M = 4.28), “clothing care” (M = 4.25), “fair 

trade” (M = 4.11), “green purchase intention” (M = 3.41), “green products purchasing” 

(M = 3.33) “environmental knowledge” (M = 2.94), and “eco-citizenship” (M = 2.50).  

Table 10 

  Factor Analysis of Sustainability Lifestyle Practices: Interest & Opinion 

n = 
239; Scale range: 1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree; 

a 
Factor loading; 

b
 Explained variance;

  
c 
Cronbach’s α
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Aligned with VALS theory (Mitchell, 1983), these eight factors were conceptually 

grouped as activity, interests and opinions (AIO). Based on the relevance of items, four 

factors, which were green product purchasing, green purchase intention, recycling, and 

clothing care, were assembled as activity practice. Within interest practice, three factors 

were identified: eco-citizenship, environmental knowledge, and fair trade. Unlike activity 

and interest practices, opinion practice classified as uni-dimensional in agreement with 

the previous pro-environmental attitude literature (Gatersleben et al., 2002; Nordlund & 

Garvill, 2002). 

Sustainability stewardship. Factor analysis was conducted by employing a total 

of 16 items of sustainability stewardship. The factor analysis for sustainability 

stewardship revealed two dimensions classified as Eco-Labels/Indices and CSR Drive 

with a 72.39% of cumulative explained variance. Scale reliabilities for the two factors 

were acceptable with scores of .95 and .91 respectively. 

The first factor, Eco-Labels/Indices (α = .95, explaining 39.98% of variance), 

contained 10 items including items such as “I am interested in how eco-labels & indices 

relate to how the clothing is made,” “I think there are too many different eco-labels & 

indices,” and “I can recognize a particular eco-label & index of a product or brand.” The 

second factor, CSR Drive (α = .91, explaining 32.40% of variance), was comprised of 

six items such as “I prefer the green campaigns or programs in the clothing and textiles 

industry,” “I am aware of a particular green campaign for a product or brand,” and “I 

have heard about a particular green campaign for a product or brand.” The respondents 

considered “CSR drive” (M = 3.52) as a more important dimension than “eco-

labels/indices (M = 3.37) for sustainability stewardship tools.  
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Table 11 

  Factory Analysis of Sustainability Stewardship 

n = 239; Scale range: 1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree; 
a 
Factor loading; 

b
 Explained variance;

  
c 
Cronbach’s α

 
 

 

Testing Hypotheses: Multiple Regression Analysis 

To examine the hypothesized relationships of H1 through H24, multiple 

regression analyses were conducted adopting the enter method, which established the 

contribution of each independent variable to the regression models. Out of the proposed 

hypotheses, all of the hypotheses were supported except two (i.e., H6 and H14) (See 

Figures 2 to 23). 

To test Hypothesis 1, the four social value dimensions were employed as 

independent variables, and green purchasing was employed as the dependent variable. 

The model significantly explained green products purchasing lifestyle practice [F = 

3.314, p < .05, R² = .055]. Altruistic value (β = .19, p < .01) had a positive impact on 
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green products purchasing lifestyle practice. Thus, H1b was supported (See Figure 2 

and Table 12).  

 

 

Figure 2. H1 results: social value and green products purchasing 
** p < .01;            hypothesis accepted;              hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
 

Hypothesis 2 examined whether the four social values significantly affected 

green purchase intention. The four social value dimensions were the predictor variables, 

and the green purchase intention was the criterion variable. The model significantly 

explained green purchasing intention [F = 4.398, p < .01, R² = .071]. Altruistic value (β = 

.23, p < .001) was positively related to green purchase intention. Thus, H2b was 

supported by the results (See Figure 3 and Table 12). 

The testing of Hypothesis 3 showed a significant effect of social values on 

recycling lifestyle practice [F = 4.297, p < .01, R² = .070]. Openness to change value (β 

= .17, p < .01) and altruistic value (β = .15, p < .05) were positively related to recycling 

lifestyle practice. Thus, H3b and H3d were supported (See Figure 4 and Table 12).      

Hypothesis 4 predicted a significant effect of social values on clothing care. The 

proposed relationship between social values and clothing care was significant [F = 
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6.457, p < .001, R² = .101]. Openness to change value (β = .20, p < .01) and altruistic 

value (β = .23, p < .001) were positively related to clothing care practice. Hence, H4b 

and H4d were supported (See Figure 5 and Table 12).  

Considering the results of H1 through H4, it is clear that altruistic and openness 

to change values have significant effects on activity-related lifestyle practices. 

Specifically, altruistic value is a determinant driver of activity-related lifestyle practice, 

and openness to change is a predictor of activity-related lifestyle practices due to its 

significant effects on recycling and clothing care. 

The positive relationships proposed by Hypothesis 5 between social values and 

eco-citizenship were significant [F = 7.749, p < .001, R² = .119]. Openness to change 

value (β = .19, p < .01) and altruistic value (β = .28, p < .001) were positively related to 

eco-citizenship interest. Thus, H5b and H5d were supported (See Figure 6 and Table 

13). 

The relationships proposed by Hypothesis 6 between social values and 

environmental knowledge were not significant. Thus, H6 was rejected (See Table 13). 

This result might occur due to generalized concept of environmental knowledge which 

could not link to majority of sample who were reported median age of 21 and majoring 

of merchandising and hospitality. Environmental knowledge relating to clothing and 

textile industry might drive different result rather than manufacturing businesses.  

Hypothesis 7 examined whether four social values significantly affected fair 

trade. The model significantly explained fair trade practice as a dimension of interest [F 

= 7.342, p < .001, R² = .113]. Egoistic value (β = .24, p < .001) was positively related to 
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fair trade while self-enhancement (β = -.16, p < .01) was negatively related to fair trade 

practice. Therefore, only H7a was supported (See Figure 7 and Table 13). 

As interest-related lifestyle practices, altruistic and openness to change values 

show significant influences on eco-citizenship. Interestingly, egoistic value positively 

affects fair trade practice, while self-enhancement negatively affects it. However, social 

values didn’t relate to environmental knowledge.    

 

 
Figure 3.  H2 results: social value and green products purchase intention 
*** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;          hypothesis rejected  
 

 
Figure 4.  H3 results: social value and recycling 
** p < .01;           hypothesis accepted;       hypothesis rejected  
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Figure 5. H4 results: social value and clothing care 
** p < .01; *** p < .001;          hypothesis accepted;     hypothesis rejected  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 
 
Figure 6. H5 results: social value and eco-citizenship 
** p < .01; *** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;             hypothesis rejected 
 

 
 
Figure 7. H7 results: social value and fair trade 
*** p < .001;            hypothesis accepted;    hypothesis rejected  
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The testing of Hypothesis 8, which predicted a positive effect of social values on 

pro-environmental attitude, showed a significant effect [F = 14.049, p < .001, R² = .196]. 

Openness to change (β = .20, p < .01) and altruistic value (β = .37, p < .001) were 

positively related to pro-environmental attitude. Thus, H8b and H8d were supported 

(See Figure 8 and Table 13).  

In sum, altruistic and openness to change values are determinants of pro-

environmental attitude.  

 

Figure 8. H8 results: social value and pro-environmental attitude 
** p < .01; *** p < .001;            hypothesis accepted;     hypothesis rejected  
 

The testing of Hypothesis 9, predicting significant relationships between 

environmental values and green products purchasing, showed a significant effect [F = 

14.884, p < .001, R² = .113]. Anthropocentrism value (β = .32, p < .001) was positively 

related to green products purchasing practice. Hence, H9a was supported (See Figure 

9 and Table 12).    

The relationships proposed by Hypothesis 10 between environmental values and 

green purchase intention were significant [F = 20.044, p < .001, R² = .147]. 

Anthropocentrism value (β = .31, p < .001) and ecocentrism value (β = .21, p < .001) 
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were positively related to green purchase intention practice. Thus, H10a and H10b were 

supported (See Figure 10 and Table 12).    

Hypothesis 11 predicted a significant effect of environmental values on recycling, 

and the effect was found to be significant [F = 15.046, p < .001, R² = .114]. 

Anthropocentrism value (β = .31, p < .001) and ecocentrism value (β = .12, p < .05) 

were positively related to recycling practice. Thus, H11a and H11b were supported (See 

Figure 11 and Table 12).    

 

 

Figure 9. H9 results: social value and green products purchasing 
*** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;      hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 
 
Figure 10. H10 results: environmental value and green purchase intention 
*** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;      hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
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Figure 11. H11 results: environmental value and recycling 
* p < .05; *** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;            hypothesis rejected  

 

Hypothesis 12 predicted an effect of environmental values on clothing care, and 

the effect was found to be significant [F = 7.542, p < .001, R² = .061]. Anthropocentrism 

value (β = .14, p < .05) and ecocentrism value (β = .19, p < .01) were positively related 

to clothing care practice. Thus, H12a and H12b were supported (See Figure 12 and 

Table 12).    

Results from H9 through H12 show that environmental value, specifically 

anthropocentrism and ecocentrism, has significant effects on activity-related lifestyle 

practices. Anthropocentrism value is a determinant driver of all activity-related lifestyle 

practices while ecocentrism value is significant predictor of green purchasing intention, 

recycling, and clothing care practices.  

The relationship proposed by Hypothesis 13 between environmental values and 

eco-citizenship was significant. [F = 14.735, p < .001, R² = .112]. Anthropocentrism 

value (β = .21, p < .001) and ecocentrism value (β = .25, p < .001) were positively 

related to eco-citizenship. Thus, H13a and H13b were supported (See Figure 13 and 

Table 13). 
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Hypothesis 14, however, which predicted relationships between environmental 

values and environmental knowledge, was rejected (See Table 13). This result might 

happen due to broader environmental knowledge measurements which related to 

manufacturing businesses. More specific measurement of environmental knowledge 

such as recycling, natural material and environmental friendly companies could lead to 

different outcomes.    

Hypothesis 15 predicted that there would be a significant effect of environmental 

values on fair trade. The proposed relationship between environmental values and fair 

trade was significant [F = 6.247, p < .01, R² = .051]. Anthropocentrism value (β = .23, p 

< .01) was positively related to fair trade practice. Thus, H15a was supported (See 

Figure 14 and Table 13).  

Within interest-related lifestyle practices, anthropocentrism value has significant 

relationships with eco-citizenship and fair trade while ecocentrism value significantly 

affects eco-citizenship. Anthropocentrism value has a determinant role, and 

ecocentrism value is a significant predictor of interest-related lifestyle practices. 

However, environmental values do not have an effect on environmental knowledge.  

According to Hypothesis 16, two environmental values would predict a pro-

environmental attitude, and the relationship was found to be significant [F = 54.631, p < 

.001, R² = .319]. Anthropocentrism value (β = .46, p < .001) and ecocentrism value (β = 

.30, p < .001) were positively related to pro-environmental attitude. Thus, H16a and 

H16b were supported (See Figure 15 and Table 13). As in opinion-related lifestyle 

practice, both anthropocentrism and ecocentrism values had a significant influence, 

which implies they are determinant actors on pro-environmental attitude.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
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Figure 12. H12 results: environmental value and clothing care 
* p < .05; ** p < .01;                hypothesis accepted;            hypothesis rejected      
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 

Figure 13. H13 results: environmental value and eco-citizenship 
** p < .01; *** p < .001;               hypothesis accepted;    hypothesis rejected  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 
 
Figure 14. H15 results: environmental value and fair trade 
** p < .01;            hypothesis accepted;             hypothesis rejected                   
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Figure 15. H16 results: environmental value and pro-environmental attitude 
*** p < .001;           hypothesis accepted;     hypothesis rejected    
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

  

To assess the relationships between sustainability stewardship and sustainability 

lifestyle practice, Hypothesis 17 predicted that sustainability stewardship would 

significantly affect green products purchasing, and the relationship was found to be 

significant [F = 23.759, p < .001, R² = .169].  Eco-label/index (β = .35, p < .001) and 

CSR drive (β = .20, p < .01) were positively related to green products purchasing. Thus, 

H17a and H17b were supported (See Figure 16 and Table 14). 

Hypothesis 18, which predicted a significant effect of stewardship on green 

purchasing intention, showed a significant effect [F = 58.539, p < .001, R² = .334]. Eco-

label/index (β = .48, p < .001) and CSR drive (β = .32, p < .001) were positively related 

to green purchasing intention. Thus, H18a and H18b were supported (See Figure 17 

and Table 14). 

The testing of Hypothesis 19, which predicted significant relationships between 

stewardship and recycling, showed a significant effect [F = 10.156, p < .001, R² = .080]. 

Eco-label/index (β = .19, p < .01) and CSR drive (β = .20, p < .01) were positively 
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related to recycling lifestyle practice. Thus, H19a and H19b were supported (See Figure 

18 and Table 14). 

 

Figure 16. H17 results: sustainability stewardship and green products purchasing 
*** p < .001;              hypothesis accepted;        hypothesis rejected 
 

 

Figure 17. H18 results: sustainability stewardship and green purchase intention 
*** p < .001;            hypothesis accepted;      hypothesis rejected      
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         



74 
 

 

Figure 18. H19 results: sustainability stewardship and recycling 
** p < .01;           hypothesis accepted;     hypothesis rejected      
     

The testing of Hypothesis 20, proposing significant relationships between 

stewardship and clothing care, showed a significant effect [F = 8.798, p < .001, R² = 

.070]. CSR drive (β = .25, p < .001) was positively related to clothing care lifestyle 

practice. Thus, H20b was supported (See Figure 19 and Table 14). 

Considering the results from H17 to H20, one can conclude that eco-

labels/indices and CSR significantly affect activity-related lifestyle practice. However, 

CSR drives are a primary determinant influencing activity-related lifestyle practice, while 

eco-labels/indices are a significant predictor for activity-related lifestyle practice.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

 
 
Figure 19. H20 results: sustainability stewardship and clothing care 
*** p < .001;              hypothesis accepted;        hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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Hypothesis 21, predicting a significant effect of stewardships on eco-citizenship, 

showed a significant effect [F = 13.537, p < .001, R² = .104]. Eco-labels/indices (β = .14, 

p < .05) and CSR drive (β = .28, p < .001) were positively related to eco-citizenship 

interest practice. Thus, H21a and H21b were supported (See Figure 20 and Table 14).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

Hypothesis 22 predicted a significant effect of stewardship on environmental 

knowledge, and the effect was found to be significant [F = 40.728, p < .001, R² = .258]. 

Eco-labels/indices (β = .32, p < .001) and CSR drives (β = .39, p < .001) were positively 

related to knowledge lifestyle practice. Thus, H22a and H22b were supported (See 

Figure 21 and Table 14). 

The testing of Hypothesis 23, proposing significant relationships between 

stewardship and fair trade, showed a significant effect [F = 27.549, p < .001, R² = .191]. 

Eco-labels/indices (β = .43, p < .001) were positively related to fair trade practice. Thus, 

H23a was supported (See Figure 22 and Table 14). Conclusively, sustainability 

stewardship has positive influences on interest-related lifestyle practices.  

In Hypothesis 24, two stewardship dimensions were identified and were 

predicted to positively affect pro-environmental attitude; this effect was found to be 

significant [F = 23.244, p < .001, R² = .166]. Eco-labels/indices (β = .19, p < .01) and 

CSR drives (β = .36, p < .001) were positively related to pro-environmental attitude 

practice. Thus, H24a and H24b were supported (See Figure 23 and Table 13). 

Within opinion-related lifestyle practice, eco-labels/indices and CSR drives 

significantly affect pro-environmental attitude. Those two stewardship dimensions, eco-

labels/indices and CSR drive, act as determinant drivers on opinion-related lifestyle 

practice.  
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Figure 20. H21 results: sustainability stewardship and eco-citizenship 
* p < .05; *** p < .001;          hypothesis accepted;    hypothesis rejected 
 

 
 

Figure 21. H22 results: sustainability stewardship and environmental knowledge 
*** p < .001;             hypothesis accepted;      hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
 

 
 
Figure 22. H23 results: sustainability stewardship and fair trade 
*** p < .001;       hypothesis accepted;       hypothesis rejected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
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Figure 23. H24 results: sustainability stewardship and pro-environmental attitude 
** p < .01; *** p < .001;              hypothesis accepted;              hypothesis rejected              
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Table 12 

  Multiple Regressions between Social Value, Environmental Value, and Activity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



79 
 

Table 13 

  Multiple Regressions between Social Value, Environmental Value, Opinion and 

Interest 
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Table 14 

  Multiple Regressions between Sustainability Stewardship and Sustainability Lifestyle 

Practices 

 

 

  



81 
 

CHAPTER 5 
 
 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 

Sustainability stewardship aims at supporting human well-being and preventing 

environment problems (Chapin et al., 2009) in the clothing and textiles industry. 

Although many fashion brands have developed eco-labels/indices and implemented 

CSR drives, current efforts of sustainability stewardship are still fragmented, which 

leaves consumers and companies in doubt as to whether the current stewardship efforts 

are beneficial to environment and society as well as to themselves. The sustainability 

stewardship effort in response to the social and environmental movement plays a 

significant role, which is realized in strategic actions, to influence consumers’ value and 

belief, as well as to encourage sustainability practices in their everyday lives. Drawn 

from the VALS perspective of Mitchell (1983), this study specifies sustainability VALS, 

and examines their relationships between value and lifestyle practices. Particularly 

social value of altruistic and openness to change, and environmental value of 

anthropocentrism and ecocentrism are significant predictors for sustainability lifestyle 

practices. In addition, sustainability stewardships of CSR drive and eco-label/index are 

facilitators for sustainability lifestyle practices. 

First, this study identifies the underlying dimensions of social and environmental 

values in relation to sustainability practices. Four dimensions of such values, egoistic, 

altruistic, self-enhancement and openness to change, are captured: they represent 

stable beliefs about social desirability of certain behaviors (Rokeach, 1973). 

Environmental values are recognized as having the two dimensions of anthropocentrism 

and ecocentrism value, which are significant motivators influencing sustainability 
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lifestyle practices. This finding is consistent with previous studies (Dietz et al., 1998; 

Karp, 1996; Schwartz, 1994; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Stern et al., 1995) which have 

empirically found a linkage between environmental concern and behavior. Eight 

dimensions of lifestyle practices are identified:  green products purchasing, green 

purchasing intention, recycling, clothing care, eco-citizenship, environmental 

knowledge, fair trade, and pro-environmental attitude. These eight dimensions of 

sustainability lifestyle practices reveal that the social movements of sustainability are 

diverse from the private sector to the public sector. Additionally, these diverse lifestyle 

practices can be grouped into activities, interest, and opinion dimensions, in accordance 

with the existing lifestyle literature (Harcar & Haynak, 2007; Mitchell, 1983). Two 

dimensions, of eco-labels/indices and CSR drives, are identified as constituting the 

responsibility for environmental standards shared by all those whose actions affect the 

environment (Guenther et al., 2010).   

Second, upon examining relationships in extended version of Mitchell’s (1983) 

conceptual model of Values and Lifestyles Scale (VALS), the present study empirically 

supports the notion that social value encourages seven sustainability lifestyle practices, 

which comprise most of activity, interest, and opinion related lifestyle. However, 

environmental knowledge is not influenced by value, which implies environmental 

knowledge must be incurred by stewardship effort such as eco-labels/indices and CSR 

drives rather than value. As a result of enhancement of their explicit environmental 

knowledge, consumers may carry out further behaviors such as purchasing, consuming 

and recycling. Thus, it is important to instill different levels of environmental knowledge 

in individuals to raise attention.    
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In the study results, altruistic and openness to change values reveal significant 

relationships with activity and opinion lifestyle practices. Openness to change value 

engages as significant predictor of recycling, clothing care, and pro-environmental 

attitude. However, altruistic value is the determinant which predicts sustainability 

lifestyle carrying out of activity-related practices – green product purchasing, green 

purchasing intention, recycling, and clothing care as well as a pro-environmental 

attitude with regard to opinion-related practice. These findings support the argument of 

Guagnano et al. (1995) that individuals with altruistic and open to change values 

favorably undertake environmental actions. 

The effect of altruistic value on activity and opinion related lifestyle practices 

might arise from consumers whose altruistic value comes with the moral imperative to 

treat others as they would like to be treated (Stern et al., 1993). This group of 

individuals engage in donating clothes for recycling, purchasing products for charity, 

and shopping at particular stores that they believe are environmental friendly or socially 

responsible. The second hand and vintage market for used clothing has been popular 

with altruist and openness to change value consumers because of its low cost and its 

value in building personal identities that symbolize their unique character and 

sometimes their rebellion toward the mainstream fashion system (Dickson, 2009). For 

instance, retailers like What Comes Around Goes Around in New York City and Urban 

Outfitters’ Urban Renewal built their business model on a combination of recycling and 

reuse strategies, including retail sales of vintage and cheaper, less iconic secondhand 

clothing (Dickson, 2009). Marketing plans for altruistic consumers should promote 

environmentally friendly manufacturing technology that produces products made from 
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plastic bottles and jeans from recycled denim to reduce waste quantity (Phau & Ong, 

2007). Thus, the pursuit of altruistic value is the most vital driver of activity and opinion 

related sustainability lifestyle practices. 

Moreover, altruistic value and openness to change significantly impact the 

interest practices. The effect of altruistic value on eco-citizenship might be linked to the 

collective good and could lead to actions of reducing unjust impacts on others. Dobson 

(2003) and Seyfang (2006) suggest that developing ecological citizenship will 

encourage everyday behaviors that require more wide-ranging knowledge and 

awareness than is possessed by most green consumers. For instance, many 

sustainability lifestyle societies, such as Lifestyle of Health And Sustainability (LOHAS), 

Good Neighbors, Mountain Association For Community Economic Development 

(MACED), Tree Huggers, Eco-Village, and Green America, are striving to create a 

quality of living for themselves as well as others. The positive relationship between 

openness to change value and eco-citizenship is consistent with many studies (Dobson, 

2003; Harcar & Kaynak, 2007; Seyfang, 2006) that have described ecological citizens’ 

environmental responsibility on a planetary scale and actions in their daily lives to 

diminish undeserved impacts on others. The concerns of this group of individuals are 

not limited to only environment, ecological, or green issues but also considers social 

and ethical issues as well in order to achieve a holistic view (McDonald & Oates, 2006). 

In order to adopt environmental responsibility in their everyday lives, those sustainability 

lifestyle societies engage a broader concept of social issues related to environmental 

sustainability, ethical business, human rights, fair trade, and personal development. 
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Third, environmental values significantly influence sustainability lifestyle 

practices. Ecocentrism value is an influential predictor of green purchasing intention, 

recycling, clothing care, eco-citizenship, and pro-environmental attitude toward 

sustainability lifestyle practices. Ecocentrism value’s appreciation of the environment 

outweighs individuals’ economical interest (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). Anthropocentrism 

values play a critical role in influencing activity, interest, and opinion sustainability 

lifestyle practices. The outcome of anthropocentrism on four activity-related practices, 

eco-citizenship, and pro-environmental attitude can be shown because individuals 

perceive that environment is to be controlled by human beings (Nordlund & Garvill, 

2002).  

Encompassing belief regarding the environment, consumers of strong 

anthropocentrism and ecocentrism express their opinion by protesting animal abuse 

and usage of fur clothes, even boycotting brands that cause damage to the 

environment. From sourcing ecological inputs, fair trade, and latex produced by small 

producers in Brazil to limited distribution in order to reduce air pollution, Veja, a sneaker 

brand in France, is one of few companies becoming successful ethical fashion brands 

(Poldner, 2010). Products that are ethically developed may induce individuals to support 

protection of the environment. Developing an ethical business model is useful for 

encouraging individuals with anthropocentrism and ecocentrsim value to exert indirect 

influence by purchasing less harmful products and brands. This illustrates that the 

pursuit of anthropocentrism and ecocentrism value are the most vital drivers of 

sustainability practices. 
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Fourth, sustainability stewardship significantly affects sustainability lifestyle 

practices. Eco-labels/indices are revealed as a significant predictor of activity and 

opinion related practices. However, as in activity related lifestyle practices, eco-

labels/indices have an insignificant impact on clothing care. This finding implies that 

current eco-labels/indices strategy does not deliver proper information regarding 

clothing care to consumers. Previous studies (Lathrop & Centner, 1998; Thogersen, 

2000) have supported the conclusion that eco-labels/indices reach out to consumers 

ineffectively and also provide unclear information about businesses’ ethical or 

environmental strategies to target consumers. Otherwise, many consumers would be 

willing to pay a premium for eco-labeled products (Gumpper, 2000; Imkamp, 2000; 

Loureiro et al., 2002; Moon et al., 2002) as well as purchase such products (Carlson et 

al., 1993; Lathrop & Centner, 1998; Teisl et al., 2002). Recently, H&M, Gap and Marks 

& Spencer have sought to launch a universally-recognized garment labeling scheme, 

showing the environmental impact of individual garments (DiCamilo, 2009). By 

developing standardized eco-labels/indices, consumers build up strong ties to products 

and brands that present such labels/indices, which lead to sustainability lifestyle 

practices.  

Current CSR drives have insignificant impact on fair trade, which shows that 

current CSR drives do not adopt fair trade practices. Interestingly, among interest 

lifestyle practices, egoistic value has a significant effect on fair trade practice. This 

implies that fair trade affects this group of individuals personally because egoistic value 

predisposes people to behave in favor of the environment or to protest against 

environmental degradation if the personal costs of environmental degradation are 
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perceived as high (Stern & Dietz, 1994). Based on these results, the findings suggest 

marketers should increase egoistic value in CSR drives, which may indirectly stimulate 

fair trade practices. By emphasizing fair trade in India and Bangladesh, fashion retailer, 

Chandni Chowk, based in the United Kingdom, has attracted egoistic consumers who 

are searching for products and/or brands that have high quality are made from natural 

and organic materials and are produced under good workplace conditions.     

The result confirms that the CSR drives significantly increase sustainability 

lifestyle practices. It suggests that the current CSR drives are influential to produce 

incremental sustainable value for consumers. If corporate makes more efforts in 

promoting their inimitable CSR drives, it results in a profit-driven business model with 

more purchasing and consuming their green products. Through these CSR efforts, 

consumers are derived to endorse more products that seek to conserve our planet or 

society. For instance, CSR campaigns such as Pink and the Red Hat Society certainly 

appeal to altruistic and self-enhancement consumers who bear benefits for a human 

group or others by becoming advocates for company’s CSR practices. Socially 

conscious clothing companies, such as So-Me and EDUN, help to raise awareness for 

the causes of solidarity and pacifism through fashion (Poldner, 2010). As firms practice 

‘cause marketing' and social contribution, socially active consumers perceive a positive 

image which may even lead to more environmentally conscious purchasing behavior. 

According to Smith and Alcorn (1991), socially conscious consumers switch brands to 

support companies, and those consumers are likely to purchase products because the 

manufacturer supports charitable causes. This finding shows that marketers need to 

implement CSR drives to lure consumers who are aware of environmental and social 
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issues associated with sweatshops, including wage violation, child labor, safety or 

health laws, and labor abuses including forced overtime and sexual and physical 

harassment (Firoz & Ammaturo, 2002).  

The issue of sustainability has been mainly focused on government regulation 

and social support movement. Thus, the industry’s understanding of sustainability was 

not directed towards business profit driven or consumer centric driven, which created a 

gap to understand consumers’ everyday practices from marketing application 

standpoint. As maintaining both social support and individual participation, sustainability 

VALS specifies a consumer centric everyday practice which gives great insights to 

marketers to understand the distinct communications styles of consumer group. 

Drawn from the Mitchell’s VALS model, this study suggest  Sustainability VALS 

highlights the impact of  consumer’s sustainability value on their eight practices of 

activity, interest and opinion to determine the specific practices focused on clothing and 

textile industry. Those eight dimensions of sustainability lifestyle practices enable 

marketers to create tailored marketing strategies effectively for targeting, positioning, 

and communications.  

In conclusion, altruistic, openness to change, anthropocentrism, and ecocentrism 

values are influential sustainability values affecting consumers’ sustainability lifestyle 

practices of clothing and textiles product consumption. Sustainability stewardship can 

facilitate this holistic sustainability VALS framework in encouraging pertinent strategic 

efforts of the clothing and textiles industry.  
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CHAPTER 6 
 
 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

With the empirical validation of 62 of its 64 hypotheses, the current study 

provides a comprehensive platform for further analysis of sustainability stewardship. 

However, given the exploratory nature of this approach, there are some inherent 

limitations to generalizing these findings. The limitations of the study may be ascribed to 

the sampling. The majority of participants were young college students (median age of 

21); thus the study results may not be generalized to other populations. In order to 

counter the generalization of population limitation, the survey was distributed not only to 

students but also was conducted among a more demographically varied population 

such as older-aged individuals and individuals with different jobs and from higher or 

lower socio-economic groups.     

Second, multi-collinearly of social values of egoistic and self-enhancement might 

cause some insignificant effects on sustainability lifestyle practices. Although two values 

of egoistic and self-enhancement are separated into two dimensions in factor analysis 

with the acceptable range of VIF (Davidov et al., 2008), egoistic value orientation items 

are parallel with Schwartz’s (1994) self enhancement scale which mirrors with self-

enhancement value base on the previous studies (Schultz, 2001; Stern & Dietz, 1994). 

In future research, egoistic and self-enhancement values can elaborate into one 

dimension such as egoistic which may expose different findings on sustainability 

lifestyle practices.     

Third, environmental knowledge is not influenced by value, which implies 

environmental knowledge must be incurred by stewardship effort such as eco-
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labels/indices and CSR drives rather than value. The present study concludes that the 

specific scope of sustainability stewardship approaches entice consumers to become 

involved in environmental knowledge, which argues that specific information 

communicates more effectively with consumers rather than broader concepts of 

environmental knowledge. To gain understanding of environmental knowledge, future 

research can narrow down the scope of environmental knowledge as related in clothing 

and textile.     

Fourth, this study has employed as a uni-dimensional approach which limits the 

dynamic perspective of CSR drives. In order to view the effects of CSR drives on 

consumers’ perspectives, future research can adopt different aspects of CSR drives 

including social contribution, cause-marketing, business model transparency, and ad 

campaigns. Moreover, as this study has empirically shown a determinant effect of CSR 

drives on sustainability practices, future research can measure how consumers’ lifestyle 

practices differ by employing CSR drives as a mediator or moderator. Additionally, it will 

be interesting to examine how CSR drives facilitate sustainability values which may 

amplify sustainability lifestyle practices.  

While there are many different types of labels and indices, eco-labels/indices 

were viewed as a uni-dimensional phenomenon which has shown a significant 

relationship to lifestyle practices. In future research, eco-labels/indices can be 

measured as mandatory and involuntary, or government driven and corporate driven in 

order to investigate consumers’ trust and preference for different kinds of eco-

labels/indices. Moreover, future research may specify diverse eco-labels/indices’ effects 

in the clothing textiles field to persuade values and lifestyle practices.  
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Sixth, the operational constraint surrounding the idea of stewardship creates 

simplification in integrating the concept of sustainability stewardship into sustainability 

lifestyle practices. Although stewardship has undergone a modernization regarding the 

ethical aspects of the relationships between people and nature (Guenther et al., 2010), 

there was neither any specific construct of sustainability stewardship nor any 

measurement of sustainability stewardship. Therefore, the validity of those constructs is 

not strong enough to provide theoretical clarity and strengthen practical application in 

delineating the relationships among sustainability lifestyle practices. Future research on 

sustainability stewardship should endeavor to develop a sustainability stewardship 

framework to be applied in sustainability studies.     

Beyond these limitations, given the research model presented as the foundation 

of this study, there are opportunities for future research. First, investigating in more 

detail the eight dimensions of sustainability lifestyle practices grouped into activity, 

interest and opinion in this study, future studies that explore Stern and his colleagues’ 

(1999, 2000) value-belief-norm (VBN) theory may provide better insights into the 

definite causal relationships between activity, interest and opinion. Second, while the 

current study examines the effects of sustainability stewardship on sustainability lifestyle 

practices; future studies that employ the control effect of sustainability stewardship 

between value and lifestyle may provide valuable insights into stewardship activities. 
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