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1 duction. Intro



In contrast to so-called external influences of pro-environmental behavior and its 

accompanying scholarly literature, research typically based in psychology offers 

another perspective, that of �“internal�” influences on the adoption of pro-environmental 

behavior. This research suggests that pro-environmental behavior for individuals 

originates in their underlying values, beliefs and attitudes. For example, Fransson and 



Garling (1999) review the link between individuals�’ attitudes and psychological factors 

with the level of their environmental concern as well as the impact of individuals�’ 

environmental concern on their pro-environmental behavior. Social science scholars 

have called for research that considers both external (e.g., competition, cost) and 

internal (e.g., values, attitudes, beliefs) influences on adoption of pro-environmental 

behavior (e.g., Dunlap and Van Liere, 1980). Guagnano, et al. (1995). These calls suggest 

that models that integrate the relationship between external and internal influences on 

behavioral change may yield more informative environmental policy analysis.  

It does not appear that the relationship between external influences (i.e., energy 

production and consumption policy attributes), internal influences (i.e., 

environmentalism and altruism), and institutional pro-environmental behavior (i.e. 

promoting �‘green�’ reputation) has been empirically examined. This paper undertakes 

such an examination in the context of constituencies�’ preference for alternative energy 

programs for their institution. Universities, like corporations, range comparably in size 

and are comprised of a variety of constituents: administration (upper management); 

faculty (lower management); staff (workers); and graduate and undergraduate students 

(customers/shareholders). 





2. Background

2.1 Review of pertinent literature





2.2 Research Site



3. Methods



3.1 Survey Instrument Design and Implementation



3.2 Energy Program Attributes





3.3 Conjoint Experimental Design





Program Characteristics 
 

A B 

Fuel Type  
Coal                 70% 
Biomass          20% 
Wind                 10% 

Coal                 60% 
Biomass           30% 
Solar                10% 

Energy 
Conservation Effort 

 
Minimal 

 
campus wide education campaign 

upgrade outdated appliances/fixtures 

 
Extensive 

 
training all faculty/staff/students 
efficiency cert. for all buildings 

Carbon Emissions 
Reduction 17% 23% 

Year Reduction 
Achieved  2020 2020 

Additional Semester $50 $100 Fee Per Person 

  
     

3.4 Factor analysis







4. Data Analysis



4.1 Descriptive statistics

a priori







4.2 Empirical Model
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4 el Estimation Results.3 Mod



4.4 Examining the Heterogeneity of Preferences

ex

ante





5 ussion and Implications. Disc





Fransson and Garling 1999).





 
 
Table 5. Students Coefficients and Interaction Terms for Carbon Management Programs      
Variable (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   
Constant -0.02161 (0.0228) -0.02288 (0.0228) -0.02536 (0.0230) -0.02204 (0.0232) 
Natural Gas 0.01545 (0.0010) 0.01553 (0.0010) 0.01528 (0.0010) 0.01743 (0.0016) 
Biomass 0.02488 (0.0015) 0.02489 (0.0015) 0.02459 (0.0016) 0.02666 (0.0023) 
Wind 0.05031 (0.0032) 0.05019 (0.0032) 0.05046 (0.0033) 0.06010 (0.0048) 
Solar 0.05092 (0.0033) 0.05104 (0.0033) 0.05057 (0.0033) 0.05557 (0.0049) 
Nuclear 0.00943 (0.0011) 0.00950 (0.0011) 0.00932 (0.0011) 0.00958 (0.0016) 
Mod Effort 0.08911 (0.0366) 0.09052 (0.0366) 0.08885 (0.0370) 0.08760 (0.0372) 
Ext Effort 0.08663 (0.0396) 0.08819 (0.0397) 0.08631 (0.0401) 0.08920 (0.0403) 
Emissions Reduction 0.07843 (0.0047) 0.07852 (0.0047) 0.07910 (0.0048) 0.07945 (0.0048) 
Year Reduction Achieved -0.03296 (0.0040) -0.03332 (0.0040) -0.03344 (0.0040) -0.03362 (0.0041) 
Fee -0.00349 (0.0003) -0.00327 (0.0009) -0.00285 (0.0009) -0.00280 (0.0009) 
Income*Awareness of fee   -0.00015 (0.0006) -0.00039 (0.0006) -0.00043 (0.0006) 
Emissions Reduction*NEP    0.01765 (0.0047) 0.01639 (0.0048) 
Year Reduction Achieved*NEP   -0.00946 (0.0040) -0.00963 (0.0040) 
Emissions Reduction*ALT    0.01920 (0.0048) 0.01956 (0.0049) 
Year Reduction Achieved*ALT   -0.01325 (0.0040) -0.01297 (0.0040) 
Natural Gas*Politic      -0.00401 (0.0021) 
Biomass*Politic      -0.00390 (0.0031) 
Wind*Politic       -0.01829 (0.0066) 
Solar*politic       -0.00951 (0.0066) 
Nuclear*politic      -0.00046 (0.0021) 
         
Groups 1696  1693  1647  1633  
Sigma u 0.34202  0.33849  0.32530  0.32950  
Sigma e 1.50996  1.51037  1.50814  1.50947  
rho 0.04880  0.04782  0.04446  0.04548  
R-squared 0.1917  0.1922  0.2006  0.2025  

 
*1% significance, ** 5% significance, *** 10% significance 
 
 
 



Table 6. Faculty and Staff Coefficients and Interaction Terms for Carbon Management Programs    
Variable (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   
Constant -0.01645 (0.0210) -0.02096 (0.0218) -0.02650 (0.0217) -0.02579 (0.0218) 
Natural Gas 0.01544 (0.0009) 0.01549 (0.0009) 0.01157 (0.0040) 0.01986 (0.0014) 
Biomass 0.02585 (0.0014) 0.02636 (0.0014) 0.02882 (0.0062) 0.03218 (0.0022) 
Wind 0.05486 (0.0028) 0.05461 (0.0029) 0.05703 (0.0126) 0.07070 (0.0045) 
Solar 0.04623 (0.0028) 0.04640 (0.0029) 0.06365 (0.0127) 0.05444 (0.0044) 
Nuclear 0.00252 (0.0010) 0.00235 (0.0010) 0.01297 (0.0042) 0.00113 (0.0015) 
Mod Effort 0.08627 (0.0319) 0.08427 (0.0329) 0.08626 (0.0331) 0.08691 (0.0330) 
Ext Effort 0.13018 (0.0351) 0.12132 (0.0363) 0.12682 (0.0365) 0.12436 (0.0364) 
Emissions Reduction 0.05799 (0.0042) 0.05753 (0.0043) 0.05784 (0.0044) 0.05689 (0.0043) 
Year Reduction Achieved -0.03718 (0.0035) -0.03629 (0.0036) -0.03640 (0.0037) -0.03590 (0.0036) 
Fee -0.00313 (0.0003) -0.00381 (0.0005) -0.00380 (0.0005) -0.00384 (0.0005) 
Income*Fee   0.00001 (0.0000) 0.00001 (0.0000) 0.00001 (0.0000) 
Emissions Reduction*NEP  0.01556 (0.0041) 0.01551 (0.0042) 0.01494 (0.0042) 
Year Reduction Achieved*NEP -0.00987 (0.0034) -0.00991 (0.0035) -0.00944 (0.0034) 
Emissions Reduction*ALT  0.01314 (0.0046) 0.01291 (0.0046) 0.01284 (0.0046) 
Year Reduction Achieved*ALT -0.00833 (0.0037) -0.00817 (0.0038) -0.00821 (0.0037) 
Natural Gas*Age    0.00008 (0.0001) - - 
Biomass*Age    -0.00005 (0.0001) - - 
Wind*Age     -0.00006 (0.0003) - - 
Solar*Age     -0.00036 (0.0003) - - 
Nuclear*Age     -0.00023 (0.0001) - - 
Natural Gas*Politic      -0.00774 (0.0019) 
Biomass*Politic      -0.01023 (0.0029) 
Wind*Politic       -0.02724 (0.0059) 
Solar*politic       -0.01392 (0.0059) 
Nuclear*politic      0.00243 (0.0020) 
         
Groups 2329  2168  2138  2150  
Sigma u 0.47849  0.48510  0.46205  0.47866  
Sigma e 1.53271  1.52588  1.52804  1.52151  
rho 0.08881  0.09179  0.08377  0.09006  
R-squared 0.1684  0.1774  0.1795  0.1833  

*1% significance, ** 5% significance, *** 10% significance 
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