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ABSTRACT 

 
In the pursuit of sustainability, consumers often associate environmentally friendly behaviors 
with personal sacrifices, creating a barrier to sustainable consumption. This paper explores the 
drivers behind consumers’ willingness to make sacrifices (WTS) for sustainability, defining and 
conceptualizing consumer sacrifice within an environmental context. Drawing from existing 
research we develop a conceptual model that links perceived costs and benefits with WTS. We 
identify key individual and sociocultural factors, such as self-efficacy and trust, which influence 
WTS. This paper contributes to the literature by proposing a more holistic perspective on 
sustainable consumption and the perceived sacrifices involved, emphasizing the interplay be-
tween costs, benefits, and contextual factors. The proposed framework provides a foundation 
for future empirical research on the complexities of consumer sacrifice for a sustainable future.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

To limit global warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius, it is essential to transform production and 
consumption systems. Although some countries have implemented measures that have reduced 
emissions, global CO2 levels continue to rise (Ritchie et al., 2023). There is widespread 
agreement that consumer engagement is crucial in achieving climate goals, particularly in the 
global North, where emissions are disproportionately high (Creutzig et al., 2022). However, 
when consumers are encouraged to reduce their consumption or choose more sustainable 
options, these actions are often perceived as sacrifices, which can hinder the shift toward more 
sustain-able consumption (Goldsmith et al., 2022; Hüttel et al., 2018). According to a recent 
global survey, about one-third of respondents feel their country is already being asked to 
sacrifice too much (Ipsos, 2023). The same study shows that in many countries, fewer people 
support tax increases for climate protection than oppose them. 
 
Therefore, it is essential to understand what drives consumers to make sacrifices for the 
environment and a sustainable future, which is a crucial predictor of sustainable behavior 
(Thaller et al., 2020). While a few studies have investigated drivers and/or outcomes of 
consumers’ willingness to sacrifice (WTS), especially in environmental psychology and 
tourism research (e.g., Davis et al., 2011; Kantenbacher et al., 2018; Wong et al., 2020), there 
is a lack of under-standing of the motivations and underlying mechanisms behind consumer 
sacrifices and the factors that drive people to make sacrifices (Chwialkowska & Flicinska‐
Turkiewicz, 2021). Based on a literature review, we propose a conceptual framework for future 
research to examine the drivers of consumers’ willingness to sacrifice in more detail. 
Surprisingly, existing research largely overlooks potential trade-offs between perceived costs 
and benefits in a sustainability context. By analyzing existing research, this study makes three 
contributions. First, our study provides a definition of consumer sacrifice for sustainability. 
Second, we describe possible costs and benefits of consuming sustainably and their 
differentiating characteristics that might shape consumers’ WTS. Finally, we identify individual 
and sociocultural variables that may moderate the impact of perceived costs and benefits. 
Additionally, these variables may have a direct effect on consumers' WTS. 
 
This study provides a fresh perspective on sustainable consumption by defining and 
conceptualizing consumer sacrifice specifically within an environmental context, filling a 
critical gap in current literature. By clarifying the costs, benefits, and other influencing factors 
that shape willingness to sacrifice, our framework offers valuable starting points for both 
researchers and policymakers seeking to foster more sustainable consumer behaviors. 
 

WHAT IS SACRIFICE? 
 

The term sacrifice originates from the Latin word “sacrificium”, which is a combination of the 
words “sacer” (sacred) and “facere” (to make) (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2024). The term is 
regularly used in biblical and religious settings, understanding sacrifice as a religious act which 
involves the sacrifice of a victim to appease or please a deity, aiming to win favor or to prevent 
misfortune, or to receive forgiveness for sins (Carter, 2002). From this perspective, sacrifices 
can be understood as giving up something valuable to obtain something even more valuable. In 
its most extreme form, the self can literally be sacrificed, namely one's own life, in order to 
serve the collective or a higher purpose and to receive recognition (Bélanger et al., 2018; Dugas 
et al., 2016). 
 
Other general and business-related definitions focus more on the aspect of sacrificing some-
thing for the benefit of others or an important cause without including egoistic motives. For 
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example, according to the Cambridge Dictionary (2024) the verb sacrifice means “to give up 
something that is valuable to you in order to help another person. Within business research, the 
concept of sacrifice has received most research attention in the context of leadership. In this 
domain, it is understood as the willingness of leaders to accept personal costs, such as giving 
up rights and privileges, to live up to personal beliefs and values and for the welfare of the 
organization or group (Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2004). In a recent literature review, also the 
volitational nature of leader (self-) sacrifice is emphasized (Yang et al., 2023). Sacrifice 
therefore tends to go together with a deprioritization of (immediate) self-interest (Turillo et al., 
2002). 
 
In marketing and consumer research similar definitions have been proposed. Kantenbacher et 
al. (2017, p. 4) describe self-sacrifice as “giving up something of personal value for the sake of 
another, often more important, consideration, while being unable to pursue both”. Traditionally, 
marketing research has focused on monetary sacrifice, i.e., the prices consumers spend to obtain 
valuable products or services. In addition, CS can refer to the investment of energy, effort, or 
time (Bradford & Boyd, 2020), such as a loss of convenience and time when choosing public 
transport over a car. This understanding is reflected in measurement scales of willingness to 
sacrifice (WTS), which typically include the acceptance of higher prices for sustainable offers, 
higher taxes, stricter laws that might restrict one’s daily life, loss of convenience or even a lower 
living standard (Bilandzic et al., 2017; Davis et al., 2011; Hosta & Zabkar, 2021; Reyes, 2021; 
Tsai et al., 2021). 
 
It is also important to note that the perception of consumer sacrifice is subjective (Binder et al., 
2019). This individual perception is driven by consumer psychographics and 
sociodemographics. For example, it is less of a sacrifice for higher earners to offset their CO2 
emissions than for people with lower incomes; or for less materialistic consumers to limit their 
fashion purchases or switch to second-hand offers than for very materialistic consumers. 
 
WHAT DRIVES WILLINGNESS TO MAKE SACRIFICES FOR SUSTAINABILITY? 
 
Perceived Costs and Benefits of the Sacrifice 
 
As outlined, a sacrifice always involves a subjective trade-off between an immediate personal 
cost and a benefit that (also) affects other people, living beings, or the broader environment. 
The ultimate benefit of the sacrifice is often more abstract, distant, and uncertain than the 
sacrifice itself, e.g., giving up regular long-distance flights to reduce global warming. This 
temporal asymmetry and the generally higher psychological distance of benefits of sustainable 
behavior compared to its costs represents a major challenge for sustainable behavior change 
(Spence et al., 2012). 
 
Still, sacrifice in sustainable consumption can take very different forms, so that it cannot be 
understood as a one-dimensional, uniform concept. Some decisions require comparatively 
small compromises like paying higher prices for sustainable everyday products. Therefore, the 
extent of the associated costs does vary across sustainability decisions and represent a 
significant barrier (Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024). Larger sacrifices involve higher costs in 
terms of money, time, or other investments. Complete lifestyle changes, which may include 
moving to a smaller apartment, selling one’s car, etc., are usually perceived as being very costly 
(at least 
 
initially). Another factor contributing to the perceived costs is the timing. Sacrifices in 
sustainable consumption always include immediate costs. However, they can also entail long-
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term investments, which are more difficult to realize than one-time sacrifices (Kurz et al., 2015; 
White et al., 2019). For example, avoiding plastic waste may be a rather small sacrifice in terms 
of effort needed each day, but one that requires an ongoing commitment. Conversely, replacing 
the heating system is an expensive matter, but one that does not entail any significant further 
costs or effort in the long term. With regard to the specific type of costs involved, sacrifices can 
be based on money, time and effort, or the foregoing of non-essential benefits (e.g., hedonic 
value) (Bradford & Boyd, 2020; Gomes et al., 2021). This distinction is important, as people 
might feel more or less pain depending on the specific type of cost (Macdonnell & White, 2015), 
which has an impact on trade-off evaluations and consequently, the likelihood of behaving 
sustainably. For example, the perceived pain associated with money versus time, is likely to 
vary across people, e.g., depending on income and resource availability, and across situations, 
e.g., when making functional versus hedonic product choices. 
 
The same criteria can be applied to describe the perceived benefits of sustainable consumption 
choices. Regarding their extent, perceived impact—such as climate mitigation potential—
should be a crucial factor. For example, switching to a smaller car with a combustion engine 
may reduce climate impact, but not as much as switching to an electric vehicle (Ivanova et al., 
2020). If perceived costs are comparable, it is plausible to assume that the anticipated level of 
impact is positively related to WTS, as has already been shown in donation behavior (Gugen-
ishvili et al., 2022). However, it should also be noted that consumers (Wynes et al., 2020) and 
even researchers (Lembregts & Cadario, 2024) still lack knowledge of the mitigation potential 
of different climate actions. In terms of timing, the potential benefits of sacrifices usually un-
fold in the future. The most important argument for sustainable consumption are goals such as 
halting global warming or species extinction. Usually, future outcomes are discounted, i.e., 
people prefer immediate gratification over delayed benefits (Hardisty & Weber, 2009). 
However, some benefits can also occur directly, such as better air quality, positive emotions 
caused by ’doing good’, tangible product benefits (e.g., high acceleration of EV), or cost 
savings when switching to public transport. In terms of the specific type of benefits, they can 
be tangible (e.g., a timeless, durable and high-quality garment), or intangible in nature (e.g., 
less carbon in the air), with the latter are most associated with sustainable consumer behavior. 
Similarly, the benefits can provide rewards to the self or to others (Edinger‐Schons et al., 2018; 
Hartmann et al., 2017). As outlined earlier, sacrificing for sustainable causes always includes 
other-focused benefits (e.g., preventing extreme weather conditions that affect the Global South 
most), while the extent of self-focused benefits may vary (e.g., lower long-term costs, social 
approval). 
 
Individual and Sociocultural Factors 
 
Next to the direct trade-off, characteristics on an individual and sociocultural level have been 
found to influence consumers’ WTS. In terms of individual factors, self-efficacy, personal 
norms and commitment to nature, strong environmental concern (e.g., strong perceptions of the 
importance of global warming; focus on the welfare of the environment), and the knowledge of 
environmental issues predict higher WTS for the environment (Davis et al., 2011; Doran & 
Hanss, 2022; Hao et al., 2020; Hedlund, 2011; Landon et al., 2018; Liu & Sibley, 2012; Macias, 
2015; Rahman & Reynolds, 2016; Reyes, 2021). Therefore, WTS is positively correlated with 
consumers’ knowledge of sustainable issues, their personal values (i.e., biospheric values) and 
with their beliefs that they are capable to accomplish the actions needed. The few research 
findings about the role of sociodemographics are not completely conclusive. Liu and Sibley 
(2012) found that females and older people are more willing to make personal sacrifices for the 
environment. Similarly, Thaller et al. (2020) identified a positive relationship between age and 
WTS. Gender differences were found regarding the impact of WTS; it was a stronger driver of 
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conservation behavior (climate citizenship) for females (males). Education had no significant 
effect on WTS. In contrast, Kantenbacher et al. (2018) found no effects of gender, age and 
income on people’s support of policies designed to reduce the negative climate impacts of 
flights (e.g., increase of aviation tax, mandatory carbon offsetting). 
 
Factors on a social or cultural level can also alter peoples’ WTS. For instance, both Doyle (2023) 
and Doran and Hanss (2022) found that the (expected or observed) actions of others regarding 
nature protection increase peoples’ WTS. Similarly, perceived trust in the government and 
related authorities (Reyes, 2021; Tsai et al., 2021) and higher generalized (cultural) trust within 
the society (Doyle, 2023; Macias, 2015) have been positively linked to WTS. These findings 
indicate that the perceived collective effort as well as an environment and culture of trust are 
necessary to encourage people to make sacrifices. Conversely, concerns about free ridership 
and lack of collective efficacy can significantly undermine individual WTS (Doran & Hanss, 
2022; Kantenbacher et al., 2019; Reyes, 2021). Interestingly, social exclusion can act as a 
motivator of sacrificial behavior. Based on Costly Signaling Theory Guo et al. (2020) provide 
evidence that feelings of being ignored, isolated, excluded, or rejected can create a desire to 
self-sacrifice which in turn increases intentions to buy green products. By sacrificing money to 
purchase expensive green products, consumers can signal prosociality and social status. This 
effect was only found for publicly consumed goods and for instable causes of the exclusion. 
This is in line with research findings that have established sacrifice as a means to gain 
significance (e.g., Dugas et al., 2016). 
 
Regarding possible interaction effects between individual and sociocultural factors, Liu and 
Sibley (2012) discovered that the perceived importance of global warming only predicts WTS 
for the in countries with a higher score on the human development index (HDI). Even though 
consumers in countries with a lower living standard stated comparable levels of WTS – despite 
their limited resources – global warming importance was not a significant driver. 
 
Conceptual Model 
 
To guide future research, we propose an initial conceptualization of the main antecedents and 
boundary conditions influencing consumers’ willingness to make sacrifices for the 
environment. While not exhaustive, this model integrates cost-benefit trade-offs of specific 
decisions with more stable individual and sociocultural factors. In P1 (P2), we suggest that 
perceived costs (benefits) will decrease (increase) consumers’ WTS. Additionally, we 
recommend further exploration of temporal aspects and the specific types of costs and benefits. 
P3 and P4 address the moderating effects of individual and sociocultural factors, which could 
weaken the impact of costs and amplify the impact of benefits. For instance, altruistic 
individuals may emphasize other-oriented benefits associated with sustainable consumption 
while discounting their costs. Altruism may also directly correlate with a greater willingness to 
make sacrifices for the environment. Future research could explore the suggested variables as 
potential moderators or direct antecedents of WTS (P5) in more detail. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model (own work). 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This study underscores the importance and complexity of consumer sacrifices for sustainability. 
It presents a nuanced conceptual framework that integrates individual and sociocultural factors 
with the perceived costs and benefits of sustainable behavior. Our framework suggests that 
WTS is not solely about balancing immediate costs against future benefits; rather, it is 
profoundly influenced by individual values, self-efficacy, and collective social dynamics, such 
as trust in others’ environmental actions and in institutional support. We also emphasized that 
not all costs associated with consumer sacrifice are only immediate and that some sustainable 
behaviors can create immediate benefits. These nuances must be considered when developing 
a better understanding of consumers’ (non-) sustainable choices. 
 
Future research should also expand its focus to diverse domains of consumer behavior and build 
on various theories. Examining the contexts of the reviewed studies, it is noticeable that a 
significant portion of the existing research focuses on travel behavior (e.g., Doran & Hanss, 
2022; Kantenbacher et al., 2019; Talwar et al., 2022). Most other studies deal with sustainable 
consumer behavior in general. As far as the theoretical foundations are concerned, multiple 
theories were utilized. Motivation theories (e.g., expectancy theory (Talwar et al., 2022), 
attitude theories (e.g., theory of planned behavior (Casais & Faria, 2022; Hao et al., 2020)) and 
value theories (e.g., Schwartz’s theories of values (Hedlund, 2011)) have been most frequently 
used, similar to related models like the values-belief model (Landon et al., 2018) and the norm 
activation model (Knez et al., 2020). These models were specifically developed for prosocial 
and environmental actions. Other general theories utilized focus more on social or collective 
aspects of sacrifices, such as relationship theory (Davis et al., 2011), costly signaling theory 
(Guo et al., 2020), and behavioral economics (i.e., social dilemmas (Doran & Hanss, 2022; 
Doyle, 2023)). These various theoretical perspectives can be explained by the complexity of 
the topic which includes antecedents and outcomes on multiple levels. However, an integration 
of these perspectives is needed to develop a comprehensive understanding of WTS for climate 



6 
 

protection and its link to sustainable consumption. In addition, social exchange theory (e.g., 
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2012) and construal level theory (e.g., Adler & Sarstedt, 2021) could 
enhance the understanding of the characteristics of expected benefits and costs and the 
relevance of relationship types, norms  and dynamics (e.g., exchange versus communal 
relationship norms). 
 
Based on the literature review, some initial recommendations can be derived for businesses and 
policymakers. For businesses, it is essential to understand whether their target groups are 
motivated by individual, societal benefits of sustainable choices or a combination of both when 
making sustainable choices (Dalsace & Challagalla, 2024). Highlighting immediate, tangible 
benefits—such as cost savings, health advantages, or product durability—can make sacrifices 
feel more rewarding and reduce the psychological distance as-sociated with proenvironmental 
actions (Goldsmith et al., 2022). Additionally, integrating elements of social recognition and 
community building, such as loyalty programs or public acknowledgments for sustainable 
actions could increase the perceived benefits of sustainable decisions. However, for more 
altruistic, environmentally committed consumers, this strategy could back-fire. Highlighting 
self-serving benefits, whether material or immaterial, could demotivate these consumers and 
negatively impact perceptions of the company’s motives at the same time (Edinger‐Schons et 
al., 2018; Schwartz et al., 2015). 
 
For policymakers, fostering a culture of trust and collective efficacy is crucial. Policies that 
enhance transparency and accountability in environmental initiatives can strengthen public 
trust, encouraging consumers to make sacrifices for the greater good. Furthermore, education 
campaigns that clarify the climate mitigation potential of various sustainable actions can 
address the current gap in knowledge and motivate consumers to engage in impactful behaviors 
(Wynes et al., 2020). Given the common challenge of temporal discounting, policies could 
include incentives for immediate sustainable actions, such as tax deductions or subsidies for 
renewable energy or eco-friendly vehicles, helping consumers feel an immediate benefit from 
their sustainable choices (White et al., 2019). In addition, policymakers could leverage social 
influence strategies by promoting visible pro-environmental behaviors within communities. 
This might involve collaborating with influential community leaders or endorsing public figures 
who model sustainable actions (Chwialkowska & Flicinska‐Turkiewicz, 2021). Creating 
environments where sustainable behaviors are the norm can contribute to a social framework 
where sacrifice is both supported and rewarded (Knez et al., 2020). Finally, by addressing 
concerns about free-ridership—ensuring that sacrifices are shared and reciprocated within 
society—policies can foster a sense of fairness and shared responsibility that encourages 
broader engagement in sustainable practices. 
 
  



7 
 

References 
 
Adler, S., & Sarstedt, M. (2021). Mapping the jungle: A bibliometric analysis of research into 
construal level theory. Psychology & Marketing, 38(9), 1367-1383. 
 
Bélanger, J. J., Schumpe, B. M., Menon, Bhavna, Conde Ng, Joanna, & Nociti, N. (2018). Self-
Sacrifice for a Cause: A Review and an Integrative Model. In V. Zeigler-Hill & T. K. 
Shackelford (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Personality and Individual Differences. SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 
 
Bilandzic, H., Kalch, A., & Soentgen, J. (2017). Effects of Goal Framing and Emotions on 
Perceived Threat and Willingness to Sacrifice for Climate Change. Science Communication, 
39(4), 466–491. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547017718553 
 
Binder, M., Blankenberg, A.‑K., & Guardiola, J. (2019). Does it Have to Be a Sacrifice? 
Different Notions of the Good Life, Pro-Environmental Behavior and Their Heterogeneous 
Impact on Well-Being. SSRN Electronic Journal. Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3473724 
 
Bradford, T. W., & Boyd, N. W. (2020). Help Me Help You! Employing the Marketing Mix to 
Alleviate Experiences of Donor Sacrifice. Journal of Marketing, 84(3), 68–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242920912272 
 
Cambridge Dictionary. (2024). Sacrifice. https://dictionary.cambridge.org/de/worter-
buch/englisch/sacrifice 
 
Carter, J. (Ed.). (2002). Controversies in the study of religion. Understanding sacrifice: A reader. 
Continuum. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/alltitles/docDetail.action?do-cID=10488201 
 
Casais, B., & Faria, J. (2022). The Intention-Behavior gap in Ethical Consumption: Mediators, 
Moderators and Consumer Profiles Based on Ethical Priorities. Journal of Macromarketing, 
42(1), 100–113. https://doi.org/10.1177/02761467211054836 
 
Chwialkowska, A., & Flicinska‐Turkiewicz, J. (2021). Overcoming perceived sacrifice as a 
barrier to the adoption of green non‐purchase behaviours. International Journal of Consumer 
Studies, 45(2), 205–220. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12615 
 
Cremer, D. de, & van Knippenberg, D. (2004). Leader self-sacrifice and leadership 
effectiveness: The moderating role of leader self-confidence. Organizational Behavior and Hu-
man Decision Processes, 95(2), 140–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2004.04.002 
 
Creutzig, F., Niamir, L., Bai, X., Callaghan, M., Cullen, J., Díaz-José, J., Figueroa, M., Grubler, 
A., Lamb, W. F., Leip, A., Masanet, E., Mata, É., Mattauch, L., Minx, J. C., Mirasgedis, S., 
Mulugetta, Y., Nugroho, S. B., Pathak, M., Perkins, P., . . . Ürge-Vorsatz, D. (2022). Demand-
side solutions to climate change mitigation consistent with high levels of well-being. Nature 
Climate Change, 12(1), 36–46. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01219-y 
 
Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social Exchange Theory: An Interdisciplinary 
Review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874–900. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547017718553
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3473724
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242920912272
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/de/worter-buch/englisch/sacrifice
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/de/worter-buch/englisch/sacrifice
http://site.ebrary.com/lib/alltitles/docDetail.action?do-cID=10488201
https://doi.org/10.1177/02761467211054836
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-021-01219-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602


8 
 

Dalsace, F., & Challagalla, G. (2024). How to Market Sustainable Products. Harvard Busi-ness 
Review. https://hbr.org/2024/03/how-to-market-sustainable-products 
 
Davis, J. L., Le, B., & Coy, A. E. (2011). Building a model of commitment to the natural 
environment to predict ecological behavior and willingness to sacrifice. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 31(3), 257–265. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.01.004 
 
Doran, R., & Hanss, D. (2022). Expectation of others’ cooperation, efficacy beliefs, and 
willingness to sacrifice personal interests for the environment. Scandinavian Journal of 
Psychology, 63(4), 357–364. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12812 
 
Doyle, J. (2023). Social trust, cultural trust, and the will to sacrifice for environmental 
protections. Social Science Research, 109, 102779. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2022.102779 
 
Dugas, M., Bélanger, J. J., Moyano, M., Schumpe, B. M., Kruglanski, A. W., Gelfand, M. J., 
Touchton-Leonard, K., & Nociti, N. (2016). The quest for significance motivates self-sacrifice. 
Motivation Science, 2(1), 15–32. https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000030 
 
Edinger‐Schons, L. M., Sipilä, J., Sen, S., Mende, G., & Wieseke, J. (2018). Are Two Reasons 
Better Than One? The Role of Appeal Type in Consumer Responses to Sustainable Products. 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 28(4), 644–664. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1032 
Encyclopedia Britannica. (2024, April 4). Sacrifice | Nature, Origins, Elements, & Religions. 
https://www.britannica.com/topic/sacrifice-religion 
 
Goldsmith, K., Roux, C., Tezer, A., & Cannon, C. (2022). De-stigmatizing the “win-win:” 
making sustainable consumption sustainable. Current Opinion in Psychology, 46, 101336. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101336 
 
Gomes, J. d. P., Farias, S. A. de, & Silva, M. J. d. B. (2021). Sacrifice for (not) buying: How to 
measure sacrifice in the consumer context. Research, Society and Development, 10(13), 
e478101321556. https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v10i13.21556 
 
Gugenishvili, I., Francu, R.‑E., & Koporcic, N. (2022). I give a dime if you do, too! The 
influence of descriptive norms on perceived impact, personal involvement, and monetary 
donation intentions. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 21(2), 167–179. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1980 
 
Guo, Y., Zhang, P., Liao, J., & Wu, F. (2020). Social Exclusion and Green Consumption: A 
Costly Signaling Approach. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 535489. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.535489 
 
Hao, Y., Wang, Y., Wu, Q., Sun, S., Wang, W., & Cui, M. (2020). What affects residents’ 
participation in the circular economy for sustainable development? Evidence from China. 
Sustainable Development, 28(5), 1251–1268. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2074 
 
Hardisty, D. J., & Weber, E. U. (2009). Discounting future green: Money versus the 
environment. Journal of Experimental Psychology. General, 138(3), 329–340. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016433 
 

https://hbr.org/2024/03/how-to-market-sustainable-products
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2022.102779
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000030
https://www.britannica.com/topic/sacrifice-religion
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101336
https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v10i13.21556
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1980
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.535489
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2074
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016433


9 
 

Hartmann, P., Eisend, M., Apaolaza, V., & D’Souza, C. (2017). Warm glow vs. Altruistic values: 
How important is intrinsic emotional reward in proenvironmental behavior? Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 52, 43–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.05.006 
 
Hedlund, T. (2011). The impact of values, environmental concern, and willingness to accept 
economic sacrifices to protect the environment on tourists’ intentions to buy ecologically 
sustainable tourism alternatives. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 11(4), 278–288. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1467358411423330 
 
Hosta, M., & Zabkar, V. (2021). Antecedents of Environmentally and Socially Responsible 
Sustainable Consumer Behavior. Journal of Business Ethics, 171(2), 273–293. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04416-0 
 
Hüttel, A., Ziesemer, F., Peyer, M., & Balderjahn, I. (2018). To purchase or not? Why consumers 
make economically (non-)sustainable consumption choices. Journal of Cleaner Production, 
174, 827–836. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.019 
 
Ipsos. (2023). Earth Day 2023 - Public Opinion on Climate Change. https://www.ip-
sos.com/en/earth-day-2023-concern-and-focus-slipping-climate-change 
 
Ivanova, D., Barrett, J., Wiedenhofer, D., Macura, B., Callaghan, M., & Creutzig, F. (2020). 
Quantifying the potential for climate change mitigation of consumption options. Environmental 
Research Letters, 15(9), 93001. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab8589 
Kantenbacher, J., Hanna, P., Cohen, S., Miller, G., & Scarles, C. (2018). Public attitudes about 
climate policy options for aviation. Environmental Science & Policy, 81, 46–53. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.012 
 
Knez, I., Eliasson, I., & Gustavsson, E. (2020). Relationships Between Identity, Well-Being, 
and Willingness to Sacrifice in Personal and Collective Favorite Places: The Mediating Role of 
Well-Being. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 151. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00151 
 
Kurz, T., Gardner, B., Verplanken, B., & Abraham, C. (2015). Habitual behaviors or patterns of 
practice? Explaining and changing repetitive climate‐relevant actions. WIREs Climate Change, 
6(1), 113–128. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.327 
 
Landon, A. C., Woosnam, K. M., & Boley, B. B. (2018). Modeling the psychological ante-
cedents to tourists’ pro-sustainable behaviors: An application of the value-belief-norm model. 
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(6), 957–972. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1423320 
 
Lembregts, C., & Cadario, R. (2024). Consumer-driven climate mitigation: Exploring barriers 
and solutions in studying higher mitigation potential behaviors. International Journal of 
Research in Marketing. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijr-
esmar.2024.04.001 
 
Liu, J. H., & Sibley, C. G. (2012). Hope for the Future? Understanding Self‐Sacrifice Among 
Young Citizens of the World in the Face of Global Warming. Analyses of Social Is-sues and 
Public Policy, 12(1), 190–203. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01275.x 
 
Macdonnell, R., & White, K. (2015). How Construals of Money Versus Time Impact Consumer 
Charitable Giving. Journal of Consumer Research, ucv042. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucv042 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1467358411423330
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04416-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.019
https://www.ip-sos.com/en/earth-day-2023-concern-and-focus-slipping-climate-change
https://www.ip-sos.com/en/earth-day-2023-concern-and-focus-slipping-climate-change
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab8589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.012
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00151
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.327
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1423320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijr-esmar.2024.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijr-esmar.2024.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01275.x


10 
 

Macias, T. (2015). Risks, Trust, and Sacrifice: Social Structural Motivators for Environmental 
Change Social Science Quarterly, 96(5), 1264–1276. https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12201 
 
Rahman, I., & Reynolds, D. (2016). Predicting green hotel behavioral intentions using a theory 
of environmental commitment and sacrifice for the environment. International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 52, 107–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.007 
 
Reyes, J. A. L. (2021). How Different Are the Nordics? Unravelling the Willingness to Make 
Economic Sacrifices for the Environment. Sustainability, 13(3), 1294. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031294 
 
Ritchie, H., Rosado, P., & Roser, M. (2023). CO₂ and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Our World 
in Data. https://ourworldindata.org/co2-and-greenhouse-gas-emissions?in-sight=global-
emissions-have-increased-rapidly-over-the-last-50-years-and-have-not-yet-peaked#key-
insights 
 
Schwartz, D., Bruine de Bruin, W., Fischhoff, B., & Lave, L. (2015). Advertising energy saving 
programs: The potential environmental cost of emphasizing monetary savings. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology. Applied, 21(2), 158–166. https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000042 
 
Smoluk-Sikorska, J., Śmiglak-Krajewska, M., Rojík, S., & Fulnečková, P. R. (2024). Prices of 
Organic Food—The Gap between Willingness to Pay and Price Premiums in the Organic Food 
Market in Poland. Agriculture, 14(1), 17. https://doi.org/10.3390/agri-culture14010017 
Spence, A., Poortinga, W., & Pidgeon, N. (2012). The psychological distance of climate change. 
Risk Analysis, 32(6), 957–972. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01695.x 
 
Talwar, S., Kaur, P., Escobar, O., & Lan, S. (2022). Virtual reality tourism to satisfy wanderlust 
without wandering: An unconventional innovation to promote sustainability. Journal of 
Business Research, 152, 128–143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.07.032 
 
Thaller, A., Fleiß, E., & Brudermann, T. (2020). No glory without sacrifice — Drivers of climate 
(in)action in the general population. Environmental Science & Policy, 114, 7–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.014 
 
Tsai, C.‑C., Li, X., & Wu, W.‑N. (2021). Explaining citizens’ pro‐environmental behaviours in 
public and private spheres: The mediating role of willingness to sacrifice for the environment. 
Australian Journal of Public Administration, 80(3), 510–538. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8500.12504 
 
Turillo, C. J., Folger, R., Lavelle, J. J., Umphress, E. E., & Gee, J. O. (2002). Is virtue its own 
reward? Self-sacrificial decisions for the sake of fairness. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 89(1), 839–865. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0749-5978(02)00032-8 
 
White, K., Habib, R., & Hardisty, D. J. (2019). How to SHIFT Consumer Behaviors to be More 
Sustainable: A Literature Review and Guiding Framework. Journal of Marketing, 83(3), 22–49. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242919825649 
 
Wong, L. J., Sia, J. K. M., & Ling, T. H. Y. (2020). Airline Passengers’ Perceived Sacrifice and 
Green Practices Adoption Behaviours. Asian Journal of Business Research, 10(3), 85–110. 
https://doi.org/10.14707/ajbr.200092 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031294
https://ourworldindata.org/co2-and-greenhouse-gas-emissions?in-sight=global-emissions-have-increased-rapidly-over-the-last-50-years-and-have-not-yet-peaked#key-insights
https://ourworldindata.org/co2-and-greenhouse-gas-emissions?in-sight=global-emissions-have-increased-rapidly-over-the-last-50-years-and-have-not-yet-peaked#key-insights
https://ourworldindata.org/co2-and-greenhouse-gas-emissions?in-sight=global-emissions-have-increased-rapidly-over-the-last-50-years-and-have-not-yet-peaked#key-insights
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000042
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01695.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12504
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0749-5978(02)00032-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242919825649
https://doi.org/10.14707/ajbr.200092


11 
 

Wynes, S., Zhao, J., & Donner, S. D. (2020). How well do people understand the climate impact 
of individual actions? Climatic Change, 162(3), 1521–1534. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-
020-02811-5 
 
Yang, F., Senewiratne, S., Newman, A., Sendjaya, S., & Chen, Z. (2023). Leader self‐sacrifice: 
A systematic review of two decades of research and an agenda for future re-search. Applied 
Psychology, 72(2), 797–831. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12407 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-020-02811-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-020-02811-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12407

