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ABSTRACT 

 
The field of corporate social responsibility has grown exponentially in the last decades. 

Considering the positive impacts of corporate social responsibility on business performance, 

more companies than ever before are engaged in serious efforts to integrate corporate social 

responsibility into all aspects of their business. This study considers social responsibility from a 

recycling approach, which is an important aspect of an efficient and effective solid waste 

management system. 

The main purpose of this study is to develop a customer response framework to 

recycling behavior in the context of social responsibility taking into consideration a range of 

moderating factors. This study will provide marketing managers as well as public policy makers 

a coherent understanding of customer perceptions, motives, attitudes and behavior regarding 

recycling and social responsibility, and present relevant environmental marketing strategies by 

understanding customers’ perceptions and preferences on the subject. 

After a review of previous empirical and theoretical studies, a descriptive study has been 

conducted in Istanbul. Data have been collected through a structured questionnaire from a sample 

of 400 respondents by non-probabilistic convenience sampling method.  

The general conclusion of the study is that recycling behavior is mainly predicted by 

knowledge of recycling, perceived importance of recycling, marketing strategy on social 

responsibility, environmental concern and demographics; knowledge being the strongest 

determinant. The study also sheds light on the general recycling attitudes and behavior of Turkish 

customers, providing valuable information for marketers who want to invest on recycling 

programs as a part of their social responsibility projects. The results also give clues to design 

effective recycling programs and to develop successful environmental marketing strategies 

considering that serving the society and meeting customers’ demands on environmental issues 

promise enhanced company image and increased purchase intention. 
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ÖZET 

Kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk kavramı son yıllarda hızla gelişmekte; kurumsal sosyal 

sorumluluğun iş performansı üzerindeki olumlu etkileri göz önüne alınarak, her geçen gün daha 

fazla sayıda işletme, sosyal sorumluluk kavramını kurumsal stratejilere entegre etmek üzerine 

ciddi çalışmalar yürütmektedir. Bu çalışma, sosyal sorumluluk konusunu, etkin bir katı atık 

yönetim sistemi olan geri dönüşüm (recyling) yaklaşımı ile ele almaktadır.   

Çalışmanın ana amacı, çeşitli değişkenlerin etkileşimini inceleyerek, müşterilerin geri 

dönüşüm davranışına bakış açısını, sosyal sorumluluk bağlamı içerisinde ele almak ve teorik bir 

çerçeve oluşturmaktır. Ayrıca bu çalışma, pazarlama yöneticilerine ve ilgili kamu birimlerine, 

müşterilerin geri dönüşüm ve sosyal sorumluluk hakkındaki algıları, motivasyonları ve 

davranışları hakkında ışık tutmayı ve müşterilerin konu ile ilgili tercihlerini anlayarak, uygun 

çevreci (yeşil) pazarlama stratejilerini önermeyi hedeflemektedir.  Konu ile ilgili daha once 

yapılmış olan çalışmalar incelendikten sonra, İstanbul’da bir saha çalışması yürütülmüştür. 

Veriler, olasılıksal olmayan kolaydan örnekleme metodu kullanılarak, 400 denekten, önceden 

hazırlanmış soruları içeren anketlerin yanıtlanması yolu ile elde edilmiştir.  

Çalışma sonucunda varılan genel sonuca gore, geri dönüşüm davranışını belirleyen 

faktörler; bilgi seviyesi, geri dönüşümün algılanan önemi, çevresel duyarlılık, işletmenin sosyal 

sorumluluk ile ilgili pazarlama stratejileri ve demografik faktörler olarak sıralanmakta, bilgi 

seviyesi en belirleyici faktör olarak ön plana çıkmaktadır. Ayrıca bu çalışma, Türk tüketicisinin 

geri dönüşüm hakkındaki genel tutum ve davranışlarına ışık tutarak, sosyal sorumluluk 

kampanyalarının bir boyutu olarak geri dönüşüm kampanyalarına yatırım yapmak isteyen 

işletmeler için değerli bilgiler sunmaktadır. Elde edilen sonuçlar, etkili geri dönüşüm 

programlarının planlanması ve başarılı çevreci pazarlama stratejilerinin oluşturulması yönünde 

yol göstermektedir. Topluma katkı amacı ile hareket etmenin ve müşterilerin çevresel 

konulardaki beklentilerinin karşılanmasının, işletmeye olumlu bir imaj kazandırması ve bu 

işletmenin ürünlerine yönelik satın alma eğilimini artırması göz ardı edilemez bir sonuçtur.  



1. INTRODUCTION 

Due to globalization, there is an increased pressure on corporations and managers from 

public, from interest groups, from legal and governmental concerns and from media, to act 

ethically and socially responsible (Deresky, 2000, 56). Today customers do not only evaluate 

companies and their products by the features of their offers,  but also depending on what kind of 

business they are engaged in, how products are produced, and what effects on society does the 

company have. Consumers are becoming more concerned with corporate social responsibility 

(Adkins, 1999, 32) and firms are finding that consumers’ perceptions of this responsibility 

influence their beliefs and attitudes about new products manufactured by a company (Brown and 

Dacin, 1997, 70). Therefore companies are facing increasing pressure to both maintain 

profitability and behave in socially responsible ways. Parallel to such concerns throughout the 

world, social responsibility has been a rising trend in Turkey as well, leading more and more 

companies to act with the aim of contributing to society and investing on social responsibility 

projects. 

Since one of the social responsibilities of the corporate is to the environment, many 

firms begin to realize that they are members of the wider community and therefore must behave 

in an environmentally responsible fashion. This translates into firms that believe they must 

achieve environmental objectives as well as profit related objectives. This results in 

environmental issues being integrated into the firm's corporate culture. Environmental strengths 

of the company are used as a competitive advantage. Marketing structures and functions are 

planned so that they carry out and support the environmental marketing strategies. (Juslin, 1994, 

327-338)  

One specific field that has gained prominent attention among environmental issues is 

recycling. Recycling programs across the world, like in Turkey have evolved dramatically 

especially in the 1990s. With the rise of environmental consciousness, consumers began to have 

an awareness of concepts of conservation and environmental protection (Strong, 1997, 3).  
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Under these circumstances, developing more sustainable marketing strategies 

considering environmental issues such as recycling can present challenges to marketers. 

Companies practicing environmental marketing planning through appropriate strategies, 

structures and functions are best positioned to gain potential competitive advantage and enhanced 

corporate reputation through environmental friendliness. Therefore marketers need to conduct 

activities such as the researching of customer needs, preferences and expectations and the 

analysis of the company’s ability to meet those expectations compared to its rivals. A systematic 

collection of relevant market information regarding recycling attitudes, motives and behavior as 

well as environmental concern and knowledge level of customers will provide background 

information to support proactive strategic and structural decisions. Therefore understanding 

consumers is crucial in terms of integrating the right environmental marketing strategies on the 

way leading to success. 

1.1. Objectives of the Study 

The main purpose of this thesis is to develop a customer response framework to 

recycling behavior in the context of social responsibility taking into consideration a range of 

moderating factors. This study will provide marketing managers as well as public policy makers 

a coherent understanding of consumer perceptions, motives, attitudes and behavior regarding 

recycling and social responsibility, and present relevant environmental marketing strategies by 

understanding customers’ perceptions and preferences on the subject. The purpose is to analyze 

the obvious need to integrate social values and environmental issues from a recycling approach 

into marketing strategies and clarify its implementation. 

Another objective of the study is to constitute a guide for marketing professionals and 

suggestion of marketing strategies regarding corporate social responsibility, environmental 

marketing and recycling. The study also aims to make a contribution to the literature of recycling 

and environmental marketing as a part of social responsibility. 
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1.2. Significance of the Study 

The various results obtained from the analysis of the results of data gathered during this 

study will have impact on a number of fronts. In line with the overall objectives of the thesis, the 

results of the study will describe and provide an overall understanding of customer perceptions, 

knowledge, attitudes and behavior regarding issues of social responsibility, environment and 

specifically recycling as well as providing demographical data, which may be of benefit to a 

number of groups such as academics, businesses, public policy makers, NGOs and consumers. 

The study will benefit the field of academic business research by providing a basis for 

further in-depth studies into an overview or descriptor of consumer environmental marketing. As 

the literature search is not bounded by a single nation, there exists the potential for global 

research of the studied subject for further cross-cultural comparison. 

The business world will also gain from the results of the study, and be able to utilize the 

findings as a template from which to set environmental marketing strategies regarding social 

responsibility projects and recycling campaigns and also for the marketing of environmental or 

green products. While the results will be specific to the issue of recycling, the study may be 

generalized to a broader concept: social responsibility.  

Public policy makers, too, will benefit from the results of the study by more closely 

understanding consumer attitudes, behavior and their knowledge level. This will allow for 

mutually beneficial policy approaches for both consumers and businesses. The results of the 

study can be used for designing and implementing successful recycling programs. NGOs will 

also benefit from the results of the study by being able to better understand consumer 

preferences, and thus redirect shaping organizational goals and strategies to create value for 

consumers in the right way. 

Finally, the consumers themselves will be the true victors if this study achieves any sort 

of true reflection of consumer preferences across environmental attitudes and expectations. The 

understanding of the results will serve to better fulfill the needs of consumers. If marketers set the 
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right strategies accordingly, consumers’ expectations will be met regarding recycling concerns 

and through recycling campaigns they will acquire a higher level of consciousness and education. 

With an environmental marketing approach, consumers may more easily discern the benefits of 

recyclable products and recycling. Additionally, the implied environmental benefit of a recycled 

product could be seen to add value to consumer purchases. 

1.3. Design of the Study 

In this study, funnel model was followed while constituting the design of the study. The 

outline starts from the general and goes to the specific which gives more in depth to the subject of 

the study. Chapter 1 is provides an introduction and specifies objectives and significance of the 

study. Chapter 2 introduces the social and societal marketing concepts. Chapter 3 covers the topic 

of corporate social responsibility. Chapter 4 gives details on green (environmental) marketing as 

a dimension of social responsibility. Chapter 5 covers main focus of the study-recycling- in 

depth. Chapter 6 describes the research methodology of the study. The findings of the survey are 

presented in Chapter 7. Chapter 8 deals with the discussion and conclusion of the research. 

Finally, limitations of the study and suggestions for further research are presented in Chapter 9.  
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2. SOCIAL AND SOCIETAL MARKETING 

 “Marketing is the process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, 

promotion, and distribution of ideas, goods, and services to create exchanges that satisfy 

individual and organizational objectives” (American Marketing Association, 1985, 2). For the 

first seven decades of the twentieth century, marketing was regarded as strictly an activity 

performed by businesses. In fact, it was inconceivable to many that marketing could be regarded 

as anything but a business activity (Luck, 1969, 53-55; Luck, 1974, 70-72; Bartels, 1974, 73-76). 

However with a debate starting with two articles, the social context came into emphasis. 

The discussion was about whether the marketing concept must be expanded to include 

considerations of a number of societal aspects – the effects and interactions of the activities of 

marketers on our national life (Takas, 1974, pp. 2). The first article by William Lazer (1969) 

examined how marketing affects society and demonstrated the need for business people to 

become more societally conscious. This was the beginning of a completely new school of thought 

which has been labeled both “Macromarketing” and “Societal Marketing.” The second article, by 

Philip Kotler and Sidney J. Levy (1969) led to the broadening of the whole concept of marketing. 

They claimed that, “Marketing is a pervasive societal activity that goes considerably beyond the 

selling of toothpaste, soap, and steel. Traditional marketing principles are transferable to the 

marketing organizations, persons, and ideas.” Following the debates before and during 1974, it 

has been generally agreed that social marketing is here to stay and that it has many benefits to 

offer to society. 

Also it’s important to note that, along with the changes in technology, and with 

awareness of importance of lifetime value of customers and all stakeholders- not only 

shareholders, in 2004, American Marketing Association, changed the previous definition as 

follows: “Marketing is an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, 

communicating and delivering value to customers and for managing customer relationships in 

ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders” (Sevier, 2005, 1). New key ideas in this 

definition are value, customer relationships and stakeholders. Creating exchanges, the listing of 
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the 4 P’s, satisfying individual and organizational goals are no longer in the new definition. 

Therefore creating value rather than satisfaction; benefiting stakeholders rather than individuals 

and organizations have gained importance with this new definition. 

2.1.    Social versus Societal Marketing: 

In the recent years, society is becoming more aware of their rights and therefore is 

questioning whether the marketing concept is an appropriate organizational philosophy in the age 

of environmental deterioration, resource shortages, explosive population growth, world hunger 

and poverty and neglected social services. The question posed today is whether the companies 

that do an excellent job of sensing, serving and satisfying individual consumer wants are 

necessarily acting in the best long-run interests of consumer as well as society. At this point 

social context comes into consideration and a type of marketing-social marketing is introduced.   

Social marketing was officially born as phenomena in 1971 with an article in the 

“Journal of Marketing” by Kotler and Zaltman, where they discussed the use of commercial 

marketing methods for social issues. The first definition of social marketing was the one 

presented by Kotler and Zaltman (1971, p.5) in their article. They defined social marketing as; 

“the design, implementation, and control of programs calculated to influence the acceptability of 

social ideas and involving considerations of product planning, pricing, communication, 

distribution and marketing research.” According to another definition, social marketing uses 

commercial marketing techniques to promote an idea or behavior that benefits either the 

individual or society (Weinreich, 1999, 3-4). 

Social marketers promote ideas as well as social practices; their ultimate aim is to 

change behavior. Social marketing aims to target one or more groups of target adopters (Kotler 

and Roberto, 1989, 26-27). Therefore it requires knowledge of each target-adopter group 

including its: 

• Socio-demographic characteristics (external attributes of social class, income, education, 

age, family size, etc.) 
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• Psychological profile (internal attributes such as attitudes, values, motivation and 

personality)  

• Behavioral characteristics (patterns of behavior, buying habits, decision making 

characteristics)  

Societal marketing and social marketing should not be confused. As mentioned above, 

social marketing’s major aim is to change behavior and it is the marketing of desired behaviors. It 

tries to influence healthy behavior and to discourage unhealthy behavior, bringing the well-being 

of society into the equation, and leaving out the profit motive. On the other hand, as defined by 

Drumwright and Murphy (2000, p.164), “societal marketing encompasses marketing initiatives 

that have at least one non-economic objective related to social welfare and use the resources of 

the company and/or one of its partners.” Social marketing mainly describes the work of non-

profit agencies or public organizations that are fulfilling their inherent role of non-economic 

goals through their marketing. However, societal marketing has economic objectives that are of 

equal or greater importance than non-economic objectives. Another difference is that social 

marketing can also be achieved through more than one campaign and is usually for steady 

programs over an extended length of time while societal marketing can be for an individual, 

short-term campaign (Drumwright and Murphy, 2000, 164-165).  

The societal marketing concept calls upon marketers to balance three considerations in 

setting their marketing policies namely, company profits, consumer wants satisfaction, and 

public interest. Originally, companies based their marketing decisions largely on immediate 

company profit calculations ignoring public interests. Then they began to recognize the long-run 

importance of satisfying consumer wants, and this introduced the marketing concept. Now they 

are beginning to consider the society’s interest in their decision making and they are also using 

the societal concept of marketing for building their corporate image (D’Silva, 2005, 1). 
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The societal marketing concept can be explained graphically for a clear understanding as 

follows: 

Figure 1: Societal marketing concept 

 

source: D’Silva, 2005, 1 

Research executed in many countries has shown that consumers express a more positive 

attitude toward a company that practices societal marketing, and additionally prefer to purchase 

the products of these companies (Jayne, 2001, 24-27; Kaplan, 2002, 3; Nowicka, 2002, 30-32). 

The societal marketing programs of the companies are conveyed to their target consumers as a 

part of their marketing communications and this helps to form a corporate image of these 

companies which is the net result of the interaction of a person’s beliefs, ideas, feelings and 

impressions about a company. Therefore these companies who serve the well being of the society 

have better corporate images and better product images in the eyes of consumers and purchase 

intention and brand choice is affected by their societal marketing conducts.  

Since the organizations with aim of profit as well as helping social welfare is taken into 

consideration rather than non profit organizations, societal marketing fits the context emphasized 

in this study.  
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The societal marketing calls upon marketers to build social and ethical considerations 

into their marketing practices. Corporate social responsibility is one of those corporate initiatives 

practiced by marketers throughout the marketing management process. In the next section, 

corporate social responsibility which is a dimension of societal marketing will be examined. 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is reflected in marketing practices by businesses adopting a 

societal marketing focus. 
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3. CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 

The field of corporate social responsibility has grown exponentially in the last decade. 

More companies than ever before are engaged in serious efforts to define and integrate CSR into 

all aspects of their business, with their experiences supported by a growing body of evidence that 

CSR has a positive impact on business economic performance (BSR, 2003, 1). At the same time, 

companies are facing increasing pressure to both maintain profitability and behave in socially 

responsible ways; therefore companies need to be responsible and accountable to other 

stakeholders in society such as their local communities, their employees, or nonprofit 

organizations. The term corporate social responsibility is generally used to express the idea that 

companies have obligations that extend beyond shareholders.   

3.1.  Definition 

While there is no widely accepted definition of corporate social responsibility (CSR), the 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) defines CSR as ‘the 

commitment of business to contribute to sustainable economic development, working with 

employees, their families, the local community and society at large to improve quality of 

life’(WBCSD, 2000). 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been defined in many different ways. Its 

various definitions can be seen below on Table 3.1 
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Table 1: Definition of CSR 

 
Author Year Corporate Social Responsibility............. 

Bowen 1953 “refers to the obligations of the businessmen to pursue those policies to make those 

decisions or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the 

objectives and values of our society” (p.6) 

Friedman 1962 “Few new trends could so thoroughly undermine the very foundations of our free 

society as acceptance by corporate officials of a social responsibility other than to 

make as much money for their stockholders as possible.” (p.133) 

Walton 1967 “Recognizes the intimacy of the relationships between the corporation and society 

and realizes that such relationships must be kept in mind by top managers as the 

corporation and the related groups pursue their respective goals” (p.18) 

Steiner 1971 “Business is, and must remain, fundamentally an economic institution, but... it does 

have responsibilities to help society achieve its basic goals and does, therefore, 

have social responsibilities.” (p.164) 

Carroll 1979 “The responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical and 

discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in 

time.” (p.500) 

Drucker 1984 “The proper social responsibility of business is to tame the dragon, that is to turn a 

social problem into economic opportunity and economic benefit, productive 

capacity into human competence, well-paid jobs into wealth.” (p.62) 

Wood 1991 “A business organization’s configuration of principles, of social responsibility 

processes, of social responsiveness, and policies, programs and observable 

outcomes as they relate to the firm’s societal relationships.” (p.693) 

Davidson 1994 “an obligation that private enterprise owes to society in general, and subgroups of 

that society in particular.”(p.274) 

Hick 2000 “... embraces a wide range of issues for companies and includes human rights, 

worker rights, environmental impact, community involvement and supplier 

relations.” (p.72) 

Source: Prepared by the researcher 
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Among these definitions, Carroll (1979, p.500) is credited with giving the concept its 

shape, identifying four key areas in which a firm may be held responsible: economic; legal; 

ethical and, returning something to the community, through philanthropy. CSR has typically been 

defined in terms of a philanthropic model, where companies make profits, unhindered except by 

fulfilling their duty to pay taxes, then donate a certain share of the profits to charitable causes 

(Baker, 2006, 1). The European model (Baker, 2006) is much more focused on operating the core 

business in a socially responsible way, complemented by companies’ investing in communities 

for clear and logical business case reasons. This has been expressed in terms of a ‘Triple P’ 

framework of profits, people, and planet. For reasons of these distinctions, it appears that there is 

no ‘one size fits all’ CSR model, and in different countries, there will be different priorities and 

values that shape how businesses act (Baker, 2006, 1). 

3.2. Managerial implications and importance of corporate social responsibility 

Many researchers agree that due to globalization there is an increased pressure on 

corporations and managers from public, from interest groups, from legal and governmental 

concerns and from media, to act ethically and socially responsible (Deresky, 2000, 56). 

Immediate access to information through the Internet, television and the international press has 

led to that most consumers are aware of issues such as exploitation of workers and the 

environment as well as other impacts on society that businesses may impose. Also in recent 

years, marketing campaigns and promotions with a social dimension have become more visible 

(Drumwright, 1996, 71). Therefore today customers do not only evaluate companies and their 

products by the features of their offers,  but also depending on what kind of business they are 

engaged in, how products are produced, and what effects on society does the company have. 

Therefore issues such as animal testing, environmental damage, irresponsible marketing, 

violations of working conditions, nuclear power and so forth have become highly important 

issues for companies to consider since they have gained importance in consumer decision making 

process (Starkey and Welford, 2001). Consumers are becoming more concerned with corporate 

social responsibility (Adkins, 1999, 32) and firms are finding that consumers’ perceptions of this 
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responsibility influence their beliefs and attitudes about new products manufactured by a 

company (Brown and Dacin, 1997, 70). CSR can be seen as one of the criteria influencing a 

person's consumption patterns. A socially responsible consumer would for example avoid buying 

products from companies that harm society and actively seek out products from companies that 

help society. These findings make corporate social responsibility a vital element of organizational 

and brand associations. 

Opinions on the level of social responsibility that a firm should demonstrate range from 

one extreme- the only responsibility of a business is to make profit within the confines of the law, 

in order to produce goods and services and serve its shareholders’ interest, to another extreme- 

companies should anticipate and try to solve problems in society (Deresky, 2000, 57). The issue 

of how far that concern should go is a common dilemma for managers.  

There is a growing body of data -quantitative and qualitative- that demonstrates the 

benefits of socially responsible corporate performance (BSR, 2003, 1). Improved financial 

performance, reduced operating costs, increased sales and customer loyalty, increased ability to 

attract and retain employees, good governmental relations and access to capital can be listed 

among these corporate benefits. Another managerial dimension of corporate social responsibility 

is about enhanced brand image and reputation which is linked to “reputation management”. In 

1995 a study showed that next to the quality of the products, corporate responsibility was the 

second most important factor in a company’s reputation (Henderson, 2000, 1231-1261). 

Reputation in this context can be defined as “a general organizational attribute that reflects the 

extent to which external stakeholders see the firm as ‘good’ and not ‘bad’. Positive reputations 

have often been linked to positive financial returns. Reputation is therefore perhaps the most 

valuable asset of any firm. It is argued that companies looking to create, protect and enhance 

shareholder value will have to build solid reputations of real substance through ‘reputation 

management’ (Browne, 2000, 12-13). 

Researchers often use the term investment when describing corporate social 

responsibility, because CSR activities are seen as an investment and the forms of return on 
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investment to the firm includes the ability to increase prices, enhanced image, and increased 

ability to recruit and retain employees (Peloza, 2005, 8-10). CSR plays an important role in 

reputation management. In reputation management, CSR activities are communicated through 

effective communication and a corporate image is built or strengthened at the same time. The 

loyalty and positive word of mouth of customers increases and as a result, CSR means potential 

financial return for the firm through reputational effects.  

3.3.    Corporate social responsibility in Turkey 

Social responsibility projects as well as the concept of reputation management are 

among the rising trends in Turkey like in the U.S. In order to gain competitive advantage, 

companies play with the new rules of the game; by focusing corporate social responsibility 

projects and spending millions of dollars creating these projects (Artı Eğitim Dergisi, 2005, 2). 

Socially responsible investments not only improve the companies in financial terms but also 

strengthen their relations with the customers and enhance their corporate identity and image.  

In Turkey, the leaders of the social responsibility concept has been holdings such as 

Koç, Sabancı, Eczacıbaşı, Yaşar, Doğan Holding with their charities and projects and then other 

companies have followed the trend (Büyük, 2006, 2). Short term and long term benefits 

associated with being socially responsible have been realized by many companies, so they invest 

large amounts of their budget for such projects and very successful campaigns and projects 

continue to be realized.  

According to a research conducted in 2004 among 1665 Turkish consumers by GFK 

marketing research company, consumers think that priority among social responsibility projects 

must be given to mainly education and health, followed by environmental issues (Artı Eğitim 

Dergisi, 2005, 2). The same research finds out the Turkish consumers’ perception of successful 

companies in terms of their investment to social responsibility. Accordingly, companies which 

are perceived successful in all the areas such as education, health, environment, sports, arts, 

consumer rights, human rights and work ethics are Sabancı Holding, Koç Holding, Arçelik, 
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Sanko Holding, Ülker, Turkcell, Vestel, Beko, Eczacıbaşı, Bosch, Doğan Holding. Also Sabancı 

Holding, Koç Holding, Turkcell, Sanko Holding, Arçelik, Vestel, Ülker, Has Holding, Tofaş and 

Doğan Yayıncılık are associated with the support they give to education.   

This research has been continued in 2005 by Capital magazine in 2005 with the 

contribution of Metro Group and the field study and reporting of the research was done by GFK 

marketing research company (Büyük, 2006, 2). The aim was to understand how consumers 

perceive the social responsibility efforts of firms and to help firms to develop their strategies and 

establish an effective communication with their consumers. 1320 Turkish consumers were 

interviewed. Compared to previous year’s results, it was found out that society was more 

sensitive about social responsibility issues since in the previous year’s study 45% of the 

consumers could not give any firm names for successful firms regarding social responsibility 

whereas this percentage decreased to 30% in this study. According to the results Sabancı Holding 

is at the top of the list of most successful firms in almost all areas of social responsibility 

followed by Koc Holding. Turkcell is the most successful firm in the area of contribution to 

sports and it is evaluated as the result of a consistent communication strategy. Turkcell is also 

found successful in the education area and Eczacıbası in the health area. Also the most recalled 

social responsibility projects are listed respectively as Haydi kızlar okula, Aile içi şiddete son, 

Baba beni okula gönder, Kardeleneler- Çağdaş Türkiye’nin Çağdaş Kızları, 81 ilde çocuk yuvası. 

Another result of the study is that 77% of consumers expect firms to communicate their corporate 

social responsibility efforts, and also this communication should be consistent, continuous and at 

the right level of intensity. 

3.3.1. Main corporate social responsibility projects in Turkey 

Recently many social responsibility projects are being conducted in Turkey. Both local 

and multinational companies who have realized the importance of corporate social responsibility 

invest a portion of their budget to conduct such projects. Not all projects are equally wide spread 

or well known and not every one of them reaches the same success level, however projects which 

have been successful carry some common characteristics (Media Cat, 2001, 2):  
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• Projects preferred by the firm are in line with the mission, vision and goals of the 

organization.  

• Projects are supported by all the employees and especially by top management.  

• Projects aim to solve a problem perceived to be important by the society. 

• All the successful projects are continuous in the long run and they target measurable 

results.  

• Communication efforts are well coordinated. Sponsorship, public relations and 

advertising work together to support each other as a part of the communication strategy.  

 

Some of the projects that have taken place so far will be listed below in alphabetical 

order. 

• Ağaoğlu: Asiye Ağaoğlu high school 

• Anadolu Hayat Emeklilik: Ev Hanımlarından Başarı Öyküleri 

• Aralık Derneği: 10,000 çocuk tiyatroya 

• Arçelik: Eğitimde Gönül Birliği 

• Autoliv: Çocuk ve Trafik, Emniyet Kemeri ve Havayastığının Önemi 

• Aygaz, Leo PR: Dikkatli Çocuk Kazalara Karşı Bilinçlendirme Kampanyası 

• Banvit: Ateşböceği Gezici Öğrenim Birimi Projesi, Kadın-Çocuk destek 

programı 

• Beşiktaş Belediyesi: Anne Destek Projesi 

• Beta: Eski ayakkabıların sokak çocukları için yenilenmesi 
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• BP: Trafikte Yaşam, öğretmenlere trafik ve yol güvenliği eğitimi, BP Türkiye 

çocuk tiyatrosu 

• Bridgestone: Farım da hep açık, yolum da 

• Cargill Türkiye: Eğitime destek 

• Coca Cola: Hayata Artı gençlik fonu 

• Danone: Gülümseyen Gelecek Anasınıfları, Danone Institute for contribution to 

research on health, D Vitamini ile Gülümseyen Gelecek 

• DHL: Türkiye'nin AB Üyeliğini Destekleyin, Anadolu Uygarlıklarının Kardeş 

Çocukları 

• Doğan Yayın holding: Genç İletişimciler Ödülü, Aydın Doğan Uluslararası 

Karikatür Yarışması, okullarımız yıkılmasın, aile içi şiddete son, Baba beni okula 

gönder, sponsorship of  Eurasia Corporate Games 

• Doğuş Otomotiv, Alesta Halkla İlişkiler ve İletişim Danışmanlığı:  

Türkiye Yollarında Bir Virtüöz,  

• Eczacıbaşı: Built schools and  sports schools,  Alookey Cinsel Sağlık Bilgi” 

hattı; Genç Mucitler  

• Eczacıbaşı yapı gereçleri, Vitra:  Vıtra Seramik Sanat Atölyesi "Çizgi 

Kahramanlar Sokakta" Sergisi 

• Efes Pilsen: Supports turkish theatre, Apollon Smintheus Tapınağı excavation, 

project of restoration and arrangement of the surroundings  

• Ericsson Türkiye, Çağdaş Yaşamı Destekleme Derneği (ÇYDD): Bilgi 

toplumu kızları 
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• Garanti Bankası: Doğal Hayatı Koruma Derneği 

• Has Holding: Investment on education, establishment of schools, museum, 

cultural centers, techno park, institutes and libraries for Erciyes University 

• Honda: Gökkuşağı Kampanyası (özürlüler) 

• HSBC: Gençlere Destek Projesi: scholarships 

• Hürriyet,Profilo Holding and AÇEV: reading-writing campaigns for adults 

• Hyundai:  Hyundai Meşaleleri- education 

• Koç Finansal Hizmetler: Aşı Projesi , developing environmental consciousness  

• Koçbank: Sponsor of  Çatalhöyük excavation project 

• Mercedes Benz: Her kızımız bir yıldız 

• Metro group: 1. Metro Group Kısa Film Yarışması 

• Microsoft: Computer education for housewives 

• Novartis: Tansiyonunuz Kontrol Altında mı, Ulusal Talasemi Gençlik Kampı  

• OPET: Temiz Tuvalet, Gelibolu Tarihe Saygı Projesi 

• Pınar, Global Tanıtım: Pınar Kido Çocuk Tiyatrosunun 15.yılı 

• Procter & Gamble: Deniz Temiz, Zeytinburnu Zihinsel Özürlü Çocuklar 

Rehabilitasyon Merkezi , Sağlıklı Nesiller Kampanyası, Umut 2000, Yardıma 

uzanan eller artsın, yaşamın renkleri hep canlı kalsın, Artık Çocuk Olma Zamanı, 

Ergenlik Dönemi Değişim Projesi, Beyaz Bir Gelecek Bölge Kalkındırma 
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Projesi, Ağız ve Diş Sağlığı Eğitim Projesi, Kızılırmak Deltası Projesi, 

Gezegenimizin Dostları, Bilinçli Anne Sağlıklı Bebek, İpana sağlıklı gülüşler 

• Profilo & AÇEV: Mezun Anneler  

• Sabancı Holding: Scholarships, investment on schools, sports centers, cultural 

centers and dormitory.  

• Sanko holding: Scholarships, establishment of schools 

• Solo, MPR Halkla İlişkiler: Solo primary schools 

• Şişecam: Recycling campaign 

• Temsa: Ayın kaptan şoförü 

• Temsa, Petrol Ofisi and Hürriyet Oto Yaşam: Toplu taşımacılıkta emniyet 

kemeri kullanımını teşvik 

• Tetrapak: Recycling campaign, developing students’ recycling consciousness in 

primary schools, call for healthy milk, protecting forests project 

• TNT express: Book collection campaign 

• Tofaş: Yorulduğunuzda küçük bir mola hayat kurtarabilir 

• Turkcell: Çağdaş Türkiye’nin Çağdaş Kızları; Kardelenler; Kitaplar Kutuya, 

Çocuklar Okula; sports schools 

• Türkiye Bankalar Birliği: Çok yaşa bebek 

• Türkiye Eğitim Gönüllüleri Vakfı:Bir Milyon Çocuk Eğitim Kampanyası 
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• Unilever: Uluabat Entegre Yönetimi Projesi, OMO Kadınlar Kulübü Komili 

Antik Klazomenai Zeytinyağı İşliği Kazısı, Becel Kalp Haftaları, Topkapı Sarayı 

Dış Yüzeylerinin Taş ve Mermer Temizliği Konservasyonu ve Restorasyonu,   

Algida '99 Yaz Okulları Projesi, Rama Lezzetin Öyküsü Sergisi , Cif Temizlik 

Treni, Sana Ulusal Aşı Günleri, Rama Cansuyu Projesi  

• Ülker: Investment on education, culture, sports and environment, establishment 

of a dormitory and schools. 

• Vestel: Vestel Türk atletiziminin yanında 

• Yapı Kredi: Kadın girişimcilere destek 

In the following section, one important dimension of corporate social responsibility 

which is environmental marketing or in other words- green marketing- will be examined. 
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4. GREEN (ENVIRONMENTAL) MARKETING 

As Hick’s (2000, 72) definition mentions, corporate social responsibility embraces a 

wide range of issues for companies and includes human rights, worker rights, environmental 

impact, community involvement and supplier relations. Therefore one of the social 

responsibilities of the corporate is to the environment. Many firms begin to realize that they are 

members of the wider community and therefore must behave in an environmentally responsible 

fashion. This translates into firms that believe they must achieve environmental objectives as well 

as profit related objectives. This results in environmental issues being integrated into the firm's 

corporate culture. Therefore environmental or green marketing becomes a part of the overall 

corporate strategy (Menon and Menon, 1997, 51-67). Firms green their products/policies because 

they wish to be socially responsible – these are the ‘right or ethical things to do’. 

Companies that are able to prove themselves to be sensitive and responsible to 

environmental issues among their corporate social responsibilities are more likely to be those that 

are going to be successful in an increasingly sensitive, globalized, fast moving and uncertain 

business world. Part of this change is a trend towards demand by customers for products and 

services that are environmentally and socially less harmful (Charter et al. 2002, 30). 

In this chapter, first, evolvement of environmental concerns in the society and 

development of green consumerism will be examined followed by the definition of green 

marketing. After that, consumer purchases regarding green products and the reasons of firms 

using green marketing strategies will be analyzed respectively 

4.1.   Evolvement of environmental concerns 

An increasing awareness of environmental problems and the deepening of the attitudes 

towards the environment have been observed in many western societies over the past decades. 

Surveys reported that large segments of the population were highly concerned about the state of 

the environment (Sloan, 1993, 72; MacKenzie, 1991, 70;  Young, 1991, 114,119). 



 
 

22 

Concern about the environmental and social impacts of business is not new and has 

emerged over many years. But the overall trend has been towards increased pressure for better 

environmental and social performance. In the 1970s concern about pollution, resource depletion 

and population growth impacted key industries such as oil, chemicals and cars. In the mid to late 

1980s, there was renewed concern about these issues, which affected a wider range of industries 

including household products, cosmetics, tourism and food. There was a rush to introduce 

environmentally friendly products all too often on the basis of unsubstantiated or exaggerated 

claims. The early 1990s saw a continuing focus on the environment, but also with an increasing 

emphasis on the broader concept of sustainability (Charter et al, 2002, 6). Sustainability means to 

maintain or prolong both environmental and human health and is simply good management 

(Charter et al, 2002, 10). 

Growing concern among consumers for the environment has come to be known as green 

consumerism, and the number of consumers who espouse a concern for the environment is 

increasing over time (Donaton and Fitzgerland, 1992, 3). Green consumerism or environmental 

consumerism can also be described as the use of individual consumer power to promote less 

environmentally damaging consumption, while still satisfying consumer wants and needs 

(Charter et al, 2002, 10). Individuals’ concern about the environment is measurably growing and 

is being translated into a demand for greener products (Charter et al, 2002, 7). 

4.2.   Definition of green marketing 

Green consumerism has triggered development and spread of green marketing among 

firms’ marketing strategies as a result of the coming pressures from green consumers on acting 

green. Firms have faced the obligation to meet the consumer demands by being more 

environmentally responsible and applying green marketing in their corporate strategies. Indeed 

the terminology used in this area has varied, it includes: Green Marketing, Environmental 

Marketing and Ecological Marketing. 
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Green (or environmental) marketing is the process by which businesses produce, label, 

distribute, and/or sell goods and services (many times at a premium price) to consumers who 

prefer purchasing products that are generated in a more environmentally-responsible manner 

(Wise, 2005, 1). Another definition of green marketing has been proposed by Peattie and Charter 

(2002, p.727), “The holistic management process responsible for identifying, anticipating and 

satisfying the needs of consumers and society, in a profitable and sustainable way”. The use of 

the word holistic by the authors also highlights the necessity to consider environmental issues 

within the whole organization and not only the marketing department; in order for the marketing 

department to be environmentally oriented the activities of the entire organization must also be 

environmentally oriented. Clearly, green marketing is part and parcel of the overall corporate 

strategy (Menon and Menon, 1997, 51-67).   

4.3.    Purchase of green (environmental) products 

With the introduction of green marketing, seeing an upsurge in the demand for green 

products, business firms in the developed world have increasingly started to offer green products 

and to make use of eco-labeling programs to improve their sales and corporate image (Jain and 

Kaur, 2004, 188). 

It is found out that consumers are willing to pay premiums for green products because 

consumers often prioritize green attributes over traditional product attributes such as price and 

quality. Polls show that nearly 90 percent of American consumers are concerned about the 

environmental impact of what they buy (Cramer, 1991, 48).  Consumers do not always base 

product-purchasing decisions on their environmental attitudes, but it is becoming an increasingly 

important factor (Irland, 1993, 34). Several studies have investigated the relationship between 

environmental attitudes and product purchase (Schwepker and Cornwell, 1991, 77-101) or usage 

intentions (Alwitt and Berger, 1993, 189-194). The more involved consumers are with the 

environment, the more likely they are to purchase green products (Schuhwerk and Lefkokk-

Hagius, 1995, 45-55).  
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The intention to buy environmentally friendly - eco-labeled products is reflected most 

clearly in consumers’ search for and attention towards this kind of information. Based on a 

survey data collected by the European Consortium for Comparative Social Surveys (COMPASS) 

in 1993, the frequency of paying attention to eco-labels in Britain, Ireland, Italy, and Germany 

was analyzed (Thøgersen, 2000, 285-313).  A large majority of consumers in these countries 

seem to pay attention to eco-labels when they shop, at least sometimes. Only from 8 (Great 

Britain) to 15% (Ireland) never do that.  

Regarding repeat purchase, there is a lack of studies of repeat purchase of eco-labeled 

products. It seems that the longer time a person has bought eco-labeled products, the more 

positive is the attitude towards buying such products and the less is it based on thorough 

consideration of the pros and cons of doing so. 

4.4.    Why are firms using green marketing? 

Prakash (2000, p.92-99) discusses that, a key challenge for marketers is to understand 

whether consumers view firm/product greening as motivating factors. If consumers favor firms 

with green policies or green products (for example, the one with a higher percentage of recycled 

inputs is favored), green policies/products are motivating factors. Managers, therefore, have 

economic justification to ensure that their firms/products are greener than their competitors. 

When looking through the literature there are several suggested reasons for firms 

increased use of green marketing. Five possible reasons cited are:  

1. Organizations perceive environmental marketing to be an opportunity that can be used 

to achieve its objectives (Keller, 1987, 154-7; Shearer 1990, 48-52); 

2. Organizations believe they have a moral obligation to be more socially responsible 

(Davis, 1992, 81-87; Freeman and Liedtka, 1991, 92-98; Keller, 1987, 154-157, Shearer, 1990, 

48-52). Many firms are beginning to realize that they are members of the wider community and 

therefore must behave in an environmentally responsible fashion. This translates into firms that 
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believe they must achieve environmental objectives as well as profit related objectives. This 

results in environmental issues being integrated into the firm's corporate culture. Firms in this 

situation can take two perspectives; first they can use the fact that they are environmentally 

responsible as a marketing tool; and secondly they can become responsible without promoting 

this fact. 

3. Governmental bodies are forcing firms to become more responsible (NAAG 1990);  

4. Competitors' environmental activities pressure firms to change their environmental 

marketing activities (NAAG 1990);  

5. Cost factors associated with waste disposal, or reductions in material usage forces 

firms to modify their behavior (Azzone and Manzini, 1994, 1-14). 

The following section introduces the concept of recycling which is among the most 

important environmental issues of concern.  
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5. RECYCLING 

Green marketing incorporates a broad range of activities, including product 

modification, changes to the production process, packaging changes, modification of advertising 

in an environmentally responsible way and issues such as recycling and environmental 

friendliness. In this section, marketing implications of what consumers and organizations do with 

the problem of waste will be explored and recycling will be examined in detail as a part of waste 

disposal behavior of consumers and as an important issue regarding solid waste management 

policies of organizations.  

In the final stage of consumer consumption cycle, consumers have to decide whether to 

keep, reuse or throw away a product- in other words they make disposal decisions regarding their 

wastes. Researchers in consumer behavior and social marketing have paid increasing attention to 

disposal behaviors as the final stage in the consumption cycle (Antonides and Van Raaij, 1998, 

513-514). Disposition encompasses all the behaviors that consuming units undertake to divest 

themselves of undesired goods and services, including reducing consumption, reusing products,  

recycling products and separating themselves from unwanted goods (Arnould, Price and 

Zinkhan, 2004, 801). Interest in consumer disposition is due to several reasons. First of all, it is a 

growing industry providing many marketing opportunities in business and consumer markets. 

Many companies have moved from a concern of pollution control to waste prevention, primarily 

because it is profitable. They apply solid waste management policies- referring to the collection 

of the wastes and cleanness of the city, to deal with the problem of solid wastes’ disposition. 

Also as mentioned in the previous sections, interest in environmentally and sustainable 

consumption is growing among consumers, therefore managers look forward to meet these 

expectations of the consumers. A final reason to be interested in disposition is that it provides 

insight into consumer behaviors (Arnould, Price and Zinkhan, 2004, 802-805). 

A community should control its production and disposal of waste in order to have a 

sustainable economic development. Especially with the increasing density of population in the 
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world, this task has become even more difficult as the capacity of landfills decreases. Lowering 

the amount of trash buried in landfills has important economic and environmental consequences. 

Less trash means lower disposal fees, less strain on the diminishing number of landfills open to 

accept waste, and less consumption of raw materials.  

The approaches to disposition of solid waste generated by households can be classified 

as either reduce, reuse, or recycle. Environmentally aware consumers are producing less waste by 

practicing these “3 Rs. The reduce approach focuses primarily on purchasing; for example, 

purchasing items with minimal packaging or items that can be composted. Reuse focuses on 

repeated uses of purchased items; for example, using canvas shop- ping bags or purchasing 

beverages in refillable containers. Recycling refers to the collection of used items for use in the 

manufacturing of new items (Schultz, 2002, 68). Recycling, reuse and reduction behaviour are 

fundamentally different behaviors. In terms of description, reduction is undertaken least often, 

with fewer people ‘always’ undertaking waste reduction actions. Reuse is similar, but is 

undertaken on a more regular basis. However, recycling is fundamentally different. The majority 

of people either ‘always’ or ‘never’ recycle. (Barr et al, 2001, 78).  

Reduce, reuse and recycle concepts have been summarized in the table below with 

examples of application. 

Table 2: Reduce – Reuse – Recycle 

 How 
 

Examples Circumstances and Outcomes 

Reduce Reducing amount 
of material used, 
consuming and 
throwing away 
less 

• Redesigning products to 
use less raw material in 
production or to have a 
longer life 

 
• Purchasing durable, long 

lasting goods 

• Prevents the generation of 
waste in the first place, so 
it’s the most preferred 
method of waste 
management 

 
• Saves natural resources 
 
• Reduces toxicity of waste 
 
• Reduces costs 
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 How Examples Circumstances and Outcomes 
Reuse Repeated use of 

purchased items 
• Repairing used items 
 
• Using cloth napkins or 

towels 
 
• Refilling bottles, reusing 

boxes 
 
• Donating items like old 

magazines or surplus 
equipment to charity and 
community groups 

 
• Turning empty jars into 

containers for leftover 
food 

 
• Purchasing refillable pens 

and pencils 
 
• Selling used items 
 

• Reusing products to reduce 
waste, when possible, is 
easier than recycling 
because the item does not 
need to be reprocessed 
before it can be used again 

 
• Saves natural resources 
 
• Reduces toxicity of waste 
 
• Reduces costs 
 

Recycle Remanufacturing 
the materials to 
make a new 
product 

• Materials like glass, 
metal, plastics, and paper 
are collected, separated 
and sent to facilities that 
can process them into 
new materials or products 

• Conserves resources for our 
children’s future 

 
• Prevents emissions of many 

greenhouse gases and water 
pollutants 

 
• Saves energy 
 
• Supplies valuable raw 

materials to industry 
 
• Creates jobs 
 
• Stimulates the development 

of greener technologies 
 
• Reduces the need for new 

landfills and incinerators 
Source: Prepared by the researcher  
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Among these three approaches, this study focuses on the recycling dimension and the 

marketing considerations related to recycling behavior and recyclable or recycled objects. 

Household waste recycling has recently emerged as one of the key areas of debate in the 

public policy arena. As environmental issues have become more important to individuals, the 

interest in recycling has also increased among governments. Many communities provide the 

means for individuals to recycle their wastes; they find ways to make recycling easier in order to 

increase participation. The concern with the recycling of solid waste has initiated academic 

research in this area.  

In the section below, the term “recycling” and its benefits will be defined and the 

evolving consumer concerns for recycling as well as the development of recycling in Turkey will 

be explained. Following that, the dimension of recycling as a social dilemma, the link between 

marketing and recycling and recycling and product choice and will be explained. Finally, 

previous studies conducted on determinants of recycling will be summarized. 

5.1.    Definition and benefits of recycling 

Waste, when not managed properly, can pose serious health hazard (Miller, 2000, 596). 

Therefore, waste management is an important issue that needs effective solutions. Landfills and 

incineration are popular methods many countries adopt to handle their wastes. However, even 

with these methods, the management of solid waste is still a major challenge constantly faced by 

many countries. When constant material consumption is encouraged and seen as economic 

progress, the buy and discard mentality generated results in huge amounts of solid waste (Read, 

1999, 217-249). As landfills start filling up and incinerators reach full capacity, governments 

around the world start searching for a more effective and efficient solid waste management 

system. Recycling is often viewed as an important aspect of an efficient and effective solid waste 

management system. (Ho, 2002, 2) 

The term recycling is defined as “the process through which materials previously used 

are collected, processed, remanufactured, and reused” (Schultz et al, 1995, 105-121). According 
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to another definition, recycling involves breaking a product down into its constituent parts and 

using those parts as if they were a supply of raw materials for manufacturing new parts  (Salustri, 

2005,13). 

Recycling turns materials that would otherwise become waste into valuable resources. 

Also it yields environmental, financial, and social returns in natural resource conservation, energy 

conservation, pollution prevention, and economic expansion and competitiveness (EPA, 1999, 3). 

Recycling reduces the amount of waste that needs to be buried in a landfill or 

incinerated. This reduction in volume may result in reduced disposal costs and add to the useful 

life expectancy of a landfill. In addition to providing economic benefits, recycling offers 

environmental benefits. By reducing our reliance on virgin materials, recycling reduces pollution, 

saves energy, mitigates global climate changes, and reduces pressures on biodiversity (EPA, 

1999, 4). Also long-term nationwide recycling action extends and conserves scarce resources 

(Hornik et al, 1995, 105). All raw materials, or natural resources, are scarce; that is, they are not 

available free in unlimited quantities. The idea of recycling is to conserve scarce resources, to 

reuse them so that new amounts of ore, for instance, need not be dug out of the earth. As an 

example, consider the savings generated by every ton of paper made from recycled material: the 

processing generates 60 less kilograms of air pollution; 17 trees are not cut for pulp; three cubic 

yards of landfill space is not used; 4,200 kilowatt-hours of energy are saved, which is enough to 

power an average home for six months; and 26,000 liters of water are conserved (Cravers, 1988, 

27-29). 

5.2.    Recycling as a social dilemma 

According to a different view, which considers the consumer perspective, recycling 

constitutes a social dilemma (Wiener and Doescher, 1991, 39). Dawes (1980, p.170) defines a 

social dilemma as a situation characterized by two properties: a) the social payoff to each 

individual for defecting behavior is higher than the payoff for cooperative behavior, regardless of 

what other society members do, yet; b) all individuals in society receive a lower payoff if all 



 
 

31 

defect rather than cooperate. In that perspective, consumers can choose between defective 

behavior that minimizes personal costs (not sorting, burning waste, littering) and cooperative 

behavior that will maximize the social pay-off, but only if a large majority of the population 

cooperates (Dawes, 1980, 169-193).  

Every citizen experiences a social dilemma, between an easy solution that minimizes 

personal costs but harms society, and a sustainable solution that is more expensive for oneself but 

minimizes the societal cost. Recycling behavior is a good example of a conflict between a 

propensity to act in his own interest and a propensity to act in the interest of the environment. By 

participating in a recycling program, members of a community are making a contribution to the 

public good. If every individual contributes by sorting his domestic garbage in an accurate way, 

the whole community will benefit. However, in the short run ‘not sorting’ is the most profitable 

behavior for most people. It saves them discomfort, costs and time (Smeesters et al., 1999, 45-

46). To act in line with private interests will in this case be to not recycle, since recycling 

comprises an extra cost for the individual in terms of sorting out the waste and transport it to a 

recycling station. The cooperative choice, in this case to recycle household waste, implies that an 

individual accepts some sacrifice in order to avoid long-term negative consequences (Borgstede 

and  Biel, 2002,1).   

5.3.    Evolvement of recycling concerns among consumers 

Recycling programs across the world have evolved dramatically in the past thirty years, 

and especially in the 1990s. With the rise of the environmental movement in the 1970s, 

environmental consciousness increased and consumers began to have an awareness of concepts 

of conservation and environmental protection.  Also at the same time, the idea of recycling and 

reusing waste began to materialize (Strong, 1997, 3).  Initial recycling efforts and programs 

consisted mainly of businesses and individuals selling used commodities for reprocessing to 

make profit. However in the late 1980s, the recycling movement boosted as it became apparent 

that cities across the country were experiencing significant obstacles with trash disposal, 

specifically rapidly declining landfill space and the increasing cost of garbage disposal services 
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(Strong 1997, 4).  Recycling served as a partial solution to the threatening waste management 

problems. Particularly beginning with the 1990s, governments, primarily local city governments, 

implemented a variety of recycling programs. Some said that the dramatic recycling 

improvements in the 1990s were, “the singular environmental success story of the decade” (Folz, 

1999).    

An analysis done by Anne Scheinberg (2003) examines the recycling movement as a 

whole from its conception in the 1970s to the present.  Scheinberg argues that the recycling 

movement is a case study example and a manifestation of the Ecological Modernization Theory 

formulated first by German political scientists Martin Janicke in the 1970s. Ecological 

modernization is an ideology based on the fundamental premise that environmental protection is 

a precondition for long-term economic advancement (Weale, 1992, 75). It focuses on analyzing 

how economies may continue to grow profitably and protect the environment at the same time.   

Janicke’s theory states five transformations that make up ecological modernization: “(1) 

the changing role of technology and sciences; (2) increasing importance of market dynamics and 

economic agents; (3) transformations in the role of the nation-state; (4) modifications in the 

position, role and ideology of social movements; and (5) changing discursive practices and 

emerging new ideologies” (Mol, 2000, 7).  In other words, throughout these stages, science and 

technology are seen as central institutions for overcoming environmental problems. Then the 

market encourages the greening of industry via rising consumer demand for environmentally-

friendly goods and services and growing markets for environmental technology. A process of 

political modernization takes place within industrialized nations and social movements become 

less radical and more reformist. Finally with changing ideologies, environmental interests are 

increasingly seen harmonious with economic interests.  

Ecological modernization predicts that along with this economic development will come 

a desire and demand for a better environment, which leads to recycling, which in turn improves 

the quality of the environment. In other words, globalization leads to economic growth leading to 
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more garbage but also demand for environmental services which lead to recycling and as a result 

a better environment.  

Scheinberg applies this theory to the progression of recycling in the United States, which 

she categorizes into four periods: “(1) the baseline period, in the era before earth day in 1970; (2) 

the pre-modern period, 1970-1980, a period in which the conditions for modernization were put 

into place; (3) the transition period, 1980 to 1984-5-6, a somewhat truncated period of simple 

modernization; and (4) the modernization period, 1984 to 1996, a period of reflexive 

modernization and rapid social and technical change” (Scheinberg, 2003, 51).  It shows how 

environmental politics in the US in the 1970s stimulated a process that changed the technologies, 

institutions, and environmental impacts of waste management; affected the industrial use of 

resources; and created many policy and socio-technical innovations. 

Recycling is an interesting example, because one would expect it to be an ideal case of 

ecological modernization. However recycling has passed through the stages of ecological 

modernization in the reverse order. Recycling originally emerged in the 1960s as a social 

movement with a strong ecological basis. It quickly became transformed into an industrial 

practice with narrow market interests. Contrary to ecological modernization theorizing, recycling 

started as a low-technology practice. Then with the ideology change towards environmental 

values, new technologies have been applied by the firms. 

5.3.1. Recycling in Turkey 

 Solid waste is an environmental management issue in Turkey, which has grown 

significantly in importance since the 1970s due to increases in urbanization, industry and tourism 

activities. It is estimated that household solid waste generation per capita is 0.6 kg/day and that 

the average municipal solid waste per capita is approximately 1 kg/day (Ozhan, 2005, p.36). 

Solid waste can be classified into different types depending on their source: a) 

Household waste is generally classified as municipal waste, b) Industrial waste as hazardous 

waste, and c) Biomedical waste or hospital waste as infectious waste. As cities are growing in 
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size with a rise in the population, the amount of waste generated is increasing becoming 

unmanageable. The local corporations have adapted different methods for the disposal of waste – 

open dumps, landfills, sanitary landfills, and incineration plants. Open dumps refer to uncovered 

areas that are used to dump solid waste of all kinds. Landfills are generally located in urban areas 

where a large amount of waste is generated and has to be dumped in a common place. Unlike an 

open dump, it is a pit that is dug in the ground. An alternative to landfills which will solve the 

problem of leaching to some extent, is a sanitary landfill which is more hygienic and built in a 

methodical manner. Another alternative is incineration.which is the process of burning waste in 

large furnaces. In these plants, the recyclable material is segregated and the rest of the material is 

burnt. 

The most important problem regarding solid waste is that the bulk of municipal solid 

waste is dumped in uncontrolled rubbish dumps that are insufficiently regulated. While the 

number of sanitary landfills is increasing in number, especially with the new sites operating in 

certain large cities and in some tourist regions, the percent of sanitary landfills is still less than 

25%. According to 1998 statistics provided by the SIS, landfills are the final disposal method for 

21% of the 24.8 million tons of municipal solid waste in Turkey (Ministry of Environment, 

2002). 

Significant progress has been made in the recovery of solid waste and in recycling in 

Turkey since the 1990s. The efforts of local governments and of non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) have been instrumental in raising public awareness on this issue. A number of projects 

have been initiated to separately collect paper, plastics and metal and glass components of 

domestic rubbish. Moreover, recycling plants employing high-level technologies, have been built 

for all types of recyclable municipal solid waste (Ministry of Environment, 2002). These types of 

recyclable materials can be listed as follows: Paper (white office paper, cardboard, newspapers, 

phone books, cartons), plastics ( plastic containers, grocery sacks, other packaging), batteries, car 

batteries, glass, aluminum, steel, motor oil and tires. 
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The manufacturing industry in Turkey generates over 13 million tons of industrial waste 

annually. Approximately 57% of this amount is not recycled. Approximately 30% of the disposed 

wastes are taken to municipal dumping grounds and the remainder is disposed of in an 

uncontrolled and unregulated manner. In this way, close to 5 million tons of industrial waste is 

discharged into the environment each year (Ozhan, 2005, p.37). 

As seen in the table below, in Turkey, it is estimated that 800.000-1.000.000 tons of 

paper/cardboard, glass, metal and plastic are recycled per year (Metin, 2001, 1). However, 

especially the figures obtained regarding the plastic wastes are only approximate due to the 

dispersion of the sector and existence of many small firms. The figures in the table include 

household and commercial wastes. Industrial wastes have not been included. As a result it is seen 

that about 40% of recyclable wastes are recovered in Turkey. 

Table 3: Recycling rates in Turkey 

 Released in the market 
(tones/year) 

Recycled 
(tones/year) 

Recycling 
% 

Paper- cardboard 1.820.000 690.000 36 
Glass 330.000 75/000 23 
Metal 150.000 50.000 30 
Plastic 550.000 180.000 33 
TOTAL 2.850.000 995.000 35 
Source: Metin, 2001, 1 

 

In November 1991, fourteen leading packaging, beverage and detergents companies 

founded ÇEVKO in order to contribute and to play a leading role in the establishment of 

Packaging Waste Recovery System in Turkey. ÇEVKO was established with the aim of 

developing and improving recycling systems. ÇEVKO considers as mission the protection of the 

environmental values in accordance with the principle of “sustainable development”. Conserving 

natural resources, saving energy and reducing pollution are the major benefits of recycling the 

packaging materials. ÇEVKO helps protect the environment through maximizing the efficiency 

of solid waste recovery and recycling systems. The activities of ÇEVKO are helping municipal 
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authorities in setting up separate packaging waste collection and recovery systems, implementing 

education and awareness raising programs to improve public participation in environmental 

programs and coordinating the industrial responsibility in packaging waste recycling. Today 

ÇEVKO works with the contribution of 150 member industrial companies. 

5.4.    Recycling and marketing 

As previously mentioned, the environment has been a large concern over the past years, 

and it is a main concern of any company these days. Consumers are more aware of and take part 

in recycling to help clean up our planet. Recycling has become a very important issue throughout 

our world. Developing more sustainable marketing strategies considering environmental issues 

such as recycling can present challenges to marketers. Marketers conduct activities such as the 

researching of customer needs, preferences and expectations and the analysis of the company’s 

ability to meet those expectations compared to its rivals. Czinkota and Ronkainen (1992) propose 

that "corporations will have to find solutions to environmental challenges through marketing 

strategies, products, and services in order to remain competitive" (p. 39).  

 
In recycling, marketers often face the problem of creating and managing what is called a 

backward channel of distribution (Arnould et al., 2004, 811) or in other words reverse logistics. 

Recycling waste materials is essentially a reverse-distribution process which is facilitated by a 

backward channel which returns the reusable packaging and other waste products from the 

consumer to the producer; it reverses the traditional physical flow of the product (Zikmund and 

Stanton, 1971, 35). 

From the viewpoint of marketing management in a firm, reverse distribution should be 

treated as another ingredient in the marketing mix. As such, the success of any firm’s recycling 

attempts will be contingent upon the marketing strategy employed. Educating the consumer via 

promotion, for example, will affect the consumer’s willingness to use a firm’s backward channel. 

Marketers need to convince consumers to do the sorting themselves. In addition, the firm’s 

environmental image and reputation may be enhanced as recycling efforts are included as a part 
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of the corporate strategy. In today’s environment, as the impact of marketing on society 

increases, recycling is a part of marketing’s growing social responsibility (Zikmund and Stanton, 

1971, 38-39). 

In addition, as a part of their management of solid waste disposal, marketers have to 

consider the role of packaging in their marketing mix. Packaging should be reevaluated in terms 

of the ecological problems they cause (Zikmund and Stanton, 1971, 38). Various challenges are 

faced by packaging because: 

· it is immediately noticeable as litter 

· it is considered wasteful by the final consumer 

· plastic is perceived to last forever 

· landfill sites are increasingly scarce and expensive. 

· card and paper may wrongly be associated with destruction of rain forests. 

The issue of packaging is high on the list of consumer’s environmental concerns and is 

becoming a major issue for both retailers and manufacturers. Considering this concern, in order 

to satisfy the needs of environmentally conscious customers, marketers should reduce the 

quantity of trash and facilitate the recycling of used packages through actions such as:  

1) building reuse value into the package (a jar becomes a drinking glass), 

2) avoiding unnecessary packaging, 

3) using materials which simplify recycling, 

4) placing a message on the package reminding the consumer to dispose of his trash 

properly. 



 
 

38 

It should be emphasized that, if a company does not have any environmental strengths it 

has no other choice than trying to avoid environmental sensitive customers and market areas and 

focus on some other segments instead.  

Implementing environmentally responsible strategies brings beneficial consequences for 

companies including customer satisfaction, positive company image, cooperative alliances, green 

product launches, research and development, and enhanced competitive advantage (Banerjee, 

1999, 16-40). 

Environmental friendliness can be used as a competitive advantage but it also requires 

goal-oriented work to develop environmental marketing in a company. A systematic collection of 

relevant market information regarding environmental concerns in the markets will provide 

background information to support proactive strategic and structural decisions. Product planning 

and pricing should also reflect strategic decisions. For instance, a pioneer company offering 

environmental special or customer products may also achieve price premiums more easily than a 

company offering commodity products. Companies practicing genuine environmental marketing 

planning through appropriate strategies, structures and functions are best positioned to gain 

potential competitive advantage and enhanced corporate reputation through environmental 

friendliness.  

5.5.     Recycling and product choice 

An important component of a comprehensive solid waste management strategy is to 

enhance the image of recycled content to attract new consumers of, and increase demand for, 

material being reclaimed through collection programs (EPA, 1999, 36).  

Societal concerns determine how consumers will react to a product or package which 

industry makes available. Consumers can affect the types of products and packages that are 

available and can determine the success or failure of a product if manufacturers and marketers 

believe that consumer concerns are strong and widespread (EPA, 1999, 32). Therefore the 

industry uses market surveys to monitor and react to trends in consumer concerns. Stronger 
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markets for recyclable products and packaging, for example, will in turn encourage greater 

supply of these goods from manufacturers and greater recovery of materials from the solid waste 

stream. Therefore it’s important to find out the consumer demand for environmentally friendly 

products/ green products or recyclable packaging and the purchase intention for such products. 

The research conducted on purchase of environmentally friendly or recyclable products 

can be summarized as follows:  

In 1988, in a nationwide survey in the United States, 756 consumers were asked 44 

questions concerning packaging. One section of the questionnaire dealt with the issue of 

recyclability of packaging. Almost half of surveyed American consumers claimed that they 

“often" or “sometimes” considered the recyclability of packaging material when making a 

product purchase decision (Erickson, 1988). Furthermore, between the 1986 and 1988 Packaging 

magazine surveys, the number of respondents who claimed that they “often” or “sometimes” 

considered the recyclability of packaging material when making a product purchase decision 

increased from 36.2 percent in 1986 to 48.4 percent in 1988. 

In a survey of 600 people, conducted by a public relations firm for the California Waste 

Management Board in 1981, it was found that 90 percent of consumers believe that the recycling 

symbol should appear on packages which are made from recycled materials, and 81 percent 

would prefer to purchase items packaged in recycled containers if all things, including price, 

were equal (Mikitka, Gross and Zeitler, 1984, 16-18).  

In a study by Larson and Massetti-Miller (1984, p. 23-32) public opinion surveys were 

conducted before and after a nine-month statewide campaign in California. The authors found 

that 75 percent of the residents recycled. Regarding product choices, it was found that recyclers 

were more likely to purchase products in recyclable packaging than were non-recyclers.  

In another study, data were collected at a major northeastern American University. An 

index (Environmentally Responsible Behaviors Index- ERBI) was used in order to assess the 

environmentally responsible behavior of the students. Frequency distributions for the 24 items of 
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the ERBI were examined and the results revealed that between 56%-71% of respondents 

indicated they had highly participated (70%-90% of the time) in recycling (glass bottles, jars, 

aluminum cans, old newspaper), and separating trash (recyclable and non-recyclable). About 

46% indicated high participation in purchasing products made from recycled material, and 39% 

noted that they avoided the purchase of products in aerosol containers. Also, 29% noted that they 

bought products because they were packaged in reusable or recyclable containers. (Thapa, 2000, 

258-259) 

Research has particularly focused on the relationship between purchases of 

environmentally friendly products and one’s concern for the environment. It’s predicted that 

people’s level of environmental concern is linked to their interest in and willingness to purchase 

green products (Mainieri et. al., 1997, 201; Schwepker and Cornwell, 1991, 95; Biswas et. al., 

2000, 4). In addition, a survey of 201 households in western Los Angeles found that respondents’ 

specific attitudes towards environmental consumerism predicted their likelihood of (a) buying 

products because of their environmental claims, (b) considering safety to the environment more 

strongly when making a purchase, and (c) switching products for environmental reasons or 

purchasing brands packaged in recyclable or reusable containers (Mainieri, T., et. al.,1997, 200). 

Kinnear and Taylor (1973, 191-7) found that decisions concerning the purchase of 

laundry detergents were related to the ecological concern of consumers. This suggests that 

consumers who are concerned with the environment are willing to re-evaluate their purchase 

decisions in order to account for a product’s or package’s environmental consequences if their 

awareness is raised. A product or package that is known to have fewer environmental impacts 

than its competitors may have an advantage among consumers who are environmentally 

concerned. 

The Food Marketing Institute commissioned a report called “The Greening of 

Consumers” based on a sample of 1,879 American households (FMI, 1997). The researchers 

discovered that half of Americans express a concern about environmental issues and half do not. 

They divided the 52 percent of consumers interested in environmental issues into four primary 
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segments based on their attitudes and ideas about environmental issues: True naturals, new green 

mainstream, young recyclers and affluent healers.  

Only seven percent fell into the “True Naturals” category, those who are most 

concerned, knowledgeable and dedicated. They have already changed their grocery purchase 

decisions to buy available “green” quality products. The Hartman Group concluded that for all 

groups other than the True Naturals, environmental considerations are not part of the core 

purchase criteria for food products.  

A larger group, the “New Green Mainstream”, covers 23 percent of the survey sample. 

They share many of the same concerns as the “True Naturals” but are more resistant to changing 

their behaviors. However, when a company makes it easy for them to purchase a “green” product 

they are willing to do so.  

A youthful group, the “Young Recyclers” focus on recycling and packaging issues (solid 

waste issues) and are prepared to buy “green” products if little sacrifice is involved. They are ten 

percent of the sample.  

An older group is the “Affluent Healers” who focus on personal health and family well-

being. They are prepared to buy a “green” product only when it is perceived to improve their 

well-being, a more individualistic attitude. Twelve percent of the sample is “Affluent Healers”. 

“Young Recyclers” and “Affluent Healers” are less likely to buy “green” products than “True 

Naturals” and “New Green Mainstream”.  

Table 4: Distribution of Shoppers by “Green” Buying Habits  

Pyschographic Segment % of US shoppers 
True Naturals 7 
New Green Mainstream 23 
Young Recyclers 10 
Affluent Healers 12 
Total 52 
Source: Food Marketing Institute (FMI), 1997  
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5.6.    Previous studies conducted on determinants of recycling 

Understanding what motivates people to recycle and what discourages them from doing 

so is the first step towards creating participation in recycling or increasing participation. By 

overcoming barriers and strengthening motivations, it’s possible to establish more effective 

strategies to have high levels of participation rates in recycling. Most of the research investigating 

influences on recycling has looked at reasons why some individuals recycle, while others do not. 

Research has been conducted from several unique points of view; each discipline looking at the 

influence of different variables on recycling. For example; economists often looked at monetary 

rewards - that is, the effects of incentives external to the individual; environmental psychologists 

often looked at appeals to altruism - that is, the effects of incentives internal to the recycler; 

sociologists studied social pressures - that is, the effects of other external incentives; legal 

researchers looked at the effects of legal mechanisms such as mandatory recycling laws and so 

on.  

The literature on understanding and motivating consumer recycling is marked by two 

major phases. The initial phase emphasized external incentives such as monetary rewards and 

sought to profile the recycler on several demographic characteristics. This phase led to one 

widespread view that external incentives, by themselves, can initiate and sustain recycling 

behaviors. However, later research suggested that if the incentives were purely economic and 

external, the desired behavior would vanish when the incentive was withdrawn. The second phase 

looked for ways to increase long-term commitment to recycling programs based on other external 

incentives and on internal incentives such as social and psychological motivators. (Hornik et al., 

1995, 107) As researchers progressed through the two phases, large numbers of variables were 

analyzed to find out the determinants of recycling and two basic types of variables were 

identified: motivators for the social behavior, and facilitators of or barriers to the social behavior 

both of which can be internal or external to the consumer. Demographics were categorized 

separately. 
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Hornik et al. (1995) conducted a study in order to simplify the huge mass of data on the 

different determinants of recycling behavior and in order to identify variables most strongly 

associated with consumer recycling behavior and thereby to determine the relative influence of 

these predictors on recycling. 122 empirical studies qualified a minimum study quality to enter 

the analysis; however 67 papers could be included in the study.  In order to look at the factors 

which drive individuals to get involved in waste separation programs, previous research 

conducted was summarized the by the following five categories: Demographic Variables, 

Extrinsic Incentives, Intrinsic Incentives, Internal Facilitators and External Facilitators (Hornik et 

al., 1995, 108). These categories and their difference will be explained in the next section. 

These five categories of the major determinants of recycling behavior used in Hornik et 

al. (1995) will also be the basis of classification in this study, in order to summarize the literature 

on previous research. In each section, definition of these determinants will be explained and the 

related previous studies will be explored.  

5.6.1. Demographic determinants of recycling 

Demographics refers to the “statistics denoting the personal and socioeconomic 

characteristics of a particular segment of the market                                                                       

(http://www.marcommwise.com/glossary.phtml?a=d&s=0). These statistics cover consumer 

characteristics such as age, gender, income level, education, marital status, family size, 

employment status, nationality, religion, etc. 

One of the mainly researched and examined focus areas of recycling is the relation 

between demographic variables and recycling behavior. Demographics have been researched in 

order to differentiate who the recycler and who the nonrecycler is. However research findings 

done on the relationship between demographic variables and recycling behaviors were generally 

unclear (Schultz et al, 1995, 105-121). The literature has not reached agreement regarding 

whether demographic variables have any significant effect on environmentally responsible 

behavior. However, although there exists inconsistent and conflicting findings, it is important to 
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point out that demographic variables account for only a small portion of the variation in 

conservation behaviors and it is largely known that demographic characteristics are weak 

predictors of recycling behavior. 

There is the group of studies which have found little or no relation between demographic 

variables and recycling. In their review of the literature on recycling, Derksen and Gartrell (1993, 

p.438) argue that demographic variables show little association with recycling behavior. In 

another study, it was found that, regarding gender, men and women were equally likely to recycle 

(Vining and Ebreo, 1990, 55-73). Again in another study which has examined the recycling 

behavior of a representative sample of 1193 individuals from Kiruna, Sweden, no significant 

relationship has been found between recycling behavior and demographics of the respondents. 

(Vencatasawmy et al, 2000, 545-56). 

On the other hand, some studies have found relationship between demographic variables 

and recycling. Besides the findings regarding gender of recyclers, Vining and Ebreo (1990 , p.66) 

also reported that individuals with higher income and education were more likely to recycle, 

because they had better access to information or because they had relatively more materials to 

recycle than those with lower incomes. Also, Weigel (1977, p.39-47) found that participation in 

recycling was related to liberal social philosophies, higher education, higher incomes and 

younger people. Like Weigel, Arbuthnot’s study (1977, p.217-232) also found that recyclers were 

younger, better educated, more liberal, and less traditionally oriented than nonrecyclers. 

Regarding education, Lansana (1992, p.16-23) also found that recyclers had better education than 

nonrecyclers, however there was no effect found related to income. This finding that young, well-

educated people with higher incomes are more environmentally concerned is documented in 

many studies (Buttel and Flinn 1974, 1976; Grossman and Potter, 1977; Mohai and Twight, 

1987; Swenson and Wells, 1997; Tognacci, Wiegel, Wideen, and Vernon 1972; Van Liere and 

Dunlap 1980).  

A contrary finding regarding age is that Vining and Ebreo (1990, p.66), Lansana (1992, 

p.16-23) and Samdahl and Robertson (1989, p.57-81) found that older people are more likely to 
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recycle. It’s difficult to explain the inconsistencies between the separate studies. The interesting 

finding is that older studies found younger people to be more prone to recycling, whereas more 

recent studies found that older people are, and this may be explained by a cohort effect (Shrum et 

al, 1994, 397). One explanation could be that the young people of the seventies are older now, 

and are still recycling. But this hypothesis can not be tested for lack of longitudinal data, and by 

itself does not explain why today’s young people would be less prone to recycle. Another 

explanation is that as the concept of recycling gets diffused throughout the society, everyone, 

especially the olders are participating more in recycling. 

Regarding gender comparisons, females were more proenvironmental than males on 

three attitudinal scales towards environment and recycling. Females also reported being more 

likely to buy specific products (household cleansers, light bulbs, laundry detergents, garbage 

bags, paper products) because they believed that the product is better for the environment. Also 

females were higher on other items about general environmental buying behaviors, as well as on 

recycling various types of materials (Mainieri et al., 1997, 197). 

Also some studies have been conducted to find out the recycling behavior specific to 

different recyclable materials and their correlation with demographic characteristics. In a study 

conducted to analyze the determinants of household recycling behavior, a nation-wide household 

survey that was conducted in Norway in 1999 was taken as a source for primary data. Results of 

the study indicated that, among the demographic variables, household size appears to positively 

affect cartons recycling, living in a single or detached home has a positive impact on cartons and 

food waste recycling, while living in a city has a negative effect on recycling of glass, metals, and 

food waste (Halvorsen and Kipperberg, 2005, 17).  

Again in a study conducted by Jenkins et al. (2003, p.394-318), household income has a 

significant and positive effect on intensity of recycling effort for newspaper only. This finding is 

in harmony with the theoretical results in Saltzman et al. (1993, p.33-38). They suggest that as 

long as newspaper is a normal good, because its recyclable content cannot be altered by the 

household, the impact of income on recycled newspaper should always be positive. The impact of 
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income on other recyclable materials will be determined by whether the goods that are the source 

of the material are normal as well as to what extent the household can reduce the amount of a 

material associated with a good. For example, the glass content of beverage products can be 

reduced by switching to plastic or cardboard so that when income increases, glass recycling 

might decrease. The level of education attained by the most highly educated person in the 

household has a significant but small effect on intensity of recycling effort for all materials 

except plastic bottles and yard waste. Residents of single-family dwellings are substantially more 

likely to recycle larger quantities of their yard waste than residents of multi-family dwellings. 

The reason might be a lack of outdoor or indoor storage space. Household size has a significant 

and positive effect on recycling efforts for glass bottles and yard waste. This finding may be due 

to the fact that glass bottle and yard waste recycling are time consuming—bottles must be 

cleaned, yard waste must be bagged. As the number of occupants rises, the amount of time 

required from each occupant decreases thereby reducing the implicit cost on any one individual. 

Finally, age has a positive, but small, impact on intensity of recycling for all materials except 

glass bottles. 

In general, since the demographic characteristics have alone remained weak for 

theoretically integrated research, research has shifted towards more proximal explanatory 

constructs.  

The previous studies mentioned regarding the relation between demographic variables 

and recycling are summarized in table 5 below.  
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Table 5: Studies related to demographic determinants of recycling 

Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

Tognacci et al. 1972 Age, education Environmental 
concern 

Environmentally concerned individuals 
are younger and had better education. 

Buttel and Flinn 1974 Age, education Environmental 
concern 

Individuals who expressed more 
environmental concern were younger and 
well-educated. 

Arbuthnot 1977 Age, education, 
income 

Frequency of 
using a recycling 
centre (selfreport) 

Recyclers were younger, better educated, 
more liberal, and less traditionally 
oriented than nonrecyclers 

Grossman and 
Potter 

1977 Age, education Environmental 
concern 

Individuals who expressed more 
environmental concern were younger and 
better educated 

Weigel 1977 Age, education, 
income, ideology 

Participation in a 
recycling program 

Participation was related to liberal 
philosophies, higher education, higher 
income and younger people. 

Van Liere and 
Dunlap 

1980 Age, education, 
ideology 

Environmental 
concern 

Environmentally concerned individuals 
are younger, more liberal and have 
received a higher education. 

Mohai and 
Twight 

1986 Age, place of 
living 

Environmental 
concern 

Individuals who are more 
environmentally concerned are young and 
urban. 

Samdahl and 
Robertson 

1989 Age, education, 
ideology 

Environmental 
concern 

Environmentally concerned residents are 
older, less educated and liberal. 

Vining and 
Ebreo 

1990 Age, education, 
income 

Self indication of 
recycling activity 
in the past year 

Recyclers were older, had better income 
and lower education than nonrecyclers. 

Lansana 
 

1992 Age, education, 
income 

Participation rates 
in a recycling 
program   

Recyclers were older and had better 
education than nonrecyclers. No effect 
found regarding income. 

Derksen and 
Gartrell 

1993 Age, education, 
income, job 
prestige 

Recycling 
behavior 

Little association was found between 
demographic variables and recycling 
behavior. 

Schultz, Oskamp 
and Mainieri 

1995 General 
demographics 

Recycling 
behavior 

No significant correlation between 
demographics and recycling.  

Swenson and 
Wells 

1997 Education, 
income 

Pro-
environmental 
behavior 

Positive correlation found between 
education, income and pro-environmental 
behavior. 

Halvorse and 
Kipperberg 

1999 Household 
characteristics 

Material-specific 
recycling 
behavior 

Household size positively affects cartons 
recycling. Living in a single or detached 
home has impact on cartons and food 
recycling. Living in a city has negative 
effect on recycling of glass, metals,food.  
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Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

Vencatasawmy, 
Ohman and 
Brannstrom 

2000 General 
demographics 

Recycling 
behavior 

No significant relation found between 
demographics and recycling. 

Jenkins et al. 2003 Age, income, 
education, 
household size 

Material-specific 
recycling 
behavior 

Higher income has positive effect on 
newspaper recycling. Higher education 
level is related to more recycling of all 
materials except plastic bottles and yard 
waste. Single family dwellings recycle 
more yard waste. Household size has 
positive effect on recycling glass bottles. 
Age has impact on recycling intensity of 
all materials except glass. 

 

5.6.2. Extrinsic incentives as determinants of recycling 

Extrinsic incentives affect the perceived personal costs and benefits of the recycling 

behavior. They change the balance between personal costs and benefits associated with the 

recycling option and its behavioral alternatives. Providing the extrinsic incentive makes the 

recycling option more attractive to consumers, but without appealing to their ‘higher’ values or 

environmental attitudes. Therefore it should be noted that the extrinsic incentives can help get 

people interested in participating, however they should always be seen as an adjunct to the 

program, not the sole reason for participating.  

According to Hornik et al. (1995) there are three types of extrinsic incentives: monetary 

rewards, social influence, and laws/regulations. 

• Monetary rewards 

Governments and municipalities often use monetary rewards to increase incidence of a 

desired behavior such as promoting recycling activities. These are tangible rewards for 

performing the desired behavior, such as reduced fees or monetary payments.  
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Some studies (Hornik et al. 1995; Geller et al. 1982; Jacobs and Bailey 1982 - 1983; 

Reid et al. 1976) found that economic incentives are successful in terms of leading individuals to 

recycle, however there are limitations. It is found that desired behavior usually lasts only as long 

as the incentive lasts. After removal of these incentives, there is an immediate return to baseline 

levels (Witmer and Geller, 1976, 315-322). The general agreement among researchers that short-

term monetary incentives, such as lotteries that reward a random recycler for his or her efforts, do 

not produce lasting behavior change is supported by many other studies as well (DeYoung, 2000; 

Gamba and Oskamp, 1994; Oskamp et. al.,1991). Community recycling rates return to prior 

levels when the incentive is no longer available. Thus, relying solely on economic incentives to 

promote long-term enduring changes in behavior may be difficult or ineffective.  

A second problem with monetary rewards is that they are sometimes not cost-effective. 

Jacobs and Bailey (1982-1983, p.141-152) reported that none of their incentive programs 

generated sufficient revenues from the recycled materials to pay for the total cost of providing 

incentives and administering the program.  

• Social influence 

Another type of extrinsic incentive for recycling is social influence. This could be 

defined as concern for neighbors’ or family’s perception or as the presence or lack of social 

support among members of one’s household or community for conservation behaviors or this 

influence may be defined as a person's concern about how relevant others, such as family and 

friends, would react to not recycling (Burn, 1991, 611-29; Vining and Ebreo, 1990, 58).  

There is sound support in the literature showing noneconomic external incentives - 

specifically, actual and perceived social influence - strongly stimulate recycling. In some studies 

of recycling programs, social pressure was reported to be an important reason for recycling 

(Glenn, 1988; Hornik et al., 1995; McGuiness et al., 1977; Vining and Ebreo, 1990, 58). The 

effect of social influence seems to depend on whether a person’s participation in such programs is 

clearly visible to friends and neighbors (Sia, Hungerford, and Tomera 1985 – 1986, 31-40; 
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Thøgersen, 1991). People are motivated to recycle by actual pressure they receive from family 

and friends to do so. Furthermore, simply knowing that family, friends and neighbors recycled 

increases our likelihood of recycling (Gamba and Oskamp, 1994, 587-612; Oskamp et. al., 1991, 

37-42; Werner and Makela, 1998, 381). 

• Laws and regulations 

One final type of external incentive - laws and regulations - was rarely investigated. 

These legal requirements and restrictions enforced by the law, by definition, stipulate that certain 

choices such as purchase of source reduced goods or goods containing recycled materials must be 

undertaken by those individuals, communities, governments, and industries subject to the 

requirements (EPA, 1989, 16). The major advantage of laws and regulations is that participation 

rates may be higher than in most voluntary programs. The public may, however, react negatively 

to required changes. 

Research on law and regulations will not be examined in depth since the findings are 

quite inconsistent due to obvious difficulties in enforcing regulations within the private in-home 

domain (Lanza, 1983). Inconsistencies were found in the results reported (Folz, 1991, 222-231; 

Lanza, 1983, 215-245) Also, research designs that seemed to be of dubious quality makes the 

literature on this subject more unreliable (Hornik et al, 1995, 110). 

Table 6: Studies related to extrinsic incentives of recycling 

Monetary rewards 

Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

Reid et al.  
 

1976 Monetary 
rewards 

Frequency of 
source separation 

Economic incentives can prompt 
individuals to recycle. But when these 
incentives ended, the motivation felt off 
and consequently recycling behavior 

Witmer and 
Geller  
 

1976 Monetary 
rewards 
 

Frequency of 
source separation 

The extrinsic incentives promoted short 
term incremental effects in recycling 
behavior, after removal of these 
incentives the behavior returned to 
baseline levels. 
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Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

Geller et al.  
 

1982 Monetary 
rewards 
 

Frequency of 
source separation 
 

Economic incentives can prompt 
individuals to recycle. But when these 
incentives ended, the motivation felt off 
and consequently recycling behavior 

Jacobs and 
Bailey  
 

1982-1983 Monetary 
rewards 

Frequency of 
source separation 

Economic incentives can prompt 
individuals to recycle. But when these 
incentives ended, the motivation felt off 
and consequently recycling behavior 

Oskamp et. al. 1991 Monetary 
rewards 

Recycling 
behavior 

Short-term monetary incentives, that 
reward a random recycler for his efforts, 
do not produce lasting behavior change 

Gamba, & 
Oskamp,  

1994 Monetary 
rewards 

Recycling 
behavior 

Short-term monetary incentives, that 
reward a random recycler for his efforts, 
do not produce lasting behavior change 

Hornik et al. 1995 Monetary 
incentives 

Recycling 
behavior 

Economic incentives are successful in 
terms of leading individuals to recycle, 
however desired behavior usually lasts 
only as long as the incentive lasts. 

DeYoung 2000 Monetary 
rewards 

Recycling 
behavior 

Short-term monetary incentives, that 
reward a random recycler for his efforts, 
do not produce lasting behavior change 

Social influence 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

McGuiness et al. 1977 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

Social pressure was reported to be an 
important reason for recycling 

Sia et al.  
 

1985-1986 Social influence: 
presence or 
absence of social 
support for 
recycling 

Questions about 
all kinds of 
environmental  
behavior 
 

Commitment to recycle was strongly 
affected by the environment to recycle 
(family, friends and neighbors) and 
visibility of the act 

Glenn 1988 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

Social pressure was reported to be an 
important reason for recycling 

Vining and 
Ebreo  
 

1990 Social influence: 
pressure from 
friends and family 
members 

Self-indication of 
recycling activity 
in the past year 

Social influences on recycling behavior 
were not reported as important factors by 
either the recyclers or the nonrecyclers 
 

Oskamp et. al. 1991 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

knowing that family, friends and 
neighbors recycled increases our 
likelihood of recycling 

Thøgersen 1991 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

The effect of social influence seems to 
depend on whether a person’s 
participation in such programs is clearly 
visible to friends and neighbors 
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Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

Gamba and 
Oskamp 

1994 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

knowing that family, friends and 
neighbors recycled increases our 
likelihood of recycling 

Hornik et al. 1995 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

Social pressure was reported to be an 
important reason for recycling 

Werner & 
Makela 

1998 Social influence Engaging in 
recycling 
behavior 

knowing that family, friends and 
neighbors recycled increases our 
likelihood of recycling 

 

5.6.3. Intrinsic incentives as determinants of recycling 

Intrinsic incentives are goals and rewards that arise out of active participation in an 

ongoing activity and provide a strong internal attribution and justification for acting (De Young, 

1989, 348). They are nonmonetary and intangible and they contrast with external incentives such 

as cash, prizes and other tangible incentives which reflect an external justification of acting. 

Intrinsically motivated behavior is mainly founded on the individual's view of his/her own worth 

and self-respect (Halvorsen, 2004, 4).  

Intrinsic motivations to recycle include values (such as accomplishment, personal 

satisfaction in avoiding waste, gratification from helping to conserve natural resources, being 

more self sufficient, self actualization, respect, frugality, feeling good about doing the right thing 

to do, locus of control, identifying with goals and values of the cause...etc.), positive attitudes 

towards recycling and environmental concern felt by the individual. Therefore the intrinsic 

incentives will be examined under these three headings: Values, attitudes and environmental 

concern. 

• Values 

A value is "an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence 

is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of 

existence" (Rokeach, 1973, 5).A person’s values are important determinants of recycling 
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behavior. Individuals are intrinsically rewarded by behavior that is consistent with their value 

orientations. Values about the self which are abstract in nature serve to guide both attitudes and 

behavior (Rokeach, 1973, 10). Because of their stability and centrality in a person’s cognitive 

structure, values are functional in focusing attention to what is important in a situation and thus 

assisting the person in making more efficient decisions (Dietz and Stern, 1995, 261-279).  

Several studies document the importance of experienced civil and social duty as a value 

driving recycling behavior. Respondents in several studies mention the importance of “doing the 

right thing” as a driver of their recycling behavior (Batson et al., 1986, 212-220; De Young, 

1986, 435-49), or as a means of preserving self respect (Batson et al, 1986, 212-220; Dunlap et 

al, 1983, 145-168; McCarthy and Schrum, 1993, 641-46). Other studies find that satisfaction with 

conservation and frugality in consumption are important values to engage people in recycling (De 

Young 1985-1986, 281-291; Lee and De Young, 1993, 63-76; Oskamp et al. 1991, 494-519; 

Swenson and Wells, 1997, 91-111).  

Locus of control- another value that can be defined as an individual’s belief in whether 

or not he/she has the ability to bring about change through his or her own behavior (Hwang et al, 

2000, 19-25) has also been examined and found as a motivator of recycling behavior (Pieters, 

1991, 59-76). This means that people have the thought of “I alone can make a difference in the 

environment by recycling”. Again in another study it was found that for people who had 

collectivistic value orientation whereby sharing, duties, and obligations were strongly valued, or 

for people who had more internal locus of control, beliefs about the importance of recycling were 

positively related to the tendency to recycle (McCarty and Shrum, 2001, 93-104 ). 

However, regarding the research on values there may arise some questions. First of all 

no study included more than one or two value orientations and the research does not tell us to 

which extent these values are related to each other. Moreover, the value research has only 

investigated values that might motivate the choice for recycling. However, recycling is not an 

isolated act in one’s life. It is embedded in other household tasks and plans (keeping the house 

clean, minimize housekeeping effort…), the associated goals and values of which may conflict 
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with recycling goals. In addition prior research has largely ignored the way in which values are 

incorporated in decisions. Another problem is that the value-orientation studies may have 

implications for segmentation. Policy makers may want to develop different communication or 

persuasion campaigns, trying to increase participation in recycling by appealing to the dominant 

value orientation of each group. Yet, the reported results are not very helpful for segmentation 

purposes. Finally the current studies only allow for a snapshot of how values might affect 

recycling behavior. Most of these studies were conducted in environments where recycling 

programs had just been introduced. Some authors have suggested that values may only be 

important when a task is new, and a person has to engage in active problem solving to infer the 

most appropriate course of action (Stern et al., 1995, 322-348). 

• Attitudes 

An attitude is a positive or negative feeling or mental state of readiness, learned and 

organized through the experience that exerts specific influence on the person’s response to 

people, objects and situations (Gibson, Ivancevich, Donelly, 1994, 114). 

Attitudes toward recycling behavior are believed to be the result of a thinking process; 

they are believed to be constructed on the basis of salient beliefs about the costs and benefits of 

the behavior (Pieters, 1989). In turn, attitudes are believed to have a direct impact on the intention 

to participate in a recycling program. Direct experience has been used to explain an observed 

increase in the positive attitude towards recycling and increased likelihood to recycle (Pieters, 

1989).  

Taylor & Todd (1995, p.603-630) have used an integrated model to show that attitudes 

strongly influence garbage reduction. Attitude is related to societal benefits such as helping the 

environment and the perceived complexity of the process. Self-efficacy, which means a belief 

that one can make a difference, is also important. This is in agreement with Mainieri et al. (1997, 

p.189-204) as they showed that consumer beliefs, for example, belief in the benefits of green 

buying, among middle-class urban communities are significant predictors for pro-environment 

behaviors. The same observation was made by Chung & Poon (1996, p.215-227) who found that 
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ease in sorting and in the recycling process improves recycling behaviour. Larsen (1995, p.83-88) 

also arrived at the same conclusion by finding a positive relationship between propensity to 

recycle and personal responsibility and broader social concern. In addition Lansana (1992, p.16-

23) found that the attitudes of residents toward the recycling program were significant predictors 

of willing to participate in the program. 

However other studies suggest that general environmental attitudes may not be 

particularly powerful predictors of recycling (Arbuthnot 1977; Humphrey et al. 1977; 

McGuinness et al. 1977; Oskamp et al. 1991; Samdahl and Robertson 1989; Vining and Ebreo 

1990). Hines, Hungerford and Tomera (1987, p.1-8) found that attitudes toward the environment 

did correlate with recycling behaviors, but the relationship was stronger when the attitude was 

measured toward a specific recycling action. However, studies using more specific measures of 

attitudes towards recycling (Guagnano, Stern and Dietz 1995; Kok and Siero 1985; McCarthy 

and Shrum 1993; Schrum et al. 1994; Pieters 1989) generally also did not find strong links. 

However, there are some limitations regarding correlation of attitudes and recycling 

behavior. General attitudes may simply not be considered relevant for the specific behavior 

under study (in this case recycling). According to Fishbein and Middlestadt (1995, p.181-202) 

there are two limitations. First, attitudes and behavior need to be measured in close temporal 

proximity: the longer the time interval between the measurement of attitude and the 

measurement of behavior, the higher the probability that the attitude can change for some 

reason. Second, failures to find attitude-behavior consistency can be due to the fact that attitude 

is only one of the factors that influence behavior. Theoretically, finally, attitudes are thought to 

influence intentions rather than the behavior itself. Other, situational constraints may intervene 

between the formulation of an intention and its realization in behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 

1977, 888-918). 

In addition, consumers are sometimes forced to purchase the recycled product or to 

engage in recycling.  In the latter case, behavior is “forced” and may not necessarily be a 

reflection of attitude (Glenn, 1993, 26-30).  Purchase of "green" goods does not always reflect a 
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positive attitude toward recycling. A positive attitude does not always lead to the desired 

behavior.  Thus, it is important to measure both attitude and behavior to understand the role that 

each might play in the purchase decision.  

A substantial proportion of studies have focused on changing attitudes in order to 

promote the targeted environmental behaviour. Unfortunately, such efforts have met with only 

limited success. Although efforts often alter attitudes (at least in the short term), they often do 

not change behaviour (Gardner and Stern, 1996). Such efforts are likely to suffer because 

attitude changes will be unstable and transient if they are not supported by a consistent 

worldview and if they are created in the absence of social norms and specific action plans. 

Moreover, contextual factors such as the availability of services and characteristics of the 

community will strongly influence the extent to which an environmental behaviour is enacted 

(Eero, Grendstad and Wollebaek, 2001, 181-208). For example, a study of kerbside recycling 

found that when recycling bins were provided to residents, resident attitudes about the costs and 

benefits of recycling did not predict recycling behaviour (Guagnano et al, 1995, 699-718).  

Favorable attitudes about waste minimization are unlikely to promote green purchasing 

if green products are unavailable, difficult to identify, or very expensive. Attitude change 

appears to be a necessary, but insufficient condition for behaviour change (Brown and Cameron, 

2000, 27-41; Gardner and Stern, 1996).  

• Environmental concern 

Considering and integrating all the literature on recycling behavior, it’s possible to say 

that there was one general finding common to all these studies, namely that environmental values 

are people’s major motive to sort their waste. It is not really surprising that only citizens for 

whom ecological goals were important recognized the usefulness of these voluntary recycling 

programs and sorted their waste. 

In the 1980s, corporations and consumers exhibited a growing concern for the 

environment. Corporations used this as an opportunity to demonstrate social responsibility 
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through the marketing of green and environmentally friendly products which were either made 

from recycled materials or were capable themselves of being recycled (Grasso et al., 1999, 2). 

Specifically, it gave marketers another product attribute upon which to differentiate their product 

and attract customers along with price, quality and brand.  Thus, product assortments in many 

product categories deepened. 

Consumers could demonstrate social responsibility by purchasing environmentally 

friendly products.  Doing so enabled them to sustain their level of consumption while at the same 

time minimizing damage to the environment supporting the concept of sustainable consumption. 

Also consumers got conscious as to act environmentally responsible by engaging in activities 

such as sorting their wastes and recycling.  

Environmental values that form underlying attitudes towards the environment, have 

generally been linked to recycling behaviour (Vining and Ebreo, 1992, 785-797). Those who 

value the environment for its intrinsic worth have been found more likely to behave in 

environmentally appropriate ways. Studies conducted to find relationship between personality 

construct and recycling behaviour tended to agree that recyclers seemed to have a higher sense of 

social responsibility (Simmons and Widmar, 1990, 13-18)  

However, as mentioned in the attitudes section, since attitudes may not necessarily cause 

behavior, mixed results have emerged from the prior research on relationships between different 

conservation behaviors and environmental values and attitudes. A research that used the “New 

environmental Paradigm” framework has found a pattern of positive though modest correlations 

between environmental attitudes and behavior (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978, 10-19). But on the 

other hand, more recent research has shown that there is a weak congruence between attitudes, 

values and behavior (Buttel, 1987; Oskamp et al., 1991; Derksen et Gartrell, 1993, 439). 

This weak correlation was also supported by a study on a recycling program including 

143 households in Bradford. The program was designed to present a convenient, simple easy to 

use system for households to maximize participation to recycling. It lasted 6 months and during 
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this period households’ questionnaire was conducted before and after the program was 

implemented to investigate the households’ recycling attitude and behavior before and after. 

Overall results indicate that although a large proportion of households believe they are 

environmentally conscious, their declared purchasing and recycling behavior suggest otherwise. 

Also considering behavior before and after program, although there was an increase of purchase 

of recycled products, this change was not significant (Barton, Perrin and Barton, 2001, 43). 

As understanding and measuring environmental attitudes has become increasingly 

important, in order to measure environmental concern, different scales of measurement have been 

developed and used. In 1978, Dunlap and Van Liere developed a 12-item Likert scale called the 

New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale. The scale was developed to measure the public’s 

awareness of environmental issues, which had increased due to the emergence of environmental 

problems both locally and globally. The scale taps into a person’s beliefs about the nature of 

Earth and human’s relationship with Earth. Dunlap and Van Liere used the term “paradigm” to 

suggest that the NEP scale measured a coherent cognitive structure or worldview. (Stern et al, 

1995, 322-348) A high score on the scale reflects a pro-ecological orientation and suggests a 

leaning towards pro-environmental beliefs and attitudes on a wide range of issues. The original 

testing instrument comprised 12 items listed below:  

• We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support.  

• The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset.  

• Humans have the right to modify the natural environment.  

• Humankind was created to rule over the rest of nature.  

• When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences.  

• Plants and animals exist primarily to be used by humans.  

• To maintain a healthy economy we will have to develop a "steady state" economy 
where industrial growth is controlled.  

• Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to survive.  
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• The earth is like a spaceship with only limited room and resources.  

• Humans need not adapt to the natural environment because they can remake it to 
suit their needs.  

• There are limits to growth beyond which our industrialized society cannot expand.  

• Mankind is severely abusing the environment. 

One of the more significant issues researchers have raised concerning the NEP scale is 

whether it is unidimensional or multidimensional. In other words, is the concept of environmental 

attitude really only one concept, or does it comprise several concepts or dimensions. Albrecht et 

al. (1982, p.39-43) conducted a replicative study to assess the NEP scale's reliability, validity, 

and unidimensionality. The authors surveyed two groups--a farm sample and an urban sample--

and found that the NEP scale had three dimensions (unlike Dunlap and Van Liere who found the 

scale to be unidimensional). Factor analysis showed that these dimensions included: the balance 

of nature; limits to growth; and man over nature. 

About the same time period that Dunlap and Van Liere were developing the NEP, 

Weigel and Weigel (1978, p.3-15) produced the Environmental Concern Scale. This scale is 

similar to the NEP in that it examines more attitudes toward more general 

environmental/ecological issues. The 16-item scale was used in four separate studies conducted 

by the researchers with the goal of predicting environmental behavior.  

In the early 1970s, Maloney and Ward (1973, p.583-86) developed the Ecology Scale 

which measured attitudes as well as knowledge, emotions, and behavior. Their scale comprised 

four subscales: the Verbal Commitment Subscale, the Actual Commitment Subscale, the Affect 

Subscale, and the Knowledge Subscale. Each of these subscales came to a total of 130 items that 

were tested on environmental group members, college students, and residents of Los Angeles. 

Results from this study indicate that most people scored higher in terms of verbal commitment 

and affect and lower in actual commitment and knowledge. Leeming et al. (1995, p.22-31) used a 

modification of Maloney and Ward's scale to produce the Children's Environmental Attitude and 
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Knowledge Scale (CHEAKS). The items on CHEAKS were very different but the overall 

structure of the scale was similar.  

The rise of environmental concern has also been linked to increased recognition of 

environmental threats with at least some basis in a physical reality. In the 1990 Orange County 

Annual Survey, California, 1,017 adult Orange County residents were interviewed. The residents 

who perceived that environmental problems posed a very serious threat to their health and well-

being were more likely to engage overall in environmental practices and, specifically, to recycle, 

conserve water, buy environmentally safe products, and limit their driving (Baldassare and Katz, 

1992, 602-616). 

A number of researchers point out the relevance of perceived threat in motivating 

environmental concern and awareness (Dunlap and Mertig 1997, 130-131). Questions regarding 

topics such as the danger of farming chemicals, global warming and so on were used to measure 

general perceptions of environmental threat. 

Regarding environmental threat, Weber et al (2000, p.28-35) developed a scale that 

measures perceptions of environmental risk (PER). PER is a measure that is different from the 

measure of environmental knowledge but equally important because people tend to act on their 

perceptions regardless of whether they are accurate. Environmental risk (threat) incorporates an 

overall perception regarding specific environmental issues such as loss of wetlands, toxic 

materials, agricultural runoff, water use, air pollution, waste disposal, shoreline erosion, and land 

development. 

In this study, a combination of two scales was used in order to measure the level of 

environmental concern. The first scale used measures the perception of perception of 

environmental threat and it consists of the following issues: ozone depletion, air pollution, sea 

pollution, deforestation, animal extinction, contamination of drinking water, greenhouse effect 

and genetically modified food. As the second scale to measure environmental concern, New 

Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale was adopted and used in order to measure the ecological 
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view of respondents. Due to translation and interpretation, 10 of the 12 original statements were 

applied in the questionnaire.   

 

 

Table 7: Studies related to intrinsic incentives of recycling 

 
Values 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent 
Variable 

Relationship 

 
Dunlap et al. 
 

1983 Values of self-
actualization 
and respect 

Participation in a 
recycling programs 

Individuals more inclined to participate 
when they scored high on self actualization 
and low on respect 

De Young  1985 - 
1986 

Values of frugal 
living 
Values of comfort 

Items that measured 
recycling, reuse and 
saving materials 

Positive relationship between a high score 
on the value of frugal living and recycling 
behavior and a negative relationship 
between a high score on the value of 
comfort and the recycling behavior 

Batson  
 

1986 Values of 
helpfulness and 
accomplishment 

Environmentally 
related behavior 

Those who behave environmentally 
responsible tend to put more emphasis on 
values like accomplishment and helpfulness 

De Young  
 

1986 Intrinsic incentives 
(e.g. satisfaction) 

Self-reports on 
recycling reuse and 
saving material 

People derive satisfaction from frugal 
activities. They might carry out 
conservation behavior for the personal 
satisfaction associated with the activity 

Oskamp et al. 
 

1991 frugality 
 

Past and present 
household 
recycling and other 
environmentally 
responsible 
behaviors 

Internal incentives such as satisfaction with 
conservation and frugality strongly 
influence recycling 
 

Lee and De 
Young  
 

1993 frugality and 
motivation 

Participation in a 
recycling program at 
the office 

Employees derive intrinsic satisfaction 
associated with frugality from participation 
at the office 

McCarty and 
Shrum  
 

1993 List of Values 
(LOV) 

Frequency of 
recycling 
cans, jars and bottles 

The more individuals valued respect, 
fulfillment and enjoyment, the less one 
thought recycling was inconvenient and the 
less recycling was undertaken. 

Swenson and 
Wells 

1997 Frugality scale Pro-environmental 
behavior 

Participants in environmental activities 
derive satisfaction from a 'frugal' life 

McCarty and 
Shrum  
 

2001 Collectivistic value 
orientation 
Self-gratification 
value factor 
 

how frequently 
participants 
recycle newspapers, 
cans 
and jars/bottles 
 

Values have an indirect relationship with 
recycling. The more people are 
collectivistic and the less important an 
individual considers self-gratification, the 
more likely they want to participate 
recycling programs 
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Attitudes 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent Variable Relationship 

Arbuthnot  
 

1977 General 
environmental 
attitude 
 

Frequency of using 
a recycling centre 
 

Recyclers scored higher on pro-ecological 
attitudes than nonrecyclers, but 
environmental attitude may not be a strong 
predictor of recycling. 

Humphrey et 
al.  
 

1977 Attitude about 
separation of 
waste paper for 
paper recycling 
 

Quality of 
wastepaper 
separation by 
weighing 
the proportion of 
nonrecyclable 
material 
found in containers 

There is a positive relationship between the 
attitude about recycling and the recycling 
behavior. However, there are some factors 
which make it possible to obtain a better 
attitude-behavior correspondence: less 
personal effort and better encouragement. 

McGuinnes et 
al.  
 

1977 Attitudes about 
ecologically 
related behavior 
and attitudes 
specifically 
related to 
recycling 

Level of participation 
in a recycling 
program 
 

Attitudinal measures were significantly 
related to participation in a recycling 
program 
 

Hines et al. 
 

1987 Attitude toward 
recycling 
Attitude toward 
environment 

Pro-environmental 
behavior 
 

Attitude toward the environment did 
correlate with the behavior, but results were 
stronger when attitude was measured 
toward a specific action 

Pieters  
 

1989 Attitude toward 
recycling 
behavior 
 

Percentage of 
participants 
and purity of the 
target and behavior  

There is positive relationship between 
attitude and behavior but only a) when 
there is a short time interval between the 
measurement of the attitude and of the 
behavior and b) when the attitude is 
measured at the same level of specificity as 
the behavior 

Oskamp et al. 
 

1991 Environmental 
attitude and 
attitudes about 
curbside recycling 

Questions about past 
and present 
household 
recycling 

Environmental attitudes were not strongly 
related to the recycling behavior while the 
more specific attitudes were significantly 
related to curbside recycling participation 

Lansana  1992 Attitudes toward 
the recycling 
program 

Actual participation 
rates in a recycling 
program 

The attitudes of residents toward the 
recycling program were significant 
predictors of willing to participate 

McCarty and 
Shrum  
 

1993 Attitude about 
importance 
and inconvenience 
of recycling 

Frequency of 
recycling 
cans, jars and bottles 
 

Attitudes about importance of recycling 
showed no significant relationship with 
recycling behavior while the authors 
found a negative relation between the 
inconvenience of recycling and the 
recycling behavior 

Guagnano et 
al. 
 

1995 Attitude toward 
recycling 
 

Self-reported 
recycling activities 

Behavior is a function of attitudes and 
external conditions and the strength of the 
attitude –behavior relationship is dependent 
of the strength of the external conditions 
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Environmental concern 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent Variable Relationship 

Dunlap and 
Van Liere  

1978 environmental 
attitudes  

recycling behavior positive correlation was found 

Simmons and 
Widmar  

 1990 personality 
construct 

recycling behaviour recyclers seemed to have a higher sense of 
social and environmental responsibility 

Barton, Perrin 
and Barton 
 

2001 Self reported 
environmental 
consciousness 

recycling behavior Although consumers believed that they 
were environmentally conscious, their 
declared purchasing and recycling 
behavior suggest otherwise.  

 

5.6.4. Internal facilitators as determinants of recycling 

Internal facilitators, in other words cognitive variables which enable an individual to 

recycle or constitute a barrier for recycling can be grouped under the headings; knowledge and 

awareness, perceived costs and benefits and commitment, which will be explained below in 

detail. It is believed that lack of these internal facilitators impede many consumers from effective 

recycling.  

• Knowledge and awareness 
 

Many studies have investigated whether there exist a link between knowledge and 

recycling behavior. The main question in focus has been “Does Knowledge Predict Recycling 

Behavior?” The general finding from the research is that knowledge is a strong and consistent 

predictor of recycling behavior (Schultz, 2002, 70). In general, the more knowledgeable a person 

is about which materials are recyclable, and when and where materials are collected, the more 

likely that person is to recycle (De Young, 1989; Gamba and Oskamp, 1994; Lindsay and 

Strathman, 1997; Vining and Ebreo,1990). How recyclers and nonrecyclers differ in what they 

know about recycling and how they acquired that knowledge has been examined. De Young 

(1989, p.341-351) found that recyclers and nonrecyclers were similar in their pro-recycling 

attitudes but that nonrecyclers lacked knowledge concerning how to recycle. Vining and Ebreo 

(1990, p.68) found that recyclers were more knowledgeable about materials that were recyclable 

in their municipality, and that they were more aware of the means for recycling these materials 
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than were nonrecyclers. Similar results were recently obtained by Hornik et al (1995, p.116). 

According to Corral-Verdugo (1996, p.665-696), the knowledge of reusables/recyclables 

produced a significant positive effect on the levels of skill and abilities regarding recycling 

practices and, consequently, recycling behavior. General environmental knowledge seems to have 

less impact (Arbuthnot and Lingg 1975; Dispoto 1977; Oskamp et al. 1991).  

Perceived knowledge constraints can be divided in two classes. Procedural knowledge is 

knowledge about ‘how to execute the sorting task’. Knowledge gaps of the individual may lead to 

sorting failures, especially because participants often do not know and never learn that they are 

making mistakes (Pieters, 1989). Declarative knowledge refers to knowledge about the societal 

implications of (not) recycling, as well as about how the recycling process proceeds once the 

garbage has been collected. Pieters argues that procedural knowledge is the most important 

knowledge base determinant of recycling behavior. Participants are often uncertain about the 

sorting rules that are needed to be applied for recycling different categories of waste. Deficient 

task knowledge may in some cases lead to the withdrawal from participation in a source 

separation program (De Young, 1989, 341-351), but more generally it leads to sorting failures 

(Humphrey et al. 1977, 107-124), especially because participants often do not know and never 

learn that they are making mistakes (Pieters, 1989). 

A number of studies have investigated whether attempts to increase recycling knowledge 

by providing information increase participation rates. Schnelle et al. (1980, p.157-166) studied 

the effect of a weekly report about the amount of litter in city streets. They found that the amount 

of litter in streets significantly reduced when weekly reports of the volume of litter were 

published in local newspapers. With regard to source separation, Hopper and Nielsen (1991, 

p.195-220) showed that informing residents about a recycling program increased recycling 

behavior. Several studies reported effects of comprehensive public information campaigns (Hines 

et al.,1986-1987; Kok and Siero,1985; Sia, Hungerford and Tomera 1985–1986). However, other 

studies suggested that information is a relatively weak modifier of behavior when used alone 

(Arbuthnot, 1977, 217-232): information combined with convenient containers and/or personal 
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contact has been shown to be more effective in gaining compliance with recycling than 

information alone (Reid et al. 1976, 471-781; Luyben and Bailey, 1979, 539-557). The effect of 

information provision is ambiguous as long as it is not clear what exactly was changed by the 

information. On the one hand, information might increase consumers’ knowledge about the 

recyclable materials, and the recycling rules. In this sense, it would help consumers to behave in 

closer correspondence to their own values and beliefs. Before receiving the relevant information 

they might have given up on recycling, because they did not know how to do it. In other 

instances, the information might be the necessary feedback to a recycler that he is making 

mistakes (Pieters, 1989). On the other hand, information provision might serve as a reminder to 

the citizen of his own values, beliefs and attitudes. Elaboration on this information might 

convince the consumer that the recycling activity is relevant to these values, beliefs and attitudes. 

Maybe even the mere salience of one’s own values could increase the likelihood that they are 

used in the decision process. Overall, the current results obtained by Pieters (1989) and others 

indicate that ‘knowledge’ is an important aspect of recycling decision making. The several 

functions knowledge and information can have in this process, need to be further specified. 

While being knowledgeable is related to higher levels of participation in recycling, the 

opposite of that- lack of knowledge- can constitute a barrier for recycling. Gardner and Stern 

(1996) argued that a lack of information could be a serious barrier to action (p.80). Therefore, 

even if a person has pro-environmental attitude or belief, a lack in information may result in the 

person being unable to act effectively on his/her attitude and belief.  

It’s found out that an individual who knows what, when, and how to recycle would be 

more likely to do it. On the other hand, as expected, those who are less knowledgeable about how 

and what to recycle are less likely to participate, or tend to recycle less material. A study carried 

out in Somerset County, New Jersey found that those who were confident about their knowledge 

of how and what to recycle were significantly more likely to recycle than were those with less 

confidence, even among those who had a strong conservation ethic (Simmons and Widmar,1990, 

13-18). 
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One survey conducted in New York City revealed that the majority of respondents could 

not correctly identify which of 12 items were recyclable (Warmer Bulletin, 2001, 17). Scott 

(1999, p.267-290) sought to identify factors influencing household recycling intensity, as 

represented by an index based on how consistently each of 12 materials were recycled. With data 

from 6,673 households in four Toronto-area communities, this study of Canadian residents found 

that not knowing what to recycle was a critical barrier to action.  

Although encouraging, the strong relationship between knowledge and behavior may not 

be causal. There are three possible causal relationships. The first, and the one implicitly assumed 

in the knowledge-deficit model, is that knowledge causes action. Knowing more about recycling 

causes a person to recycle more often. A second possible causal relationship is that action causes 

knowledge. That is, when a person recycles, he or she learns more about the behavior. Finally, an 

unspecified third variable may cause both knowledge and action. For example, a general interest 

in community activities may cause the individual to seek out information about recycling, and 

also to participate in a community-sponsored recycling program (Schultz, 2002, 70). In other 

words, with the recycling programs, the consumer may be educated; so the recycling behavior 

develops through increased knowledge. Or without giving information directly, with a program 

stimulating recycling, consumer learns through practice. Third alternative is if the consumer has a 

high level of environmental concern or if there is social influence, he/she may learn with his/her 

own interest and acts accordingly. 

 
• Perceived costs and benefits 
 

Most theories of behavioral decision making assume that choice alternatives are 

decomposed into bundles of perceived costs and benefits associated with each alternative 

(Antonides and Van Raaij, 1994). Costs refer to the expected and experienced sacrifices involved 

in striving to attain a goal, while benefits refer to the expected or experienced positive 

consequences of goal striving. The decision maker will favor the alternative with the most 

favorable benefit/cost ratio.  
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Recycling behavior involves a dilemma between a cooperative (recycling) option and a 

noncooperative (non recycling) option. Costs and benefits associated with both options should be 

taken into account. Some recycling studies have addressed the private costs associated with the 

cooperative recycling option. Even if a resident believes that recycling will have favorable 

environmental results, perceived private costs may discourage such behavior.  

Previous studies have distinguished between financial costs, behavioral costs, and 

investment costs. First, participation in a recycling program involves some perceived financial 

costs. Participants usually have to pay for the bags and boxes that are used in the program. 

Thøgersen (1994a, p.145-163) reviews a research conducted in Denmark, and concludes 

that financial costs have a very limited impact on recycling behavior. More important seem to be 

the behavioral costs associated with participation. Participation in a recycling program involves 

the expenditure of time, and mental and physical effort. McCarthy and Schrum (1993, p.641-646) 

and Boldero (1995, p.440-462) report that the perceived inconvenience of recycling is the most 

common reason for not participating. Balch et al. (1991) found that storage of waste materials in 

house was problematic because of space limitations and pest issues. In a study by Eriksen (1985), 

70% of non participants believed that source separation results in more work and in more 

hygienic problems.  

Pieters (1989) suggested that a part of the difference in beliefs between the two groups 

may be caused by people becoming more positive towards participating in a source separation 

program when they gain experience. As he acquires personal experience with a source separation 

program, the consumer discovers ways to reduce the time expenditure and discomfort associated 

with participation.  

Pieters and Verhallen (1986, p.95-111) further pointed to the importance of investment 

costs, of a material as well as a psychological nature. Even before actual participation in a 

program, a household has to free up space in the house. These costs may discourage individuals 

and households from participating. 
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A few studies have addressed the perceived benefits associated with recycling. 

Søndergaard and Jensen (1990) found that only a few people experience noticeable private 

benefits from source separation activities. The most frequently chosen reasons to recycle concern 

public benefits (e.g. a healthy environment, resource recovery, waste reduction). Public benefits 

related to conservation are typically chosen by 90 to 100% of the respondents, whereas private 

benefits are referred to by only a third (Uusitalo, 1989, 367-283; Uusitalo, 1990, 211-223). In 

another study, many respondents referred to public benefits as an answer to a question about 

‘what is good about a recycling program?’, whereas only a few mentioned personal benefits 

(Vilstrup, 1989). However, Pieters (1986) argues that resource recovery and waste reduction 

indirectly constitute a personal benefit to people striving to be energy and ecology conscious. 

When costs and benefits are investigated jointly, the dominant finding is that the attitude 

toward recycling is determined by perceived benefits, whereas perceived costs have a small or 

inconsistent influence (Pieters 1989; Pieters and Verhallen 1986). There is one exception in a 

sample from a Danish municipality using monetary incentives to stimulate recycling (Thøgersen 

1994b, 407-442). In this case, perceived costs exert a stronger influence than perceived benefits 

on the attitude toward recycling.  

Generally, in a social dilemma, private costs are very salient, while the public benefits 

are not (Antonides and Van Raaij, 1994). Actually, the very cause of the dilemma is that an 

individual who would only consider private costs and benefits, would have to prefer the 

noncooperative (non recycling) option. This is exactly the reason why local governments often 

try to manage citizens’ recycling behavior by manipulating the financial cost differential between 

recycling and non-recycling options. In this light, two empirical results are remarkable: (1) the 

finding that perceived costs are less important as determinants of recycling behavior than 

perceived benefits, and (2) that among cost factors perceived financial costs are less impactful 

than perceived behavioral costs. Both findings suggest that the policy to increase the financial 

costs of nonrecycling may be less effective. Because of these important policy implications, 

future research needs to investigate the cause of this inconsistency. 
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A few potential reasons can already be put forward. First, most of the reported studies do 

not test for the direct impact of cost and benefit beliefs on recycling behavior, but on attitudes 

towards recycling. It is possible that these attitudes are constructed by the respondents on the 

basis of public benefits and values alone. Second, the reported studies were all about recycling 

programs in which participation was a matter of free choice. Perceived public benefits may only 

discriminate between participants and nonparticipants when participation is voluntary. When 

participation is more or less obligatory, as currently in most Belgian communities, and when the 

focus shifts from mere participation to recycling accuracy, perceived costs may play a much more 

important role. 

• Commitment 
 

Studies have also investigated the effect of public commitment techniques which involve 

a verbal or written commitment from the individual to recycle. Research shows that commitment 

produces both high rates of immediate participation and long-term follow through.  

Several techniques are used in order to increase internal commitment to recycling. These 

techniques can be divided into two categories: information techniques (giving information to the 

public) and participation techniques. 

A well-known public commitment technique is the foot-in-the-door technique 

(Freedman and Fraser, 1966, 195-202). The individual is first asked to perform an easy, low-cost 

behavior, and is later asked to perform larger, related behaviors. Compliance with an initial 

request results in a perception of the self which is consistent with the subject’s actions. The 

subject attributes the cause of his behavior to an internal disposition and subsequent behaviors 

would then be consistent with the new self perception. The “foot-in-the-door” technique can “be 

quite effective in a variety of situations where a minimal amount of pressure is first used to 

induce later compliance with a request that most individuals would not have otherwise agreed 

to.”  
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In their study, Pardini and Katzev (1983-84, p.245-254), conducted an experiment with 

thirty households in Portland, Oregon in 1982 to investigate the impact of three commitment 

techniques to promote newspaper recycling. The project included a two-week intervention period 

and a two-week follow-up period. Households were asked to recycle under the following 

conditions-in other words three levels of commitment techniques from lower to higher: a) 

providing information) b) minimal (verbal) commitment, or c) strong (written) commitment (i.e., 

a foot-in-the-door technique). The first level- information condition- involved households 

receiving leaflets explaining the details of the study. The minimal condition included the same 

information received by the first group but also asked households to participate in the project. 

The strong commitment included the same information and question received by the second 

group but also asked households to sign a statement committing them to the project. The project’s 

findings included the following: the frequency of participation and the amount of newspapers 

recycled increased as did the level of commitment by households. However, once the two-week 

intervention was completed, only the strong commitment group continued to recycle newspapers. 

Three important effects resulted from the commitment techniques used are as follows:  

o Gaining a commitment from individuals to recycle increased the frequency of their 

participation, as well as the weight of the material they recycled.  

o The greater the strength of the individual’s commitment to recycle, the greater the 

magnitude of both these outcomes.  

o Individuals who had made a strong continued to do so, even though they were no 

longer bound with their original commitment. 

Katzev and Pardini (1987, p.267-284) argue that “commitment techniques have 

considerable impact in motivating individuals to recycle and they may be able to overcome some 

of the limitations of the incentive-based programs in promoting resource conservation”. Burn and 

Oskamp (1986, p.29-41) found similar results: participation rates following commitment are high 

in an absolute sense (42% to 67%) and also in comparison to other kinds of intervention. 
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Furthermore, commitment groups tend to continue to recycle at higher rates after the program 

ends than other treatment groups.  

Cialdini (1985) has offered three possible explanations why commitment has this effect. 

First, commitment might engage ‘automatic consistency’. ‘Once a stand is taken, there is a 

natural tendency to behave in ways that are consistent with that stand’. Second, when people own 

or feel responsible for their behaviors, they may change their self-concepts. Finally, people 

independently generate new beliefs to strengthen their new self-image; their attitudes change to 

be consistent with their actions and self-concept. The view of Katzev and Pardini (1987 - 1988) is 

quite similar: they concluded that when commitment was perceived as voluntary, it leads 

individuals to develop internal mechanisms of behavioral control ‘which would lead them to 

value recycling waste products permanently and as a result, encourage them to continue to 

recycle’. 

Table 8: Studies related to intrinsic incentives of recycling 

Knowledge and awareness 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent Variable Relationship 

Arbuthnot and 
Lingg  

1975 General 
environmental 
knowledge 

Questions about 
environmentally 
concerned behavior 

There was only a moderate relationship 
between environmentally concerned 
behavior and environmental knowledge 

Reid et al.  1976 Proximity of 
containers and 
information 

Frequency of 
newspaper recycling 
at a recycling unit 

Information was a weak modifier of 
recycling, proximity of newspaper 
containers resulted in increases in 
newspaper recycling 

Arbuthnot  1977 Assessment of 
subjects' 
information 
level on 
environmental 
issues 

Frequency of using a 
recycling centre (self- 
report) 

Recyclers are better informed and more 
knowledgeable about specific environmental 
issues than nonrecyclers. However 
information is a weak indicator of behavior 
when used alone. 

Humphrey et 
al.  
 

1977 Task 
knowledge 

Quality of waste 
paper separation  

Deficient task knowledge often lead to the 
withdrawal from participation in a recycling 
program 

Luyben and 
Bailey 

1979 Prompts 
(flyers with 
info), rewards 
or proximity of 
containers 

Weight of recycled 
paper at a central 
recycling unit 

Information is a relatively weak modifier of 
recycling behavior when used alone,  
but has been shown to be more effective in 
combination with other factors 
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Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent Variable Relationship 

Schnelle et al.  1980 A weekly 
report of 
volumeof litter 

The amount of 
littering 

The amount of litter in streets was 
significantly reduced  when those weekly 
reports  were published 

De Young  1989 Information 
and knowledge 
about 
recycling 

Participation rate in a 
recycling program 
during 3 months: 
differentiating 
recyclers/nonrecyclers 

Nonrecyclers indicated  a lack of 
information about recycling.  Recyclers 
perceived less problems  about recycling 
and said there was nothing complicated 
about the activity 

Simmons and 
Widmar  

1990 Perceived level 
of knowledge 
about 
recycling 

Questions about 
recycling behavior 

Those who felt confident of their knowledge 
engaged in recycling significantly more 
often than those who felt that they lacked 
knowledge.  A lack of knowledge formed a 
barrier to perform 

Vining and 
Ebreo  

1990 Knowledge 
about 
recycling 

Recycling activity 
during the past year 

Recyclers' knowledge about locally 
recyclable materials was more accurate and 
they were more familiar with more local 
programs and sources of information than 
nonrecyclers 

Hopper and 
Nielson  

1991 Information 
strategy: 
providing each 
household a 
flier describing 
the recycling 
program 

A recycling score: a 
count of how many 
times each household 
recycled out of seven 
opportunities 

Informing residents increased recycling 
behavior but didn't affect attitudes 

Gamba and 
Oskamp  

1994 Specific 
knowledge of 
past and 
present 
recycling 
procedures  

Self-reports about 
participation in a 
recycling program 

Having high specific knowledge was an 
important predictor of observed recycling 
behavior 

Corral-
Verdugo  

1996 Knowledge of 
reusable and 
recyclable 
material 

Frequency of items 
found in storage of 
reused and recycled 
products 

The knowledge of reusables /recyclables 
produced a significant positive effect on the 
levels of skill regarding recycling practices 
and, consequently recycling behavior. 

Perceived costs and benefits 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent Variable Relationship 

Uusitalo  1989 Costs / benefits 
of recycling 

Conservation 
behavior 

Public benefits related to conservation are 
typically chosen by 90-100% of the 
respondents, whereas private benefits are 
referred to by up to a third 

Sondergaard 
and Jensen  
 

1990 Costs /benefits 
of source 
separation 
programs 

Source separation 
activities 

Few people experience noticeable private 
benefits from source separation activites. 
The most frequently chosen reason to 
recycle is public benefits 
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Authors Year Independent 
Variable 

Dependent Variable Relationship 

McCarthy and 
Shrum 

1993 Inconvenience 
of recycling 

Participating in 
recycling 

Perceived inconvenience of recycling is the 
most common reason for not participating 

Thøgersen  
 

1994a Financial costs 
Behavioral 
costs 

Recycling behavior Financial costs have limited impact on 
recycling behavior whereas behavioral costs 
are more important. 

Thøgersen  
 

1994b Cost and 
benefits of 
recycling 
 

Participation in a 
recycling 
program 

Most people seem to value recycling for its 
own sake. But after the implementation of a 
program the effect of perceived benefits of 
recycling on the attitude increased  

Boldero 1995 Inconvenience 
of recycling 

Participating in 
recycling 

Perceived inconvenience of recycling is the 
most common reason for not participating 

Commitment 
Authors Year Independent 

Variable 
Dependent Variable Relationship 

Pardini and 
Katzev  

1983-
1984 

Commitment 
to participate 
in recycling  

Frequency of source 
separation 

Commitment had as effect: an increased 
newspaper recycling 

Burn and 
Oskamp  
 

1986 Public 
commitment: 
people 
had to make a 
statement 
supportive of 
recycling 

Each week a 
dichotomous 
score was assigned 
indicating whether or 
not there were 
recyclables at the curb 
(frequency of 
recycling) 

Public commitment groups recycled 
significantly more than the control group 
 

Katzev and 
Pardini 

1987 Commitment 
to participate 
in a recycling 
project 

Frequency of putting 
recyclables at the curb 

The commitment technique had a 
considerable impact in motivating 
individuals to recycle. Recycling was 
greater in the commitment group than in 
another group which didn't make a 
commitment 

 

5.6.5. External facilitators as determinants of recycling 

External facilitators are variables that affect the ease of recycling but are not controlled 

by the consumer. They comprise factors such as the time, space and effort required to recycle. It 

is important to remember that recycling is a voluntary activity undertaken by consumers and if 

there are considerable external barriers to this activity many consumers will be discouraged from 

participation, regardless of good internal or external incentives to recycle. However, these factors 
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are found to be of less importance than internal facilitators or external incentives when 

investigating consumer recycling variance.  

Among the external facilitators, it’s possible to list factors such as high external barriers 

such as time, money, and effort needed to prepare, store, and transport recyclables, Frequency of 

collection the types of materials collected, the location of collection bins and proximity of 

containers, and the qualities associated with collection bins (color, shape, labeling).  

Participation in a waste separation program is a unique social behavior because it 

demands that the consumer spend a significant amount of personal resources such as time, space, 

money, and effort. As with any behavior, providing incentives to act may not be enough; it may 

also be necessary to increase the external facilitators to behavior. A consumer who has an internal 

incentive to recycle (e.g., a feeling that recycling is personally beneficial) may not recycle if the 

sheer effort required to overcome external barriers overpowers the incentive (Vining & Ebreo, 

1990, 70). Similarly, a consumer who has an external incentive to recycle (e.g., monetary rewards 

given for recycled materials) may not recycle if the felt costs of overcoming the external barriers 

overwhelm the incentive (Jacobs and Crews, 1984, 127-145). Thus, facilitators/barriers must 

generally be regarded vis-a-vis the incentives they happen to operate against; if external barriers 

are too high, consumers may stop recycling. 

According to McKenzie-Mohr (2000, p.543-554) who argued that the first step in 

effective community- based social marketing is to uncover the barriers to the targeted behavior, 

some external barriers to the individual can be lack of storage space for recycling bins. 

In her research, Cameron (2002) points to inconvenience and lack of time as one of the 

key factors that act as external barriers to taking action.  Inconvenience is a perception of 

recycling as inconvenient and/or difficult is related to recycling behavior (Davio, 2001; Gamba 

and Oskamp, 1994; Ratledge, 1999; Vining and Ebreo, 1990; Vining et. al., 1992; Werner and 

Makela, 1998, 381). Those with a stronger perception of recycling as inconvenient recycle less or 

not at all. The types of difficulties reported include: Lack of time for recycling; lack of space to 
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store recyclables; past concerns; messiness; difficulty moving recycling bin or barrel to curb and 

too few drop-off sites in inconvenient locations. Regarding difficulty storing recyclables, urban 

and suburban residents, particularly those living in apartments or multiple-unit dwellings, can 

find it difficult to store recyclable material due to a lack of space. Also many residents who find it 

difficult or inconvenient to travel to recycling facilities. In the Waikato region, 79% of survey 

respondents agreed that they would recycle more if convenient recycling facilities were available, 

and 72% reported that they would dispose of things properly if they knew where to take them 

(Environment Waikato, 2001). 

This part consisted of a thorough review of the relevant literature. The following part 

describes the research methodology.  
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6. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In this section, research objectives and questions will be stated and then the design and 

methodology of the research and data collection will be presented. 

6.1.    Problem definition 

Social responsibility and environmental concerns especially the issue of recycling 

wastes have become a primary concern for many developed countries. Considering the 

customers’ expectations and preferences for socially responsible act, companies spend a 

substantial amount time and money investing on these issues.  

If social responsibility efforts provide a company and its products an enhanced image in 

the eyes of the customers, if environmental issues such as recyclability are of importance to 

consumers when choosing products, and if a firm stands out in a particular market by conducting 

socially responsible behavior and implementing environmental marketing strategies amongst 

competitors, than there exists an opportunity for strategic competitive advantage.  

The management problem, then, appears to be lack of information in relation to an 

overall picture of how customers respond to social responsibility efforts and environmental 

conducts of companies in addition to information about the current environmental perceptions, 

attitudes, motives and behavior of customers concerning specifically recycling in this case. 

A better understanding of consumer behavior in this instance should allow businesses to 

set the right marketing strategies. Given this objective, the specific research problem within the 

context of the study is the identification of generalisable consumer preferences and perceptions 

for social responsibility of companies and understanding customers’ recycling attitudes and 

behavior. Customer characteristics such as variations in demographics, environmental concern, 

knowledge level will also be taken into account and incorporated into the research design as 

moderating factors. 
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6.2.    Objectives of the research 

In general, the research seeks to provide an overall understanding of customer 

perceptions, knowledge, attitudes, motives and behavior regarding issues of social responsibility, 

environment and specifically recycling as well as providing demographical data. 

The key objectives of the research can be listed as follows: 

• Analysis of perception and attitudes of customers towards recycling 

• Finding out the motivations and barriers to recycling 

• Analysis of the customers’ recycling behavior 

• Finding out the knowledge level of customers regarding social responsibility and 

recycling issues 

• Analysis of importance and relevance of social responsibility concept for the 

customers 

• Analysis of environmental concern of customers 

• Finding out the relationship between knowledge level, perceived importance, 

attitudes and behavior regarding social responsibility and recycling 

• Finding out demographic characteristics of the participants 

• Profiling the recyclers and nonrecyclers 

• Suggestion of marketing strategies towards implementing socially responsible 

goals in line with costumer expectations  

• Suggestion of marketing strategies to educate the customers with respect to 

recycling participation 
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• Determination of awareness, image and reliability of the firms which are involved 

in social responsibility and recycling campaigns 

• Determination of purchase intention for products of companies that are perceived 

to be socially responsible 

6.3.    Research design 

This study includes both an exploratory and a descriptive dimension. Regarding the 

exploratory research model, literature search has been conducted in order to specify the variables 

to be used in the descriptive research and also to be able to relate the findings of the study to 

other studies existing in the literature. After the literature search a questionnaire has been 

conducted as the descriptive part of the study.  

6.4.    Data collection instruments and design 

In order to collect data, both primary and secondary sources have been used. Secondary 

data have been acquired through sources such as books, periodicals, journal databases and theses 

in Marmara and Boğaziçi University libraries and the Internet for the exploratory literature 

search. Primary data collection instrument of the study has been a structured and undisguised 

questionnaire. After the development of the questionnaire following a complete literature survey, 

a pilot study has been applied to a convenience sample of 15 respondents and the related changes 

were made afterwards. This pilot study helped to restructure the questionnaire in terms of 

wording, aiming to prevent vagueness and avoid misunderstanding.  

The final form of the questionnaire has been distributed to 575 people and 404 of them 

were collected back. However 400 questionnaires were included in the analysis since four 

questionnaires were not suitable for analysis due to too many missing answers and 

incompleteness. A response rate of 70% was obtained. 
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Self-administered questionnaire method (questionnaire was filled in by the respondents)  

and face-to face questionnaire method were used to gather information for this research. Since the 

questionnaire required a considerable amount of time, self administered method was used more 

than face to face interviews, and the questionnaire was given to the respondents to be filled in and 

returned later.  

The length and complexity of the questionnaire became a disadvantage since it 

decreased the response rate and also increased the field study duration. The field study from the 

distribution and conducting the questionnaires to the collection of all questionnaires from 

respondents took a period from 1st of December 2005 to 15th of March 2006. 

Different attitude measurement scales such as nominal, ordinal and interval were used. 

The scale types were determined by the nature of the questions and the information sought. Open 

ended questions were also used in order to get direct answers without the aid of the researcher. 

Open ended questions were then edited, categorized and coded according to master response 

categories. 

6.5.     Sampling design process  

Target population of the study consisted of males and females in the age group 15-70 

living in Istanbul. Sample size was 400. A non-probabilistic convenience sampling approach was 

used in the study. 15 has been determined as the minimum acceptable age since respondents 

below the age of 15 may lack authority in purchase decisions and complexity of the subject and 

the questions could create difficulty. The length and complexity of the questionnaire also 

required a population with a moderately higher education level. Otherwise the complexity of the 

subject would cause difficulty in understanding and filling the questionnaire for respondents with 

lower education level. Hence misunderstanding and nonresponse problems would occur. 

Therefore although, there were no quotas regarding the respondent’s level of education, the 

sample was not representative for education level and consisted mainly of minimum high school 

graduates. 
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6.6.    Questionnaire and research variables 

In the questionnaire 27 questions were asked, aiming to measure 82 variables of interest. 

The questionnaire consisted of a combination nominal scale and interval scales of measurement, 

and also four open ended questions were included. The main areas of focus of the questions 

posed to the respondents, scales of measurement used and the related variables are specified 

below. On the questionnaire (Appendix A) variable numbers have been shown next to the 

questions. 

The questionnaire consists of four main parts.  

Part 1: In the first part, questions related to social responsibility of organizations were 

asked including: 

• Perceived importance of social responsibility of companies and other criteria such as 

price, brand, quality, promotions…etc  as purchase criteria (Interval scale- V1-V10) 

• Self reported knowledge level on social responsibility projects of organizations- (Interval 

scale-V11) 

• Recalled organizations which are perceived to be socially responsible (open ended 

question- asked twice; before and after providing a definition of social responsibility) 

• Preferred areas of investment regarding social responsibility projects (Nominal scale- 

V12)  

• Attitudes towards social responsibility (Interval scale) 

� Expected duties of firms regarding social responsibility (V13-14-15-17) 

� Perception of social responsibility efforts of companies (V16-18-20) 
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� Perception of image of socially responsible companies (V24) 

� Perception of products of socially responsible companies (V22) 

� Purchase intention, preference, recommendation and willingness to pay more 

for products of a socially responsible company. (V19-21-23-25) 

 
Part 2: In this part of the questionnaire, respondents’ level of environmental concern 

was asked through combination of two scales, first scale being about the perceived environmental 

threat and the other scale about ecological views (adoptation of the NEP scale). 

• Perceived environmental threat (Interval scale):  

� Respondents’ perception of seriousness of imposed threat from various 

environmental problems such as ozone depletion, air pollution, sea pollution, 

deforestation...etc. (V26-33) 

• Ecological view of respondents measured through ten statements adopted from the NEP 

scale (Interval scale):  

� Level of agreement with statements regarding relation of humans and nature 

and percieved ecological dangers (V34-43) 

 
Part 3: This part constituted the main area of interest and formed the body of the 

questionnaire since it included questions on recycling focusing on the following topics: 

• Frequency of reduce, reuse, recycling behavior and frequency of purchasing recyclables 

(Interval scale- V44-52) 

• Reasons for not recyling (barriers to recycling)- for nonrecyclers only (open-ended 

question) 
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• Recycled materials- for recyclers only (Nominal scale- V53) 

• Reasons/motives to recycle- for recyclers only (Nominal scale- V54) 

• Importance of recycling (Interval scale- V55) 

• Sources of information (Nominal scale-V56) 

• Knowledge level (Interval scale- V57) 

• Reasons for not recycling at all or for not contributing more to recycling (Nominal scale- 

V58) 

• Preferred sources of information (Nominal scale- V59) 

• Opportunities to improved recycling behavior (Nominal scale- V60) 

• Recalled organizations that invest on recycling campaigns (open ended question) 

• Attitudes and behavior regarding recycling (Interval scale) 

� Perceived environmental benefits of recycling and costs of not recycling 

(V61-62-64- 

� Recycling as a societal duty (V63) 

� Perceived quality of recycled products (V69) 

� Support to recycling from the government and public sector (V72-73) 

� Investment expectation from the companies (V74) 

� Knowledge and participation (V67) 

� Convenience of recycling (V65-66) 
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� Preference for recyclable products (V68) 

� Perceived image of companies investing on recycling (V70) 

� Preference for the products of a company investing on recycling (V71) 

 
Part 4: This final part consisted of questions which identify demographic characteristic 

of the respondents.  

� The demographic variables used in the study are as follows: (Nominal scale- V75-81) 

� gender 

� age 

� education level,  

� occupation status, 

� marital status,  

� children  

� living abroad. 

 

6.7.    Conceptual model between independent and dependent variables and 

hypotheses of the research 

In this study a conceptual model has been developed after reviewing the literature on 

corporate social responsibility, environmental marketing and recycling. The model was 

developed in order to examine the hypothesized relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables of concern. This hypothesized relation will be tested on data collected the 

participants of the survey.  

The variables and their hypothetical relations are shown in the Figure 2. The yellow 

boxes indicate independent variables- demographic variables, psychographic variables and the 
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firm’s marketing strategy regarding social responsibility and recycling and its communication; 

the green boxes indicate the moderating variables- attitudes and beliefs, knowledge and 

motivation to recycle and the pink boxes emphasize the dependent variables which are recycling 

behavior and firm image along with purchase intention. The relationship is hypothesized such 

that demographics, psychographics and the communication by the firm regarding its social 

responsibility efforts and recycling cause development of attitudes and beliefs regarding 

recycling and develop the relevant knowledge. Attitudes and beliefs and knowledge are also in 

interaction with each other. These attitudes and beliefs and knowledge develop motivations to 

recycle. As a result the recycling behavior occurs; the firm’s image increases and purchase 

intention is increased for that socially responsible firm’s products.   

Figure 2: Conceptual Model of independent – dependent variables of the research 

 
Source: Prepared by the researcher 
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recycle 
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6.8. Methods of data analysis 

The questionnaire was administered through advanced data analysis utilities of SPSS 

12.0 (statistical package for social sciences) for Windows. First of all, descriptive analyses were 

used to describe the sample. Frequencies were used for nominal variables and descriptives were 

used for interval variables. For statistical analysis, analysis such as chi square, t-tests, one way 

ANOVA, regression and correlation have been used and also a factor analysis has been 

performed. A significance level of .05 was determined for the evaluation of the statistical 

analyses. For reliability analysis, the Cronbach’s alpha was accepted to have a value of 0,60 and 

above to confirm reliability. 
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7. RESEARCH FINDINGS 

As mentioned, several statistical analyses were conducted on the data that was collected. 

In the following section, findings of frequency distributions, descriptive, and cross tabulations 

analyses, Chi-square analyses, reliability and factor analyses, independent t-tests and correlation 

analyses will be explained in detail.  

7.1.    Descriptive statistics 

In the study, frequency distributions, descriptive analyses and cross-tabs were used to 

describe the sample.  

7.1.1. Frequency analyses 

In order to explain the distributions of the responses in terms of numbers and related 

percentages, frequency analyses were applied to research questionnaire’s general questions 

regarding nominal variables and demographics sections. The tables below, gives the details of the 

frequencies related with the research variables.  

Table 9: Do you know any organizations which you consider to be socially responsible? If 
yes, which organizations can you recall?   

unaided recall Frequency Percentage 
 yes 174 43,5 
 no 226 56,5 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
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Table 10: If yes, which organizations can you recall?   

Recalled organizations-unaided Frequency Percentage 
Turkcell 64 36,8 
Sabancı Holding 48 27,6 
Koç Holding 35 20,1 
Eczacıbaşı 19 10,9 
Ülker 13 7,5 
Yapı Kredi Bankası 11 6,3 
Pınar 10 5,7 
Akbank 10 5,7 
Coca cola 8 4,6 
Danone  8 4,6 
Efes pilsen 7 4 
Vestel 7 4 
Vakko 7 4 
Migros 7 4 
Tema 7 4 

� Only top 15 organizations recalled have been shown in the table. 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 
Figure 3: Recalled organizations- (unaided recall before definition) 
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Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents were asked as an open ended question, if they remembered any 

organizations they consider to be socially responsible and if they remember they were asked to 
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give the name of the organizations they can recall. 43,5% of the respondents mentioned that they 

know organizations that are socially responsible. Among these 174 respondents who mentioned 

that they know socially responsible organizations, the top five recalled names were Turkcell, 

Sabancı Holding, Koç Holding, Eczacıbaşı and Ülker by 37%, 28%, 20%, 11% and 8% of the 

respondents respectively.  

After that question, a detailed definition of social responsibility concept has been 

introduced and again the respondent is asked whether he/she remembers any organizations which 

he/she considers to be socially responsible. The following tables present the results of the recall 

rate and recalled organizations after the definition aid. 

Table 11: Now, thinking about this definition, do you recall any organizations which you 
consider to be socially responsible?   

 Frequency Percentage 
aided recall yes 224 56 
 no 176 44 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

Table 12: If yes, which organizations can you recall?   

 
Recalled organizations-aided Frequency Percentage 
Turkcell 158 70,5 
Sabancı Holding 122 54,5 
Koç Holding 72 32,1 
Eczacıbaşı 46 20,5 
Yapı Kredi Bankası 35 15,6 
Ülker 33 14,7 
Akbank 33 14,7 
Coca cola 25 11,2 
Efes Pilsen 25 11,2 
Pınar 25 11,2 
Garanti Bankası 19 8,5 
Migros 19 8,5 
Danone  18 8 
Vestel 17 7,6 
Tema 17 7,6 
* Only top 15 organizations recalled have been shown in the table. 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
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Figure 4: Recalled organizations- (aided recall after definition) 
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After the respondents were provided a definition of social responsibility, the recall rate 

of socially responsible organizations increased from 43,5% to 56%. Among these 224 

respondents, 71% mentioned Turkcell, 55% mentioned Sabancı Holding, 32% Koç Holding, 21% 

Eczacıbaşı and 16% mentioned Yapı Kredi Bankası as a socially responsible organization. 

Table 13: In your opinion, on which three priority areas should organizations conduct social 
responsibility projects?   

   
Priority areas of social responsibility Frequency Percentage 
Education 335 83,8 
Health 205 51,3 
Environment 170 42,5 
Social areas 166 41,5 
Art and culture 122 30,5 
Consumer rights 74 18,5 
Ethical and moral values 66 16,5 
Sports 43 10,8 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
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Respondents were asked the top three priority areas of social responsibility that the 

organizations should invest on. Being mentioned by 84% of the respondents, education came out 

to be the most important area that organizations should focus on while conducting social 

responsibility projects. Following education, health, environment and social areas were the next 

three priority areas. 

Table 14: Being a recycler/ non-recycler   
 

 
 

 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents were categorized as being a recycler or a non-recycler according to their 

self reported frequency of recycling. The respondents who mentioned that they “never” recycle 

were categorized as being a non-recycler whereas the respondents who mentioned their frequency 

of recycling as “rarely”, “sometimes”, “frequently” or “always” were categorized to be recyclers. 

Accordingly 85,5% of the respondents were recyclers whereas 14,5% were non-recyclers. 

Table 15: Why don’t you participate in recycling?   

Reasons for not recycling Frequency Percentage 
There aren't enough recycling facilities/ containers near 21 36 
I don't have time 14 24 
There aren't separate containers for different materials 7 12 
As a society, we are not educated and conscious enough on 
this subject 7 12 
It's difficult, I'm too lazy to do it 5 9 
Neglectfulness 4 7 
Municipalities lack the effort for recycling practices 4 7 
We don't have the infrastructure 4 7 
I don't care, I don't consider it to be important 3 5 
I don't have the habit 2 3 
Consumers are not informed enough, lack of knowledge 2 3 
Waste sorting system is not applied 2 3 
It's not taken from my house 2 3 
There are no legal sanctions 2 3 
It's a waste of time 1 2 
It's not promoted enough 1 2 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

Recyclers / Non-recyclers frequency percentage 
Yes 342 85,5 
No 58 14,5 
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Respondents who were categorized as being a non-recycler were asked their reason for 

not recycling as an open ended question. Then the answers were coded and grouped under main 

topics. 36 % of the nonrecyclers mentioned that they did not recycle since there aren’t enough 

recycling facilities near. Lack of time, lack of separate containers for different materials and lack 

of consciousness and education came out to be the mostly mentioned answers for not contributing 

to recycling. 

Table 16:Which materials do you recycle?   

   
Recycled materials Frequency Percentage 
glass 271 67,8 
newspaper 263 65,8 
white paper 190 47,5 
batteries 156 39 
books 148 37 
cardboard boxes 147 36,8 
plastic bottles 144 36 
polished paper- brochures- magazines 124 31 
plastic bags 103 25,8 
paper bags 100 25 
metal - aluminum 86 21,5 
wood 56 14 
car batteries 21 5,3 
used motor oil 13 3,3 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

This question was asked to the respondents who were recyclers and they were able to 

give multiple responses. It can be seen that 68% of the recyclers recycle glass bottles, 66% 

newspaper, 48% white paper and 39% recycle batteries. 
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Table 17: What is your reason for recycling?   

Reasons for recycling Frequency Percentage 
Environmental reasons 281 70,3 
It is the right thing to do 266 66,5 
I feel good when I do something for the environment 191 47,8 
Facilities are available (containers...)  146 36 
“Recyclable” symbol on the product 61 15,3 
I want to be seen as an environmentally conscious person 56 14 
Others people’s influence 17 4,3 
I sell it- economic reasons 15 3,8 
It is easy 14 3,5 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Again, this question was directed towards recyclers to ask their reasons for recycling and 

they could give multiple reasons whichever applied to them. As a result, the most important 

reason to recycle among recyclers was environment by 70%. 67% recycled since it’s the right 

thing to do and 48% mentioned that they felt good when they did something for the environment.  

Table 18: Where do you get the information regarding recycling? 

Sources of information Frequency Percentage 
Newspaper 194 48,5 
TV-news 192 48 
Family-friends-relatives 132 33 
Commercials 113 28,3 
Internet 97 24,3 
Brochures 87 21,8 
Magazines 82 20,5 
School 80 20 
Billboards 70 17,5 
Garbage collectors 55 13,8 
E-mail 55 13,8 
I don't get any information 54 13,5 
Work 46 11,5 
Recycling center 26 6,5 
Store that I purchased the product 21 5,3 
Apartment 19 4,8 
Ecology center 12 3 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
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Information regarding recycling is mostly obtained from newspapers, TV, family, 

friends and relatives followed by commercials and the Internet. 

Table 19: What prevents you from recycling or contributing more to recycling?   

Barriers to recycling Frequency Percentage 
There aren't enough containers 303 75,8 
Recycling containers are far away 246 61,5 
I can't distinguish which materials are recyclable 98 24,5 
It's easier to throw away the recyclable materials 84 21 
I'm not used to doing it 82 20,5 
It's difficult 62 15,5 
It's troublesome to separate recyclable materials 58 14,5 
I have difficulty finding printed materials 55 13,8 
Lack of time 55 13,8 
Information is not comprehensible 41 10,3 
I don't want to carry the materials to recycling containers 40 10 
It's complicated 27 6,8 
Bad weather conditions  22 5,5 
I'm not interested 16 4 
I can't find enough information on the Internet 14 3,5 
It's a waste of time 13 3,3 
I don't believe it will create a difference for the environment 6 1,5 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

This question aimed to learn what prevents respondents to recycle (if he is a non-

recycler) or what prevents respondents from contributing more to recycling than he’s already 

doing (if he is a recycler). 79% of the respondents mentioned lack of sufficient number of 

containers as a barrier to recycling. 62% mentioned that the recycling containers were far away. 

Not being able to distinguish the recyclable materials, finding it easier to throw away and not 

being used to doing it are also mostly mentioned other barriers to recycling. 
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Table 20: From which sources would you like to get information about recycling? 

Preferred sources of information Frequency Percentage 
visual media 336 84 
printed media 285 71,3 
Internet 171 42,8 
audio- media (radio) 148 37 
e-mail 141 35,3 
brochures 131 32,8 
cd-rom 26 6,5 
I don't want to get information 8 2 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

Respondents would like to get information on recycling mainly from visual media (84%) 

and printed media (71%), followed by the Internet (43%). 

Table 21: What would make you participate in recycling or make you recycle more 
frequently?  

Opportunities to improved recycling 
behavior 

Frequency Percentage 

nearly located recycling containers 292 73 
more recycling containers 287 71,8 
collection of recyclables from my house 252 63 
more information on the recycling procedure 177 44,3 
separate containers for each material 165 41,3 
correct labels on recycling containers 162 40,5 
bigger recycling containers 159 39,8 
being paid for it 65 16,3 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

Respondents were asked what factors would make them contribute more to recycling. 

The responses indicated that 73% of the respondents mentioned that nearly located containers 

would increase their recycling behavior and 72% mentioned the need for more containers. 63% 

said that collection of the recyclables from their houses would increase their recycling behavior. 

44% said that more information on recycling would make them contribute more. 
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Table 22: Do you know any organization that conducts recycling campaigns?   

 Frequency Percentage 
Knows or not yes 112 28 
 no 288 72 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

Majority of the respondents (72%) mentioned that they don’t know any organizations 

which conduct recycling campaigns, whereas 28% declared that they know organizations 

consucting recycling campaigns. 

Table 23: If yes, which organizations can you recall?   

Recalled organizations Frequency Percentage 
Tetrapak 32 29 
Şişecam 19 17 
Sek 8 7 
Tema 7 6 
Çevko 7 6 
Coca cola 5 4 
Efes Pilsen 5 4 
Paşabahçe 3 3 
Pınar 3 3 
Pepsi 3 3 

*Only top 10 organizations recalled have been shown in the table. 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
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Figure 5: Recalled organizations- recycling campaigns 
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Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

The respondents who declared that they know organizations that invest on recycling 

campaigns, were asked to give the name of the organizations they know. Tetrapak was the most 

mentioned name by 29% and Şişecam followed Tetrapak by 17%. 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

Table 24: Gender of the respondents   

 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

50% of the respondents consisted of females and 50% consisted of males. 

 

 

 

 

Gender frequency percentage 
Female 200 50 
Male 200 50 
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Table 25: Age of the respondents   

 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

The results show that majority of the respondents (76%) fall into the 15-35 age interval 

which means a younger demographic profile.  

Table 26: Education level of the respondents   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

The majority o the respondents (53%) are university graduates. Considering post 

graduate, doctorate and university graduates together, university and upper level graduates 

consist of  67%. Also 27% are high school graduates. It’s seen that in general educaton 

demographics indicate a high level of education profile. 

Table 27: Occupation status of the respondents  

 
 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

52% of the respondents are employed full time whereas 31% is not working, but this 

percentage is mainly due to the factor that these respondents are students. 

Age frequency percentage 
15-25 169 42,3 
26-35 133 33,3 
36-45 48 12 
46-55 32 8 
56-70 18 4,5 

Education frequency percentage 
Doctorate 11 2,8 
Post graduate 44 11 
University 211 52,8 
High school 107 26,8 
Secondary school 17 4,3 
Primary school 10 2,5 

Occupation status frequency percentage 
Employed- full time 209 52,3 
Employed- part time 45 11,3 
Retired 21 5,3 
Not working 125 31,3 
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Table 28: Marital status of the respondents   

 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Majority of the respondents are single (66%) and 34% are married. 

Table 29: Do you have any children?   

 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

31% of the respondents own a child and 70% do not have a child. 

Table 30: Have you ever lived abroad?   

 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Majority of the respondents have not ever lived abroad (85%) whereas 15% have lived 

in a foreign country. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Marital status frequency percentage 
single 265 66,3 
Married 135 33,8 

Having children frequency percentage 
Yes 122 30,5 
No 278 69,5 

Living abroad frequency percentage 
Yes 60 15 
No 340 85 
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7.1.2. Descriptive analyses 

Descriptive analyses were conducted on the research dependent and independent 

variable in order to explain the mean and standard deviation of the variables. 

Table 31: Considering your purchase criteria while buying a product, how important or 
unimportant are the following criteria for you?   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents were asked the importance each criteria mentioned in the table while they 

made a purchase. The responses were measured by a 5-point Likert scale ranging from very 

important to not important at all. Among all items, quality came out to be the most important 

criteria while making a purchase with the highest mean score o 4,72 followed by previous 

experience and price. In terms of importance, social responsibility of the producer firm was 

ranked 5th.  

Table 32: What is your knowledge level regarding social responsibility projects of the 
organizations?   

 

 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Importance of purchase criteria Mean  Standard Deviation 

quality 4,72 ,571 
previous experience 4,59 ,771 
price 4,39 ,830 
promotions 4,00 ,999 
social responsibility 3,94 1,042 
firm image 3,93 ,936 
salesman 3,84 1,036 
recommendation 3,49 1,033 
brand 3,35 1,121 
commercials 2,71 1,154 

Knowledge level-  
social responsibility projects 

Mean  Standard Deviation 

 2,61 ,894 
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Respondents were asked their level of knowledge regarding social responsibility projects 

on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from having excessive information to having no information at 

all. The mean score was 2,61 which implies that the respondents’ level of knowledge regarding 

social responsibility projects is below average. 

Table 33: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Item reverse coded in order to obtain a positive statement 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents were asked their level of agreement or disagreement about social 

responsibility efforts of firms and their own attitude towards social responsibility on a 5-point 

likert scale. The highest score “5” implied total agreement and “1” implied total disagreement. 

The negative statements’ answers were recoded to obtain positive statements. The range of the 

responses’ mean values has changed between 2,50 and 4,40.The statements “Firms which 

Social responsibility Mean  Standard 
Deviation 

Firms which participate in social responsibility efforts care 
about their societies 

4,40 ,777 

A firm which acts with the aim of contributing to society has 
a positive image for me 

4,32 ,760 

If two products have the same price and quality, I prefer the 
product of the socially responsible firm 

4,25 ,847 

Firms should inform the public when they are involved in 
social responsibility projects 

4,24 ,824 

Firms should not care about social problems * 3,93 1,212 
Social responsibility projects are among the principal duties 
of firms 

3,91 ,969 

A firm’s main role in society should be to raise the present 
ethical standards 

3,87 1,007 

I recommend the product of a social responsible firm to 
other people 

3,84 ,979 

I’m more prone to buy a socially responsible firm’s product  3,73 1,037 
I trust the products of a firm that is socially responsible 3,61 ,975 
I’d rather pay more in order to buy the product of a firm that 
serves a social purpose 

3,33 1,025 

Firms participate in social responsibility projects just to 
promote themselves* 

2,66 ,930 

A firm’s sole aim is to make profit* 2,50 1,334 
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participate in social responsibility efforts care about their societies” and “A firm which acts with 

the aim of contributing to society has a positive image for me” got the highest mean scores (4,40 

and 4,32 respectively). This statement also obtained the lowest standard deviation values (0,777 

and 0,760) which imply that respondents agreed upon these statements.  

Table 34: Thinking about some environmental problems; in your opinion to what extent do the 
following environmental problems impose or do not impose a threat for a healthy life?   
 

 

 

 

 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

On a 5-point likert scale respondents declared their opinions regarding to what extent do 

the specified environmental problems impose a threat, “5” meaning imposing a serious threat and 

“1” meaning imposing no threat at all. All of the statements received mean scores above 4,00 

meaning that perceived environmental threat for all of the specified problems were at high levels.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perception of environmental threat Mean  Standard Deviation 

Ozone depletion 4,89 ,396 
Deforestation 4,88 ,355 
Air pollution 4,83 ,436 
Contamination of drinking water 4,81 ,467 
Sea pollution 4,75 ,538 
Greenhouse effect 4,69 ,613 
Genetically modified food 4,58 ,692 
Loss of species 4,39 ,764 



 
 

102 

Table 35: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

  *Item reverse coded in order to obtain a positive statement 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

The scale used for measuring respondents’ ecological view and environmental concern 

was adopted from Dunlap and Van Liere’s 12-item Likert scale called the New Environmental 

Paradigm (NEP) scale (1978). 10 of the 12 items in the original scale was translated and used. 

Agreement with the statements were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 5 (I totally 

agree) to 1 (I totally disagree). The highest mean scores (4,67 and 4,59) were acquired for the 

statements “Humans are severely abusing the environment” and “Humans must live in harmony 

with nature in order to survive”. These two statements also had the lowest values for standard 

deviation implying that respondents agreed upon these statements. 

 

 

 

Ecological view Mean  Standard 
Deviation 

Humans are severely abusing the environment 4,67 ,676 
Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to 
survive 

4,59 ,684 

There should be limits to industrialization 4,18 ,923 
Humans have the right to modify the natural 
environment to suit their needs* 

4,08 1,173 

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily 
upset 

4,02 1,031 

The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room 
and resources 

3,88 1,105 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature* 3,87 1,192 
When humans interfere with nature it often produces 
disastrous consequences 

3,74 1,104 

We are approaching the limit of the number of 
people the earth can support 

3,57 1,069 

Plants and animals exist primarily to be used by 
humans* 

3,34 1,297 
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Table 36: Considering your daily life, how frequently do you use the following methods 
regarding reducing your wastes?  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents were asked how frequently they used each of the specified methods for 

reducing their garbage in daily life on a 5 point Likert scale (5=always 4=frequently 

3=sometimes 2= rarely 1= never). This scale measured the respondents’ place at different stages 

of the recycling process and whether they used reduce, reuse and recycling methods. The answer 

given to the statement “I recycle the packaging, box, bottle…etc of the product when the product 

is finished”, was used to distinguish recyclers from recyclers. Respondents who mentioned that 

they never recycle were categorized as non-recyclers and the other responses on the 5-point scale 

categorized the respondent as a recycler. In terms of frequency, recycling got a mean score of 

3,00 implying that the average response is recycling “sometimes”. Also paying attention to the 

recyclable symbol on the package got a mean score of 2,78 which shows that it’s below the 

average “sometimes” answer. 

 

 

Reduce, reuse, recycle stages Mean  Standard  
Deviation 

I buy products that I can reuse for other purposes 3,89 ,980 
I use products that are durable for long time 3,86 ,935 
While buying a product I don’t want it to be packaged 
unnecessarily 

3,81 1,186 

I repair the product that is out-of-order before buying a new 
one 

3,70 1,129 

I buy products with packages that are soluble in nature 3,10 1,081 
I throw away my waste separately 3,01 1,337 
I recycle the packaging, box, bottle…etc of the product 
when the product is finished 

3,00 1,267 

I pay attention to the recyclable symbol on the package 
while buying a product 

2,78 1,244 

I reduce my amount of consumption 2,62 1,167 
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Table 37: In your opinion how important or unimportant is recycling?   
 

 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Perceived importance of recycling was measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

5-very important to 1- not important at all. The perceived importance score of recycling came out 

to be 4,76 which means that recycling is perceived to have high importance among all 

respondents. Also a low standard deviation value of 0,498 show that there is agreement among 

the respondents regarding the importance of recycling. 

Table 38: What is your knowledge level regarding recycling? 
 

 
 
 
 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Knowledge level regarding recycling was measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 5 (excessive information) to 1 (no information at all) by self declaration of respondents. 

Respondents were asked their knowledge level regarding recycling and the results gave a mean 

score of 3,07 which means a moderate knowledge level about recycling. 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived importance of  
recycling 

Mean  Standard Deviation 

 4,76 ,498 

Knowledge level-  
recycling 

Mean  Standard Deviation 

 3,07 ,801 
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Table 39: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Item reverse coded in order to obtain a positive statement 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 

Respondents’ attitudes towards recycling and their recycling behavior were assessed 

with the statements specified in Table 39. Agreement with the statements were measured on a 5-

point Likert scale. Responses of the negative statements were reversely recoded in order to obtain 

positive statements. As can be seen in the table, the top four mean scores belong to the statements 

regarding the environmental and societal dimension of recycling.  

Recycling-  
Attitudes&Behavior 

Mean  Standard  
Deviation 

Plastic bottles and nylon bags that are used and thrown 
away cause pollution 

4,74 ,499 

Recycling preserves the nature 4,69 ,552 
Participation in recycling is everyone’s societal duty 4,54 ,692 
While shopping, rather than nylon bags, recyclable 
materials such as paper bags should be used 

4,51 ,789 

People who have sufficient knowledge about recycling 
participate in recycling more  

4,30 ,786 

Firms should invest on recycling campaigns as a part of 
their social responsibility activities 

4,25 ,794 

If both have the same price, I’d prefer recyclable materials 
to non-recyclable ones 

4,20 ,961 

I prefer to buy the service/product of a firm that supports 
recycling campaigns 

3,82 ,907 

A firm which supports recycling campaigns have high 
prestige for me 

3,80 ,902 

A recycled product has low quality* 3,65 1,000 
Firms support recycling campaigns 3,27 1,100 
Government supports recycling campaigns 3,14 1,278 
It’s troublesome to separate my waste for recycling* 3,03 1,190 
Recyclable wastes should be collected from my house in 
order for me to recycle more* 

2,19 1,127 
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7.2.    Cross-tabulations and Chi-square analyses 

Cross-tabulation analyses were performed on the research data in order to explain the 

research’s two or more categorical variables simultaneously. Following the cross-tabulation 

analyses, Chi-square analyses were conducted in order to assess the statistical significance and 

strength of relationship of cross-tabulated variables. Hypotheses from 1 to 5 were developed to be 

analyzed by chi-square. The tables and their related explanations will be given in details below. 

In the analyses, Cramer’s V coefficient was used to interpret the data. The adjustment is 

such that V will range from 0 to 1. A large value of V merely indicates a high degree of 

relationship. As a general rule,  values of V below 0,3 indicate low relationship, values between 

0,3 to 0,6 low to moderate relationship, and values above 0,6 indicate strong relationship between 

the variables (Malhotra, 2002, 494). Also, the suitability of the general rule of the chi-square 

analysis which is stated as, “chi-square analysis should not be conducted when more than 20% of 

the expected frequencies are less than 5” was indicated below the each table. 

Demographics and Motives/ Barriers to Recycle: 
 

Table 40: Gender and wanting to be seen as an environmentally conscious person cross tabulation 

 

Gender wanting to be seen as environmentally conscious 
 Yes No missing total 

Count 24 155 21 200 Female 
%within gender 12,0% 77,5% 10,5% 100,0% 
Count 32 133 35 200 Male 
%within gender 16,0% 66,5% 17,5% 100,0% 

 

12% of the females recycle because they want to be seen environmentally conscious 

whereas for males this percentage is 16. This data will be used for Chi-square analyses 

applications in order to determine whether a significant relationship exists between gender and 

wanting to be seen as an environmentally conscious person as a reason to recycle. 
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Test for Hypothesis 1.: 

H01: There is no relationship between gender and wanting to be seen as an 

environmentally conscious person as a reason to recycle. 

 H11: There is a relationship between gender and wanting to be seen as an 

environmentally conscious person as a reason to recycle. 

Table 41: Chi-Square Tests for Hypothesis 1 

 Value df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6,323* 2 ,042 
Likelihood Ratio 6,366 2 ,041 
Linear-by-linear Association 3,209 1 ,073 
Symmetric Measures    
Phi ,126  ,042 
Cramer's V ,126  ,042 

* 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28,00. 
 

The results of Hypothesis 1 show that there is a relationship between gender and 

wanting to be seen environmentally conscious as a reason to recycle (x2= 6,323; p= 

0,042<0,05). Since the Cramer’s V is 0,126; it can be said that the relationship between gender 

and wanting to be seen environmentally conscious as a reason to recycle indicates low 

association.   

Table 42: Marital status and incomprehensible information as a barrier to recycling cross tabulation 

Marital status Information is not comprehensible 
 Yes No missing total 

Count 19 243 3 265 Single 
%within marital s. 7,2% 91,7% 1,1% 100,0% 
Count 22 112 1 135 Married 
%within marital s. 16,3% 83,0% ,7% 100,0% 

 

7% of the single respondents and 16% of married respondents mentioned that they 

perceive incomprehensible information as a barrier to recycling. 
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Test for Hypothesis 2.: 

H02: There is no relationship between marital status and perceiving incomprehensible 

information as a barrier to recycling. 

 H12: There is a relationship between marital status and perceiving incomprehensible 

information as a barrier to recycling. 

Table 43: Chi-Square Tests for Hypothesis 2  

 Value df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 8,174* 2 ,017 
Likelihood Ratio 7,742 2 ,021 
Linear-by-linear Association 2,124 1 ,145 
Symmetric Measures    
Phi ,143  ,017 
Cramer's V ,143  ,017 

* 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,35. 
 

The results of Hypothesis 2 show that there is a relationship between marital status 

and perceiving incomprehensible information as a barrier to recycling (x2= 8,174; p= 

0,017<0,05). Since the Cramer’s V is 0,143, it can be said that the relationship between marital 

status and perceiving incomprehensible information as a barrier to recycling indicates low 

association.  

Demographics and Opportunities to Improved Recycling Behavior: 
  

Table 44: Marital status and wanting more recycling containers to recycle more cross tabulation 

 

Marital status More recycling containers 
 Yes No missing total 

Count 201 64 0 265 Single  
%within marital s. 75,8% 24,2% ,0% 100,0% 
Count 86 48 1 135 Married 
%within marital s. 63,7% 35,6% ,7% 100,0% 

76% of the single respondents and 64% of married respondents mentioned that they 

wanted more recycling containers in order to contribute more to recycling. 
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Test for Hypothesis 3.: 

H03: There is no relationship between marital status and wanting more recycling 

containers to recycle more. 

 H13: There is a relationship between marital status and wanting more recycling 

containers to recycle more. 

Table 45: Chi-Square Tests for Hypothesis 3 

 Value df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7,956* 2 ,019 
Likelihood Ratio 8,053 2 ,018 
Linear-by-linear Association 7,656 1 ,006 
Symmetric Measures    
Phi ,141  ,019 
Cramer's V ,141  ,019 

* 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0,34. 
 

According to the results of the Chi-Square test, x2= 7,956 and p= 0,019<0,05. Therefore 

we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a relationship between marital status 

and wanting more recycling containers to recycle more. Cramer’s V has a value of 0,141 

which indicate low association. 

Table 46: Gender and wanting separate containers for each material cross tabulation 

 

Gender Separate containers for each material 
 Yes No missing total 

Count 94 105 1 200 Female 
%within marital s. 47,0% 52,5% ,5% 100,0% 
Count 71 129 0 200 Male 
% within marital s. 35,5% 64,5% ,0% 100,0% 

 

47% of the female respondents and 36% of the male respondents mentioned wanting 

separate containers for each material in order to recycle more. 
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Test for Hypothesis 4.: 

H04: There is no relationship between gender and wanting separate containers for each 

material to recycle more. 

 H14: There is a relationship between gender and wanting separate containers for each 

material to recycle more. 

Table 47: Chi-Square Tests for Hypothesis 4 

 Value df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6,668* 2 ,036 
Likelihood Ratio 7,069 2 ,029 
Linear-by-linear Association 1,685 1 ,194 
Symmetric Measures    
Phi ,129  ,036 
Cramer's V ,129  ,036 

* 2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,50.  
 

The results of the Chi-square test conducted shows that x2= 6,668 and p= 0,036<0,05. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted stating that there 

is a relationship between gender and wanting separate containers for each material to 

recycle more. Cramer’s V value of 0,129 indicates a low association. 

7.3.    Factor analyses and reliability analyses 

The purpose of factor analysis is to discover simple patterns in the pattern of 

relationships among the variables. In particular, it seeks to discover if the observed variables can 

be explained largely or entirely in terms of a much smaller number of variables called factors. In 

other words, in a data set containing many variables, factor analysis can be used to reduce the 

number of variables since factor analysis groups variables with similar characteristics together...  

In order to reduce the interval variables of the study into meaningful factors, factor 

analysis was conducted in two different ways. First of all, variables under each main topic such 

as environmental concern, social responsibility, recycling behavior and attitudes towards 
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recycling were put into factor analysis separately topic by topic and factors have been obtained 

under different topics of interest. Then, in order to see if there exists a difference in the 

formulation of factors when all the variables of the study is included into one factor analysis 

without separating by topic, all the variables of concern, regardless of the topic it belonged to, 

were put into the factor analysis. It was found out that no difference occurred and exactly the 

same factors emerged after conducting one factor analysis for all of the variables together or 

conducting separate factor analyses for different topics. Since the results are same, factor analysis 

when all variables were included together was taken into consideration and the results can be 

seen in the table below. From the factor analysis there emerged 15 factors which were then used 

for further analysis. The factors were named as “Marketing Strategy”, “Environmental threat”, 

“Recycling”, “Flow”, “Environmental protection”, “Reduce and reuse”, “Interaction with 

nature”, “Man over nature”, “Corporate culture”, “Support”, “Balance of nature”, “Personal 

contribution”, “Social responsibility”, “Societal interest” and “Quality perception”. 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is .806 which falls in the 

acceptable range (>.60). The overall reliability value of the scale is .859 (cronbach alpha) which 

is above the recommended level of 0.60. Reliability analysis is further conducted to each of the 

factors determined and reliability results are in the Table 50 below. 

While testing the hypothesis, all factors have been put into analysis on their own with 

just one exception. As the factors “Interaction with nature”, “Balance of nature”, “Man over 

nature” and “Environmental threat” exactly fit the scale used for environmental concern in the 

design of the questionnaire, these four factors have been merged to measure “ Environmental 

concern”. Since they are all measured on a 5-point scale, the factor environmental concern to be 

used have been developed by taking the average of its constituting four factors’ means. 
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Table 48: Factor analysis 

Factors Factor 
Loadings 

Cronbach 
alpha 

No. of 
variab. 

Factor 1: MARKETING STRATEGY  0,811 8 
I recommend the product of a social responsible firm to other people ,767   
I’d rather pay more in order to buy the product of a firm that serves a social 
purpose 

,718 
  

I trust the products of a firm that is socially responsible ,716   
I’m more prone to buy a socially responsible firm’s product  ,696   
A firm which acts with the aim of contributing to society has a positive image 
for me 

,629 
  

If two products have the same price and quality, I prefer the product of the 
socially responsible firm 

,529 
  

Firms which participate in social responsibility efforts care about their 
societies 

,469 
  

Firms should inform the public when they are involved in social responsibility 
projects 

,302 
  

Factor 2: ENVIRONMENTAL THREAT  0,791 7 
Sea pollution ,749   
Contamination of drinking water ,714   
Air pollution ,693   
Deforestation ,690   
Greenhouse effect ,624   
Ozone depletion ,597   
Loss of species ,596   
Factor 3: RECYCLING  0,828 4 
I recycle the packaging, box, bottle…etc of the product when the product is 
finished 

,809 
  

I throw away my waste separately ,797   
I pay attention to the recyclable symbol on the package while buying a product ,761   
I buy products with packages that are soluble in nature ,674   
Factor 4: FLOW  0,740 5 
A firm that supports recycling campaigns have high prestige for me ,601   
I prefer to buy the product of a firm that supports recycling campaigns ,586   
If both have the same price, I’d prefer recyclable materials to non-recyclable 
ones 

,579 
  

Firms should invest on recycling campaigns as a part of their social 
responsibility activities 

,555 
  

People who have sufficient knowledge about recycling participate in recycling 
more  

,493 
  

Factor 5: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION  0,653 3 
Recycling preserves the nature ,715   
Plastic bottles and nylon bags that are used and thrown away cause pollution ,679   
While shopping, rather than nylon bags, recyclable materials such as paper 
bags should be used 

,536 
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Factor 6: REDUCE & REUSE  0,602 5 
I repair the product that is out-of-order before buying a new one ,717   
I buy products that I can reuse for other purposes ,596   
I use products that are durable for long time ,587   
I reduce my amount of consumption ,529   
While buying a product I don’t want it to be packaged unnecessarily ,392   
Factor 7: INTERACTION WITH NATURE  0,605 4 
Humans are severely abusing the environment ,723   
There should be limits to industrialization ,708   
Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to survive ,543   
The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and resources ,472   
Factor 8: MAN OVER NATURE  0,623 3 
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature* ,808   
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs* ,689   
Plants and animals exist primarily to be used by humans* ,657   
Factor 9: CORPORATE CULTURE  0,752 2 
A firm’s main role in society should be to raise the present ethical standards ,743   
Social responsibility projects are among the principal duties of firms ,546   
Factor 10: SUPPORT  0,581 2 
Government supports recycling campaigns ,876   
Firms support recycling campaigns ,875   
Factor 11: BALANCE OF NATURE  0,545 3 
We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support ,725   
When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences ,515   
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset ,457   
Factor 12: PERSONAL CONTRIBUTION  0,447 2 
Recyclable wastes should be collected from my house in order for me to 
recycle more* 

,763 
  

It’s troublesome to separate my waste for recycling* ,650   
Factor 13: SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY  0,340 2 
Firms participate in social responsibility projects just to promote themselves* ,742   
A firm’s sole aim is to make profit* ,485   
Factor 14: SOCIETAL INTEREST  - 1 
Firms should not care about social problems* ,678   
Factor 15: QUALITY PERCEPTION  - 1 
A recycled product has low quality* ,679   
Scale’s Cronbach alpha  0,859  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of                                                    ,806 
Sampling Adequacy             
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity               approx. Chi-Square    6614,016 
                                                               df                                 351 
                                                               sig.                                     ,000 
 
* Item reverse coded in order to obtain a positive statement 
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7.4.    Multiple regression analysis 

Multiple regression analysis is used to assess the degree and character of the relationship 

between dependent and independent variables by forming the variate of independent variables. 

The aims of using multiple regression analysis are: 

1. determine whether the independent variables explain a significant variation in the 

dependent variable: whether a relationship exists. 

2. determine how much of the variation in the dependent variable can be explained 

by the independent variables: strength of the relationship. 

3. determine the structure or form of the relationship: the mathematical equation 

relating the independent and dependent variables. 

4. predict the values of the dependent variable. 

5. control for other independent variables when evaluating the contributions of a 

specific variable or set of variables. 
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Figure 6: Revised conceptual Model of independent – dependent variables of the research 

 
Source: Prepared by the researcher 
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Test for Hypothesis 5.: 

H05: The four independent variables (Level of knowledge/ Environmental concern/ 

Marketing strategy/ Perceived importance) will not significantly explain the variance in recycling 

behavior. 

H15: The four independent variables (Level of knowledge/ Environmental concern/ 

Marketing strategy/ Perceived importance) will significantly explain the variance in recycling 

behavior. 

To apply the regression procedure, recycling behavior was selected as the dependent 

variable to be predicted by the four independent variables: 

V1: Level of knowledge on recycling 

V2: Environmental concern  

V3: Marketing strategy of firms on social responsibility 

V4: Perceived importance of recycling  

Table 49 below displays all the correlation among 4 independent variables (V1, V2, V3, 

and V4) and their correlations with the dependent variable. Examination of the correlation matrix 

indicates that “Level of knowledge” is most closely correlated independent variable (,456) with 

the dependent variable. 

Table 49: Correlations 

 DEPENDENT 
Recycling 

INDEPENDENT 
   V1          V2         V3        V4 

Pearson Correlation 
Dependent- Recycling 
V1 Level of knowledge  
V2 Environmental concern 
V3 Marketing strategy 
V4 Perceived importance 

 
1,000 
0,456 
0,182 
0,247 
0,324 

 
0,456 
1,000 
0,010 
0,169 
0,256 

 
0,182 
0,010 
1,000 
0,239 
0,244 

 
0,247 
0,169 
0,239 
1,000 
0,228 

 
0,324 
0,256 
0,244 
0,228 
1,000 
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Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
 
  
 
  

The results of the regression model can be found in Table 50 and Table 51. 

Table 50: Results of Regression - ANOVA 

ANOVA* 
Model Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

         Regression 
         Residual 
         Total 

112,909 
281,261 
349,169 

4 
387 
391 

28,227 
,727 

 

38,839 ,000** 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
*Dependent Variable: RECYCLING 
**Predictors (Constant), V1 (level of knowledge), V2 (environmental concern), V3 (marketing strategy), 
V4 (perceived importance) 
 

Table 51: Results of Regression – COEFFICIENTS 

 
COEFFICIENTS* 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model 
 

B Std. 
Error 

Beta 

t Sig. 

 
1        (Constant) 
                       V2 
                       V3 
                       V4 
                       V1 

 
2,058 

,273 
,199 
,331 
,495 

,553 
,108 
,076 
,093 
,056 

        
        ,114 

,118 
,165 
,396 

  
3,719 
2,526 
2,611 
3,552 
8,820 

   
  ,000 
,012 
,009 
,000 
,000 

 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
*Dependent Variable: RECYCLING 

  

 

The values 0,495; 0,273; 0,199 and 0,331 are the regression coefficients (beta) of V1, 

V2, V3 and V4 respectively. That means if level of knowledge (V1) increases by one unit, 

recycling increases by 0,495; if environmental concern increases by one unit, recycling increases 

by 0,273; if social responsibility marketing strategy increases by one unit, recycling increases by 



 
 

118 

0,199 and if perceived importance of recycling increases by one unit, recycling increases by 

0,331. This reflects that level of knowledge on recycling has the highest impact on recycling 

followed by perceived importance of recycling.  Regression equation can be formulated as: 

Y= 2,058 +, 495V1 +, 273V2 + ,199V3 + 0,331V4 

All t-values are significant with V1 (0,000), V2 (0,012), V3 (0,009) and V4 (0,000). 

Standard errors for V1, V2, V3 and V4 are 0,056, 0,108, 0,076 and 0,093 respectively which are 

small standard errors implying more reliable prediction. 

Tolerance value and variance inflation factor (VIF) have also been checked to see if 

multicollinearity exists between variables. Tolerance is the amount of variance in an independent 

variable that is not explained by the other independent variables.  If the other variables explain a 

lot of the variance of a particular independent variable we have a problem with multicollinearity.  

Thus, small values for tolerance indicate problems of multicollinearity.  Variance Inflation Factor 

(VIF) measures how much the variance of the regression coefficients is inflated by 

multicollinearity problems.  If VIF equals 0, there is no correlation between the independent 

measures.  A VIF measure of 1 is an indication of some association between predictor variables, 

but generally not enough to cause problems.   A maximum acceptable VIF value would be 10;  

anything higher would indicate a problem with multicollinearity. 

Tolerance values are 0,913, 0,901, 0,900 and 0,855 respectively. Those values indicate 

good results (close to 1) implying that there is low multicollinearity meaning there is no high 

correlation between independent variables. Also, the measured VIF values are 1,095, 1,110, 

1,112 and 1,170 for V1, V2, V3 and V4 respectively thus another check for multicollinearity was 

met. 

As a result, it can be concluded that, recycling behavior was significantly explained by 

all four independent variables- level of knowledge, environmental concern, marketing strategy 

and perceived importance of recycling- as assumed in the formulated hypothesis.  
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Test for Hypothesis 6.: 

H06: The five independent variables (Recycling/ Level of knowledge/ Perceived 

importance/ Marketing strategy/ Environmental concern) will not significantly explain the 

variance in flow. 

H16: The five independent variables (Recycling/ Level of knowledge/ Perceived 

importance/ Marketing strategy/ Environmental concern) will significantly explain the variance 

in flow. 

To apply the regression procedure, flow was selected as the dependent variable to be 

predicted by the five independent variables: 

V1: Recycling 

V2: Level of knowledge on recycling  

V3: Perceived importance of recycling  

V4: Marketing strategy of firms on social responsibility 

V5: Environmental concern  

Table 52 below displays all the correlation among 5 independent variables (V1, V2, V3, 

V4, and V5) and their correlations with the dependent variable. Examination of the correlation 

matrix indicates that “Marketing strategy” is most closely correlated independent variable (,547) 

with the dependent variable. 
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Table 52: Correlations for Hypothesis 6 

 DEPENDENT 
Flow 

INDEPENDENT 
   V1          V2         V3        V4      V5 

Pearson Correlation 
Dependent- Flow 
V1 Recycling  
V2 Level of knowledge 
V3 Perceived importance  
V4 Marketing strategy 
V5 Environmental concern 

 
1,000 
,322 
,190 
,383 
,547 
,279 

 
,322 

1,000 
,456 
,324 
,247 
,182 

 
,190 
,456 

1,000 
,256 
,169 
,010 

 
,383 
,324 
,256 

1,000 
,228 
,244 

 
,547 
,247 
,169 
,228 

1,000 
,239 

 
,279 
,182 
,010 
,244 
,239 

1,000 
Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 

 

The results of the regression model can be found in Table 53 and Table 54. 

Table 53: Results of Regression - ANOVA 

ANOVA* 
Model Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

         Regression 
         Residual 
         Total 

56,823 
87,848 

144,671 

5 
380 
385 

11,365 
,231 

 

49,159 ,000** 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
*Dependent Variable: FLOW 
**Predictors (Constant), V1 (recycling), V2 (level of knowledge), V3 (perceived importance), V4 
(marketing strategy), V5 (environmental concern) 

Table 54: Results of Regression – COEFFICIENTS 

 
COEFFICIENTS* 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model 
 

B Std. 
Error 

Beta 

t Sig. 

1                   (Constant) 
                       V1 
                       V2 
                       V3 
                       V4 
                       V5 

,175 
,077 
-,002 
,270 
,456 
,140 

,323 
,029 
,035 
,054 
,044 
,062 

 
,127 
-,003 
,221 
,444 
,095 

,543 
2,682 
-,058 
5,033 

10,459 
2,246 

,587 
,008 
,954 
,000 
,000 
,025 

Source: SPPS Programme 12.0 
*Dependent Variable: FLOW 
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The values 0,127; -0,003; 0,221, 0,444 and 0,095 are the regression coefficients (beta) of 

V1, V2, V3, V4 and V5 respectively. Marketing strategy of firms regarding social responsibility 

has the highest impact on flow followed by perceived importance of recycling. Regression 

equation can be formulated as: 

Y=,175 +, 077V1 + -, 002V2 + ,270V3 + ,456V4 + ,140V5 

All t-values are significant except V2 (level of knowledge).  

Tolerance value and variance inflation factor (VIF) have been checked for V1, V3, V4 

and V5 to see if multicollinearity exists between variables. Tolerance values are 0,713; 0,830; 

0,889 and 0,896 respectively. Those values indicate good results (close to 1) implying that there 

is low multicollinearity meaning there is no high correlation between independent variables. 

Also, the measured VIF values are close to one, so although there exists an association between 

the independent variables, this does not cause any problems with multicollinearity.  

It is concluded that, flow was significantly explained by four of the five independent 

variables- recycling, perceived importance of recycling, marketing strategy and environmental 

concern. In the assumed hypothesis five of the independent variables were assumed to be 

explaining the dependent variable-flow, however level of knowledge did not significantly explain 

flow.  

7.5.    Statistics for comparison of means: Independent t-tests 

In this section, results of the statistical analysis conducted to test the formulated 

hypotheses through independent t-tests will be given in detail.  

A t-test is used to see if there are any significant statistical differences in the means of 

different two groups. An Independent Samples t-Test is used with groups that do not share pairs 

of scores. While conducting the t-tests, the independent variable was measured on a nominal 
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scale and the dependent variable measured on an interval scale. The significant results of the 

analyses can be found in detail below. 

Test for Hypothesis 7.: 

H07: There will be no significant difference in importance of social responsibility as a 

purchase criteria between single respondents and married respondents. 

H17: There will be significant difference in importance of social responsibility as a 

purchase criteria between single respondents and married respondents. 

Table 55: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 7 

  Marital status N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

single 265 3,8528 1,01366 ,06227 Social 
responsibility 
criteria 

married 135 4,1185 1,07933 ,09289 

Source: SPPS Programme 12. 
 

Table 56: Independent Samples Test between single and married respondents  
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,257 ,612 
-

2,425 
398 ,016 -,26569 ,10957 

-
,48110 

-
,05028 

Social 
responsibility 
criteria 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    
-

2,376 
255,310 ,018 -,26569 ,11183 

-
,48592 

-
,04546 

Source: SPPS Programme 12. 
 

In order to decide the correct t-Test to be used, Levene’s test for equality of variances 

was performed. Levene’s Test for equality of variances; F= 0,257 p= 0,612 Since the significance 

level for Levene’s test is above 0,05, the “Equal Variances” test was applied. According to the 
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results of the t-test, there was significant differences between the mean scores of the two groups. 

Since p=0,016 is below 0,05, the null hypothesis was rejected at 0,05 significance level and the 

alternate hypothesis was accepted. This shows that there is significant difference in importance 

of social responsibility as a purchase criteria between single and married respondents.  

Test for Hypothesis 8.: 

H08: There will be no significant difference in importance of social responsibility as a 

purchase criteria between respondents who don’t have a child and respondents who have a child. 

H18: There will be significant difference in importance of social responsibility as a 

purchase criteria between respondents who don’t have a child and respondents who have a child. 

Table 57: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 8 

  children N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

yes 122 4,2049 1,02802 ,09307 Social 
responsibility 
criteria 

no 278 3,8273 1,02972 ,06176 

 

Table 58: Independent Samples Test between respondents who have a child and who don’t have a 
child  

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,029 ,864 3,378 398 ,001 ,37758 ,11177 ,15784 ,59732 
Social 
responsibility 
criteria 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,380 231,413 ,001 ,37758 ,11170 ,15750 ,59766 

 

From Levene’s test for equality of differences, it’s seen that F=0,029 and p=0,864 which 

is above the significance level 0,05. Therefore equal variances will be assumed. The results of the 
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t-test showed that p=0,01 and since it’s below 0,05, null hypothesis was rejected at the 0,05 

significance level and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. There is significant difference in 

importance of social responsibility as a purchase criteria between respondents who don’t 

have a child and respondents who have a child. 

Test for Hypothesis 9.: 

H09: There will be no significant difference in social responsibility knowledge level 

between single respondents and married respondents. 

H19: There will be significant difference in social responsibility knowledge level 

between single respondents and married respondents. 

Table 59: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 9 

 

  Marital status N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

single 265 2,5434 ,89559 ,05502 Social 
responsibility 
knowledge 
level 

married 
135 2,7407 ,88066 ,07580 

 

Table 60: Independent Samples Test between single respondents and married respondents 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,644 ,423 
-

2,096 
398 ,037 -,19734 ,09417 

-
,38248 

-
,01221 

Social 
responsibility 
knowledge 
level Equal 

variances 
not 
assumed 

    
-

2,107 
273,814 ,036 -,19734 ,09366 

-
,38172 

-
,01296 
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Levene’s test for equality of differences was applied in order to decide which t-test to 

use. Since F=0,644 and p=0,423 is above 0,05 significance level, equal variances are assumed. 

The results of the t-test shows that p=0,037 which is below 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is 

rejected. There is significant difference in social responsibility knowledge level between 

single respondents and married respondents. 

Test for Hypothesis 10.: 

H010: There will be no significant difference in perceived importance of recycling 

between females and males.  

H110: There will be significant difference in perceived importance of recycling between 

females and males.  

Table 61: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 10 

 

  gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Importance of recycling female 199 4,8442 ,36356 ,02577 

  male 199 4,6784 ,59211 ,04197 

 

Table 62: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

43,727 ,000 3,367 396 ,001 ,16583 ,04925 ,06900 ,26266 
Importance 
of 
recycling 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,367 328,716 ,001 ,16583 ,04925 ,06894 ,26272 
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According to the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, F= 43,727 and 

p=0,000. In that case, p is below 0,05 and we can not assume equal variances. Therefore we use 

the t-test results where equal variances is not assumed. T-test results show that p=0,01 which is 

below the significance level, 0,05. There is significance difference in means and the null 

hypothesis is rejected whereas the alternate hypothesis is accepted. There is significant 

difference in perceived importance of recycling between females and males. 

Test for Hypothesis 11.: 

H011: There will be no significant difference in perceived importance of recycling 

between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

H111: There will be significant difference in perceived importance of recycling between 

recyclers and non-recyclers.  

Table 63: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 11 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Importance 
of recycling 

recycler 
339 4,8083 ,41616 ,02260 

  non-recycler 58 4,4828 ,77779 ,10213 

 
Table 64: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and non-recyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

50,928 ,000 4,720 395 ,000 ,32550 ,06896 ,18993 ,46107 
Importance 
of 
recycling 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,112 62,695 ,003 ,32550 ,10460 ,11645 ,53455 
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The results of Levene’s test for equality of differences show that, F= 50,928 and 

p=0,000. Since p is below 0,05 we can not assume equal variances. Therefore we use the t-test 

results where equal variances is not assumed. T-test results show that p=0,03 which is below the 

significance level, 0,05. There is significance difference in means and the null hypothesis is 

rejected whereas the alternate hypothesis is accepted. There is significant difference in 

perceived importance of recycling between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

Test for Hypothesis 12.: 

H012: There will be no significant difference in recycling knowledge level between 

recyclers and non-recyclers.  

H112: There will be significant difference in recycling knowledge level between 

recyclers and non-recyclers.  

Table 65: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 12 

   N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recyclers 341 3,1613 ,78615 ,04257 Recycling 
knowledge 
level 

non-recyclers 58 2,5345 ,68096 ,08941 

 

Table 66: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and non-recyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,020 ,887 5,717 397 ,000 ,62681 ,10964 ,41126 ,84236 
Recycling 
knowledge 
level 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    6,329 85,040 ,000 ,62681 ,09903 ,42991 ,82371 
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According to the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, F= 0,020 and 

p=0,887 < 0,05; therefore we can assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show 

that p=0,00 which is below the significance level, 0,05. There is significance difference in means 

and the null hypothesis is rejected whereas the alternate hypothesis is accepted. There is 

significant difference in recycling knowledge level between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

 

Test for Hypothesis 13.: 

H013: There will be no significant difference in social responsibility knowledge level 

between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

H113: There will be significant difference in social responsibility knowledge level 

between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

Table 67: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 13 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recyclers 341 2,6569 ,87591 ,04743 Social 
responsibility 
knowledge level 

non-recyclers 58 2,3276 ,96223 ,12635 

 
Table 68: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and non-recyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2,240 ,135 2,608 397 ,009 ,32931 ,12624 ,08112 ,57750 
Social 
responsibility 
knowledge 
level Equal 

variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,440 73,953 ,017 ,32931 ,13496 ,06039 ,59822 
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The results of Levene’s test for equality of differences show that F= 2,240 and p=0,135 

which is below 0,05; therefore we assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show 

that p=0,09 is below the significance level of 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected 

whereas the alternate hypothesis is accepted. There is significant difference in social 

responsibility knowledge level between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

Test for Hypothesis 14.: 

H014: There will be no significant difference in the preference to purchase the 

service/product of a firm that supports recycling campaigns between recyclers and non-recyclers.  

H114: There will be significant difference in the preference to purchase the 

service/product of a firm that supports recycling campaigns between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

Table 69: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 14 

   N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Product 
purchase 
preference 

Recycler 
335 3,8896 ,84929 ,04640 

  Nonrecycler 58 3,3966 1,10723 ,14539 

 
  

Table 70: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and nonrecyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

7,682 ,006 3,888 391 ,000 ,49300 ,12680 ,24371 ,74229 
Product 
purchase 
preference 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,230 69,082 ,002 ,49300 ,15261 ,18856 ,79745 
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Considering the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, we can not assume 

equal variances since F= 7,682 and p=0,006 which is below 0,05. T-test results for equal 

variances not assumed show that p=0,002< 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. There 

is significant difference in the preference to purchase the service/product of a firm that 

supports recycling campaigns between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

Test for Hypothesis 15.: 

H015: There will be no significant difference in the perception that a firm which 

supports recycling campaigns have high prestige between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

H115: There will be significant difference in the perception that a firm which supports 

recycling campaigns have high prestige between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

Table 71: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 15 

   N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Recycler 334 3,8832 ,82463 ,04512 prestige 

nonrecycler 58 3,3448 1,16305 ,15272 

 
Table 72: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and nonrecyclers 
  

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

16,552 ,000 4,290 390 ,000 ,53841 ,12550 ,29167 ,78514 
prestige 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,381 67,299 ,001 ,53841 ,15924 ,22058 ,85623 
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Considering the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, we can not assume 

equal variances since F= 16,552 and p=0,000 which is below 0,05.T-test results for equal 

variances not assumed show that p=0,001< 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. There 

is significant difference in the perception that a firm which supports recycling campaigns 

have high prestige between recyclers and non-recyclers. 

Test for Hypothesis 16.: 

H016: There will be no significant difference in recycling (factor3) between females and 

males.  

H116: There will be significant difference in recycling (factor3) between females and 

males.  

Table 73: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 16 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

female 200 3,1175 ,98318 ,06952 recycling 

male 199 2,8291 1,00552 ,07128 

 

Table 74: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,138 ,711 2,896 397 ,004 ,28835 ,09956 ,09262 ,48409 
recycling 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,896 396,700 ,004 ,28835 ,09957 ,09261 ,48410 

 
Results of Levene’s test for equality of differences show F= 0,138 and p=0,711>0,05; 

therefore we can assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show that p=0,004 
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which is below the significance level of 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in recycling (factor3) between 

females and males.  

Test for Hypothesis 17.: 

H017: There will be no significant difference in recycling between single and married 

respondents. 

H117: There will be significant difference in recycling between single and married 

respondents. 

Table 75: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 17 

 
Marital 
status N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

single 264 2,8845 ,95647 ,05887 recycling 

married 135 3,1481 1,07216 ,09228 

 
 
Table 76: Independent Samples Test between single and married respondents 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

3,234 ,073 -2,499 397 ,013 -,26368 ,10549 
-

,47107 
-

,05628 

recycling 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    -2,409 244,617 ,017 -,26368 ,10945 
-

,47927 
-

,04808 

 

Results of Levene’s test for equality of differences show F= 3,234 and p=0,073>0,05; 

therefore we can assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show that p=0,013 
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which is below the significance level of 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in recycling between single and 

married respondents. 

Test for Hypothesis 18.: 

H018: There will be no significant difference in recycling between respondents who 

have children and who don’t. 

H118: There will be significant difference in recycling between respondents who have 

children and who don’t. 

Table 77: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 18 

  children N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recycling yes 122 3,1742 1,05817 ,09580 

  no 277 2,8854 ,96740 ,05813 

 
Table 78: Independent Samples Test between respondents who have children and who don’t 
  

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1,858 ,174 2,669 397 ,008 ,28880 ,10822 ,07605 ,50155 
recycling 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,577 213,780 ,011 ,28880 ,11206 ,06792 ,50968 

 
 

Results of Levene’s test for equality of differences show F= 1,858 and p=0,174>0,05; 

therefore we can assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show that p=0,008 

which is below the significance level of 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and the 
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alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in recycling between 

respondents who have children and who don’t. 

Test for Hypothesis 19.: 

H019: There will be no significant difference in reduce and reuse (factor 6) between 

females and males. 

H119: There will be significant difference in reduce and reuse (factor 6) between females 

and males. 

Table 79: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 19 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

female 200 3,6540 ,63173 ,04467 reduce and 
reuse 

male 199 3,4925 ,75818 ,05375 

 

Table 80: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

3,835 ,051 2,312 397 ,021 ,16154 ,06985 ,02421 ,29887 
reduce and 
reuse 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,311 383,806 ,021 ,16154 ,06989 ,02413 ,29894 

 

According to the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, F has a value of 

3,835 and p=0,051>0,05; therefore we assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances 

show that p=0,021 which is below the significance level of 0,05. So the null hypothesis is 
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rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in reduce and 

reuse (factor 6) between females and males. 

Test for Hypothesis 20.: 

H020: There will be no significant difference in reduce and reuse between respondents 

who have children and who don’t. 

H120: There will be significant difference in reduce and reuse between respondents who 

have children and who don’t. 

Table 81: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 20 

 children N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

yes 122 3,6984 ,72920 ,06602 reduce and 
reuse 

no 277 3,5184 ,68301 ,04104 

 

Table 82: Independent Samples Test between respondents who have children and who don’t 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1,880 ,171 2,375 397 ,018 ,17995 ,07578 ,03097 ,32893 
reduce and 
reuse 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,315 218,288 ,022 ,17995 ,07773 ,02674 ,33315 

 

As a result of Levene’s test for equality of differences, F= 1,880 and p=0,171>0,05; 

therefore we can assume equal variances. T-test results for equal variances show that p=0,018< 

the significance level of 0,05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate 
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hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in reduce and reuse between respondents 

who have children and who don’t. 

Test for Hypothesis 21.: 

H021: There will be no significant difference in reduce and reuse between recyclers and 

nonrecyclers 

H121: There will be significant difference in reduce and reuse between recyclers and 

nonrecyclers  

Table 83: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 21 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recycler 341 3,6434 ,64843 ,03511 reduce and reuse 

non-recycler 58 3,1621 ,85221 ,11190 

 

Table 84: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and non-recyclers 
 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

    F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

8,684 ,003 4,973 397 ,000 ,48133 ,09679 ,29105 ,67162 
reduce and 
reuse 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    4,104 68,667 ,000 ,48133 ,11728 ,24734 ,71532 

 

From Levene’s test for equality of differences, we see that F= 8,684 and p=0,003 which 

is below 0,05; so we can not assume equal variances. T-test results where equal variances are not 

assumed show that p=0,000 is below the significance level of 0,05. Accordingly, the null 
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hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in 

recycling between respondents who have children and who don’t. 

Test for Hypothesis 22.: 

H022: There will be no significant difference in personal contribution (factor 12) 

between recyclers and nonrecyclers. 

H122: There will be significant in personal contribution (factor 12) between recyclers 

and nonrecyclers. 

Table 85: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 22 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Recycler 334 2,6722 ,93055 ,05092 personal 
contribution 

Non-recycler 58 2,2845 ,83305 ,10938 

 

Table 86: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and non-recyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,203 ,652 2,972 390 ,003 ,38767 ,13044 ,13123 ,64412 
personal 
contribution 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,213 83,705 ,002 ,38767 ,12065 ,14773 ,62762 

 

Levene’s test for equality of differences show that F= 0,203 and p=0,652>0,05; so we 

assume equal variances. According to the t-test results for equal variances p=0,003 and that is 

below the significance level of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate 
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hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in personal contribution (factor 12) 

between recyclers and nonrecyclers. 

Test for Hypothesis 23.: 

H023: There will be no significant difference in environmental concern (f2+f7+f8+f11) 

between females and males. 

H123: There will be significant difference in environmental concern (f2+f7+f8+f11) 

between females and males. 

Table 87: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 23 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

female 200 4,2384 ,35091 ,02481 Environmental 
concern  

male 200 4,0704 ,47612 ,03367 

 

Table 88: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

13,516 ,000 4,016 398 ,000 ,16796 ,04182 ,08574 ,25018 
environmental 
concern  

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    4,016 365,937 ,000 ,16796 ,04182 ,08572 ,25020 

 

We can’t assume equality of variances since the results of the Levene’s test for equality 

of differences show that F= 13,516 and p=0,000 which is below 0,05. According to the t-test 

results where equal variances are not assumed,  p=0,003 and that is below the significance level 
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of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected. There is significant difference in environmental 

concern (f2+f7+f8+f11) between females and males. 

Test for Hypothesis 24.: 

H024: There will be no significant difference in flow (factor 4) between females and 

males. 

H124: There will be significant difference in flow (factor 4) between females and males. 

Table 89: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 24 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

female 197 4,1574 ,57269 ,04080 flow 

male 195 3,9877 ,63785 ,04568 

 

Table 90: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

,028 ,868 2,772 390 ,006 ,16967 ,06121 ,04932 ,29002 
flow 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,770 384,686 ,006 ,16967 ,06125 ,04925 ,29009 

 

We assume equality of variances since the results of the Levene’s test for equality of 

differences show that F= 0,028 and p=0,868 >0,05. According to the t-test results, p=0,006 and 

that is below the significance level of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected. There is 

significant difference in flow (factor 4) between females and males. 
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Test for Hypothesis 25.: 

H025: There will be no significant difference in flow between recyclers and 

nonrecyclers. 

H125: There will be significant difference in flow between recyclers and nonrecyclers. 

Table 91: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 25 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recycler 334 4,1228 ,56026 ,03066 flow 

Non-
recycler 

58 3,7862 ,79371 ,10422 

 

Table 92: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and nonrecyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

8,109 ,005 3,943 390 ,000 ,33655 ,08536 ,16872 ,50437 
flow 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,098 67,204 ,003 ,33655 ,10863 ,11972 ,55337 

 

Levene’s test for equality of differences show that F= 0,203 and p=0,005< 0,05; so we 

can not assume equal variances. For the t-test results p=0,003 and that is below the significance 

level of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted. There is 

significant difference in flow between recyclers and nonrecyclers. 
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Test for Hypothesis 26.: 

H026: There will be no significant difference in environmental protection (factor 5) 

between females and males. 

H126: There will be significant difference in environmental protection (factor 5) between 

females and males. 

Table 93: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 26 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Environmental 
protection 

female 
197 4,7022 ,41016 ,02922 

  male 196 4,5935 ,51395 ,03671 

 

Table 94: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

5,101 ,024 2,317 391 ,021 ,10866 ,04689 ,01646 ,20086 
Environmental 
protection 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,316 371,872 ,021 ,10866 ,04692 ,01640 ,20093 

 

According to the results of Levene’s test for equality of differences, F= 5,101 and 

p=0,024<0,05; so we can not assume equal variances. T-test results show that p=0,021 and that is 

below the significance level of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate 

hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in environmental protection (factor 5) 

between females and males. 
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Test for Hypothesis 27.: 

H027: There will be no significant difference in marketing strategy (factor 1) between 

females and males. 

H127: There will be significant difference in marketing strategy (factor 1) between 

females and males. 

Table 95: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 27 

 gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

female 196 4,0574 ,53519 ,03823 marketing 
strategy 

male 198 3,8643 ,63722 ,04529 

 

Table 96: Independent Samples Test between females and males 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2,339 ,127 3,256 392 ,001 ,19313 ,05932 ,07651 ,30975 
marketing 
strategy 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    3,259 381,889 ,001 ,19313 ,05926 ,07661 ,30965 

 
Levene’s test for equality of differences show that F= 2,339 and p=0,127>0,05; so we 

assume equal variances. According to the t-test results for equal variances p=0,001 and that is 

below the significance level of 0,05. So, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate 

hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in marketing strategy (factor 1) between 

females and males. 
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Test for Hypothesis 28.: 

H028: There will be no significant difference in marketing strategy between respondents 

who have children and who don’t. 

H128: There will be significant difference in marketing strategy between respondents 

who have children and who don’t. 

Table 97: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 28 

 children N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

yes 121 4,0847 ,60644 ,05513 marketing 
strategy no 273 3,9052 ,58375 ,03533 

 

Table 98: Independent Samples Test between respondents who have children and who don’t 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1,476 ,225 2,782 392 ,006 ,17949 ,06452 ,05264 ,30634 
marketing 
strategy 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,741 222,265 ,007 ,17949 ,06548 ,05045 ,30853 

 
We assume equality of variances according to the results of Levene’s test for equality of 

differences since F= 1,476 and p=0,225 which is greater than 0,05. T-test results for equal 

variances show that p=0,006 and that is below the significance level of 0,05. So, the null 

hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted. There is significant difference in 

marketing strategy between respondents who have children and who don’t. 
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Test for Hypothesis 29.: 

H029: There will be no significant difference in marketing strategy between recyclers 

and nonrecyclers. 

H129: There will be significant difference in marketing strategy between recyclers and 

nonrecyclers. 

Table 99: Group Statistics for Hypothesis 29 

  N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

recycler 336 4,0015 ,56234 ,03068 marketing strategy 

non-recycler 58 3,7220 ,72208 ,09481 

 

Table 100: Independent Samples Test between recyclers and nonrecyclers 
 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

   F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

3,711 ,055 3,342 392 ,001 ,27951 ,08365 ,11506 ,44396 
marketing 
strategy 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

    2,805 69,430 ,007 ,27951 ,09965 ,08072 ,47829 

 

Levene’s test for equality of differences show that F= 3,711 and p=0,055>0,05; so we 

assume equal variances. According to the t-test results for equal variances p=0,001 which is 

below the significance level of 0,05. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. There is 

significant difference in marketing strategy between recyclers and nonrecyclers. 
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7.6.    Correlation analyses 

A correlation coefficient (r) is a statistic used for measuring the strength of a supposed 

linear association between two variables. The most common correlation coefficient is the 

Pearson correlation coefficient. Values of Pearson Correlation coefficient (r) range from +1 

(perfect correlation), through 0 (no correlation), to -1 (perfect negative correlation). In general 

terms, correlation coefficients up to 0.33 are considered to indicate weak relationships, between 

0.34 and 0.66 indicate medium strength relationships and over 0.67 indicate strong relationships. 

It should be noted that correlation analyses does not imply causality, it implies the existence of a 

relationship and the strength of the relation. 

Correlation analyses were conducted on the research hypotheses in order to find whether 

a linear relationship existed between two variables. The variables that were correlated in order to 

test the formulated hypotheses were measured on an interval scale.  

Test for Hypothesis 30.: 

H030: There will be no correlation between social responsibility knowledge level and 

importance of social responsibility as a purchase criteria. 

H130: There will be a correlation between social responsibility knowledge level and 

importance of social responsibility as a purchase criteria. 

Table 101: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 30  

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 2,6100 ,89437 400 

Social responsibility 
purchase criteria 

3,9425 1,04255 400 
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Table 102: Correlations between social responsibility knowledge level and importance of social 
responsibility 
 

    

Social 
responsibility 

knowledge level  
Social responsibility 
 purchase criteria 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 

Pearson Correlation 
1 ,102(*) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . ,041 

  N 400 400 

Social responsibility 
purchase criteria 

Pearson Correlation 
,102(*) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,041 . 

  N 400 400 

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

According to the correlation analysis results, p=0,041 is below the 0,05 significance 

level, therefore we can reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a correlation 

between social responsibility knowledge level and importance of social responsibility as a 

purchase criteria. Pearson correlation coefficient is 0,102 which means that there is weak 

relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 31.: 

H031: There will be no correlation between social responsibility knowledge level and 

recycling knowledge level.  

H131: There will be a correlation between social responsibility knowledge level and 

recycling knowledge level.  

Table 103: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 31 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 2,6100 ,89437 400 

Recycling 
knowledge level 

3,0700 ,80106 400 
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Table 104: Correlations between social responsibility knowledge level and recycling knowledge 
level.  

   

Social 
responsibility 
knowledge 

level 

Recycling 
knowledge 

level 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,311(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 

N 400 400 

Pearson Correlation ,311(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

Recycling knowledge 
level 

N 400 400 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

The results show that p=0,000 < 0,05, therefore we reject the null hypothesis and 

conclude that there is a correlation between social responsibility knowledge level and 

recycling knowledge level. Pearson correlation coefficient is 0,311 which means that there is 

weak relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 32.: 

H032: There will be no correlation between marketing strategy and importance of social 

responsibility as a purchase criteria. 

H132: There will be a correlation between marketing strategy and importance of social 

responsibility as a purchase criteria. 

Table 105: Descriptive Statistics between marketing strategy and importance of social responsibility 
as a purchase criteria 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Social responsibility 
criteria 

3,9425 1,04255 400 

marketing strategy 3,9603 ,59583 394 
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Table 106: Correlations for Hypothesis 32 
 

   

Social 
responsibility 

criteria 
marketing 
strategy 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,313(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

Social responsibility 
criteria 

N 400 394 

Pearson Correlation ,313(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

marketing strategy 

N 394 394 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

According to the results, we see that p=0,000 which is below the 0,05 significance level, 

therefore we can reject the null hypothesis and we can conclude that there is a correlation 

between social responsibility as a purchase criteria and marketing strategy. Pearson 

correlation coefficient is 0,313 indicating a weak relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 33.: 

H033: There will be no correlation between marketing strategy and social responsibility 

knowledge level. 

H133: There will be a correlation between marketing strategy and social responsibility 

knowledge level. 

Table 107: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 33 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 2,6100 ,89437 400 

marketing strategy 3,9603 ,59583 394 
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Table 108: Correlations between marketing strategy and social responsibility knowledge level. 

   

Social 
responsibility 
knowledge 

level 
marketing 
strategy 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,133(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,008 

Social responsibility 
knowledge level 

N 400 394 

Pearson Correlation ,133(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,008 . 

marketing strategy 

N 394 394 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

As seen in table 106, since the value of p=0,008 is below the 0,05 significance level, we 

reject the null hypothesis. there is a correlation between social responsibility knowledge level 

and marketing strategy. Pearson correlation coefficient of 0,133 means that there is weak 

relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 34.: 

H034: There will be no correlation between recycling and reduce/reuse. 

H134: There will be a correlation between recycling and reduce/reuse. 
 

Table 109: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 34 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

recycling 2,9737 1,00357 399 

reduce and reuse 3,5734 ,70147 399 
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Table 110: Correlations for between recycling and reduce/reuse 
  

    recycling 
reduce and 

reuse 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,454(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

recycling 

N 399 399 

Pearson Correlation ,454(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

reduce and reuse 

N 399 399 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

The results show that p=0,000< 0,05 significance level, therefore we can reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a correlation between recycling and reduce and reuse. 

Pearson correlation coefficient is 0,454 which means that there is a medium strength of 

relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 35.: 

H035: There will be no correlation between flow and reduce/reuse. 

H135: There will be a correlation between flow and reduce/reuse. 

Table 111: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 35 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

flow 4,0730 ,61114 392 

reduce and reuse 3,5734 ,70147 399 

 
Table 112: Correlations between flow and reduce/reuse 
  

    flow 
reduce and 

reuse 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,370(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

flow 

N 392 392 

Pearson Correlation ,370(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

reduce and reuse 

N 392 399 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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According to the results of the correlation analysis we see that p=0,000 is below the 0,05 

significance level, therefore we can reject the null hypothesis. We conclude that there is a 

correlation between flow and reduce and reuse. Pearson correlation coefficient is 0,370 which 

means that there is medium strength of relationship between the variables. 

Test for Hypothesis 36.: 

H036: There will be no correlation between environmental protection and recycling. 

H136: There will be a correlation between environmental protection and recycling. 

Table 113: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 36 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

environmental protection 4,6480 ,46741 393 

recycling 2,9737 1,00357 399 

 

Table 114: Correlations between environmental protection and recycling 
 

    
environmental 

protection recycling 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,226(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

environmental 
protection 

N 393 393 

Pearson Correlation ,226(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

recycling 

N 393 399 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Results of the correlation analysis show that p=0,000 is below the 0,05 significance 

level, therefore we reject the null hypothesis. We conclude that there is a correlation between 

environmental protection and recycling. Pearson correlation coefficient is 0,226 which means 

that there is a weak strength of relationship between the variables. 
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Test for Hypothesis 37.: 

H037: There will be no correlation between environmental protection and reduce/reuse. 

H137: There will be a correlation between environmental protection and reduce/reuse. 

Table 115: Descriptive Statistics for Hypothesis 36 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

environmental protection 4,6480 ,46741 393 

reduce and reuse 3,5734 ,70147 399 

 

Table 116: Correlations between environmental protection and reduce/reuse 
 

    
environmental 

protection 
reduce and 

reuse 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,297(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

environmental 
protection 

N 393 393 

Pearson Correlation ,297(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

reduce and reuse 

N 393 399 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

According to the results of the correlation analysis we see that p=0,000 is below the 0,05 

significance level, therefore we can reject the null hypothesis. We conclude that there is a 

correlation between environmental protection and reduce and reuse. Pearson correlation 

coefficient is 0,297 indicating a weak relationship between the variables. 
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8. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this section conclusions of the study drawn from the research findings will be 

explained and following that, implications of the study regarding marketing will be mentioned as 

well as suggestions of marketing strategies.  

8.1.    Discussion 

The main objectives of this study were providing an overall understanding of customer 

perceptions, knowledge, attitudes, motives and behavior regarding issues of social responsibility, 

environment and specifically recycling as well as providing demographical data. Another 

important purpose was to develop a customer response framework to recycling behavior in the 

context of social responsibility taking into consideration a range of moderating factors.  

Therefore first a review of the relevant theoretical and empirical studies which were 

conducted up to the present time was made followed by a questionnaire that was conducted to 

400 respondents in order to collect primary data. The results of the study were evaluated through 

appropriate statistical methods including frequency and descriptive analyses; cross tabulations 

and chi-square analyses; multiple regression analysis; independent t-tests and correlation 

analysis. 

After conducting the literature survey, prior to conducting the research, a theoretical 

framework was formed according to to the variables found in the literature (p.84). Then after the 

research was conducted and results were evaluated, this theoretical framework was revised 

according to the results of the study (p.115).  

Before going into the details of the main results, four of the main variables of concern 

that has emerged as the result of factor analysis; namely Marketing strategy (factor 1), Recycling 

(factor 3), Flow (factor 4) and Environmental concern (combination of factors 2, 7, 8 and 11) 

need detailed explanation for their expanded meanings. This is crucial especially for marketing 

strategy and flow since the factor names alone may not evoke the underlying meanings. 
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Marketing strategy: Marketing strategy of the company on social responsibility: can be 

expanded into two dimensions. The first dimension includes the perception of the firms’ behavior 

regarding social responsibility. It includes the statements:  

� Firms which participate in social responsibility efforts care about their societies;   

� Firms should inform the public when they are involved in social responsibility 
projects; 

� A firm which acts with the aim of contributing to society has a positive image  

The second dimension of marketing strategy involves the consumer’s own behavior 

related to products of a socially responsible firm. This dimension includes the statements: 

� I trust the products of a firm that is socially responsible 

� I’m more prone to buy a socially responsible firm’s product  

� If two products have the same price and quality, I prefer the product of the socially 

responsible firm 

� I’d rather pay more in order to buy the product of a firm that serves a social purpose 

� I recommend the product of a social responsible firm to other people 

Therefore in general marketing strategy factor relates to expectations from firms 

regarding social responsibility and image of socially responsible firms, purchase intention, trust, 

willingness to pay more and recommendation of products of socially responsible firms.  

Recycling: As the name of the factor implies, this variable concerns the behavior related 

with recycling and includes the following statements: 

�  I recycle the packaging, box, bottle…etc of the product when the product is finished 

�  I throw away my waste separately 
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�  I pay attention to the recyclable symbol on the package while buying a product 

�  I buy products with packages that are soluble in nature 

Flow: The factor “flow” includes the following statements: 

�  Firms should invest on recycling campaigns as a part of their social responsibility  

activities  

�  People who have sufficient knowledge about recycling participate in recycling more 

�  A firm that supports recycling campaigns have high prestige for me 

� I prefer to buy the product of a firm that supports recycling campaigns 

�  If both have the same price, I’d prefer recyclable materials to non-recyclable ones 

This factor has been named as “flow” since it explains a specific sequence of stages in 

the consumers’ attitudes and behavior regarding recycling.  

The sequence is as follows:  

                        Investment   ⇒   Communication    ⇒   Enhanced company image     ⇒  

Purchase intention of the company’s products   and  Purchase intention for recyclable products 

 

This factor is important in terms of explaining a certain sequence that must be followed 

while setting marketing strategies regarding recycling. It involves expectations from the company 

that it should invest on recycling campaigns and it should inform the customers so that 

knowledgeable customers participate in recycling more. In turn, the company gains a positive 

image and increased purchased intention for its products as well as an increase for purchase 

intention of recyclable materials as customers become more conscious.  
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Environmental concern: In the questionnaire, environmental concern was aimed to be 

measured through a combination of two scales ; one being adopted from NEP Scale (Dunlap and 

Van Liere, 1978) measuring the ecological view of respondents and the other measuring the 

perceived level of threat of several environmental problems. After the factor analysis, 

environmental threat scale has emerged as a factor on its own and NEP scale has emerged as 3 

factors consisting of  “man over nature”, “balance of nature” and “interaction with nature” which 

are already found as the sub-dimensions of the NEP scale. Therefore, being consistent with the 

predefined scales in literature, these emerging four factors were combined in order to measure the 

level of environmental concern.  

After having explained some important variables in detail, we can continue with the 

main results of the study. Two main results seeking to find a relationship between independent 

and dependent variables and to develop a revised theoretical framework were as follows: 

Firstly, the dependent variable “recycling” is predicted by the independent variables 

“level of knowledge, environmental concern, perceived importance of recycling and social 

responsibility marketing strategy of the company”. The multiple regression analysis results show 

that the strongest predictor of recycling behavior is level of knowledge followed by perceived 

importance of recycling and then marketing strategy of the company regarding social 

responsibility.  
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Figure 7: Predictors of recycling 

 
source: Prepared by the researcher 
 
The second important result was obtained when the dependent variable was taken as 

flow and independent variables being recycling, knowledge level, perceived importance, 

marketing strategy and environmental concern. The results of the multiple regression showed that 

predictors of flow are recycling behavior, environmental concern, perceived importance of 

recycling and marketing strategy regarding social responsibility, strongest predictor being the 

marketing strategy. Although knowledge was a strong predictor of recycling, it did not come out 

significantly to predict flow directly. Marketing strategy being the strongest predictor is as 

expected since a close relation exists between the social responsibility marketing strategies and 

recycling marketing strategies that should be applied by the companies.  
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Figure 8: Predictors of flow 

 
source: Prepared by the researcher 
 
Combining these two main results, the significant relationship between independent and 

dependent variables of the research have constituted a revised theoretical framework. Since 

demographics variables which could not be included in multiple regression due to their nominal 

character also constituted an independent variable predicting recycling and flow, they were 

included in the final form of theoretical framework indicating the relation between the main 

independent and dependent variables. Knowledge, perceived importance of recycling, marketing 

strategy and environmental concern predict recycling; and marketing strategy, recycling, 

perceived importance of recycling, environmental concern and demographics predict flow.  
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Figure 9: Revised theoretical framework 

 
source: Prepared by the researcher 
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As a conclusion it is found out that increased level of knowledge is a strong predictor for 

increasing participation in recycling behavior. This finding is consistent with the findings in 

literature as well. As mentioned in literature, consumers who feel confident in their knowledge 

level engage in recycling significantly more than those who felt they lacked the relevant 

knowledge (Simmons and Widmar, 1990). The literature also supports that having a high specific 

knowledge is an important predictor of recycling behavior (Gamba and Oskamp, 1994).  

Although it has less effect than the other independent variables, environmental concern 

also predicts recycling behavior as expected from the findings in literature that recyclers are more 

environmentally conscious (Simmons and Widmar, 1990) and positive environmental attitudes 

increased recycling rates (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978; Arbuthnot, 1977). Flow which constitutes 

the recycling strategy that should be developed in a way is shaped mainly by the marketing 

strategy on social responsibility and this result is as expected since the two strategies should be in 

line with each other, supplementing one another.  

Additional significant results of the study are explained below separately under the 

headings: Social responsibility, knowledge and information, perceived importance of recycling, 

recycling behavior, motives/ barriers to recycle and opportunities to improved recycling behavior 

and finally demographics. 

 
8.1.1. Social responsibility 

Social responsibility of a company was evaluated in terms of importance among several 

other purchase criteria while purchasing a product such as price, quality, brand, commercials, 

promotions, firm image, salesman, recommendation, previous experience. Importance of social 

responsibility of a company among purchse criteria was ranked to be the 5th, having a mean of 

3,84 over 5,00 regarding importance. Quality, previous experience, price and promotions came 

out to be more important features of a product.  
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However, the self-reported knowledge level regarding social responsibility projects of 

companies came out to be 2,61 which is a below-average score. Therefore it’s seen that 

respondents’ knowledge level is insufficient. This knowledge level came out to be significantly 

higher for recyclers than nonrecyclers.  

Among the mostly recalled organizations that invest on social responsibility projects, 

Turkcell, Sabancı Holding and Koç Holding took the top three recall rate. This finding is 

consistent with the research conducted in 2005 by GFK research company (Büyük, 2006, 1) 

where the most successful companies in terms of social responsibility were found to be Sabancı 

Holding, Koç Holding and Turkcell respectively; only the order of ranking was different. The 

prior investment areas of social responsibility was found out to be education, health and 

environment which again reflects the same result of GFK research (Büyük, 2006, 4) 

Marketing strategy of social responsibility of companies received significantly higher 

scores for recyclers than nonrecyclers. A person who is a recycler perceives a company’s social 

responsibility activities positively and has positive attitudes towards a socially responsible 

company and its products. Correlations have been found between importance of social 

responsibility of the producer company among purchase criteria and social responsibility 

knowledge level, meaning that as social responsibility knowledge increases, so does the 

perceived importance of social responsibility cireteria.  Also importance of social responsibility 

criteria and social responsibility marketing strategy are correlated which is supported by the 

literature as well, since consumers who are more concerned with corporate social responsibility  

have positive beliefs and attitudes about new products manufactured by a company (Brown and 

Dacin, 1997, 70). 

Social responsibility knowledge and marketing strategy are also correlated, indicating 

that as social responsibility knowledge increases, social responsibility is expected from 

companies, consumers want to be informed about social responsibility projects of the companies, 

firms obtain a higher image and trust, preference, recommendation for its products and 

willingness to pay more for its products increase. 
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Environmental concern and marketing strategy are also correlated, meaning that 

environmentally concerned consumers also give importance to social responsibility conducts of 

the companies and develop positive attitudes towards its products and increased purchase 

intention. 

8.1.2. Knowledge and information 

The respondents’ evaluation of their knowledge level on recycling is measured on a self-

report basis. A mean of 3,07 shows that respondents have a moderate level of knowledge on 

recycling; however this may not reflect their actual knowledge level since it is a self declared 

knowledge level that is not objectively measured.  

It’s found out that recyclers have a higher knowledge level than non-recyclers as 

expected from the findings in the literature survey.  

Regarding the knowledge of organizations which invest on recycling campaigns, only 

28% of the respondents have been able to recall an organization name. Among those who 

recalled an organization, Tetrapak and Şişecam were the mostly mentioned names being recalled 

for their recycling campaigns. 

Another finding suggests that there is an association between social responsibility 

knowledge level and recycling knowledge level. Respondents who have high levels of knowledge 

on social responsibility projects also have higher levels of knowledge on recycling. Also a 

correlation between knowledge and perceived importance of recycling suggests that as level of 

knowledge on recycling increases, perceived importance of recycling increases as well and vica 

versa.  

Consumers receive information about recycling from various sources. It is well known 

that mass media is a very effective tool in educating people about any topic. Findings of this 

study also reveal that respondents receive recycling related information from mass media like 

newspapers and TV. But mass media is not the only means from which the respondents get 
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information about recycling. They also get information from their immediate environment like 

family, friends and relatives. Another important source is the Internet which is an expected 

finding considering that the respondents included in the study have a young profile (consisting 

mainly of the age group 15-35); therefore they are expected to be closely involved with the 

Internet. Commercials are also among the mostly mentioned sources of information. Therefore 

using advertising as a promotional tool especially on mass media and the Internet would be an 

important means to reach the customers.  

In addition, respondents would like to get information on recycling through visual 

media, printed media and the Internet. Again the the common usage of mass media and the 

Internet can be observed here.  

8.1.3. Perceived importance of recycling 

Perceived importance of recycling has a mean value of 4,76 (highest score being 5=very 

important) which means that in general participation in recycling is perceived to be very 

important. As expected, this perceived importance is higher for recyclers than nonrecyclers.  Also 

a correlation between environmental concern and perceived importance of recycling means that 

as a respondent is more environmentally concerned, the perceived importance of recycling for 

that respondent is also at high levels.  

8.1.4. Recycling behavior 

As mentioned in the beginning of the conclusions section, one of the two main results of 

the study is that recycling is predicted by knowledge, perceived importance of recycling, 

marketing strategy regarding social responsibility, demographics and environmental concern; 

knowledge being the primary determinant. Also again a second crucial finding that serves to form 

the theoretical framework of the study was that flow is predicted by marketing strategy, 

perceşved importance of recycling, recycling, demographics and environmental concern; in this 

case marketing strategy emerging as the strongest predictor of flow.  
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Among the respondents of the study, 86% of the sample was categorized to be recyclers 

and 14% as nonrecyclers. Recyclers were defined as those respondents who indicated that they 

recycle some material either rarely, sometimes, frequently or always; and nonrecyclers as those 

respondents who indicated that they never recycle. Although it’s acknowledged that recycling 

involves several different aspects such as frequency of recycling, consistency of recycling effort 

and number and type of materials recycled; this method of categorization has been chosen şn the 

light of the information contained in the measurement instrument; no other means for classifying 

individual respondents was available. Also high education level profile of the study may have 

increased this percentage and with a more representative sample, this percentage might have been 

lower.  

In terms of  reycyled materials of recyclers, glass, newspaper, white paper and batteries 

were the mostly mentioned materials. These are also the best known materials as being recyclable 

among the public, therefore recycling of these materials more may be due to the fact that their 

recyclability is known more than other materials. Recyclers also engage in reduce-reuse activities 

regarding their waste and consumption behavior significantly more than nonrecyclers. In 

addition, recycling behavior abd reduce-reuse behavior have been correlated. Those two findings 

show that there is an association between the two behaviors; consumers engaging in recycling 

also engage in reuse-reduce behavior and vica versa. Since both reduce-reuse and recycling 

require consciousness on waste management issues and environmental concern, this result is not 

suprising that consumers who care about such issues engage in both kinds of behavior.  

Reduce-reuse and recycling are also correlated with environmental protection which is 

also an expected result since consumers who think that recycling preserves the nature and believe 

that recyclables should be used also engage in recycling and reduce-reuse activities. This shows 

how environmental attitudes towards recycling translates into behavior. This finding is supported 

on literature too, as Humphrey et al. (1977) and Pieters (1989) mention that positive recycling 

attitudes predict recycling behavior. Another expected finding is that the intention for personal 

contribution to recycling is higher for recyclers compared to nonrecyclers.  
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In addition, scores for flow was found to be higher for recyclers which is as expected 

since recyclers are more likely to expect companies to conduct recycling campaigns and they are 

more likely to perceive those companies’ image highly. Also recyclers have a higher purchase 

intention for those companies’ products and recyclable products .  

Finally evaluating purchase intention and company image as two separate items rather 

than being inclueded flow, in order to measure purchase intention and image, the finding is also 

supported that preference to buy a product of a company supporting recycling campaigns and 

prestige of such a company are significantly higher for recyclers than nonrecyclers. 

 
8.1.5. Motives and barriers to recycle and opportunities to improved recycling 

behavior: 

Motives of recyclers for participating in recycling consist mainly of positive 

environmental attitudes (recycling for environmental reasons) and personal values and 

satisfaction derived from the behavior of recycling (believing that it’s the right thing to do, feelig 

good about doing something for the environment). Also convenience is another motive to 

participate in recycling (availability of facilities, i.e. containers). As opposed to the findings in 

literature social influence came out to be a motive for only 18% of the respondents and monetary 

reasons emerged to be a valid incentive for only 4%, meaning that intrinsic incentives (values, 

positive attitudes and environmental concern) and external facilitators (convenience) are 

mentioned more as reasons to recycle.  

Barriers preventing the respondents from recycling or participating more in recycling 

were grouped mainly under the headings of inconvenience (lack of time, lack of enough 

containers near, lack of separate containers); lack of knowledge (not being educated enough, not 

being able to distinguish the recyclable materials) and perceived costs of recycling ( perceived 

difficulty, separation of recyclables being troublesome, preferring to throw away the waste). 

Therefore among the mostly mentioned barriers, external facilitators and internal facilitators 

played an important role. 
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In terms of opportunities to improved recycling behavior, respondents were asked what 

would make them start recycling or participate more in recycling. Main responses were nearly 

located containers, more containers, seperate containers for different materials and collection of 

recyclables from the house which all imply the need for increased convenience for recycling.  

Also, more informationon recycling procedure and labels on recycling containers were also 

mentioned indicating the need for increased knowledge on recycling in order to contribute more. 

Being paid for recycling had a low response rate of 16% which shows that monetary incentives 

do not constitute a strong incentive to improved recycling behavior. 

In the light of the results obtained regarding motives, barriers and opportunities to 

improved recycling; it can be concluded that external facilitators must be improved at first in 

order to increase immediate recycling behavior which means reducing inconvenience of 

recycling. Barriers such as time and effort to recycle should be removed, making recycling less 

timel, less cotly and easier through proximity and increased number of containers, frequency of 

collection or collection from the house. As mentioned in literature, the strongest predictors of 

recycling are, on average, internal facilitators. Knowledge of recycling has the highest correlation 

with propensity to recycle (Hornik et al., 1995, 117). This result means that propensity to recycle 

is quite strongly related to variables like level of consumer awareness of recycling programs or 

knowledge of these programs which is consistent with this study’s findings that knowledge is the 

primary predictor of recycling. Therefore it’s important that external facilitators should be 

supported by internal facilitators. 

It’s crucial to increase knowledge and awareness by informing customers about 

recycling procedures, recyclable materials and importance and benefits of recycling. Perceived 

costs should be increased. At the same time, intrinsic incentives such as attitudes, environmental 

concern and personal values should be strengthened. It should be recalled that, for serving long 

term goals, it is better to appeal to internal incentives and increase facilitators. (Hornik et al, 

1995, 122). 
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8.1.6. Demographics: 

The findings of this study also seeked to find out whether there existed any relationship 

between demographics and other variables of the study such as recycling behavior, attitudes and 

motives for recycling, environmental concern, attitudes towards social responsibility and 

knowledge level of the respondents. Demographic variables such as gender, age, education level, 

marital status, having children, occupation status and having lived abroad were put into analysis 

with the variables of concern mentioned above. Regarding education level, age and occupation 

status no significant relation has been found. However, education level of the respondents being 

very high and age group consisting of younger respondents may have caused a bias on the results. 

Since the sample was not representative in terms of age and education level, the insignificance of 

the results may be due to that bias.  

As opposed to what was expected, no relation has been found between recycling 

behavior or environmental concern and having lived abroad. Considering that education and 

consciousness on environmental issues and recycling is higher in most of the Europen countries 

and the U.S., and also considering that implementation of recycling programs and the 

infrastructure to increase participation are much more developed than in Turkey,  it would be 

expected that respondents who have lived abroad for some period in their lives would be more 

likely to recycle, more likely to be knowledgeable or more likely to be environmentally 

concerned.  However no such differences occurred between respondents who have lived in a 

foreign country and who have not. 

Regarding demographics, significant results have been reached for gender, marital status 

and having children or not, all of which will be explained below.  

Gender: 

Supporting the findings in literature (Mainieri et al., 1997), females came out to be more 

environmentally concerned than males and they participate in recycling behavior more than 

males. In addition to recycling, females are also more involved in reduce and reuse efforts for 
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their waste. Females perceive recycling to be more important when the perceived importance 

score has been compared between males and females. Also females are more likely to perceive 

recycling as an important means of protecting the environment; meaning that they are more likely 

to believe that recycling preserves the nature, plastic bottles and nylon bags cause pollution and 

recyclable materials should be used instead of them.  

Again females have obtained a significantly higher score regarding the “flow” factor 

which means female support the combination of the following statements on recycling attitudes 

and behavior more than males do: firms should invest on recycling campaigns, then firms should 

communicate their campaign and increase recycling knowledge so that more knowledgeable 

consumers participate in recycling more; as a result a firm supporting recycling campaigns have a 

high prestige; the products of a firm which supports recycling campaigns are preferred more and 

purchase of recyclable materials are preferred to nonrecyclable materials.  

Females have also obtained higher scores than makes regarding the marketing strategy 

of firms on social responsibility, meaning that a socially responsible firm and its products have a 

higher image in the eyes of female respondents and females are more likely to buy, pay more for 

and recommend the products of a socially responsible firm than males do.  

In terms of motives to recycle, social influence comes forward for males more than 

females since “recycling because of wanting to be seen as an environmentally conscious person” 

statement was mentioned significantly more by males than females.  

Marital status: 

Regarding social responsibility, married respondents had a higher level of knowledge of 

social responsibility projects. Also among purchase criteria of a product, social responsibility of 

the producer company came out to be a more important criteria while purchasing a product for 

married respondents.  
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According to the findings of this study, married respondents are more likely to recycle 

than single respondents.  

Incomprehensibility of information was mentioned significantly more by married 

respondents as a barrier. Also, single respondents mentioned the need for more containers in 

order to recycle more which means that singles have more convenience problems regarding 

participating in recycling.  

Children: 

Respondents who had children were more likely to participate in recycling and reduce-

reuse behavior compared to those who do not have any children. Also importance of social 

responsibility of a company as a purchase criteria; positive attitude towards a firm and its 

products and purchase intention for such products are higher for respondents with children.  

In fact, those results are consistent with the findings related to marital status. This is as 

expected since the respondents who have children are also the ones who are married, so the 

results of married respondents and the respondents with children are consistent with each other.  

8.2.    Conclusion 

Clearly, recycling is a viable method for solving one of the major economic and 

environmental problems therefore it deserves attention not only from researchers but also from 

marketing practitioners. This study provides significant implications for marketers who are 

interested in promoting consumer recycling and who want to integrate environmental marketing 

strategies in their corporate policies. The conclusions reached by summing up the discussion of 

research findings will be useful in order to analyze the implications for marketing and to suggest 

relevant marketing strategies. 

 Implications for marketing and suggestion of marketing strategies will be examined 

under two headings: Investment on recycling campaigns and environmentally friendly products. 
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8.2.1.     Investment on recycling campaigns  

As consumers are becoming more concerned with corporate social responsibility and as 

consumers’ perceptions of this responsibility influence their beliefs and attitudes about a 

company and its products, companies are facing increasing pressure to both maintain profitability 

and behave in socially responsible ways, in order to survive in today’s competitive environment. 

Considering benefits such as increased profits, enhanced company image, increased purchase 

intention of customers and increased customer satisfaction, companies act in a socially and 

environmentally responsible manner and set their marketing strategies accordingly in order to be 

successful. Implementation of social responsibility projects and planning recycling campaigns as 

a part of environmentally responsible acts of firms requires a well organized marketing strategy. 

Marketers have traditionally examined the channel of distribution starting with the 

producer, that is a channel facilitating the flow of goods from the producer to the consumer. 

Recycling on the other hand is unusual from the traditional marketing standpoint because the 

ultimate consumer who recycles his waste materialsmust undergo a role change. Thus in this 

case, consumer becomes the first link in the channel of distribution rather than the last. Therefore, 

as explained previously, recycling is a reverse distribution process and is called a backward 

distribution channel. Marketers and non profit organizations should consider this backward 

channel of distribution as a part of their marketing strategy. It should be understood that 

development of effective backward channels should greatly facilitate recycling. In order to reach 

this goal two major tasks should be accomplished. Firstly, the ultimate consumer must be 

motivated to start the reverse flow of the product. Secondly the present conditions should be 

improved and facilitated in cooperation with all the channel members such as retailers, 

manufacturers and the government.  Therefore the marketers must take the responsibility to 

develop this backward channel of distribution with their corporate strategies.  

Planning 4P’s of marketing mix - product, place, promotion, and price- is the starting 

point of the marketing strategy execution in all types of businesses. This is also the case for 

recycling since recycling may be perceived as a marketing problem where the behavior of 
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recycling is the product and it’s being marketed to the general public or consumer. This 

marketing effort may be directed in the same way to all consumers or the market may be 

segmented on various dimensions and the marketing effort then may be targeted towards specific 

segments. The effort may use a variety of different promotional techniques including advertising 

to communicate to the target audience. The product- recycling- must be considered for its 

benefits so that appropriate behavior can be reinforced. Price may be thought of as the cost of 

recycling to the individual which may take the form of cost in terms of time and effort 

(inconvenience). Therefore a decrease on the perceived costs must be targeted. Finally 

distribution (place) may be thought of as the means of accomplishing the behavior. In other 

words, is the consumer able to perform the behavior anywhere with available containers near or 

collection of recyclables from the house or does the consumer have to travel to a central location 

(i.e. transporting recyclables to a recycling center)? Therefore, recycling should be considered as 

a marketing problem and marketing strategies should be developed considering all “4 P”s. 

While planning and executing recycling campaigns, the first objective should be to 

create awareness. Knowledge of recycling issues is important in predicting recycling behavior. 

Also customers want to be communicated of the companies’ social responsibility efforts and also 

they want to be informed on environmental issues such as recycling since they think that as a 

society we lack the sufficient information and consciousness on such issues. The first step going 

to the recycling behavior is being aware of it and having information regarding recycling; 

therefore marketers should educate the customer through the recycling campaigns they execute. 

Also they should educate the customers when they are launching new products regarding various 

aspects of recycling. Environmentally friendly products and packaging, how to use them, how to 

recycle them afterwards, recyclable materials should be taught to the customers. Additionally 

customers may be educated on benefits of recycling to the individual and to the society and also 

they can be shown how recycling may be consistent with the personal values of the recycler. 

Commercials on the mass media can be a perfect tool for creating awareness and interest on the 

issue. The communication efforts of the company to the public also creates positive publicity of 

the company increasing its perceived prestige.  
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Once awareness and interest have been generated, incentives for participation should be 

used. Promotions may be used in order to give incentives. Publicity in the news may also be 

useful in generating interest and participation in the initial recycling effort.  

A suggestion for firms willing to invest on recycling campaigns is that added 

convenience created in a recycling program creates a stronger incentive to recycle such as 

proximity of containers, collection from the house, therefore decreasing costs such as time and 

effort.  

While planning a recycling campaign, it should be recalled that recycling programs can 

be grouped into two headings: Curbside programs and drop-off programs. In a curbside program, 

public or private workers collect recyclables directly from the home or business. Residents are 

responsible for separating their recyclables from the rest of their waste, sorting the recyclable 

materials, placing them in appropriate containers, and placing the containers near the curb.  In a 

drop-off program, instead of placing the containers near the curb, the resident transports the 

recyclables to a convenience center or a collection site. A convenience center is a publicly or 

privately managed collection facility with specially labeled bins and is usually enclosed by a 

fence. Residents must place their recyclables in the proper collection bins. Some centers charge a 

fee for disposal of non-recyclables. A collection site (usually referred to as a "green-box 

collection site" because of the green boxes that characterize them) consists of dumpsters or other 

waste disposal or recycling containers. Residents are left on their honor to separate recyclables 

from the rest of their garbage and place the recyclables in the correct bins. (Novak, Alwang and 

Shabman,1996, 4). 

For citizens, the most convenient kind of collection is curbside collection. To make 

collection even handier, some programs provide households with special containers for 

recyclable materials. Some neighborhood pickups are combined with regular garbage collection; 

others use separate collection systems. Although curbside collection may require some additional 

costs, the success rate may make it worthwhile. In many communities, drop-off centers work 

well, too. A number of communities locate drop-off centers in convenient spots such as shopping 
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malls; some centers are even mobile. Obviously, most drop-off centers are less expensive to 

operate than curbside collection systems. However, drop-off centers yield fewer materials for 

reuse (EPA, 1999, 6).  

The results of the present study and the previous literature on conducted recycling 

programs suggest that the marketers who want to be successful in increasing recycling 

participation rates should consider the following effective strategies:  

• Considering the convenience problems and perceived cost and difficulty of 

recycling, marketers willing to make consumers participate in recycling 

programs should lower the inconvenience associated with the program (such as 

implementing a curbside recycling pick up program, implementing a program 

where they would take their recyclables to a centralized collection center without 

having to sort these materials; or  a program that guaranteed they would be no 

more than 10 minutes from a collection center). 

• Providing accurate knowledge about the location of recycling places and 

recyclable materials is strongly associated with increased recycling. 

• Increased advertising, especially by targeting certain materials.  

• Moral pressure. 

The main issue social marketing addresses is changing people’s attitudes and changing 

attitudes relative to recycling may take time. However with the right strategies adapted by the 

companies, correct implementation of campaigns, decrease of perceived costs and increase of 

perceived benefits, increased education and improved information; recycling may eventually be 

as widespread and be a part of consumers’ lives.  
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8.2.2. Environmentally friendly products: 

Besides investing on implementation of recycling campaigns, there are other things 

marketers can do regarding recycling concerns. It should be noted that there is an 

environmentally concerned market segment which can be served by the marketers. A relatively 

significant portion of the consumers prefer environmentally friendly products and products of 

socially responsible companies despite the inconvenience and additional cost. Companies may be 

more successful by marketing to this segment by changing existing products or introducing new 

ones. Marketing research can be used to estimate the segment size for particular product 

categories. In developing ecologically appropriate market segmentation strategies, the 

identification and description of the environmentally concerned consumer segment is necessary. 

Companies that aim to increase market penetration for their environmentally friendly or 

recyclable product offerings should develop campaigns in order to increase public concern about 

environmental issues and recycling. The companies should also convey the message that the 

consumer who buys and uses those products will effectively contribute to the reduction of 

environmental deterioration. 

In addition, companies should make sure that their environmentally friendly products 

perform as well as other competing brands. If all the other purchase criteria that are important to 

consumers are met, social responsibility of the company will obviously bring a competitive 

advantage and superiority to the product.  

Marketers have to consider the role of packaging in their marketing mix as well. 

Packaging should be reevaluated in terms of the ecological problems they cause (Zikmund and 

Stanton, 1971, 38). Considering this concern, in order to satisfy the needs of environmentally 

conscious customers, marketers should reduce the quantity of trash and facilitate the recycling of 

used packages through actions such as building reuse value into the package; avoiding 

unnecessary packaging; using materials which simplify recycling and  placing a message on the 

package reminding the consumer to dispose of his trash properly. 
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Considering the results of the present study, 43% of the respondents agree or strongly 

agree on a 5-point Likert scale that they would be willing to pay more for the product of a 

socially responsible company. Thus marketers may reflect a portion of their increased costs to 

customers provided that they let the public know about their efforts in protecting the 

environment.  

Also 71% of the respondents find social responsibility of the firm to be an important or 

very important criteria regarding purchase decisions on a 5-point Likert scale. 78% of the 

respondents declare that they agree or strongly agree that if two products have the same price and 

quality, they would prefer the product of the socially responsible firm. 63% of the respondents 

declare agreement with being more prone to buy the product of a socially responsible company 

and 63% agrees or strongly agrees that they prefer to buy the product of a company that supports 

recycling campaigns. In addition 77% of the respondents have agreed or strongly agreed that they 

prefer recyclable materials to non-recyclable ones while purchasing a product if both have the 

same price. Respondents have also stated that they pay attention to recyclable symbol on 

products and they try to purchase products with packages that are soluble in nature. Besides 

these, companies which are involved in social responsibility projects and recycling campaigns 

and who are producing environmentally friendly products have enhanced prestige in the eyes of 

the consumers. Therefore having consistent environmental marketing strategies and informing 

consumers about these policies with the help of the right integrated communication strategies, 

companies will have a competitive advantage without any doubt. Another advantage may be that 

a company which takes environmental responsibility more seriously than its competitors will 

have the opportunity to introduce new technologies.  

A final word is that, unfortunately many companies still act socially or environmentally 

responsible as government forces them, not voluntarily. Therefore a duty of the government is to 

set high environmental standards and to make sure through effective control mechanisms that 

companies comply with these standards. Policy makers should also plan and execute consumer 

education programs and recycling campaigns in cooperation with the public sector.   
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9. LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH 

This study should be read with recognition of its limitations for a better understanding of 

the findings and interpretation of the results. 

Since the sample was chosen by using a non-probabilistic sampling method-convenience 

sampling- respondents included in the survey may not be adequately representative of the target 

population and sample elements may not be away from bias. A systematic sampling of 

respondents could have been a more suitable approach for this study, however it was not possible 

to utilize such a probabilistic sampling method due to limitations on time. 

A highly educated portion of the population was targeted due to the complexity of the 

nature of subject and the complexity of questionnaire questions. As a result, 67% of the 

respondents came out to have a university or higher degree. This figure may increase even further 

if university students who appear as high school graduates in the survey are considered. 

Obviously, this consumer segment has been overrepresented. Still, inability of some of the 

respondents in understanding the questions in the questionnaire is a problem causing response 

bias in data collection stage. 

Again due to convenience sampling, the age groups 15-25 and 26-35 constituted 76% of 

the respondents which means that older age groups were not represented adequately. The study 

may be replicated with a with a bigger sample size and with a representative sample of the 

population to ensure generalizability of the findings to the whole population and to increase 

reliability of the results. A suggestion for further research is conducting the study with a 

representative sample of all age groups in order to be able to compare older and younger 

generations since there may occur differences between old respondents’ and young respondents’ 

perceptions, motivations, attitudes and behavior. 
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Regarding the structure of the questions in the study, questions aiming to find out the 

respondents’ motives and reasons to recycle or barriers preventing them from participation in 

recycling were measured on a nominal scale. In a further study, these motives or barriers may be 

investigated in more depth through using interval scales so that the results have descriptive 

characteristics and the results can be suitable for further statistical analysis. A further study may 

emphazise only the motivations and barriers of recycling to have a better understanding of that 

dimension of recycling. 

Another limitation is that behavioral measures were self-reported in this study and some 

respondents may have inflated their actual levels of environmental or recycling related behavior 

with the social desirability motive. Also the same problem may arise with the questions aiming to 

measure knowledge level. Since level of knowledge is measured by self reporting of the 

respondents, it may not be an objective measure and may not reflect reality. Therefore, future 

studies should investigate to what extent self-reported studies and actual knowledge and behavior 

match. 

Also the study may be replicated after implementation of recycling programs so that 

longitidunal data may be obtained in order to make comparisons. A final suggestion for further 

studies is that since this study included a broad range of dimensions regarding social 

responsibility and recycling, many sub headings included in the study may be examined as a 

separate research so that different dimensions such as attitudes, knowledge, motivations, self-

reported and actual behavior, perceived image can be more thoroughly analyzed.  
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Appendix: Questionnaire 

İyi günler! Marmara Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü tez çalışması için bir araştırma 
yürütmekteyim. Bir tüketici olarak sizin de görüşlerinizi almak istiyorum. Vereceğiniz tüm bilgiler 
istatistiki amaçla değerlendirilecek ve gizli tutulacaktır. Katkılarınız için teşekkür ederim.  
 

1.BÖLÜM 
 
S1. Bir ürünü satın alırken, satın alma kriterlerinizi göz önünde bulundurduğunuzda,  

aşağıdaki özellikler sizin için ne kadar önemli ya da önemsizdir? Değerlendiriniz. 

 
S2. (V11) İşletmelerin sosyal sorumluluk projeleri hakkında ne kadar bilgi sahibisiniz? 
 
Fazlasıyla Oldukça Orta seviyede  Az seviyede Hiç  bilgim yok 

5 4 3 2 1 
 
S3. “Sosyal sorumluluk sahibi” olarak tanımlayabileceğiniz işletmeler varsa bu işletmelerin 

isimlerini sayabilir misiniz? 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Temelinde "topluma geri verme" ilkesi yatan “kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk” kavramı, şirketlerin daha iyi 

bir toplum ve daha iyi bir çevre için gönüllü olarak katkıda bulunması olarak tanımlanabilir. İşletmeler 

eğitim, sağlık, çevre, insan hakları, spor, kültür ve sanat gibi pek çok konuda sosyal sorumluluk 

kampanyaları düzenlemekte ve toplum sorunlarını çözme yolunda adımlar atmaktadırlar.  
 
 

  Çok 
önemli 

Biraz 
önemli 

Ne önemli  
ne önemsiz 

Pek önemli  
değil 

Hiç önemli 
değil 

V1  Fiyat  5 4 3 2 1 
V2  Kalite  5 4 3 2 1 
V3  Marka 5 4 3 2 1 
V4  Reklamlar 5 4 3 2 1 
V5  İndirim, satış promosyonları 5 4 3 2 1 
V6  Ürüne ait geçmiş deneyimlerim 5 4 3 2 1 
V7  Firma imajı 5 4 3 2 1 
V8  Üretici firmanın sosyal sorumluluk bilinci 5 4 3 2 1 
V9  Satış görevlileri 5 4 3 2 1 
V10 Tanıdık tavsiyesi 5 4 3 2 1 
 Diğer (belirtiniz)....................................... 5 4 3 2 1 
 Diğer (belirtiniz)....................................... 5 4 3 2 1 
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S4. Şimdi bu tanımı da düşünerek sosyal sorumluluk kampanyalarını/ projelerini duymuş 
olduğunuz işletmeler varsa isimlerini sayabilir misiniz? 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
S5. (V12) Sizce işletmeler öncelikli olarak hangi alanlarda sosyal sorumluluk projeleri 

yürütmelidirler? Sizin için önem taşıyan ÜÇ alanı belirtir misiniz? 
 
Eğitim- öğretim 1 
Sağlık/ sağlık hizmetleri 2 
Çevre 3 
Sosyal konular (İşsizlik, açlık, eşitsizlik, suç oranı gibi) 4 
Tüketici bilinci 5 
Etik- ahlaki değerler 6 
Spor 7 
Kültür -Sanat 8 
Diğer (belirtiniz).......................................... 9 
Hiçbiri 10 
Bilmiyorum/ Fikrim yok 99 
 
S6. Aşağıdaki ifadelere ne ölçüde katılıp katılmadığınızı belirtir misiniz? 
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V13 Bir işletmenin tek amacı kar elde etmektir. 5 4 3 2 1 
V14 Bir işletmenin toplumdaki ana rolü mevcut etik standartları yükseltmek olmalıdır. 5 4 3 2 1 
V15 Sosyal sorumluluk faaliyetlerinde bulunmak işletmelerin temel görevleri arasındadır. 5 4 3 2 1 
V16 Sosyal sorumluluk faaliyetlerinde bulunan işletmeler, toplumlarına değer verirler. 5 4 3 2 1 
V17 İşletmeler , sosyal sorumluluk projelerinde yer aldıkları zaman toplumu haberdar 

etmelidir. 
5 4 3 2 1 

V18 Sosyal sorumluluk faaliyetleri yürüten  işletmeler bunu reklam için yaparlar. 5 4 3 2 1 
V19 Sosyal sorumluluk sahibi olan bir  işletmenin ürününü satın almaya daha eğilimliyim. 5 4 3 2 1 
V20 İşletmeler sosyal problemlerle ilgilenmemelidir. 5 4 3 2 1 
V21 İki ürünün fiyat ve kalitesi aynı ise, sosyal sorumluluk sahibi işletmenin ürününü 

tercih ederim.  
5 4 3 2 1 

V22 Sosyal sorumluluk sahibi bir işletmenin ürünlerine güvenirim. 5 4 3 2 1 
V23 Sosyal bir amaca hizmet eden bir işletmenin bir ürününü satın almak için daha fazla 

ödemeyi göze alırım. 
5 4 3 2 1 

V24 Topluma katkı amacı ile hareket eden bir işletmenin, benim için olumlu bir imajı olur. 5 4 3 2 1 
V25 Sosyal sorumluluk sahibi bir işletmenin ürününü tanıdıklarıma öneririm. 5 4 3 2 1 
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S7. Şimdi çevre ile ilgili mevcut bazı sorunları düşünmenizi istiyorum. Aşağıdaki çevre 
sorunlarının size göre sağlıklı bir yaşam için ne kadar tehlike oluşturduğunu ya da 
oluşturmadığını ifade edebilir misiniz? 

 
  Ciddi 

boyutta 
tehlike 
oluşturuyor 

Biraz 
tehlike  
oluşturuyor 

Ne 
tehlikeli,  
ne değil 

Pek tehlike 
oluşturmuyor 

Hiç tehlike 
oluşturmuyor 

V26 Ozon tabakasının 
delinmesi 

5 4 3 2 1 

V27 Hava kirliliği 5 4 3 2 1 
V28 Deniz kirliliği 5 4 3 2 1 
V29 Ormanların azalması 5 4 3 2 1 
V30 Bazı hayvan türlerinin 

soyunun tükenmesi 
5 4 3 2 1 

V31 İçme suyunun kirlenmesi 5 4 3 2 1 
V32 Sera etkisi ile dünyada 

sıcaklıkların artması 
5 4 3 2 1 

V33 Hormonlu tarım ürünleri 5 4 3 2 1 

 
S8. Aşağıdaki ifadelere ne ölçüde katılıp katılmadığınızı belirtir misiniz? 
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V34  Dünyanın kaldırabileceği maksimum insan sayısı 
limitine yaklaştık. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V35  Doğanın hassas dengesi kolaylıkla altüst olabilir. 5 4 3 2 1 
V36  İnsanlar doğayı değiştirme hakkına sahiptirler. 5 4 3 2 1 
V37  İnsanoğlu doğaya hükmetmek üzere yaratılmıştır. 5 4 3 2 1 
V38  İnsanlar doğaya müdahele ettiklerinde korkunç sonuçlar 

doğar. 
5 4 3 2 1 

V39  Bitkiler ve hayvanlar, insanlar tarafından kullanılmak 
için doğadadırlar. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V40  İnsanlar hayatta kalabilmek için doğa ile uyum içinde 
yaşamalıdırlar. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V41  Dünya sınırlı kaynakları ve sınırlı yeri olan bir uzay 
gemisidir. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V42  Sanayileşmenin sınırları olmalıdır. 5 4 3 2 1 
V43  İnsanlar doğaya zarar veriyorlar. 5 4 3 2 1 
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2.BÖLÜM 
 

Doğadaki atıklar ve çöpler de çevre sorunlarının bir boyutunu oluşturmaktadır. Atılan çöp miktarını 
azaltmak için çeşitli çözümler mevcuttur: Atılan çöpü azaltmak, ürünleri yeniden kullanmak ve geri 
dönüşüm gibi. Atıkların fiziksel ve/veya kimyasal çeşitli işlemlerden geçirildikten sonra yeni bir ürün 
haline getirilmesine geri dönüşüm (recycling) denmektedir.  
 
Örneğin; çöpler içindeki cam, metal, plastik ve kağıt/karton gibi atıklar çeşitli işlemlerden geçirilerek yeni 
bir hammadde olarak değerlendirilebilmektedir. Geri dönüşüm projeleri sosyal sorumluluk bilincinin bir 
boyutu olup çevreyi ve doğal kaynakları korumayı amaçlamaktadır. 
 
S9. Gündelik hayatınızı düşünerek, çöp miktarını azaltmaya yönelik, aşağıda belirtilen 

yöntemleri ne sıklıkla kullandığınızı belirtir misiniz? 
 

  Her 
zaman 

Sık sık Bazen Ara sıra Hiçbir 
zaman 

V44 Tüketim miktarımı azaltırım 5 4 3 2 1 
V45 Dayanıklılığı fazla olan, uzun süre kullanabileceğim 

ürünler kullanırım. 
5 4 3 2 1 

V46 Bozulan bir ürünün yenisini almadan önce tamir 
ederim. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V47 Farklı amaçlarla tekrar değerlendirebileceğim ürünler 
alırım. (örneğin kavanozları tekrar kullanmak) 

5 4 3 2 1 

V48 Bir ürün satın alırken gereksiz yere paketlenmesini 
istemem.  

5 4 3 2 1 

V49 Ambalajı, doğada çözünülürlük özelliğine sahip 
ürünleri satın alırım. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V50 Satın aldığım ürünlerde geri dönüşüm işaretinin 
olmasına dikkat ederim. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V51 Geri dönüşüm için çöpleri ayırarak atarım. (örneğin 
kağıtları ayrı atmak) 

5 4 3 2 1 

V52 Ürün bittiğinde kabını, pakedini, şişesini...vs geri 
dönüşüm için değerlendiririm. 

5 4 3 2 1 

 
S9h ve S9i’de (her iki soruda da) 1- “hiçbir zaman” işaretlediyseniz,  (geri dönüşüm aktivitelerinde 
bulunmuyorsanız) S10u cevaplayın ve sonra S13’e geçin. S9h veya S9i’de “2, 3, 4 ya da 5” 
işaretlediyseniz (geri dönüşüme katkıda bulunuyorsanız) S11’e geçin. 
 
S10. Geri dönüşümlü maddeleri neden değerlendirmediğinizi öğrenebilir miyim? (Bu soruyu 

cevaplayın ve S13’e geçin.) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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S11. (V53)  Hangi maddeleri geri dönüşüm için ayırırsınız?  
 
Cam şişeler 1 
Plastik şişeler ve diğer plastik kaplar 2 
Metal/ Alüminyum tenekeler ve alüminyum kaplar 3 
Gazeteler 4 
Beyaz kağıt  5 
Parlak kağıt/dergiler/broşürler 6 
Kağıt torbalar 7 
Plastik torbalar 8 
Karton kutular 9 
Tahta 10 
Kitaplar 11 
Kullanılmış motor yağı 12 
Araba aküsü 13 
Piller / batarya 14 
Diğer (belirtiniz)......................................... 15 
Diğer (belirtiniz)......................................... 16 
Hiçbiri 17 
 
S12. (V54) Geri dönüşüm yapma sebebiniz nedir? Uygun olanlarin hepsini işaretleyin. 
 
Çevre (kirlenmesi) ile ilgili sebeplerden dolayı 1 
İmkanlar mevcut (geri dönüşüm kutuları...vs) 2 
Yapılması gereken doğru şey olduğu için 3 
Çevre için bir adım attığımda kendimi iyi hissediyorum 4 
Kolay olduğu için 5 
Çevreye duyarlı bir insan olarak görülmek istiyorum 6 
Satıyorum / ekonomik kazanç 7 
Başkalarının etkisi 8 
Üründeki “geri dönüşüm” amblemi 9 
Diğer (belirtiniz)................................................... 10 
Hiçbiri 11 
Sebebi yok/ Bilmiyorum 99 
 
S13. (V55) Sizce geri dönüşüm yapmak ne derecede önemli ya da önemsizdir? 
 
Çok önemli Biraz önemli Ne önemli ne 

önemsiz 
Pek önemli değil Hiç önemli değil 

5 4 3 2 1 
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S14. (V56) Geri dönüşüm ve çöplerin değerlendirilmesi ile ilgili bilgiyi nereden alıyorsunuz? 
Uygun olanların hepsini işaretleyin. 

Gazete 1 
TV- haberler 2 
Çöp toplayıcılar 3 
E-mail 4 
Aile/ Arkadaşlar/ Tanıdıklar 5 
Broşürler 6 
Dergiler 7 
Okul 8 
İşyeri 9 
Internet 10 
Reklamlar 11 
Billboardlar / panolar 12 
Site / apartman yöneticisi 13 
Ürünü satın aldığım mağaza 14 
Ekoloji merkezi 15 
Geri dönüşüm merkezi 16 
Diğer (belirtiniz)................................................... 17 
Bilgi almıyorum 18 
Bilmiyorum 99 
 
S15. (V57) “Geri dönüşüm” hakkındaki bilgi seviyenizi nasıl değerlendirirsiniz? 
Fazlasıyla Oldukça Orta seviyede  Az seviyede Hiç bilgim yok 

5 4 3 2 1 
 
S16. (V58) Sizi geri dönüşüm yapmaktan ya da geri dönüşüme daha fazla katkıda bulunmaktan 

alıkoyan engeller nelerdir? Uygun olanların hepsini işaretleyin.  
Basılı materyaller bulmakta güçlük çekiyorum 1 
Internette yeterli bilgi bulamıyorum 2 
Bilgiler anlaşılır değil 3 
Geri dönüşümlü olan ve olmayan maddeleri ayırt edemiyorum / Hangi 
maddelerin geri dönüşümlü olduğunu bilmiyorum 

4 

Geri dönüşüm kutuları uzak 5 
Yeterli geri dönüşüm kutusu bulunmuyor 6 
Karmaşık geliyor 7 
Zor geliyor 8 
Kötü/ soğuk hava koşulları engel oluyor 9 
Geri dönüşümlü maddeleri ayırmak çok zahmetli  10 
Geri dönüşümlü maddeleri geri dönüşüm kutusuna taşımak istemiyorum 11 
Geri dönüşümlü maddeleri çöpe atmak daha kolay geliyor  12 
Bu konuya ilgi duymuyorum 13 
Yeterli zamanım yok 14 
Geri dönüşüm yapmaya alışık değilim 15 
Zaman kaybı olarak görüyorum 16 
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Çevre için bir fark yaratacağına inanmıyorum 17 
Geri dönüşüm yapmak istemiyorum 18 
Diğer (belirtiniz).................................................... 19 
Sebebi yok/ Bilmiyorum 99 
 
S17. (V59) Geri dönüşüm hakkında aşağıdaki yollardan hangileri aracılığıyla bilgi almak 

isterdiniz? 
 
Yazılı medya (gazete, dergi..) 1 
Görsel medya (TV, sinema...) 2 
İşitsel medya (radyo) 3 
Broşür 4 
CD- Rom 5 
E-mail 6 
Internet 7 
Diğer (belirtiniz)...................................................... 8 
Bilgi almak istemiyorum. 9 
 
S18. (V60) Aşağıdakilerden hangileri geri dönüşümlü maddeleri değerlendirmenizi ya da daha 

sıklıkla değerlendirmenizi sağlar? 
 
Geri dönüşüm prosedürü hakkında daha fazla bilgi 1 
Daha büyük geri dönüşüm kutuları 2 
Geri dönüşüm kutularında doğru etiketler 3 
Daha yakında bulunan geri dönüşüm kutuları 4 
Daha fazla geri dönüşüm kutusu 5 
Kapıdan toplanması 6 
Herbir madde için ayrı kutu bulunması 7 
Karşılığında ücret ödenmesi 8 
Diğer (belirtiniz)………………………………….. 9 
Bilmiyorum / Fikrim yok 99 
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S19. Aşağıdaki ifadelere ne ölçüde katılıp katılmadığınızı belirtir misiniz? 
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V61  Kısa süreli kullanıp atılan plastik şişeler ve naylon 
poşetler çevre kirliliği yaratır. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V62  Alışverişlerde naylon poşet yerine geri dönüşümü 
kolay olan materyaller (kese kağıdı, file...) 
kullanılmalıdır. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V63  Geri dönüşüme katkıda bulunmak, herkesin 
toplumsal görevidir. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V64  Geri dönüşüm çevreyi korur. 5 4 3 2 1 
V65  Çöplerimi geri dönüşüm için ayrıştırmak çok 

zahmetli. 
5 4 3 2 1 

V66  Daha çok geri dönüşüm yapmam için geri dönüşümlü 
çöpler evimden toplanmalıdır. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V67  Geri dönüşüm hakkında yeterince bilgi sahibi olan 
insanlar bu konuda daha katılımcı olur. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V68  Eğer fiyatı aynı olursa geri dönüşümü kolay 
maddeleri geri dönüşümü olmayan maddelere tercih 
ederim. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V69  Geri dönüşüm ile tekrar kazandırılmış bir ürünün 
kalitesi düşük olur. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V70  Geri dönüşüm kampanyalarına destek veren bir 
işletme benim için yüksek prestij sahibidir. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V71  Geri dönüşüm kampanyalarına destek veren bir 
işletmenin ürününü/hizmetini satın almayı tercih 
ederim. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V72  Devlet geri dönüşüm kampanyalarına destek 
vermektedir. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V73  Özel işletmeler geri dönüşüm kampanyalarına destek 
vermektedir. 

5 4 3 2 1 

V74  İşletmeler, kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk 
faaliyetlerinin bir boyutu olarak geri dönüşüm 
kampanyalarına yatırım yapmalıdır. 

5 4 3 2 1 
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S20. Geri dönüşümü destekleyen kampanyalar düzenleyen, bildiğiniz işletmeler var mı? 
 
Evet 1 İşletmenin adını belirtiniz 

.................................................................................................. 
Hayır 2  

 
3.BÖLÜM 

 
S21. (V75) Cinsiyet  
 
Kadın 1 
Erkek 2 
 
S22. (V76) Yaşınızı öğrenebilir miyim? ...................................... 
 
S23. (V77) Eğitim durumunuzu öğrenebilir miyim? 

Doktora 1 
Yüksek lisans 2 
Üniversite 3 
Lise 4 
Ortaokul 5 
İlkokul 6 

S24.  (V78) Şu andaki çalışma biçiminizi öğrenebilir miyim? 
Tam zamanlı çalışıyorum 1 
Yarı zamanlı çalışıyorum 2 
Emekliyim 3 
Çalışmıyorum 4 

 
S25. (V79) Medeni durumunuz nedir? 

Bekar 1 
Evli 2 
Dul/ boşanmış 3 

 
S26. (V80) Varsa kaç çocuğunuz olduğunu öğrenebilir miyim? ..................................... 
 
S27. (V81) Daha önce yurt dışında yaşadınız mı? 
 

Evet 1 Ne kadar süre?  ........................... 
Hayır 2 

  
  

 
TEŞEKKÜR EDERİM! 

 


