
	

Abstract

Plastic waste is known as the worst pollutant to our environment, with single-use plastic shopping 
bags perceived as the biggest cause of this issue. However, despite massive actions undertaken by 
environmentalists and government agencies to promote the adoption of biobased shopping bags, 
human behavior towards single-use plastic shopping bag consumption continues to persist and 
unfortunately, is soaring. To address this issue, we propose that consumer personality traits 
significantly influence this behavior. Therefore, we apply motive disposition theory (MDT) and 
institutional theory to examine consumers’ motives, specifically focusing on the power motive and 
the institutions that influence them. By employing an online survey and moderated mediation 
analysis, a sample of 207 individuals was engaged to investigate the influence of consumers’ power 
motives on green consumption towards biobased shopping bags. The results indicate that this 
relationship is contingent upon the mediating role of consumer environmental concern. Additionally, 
it has been observed that the level of adoption is even stronger when consumers perceive that 
knowledge supporting environmentally friendly behavior is accessible to them.

Keywords: Biobased shopping bags, single-use plastic bags, plastic waste, consumer personality, 
green consumption, consumer environmental concern, moderated mediation analysis
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1. Introduction
People nowadays might not be able to imagine life 
without plastic. Yet, its large-scale production and us-
age only dates back to the mid-20th century (Geyer et 
al., 2017). As a versatile and strong material, plastic is 
easy and cheap to make; therefore, plastic is known 
as a top material choice to fulfill myriad applica-
tions. However, plastic waste is a planetary threat 
to the environment (Borrelle et al., 2020). It is found 
everywhere, from populated cities to deserts, from 
mountaintops to the deep ocean, in tropical landfills 
and even in Arctic snow (Luo et al., 2022; MacLeod et 

al., 2021). Plastic waste is a poorly reversible pollut-
ant because its natural removal can be on the scale 
of decades to centuries (Chamas et al., 2020). This 
is a huge concern because if the plastic pollution 
accumulation exceeds the effect threshold, it will be 
impossible to rapidly reduce pollution levels below 
the threshold (Arp et al., 2021; MacLeod et al., 2014). 
Plastic is also known as an anthropogenic problem 
that causes environmental harm and potentially 
threatens human health (Singh & Ordoñez, 2016; 
Wright & Kelly, 2017). 

Global emissions of plastic waste into aquatic eco-
systems were estimated to be from 19 to 23 million 
metric tons in 2016 and are predicted to reach up 
to 53 million metric tons per year by 2030 (Borrelle 
et al., 2020). Out of those numbers, the usage of 
single-use plastic bags is perceived as the dominant 
cause. In fact, plastic bag usage in the United States 
alone has tripled since the start of the COVID-19 
pandemic, mostly for food delivery. Unsurprisingly, 
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ined for several decades (e.g., Muposhi et al., 2021; 
Muralidharan & Sheehan, 2016), the application of the 
findings still leaves a lot of homework. For example, 
the success of implementing such behavior is said 
to rely not only on the surrounding environment 
but also on individual aspects (Moisander, 2007). 
Yet, GC studies focusing on individual aspects and 
external dynamics are still limited. Therefore, having 
individuals’ perspectives on understanding their own 
behavior in terms of adopting or rejecting GC actions, 
such as using less single-use plastic bags, is needed. 

Motive disposition theory (McClelland et al., 1989) 
and institutional theory (Kostova, 1997) can be used 
to address this issue. Motive disposition theory (MDT) 
highlights motives as the basic determinants un-
derlying many cognitive and behavioral differences 
across individuals (Sheldon & Schüler, 2011). Thus, 
the theory can be utilized to understand why some 
individuals tend to either adopt or avoid adopting 
pro-environmental behaviors, such as GC of bio-
based shopping bags, in order to pursue satisfac-
tion or avoid dissatisfaction. In sum, according to 
MDT, in performing any behaviors, whether good or 
bad, individuals aim to pursue satisfaction or avoid 
dissatisfaction. This theory is important because a 
considerable part of an individual’s competencies and 
behavioral orientations is rooted in that individual’s 
personal motives (Schultheiss & Kollner, 2014), in-
cluding environmentally friendly behavior (Ploum 
et al., 2018; Sung & Park, 2018). The power motive, 
specifically, can be used to probe whether an indi-
vidual’s power motive plays an essential role in their 
pro-environmental behaviors because, empirically, 
the power motive is the antecedent of pro-social 
and pro-environmental behaviors (Handrito et al., 
2021; Hermans et al., 2017; Magee & Langner, 2008; 
McClelland, 1985). In this study, we posit that the 
tendency towards GC of biobased shopping bags is 
pro-social and pro-environmental behaviors. 

Not only is the implementation of pro-environ-
mental policies driven by internal (personal) aspects, 
such as environmental concern or a responsibility 
to take care of the environment (Sanny et al., 2022; 
Suhartanto et al, 2022), but also external aspects, 
such as surrounding regulation and political decisions 
(Bansal & Roth, 2000; Moisander, 2007). Therefore, 
in this study we also explore external aspects, such 
as legislation, customers, media, and stakeholder 

these numbers cause a huge environmental chal-
lenge, and there are no countries in the world that are 
not struggling managing current volumes of plastic 
waste (Kaza et al., 2018). Realizing this fact, at least 
127 nations have implemented policies that have 
banned or taxed single-use plastic bags (Aragaw, 
2020; Parker, 2019). Yet, although bag regulations 
have proliferated quickly, their effectiveness remains 
an unanswered question.

Although several governments have been pro-
moting green consumption (GC) policies to lessen 
usage of single-use plastic shopping bags, consum-
ers’ awareness of these policies is still considered 
low. Such policies vary across the globe and include 
taxes, bans, and voluntary initiatives (Muposhi et al., 
2022; Nielsen et al., 2019; Xanthos & Walker, 2017). 
Unlike European Union members, most nations in 
Asia and Africa have implemented a plastic bag ban 
rather than a plastic bag tax. Bangladesh, India, 
Taiwan, and China were the first to introduce bans 
in Asia (Gupta, 2011; He, 2012; Larsen & Venkova, 
2014). Reacting to these policies, some people have 
consciously reduced their use of plastic and even 
advocate “less-plastic” behavior. Unfortunately, other 
people, with their different circumstances, still re-
fuse to apply those policies. For example, in China, 
the imposition of charges for plastic shopping bags 
demonstrates the boomerang effect, wherein the 
implementation of a pricing policy has resulted in un-
intended consequences (Wang & Li, 2021). Although 
the program reduces the utilization of plastic carrier 
bags by 44%, the overall use of plastic bags is on 
the rise. This is primarily because of the extensive 
utilization of complimentary inner packaging bags 
as substitutes for plastic shopping bags (Wang & Li, 
2021). Consumers are disproportionately impacted 
by the pricing strategy and exhibit distinct behaviors 
in their utilization of plastic bags. This is unfortunate, 
since the success of such policy implementation is 
urgently needed. Thus, research is needed on un-
derstanding why consumers are either keen on or 
choose to ignore this policy.

Despite its urgency and importance, research 
on this topic mostly relies on external factors, pre-
dominantly focusing on organization and institution 
aspects surrounding consumers. Although factors 
affecting individuals’ adoption of GC behaviors (in-
cluding using less plastic material) have been exam-
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pressure. Further, we borrow institutional aspects 
(regulative, normative, and cognitive) (Kostova, 
1997) to be integrated with the individual aspects. 
Individuals may behave differently depending on the 
surrounding regulations, norms, and social values of 
where they live (Urbano et al., 2019). For example, 
individuals follow pro-environmental policies, not just 
to comply with governmental regulations, but also to 
gain social recognition and follow norms (Brockhaus 
et al., 2017). Therefore, utilizing two concepts in 
understanding individuals’ behaviors may provide a 
better understanding of this field of research. 

2. Study setting
In aiming to analyze consumer personality on under-
standing GC, we chose Indonesia as the research con-
text because the country is home to 4 of the 20 most 
polluted 20 rivers in the world (Hotz, 2015; Whiting, 
2019). Although the Government of Indonesia has 
made efforts towards addressing plastic pollution, 
such as having a paid plastic shopping bag policy 
since 2016 (WEF, 2016), Indonesia still produces 
plastic waste of up to 64 million tons per year, 5% 
of which is dumped into the sea. Moreover, 10 bil-
lion plastic shopping bags, equal to 85,000 tons, 
are released into the environment per year. These 
facts made Indonesia, an emerging dynamic middle-
income economy, a natural fit as our study setting. 

The context of Indonesia provides opportuni-
ties to understand how the public engages in pro-
environmental issues – even in circumstances that 
desperately call for environmental attention. Vast 
research in social and personality psychology dem-
onstrates the effects of personality constructs on 
many types of behaviors are moderated by context 
and other considerations (Goss, 2005; Laurin et al., 
2011; McClelland, 1996). In addition, context allows 
us to test whether management theories developed 
in Western settings, such as MDT, are also applicable 
in less developed countries (Li & Peng, 2008; Meyer 
& Peng, 2016). This is also beneficial as, demographi-
cally, Asian-based green buying/consumption behav-
ior studies are relatively scant. 

Considering those rationales, this study uses theo-
retical, methodological, and empirical approaches to 
explore GC behaviors. The first approach, theoretical, 
includes introducing personality aspects on under-

standing GC behaviors. Involving this aspect in the 
environmental field of research can provide a more 
thorough approach for academia and policy makers 
to propose models for better policy effectiveness in 
solving environmental problems, especially plastic 
waste. Second, the methodological approach ex-
plores a moderated mediation relationship between 
individual aspects and institutional perspective. This 
analysis explains the complexity involved in relation-
ships and provides suggestions of which factors 
should be treated in the process of formulating policy. 
Lastly, from an empirical perspective, by connecting 
Indonesia as the country context, this study provides 
better insight into why the environmental problems 
in Indonesia persist for decades. This multi-part ap-
proach is expected to support a tailor-made policy 
on solving environmental problems in less developed 
countries in general and Indonesia in particular.

3. Theoretical background and 
hypotheses development

3.1 Power Motive, Consumer Environmental 
Concern, and Green Consumption.
As a multifaceted concept, personality can be dif-
ferentiated into several dimensions including values, 
traits, and motives (Hofer et al., 2008; Winter et al., 
1998). We focus on motive and, therefore, borrow 
MDT (McClelland et al., 1989) because it drives per-
sons to perform actions either to achieve satisfac-
tion or to avoid dissatisfaction/disappointments 
(McClelland, 1985; McClelland et al., 1989). Relevant 
to green behavior, Moisander (2007) proposes the 
inclusion of motivation in green consumerism stud-
ies. Moreover, motive is formed through individu-
als’ early lives, based on affect-related experiences, 
and is relatively stable (Kollner & Schultheiss, 2014; 
Schultheiss et al., 2014). As a result, motive is deeply 
rooted in individuals’ personalities and affects their 
behaviors, good or bad. Hence, MDT has been imple-
mented in various research studies, such as in areas 
of sport (Wegner et al., 2014), workplace and career 
(Fodor & Riordan, 1995), environment (Handrito et 
al., 2021; Hermans et al., 2017), entrepreneurship 
(Handrito et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2016), education 
(Pang & Schultheiss, 2005), leadership (McClelland & 
Burnham, 2008), and even in marketing (Coreynen 
et al., 2020; Slabbinck & Spruyt, 2022; Songa et al., 
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2019). In addition, motive is capable of answering 
“why” a certain behavior is performed (Engel et al., 
2002). Therefore, MDT can be used to explore why 
some consumers tend to engage in green behaviors 
while others do not.

Motive disposition theory also explains that indi-
viduals are driven by three basic motives or needs: 
achievement, affiliation, and power (McClelland, 
1985; McClelland et al., 1989; Schultheiss & Brunstein, 
2010). People motivated by achievement tend to im-
prove their performance or their standards (Litwin, 
1966; McClelland, 1965b, 1965a). This motive encour-
ages individuals to engage in challenging tasks and 
delivers satisfaction when they successfully master 
the tasks (McClelland, 1961). The need for affilia-
tion is a motive to seek satisfaction by maintaining 
closeness and love and avoiding conflicts with oth-
ers (McClelland, 1985). It drives individuals towards 
social interaction and delivers satisfaction when 
social ties with others can be built, maintained, or 
restored (Wegner et al., 2014). The need for power 
or the power motive refers to satisfaction derived 
from one’s ability to influence, control, or impress 
others (Fodor, 2010; McClelland, 1975; McClelland & 
Watson, 1973). The need for power is also linked to 
bad or negative behaviors such as war (McClelland, 
1985) and anger (Bender & Woike, 2010). Previous 
studies confirm that individuals who are driven by 
a strong power motive are more likely to engage in 
certain activities that provide an ego boost and can 
confirm or improve their social status (Kehr, 2004). 
It also relates to pro-social behavior (Hermans et al., 
2017) as well as environmentally friendly behavior 
(Handrito et al., 2021).

With respect to intentions and behaviors, re-
searchers categorized “pro-environment behaviors” 
as a subset of prosocial behavior (Hopper & Nielsen, 
1991; McCarty & Shrum, 1994). The prosocial behav-
ior itself is value-laden, meaning that the values that 
individuals hold will influence their behaviors that 
work for societal good. These behavior characteris-
tics are intersected with social impact, social status, 
and ego boost, represented by power motive. This is 
also supported by prior studies, which state that the 
power motive is linked to prosocial intentions (Magee 
& Langner, 2008; McClelland, 1985). Therefore, we 
posit that power-motivated individuals might only 
act in pro-environmental ways if they are socially re-

warded and satisfied for performing such behaviors. 
Following this logic, Griskevicius et al. (2010) show 

that power motivated people exhibit an increased 
desire for approaching green products when shop-
ping in public, but not in private. Also, Handrito et 
al. (2021) find that small and medium-sized enter-
prises (SMEs) led by entrepreneurs that are moti-
vated by the need for power tend to engage with 
environmental sustainability orientation when the 
surrounding environments provide acknowledge-
ments or rewards towards this behavior. Further, the 
relationship between need for power to GC behaviors 
can be cascaded and traced back from the features 
embedded into GC.

Green consumption also refers to the process 
through which consumers decide whether to pur-
chase or not purchase a green product based on 
environmental considerations (Peattie, 2010). Known 
for the reduction of excessive consumption, GC ap-
peals to consumers who demonstrate environmen-
tally friendly behavior, or at least, are aware of social 
and environmental sustainability (Lin & Niu, 2018). 
This means that the purchase decision to use more 
environmentally friendly products, such as biobased 
shopping bags, instead of single-use plastic shop-
ping bags, is mostly determined by the individual’s 
awareness of sustainability and their responsibility to 
protect the environment (Adomako & Nguyen, 2020; 
Nguyen, et al., 2021). This awareness that can raise 
preference for environmentally friendly products is 
consumer environmental concern or CEC (Suki, 2013).

Lin and Niu (2018) stated that the consumer’s 
GC behavior could not be established unless so-
cial norms were internalized. A study of CEC and 
green purchase intention of environmentally friendly 
electrical products in Nigeria found that there is an 
attitude-behavior gap or a clear inconsistency be-
tween attitudes towards GC and the actual behavior 
(Ayodele et al., 2017). Since social norms and behav-
ioral control moderate the relationship between 
individual intentions and behavior (De Pelsmacker 
& Janssens, 2007), it is possible that although con-
sumers comply with accepted social norms, it is not 
reflected in their individual consumption behavior 
(Carrington et al., 2010). On the other hand, there 
may be specific factors that spur low environmental 
concern, such as social influence from a less green-
oriented community, lack of recognition of green 
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products, and low enforcement of green regulation 
by the government (Ayodele et al., 2017).

Consumers construct social norms when they 
believe that certain acts are inevitable and decide 
whether they should execute those behaviors or 
not. The norms are found to force and pressurize 
individuals to behave more environmentally friendly 
(Rustam et al., 2020) and are usually affected by the 
perceptions of people around the consumers (Sabeen 
et al., 2022). For example, people purchase green 
products since they are convinced by their social 
connections such as family, friends, social influencers 
(e.g., celebrities), and inspirational leaders (Minton 
& Rose, 1997).

There is also the view that green consumption is 
actually a problematic concept, however, since the 
word “green” implies the conservation of environ-
mental resources, while the word “consumption” 
generally involves their destruction (Peattie, 2010). 
Critics argue that GC behaviors only superficially 
tackle current environmental issues (Kilbourne et 
al., 2002). By reducing consumers’ guilt because 
they feel they are doing some pro-environmental 
action, GC behaviors may perpetuate the process 
of overconsumption (Bordwell, 2002).

The features embedded in CEC and GC fit into the 
main characteristics of power motive. In sum, CEC 
and GC are the behaviors that are socially exposed, 
socially rewarded, and encouraged by the authori-
ties. For these reasons as well as the finding that a 
power-motivated individual seeks attention and tends 
to engage with social impact (Fodor, 2010; Hermans 
et al., 2017, Handrito et al., 2021) , we argue that the 
higher level of individuals’ power motive will lead to 
a higher likelihood that they will be more aware of 
green products and apply GC behavior, which is, in 
our case, using biobased shopping bags. 

In a lot of cases in less developed countries, price 
becomes a sensitive factor for making a purchase 
decision on a green product (Suki, 2013). With its 
nature of production (i.e., recycle/reusable, not pol-
luting the environment, and containing natural ingre-
dients), green products are mostly more expensive 
than their less environmentally friendly substitutes. 
For example, in modern retail in Indonesia, the price 
of a biobased shopping bags can be as much as 50 
times more expensive than a single-use plastic bag. 
This price gap, usually called “premium price” only 

can be understood by environmentally conscious 
consumers because they already have the awareness 
of the importance of green products. Although stud-
ies show that Indonesians are ready to adopt green 
products (e.g., Larasatie et al., 2023) and are even 
willing to pay premium price (e.g., Larasatie, 2018), 
the limited awareness of the benefits of using bio-
based shopping bags can contribute to the low rate 
of using this type of green product (Muralidharan & 
Sheehan, 2016).

A dialectical perspective of non-plastic bag con-
sumption in Australia explained that carrying a green, 
reusable bag in public is a symbolic possession, used 
to communicate membership in an environmentally 
conscious local community (Cherrier, 2006). The 
availability of environmentally friendly shopping bags 
has been seen as a symbol of collective action and a 
sustainable way of life, suggesting that the individual 
carrying the bag is a thoughtful person concerning 
the environment. However, such individuals must first 
be aware that the environmentally friendly shopping 
bag option exists and then be motivated to bring the 
bags regularly on their shopping trips. The latter is 
expected to become their daily habit.

Nevertheless, although the increase in awareness 
can result positively in more GC, social norms may 
not have a meaningful effect in using environmentally 
friendly shopping bags (Brien & Thondhlana, 2019; 
Cherrier, 2006; Zambrano-monserrate & Alejandra, 
2020). This circumstance can happen when consum-
ers already have high environmental awareness, so 
the social pressure of people who are considered 
important around consumers would not have any 
meaningful influence toward using environmentally 
friendly shopping bags. 

3.2 Moderation of institutional aspects on the 
relationship between consumer environmental 
concern and green consumption.

Individuals’ behaviors may also be shaped by their 
surrounding environment. The institution is seen 
as a shared value that governs social and economic 
behavior and exchange in a certain country (Chiles et 
al., 2016; Gupta et al., 2014). Institutionalists believe 
that the institution sets norms and standards of 
behavior, reinforcing certain behaviors, and shaping 
the way of thinking of society in general (Busenitz 
et al., 2000; Valdez & Richardson, 2013), including 
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consumption behavior. For example, countries with 
good institutional policy towards environmental 
protection tend to have a higher level of CEC and 
fewer environmental problems. 

The institutional factors refer to the regulatory 
mechanism which directs and controls GC behavior 
and firm eco-sustainability (Moisander et al., 2010). 
According to Junsheng et al., (2020), institutional 
pressure enables firms to promote sustainability 
and meet stakeholders’ demands. The nexus of en-
vironmentally friendly behavior and green buying 
can be affected by multiple economic factors, such 
as inflation (Joshi & Rahman, 2015). The factors can 
restrict GC and increase attitude-behavior conflict in 
green buying. In contrast, environmental awareness 
bridges the communication gap between firms and 
their stakeholders/consumers (Ting et al., 2019).

Yet, important to note is that the term “institution” 
is a multidimensional construct comprising three 
dimensions: regulative, normative, and cognitive 
dimensions (Ahlstrom & Bruton, 2010; Busenitz et 
al., 2000), which are all related to consumer behavior. 
This study builds upon these findings and investi-
gates the role of institutions surrounding consumers 
towards their GC behaviors.

The regulative dimension refers to the formal set 
of laws, economic policies, formal regulations, and 
the role that the government applies to stimulate 
certain behaviors in each country (Busenitz et al., 
2000; Manolova et al., 2008). The regulative frame-
work is formed to ensure that the policy is obeyed, 
so it is equipped with monitoring, rewarding, and 
sanctioning protocols (Veciana & Urbano, 2008). Thus, 
they impact an individual’s future actions (Valdez 
& Richardson, 2013). A good regulative framework 
facilitates the establishment of a long-term business 
strategy (Veciana & Urbano, 2008) because it secures 
the legitimacy for the future survival of the business 
(Bruton et al., 2010; Gao et al., 2017).

However, in general, if society perceives that the 
surrounding regulation does not support certain 
behaviors, then their willingness to act according 
to specific policy will be low. In the context of our 
research, we refer to regulation and policy of limiting 
the usage of single-use plastic bags and GC. Hence, 
society’s perception that surrounding regulations 
promote GC is important within a country. In other 
words, when consumers perceive that regulation of 

single-use plastic bags provides clear rules, rewards, 
and sanctions related to environmentally friendly 
behaviors (Zang et al., 2023), they will be likely to 
engage and perform GC behaviors in their daily lives: 
i.e., using fewer single-use plastic bags and converting 
to the usage of biobased shopping bags. Across the 
globe, the regulations related to single-use plastic 
bags are varied, depending on the culture, economy, 
and social environment. In our context, Indonesia 
has implemented a regulation to reduce the usage of 
single-use plastic bags by charging some amount of 
money for purchasing single-use plastic bags during 
shopping. However, there is not yet a total ban on 
this product in Indonesia. 

The normative dimension becomes a guidance 
within a society because it comprises social values, 
norms, beliefs, and assumptions perceived by society 
(Bruton et al., 2010; Kostova, 1997). An example of 
this dimension is religion (Assouad & Parboteeah, 
2017; Parboteeah et al., 2008). Although the nor-
mative dimension is less formal (compared to the 
regulative dimension), it is more well-accepted as le-
gitimate rules (Doh et al., 2009) in emerging countries 
(García-Cabrera et al., 2016) because it is rooted in 
cultures, wisely inherited, and transformed into social 
obligation (Valdez & Richardson, 2013). Therefore, the 
normative dimension tends to be more consistent 
(Hitt, 2016) and is difficult to change (Bruton et al., 
2010). In sum, if consumers perceive that they are sur-
rounded by a society that supports environmentally 
friendly behaviors and that performing GC is socially 
rewarded, they will be more likely to engage in GC. 

Busenitz et al. (2000) defines the cognitive dimen-
sion as the knowledge and skills possessed by people 
in a society to establish and operate a new business. 
It also refers to social knowledge shared by people 
(Veciana & Urbano, 2008). The cognitive dimension is 
everything that is possessed by individuals through 
social and formal interaction within society (Manolova 
et al., 2008). For example, individual cognition is 
formed through education and training, which even-
tually turns into a belief and standard of behavior 
(in this case: GC behavior). These examples strongly 
hint towards the idea that environmentally friendly 
knowledge thrives in the adoption of biobased shop-
ping bags (Luo et al., 2022).

Based on those arguments, we posit that institu-
tional dimensions may provide an environmentally 
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friendly atmosphere in society. This is attractive for 
individuals with power motive who have CEC towards 
plastic waste issues. Individuals who pay more atten-
tion to the environmental threat of using single-use 
plastic shopping bags will be likely to purchase or 
consume biobased shopping bags if the surrounding 
institution supports this behavior.

Specifically, if surrounding regulations provide 
clear rules, rewards, or even punishment related 
to environmentally friendly behavior, individuals 
with CEC will turn their attitude into behavior by 
consuming biobased shopping bags. Also, if society 
provides support and social reward for individu-
als who perform environmentally friendly behav-
iors, consumers are more likely to adopt biobased 
shopping bags. Lastly, if consumers who are aware 
of green products can easily access (or are widely 
exposed by) knowledge of environmentally friendly 
policy and behavior, the more likely it is that they 
will consume biobased shopping bags. 

Based on these logics, we propose seven hypoth-
eses (see also Figure 1) as follows:

H1: Consumers with a high level of power motive 
tend to have more environmental concern.

H2: Consumers with a high level of power 
motive have a higher tendency to adopt green 
consumption of using biobased shopping bags.

H3: Consumers with a high level of consumer 
environmental concern have a tendency to adopt 
green consumption of biobased shopping bags.

H4: The relationship between consumers’ power 
motive and consumer green consumption is 
mediated by consumer environmental concern.

H5: Consumers with a high level of consumer 
environmental concern will be more engaged 

in green consumption if they perceive that 
surrounding regulation supports environmentally 
friendly behavior.

H6: Consumers with a high level of consumer 
environmental concern will be more engaged in 
green consumption if they perceive that they are 
surrounded by environmentally friendly society.

H7: Consumers with a high level of consumer 
environmental concern will be more engaged 
in green consumption if they perceive that 
knowledge of environmentally friendly behavior 
is easily accessible.

4. Method
4.1 Sample and procedures

This study is a part of a sustainable consumption 
behavior project with an overall goal to assess con-
sumers’ green behavior towards biobased shopping 
bags and legal wood (Larasatie et al., 2023). This study 
was conducted in Semarang and Salatiga, two cities 
in Central Java Province, Indonesia. Semarang is the 
capital and largest city of Central Java Province, while 
Salatiga, as one of the closest cities to Semarang, has 
been long associated with its economic development. 
However, although they are in one agglomeration 
area, both cities have different prominent environ-
mental regulation applications, including the usage 
of shopping bags in modern retail. Thus, having these 
two cities as study areas gives the advantage of hav-
ing various contexts for understanding GC behavior 
in general and at a greater level.

We recruited respondents by posting open invi-
tations through WhatsApp groups and social media 
platforms such as Facebook and Instagram. This 
ensures the reachability of our survey to various 

H2 

H4 

H1 
H3 

Consumer
Environmental

Concern  

Power
Motive  

Institutional
Aspects 

Green
Consumption  

H5, H6, H7 

Figure 1. Theoretical model.
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type of consumers. To be eligible, potential respon-
dents were asked whether they had the experience 
of shopping in modern retail outlets. This ques-
tion was employed to minimize sample selection 
bias (Heckman, 1979). Involving two cities that are 
implementing different policies on single-use plastic 
vs. biobased shopping bags also gave us a chance 
to avoid sample selection bias. Moreover, we only 
included respondents who were over 17 years old to 
ensure their independence and awareness towards 
the survey topic.

The survey was administered online through 
Qualtrics. During the data gathering process, we mini-
mized the risk of common method bias (Podsakoff et 
al., 2012) by applying two procedures. First, a consent 
form was provided at the beginning of the ques-
tionnaire mentioning the obligation, consequence, 
anonymity, and reward for completing the survey, as 
well as the right to withdraw their responses upon 
the completion of the survey. Second, we instructed 
the respondents that there are no “right” or “wrong” 
answers. 

We limited the data collection process to only 
two weeks in August 2022 because we considered 
that our study involved a dynamic perception; there-
fore a relatively short-term survey was important 
in order to capture the phenomena, rather than a 
longer time frame. The average time to complete the 
questionnaire was 10 minutes. For every completed 
questionnaire, we provided a chance to win e-money 
vouchers by lucky draws. In total, we obtained 207 
eligible responses.

We are confident that this sample is fair and rep-
resents the population. To assure that the content 
validity of each statement is relevant to Indonesians, 
the questionnaire was translated by a sworn trans-
lator. During the multiple steps of translation and 
adaptation, divergences of language clarity (e.g., 
potential ambiguous items) were discussed and 
corrected by consensus.

4.2 Measures

We measured power motive using 10 items of the 
Unified Motive Scales (UMS) developed by Schönbrodt 
and Gerstenberg (2012). The sample items of the 
scale are: “The opportunity to exercise control over 
an organization or group” and “I have little interest in 
leading others” as a reverse question. This measure 

is best known to assess one’s motive in empirical 
research setting because it has shorter items and 
requires fewer procedural approaches compared to 
other power motive measurements. Consumer en-
vironmental concern was measured by instruments 
adapted from Suki (2013). The measurement consists 
of three items; “Environmental issues are an emer-
gency issue”, “Environmental issues are consumers’ 
responsibility”, and “I am worried about how all of my 
activities affect the environment”. Institutional as-
pects (regulative, normative, and cognitive) were 
assessed using institutional measurement adapted 
from Busenitz et al. (2000). An example item is “The 
government helps environmentally friendly organiza-
tions”. Green consumption was assessed using the 
adaptation of GREEN scales, developed by Haws et 
al. (2014). Example items include: “It is important to 
me to use biobased shopping bags” and “I am will-
ing to be inconvenienced in order to use biobased 
shopping bags”.

We adjusted our measurement of GC, CEC, and 
institutional aspects that fit into our study context on 
biobased shopping bags usage. All measurements 
were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
5 = strongly agree). To avoid any potential confound-
ing effects on the dependent variables, this study used 
demographic variables such as gender, education, 
income, and age as control variables. Prior studies 
characterized environmentally sensitive consumers 
as mostly consisting of women, those with better 
educational background, having higher incomes, and 
being relatively younger (Zeynalova & Namazova, 
2022). For instance, women are believed to have at-
titudes more consistent with the green movement 
since they more carefully consider the impact of their 
actions on other people due to gender differences in 
social behavior (Straughan & Roberts, 1999).

To ensure that common method variance was 
minimum, we performed Harmann single factor: a 
single factor test shows that the extraction of total vari-
ance explained by one factor is 26.3%, which is below 
the minimum level (50%) (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

5. Results
Our sample was relatively balanced with respect to 
gender (men vs. women) and income (high vs. mid-
low) variables, but was dominated by Millennials and 
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Generation X (Table 1). The respondents’ background 
also leaned towards mid-low education level.

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics and correla-
tion among variables. As shown, not all demographic 
variables were significantly correlated. Therefore, 
non-significant variables will be excluded in the next 
analysis. The predictor variables were significantly 
correlated with all core variables: thus, this prompts 
further investigation. The result shows that power 
motive was significantly correlated to CEC (r = 0.248, 

Table 1. Respondents’ demographics.

Respondents (n = 207)
Variables Number in each category % of total
Gender

Men 100 48
Women 107 52

Education
High 63 30
Mid-Low 144 70

Income
High 113 54
Mid-Low 114 55

Age (years)
<20 21 10
21-30 31 16
31-40 67 32
41-50 67 32
>50 21 10

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation among main and control variables.

 Correlations Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Gender 1.48 0.50 1
Education 1.80 0.40 -0.050 1
Income 1.36 0.48 -0.191* 0.379** 1
Age 39.00 10.44 -0.170* 0.432** 0.329** 1
Power motive 3.69 0.45 -0.217** 0.178* 0.235** 0.062 1
Regulative 4.17 0.73 -0.012 0.024 -0.015 0.052 0.023 1
Normative 3.66 0.76 -0.008 -0.115 -0.166* 0.000 0.144* 0.494** 1
Cognitive 3.88 0.66 -0.067 -0.076 -0.092 -0.029 0.058 0.481** 0.611** 1
GC 4.39 0.52 0.030 0.127 0.099 -0.005 0.264** 0.499** 0.355** 0.396** 1
CEC 3.80 0.68 -0.007 0.136 0.043 -0.199** 0.248** 0.187** 0.196** 0.175* 0.372** 1

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
CEC: Consumer environmental concern, GC: Green consumption

p < 0.01) and GC (r = 0.264, p < 0.01). Likewise, an 
institutional variable consisting of regulative (r = 
0.499, p < 0.01), normative (r = 0.355, p < 0.01), and 
cognitive dimensions (r = 0.396, p < 0.01) was signifi-
cantly correlated to GC. Similarly, CEC was correlated 
to GC (r = 0.372, p < 0.01). 

We also performed confirmatory factor analysis 
including all indicators used in this study with factor 
loadings, reliability, and AVE shown in Table 3. Based 
on Hair et al. (2010), emphasizing 0.5 or higher as a 
rule of thumb for the minimum loading of an item 
with no cross-loadings, the results in Table 3 show 
that the measurement used in this study was valid.

Table 4 presents the results of the main effect, 
mediation effect, and moderation-mediation effect 
(R2 = 0.304, MSE= 0.194, F= 22.013, df1= 4.000, df2= 
201.000, p = 0.000). To examine the main effect, we 
performed a linear regression. Hypothesis 1 pro-
poses that consumers with a high level of power 
motive tend to have more environmental concern. 
The analysis showed that the power motive on CEC 
was significantly associated. Therefore hypothesis 
1 is supported. 

Hypothesis 2 predicts that consumers with a high 
level of power motive have a higher tendency to 
adopt GC. As shown in Table 4, the power motive on 
GC was positively significant. Therefore, hypothesis 
2 is also supported. 

Further, hypothesis 3 proposes that consumers 
with a high level of CEC have a tendency to adopt GC. 
The results showed that CEC on GC was positively 
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Table 3. Measurement validation.

Component Composite
Reliability

Cronbach
Alpha AVE

1 2 3 4 5
Reg1 0.223 0.859 0.242 0.107 -0.003

0.9 0.78 0.7
Reg2 0.253 0.863 0.230 0.169 0.023
Reg3 0.279 0.845 0.193 0.193 0.016
Reg4 0.198 0.794 0.131 0.216 0.135
Cog1 0.046 0.226 0.297 0.694 0.113

0.8 0.88 0.506
Cog2 0.233 0.206 0.176 0.778 -0.009
Cog3 -0.014 0.156 0.433 0.591 0.026
Cog4 0.313 0.088 0.179 0.768 0.033
Norm1 0.119 0.216 0.798 0.276 -0.011

0.83 0.8 0.6
Norm2 0.063 0.299 0.755 0.187 0.104
Norm3 0.161 0.165 0.816 0.192 0.156
Norm4 0.204 0.088 0.761 0.218 -0.075
GC1 0.841 0.192 0.064 0.021 0.057

0.9 0.833 0.61

GC2 0.762 0.190 0.166 0.051 0.205
GC3 0.805 0.188 0.082 0.219 0.144
GC4 0.720 0.192 0.060 0.148 0.113
GC5 0.802 0.118 0.069 0.201 0.034
GC6 0.781 0.131 0.203 0.056 0.140
CEC1 0.313 0.185 -0.113 0.014 0.550

0.71 0.6 0.455CEC2 0.006 -0.008 0.277 -0.006 0.685
CEC3 0.223 -0.017 -0.048 0.100 0.772

Reg: Regulative, Cog: Cognitive, Norm: Normative, GC: Green consumption, CEC: Consumer environmental concern

Table 4. Moderated mediation result.

  Coeff SE t p LLCI ULCI

Power motive to CEC 0.367 0.102 3.57 0.000 0.164 0.570
CEC to GC 0.518 0.236 2.19 0.029 0.051 0.985
Regulative to GC 0.609 0.202 3.014 0.003 0.21 1.008
Normative to GC 0.157 0.225 0.699 0.485 -0.286 0.6
Cognitive to GC 0.868 0.248 3.497 0.000 0.378 1.358
Moderation regulative -0.077 0.054 -1.433 0.153 -0.184 0.029
Moderation normative 0.01 0.057 0.174 0.861 -0.103 0.123
Moderation cognitive -0.153 0.062 -2.451 0.015 -0.277 -0.03
Power motive to GC 0.212 0.07 3.009 0.003 0.0731 0.3512

CEC: Consumer environmental concern, GC: Green consumption
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associated. Therefore hypothesis 3 is also supported.
To test the mediation effect as well as the medi-

ation-moderation effect, protocols PROCESS Macro 
(Darlington & Hayes, 2017; Hayes, 2018) were utilized. 
Hypothesis 4 proposes that the relationship between 
consumers’ power motive and consumer GC is me-
diated by CEC. Because the relationship between 
power motive and GC was significantly positive, as 
well as the relationship between CEC and GC, the 
mediation of CEC on the relationship between power 
motive and GC is interpreted as partial mediation. 
Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 propose moderation models 
in which the institutional aspect, consisting of regula-
tive, normative, and cognitive perception, moderates 
the relationship between CEC and GC. In Table 4, the 
moderation effect was only significant for cognitive 
dimension, while regulative and normative were not. 
Therefore, only hypotheses 7 is supported. Further, 
to test the moderation effect of cognitive dimension, 
we tested conditional effects at three levels: one 
standard deviation above the mean, the mean, and 
one standard deviation below the mean. As shown 
in Table 5, the indicator of the mediation, moderated 
for cognitive aspect, was significant, supporting the 
presence of a moderation effect. However, from a 

moderated mediation test (Hayes, 2018), we failed to 
see a significant effect [Index -0.056, BootSE 0.040, 
Boot LLCI -0.147, BootULCI 0.006]. This is likely be-
cause of the partial mediation effect between power 
motive and GC. The results of simple slope analysis 
of moderation of cognitive are presented in Figure 2.

6. Discussion and conclusion
The results support our hypothesis that consumers 
with a high level of power motive tend to have more 
environmental concern. This type of consumer may 
have a higher tendency to adopt GC towards using 
biobased shopping bags as well. However, we also 
found that there is also a significantly positive direct 
relationship between power motive and GC. These 
findings show that the occurrence of consumers’ GC 
behavior can be also formed without a precedent of 

Table 5. Simple slope analysis of cognitive aspect.

Cognitive Level Effect SE LLCI ULCI
Low (-1 SD) 0.33 0.068 0.194 0.465
Med (SD) 0.228 0.047 0.134 0.323
High (+1 SD) 0.127 0.057 0.0139 0.24

Figure 2. Moderation of cognitive aspect.
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CEC. Theoretically, we argue that this is because the 
characteristics of power motive (e.g., having impact 
on the society) are fit to the characteristics of GC 
(e.g., having impact on the environment). Our study 
is also in line with Moisander’s (2007) proposition on 
the dynamics between motive and behavior in the 
green behavior context. Although motive is still at 
the cognitive phase (Fodor, 2010; Winter, 1973), our 
results show that it can predict GC that is already at 
a behavioral level. This is because we use an explicit 
motive measurement, instead of implicit motive; 
therefore, the surrounding and external factors may 
already play a role in this relationship. 

However, the strength relationship is even 
higher in the mediation relationship involving CEC. 
Theoretically, an actual behavior (in this case: GC) is 
mostly preceded by the awareness of the issue (in 
this case: CEC), especially for consumers with high 
power motive. Therefore, the process of translating 
personal driver or intention towards behavior needs 
to be bridged by one step, which in this research is 
represented by CEC.

Individuals’ intentions to engage in pro-environ-
ment behaviors are strongly influenced by perceived 
social pressures (Mancha & Yoder, 2015). If consum-
ers are aware that people in their proximity expect 
them to behave in ecologically conscious ways, this 
will likely result in significant change in intentions 
towards pro-environmental behavior. Here, various 
strategies aimed at increasing awareness of green 
social norms can be employed to facilitate improved 
environmental intentions and shape behavior in more 
environmentally responsible ways. Valued peers and 
community leaders can be encouraged to provide 
examples of appropriate behavior. A study of post-
consumption plastic packaging in Indonesia finds 
that social norms play a crucial role in shaping the 
waste management habits within one’s immediate 
social circle, such as school buddies, work friends, 
workplace acquaintances, and neighbors (Widayat 
et al., 2021). 

Social media platforms can also be used to pro-
mote environmental sustainability behavior. This 
strategy is beneficial to attract specific demographics 
such as women and younger generations (Larasatie 
et al., 2020). A study in the Philippines finds that 
the potential impact of social media on consumer 
behavior regarding plastic usage might be significant 

when supported by empirical evidence, which can 
be readily translated into actionable outcomes and 
directly affect individuals’ health (Rapada et al., 2021). 
Based on these findings, policymakers in Indonesia 
can create specific content to enhance the effective-
ness of sustainability policies. 

Our results also show that the moderation ef-
fect of institutional aspects between CEC and GC is 
positive and significant, although the strengthening 
result is only found in the simple slope analysis for 
cognitive aspect. This indicates that the accessibility 
of knowledge towards green and environmentally 
friendly effects on society may boost the adoption of 
GC of biobased shopping bags. Further, this indicates 
that an effort to increase the public’s awareness of 
preserving the environment will be able to achieve 
its objectives if supported by knowledge surround-
ing the individual. This finding answers the gap be-
tween environmental behavior and its antecedent 
(Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). We argue that the 
significant moderation of the cognitive dimension in 
our study, aside from the theoretical framework, is 
caused by pro-environmental campaigns that have 
been proclaimed and provided by several institutions 
and stakeholders in Indonesia. Therefore, consum-
ers, especially in our study, are well exposed to and 
have plenty of information supporting GC behavior. 

Meanwhile, the insignificant role of regulative 
and normative aspects in our study context is likely 
because regulation on GC has not yet been perceived 
as supporting GC behavior. In our study context, 
Indonesia, the regulation on reducing the usage of 
single-use plastic bags is less effective because the 
amount of money charged for purchasing single-use 
plastic bags is non-significant compared to the total 
value of shopping. The consumers, in fact, do not 
mind paying a small amount of money to earn instant 
practicality in return. Therefore, these results can also 
provide confirmation for evaluation by stakeholders 
seeking to formulate and promote a better policy on 
environmentally friendly regulation. 

Hence, our study brings at least two contribu-
tions: theoretical and managerial implications. From 
a theoretical perspective, this study adds evidence 
that power motive has a positive relationship to 
pro-environmental behavior (Aydinli et al., 2015; 
Fodor & Greenier, 1995; Handrito et al., 2021). Our 
research specifically adds this relationship in the 
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context of consumer research. Second, by includ-
ing institutional aspects (Busenitz et al., 2000) for 
understanding consumers’ behavior, our study finds 
that consumers’ behavior indeed does not occur 
in a vacuum. The surrounding institution plays an 
important role in consumer behavior, although in 
this case, only the cognitive aspect is proven to be 
a significant determinant. This also gives a broader 
perspective about institutional theory, which is mostly 
used in entrepreneurial studies (Manolova et al., 
2008; Urbano et al., 2019), but is also applicable to 
consumer research.

Our findings also bring several managerial sugges-
tions for stakeholders to improve policy for stimulat-
ing pro-environmental behavior, specifically reducing 
single-use plastic shopping bags. The result shows 
that the personality of consumers plays an essential 
role driving their behavior. The surrounding institu-
tion also enhances this relation. Therefore, policies 
that may shape or increase power motive within 
society need to be strengthened and more accessible. 
Since motive is formed from early childhood, such 
policy may also be taught and informed in school or 
even before school age. Also, because the cognitive 
aspect has an important role in later stages, educa-
tors and relevant institutions related to knowledge 
sharing must be involved in the effort of promoting 
green behavior and GC. 

However, although regulative and normative as-
pects failed to show significant results, we argue 
that this may be important for Indonesia stakehold-
ers’ reflection. A cross national study in sustainable 
consumption behaviors states that in countries char-
acterized by lower economic resources, external 
interventions pertaining to the environment can 
be implemented in a more authoritative manner 
(Wang, 2017). The stakeholders need to strengthen 
the quality and application of such regulations so that 
society will perceive that the surrounding regulations 
support GC. Eventually, the social norm is expected 
to be formed.

Our results are also applicable for business prac-
titioners who are responsible for producing and 
promoting biobased shopping bags. This is not ex-
clusively for companies who already have an aware-
ness of environmentally friendly policy, but also for 
companies who are still struggling to accommodate 
this issue. We believe that if the regulation is heavily 

reliant on government roles, then the norm towards 
GC can be tackled by companies who closely work 
with consumers. There are many examples of how 
company policies can shape the norm for consumers. 
In Indonesia, an example is the refill station initiative 
by PT Unilever Indonesia to reduce the plastic waste 
of cosmetic packages. 

7. Study limitations and future research 
directions
The authors acknowledge several limitations of this 
study. First, this is a cross-sectional study in which we 
are limited to claim causal relationships between vari-
ables. Caution must be maintained when considering 
the generalizability of our findings to less developed 
countries with similar features to Indonesia. Larger 
sample studies, at least at the Indonesia national 
level, and cross-cultural or between nations could be 
followed up for future research. Second, we identified 
a cross loading between several items in institutional 
aspects. This can be caused by the relatively small 
sample size, but although the validity test showed 
as satisfactory, common method bias should be 
considered for future research. Third, the model is 
indeed significant, with adequate fit. However, with 
Adj R2 = 0.304, the model indicates that there are 
still many factors left to better understand how GC 
towards biobased shopping plastic bags is formed. It 
could be that another personality type at an individual 
level and/or strategic policy at an organizational level 
need to be included in future studies.

References
Adomako, S., & Nguyen, N. P. (2020). Human resource 

slack, sustainable innovation, and environmental per-
formance of small and medium-sized enterprises in 
sub-Saharan Africa. Business Strategy and the Environ-
ment. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2552

Ahlstrom, D., & Bruton, G. D. (2010). Rapid Institutional 
Shifts and the Co-evolution of Entrepreneurial Firms 
in Transition Economies. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 34(3), 531–554. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2010.00373.x

Aragaw, T. A. (2020). Surgical face masks as a potential 
source for microplastic pollution in the COVID-19 sce-
nario. Marine Pollution Bulletin, 159, 111517.

Arp, H. P. H., Kühnel, D., Rummel, C., Macleod, M., Pot-
thoff, A., Reichelt, S., Rojo-Nieto, E., Schmitt-Jansen, 
M., Sonnenberg, J., Toorman, E., & Jahnke, A. (2021). 
Weathering Plastics as a Planetary Boundary Threat: 
Exposure, Fate, and Hazards. Environmental Science and 



14	 BioProducts Business 9(1) 2024

Technology, 55(11), 7246–7255. https://doi.org/10.1021/
acs.est.1c01512

Assouad, A., & Parboteeah, K. P. (2017). Religion and in-
novation. A country institutional approach. Journal of 
Management, Spirituality & Religion, 15(1), 20–37. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14766086.2017.1378589

Aydinli, A., Bender, M., Chasiotis, A., van de Vijver, F. J. R., & 
Cemalcilar, Z. (2015). Implicit and explicit prosocial mo-
tivation as antecedents of volunteering: The moderating 
role of parenthood. Personality and Individual Differences, 
74, 127–132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.10.011

Ayodele, A. A., Adetola, A., & Ejiro, A. (2017). Green Awareness 
and Consumer Purchase Intention of Environmentally-
Friendly Electrical Products in Anambra, Nigeria. 8(22), 
98–112. www.iiste.org

Bansal, P., & Roth, K. (2000). Why companies go green: a 
model of ecological responsiveness. Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 43(4), 717–736.

Bender, M., & Woike, B. A. (2010). Learning and Memory 
Correlates of Implicit Motives. In O. C. Schultheiss & 
J. C. Brunstein (eds.), Implicit Motives (pp. 211–244). 
Oxford University Press.

Bordwell, M. (2002). Jamming culture: Ad busters’ hip media 
campaign against consumerism. In K. C. Thomas Prin-
cen, Michael Maniates (Ed.), Confronting Consumption 
(pp. 237–253). MIT Press.

Borrelle, S. B., Ringma, J., Law, K. L., Monnahan, C. C., Leb-
reton, L., McGivern, A., Murphy, E., Jambeck, J., Leonard, 
G. H., Hilleary, M. A., Eriksen, M., Possingham, H. P., 
& Rochman, C. M. (2020). Mitigate Plastic Pollution. 
Science, 1518(September), 1515–1518. http://science.
sciencemag.org/content/369/6510/1515

Brien, J. O., & Thondhlana, G. (2019). Plastic bag use in 
South Africa : Perceptions , practices and potential in-
tervention strategies. Waste Management, 84, 320–328. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2018.11.051

Brockhaus, S., Fawcett, S. E., Knemeyer, A. M., & Fawcett, 
A. M. (2017). Motivations for environmental and social 
consciousness: Reevaluating the sustainability-based 
view. Journal of Cleaner Production, 143, 933–947. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.027

Bruton, G. D., Ahlstrom, D., & Li, H.-L. (2010). Institutional 
Theory and Entrepreneurship: Where Are We Now and 
Where Do We Need to Move in the Future? Entrepre-
neurship Theory and Practice, 34(3), 421–440. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00390.x

Busenitz, L. W., Gomez, C., & Spencer, J. W. (2000). Coun-
try institutional profiles: Unlocking entrepreneurial 
phenomena. Academy of Management Journal, 43(5), 
994–1003.

Carrington, M. J., Neville, B. A., & Whitwell, G. J. (2010). 
Why ethical consumers don’t walk their talk: Towards 
a framework for understanding the gap between the 
ethical purchase intentions and actual buying behav-
iour of ethically minded consumers. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 97(1), 139–158. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
010-0501-6

Chamas, A., Moon, H., Zheng, J., Qiu, Y., Tabassum, T., 
Jang, J. H., Abu-Omar, M., Scott, S. L., & Suh, S. (2020). 
Degradation Rates of Plastics in the Environment. ACS 
Sustainable Chemistry and Engineering, 8(9), 3494–3511. 

https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.9b06635
Cherrier, H. (2006). Consumer identity and moral obliga-

tions in non-plastic bag consumption: a dialectical 
perspective. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 
30(5), 515–523.

Chiles, T. H., Bluedorn, A. C., & Gupta, V. K. (2016). Beyond 
Creative Destruction and Entrepreneurial Discovery: 
A Radical Austrian Approach to Entrepreneurship. 
Organization Studies, 28(4), 467–493. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0170840606067996

Coreynen, W., Vanderstraeten, J., van Witteloostuijn, A., 
Cannaerts, N., Loots, E., & Slabbinck, H. (2020). What 
drives product-service integration? An abductive study 
of decision-makers’ motives and value strategies. Jour-
nal of Business Research, 117(June), 189–200. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.058

Darlington, R. B., & Hayes, A. F. (2017). Regression Analysis 
and Linear Models: Concepts, Applications, and Imple-
mentation (T. D. Little (ed.)). Guilford Press.

De Pelsmacker, P., & Janssens, W. (2007). A model for fair 
trade buying behaviour: The role of perceived quantity 
and quality of information and of product-specific at-
titudes. Journal of Business Ethics, 75(4), 361–380. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9259-2

Doh, J. P., Howton, S. D., Howton, S. W., & Siegel, D. S. (2009). 
Does the Market Respond to an Endorsement of Social 
Responsibility? The Role of Institutions, Information, and 
Legitimacy. Journal of Management, 36(6), 1461–1485. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309337896

Engel, G., Olson, K. R., & Patrick, C. (2002). The personal-
ity of love: Fundamental motives and traits related to 
components of love. Personality and Individual Differ-
ences, 32, 839–853.

Fodor, E. M. (2010). Power Motivation. In O. C. Schulthe-
iss & J. C. Brunstein (Eds.), Implicit Motives (pp. 3–29). 
Oxford University.

Fodor, E. M., & Greenier, K. D. (1995). The power motive, 
self-affect, and creativity. Journal of Research in Person-
ality, 29, 242–252.

Fodor, E. M., & Riordan, J. (1995). Leader power motive 
and group conflict as influences on leader behavior 
and group member self-affect. . Journal of Research 
and Personality, 29(418–431).

Gao, C., Zuzul, T., Jones, G., & Khanna, T. (2017). Overcom-
ing Institutional Voids: A Reputation-Based View of 
Long-Run Survival. Strategic Management Journal, 38(11), 
2147–2167. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2649

García-Cabrera, A. M., García-Soto, M. G., & Durán-Herrera, 
J. J. (2016). Opportunity motivation and SME interna-
tionalisation in emerging countries: Evidence from 
entrepreneurs’ perception of institutions. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 12(3), 879–
910. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-016-0386-7

Geyer, R., Jambeck, J. R., & Law, K. L. (2017). Production, 
use, and fate of all plastics ever made. Science Advances, 
3(7), 25–29. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1700782

Goss, D. (2005). Schumpeter’s legacy?: Interaction and 
emotions in the sociology of entrepreneurship. Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice, March, 205–218.

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J. M., & Van den Bergh, B. (2010). 
Going green to be seen: status, reputation, and con-



Handrito et al. — The more concerned you are, the greener you are: Consumer personality and adoption of biobased shopping bags� 15

spicuous conservation. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 98(3), 392–404. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0017346

Gupta, K. (2011). Consumer responses to incentives to reduce 
plastic bag use: Evidence from a field experiment in urban 
India. Kathmandu: South Asian Network for Develop-
ment and Environmental Economics.

Gupta, V. K., Guo, C., Canever, M., Yim, H. R., Sraw, G. K., 
& Liu, M. (2014). Institutional environment for entre-
preneurship in rapidly emerging major economies: the 
case of Brazil, China, India, and Korea. International En-
trepreneurship and Management Journal, 10(2), 367–384. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-012-0221-8

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Ta-
tham, R. L. (2010). Multivariate Data Analysis: (6th ed.). 
Prentice Hall.

Handrito, R. P., Slabbinck, H., & Vanderstraeten, J. (2020). 
Enjoying or refraining from risk? The impact of implicit 
need for achievement and risk perception on SME 
internationalization. Cross Cultural & Strategic Manage-
ment, 27(3), 317–342. https://doi.org/10.1108/ccsm-
03-2019-0068

Handrito, R. P., Slabbinck, H., & Vanderstraeten, J. (2021). 
Being pro-environmentally oriented SMEs: Understand-
ing the entrepreneur’s explicit and implicit power mo-
tives. Business Strategy and the Environment. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bse.2741

Haws, K. L., Winterich, K. P., & Naylor, R. W. (2014). Seeing 
the world through GREEN-tinted glasses: Green con-
sumption values and responses to environmentally 
friendly products. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 24(3), 
336–354.

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Process: A Versatile Computational Tool 
for Observed Variable Mediation, Moderation, and Con-
ditional Process Modeling. http://afhayes.com/spss-sas-
and-mplus-macros-and-code.html

He, H. (2012). Effects of environmental policy on consump-
tion: Lessons from the Chinese plastic bag regulation. 
Environment and Development Economics 17: 407–431.

Heckman, J. J. (1979). Sample Selection Bias as a Specifica-
tion Error. Econometrica, 47`(1), 153–161. https://www.
jstor.org/stable/1912352

Hermans, J., Slabbinck, H., Vanderstraeten, J., Brassey, 
J., Dejardin, M., Ramdani, D., & van Witteloostuijn, A. 
(2017). The power paradox: Implicit and explicit power 
motives, and the importance attached to pro-social 
organizational goals in SMEs. Sustainability, 9(11), 2001. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9112001

Hitt, M. A. (2016). International strategy and institutional en-
vironments. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management, 23(2), 
206–215. https://doi.org/10.1108/ccsm-11-2015-0168

Hofer, J., Busch, H., & Kiessling, F. (2008). Individual Path-
ways to Life Satisfaction: The Significance of Traits and 
Motives. Journal of Happiness Studies, 9(4), 503–520. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-007-9086-x

Hopper, J. R., & Nielsen, J. M. (1991). Recycling as altruistic 
behavior: Normative and behavioral strategies to ex-
pand participation in a community recycling program. 
Environment and Beh, 3(2), 195. https://builtsurvey.
utm.my/

Hotz, R. L. (2015). Which Countries Create the Most Ocean 

Trash? The Wall Street Journal. https://www.wsj.com/
articles/which-countries-create-the-most-ocean-
trash-1423767676

Joshi, Y., & Rahman, Z. (2015). Factors Affecting Green 
Purchase Behaviour and Future Research Directions. 
In International Strategic Management Review (Vol. 3, 
Issues 1–2). Holy Spirit University of Kaslik. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ism.2015.04.001

Junsheng, H., Masud, M. M., Akhtar, R., & Rana, M. S. (2020). 
The mediating role of employees’ green motivation 
between exploratory factors and green behaviour in 
the malaysian food industry. Sustainability (Switzerland), 
12(2). https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020509

Kaza, S., Yao, L., Bhada-Tata, P., & Van Woerden, F. (2018). 
What a waste 2.0: a global snapshot of solid waste man-
agement to 2050.

Kehr, H. M. (2004). Implicit/explicit motive discrepancies 
and volitional depletion among managers. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(3), 315–327. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256967

Kilbourne, W. E., Beckmann, S. C., & Thelen, E. (2002). The 
role of the dominant social paradigm in environmental 
attitudes: A multinational examination. Journal of Busi-
ness Research, 55(3), 193–204. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0148-2963(00)00141-7

Kollmuss, A., & Agyeman, J. (2002). Mind the Gap: Why 
do people act environmentally and what are the bar-
riers to pro-environmental behavior? Environmen-
tal Education Research, 8(3), 239–260. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13504620220145401

Kollner, M. G., & Schultheiss, O. C. (2014). Meta-analytic 
evidence of low convergence between implicit and 
explicit measures of the needs for achievement, affili-
ation, and power. Frontier in Psychology, 5, 826. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00826

Kostova, T. (1997). Country Institutional Profile: Concept 
and Measurement. Academy of Management, Best Paper 
Proceedings Academy of Management, 180–189.

Larasatie, P. (2018). Indonesian furniture producers: change 
makers or change takers?. BioProducts Business, 39-50.

Larasatie, P., Barnett, T., & Hansen, E. (2020). The “Catch-22” 
of representation of women in the forest sector: The 
perspective of student leaders in top global forestry 
universities. Forests, 11(4), 419.

Larasatie, P., Handrito, R. P., Fitriastuti, T., & Sari, D. M. 
(2023). Who Prefers Legal Wood: Consumers with Utili-
tarian or Hedonic Shopping Values? Forests, 14(11), 
2163.

Larsen, J., & Venkova, S. (2014). Plastic bag bans spreading 
in the United States. In Earth- Policy.org. Retrieved from 
http://www.earth-policy.org/plan_b_updates/2014/
update122.

Laurin, K., Fitzsimons, G. M., & Kay, A. C. (2011). Social 
disadvantage and the self-regulatory function of jus-
tice beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
100(1), 149–171. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021343

Li, Y., & Peng, M. W. (2008). Developing theory from strategic 
management research in China. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management, 25(3), 563–572. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10490-007-9083-y

Lin, S. T., & Niu, H. J. (2018). Green consumption: Envi-

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-012-0221-8


16	 BioProducts Business 9(1) 2024

ronmental knowledge, environmental consciousness, 
social norms, and purchasing behavior. Business Strat-
egy and the Environment, 27(8), 1679–1688. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bse.2233

Litwin, G. H. (1966). Achievement motivation, expectancy 
of success, and risk-taking behavior. In J. W. Atkinson 
& N. T. Feather (Eds.), A theory of achievement motiva-
tion. Wiley.

Luo, Y., Douglas, J., Pahl, S., & Zhao, J. (2022). Reducing 
Plastic Waste by Visualizing Marine Consequences. 
Environment and Behavior, 54(4), 809–832. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00139165221090154

MacLeod, M., Arp, H. P. H., Tekman, M. B., & Jahnke, A. 
(2021). The global threat from plastic pollution. Sci-
ence, 373(6550), 61–65. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
abg5433

MacLeod, M., Breitholtz, M., Cousins, I. T., De Wit, C. A., 
Persson, L. M., Rudén, C., & McLachlan, M. S. (2014). 
Identifying chemicals that are planetary boundary 
threats. Environmental Science and Technology, 48(19), 
11057–11063. https://doi.org/10.1021/es501893m

Magee, J. C., & Langner, C. A. (2008). How personalized 
and socialized power motivation facilitate antisocial 
and pro-social decision-making. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 42(6), 1547–1559. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrp.2008.07.009

Mancha, R. M., & Yoder, C. Y. (2015). Cultural anteced-
ents of green behavioral intent: An environmental 
theory of planned behavior. Journal of Environmen-
tal Psychology, 43, 145–154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvp.2015.06.005

Manolova, T. S., Eunni, R. V., & Gyoshev, B. S. (2008). Insti-
tutional environments for entrepreneurship: Evidence 
from emerging economies in eastern Europe. Entrepre-
neurship Theory and Practice, 32(1), 203–218.

McCarty, J. A., & Shrum, L. J. (1994). Value orientations, and 
attitudes about recycling as antecedents of recycling 
behavior. Journal of Business Research, 30, 53–62.

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The achieving society. NJ: van Nos-
trand.

McClelland, D. C. (1965a). N achievement and entrepre-
neurship: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 1(4), 389–392.

McClelland, D. C. (1965b). Toward a theory of motive ac-
quisition. The American Psychologist, 20(5), 321–333.

McClelland, D. C. (1975). Power: The inner experience. John 
Wiley.

McClelland, D. C. (1985). How Motives, Skills, and Values 
Determine What People Do. American Psychologist, 
40(7), 812–825.

McClelland, D. C. (1996). Does the field of personality have 
a future? Journal of Research in Personality, 30, 429–434.

McClelland, D. C., & Burnham, D. H. (2008). Power is the 
great motivator. Harvard Business Review Press.

McClelland, D. C., Koestner, R., & Weinberger, J. (1989). 
How do self-attributed and implicit motives differ. 
Psychological Review, 96(4), 690–702.

McClelland, D. C., & Watson, R. I. (1973). Power motivation 
and risk taking behavior. Journal of Personality, 41(1), 
121–139.

Meyer, K. E., & Peng, M. W. (2016). Theoretical foundations 

of emerging economy business research. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 47(1), 3–22. https://doi.
org/10.1057/jibs.2015.34

Minton, A. P., & Rose, R. L. (1997). The Effects of Environ-
mental Concern on Environmentally Friendly Consumer 
Behavior: An Exploratory Study. Journal of Business 
Research, 40(1), 37–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-
2963(96)00209-3

Moisander, J. (2007). Motivational complexity of green 
consumerism. International Journal of Consumer Stud-
ies, 31(4), 404–409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-
6431.2007.00586.x

Moisander, J., Markkula, A., & Eräranta, K. (2010). Construc-
tion of consumer choice in the market: Challenges for 
environmental policy. International Journal of Consumer 
Studies, 34(1), 73–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-
6431.2009.00821.x

Muposhi, A., Mpinganjira, M., & Wait, M. (2021). Influence 
of personal value orientations on pro-environmental 
behaviour: A case of green shopping bags. International 
Journal of Environment and Waste Management, 28(1), 
76–92. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEWM.2021.117011

Muposhi, A., Mpinganjira, M., & Wait, M. (2022). Consid-
erations, benefits and unintended consequences of 
banning plastic shopping bags for environmental 
sustainability: A systematic literature review. Waste 
Management & Research, 40(3), 248-261.

Muralidharan, S., & Sheehan, K. (2016). Tax and ‘“fee”’ mes-
sage frames as inhibitors of plastic bag usage among 
shoppers: A social marketing application of the theory 
of planned behavior. Social Marketing Quarterly, 22(3), 
200–217. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524500416631522

Nguyen, L., Nguyen, V.-T., & Hoang, U. T. (2021). Factors 
Influencing Consumer Behavior Towards Green Con-
sumption: An Empirical Study in Vietnam. The Journal of 
Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 8(10), 197–0205. 
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no10.0197

Nielsen, T. D., Holmberg, K., & Stripple, J. (2019). Need 
a bag? A review of public policies on plastic carrier 
bags–Where, how and to what effect? Waste manage-
ment, 87, 428-440.

Pang, J. S., & Schultheiss, O. C. (2005). Assessing implicit 
motives in US college students effects of picture type 
and position gender and ethnicity and cross cultural 
comparisons. Journal of Personality Assessment, 85(3), 
280–294.

Parboteeah, K. P., Hoegl, M., & Cullen, J. B. (2008). Manag-
ers’ gender role attitudes: a country institutional profile 
approach. Journal of International Business Studies, 39(5), 
795–813. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400384

Parker, L. (2019). Plastic bag bans are spreading. But are 
they truly effective? National Geographic. https://www.
nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/plastic-
bag-bans-kenya-to-us-reduce-pollution

Peattie, K. (2010). Green consumption: Behavior and 
norms. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 
35, 195–228. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-envi-
ron-032609-094328

Ploum, L., Blok, V., Lans, T., & Omta, O. (2018). Exploring 
the relation between individual moral antecedents and 
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition for sustainable 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524500416631522
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no10.0197


Handrito et al. — The more concerned you are, the greener you are: Consumer personality and adoption of biobased shopping bags� 17

development. Journal of Cleaner Production, 172, 1582–
1591. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.10.296

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). 
Sources of method bias in social science research 
and recommendations on how to control it. Annu Rev 
Psychol, 63, 539–569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-120710-100452

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-Reports in 
Organizational Research: Problems and Prospects. 
Journal of Management, 12(4), 531–544. https://doi.
org/10.1177/014920638601200408

Rapada, M. Z., Yu, D. E., & Yu, K. D. (2021). Do social media 
posts influence consumption behavior towards plastic 
pollution? Sustainability, 13(22), 12334.

Rustam, A., Wang, Y., & Zameer, H. (2020). Environmental 
awareness, firm sustainability exposure and green con-
sumption behaviors. Journal of Cleaner Production, 268, 
122016. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122016

Sabeen, Z., Arshad, F., & Ayub, N. (2022). Impact of Brand 
Image on Green Purchase Intentions: Mediating Role 
of CSR Perceptions. NICE Research Journal, 15(1), 61–88. 
https://doi.org/10.51239/nrjss.vi.351

Sanny, L., Natalia, Y. Y., Aguzman, G., Sasongko, A. H., Ninal, 
M., & Yulieni, Y. (2022, September). Green Consumerism 
in Indonesia. In Proceedings of the 2022 International 
Conference on Engineering and Information Technology 
for Sustainable Industry (pp. 1-5).

Schönbrodt, F. D., & Gerstenberg, F. X. R. (2012). An IRT 
analysis of motive questionnaires: The Unified Motive 
Scales. Journal of Research in Personality, 46(6), 725–742. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.08.010

Schultheiss, O. C., & Brunstein, J. C. (2010). Implicit Motives 
(O. C. Schultheiss & J. C. Brunstein (eds.)). Oxford.

Schultheiss, O. C., & Kollner, M. G. (2014). Implicit motives 
and the development of competencies: A virtuous-
circle model of motive-driven learning. In R. Pekrun 
& L. Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.), Educational Psychology 
Handbook Series (pp. 73–95). Routledge, Taylor Francis.

Schultheiss, O. C., Wiemers, U. S., & Wolf, O. T. (2014). 
Implicit need for achievement predicts attenuated 
cortisol responses to difficult tasks. Journal of Research 
in Personality, 48, 84–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrp.2013.10.004

Sheldon, K. M., & Schüler, J. (2011). Wanting, having, and 
needing: Integrating motive disposition theory and self-
determination theory. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 101(5), 1106–1123. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0024952

Singh, J., & Ordoñez, I. (2016). Resource recovery from post-
consumer waste: important lessons for the upcoming 
circular economy. Journal of Cleaner Production, 134, 
342–353. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.12.020

Slabbinck, H., & Spruyt, A. (2022). On the Selection and Use 
of Implicit Measures in Marketing Research: A Utilitar-
ian Taxonomy. Measurement in Marketing, 19, 171–210.

Songa, G., Slabbinck, H., Vermeir, I., & Russo, V. (2019). How 
do implicit/explicit attitudes and emotional reactions 
to sustainable logo relate? A neurophysiological study. 
Food Quality and Preference, 71(May 2018), 485–496. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2018.04.008

Straughan, R. D., & Roberts, J. A. (1999). Environmental 

segmentation alternatives: a look at green consumer 
behavior in the new millennium. Journal of Consumer 
Marketing, 16(6), 558–575. http://www.emeraldinsight.
com/doi/10.1108/07363769910297506

Suhartanto, D., Kartikasari, A., Arsawan, I. W. E., Suhaeni, 
T., & Anggraeni, T. (2022). Driving youngsters to be 
green: The case of plant-based food consumption in 
Indonesia. Journal of Cleaner Production, 380, 135061.

Suki, N. M. (2013). Green awareness effects on consum-
ers’ purchasing decision: Some insights from Malaysia. 
International Journal of Asia-Pacific Studies, 9(2), 49–63.

Sung, C., & Park, J. (2018). Sustainability Orientation and 
Entrepreneurship Orientation: Is There a Tradeoff Re-
lationship between Them? Sustainability, 10(2), 379. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020379

Ting, C.-T., Hsieh, C.-M., Chang, H.-P., & Chen, H.-S. (2019). 
Environmental consciousness and green customer 
behavior: The moderating roles of incentive mecha-
nisms. Sustainability (Switzerland), 11(3). https://doi.
org/10.3390/su11030819

Urbano, D., Aparicio, S., & Audretsch, D. (2019). Twenty-five 
years of research on institutions, entrepreneurship, and 
economic growth: what has been learned? Small Busi-
ness Economics, 53(1), 21–49. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11187-018-0038-0

Valdez, M. E., & Richardson, J. (2013). Institutional Determi-
nants of Macro-Level Entrepreneurship. Entrepreneur-
ship Theory and Practice, 37(5), 1149–1175. https://doi.
org/10.1111/etap.12000

Veciana, J. M., & Urbano, D. (2008). The institutional ap-
proach to entrepreneurship research. Introduction. 
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 
4(4), 365–379. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-008-
0081-4

Wang, B., & Li, Y. (2021). Plastic bag usage and the policies: 
A case study of China. Waste Management, 126, 163-169.

Wang, Y. (2017). Promoting sustainable consumption be-
haviors: The impacts of environmental attitudes and 
governance in a cross-national context. Environment 
and Behavior, 49(10), 1128-1155.

WEF. (2016). Indonesia has a plan to deal with its plastic 
waste problem. WEF Report. https://www.weforum.org/
agenda/2019/03/indonesia-has-a-plan-to-deal-with-its-
plastic-waste-problem/

Wegner, M., Bohnacker, V., Mempel, G., Teubel, T., & Schül-
er, J. (2014). Explicit and implicit affiliation motives 
predict verbal and nonverbal social behavior in sports 
competition. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 15(6), 588–
595. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.06.001

Whiting, K. (2019). Indonesia has a plan to deal with its plastic 
waste problem. World Economic Forum. https://www.
weforum.org/agenda/2019/03/indonesia-has-a-plan-
to-deal-with-its-plastic-waste-problem/

Widayat, W., Praharjo, A., Putri, V. P., Andharini, S. N., & 
Masudin, I. (2021). Responsible consumer behavior: 
Driving factors of pro-environmental behavior toward 
post-consumption plastic packaging. Sustainability, 
14(1), 425.

Winter, D. G. (1973). The power motive. Free Press.
Winter, D. G., John, O. P., Stewart, A. J., Klohnen, E. C., & 

Duncan, L. E. (1998). Traits and motives: Toward an 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030819
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11030819


18	 BioProducts Business 9(1) 2024

integration of two traditions in personality research. 
Psychological Review, 105(2), 230.

Wright, S. L., & Kelly, F. J. (2017). Plastic and Human Health: 
A Micro Issue? Environmental Science and Technolo-
gy, 51(12), 6634–6647. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.
est.7b00423

Xanthos, D., & Walker, T. R. (2017). International policies to 
reduce plastic marine pollution from single-use plastics 
(plastic bags and microbeads): A review. Marine pollu-
tion bulletin, 118(1-2), 17-26.

Zambrano-monserrate, M. A., & Alejandra, M. (2020). Re-
sources , Conservation & Recycling Do you need a bag ? 
Analyzing the consumption behavior of plastic bags 
of households in Ecuador. Resources, Conservation & 
Recycling, 152(September 2019), 104489. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.104489

Zeng, M., Zheng, L., Huang, Z., Cheng, X., & Zeng, H. (2023). 
Does vertical supervision promote regional green 
transformation? Evidence from Central Environmental 
Protection Inspection. Journal of Environmental Man-
agement, 326(PA), 116681. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvman.2022.116681

Zeynalova, Z., & Namazova, N. (2022). Revealing Con-
sumer Behavior toward Green Consumption. Sustain-
ability (Switzerland), 14(10). https://doi.org/10.3390/
su14105806

Zhang, X., Ma, X., Wang, Y., Li, X., & Huo, D. (2016). What 
drives the internationalization of Chinese SMEs? The 
joint effects of international entrepreneurship char-
acteristics, network ties, and firm ownership. Inter-
national Business Review, 25(2), 522–534. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2015.09.001


