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ARTICLEINFO ABSTRACT

The study aimed to examine the influence of employees' environmental attitude on their
green behavior. To deepen the study's theoretical foundations, the literature was reviewed.
The study used a descriptive assessment and correlational research design. The study
population comprised all employees of Divine Word College of Laoag. The questionnaires
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Introduction

It is undeniable that the climate is changing detrimentally due to environmental concerns and the degradation caused by
human activities, commonly referred to as the "anthropogenic problem. Many studies have shown that human activities, such
as resource exploitation, industrial processes, and land-use changes, exacerbate environmental degradation (Lerche &
Glaesser, 2006; Bondyrev et al., 2015). Increased greenhouse gas emissions from sources such as burning fossil fuels and
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deforestation are driving a rise in global temperatures, leading to a range of health problems from mild discomfort to severe
and potentially fatal conditions (Keivabu, 2024; Kunda et al., 2024). Common illnesses associated with high temperatures
include heat exhaustion, heatstroke, and dehydration. These conditions occur when the body's ability to regulate its
temperature is overwhelmed. Extreme heat can also exacerbate existing medical conditions like cardiovascular disease,
respiratory problems, and mental health issues (Hansen et al., 2013; Varickanickal & Newbold, 2021). According to the
World Health Organization (2024), the number of people exposed to extreme heat across regions is growing exponentially,
with approximately 85% of those affected being 65 and above. This is a global problem that needs to be addressed by
everyone at all levels of society.

People have been discussing environmental problems and proposing solutions like planting more trees, recycling, and
minimizing the use of fossil fuels, etc., but up to this time, the problem shows no signs of slowing down because of the scale
of the issues, the complexity of the implementation, and the pace of change often overtake the efforts to address them.
Individual actions, while important, may not be enough to counteract the large-scale impacts of industrialization and
globalized consumption (Abbass et al., 2022, United Nations, n.d). Environmental problems are global issues that require
global cooperation. Solutions at a regional, local, and institutional level may not be enough to address these interconnected
challenges. However, waiting for a global initiative to solve environmental problems may be too late, as climate change is
accelerating rapidly and could lead to irreversible damage (Awewomom et al., 2024; Shivanna, 2022). Individual and group
initiative might help solve the environmental problem. Actions like reducing waste, conserving energy, and adopting
sustainable practices can collectively create impact. Collective actions through community initiatives, social movements, and
educational programs can amplify these efforts to address environmental problems at a large scale (Bennett et al., 2018;
Ardoin et al, 2022).

Higher education institutions are invited to contribute to solving environmental problems in line with their role as knowledge
creators. Problem solutions must be based on scientific research, including those for environmental problems (Hamadi et al.,
2024; Filho et al., 2025). Recognizing the severity of the issues, numerous studies have been conducted to identify the
causes and potential solutions. However, most studies address behavioral problems rather than mental or attitudinal issues. It
is recognized that environmental problems are anthropogenic problems, human problems, and therefore, the mind or attitude
must be addressed, not only the behavior. Addressing the underlying values and beliefs that drive harmful behavior is crucial
for effective environmental solutions (Abun & Racoma, 2017; Burgos-Espinoza et al., 2024). Simply focusing on outward
actions without considering the motivations or values behind them is insufficient for long-term positive change (Kopnina et
al., 2018; Farani et al., 2019). Thus, the current study aims to address the environmental attitude gap that affects green
behavior. It examines employees' mindsets in an educational context, focusing on their attitudes toward the environment and
their behavior toward it. The results of the study will be used to develop a curriculum that incorporates environmental ethics.

The study is divided into several parts. The first section is the introduction, which provides background on the study. The
second part is the literature review, which focuses on attitudes toward the environment and behavior. The third part presents
the research methodology, including the research design, population, study locale, research procedures, research instruments,
ethical procedures, and statistical treatment of data. The fourth aspect is the data presentation and analysis, and the fifth is
the discussion and conclusion.

Literature review

Culture, attitude, and behavior

Anthropologists argue that human behavior reflects culture. Culture is not limited to visible traditions and customs; it also
includes shared ways of thinking, feeling, and acting within a group. Cultural norms and values shape patterns of behavior,
and by observing how people behave, we can better understand the cultural context that influences them (Thin, 2014; Durham,
1976; Salazar, 2022). In simple terms, behavior is a product of culture (Walsh, 2024). This explains why people from different
cultural backgrounds behave differently. Culture shapes the mind by influencing how people think, what they value, and how
they interact with others. It serves as a framework that guides perceptions, beliefs, values, and social norms through which
individuals interpret the world (Taylor & Thoth, 2011; Bedford et al., 2008; Krys et al., 2016).
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Donald (2002) emphasized that culture strongly influences how the brain functions and even affects brain development. She
argued that while language has the most direct impact on brain structure, culture significantly shapes brain functioning.
According to her, the social environment—such as social bonding, competition, and learning—affects brain function, but
symbols have a unique role because they directly shape how the brain is wired during development. This process, which she
calls deep enculturation, involves the formation of complex cognitive patterns that make new forms of thinking possible. In
this way, culture creates functional brain systems that would not exist without it.

Donald’s perspective aligns with the ideas of Geert Hofstede (1980a, 1983), as cited by Singelis and Brown (1995). Hofstede
defined culture as the collective programming of the human mind that distinguishes one group from another. He explained
that culture influences how people think, see the world, and behave. Cultural differences can therefore be observed through
people’s actions and their attitudes toward specific objects or situations.

Research also shows that culture influences ethical perceptions. Armstrong (1996) suggested that cultural dimensions such
as uncertainty avoidance and individualism are linked to how people judge ethical issues. In other words, people from
different cultures may view ethical situations differently (Vitell et al., 1993; Mumtaz, 2024). This supports the link between
culture and ethical decision-making proposed by Hunt and Vitell (1986) in their general theory of marketing ethics. Cultural
background shapes values and beliefs, which in turn influence ethical judgments. For example, while some people may view
bribery as immoral, others may see it as acceptable or even beneficial, depending on their cultural context (Pitta et al., 1999).

From a functionalist perspective, culture is seen as part of an integrated social system that promotes organizational
effectiveness and the well-being of its members (Adeniyi et al., 2024; Ramadhan et al., 2024). Functionalists define culture
as the shared assumptions, beliefs, goals, knowledge, and values of a society (Trevino & Nelson, 1999). Similarly, Edward
Burnett Tylor (1986), as cited by Racelis (2009), described culture as a complex whole that includes knowledge, belief, art,
morals, law, customs, and other learned habits acquired as members of society. Culture represents powerful “ideal factors”
that independently influence human behavior and events (Flamholtz & Randle, 2014). When individuals face ethical
dilemmas, their cultural value systems shape how they perceive and respond to those situations (Drolet et al., 2022).

Overall, these theories show that culture strongly shapes how people think, perceive, and behave, including their attitudes,
values, and beliefs (Garcia-Alexander et al., 2017). Another important influence on behavior is a person’s core faith, which
may be expressed through religion, philosophy, or personal belief systems (Abun, 2017). Religion remains a powerful social
force because many people believe in a higher power (Abrams, 2023). Moral emotions such as shame, pride, and guilt also
affect behavior, with shame and guilt playing particularly strong roles in guiding actions (Tangney, 2007; Spilka, 1996).
There is broad agreement that culture significantly influences human behavior. Culture can support human development, but
it can also limit it (Osher et al., 2018; MacNeill, 2020). Many social problems stem from harmful attitudes and beliefs that
are passed down through generations. Cultural beliefs, values, and practices are taught to children early in life and continue
to influence their behavior as they grow. These deeply ingrained cultural patterns shape daily interactions with others and the
environment, leading to behavioral differences across societies (Triandis, 1994). Triandis explained that culture influences
attitudes, which in turn guide behavior. Attitudes represent positive or negative evaluations of people, objects, places, or
events (Wyer, 1965), and they affect how individuals treat both others and the environment.

Addressing social and environmental problems, therefore, requires more than policy changes. It also requires changes in
attitudes, beliefs, and values. Deeply rooted cultural attitudes can contribute to environmental degradation and social injustice
(Kopnina et al., 2018; Elsayed, 2024). Since attitudes and behaviors are products of culture, meaningful behavioral change
often requires cultural change. This process can be difficult because people must reassess long-held beliefs and unlearn
established patterns of behavior (Abun et al., 2019; Crano & Gardikiotis, 2015; Bouton & Woods, 2008). However, culture
is not fixed. It can change when individuals and societies choose to reflect, adapt, and adopt new values and behaviors
(Stephenson, 2023; Macklin, 2013; Walther, 2020).

Environmental problems, in particular, are widely considered anthropogenic, meaning they are caused by human attitudes
and behaviors (Fang et al., 2022; Jiangping et al., 2014). These attitudes are often rooted in cultural and religious teachings.
One commonly cited example is the Judeo-Christian interpretation of Genesis 1:27-31, which emphasizes human dominion
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over nature. This belief has shaped worldviews for centuries and has been used by some capitalist perspectives to justify
environmental exploitation (Bricker, 2009). Such views treat the environment primarily as a resource for human use, valuing
it only for its usefulness rather than for its intrinsic worth.

Because environmental problems are rooted in culture and human thinking, they cannot be solved solely through laws and
regulations. Effective solutions require changes in cultural beliefs, values, and perceptions about the environment. This
involves introducing new ways of thinking that encourage respect for nature and replacing older views that promote
exploitation (Abun & Racoma, 2017; Okyere-Manu et al., 2022).

Psychologists have long recognized that environmental degradation results from maladaptive human behavior. Maloney and
Ward (1973) identified human behavior as a key cause of environmental problems, and Oskamp (2000) further argued that
human actions have caused widespread and potentially irreversible environmental damage. He suggested that addressing
these problems requires changing how people understand and relate to the environment, particularly by reshaping attitudes
and behaviors toward more sustainable practices.

Environmental attitude

Environmental attitude refers to the set of beliefs and feelings that influence a person’s intention to engage in activities or
make decisions related to environmental issues (Schultz et al., 2004). Many studies have shown that environmental attitudes
play an important role in shaping people's behavior toward the environment (Hines et al., 1987; Kaiser et al., 1999). Despite
this, researchers do not fully agree on how environmental attitudes should be classified or measured.

Some scholars describe environmental attitude using two broad dimensions. According to Pierce and Lovrich (1980) and
Poortinga et al. (2002), environmental attitudes range from being unconcerned to being highly concerned. Within this two-
dimensional framework, attitudes are often viewed as either anthropocentric, meaning concern is centered on human needs
and welfare, or ecocentric, meaning concern extends to all living things and nature itself. These scholars commonly used the
scales developed by Thompson and Barton (1994) to measure such attitudes.

Other researchers propose a more detailed classification. Stern et al. (1994), drawing on value orientation theory, suggested
three dimensions of environmental attitude: egoistic concern (focused on the self), altruistic concern (focused on other
people), and biospheric concern (focused on the natural world). To measure these dimensions, Stern and colleagues relied
on value items developed by Schwartz (1992).

The present study does not adopt either the two-dimensional or three-dimensional approaches discussed above. Instead, it
uses the Environmental Attitude Inventory (EAI) developed by Milfont and Duckitt (2006). This instrument was designed
to provide a more comprehensive and balanced understanding of environmental attitudes by integrating earlier models,
including those of Thompson and Barton (1994) and Barton (1992). In their study on preservation and utilization, Milfont
and Duckitt (2006) identified twelve categories of environmental attitudes, including enjoyment of nature, support for
conservation policies, environmental activism, anthropocentric and ecocentric concerns, confidence in science and
technology, perceptions of environmental threats, beliefs about altering nature, personal conservation behavior, views on
human dominance over nature, and support for population growth policies.

Although Milfont and Duckitt (2006) did not explicitly distinguish between environmental attitudes and environmental
behavior, earlier scholars such as Hines et al. (1986/1987) and Olsen (1981) emphasized that two types of attitudes are
important in predicting ecological behavior: attitudes toward the environment and attitudes toward ecological behavior.
Based on this distinction, the present study organizes the EAI into three related categories: attitude toward the environment,
attitude toward ecological behavior, and behavior toward the environment. This classification reflects the idea that attitudes
and behaviors are related but distinct, with attitudes generally preceding and influencing behavior.

Attitude can be defined as a person's thoughts or feelings about an object, or as a learned tendency to respond positively or
negatively toward something (Eilam & Trop, 2012). From this perspective, attitude always has an object. A person’s attitude
may be favorable or unfavorable, positive or negative, depending on their beliefs and feelings. In this study, the environment
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is treated as the object of attitude. However, the environment is complex and cannot be experienced as a single, unified whole.
Instead, people form attitudes toward specific elements within it, such as trees, rivers, mountains, animals, or forests. As
Heberlein (2012) explains, individuals do not experience “the environment” in its entirety but rather encounter distinct aspects
of it, each of which may evoke different attitudes.

Attitudes consist of both cognitive components, such as beliefs and knowledge, and emotional components, such as feelings
and evaluations. Because of this, attitudes include an evaluative element—judgments such as liking or disliking. At a deeper
emotional level, this evaluation may be expressed as affect. Bern (1970) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) defined attitude as
an evaluative judgment based on object-specific beliefs. In environmental research, attitude toward the environment is often
discussed in terms of environmental concern (Fang et al., 2023; Hadler et al., 2021).

Environmental concern may be either anthropocentric or ecocentric. Anthropocentric concern reflects support for
environmental protection based on its benefits to human welfare and well-being, while ecocentric concern reflects support
based on the belief that nature has intrinsic value, independent of human use (Abun & Racoma, 2017). Ecocentric concern
may also involve emotional responses, such as sadness, nostalgia, or a sense of loss, when the environment is damaged, rather
than indifference or a lack of concern (Abun & Racoma, 2017; Schwartz et al., 2022).

Anthropocentric attitude

Centrism refers to a worldview in which a particular value or perspective is placed at the center of how people understand
the world (Kopnina et al., 2018). In environmental anthropocentrism, humans are placed at the center, and nature is valued
primarily for the material benefits it provides to people. From this perspective, nature is considered important only to the
extent that it serves human needs and interests (Abun & Racoma, 2017). Human welfare becomes the primary concern, and
everything else is expected to support it. As Goralnik and Nelson (2012) explain, this view assumes that humans are the most
important beings on the planet.

An anthropocentric attitude suggests that humans possess greater intrinsic value than other species (Kopnina et al., 2018). As
a result, natural resources and other living beings may be seen as objects to be used or exploited if they contribute to human
benefit. This way of thinking can have serious consequences for the environment, including unsustainable practices and the
extinction of nonhuman species. In this sense, anthropocentrism has been identified as a major driver of harm toward the
nonhuman world.

Kortenkamp and Moore (2001) warned that how humans treat nature ultimately affects human well-being. They emphasized
that anthropocentric attitudes require moral reflection because environmental degradation inevitably harms people as well.
When the environment is viewed only in terms of its instrumental value, it encourages manipulative and exploitative behavior
toward nature. For this reason, scholars argue that nature should also be recognized for its intrinsic value—that is, valued not
only for what it provides to humans but for its own worth and right to exist (Abun & Racoma, 2017).

Human dominance over nature attitude

Culture strongly influences how people view and relate to nature. Different cultures hold varying beliefs about the relationship
between humans and the natural world, which shape how nature is perceived, valued, and treated (Gibson, 2002; Forawi,
2015; Khaddour et al., 2017). One important cultural influence is religion. Religion is a system of beliefs, values, and practices
that shapes individual worldviews, behaviors, and social structures (Belzen, 2018; Quintar, 2011).

In many societies influenced by Christianity, interpretations of the Bible have played a major role in shaping attitudes toward
nature. A commonly cited passage is Genesis 1:26, which states, “Have dominion over the fish of the sea and the birds of the
air and the cattle and over all the wild animals of the earth and over every creeping thing that creeps upon the earth” (Ives et
al., 2022; Nash, 1990). Over time, this verse has often been misunderstood, with the term dominion interpreted as domination.
This misinterpretation has led some people to justify human supremacy over nature and to support exploitative or
manipulative treatment of the environment (Hiebert, 1996; Weldon, 2016).
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However, scholars argue that this interpretation is incorrect. The biblical concept of dominion does not imply domination or
exploitation. While the two terms are sometimes used interchangeably, they have very different meanings. Dominion refers
to authority accompanied by responsibility, care, and stewardship, whereas domination emphasizes control through power,
often involving oppression or exploitation (Nash, 1990; Fox, 1982; Brett & Hill, 2024). In the original context, the command
to “subdue” the ecarth reflected the fragility of early human life, which faced constant threats from wild animals and harsh
environments. Subduing was therefore meant to restrain what could cause harm, not to destroy or abuse nature.

The Hebrew understanding of dominion emphasizes responsibility, protection, and care rather than control or exploitation. It
suggests that humans are entrusted with caring for the Earth as stewards rather than owners (Abun & Racoma, 2017,
Henriksen, 2023). In ancient Israel, a ruler was expected to act like a shepherd—protecting, nurturing, and taking
responsibility for those under their care. Leadership was not about tyranny but about justice, especially for the poor, widows,
and orphans (Abun & Racoma, 2017). In this light, having dominion over creation means caring for and preserving God’s
creation, not exploiting it.

This interpretation becomes clearer when Genesis 1:26 is read alongside Genesis 2:15, which states that God placed humans
in the Garden of Eden “to till it and to keep it.” This passage highlights humanity’s role as the land's caretaker and protector,
responsible for ensuring that life continues to flourish rather than be depleted (Abun & Racoma, 2017; Henriksen, 2023).

Another source of human dominance over nature comes from the belief that humans are fundamentally separate from and
superior to animals. Because humans often view themselves as distinct from the animal world, they claim dominance over it.
However, sociobiologists and primatologists have argued that humans are closely related to apes, sharing approximately 98%
of their genetic makeup (Wilson, 1975). From a socio-evolutionary perspective, this connection suggests that human
relationships with nature may be partly rooted in biological and evolutionary traits (Wright, 1994).

Despite this scientific evidence, many people reject the idea that humans are simply another animal species. Instead, humans
are often placed above animals in a hierarchical order, reinforcing beliefs of superiority. Religious traditions, in particular,
have frequently challenged evolutionary explanations that link humans closely to animals (Gibson, 2002). Within these
traditions, humans are often viewed as primus inter pares—first among equals—created separately and assigned a special
role in relation to nature, including dominion over the Earth.

This belief has reinforced the idea that humans occupy a privileged position over nature and other living beings. Animals, in
contrast, are often associated with the wilderness and viewed as inferior or outside the realm of moral consideration (Abun
& Racoma, 2017). Such perspectives contribute to dominant attitudes toward nature, which can legitimize exploitation rather
than stewardship.

The term ecocentrism comes from the Greek words oikos, meaning “house” or “home,” and kentron, meaning “center.” In
ecological and environmental studies, ecocentrism refers to a nature-centered worldview rather than a human-centered one,
standing in contrast to anthropocentrism (Washington et al., 2017; Frantz et al., 2025). From this perspective, the well-being
of ecosystems and all forms of life within them is given priority, even when this may conflict with immediate human interests.

Ecocentrism rejects the idea that humans are the sole bearers of intrinsic value. Instead, it holds that nonhuman beings and
natural systems also possess intrinsic value, and that moral worth is shared across both human and nonhuman nature (Rowe,
1994). This view echoes Leopold's earlier arguments (1949), who emphasized that all species, including humans, are products
of a long evolutionary process and are fundamentally interconnected. Recognizing this interconnectedness highlights the
crucial role that nonhuman nature plays in sustaining human life. Without other living beings and healthy ecosystems, human
survival would not be possible (Huttunen et al., 2024).

This interdependence is experienced in everyday life. As Spirkin (1975, 2016) observed, humans constantly feel nature’s

influence through the air they breathe, the water they drink, the food they eat, and the continuous flow of energy and
information that sustains life. He argued that humans are inseparably connected to nature and cannot exist outside of it. This
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view aligns with ecological perspectives that emphasize the interconnectedness of all living things within an ecosystem (Abun
& Racoma, 2017).

A central concern of ecocentrism, therefore, is the moral value of each part of the ecosystem. When viewed through an
ecocentric lens, moral consideration extends beyond humans to include other species and natural systems. This challenges
the anthropocentric tendency to prioritize human life above all else. While anthropocentric thinking often leads people to
instinctively value human lives over those of animals, ecocentrism recognizes that all living beings have moral relevance
because they contribute to the functioning and balance of the ecosystem (Johansson, 2012).

Rather than ranking humans above nature, ecocentrism emphasizes mutual dependence. Humans rely on the environment for
survival, and the environment depends on responsible human stewardship for its protection. From this perspective, humans
are not masters of nature but participants within it, tasked with caring for the ecosystems that, in turn, sustain human life.

Understanding green behavior is essential before its environmental impact can be properly assessed. The term green behavior
is often understood intuitively, yet much of the psychological and sociological literature has not offered a single, clear
definition of it (Eilam & Trop, 2012). In the present study, green behavior is understood as any intentional action taken in
response to environmental issues that the individual believes to be environmentally beneficial. Simply put, green behavior
refers to how people act when responding to environmental problems (Hasebrook et al., 2022).

Green behavior involves deliberate actions aimed at protecting or improving the environment. These actions may be carried
out by individuals, organizations, or communities and are intended to reduce negative environmental impacts. Such behaviors
include a wide range of practices that promote sustainability and environmental protection, such as conserving resources,
reducing waste, and supporting environmentally responsible initiatives (Ogiemwonyi, 2024).

The idea of anthropogenic global warming highlights the fact that human actions are the primary drivers of climate change.
The causes of global warming do not lie outside humanity but are rooted in human behavior itself. Human beings are therefore
the main actors responsible for environmental degradation (United Nations, 2025). As Jarreau (2014) emphasized, it is
ultimately our everyday environmental behaviors that either worsen or help mitigate climate change. These behaviors are
strongly influenced by people’s values, attitudes, beliefs, and intentions, which together help predict how individuals respond
to environmental issues (Brick et al., 2024).

This perspective underscores that addressing environmental problems—particularly global climate change—is not only a
technological or policy challenge but fundamentally a behavioral one. Meaningful solutions require changes in how people
think about and interact with the environment (Kurup et al., 2021). As noted by Jarreau (2014), citing Rosa and Dietz (2012),
most greenhouse gas emissions are driven by the consumption of goods and services by individuals, households, and
organizations, as well as by the production, transportation, and waste processes that support this consumption.

Given the urgency of today’s environmental challenges, encouraging green behavior among individuals and communities
has become more critical than ever. Promoting environmentally responsible actions can play a significant role in reducing
environmental harm and supporting long-term sustainability.

Environmental movement activism

The environmental movement is a complex and multifaceted effort that brings together scientific, social, and political
approaches to address environmental problems. It is not limited to scientific research or government policy; rather, it is a
broad movement involving diverse actors working toward environmental protection and sustainability (Alam, 2022; Fang et
al., 2023). Environmental organizations promote sustainable resource use and environmental stewardship by encouraging
both policy reforms and individual behavior changes. While conservation—understood as the careful and responsible use of
natural resources for future generations—remains important, the environmental movement also emphasizes the broader goal
of ensuring a clean, safe, and aesthetically pleasing environment as part of a higher quality of life (Elliott, 2025;
Encyclopedia.com, n.d.; Begum et al., 2022).
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However, the success of the environmental movement depends heavily on support from both individuals and government
institutions. Without public engagement and political backing, environmental initiatives are unlikely to achieve meaningful
results. Financial resources are especially critical, as funding typically comes from private individuals, organizations, or
government budgets (Abernethy et al., 2014). Montague (2012) and Quirico (2023) argued that the environmental movement
has struggled, in part, because funding strategies prioritize top-down, elite-driven approaches while neglecting grassroots
efforts. This imbalance weakens the movement’s ability to create lasting change.

Effective social change rarely occurs through directives imposed from above. Instead, lasting and large-scale transformation
is more likely to emerge from grassroots participation and community-level engagement (Roche, 2017). Strengthening local
environmental initiatives and empowering communities, therefore, remain essential for the long-term success of the
environmental movement.

Personal conservation behavior

Conservation behavior is becoming increasingly important as natural resources continue to decline and the climate warms
(Baloch et al., 2022). By practicing conservation-oriented behaviors, people can help sustain the natural environment over
the long term. There is growing recognition that human behavior plays a central role not only in creating environmental
problems but also in addressing and resolving them. Meaningful progress can occur only when individuals understand the
importance of the environment to human survival and recognize the serious threats that climate change poses to ecosystems
and all living beings. In this context, education and effective communication are essential in fostering awareness and
promoting a more sustainable future (Abun & Racoma, 2017; United Nations, n.d.; Giffort, 2002).

Human activities are widely acknowledged as major contributors to the degradation of wildlife and natural habitats.
Protecting the planet’s biodiversity, therefore, requires a clear understanding of which human actions harm the environment
and its living organisms. It also involves developing and adopting sustainable practices and behaviors that support both
human well-being and the natural world (Conservation Breeding Specialist Group, n.d.; Adla et al., 2022; Shivanna, 2022).
Increasing awareness of how everyday behaviors affect the environment can encourage people to make more responsible
choices and adopt conservation behaviors that help protect natural resources for present and future generations.

Conceptual framework

Independent variables Dependent variables

Environmental attitude:

- Anthropocentric attitude _ Green behavior:
- Human Dominance over Environmental movement

Nzt activism

- Bcocentric attitude Personal conservation behavior

Source: EAI, Milfont & Duckitt (2005)

Figure 1: The conceptual framework explains the purpose of the study. It aims to investigate the impact of employees'
environmental attitudes on their green behavior, specifically focusing on environmental movement activism and personal
conservation practices.

Statement of the problems

The study aims to determine employees' dominant attitudes toward the environment and how these attitudes affect green
behavior. It specifically intends to answer the following questions:

2650



Abun et al.,Divine Word International Journal of Management and Humanities 5(1)(2026) 2643-2667

1. What is the level of environmental attitude of the employees in terms of:
a. Anthropocentric attitude
b. Human dominance over nature
c. Ecocentric attitude?

2.  What is the green behavior of the employees in terms of:
a. Environmental movement activism
b. Personal conservation behavior

3. Is there a relationship between environmental attitude and green behavior?

Hypothesis

Studies have indicated the positive correlation between environmental attitude and green behavior (Burgos-Espinoza et al.,
2024; Hadler et al., 2022; Abun et al., 2021). Thus, the current study aims to examine the influence of environmental attitude,
along with the three dimensions: anthropocentric attitude, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric attitude, on the green
behavior of employees, specifically environmental movement activism and personal conservation behavior.

Scope and delimitation of the study

The study limits its scope of investigation to three dimensions of environmental attitude: anthropocentric and exocentric
attitudes; human dominance over nature; and their impacts on green behavior, environmental movement activism, and
personal conservation behavior. The population is limited to the Divine Word College of Laoag.

Research methodology

This section presents the research design, data-gathering instruments, population and study locale, data-gathering procedures,
and statistical analysis.

Research design

In line with the current study, descriptive assessment and descriptive correlational methods were deployed. The study
assessed employees' environmental attitudes and green behaviors and examined their correlation. This study aimed to
determine whether employees' environmental attitudes influence their green behavior.

Locale of the study
The study was conducted at the Divine Word College of Laoag.
Population

The study's population comprised all employees of the Divine Word College of Laoag. Total enumeration was conducted
based on the researcher's judgment to meet the study's objective.

Data gathering instruments

The study utilized questionnaires. The questionnaires were adapted from the Environmental Attitudes Inventory (EAI,
Milfont & Duckitt, 2005). From the EAI, the researcher selected the inventories related to the current study.

The questionnaires consisted of two parts. The first part involved measuring attitudes toward the environment, which were
categorized as anthropocentric, human dominance over nature, and exocentric. The second part measured environmental
behavior. This part comprises two indicators: environmental movement activism and personal conservation behaviors.
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Data gathering procedures

During the data-gathering phase, the researcher formally requested permission from the college president to administer
questionnaires on campus. The researcher personally met with the president and relevant employees to explain the
purpose of the study and to request their participation.

The distribution and collection of the questionnaires were coordinated by the president’s representative in collaboration with
the researcher, with the assistance of faculty members and employees from the three colleges.

Statistical treatment of data

Consistent with the study's descriptive research approach, descriptive statistics were used to measure the weighted mean and
its correlations. Since the study assessed not only the levels of environmental attitudes and behaviors but also their correlation,
it employed analysis of variance (ANOVA). The following ranges of values with their descriptive interpretation will be used:

Statistical range descriptive interpretation
4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree (SA) Very High (VH)
3.41-4.20 Agree (A) High (H)
2.61-3. Somewhat agree Moderate (M)
1.81-2.60 Disagree (D) Low (L)
1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree (SD)  Very Low (VL)

Data presentation and analysis

The study aims to determine employees' dominant attitudes toward the environment and their effect on green behavior. It
specifically intends to answer the following questions:

Problem 1: What is the level of environmental attitude of the employees in terms of:
d. Anthropocentric attitude
e. Human dominance over nature
f- Ecocentric attitude?

Table 1. Level of environmental attitude of the employees (n=200)

Environmental attitude of employees Weighted Descriptive
Mean Interpretation

A.  Anthropocentric attitude

1. One of the best things about recycling is that it saves money for 4.38 A/H
other human needs

2. The worst thing about the loss of the rainforest is that it will 3.70 A/H
restrict the development of new medicines

3. One of the most important reasons to keep lakes and rivers 3.78 A/H
clean is so that people have a place to enjoy water sports

4. Nature is important because of what it can contribute to the 4.33 SA/VH
pleasure and welfare of humans

5. The thing that concerns me most about deforestation is that 4.04 A/H
there will not be enough lumber for future generations

6. We would protect the environment for the well-being of 4.69 SA/VH

animals and the well-being of humans
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7. A healthy planet is significant for human happiness and human 4.64 SA/VH
reproduction

8. Conservation is important for improving the quality of life and 4.42 SA/VH
people’s standard of living

9. We need to keep rivers and lakes clean to protect the 4.74 SA/VH

environment and living creatures in them, and consequently
contribute to human welfare.

10.  We should protect the environment because people’s lives are 4.42 SA/VH
dependent on it.
Composite Mean 4.31 SA/VH
B. Human dominance over nature
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature 3.65 A/H
2. Human beings were created or evolved to dominate the rest of 3.72 A/H
nature
3. Plants and animals have no more rights than humans to exist 2.26 D/L
Plants and animals exist primarily to be used by humans 3.24 SWA/M
5. Humans are playing a more important role in preserving the 3.76 A/H
ecosystem compared to animals
Humans are no more important than other living things 2.64 D/L
Nature exists primarily for human use. 3.38 SWA/M
Humans should control nature in all its forms and 3.34 SWA/M
manifestations
9. I do believe humans were created or evolved to dominate the 3.40 SWA/M
rest of nature
10.  Humans are more important than any other species 2.78 SWA/M
Composite Mean 3.22 SWA/M
C.  Ecocentric attitude
1. The idea that nature is valuable for its own sake is naive and 3.11 SWA/M
wrong
2. It makes me sad to see natural environments destroyed 4.46 SA/VH
3. Nature is valuable for its own sake. 4.28 SA/VH
4. One of the worst things about overpopulation is that many 3.84 A/H
natural areas are being destroyed
Protecting the environment is an important issue. 4.60 SA/VH
Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws 4.30 SA/VH
of nature
7. It makes me sad to see forests cleared for agriculture 4.10 A/H
. It makes me sad to see the natural environment destroyed. 4.60 SA/VH
9. Nature is valuable for its own sake. 4.33 SA/VH
10. I do not get upset at the idea of forests being cleared for 2.66 SWA/M
agriculture
Composite Mean 4.03 A/H
OVERALL MEAN 3.85 A/H
Source: EAIL, Milfont & Duckitt (2005)
Legend:
Range of Mean Values Descriptive Interpretation
4.21-5.00 Strongly agree/Very High (SA/VH)
3.41-4.20 Agree/High (A/H)
2.61 - 3.40 Somewhat agree/Moderate (SWA/M)

2653



Abun et al.,Divine Word International Journal of Management and Humanities 5(1)(2026) 2643-2667
1.81-2.60 Disagree/Low(D/L)
1.00- 1.80 Strongly Disagree/Very Low (SD/VL)
Based on the data presented in the table, the employees’ overall environmental attitude—across anthropocentric, ecocentric,
and human dominance over nature attitudes—had a composite mean of 3.85, which is interpreted as high/agree. This indicates
that, in general, employees demonstrate a relatively high level of environmental concern. Their attitudes are neither extremely
high nor low but lean clearly toward agreement with pro-environmental views.

When the dimensions are examined individually, the results show that the anthropocentric attitude received the highest mean
score (M =4.31), which is interpreted as very high. This is followed by an ecocentric attitude, which obtained a composite
mean of 4.03, interpreted as high. In contrast, the human dominance over nature attitude recorded the lowest mean score (M
= 3.22), interpreted as moderate or somewhat agree.

These results suggest that the most dominant environmental attitude among employees is anthropocentric. This implies that
employees are primarily motivated to engage in green behavior out of concern for human welfare, both present and future.
In this view, environmental degradation is seen as a direct threat to human quality of life, and protecting the environment is
equated with protecting human well-being. An anthropocentric perspective holds that humans are the most important beings
and that nature exists mainly to serve human interests. Accordingly, only humans are considered to have intrinsic value, while
nature and other living beings are valued instrumentally, based on their usefulness to humans (Thompson & Barton, 1994;
Kopnina et al., 2018; Miklos, 2014).

The findings also show that an ecocentric attitude is the second most prominent environmental orientation among employees.
This suggests that, beyond concern for human welfare, employees also recognize the intrinsic value of nature. From this
perspective, the environment deserves protection not only because it benefits humans but because it has value in itself.
Ecocentrism emphasizes the protection of ecosystems as a whole and views humans as one component of a larger,
interconnected web of life (Chang et al., 2024; Abun, 2021; Rulke et al., 2020).

Finally, the results indicate that human dominance over nature is the least endorsed attitude among employees. The moderate
level of agreement (M = 3.22) suggests that while employees do not strongly support the idea of absolute human superiority
over nature, they still hold this belief to some extent. This implies that employees continue to view humans as having some
authority or power over the natural environment. Their moderate agreement with this dimension reinforces the predominance
of an anthropocentric outlook, where environmental protection is still largely justified by its importance to human welfare.

Problem 2: What is the green behavior of the employees in terms of:

a. Environmental movement activism
b. Personal conservation behavior

Table 2. Green behavior of the employees (n=200)

Green behavior of the employees Weighted Descriptive
mean interpretation

A. Environmental movement activism

L. If I receive extra income, I plan to donate some of it to an 3.94 A/H
environmental organization.

2. I would like to join and actively participate in an 4.00 A/H
environmentalist group

3. I do not think I would help to raise funds for environmental 2.95 SWA/M
protection
I would not get involved in an environmentalist organization 2.57 SWA/M

5. Environmental protection costs a lot of money. I am prepared 3.66 A/H

to help out with fundraising
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6. I would not want to donate money to support an 3.01 SWA/M
environmentalist cause

7. I would not go out of my way to help recycling campaigns. 2.52 D/L

8. I often try to persuade others of the importance of the 4.24 SA/VH
environment.

9. I would like to support an environmental organization 4.44 SA/VH

10. I would never try to persuade others that environmental 3.70 A/H
protection is important
Composite Mean 3.50 AH

B. Personal conversation behavior

1. I have to save water or other natural resources because they are 4.09 A/H
limited in nature

2. I make sure that during the rainy season, the air-conditioner in 4.16 A/H
my room is not switched on too high

3. In my daily life, I am just interested in trying to conserve water 4.06 A/H
and/or power
Whenever possible, I take a short shower to conserve water 4.07 A/H
I always switch the light off when I am not using it. 4.24 SA/VH
I drive whenever it suits me, even if it does pollute the 3.16 SWA/M
atmosphere.

7. In my daily life, I try to conserve water and power. 4.24 SA/VH
I make an effort to conserve natural resources. 4.32 SA/VH

9. Whenever possible, I try to save natural resources 4.35 SA/VH

10.  Even if public transportation were more efficient than it is, I 3.26 SWA/M
would prefer to drive my car
Composite Mean 4.00 A/H
OVERALL MEAN 3.75 A/H

Source: EAIL, Milfont & Duckitt (2005)

The employees’ green behavior—measured by environmental movement activism and personal conservation behavior—had
an overall mean score of 3.75, which is interpreted as high. This indicates that, in general, employees demonstrate a strong
level of engagement in environmentally responsible actions.

When examined separately, both dimensions fall within the same high level of agreement. Environmental movement activism
recorded a mean score of 3.50, while personal conservation behavior obtained a higher mean score of 4.00. These results
suggest that employees express support for environmental protection at both the collective and individual levels.

At the group level, employees agree to support green policies and participate in environmental activities and initiatives. At
the personal level, they report engaging in everyday green practices such as recycling, reducing waste, choosing eco-friendly
products, conserving water and energy, and using public transportation. These behaviors reflect conscious efforts to reduce
environmental harm and promote sustainability.

Overall, the findings indicate that green behavior among employees is well established. Such behavior represents intentional
actions aimed at protecting the environment and maintaining ecological balance, which are essential for long-term
sustainability (Ogiemwonyi & Jan, 2023; Wu et al., 2024; Ogiemwonyi, 2024).

Problem 3: Is there a relationship between environmental attitude and green behavior?
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A. Environmental attitude and environmental movement activism
The multiple regression analysis done to predict the employees’ green behavior on environment movement activism from
their environmental attitude in terms of anthropocentric attitude, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric attitude
revealed that the three factors taken together significantly predicted the employees' environmental movement activism
behavior, F (3, 196) = 62.40, p < .01, with 48.80 percent overlap between the three predictor variables and the outcome
variable employees’ environmental movement activism.

These findings imply that the differences observed in employees' environmental movement activism are attributable to the
combined effects of their anthropocentric attitudes, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric attitudes.

Moreover, when anthropocentric attitude, human dominance over nature, and exocentric attitude were considered separately
toward their influence on the environmental movement activism of the employees, each of them could significantly predict
the outcome variable wherein anthropocentric attitude B = -.219, p< .01, human dominance B =.346, p < .01, and ecocentric
attitude B=.560, p <.01, 1.074 quantified the Y-intercept of the regression equation.

These findings indicate that variations in employees' environmental movement activism are attributed to differences in their
anthropocentric attitudes, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric attitudes.

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R- Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 .699 488 481 .50624

a. Predictors: (Constant), Ecocentric Attitude, Human Dominance,
Anthropocentric Attitude

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 47.973 3 15.991 62.40 .000°
1 Residual 50.231 196 256
Total 98.204 199
a. Dependent Variable: Environmental Movement Activism
b. Predictors: (Constant), Ecocentric Attitude, Human Dominance, Anthropocentric Attitude
Coefficients®
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.074 372 2.890 .004
1 Anthropocentric Attitude -219 .084 -.150 -2.624 .009
Human Dominance 346 .037 .500 9.344 .000
Ecocentric Attitude .560 .082 403 6.810 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Environmental Movement Activism

A. Environmental attitude and personal conservation behavior
The combined effects of the predictor variables, anthropocentric attitude, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric
attitude, on the outcome variable, personal conservation behavior of the employees, were determined using multiple linear
regression analysis.

The three predictor variables, considered together, significantly predicted employees' personal conservation behavior, F(3,
196) = 49.983, p < .01, with 43.30 percent of the variance explained by the predictors.
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These results indicate that the observed differences in employees' personal conservation behavior are due to the combined
effects of variations in the predictor variables (anthropocentric attitude, human dominance over nature, and ecocentric-
ecocentric attitude).

However, when the predictor variables were considered separately, anthropocentric attitude (slope = .285, p < .01) and
ecocentric-ecocentric attitude (slope =.520, p < .01), quantified by the Y-intercept of the regression equation, were the only
variables that could predict employees' personal conservation behavior.

These findings indicate that differences in employees' anthropocentric and ecocentric attitudes, when treated separately,

would result in variations in their personal conservation behavior. However, the employees' human dominance factor failed
to predict their personal conservation behavior.

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R- Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 .658° 433 425 40109

a. Predictors: (Constant), Ecocentric Attitude, Human Dominance,
Anthropocentric Attitude

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 24.123 3 8.041 49.983 .000"
1 Residual 31.531 196 161
Total 55.654 199

a. Dependent Variable: Personal Conservation Behavior
b. Predictors: (Constant), Ecocentric Attitude, Human Dominance, Anthropocentric Attitude

Coefficients®
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 611 294 2.077 .039
1 Anthropocentric Attitude 285 .066 260 4.305 .000

Human Dominance .016 .029 .031 544 587

Ecocentric Attitude 520 .065 497 7.986 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Personal Conservation Behavior

Results and discussion

This study examined the influence of employees’ environmental attitudes on their green behavior. The findings show that
employees demonstrate a very high anthropocentric attitude and a high ecocentric attitude, while their attitude toward human
dominance over nature is only moderate. In terms of green behavior, employees showed a moderate level of environmental
movement activism (3.50) and a high level of personal conservation behavior (4.00).

Correlation analysis using analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that environmental attitude—across its three
dimensions—is significantly related to employees’ green behavior. This result suggests that strengthening employees’
environmental attitudes can effectively enhance their engagement in green behavior. In other words, positive attitudes toward
the environment are an important foundation for environmentally responsible actions.
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The significant relationship between environmental attitude and green behavior indicates that employees who hold favorable
environmental attitudes are more likely to practice environmentally friendly behaviors in the workplace. These behaviors
include reducing energy consumption, recycling materials, and minimizing waste (Sabbir & Taufique, 2021; Akbaba et al.,
2025; Afshar Jahanshahi et al., 2025). This finding highlights the importance of targeting attitudes when promoting
sustainability initiatives within organizations.

At the organizational level, green behavior can be encouraged by fostering positive environmental attitudes through
environmental education, training programs, and awareness campaigns. Providing incentives and recognition for employees
who demonstrate green behavior can further reinforce these practices (Dilmi et al., 2025; Sara Kanwal et al., 2024). At the
leadership level, managers play a crucial role by modeling environmentally responsible behavior and clearly communicating
the importance of sustainability. Creating a workplace culture that values environmental responsibility encourages employees
to actively participate in green initiatives. Such an integrated approach supports employees’ abilities, motivation, and
opportunities to engage in sustainable practices (Ahmad et al., 2023; Sarwar et al., 2025; Ababneh, 2020).

The findings of this study support both the Theory of Planned Behavior and Self-Determination Theory. According to the
Theory of Planned Behavior, attitude is a key predictor of behavioral intention, which in turn influences actual behavior,
including green behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Similarly, Self-Determination Theory emphasizes that autonomy, competence, and
relatedness enhance intrinsic motivation, leading individuals to engage voluntarily in environmentally responsible actions
(Deci & Ryan, 1985).

Overall, the results suggest that management should implement policies that promote environmental knowledge, support
green initiatives, and encourage employee participation in environmental activities. By strengthening environmental attitudes
and providing supportive organizational and leadership structures, organizations can effectively promote sustainable behavior
among employees.

Conclusion

The study aimed to examine the impact of employees’ environmental attitudes on their green behavior in the workplace. The findings show
that, overall, employees’ environmental attitudes were rated high. Among the three dimensions, anthropocentric attitude received the
highest mean score (4.31), followed by ecocentric attitude (4.03), while human dominance over nature attitude obtained a moderate mean
score (3.22). These results indicate that the dominant environmental orientation among employees is anthropocentric, followed by an
ecocentric perspective.

In terms of green behavior, employees demonstrated a high overall level of engagement (M = 3.75). Correlation analysis
revealed a significant relationship between environmental attitudes and employees’ green behavior, indicating that employees
with more positive environmental attitudes are more likely to engage in environmentally responsible actions in the workplace.
Based on these findings, the study’s hypothesis is accepted.

Despite these contributions, the study has certain limitations. The respondents were limited to employees of Divine Word
College of Laoag, which may affect the results' generalizability. The findings may differ if the study were conducted across
a larger sample or in different organizational settings. Therefore, future research is encouraged to include more organizations
and a broader population to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between environmental attitudes
and green behavior.
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