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This paper departs from the view that the social dilemma literature provides a useful framework to delineate possible barriers to the adoption of
environmentally friendly lifestyles. One domain in which tensions between personal and collective interests might occur are travel decisions in the context
of tourism, where it has been shown that even those people who are very committed to environmental practices at home tend to reduce respective
commitments on vacation. Data from a cross-sectional survey N = 771 were analyzed to investigate if the expectation that other tourists travel
environmentally friendly can in part explain individual travel decisions with environmental implications. Results showed that this expectation of others’
cooperation added explanatory value in willingness to sacrifice (personal interests) for the environment. Further analyses indicated that the relationship
between expectation of others’ cooperation and willingness to sacrifice for the environment is sequentially mediated by collective efficacy and self-efficacy.
We discuss implications for initiatives to gain a better understanding of travel decisions that can help limit environmentally harmful impacts.
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INTRODUCTION

There is much to suggest that the potential to predict individual travel
decisions based upon the perceived importance of environmental
issues is limited. The extent to which people show environmental
behavior in everyday life rarely matches how they conduct
themselves on vacation (Cohen, Higham & Reis, 2013; Dolnicar &
Gr€un, 2009; Ganglmair-Wooliscroft & Wooliscroft, 2017), a pattern
that can be seen even among those with strong commitments to
environmental practices (Barr, Shaw, Coles & Prillwitz, 2010; Juvan
& Dolnicar, 2014). Why is it that many people appear to be reluctant
to adjust their traveling in ways that could benefit the environment?
This paper draws upon the psychological literature on cooperation
in social dilemmas to illuminate how decisions between
environmentally friendly and harmful tourism alternatives may be
construed by individuals, and to help explain some of the potentially
decisive individual-level factors in such decisions (see also Doran,
Hanss & Larsen, 2015, 2017).
Social dilemmas can be broadly defined as situations in which

short-term personal interests are in conflict with long-term
collective interests (Van Lange, Joireman, Parks & Van
Dijk, 2013). People can find themselves in this quandary when
travel choices that promise the greatest personal return (such as
money savings) jeopardize the interests of society as a whole (such
as an intact natural environment). It may be personally tempting to
opt for the cheapest price available considering that any potential
saving in money can be used for other purposes at once, in spite of
the choices made by others. However, if this choice were to be
applied by everybody, society as whole would be worse off than in
a scenario where all were to prioritize collective interests instead,
for instance by paying extra for environmental protection. It is

social and temporal conflicts such as these that can be at the root of
failed attempts to give an appropriate response to societal problems,
including environmental degradation (Van Lange, Balliet, Parks &
Van Vugt, 2014; Van Lange & Joireman, 2008).
Expectations towards the cooperative intentions of others can

exert an important influence on decision making in social
dilemmas (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013; Pletzer et al., 2018). The
present paper scrutinizes the robustness of these findings for
individual travel decisions in the context of tourism, where
individuals may encounter tensions between personal and
collective interests.1 A specific focus will be on whether a
hypothesized relationship between expectation of others’
cooperation and willingness to sacrifice (personal interests) for the
environment can in part be explained by efficacy beliefs. This
complements existing studies on individual-level factors that may
shape a person’s willingness to accept economic or other personal
sacrifices when traveling, and the behavioral implications that
could arise from this (Hedlund, 2011; Kantenbacher, Hanna,
Miller, Scarles & Yang, 2019; Rahman & Reynolds, 2016).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Expectation of others’ cooperation

A large body of research has looked into psychological factors
that can influence decisions in social dilemmas (for a review, see
Van Lange et al., 2013). Some of the well-studied individual-level
factors are a person’s social value orientation (Balliet et al., 2009)
and expectations of cooperation by others (Balliet & Van
Lange, 2013). A common finding is that people with strong pro-
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social (vs. pro-self) values are more likely to forgo short-term
personal interests and to choose behavior alternatives that
maximize collective interests. This can in part be accounted for
by the assumption that pro-social values promote people’s
expectations that others will cooperate in maximizing collective
interests (Pletzer et al., 2018). Research focusing on real-world
examples of large-scale social dilemmas generally highlights the
role of these expectations in heightening the willingness to
cooperate in resolving them (Staats, Wit & Midden, 1996),
especially if information is provided to suggest that forgoing
cooperation would entail negative consequences (Sen, G€urhan-
Canli & Morwitz, 2001). What is more, beliefs about other
peoples’ motives in social dilemmas tend to be more predictive of
cooperative choices in situations, in which conflict between
opposing interests is greater (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013).
Studies on decision making in the context of environmental

issues have demonstrated that the expectation of others’
cooperation predicts individual contributions. For example,
Wiener and Doescher (1994) found that people are more likely to
install load control devices for heating or cooling units in their
households, if they expect that most utility users will do the same.
This association turned out to be particularly strong among those
who considered environmental preservation as important.
Garvill (1999) found that the expectation that other car drivers are
willing to reduce their inner-city car use predicted individual
willingness to reduce own car use and to support car regulations
aimed at lowering opportunities for inner-city car use. Gupta and
Ogden (2009) identified expectation of others’ cooperation as one
of the individual characteristics (in addition to trust, in-group
identity, and perceived efficacy) that distinguishes consumers who
buy energy efficient light bulbs from those who do not.
Additional support stems from research showing that the stated
likelihood to engage in recycling is positively associated with
citizens’ estimates of their city’s overall recycling participation
rates (Lee, Prendergast, Yim & Choi, 2019). In line with this, we
assume that when people choose among tourism alternatives, their
willingness to sacrifice for the environment varies based on their
expectation that other tourists make equal choices.
Hypothesis 1: Expectation of others’ cooperation is
positively associated with willingness to sacrifice for the
environment.

Efficacy beliefs

Kerr (1996) distinguishes perceptions about the significance of
individual contributions for accomplishing a desired collective
outcome, termed self-efficacy of cooperative choices, from
estimates about the probability that a group can jointly achieve
this outcome, termed collective efficacy of cooperative choices.
Since individual action cannot be expected to reach far enough to
fully resolve environmental problems, this distinction can be
applied to assess perceived mitigation potentials of travel
decisions. Research in this respect demonstrates that the
willingness to travel environmentally friendly as a tourist can be
sensitive to perceptions incorporating both efficacy constructs,
even if traveling in this manner would be more expensive and/or
more time consuming (Doran et al., 2015, 2017). These findings
from the tourism domain are in line with studies with a broader

scope, showing that individuals who believe that they can
contribute to sustainable development through their consumption
decisions are more willing to choose environmentally and socially
compatible products in everyday life (Hanss & B€ohm, 2010;
Hanss, B€ohm, Doran & Homburg, 2016; see also Hamann &
Reese, 2020). Here, we focus on efficacy beliefs as an
explanatory factor in the association between expectation of
others’ cooperation and willingness to sacrifice for the
environment. The rationale is that with an increasing number
choosing to travel environmentally friendly as tourists, and the
accumulated mitigation potentials from these choices, the
(perceived) likelihood that invested efforts would go to waste may
decrease.2

Hypothesis 2: Collective efficacy mediates the association
between expectation of others’ cooperation and willingness
to sacrifice for the environment.

A shared feature of the above mentioned studies is their
conceptualization of self-efficacy and collective efficacy as
independent predictors; yet some research suggests a more
complex relationship. Jugert, Greenaway, Barth, B€uchner,
Eisentraut and Fritsche (2016) demonstrated that when group
identity is particularly salient, people’s confidence in the
effectiveness of collective action in an environmental context
tends to increase. This was in turn associated with stronger pro-
environmental intentions, for instance regarding tourism, but only
when self-efficacy was perceived as high at the same time. Reese
and Junge (2017) tested if beliefs about the efficacy of collective
action for solving environmental issues depend on how difficult
people think it is to adopt behaviors targeted at this goal.
Individuals who were challenged to buy fruit and vegetables only
if these had no plastic wrapping (medium difficulty) felt a
stronger sense of collective efficacy than individuals who received
the task to either carry their groceries home without plastic bags
(low difficulty) or avoid bags and wrapping made out of plastic
altogether (high difficulty). Collective efficacy was again
positively related to both self-efficacy and intentions to reduce
plastic consumption. Based on this evidence, we assume that the
link between collective efficacy and willingness to sacrifice for
the environment operates in part via self-efficacy.
Hypothesis 3: Collective efficacy and self-efficacy
sequentially mediate the association between expectation of
others’ cooperation and willingness to sacrifice for the
environment.

METHOD

Participants

A cross-sectional survey was distributed at the tourist information office
and at popular tourist sites in the city of Bergen (Norway). In total,
N = 771 individuals agreed to participate by filling in a paper-based
questionnaire, Mage = 42.67, SDage = 16.78. Participation was voluntary
and not incentivized. Table 1 provides a detailed description of the sample.

Measures

In addition to items assessing socio-demographic characteristics, the
questionnaire included instruments to measure the focal constructs of this
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study (see below). An overview of these measures, including means and
standard deviations for each item, are available in Table 2.

Expectation of others’ cooperation. Participants indicated how much
they agreed with two statements addressing the degree to which people
expect other tourists to make an effort and/or sacrifices to preserve the
environment. These items were inspired from measures used in previous
research applying a social dilemma perspective to consumer choices
(Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Wiener & Doescher, 1994). An additional
statement represented the belief that environmental concerns exert an
influence on other people’s holiday choices. All three items were answered
on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 = Don’t agree to 7 = Fully agree.

Efficacy beliefs. Self-efficacy was measured with five items, one of
which required re-coding so that higher scores indicated a stronger sense
of self-efficacy (answer scale: 1 = Don’t agree, 7 = Fully agree).
Collective efficacy was measured with six items that were formulated in a
way that agreement indicated a stronger sense of collective efficacy
(answer scale: 1 = Don’t agree, 7 = Fully agree). Items were formulated
in line with the scope of this study, some of which were adapted from
existing measures on efficacy beliefs (Doran et al., 2015; Homburg &
Stolberg, 2006). For an overview of different approaches to
operationalizing efficacy beliefs in an environmental context, see Hanss
et al. (2016) and Hamann and Reese (2020).

Willingness to sacrifice for the environment. A person’s willingness
to sacrifice for the environment signifies the extent to which someone is
inclined to prioritize environmental preservation ahead of their short-term
personal interests (Coy, Farrell, Gilson, Davis & Le, 2013; Davis, Le &
Coy, 2011). Participants in this study were told to imagine their next
holiday trip, followed by statements referencing an action that would

neglect personal interests for the sake of the environment, for instance in
terms of spending additional time when planning their holidays. One of
the items required re-coding so that higher scores consistently indicated a
stronger willingness to sacrifice for the environment. For each of the
presented statements, participants indicated to what degree they agreed on
a seven-point scale ranging from 1 = Don’t agree to 7 = Fully agree.

Data handling

An initial screening of the data suggested that internal consistencies of the
construct measures were acceptable, except for items measuring willingness
to sacrifice for the environment and self-efficacy, which had Cronbach’s
alpha values below the recommended 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978). Excluding the
reverse coded items from each of the two construct measures resulted in
acceptable values of a = 0.76 and a = 0.80, respectively. For each
construct, a composite measure was computed by averaging scores on the
respective items. Table 3 lists descriptive statistics, internal consistencies,
and bivariate correlations between these measures. Missing data in the
multivariate analyses were addressed through listwise deletion procedures
available in the Process macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2018).

RESULTS

The data were analyzed in two consecutive steps. First, we tested a
model of sequential mediation (Model 6; Hayes, 2018) with
expectation of others’ cooperation as the independent variable,
collective efficacy as the first mediator, self-efficacy as the second
mediator, and willingness to sacrifice as the dependent variable.
Indirect effects were computed to estimate the relative
contributions of each mediator in the sequential mediation model
(Hayes, 2009). Second, we tested a model of parallel moderation
(Model 2; Hayes, 2018), which incorporated expectation of others’
cooperation as an independent variable, self- and collective
efficacy both as moderators, and willingness to sacrifice as a
dependent variable. All analyses were conducted with 5,000
bootstrap samples and 99% percentile bootstrap confidence
intervals; statistically significant associations are indicated by
confidence intervals that fail to include zero (Hayes, 2018).

Testing of the hypothesized model: Sequential mediation

The total effect (c) of expectation of others’ cooperation on
willingness to sacrifice was found to be significant. Moreover, the
direct effect (c´) of expectation of others’ cooperation continued to be
statistically significant when the analyses controlled for the two
suspected mediators (collective efficacy and self-efficacy). This
means that those who reported stronger expectations that other
tourists contribute to environmental preservation also tended to
express a stronger willingness to sacrifice personal interests, which
supports our initial hypothesis. A complete overview of the direct
effects that were accounted for by the model can be found in Table 4.
Table 5 summarizes the indirect effects that were tested in the

hypothesized model, which overall, are in accordance with the
assumption that efficacy beliefs are relevant for explaining the
association between expectation of others’ cooperation and
willingness to sacrifice for the environment.3 A more detailed
inspection of the results indicated a significant indirect effect on
willingness to sacrifice via collective efficacy only but not via
self-efficacy only. There was furthermore a significant indirect
effect through first collective and then self-efficacy, which can be

Table 1. Sample profile

n %

Gender
Female 417 54.1
Male 354 45.9
Age
18–24 120 15.6
25–34 199 25.8
35–44 119 15.4
45–54 98 12.7
55–64 127 16.5
≥65 106 13.7
Accommodationa

Camping facility 78 10.1
Private pension 51 6.6
HI hostel 38 4.9
Hotel 263 34.1
Cruise ship 191 24.8
Not specified 149 19.3
Continentb

Europe 491 63.7
North America 146 18.9
South America 16 2.1
Oceania 45 5.8
Asia 68 8.8
Tourist type
International 724 93.9
Domestic 38 4.9

Notes: Total percentages of responses within each category (separated by
empty rows) do not always add to 100 because of few missing values
(n = 2 for age, n = 1 for accommodation, n = 5 for continent, n = 9 for
tourist type).
aParticipants reported on their last night accommodation.
bParticipants reported on their current place of residence.
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interpreted as support for sequential mediation. All indirect effects
were contrasted pairwise to assess their relative explanatory
contributions; for more details, see Table 5. For these contrasts, a
confidence interval that does not encompass the value zero,
indicates that the two respective indirect effects statistically differ
from one another, in the direction defined by the contrast; this
means that they differ in their unique ability to account for
variance in the total effect in the hypothesized model
(Hayes, 2018; see also Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

Testing of an alternative model: Parallel moderation

Some research indicates that information on the rate of cooperation
that can be expected has more impact on decisions in large-scale
social dilemmas when there is low perceived efficacy; for instance,

when expert opinion states that any further partaker in a consumer
boycott would have no significant impact on its overall outcome
(Sen et al., 2001). Table 6 displays results from an alternative model
including the focal constructs, which was computed to improve
confidence in the mediation interpretation. There was no empirical
support of an interaction effect between expectation of others’
cooperation and collective efficacy, nor did the relationship between
expectation of others’ cooperation and willingness to sacrifice for the
environment vary as a function of self-reported self-efficacy. For
related findings in the context of recycling, see Lee et al. (2019).

DISCUSSION

There is some plausibility that the willingness to forgo personal
interests for the environment – as a tourist – can be hampered by

Table 3. Overview of composite measures

n M SD a 1 2 3 4

1. Expectation of others’ cooperation 749 3.70 1.23 0.81 -
2. Collective efficacy 744 4.53 1.26 0.91 0.39*** -
3. Self-efficacy 763 4.63 1.21 0.80 0.30*** 0.63*** -
4. Willingness to sacrifice for the environment 751 4.44 1.28 0.76 0.35*** 0.54*** 0.58*** -

Notes: The table shows Pearson correlations.
***p < 0.001.

Table 2. Overview of item measures

Item wording n M SD

EXP1 In time, most tourists will make an effort to help protect the environment.b 748 4.18 1.44
EXP2 Most tourists are willing to make sacrifices (e.g. accepting additional costs) to help mitigate environmental problems.b 747 3.47 1.45
EXP3 I am confident that environmental concerns influence the choices of other tourists when they plan a holiday. 746 3.43 1.45
CE1 I am confident that we as tourists can together contribute to solving global environmental challenges.c 742 4.50 1.49
CE2 We as tourists can help solving the climate crisis effectively, even if the external conditions are unfavourable.c 738 4.21 1.49
CE3 I am confident that we as tourists can together do something about mitigating global climate change.c 735 4.43 1.48
CE4 By choosing products and services with eco-labels (e.g. climate-friendly), we as tourists can put pressure on the tourism

industry to meet these demands.
736 4.89 1.50

CE5 By boycotting services and products that are considered environmentally harmful, we as tourists can make a difference
when it comes to environmental protection.

740 4.90 1.57

CE6 By avoiding air travel (or purchasing carbon offsets for flights that cannot be avoided), we as tourists have the capacity to
make a difference when it comes to global climate change.

741 4.28 1.64

SE1 As a tourist I can contribute my share to help mitigate global climate change. 762 4.92 1.43
SE2 There is not much an individual tourist (like me) can do about the sectors negative impact on the environment.a 757 4.23 1.68
SE3 By avoiding CO2 intensive transportation (e.g. flying), I can make a meaningful contribution for tackling the problem of

global climate change.
759 4.25 1.56

SE4 By choosing products and services with eco-labels (e.g. climate-friendly), I as a tourist can help preserve the environment. 760 5.00 1.45
SE5 By minimizing air travel (e.g. favour closer destinations over distant ones), I can do something about negative

environmental impacts stemming from tourism.
761 4.34 1.64

WTS1 I am willing to spend extra time when planning my holiday in order to protect the environment. 748 4.40 1.46
WTS2 I am not willing to choose products and services with eco-labels (e.g. climate-friendly), if these are more expensive than

conventional alternatives.a
749 4.40 1.65

WTS3 I am willing to accept personal sacrifices (e.g. paying extra), if this benefits the society as a whole (e.g. remedy for global
climate change).

748 4.56 1.42

WTS4 I would sign a petition that supports legislative restrictions on the use of CO2 intensive transportation (e.g. flying). 746 4.34 1.77

Notes: Means and standard deviations for items employed to measure the focal constructs. Items were measured on a seven-point response scale, anchored
at 1 (Don’t agree) and 7 (Fully agree). EXP = Expectation of others’ cooperation; CE = Collective efficacy; SE = Self-efficacy; WTS = Willingness to
sacrifice for the environment.
aReverse coded.
bAdapted from Wiener and Doescher (1994) and Gupta and Ogden (2009).
cAdapted from Homburg and Stolberg (2006) and Doran et al. (2015).
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concerns that these sacrifices are uncommon. Kantenbacher
et al. (2019) illustrate this point with regard to the acceptance of
personal sacrifices in consumption patterns to make up for the
opportunity to travel on holiday by plane. Specifically, they
showed that people who believed that their own contributions
would be without impact (considering the actions of others) were
also less willing to cut back on and/or to change their
consumption activities. Complementing this finding, in the present
study, participants with strong (vs. weak) expectations that other
tourists show efforts to help preserve the environment were more
likely to plan on choosing environmentally friendly travel options
despite the associated costs. This willingness to sacrifice personal
interests increased together with efficacy beliefs, possibly
implying that such expectations can strengthen the perception that
people can make a difference for safeguarding the environment,
also when traveling as tourists. This matches observations from

focus groups suggesting that perceiving others to be inactive with
regard to promoting sustainable forms of tourism can make
people feel disempowered to change their own behavior (Miller,
Rathouse, Scarles, Holmes & Tribe, 2010).
Research shows that if people believe that they can handle their

own life circumstances, and that they can personally contribute to
improving societal conditions, they also tend to believe that
society as a whole can achieve desirable social change
(Fern�andez-Ballesteros, D�ıez-Nicol�as, Caprara, Barbaranelli &
Bandura, 2002). In other words, efficacy beliefs regarding
individual action could be an antecedent of efficacy beliefs
regarding collective action; an alternative model that assumed
reversed directionality was less supported by the data. When it
comes to beliefs that are specific about the ability to limit
negative environmental impacts from tourism, however, the
relationship might be reverse. Consistent with this assumption, we

Table 4. Summary of direct effects

Collective efficacy Self-efficacy
Willingness to sacrifice for the
environment

Direct effects B (SE) BootLLCI BootULCI B (SE) BootLLCI BootULCI B (SE) BootLLCI BootULCI

Constant 3.10 (0.14) 2.75 3.45 1.83 (0.14) 1.46 2.20 0.77 (0.17) 0.34 1.20
Expectation of others’ cooperation 0.39 (0.03) 0.30 0.48 0.06 (0.03) �0.02 0.13 0.15 (0.03) 0.06 0.23
Collective efficacy 0.57 (0.03) 0.49 0.64 0.26 (0.04) 0.16 0.36
Self-efficacy 0.42 (0.04) 0.32 0.53
R2 0.15 0.39 0.42
df (1, 731) (2, 730) (3, 729)
F 127.98*** 234.91*** 173.31***

Notes: The table shows direct effects that were tested as part of the sequential mediation model (Model 6; Hayes, 2018) based on 5,000 bootstrap samples
and 99% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error; BootLLCI = bootstrapping lower limit
confidence interval; BootULCI = bootstrapping upper limit confidence interval.
***p < 0.001.

Table 5. Mediation analyses testing indirect effects for the relationship
between expectation of others’ cooperation and willingness to sacrifice for
the environment

B SE BootLLCI BootULCI

Total effect (c) 0.37 0.04 0.27 0.46
Direct effect (c’) 0.15 0.03 0.06 0.23
Indirect effects (total) 0.22 0.03 0.15 0.30
Indirect effects (specific)
EXP ? CE ? WTS (Ind1) 0.10 0.02 0.05 0.17
EXP ? SE ? WTS (Ind2) 0.02 0.01 �0.01 0.06
EXP ? CE ? SE ? WTS
(Ind3)

0.09 0.02 0.06 0.14

Indirect effects (contrasts)
Ind1 versus Ind2 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.15
Ind1 versus Ind3 0.01 0.03 �0.07 0.08
Ind2 versus Ind3 �0.07 0.02 �0.14 �0.02

Notes: Sequential mediation model (Model 6; Hayes, 2018) based on
5,000 bootstrap samples and 99% percentile bootstrap confidence
intervals. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error.
BootLLCI = bootstrapping lower limit confidence interval;
BootULCI = bootstrapping upper limit confidence interval.
EXP = Expectation of others’ cooperation; CE = Collective efficacy;
SE = Self-efficacy; WTS = Willingness to sacrifice for the environment.

Table 6. Moderation analyses testing for independent moderator effects
on the relationship between expectation of others’ cooperation and
willingness to sacrifice for the environment

B SE BootLLCI BootULCI

Constant 4.46 0.04 4.36 4.56
Predictor
EXP 0.15 0.03 0.07 0.24
Moderators
CE 0.24 0.04 0.14 0.34
SE 0.43 0.04 0.33 0.53
Interactions
EXP 9 CE �0.05 0.03 �0.12 0.02
EXP 9 SE 0.01 0.03 �0.06 0.09
R2 0.42
df (5, 727)
F 105.17***

Notes: Parallel moderation model (Model 2; Hayes, 2018) based on 5,000
bootstrap samples and 99% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals,
variables that define products were mean-centered. B = unstandardized
regression coefficient; SE = standard error. BootLLCI = bootstrapping
lower limit confidence interval; BootULCI = bootstrapping upper limit
confidence interval. EXP = Expectation of others’ cooperation;
CE = Collective efficacy; SE = Self-efficacy.
***p < 0.001.
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found that the association between collective efficacy and
willingness to sacrifice personal interests was in part explained by
self-efficacy. Perhaps, subjective assessments of collective efficacy
are interpreted as hints that help individuals estimate the chances
to which giving up on personal benefits contributes to desired
change on a larger scale; for instance, whether opting for an
environmentally friendly (but possibly more expensive) traveling
alternative would make an actual difference when it comes to the
overall environmental impacts from tourism. Although cross-
sectional data are insufficient to draw causal inferences, such an
interpretation is supported by experimental evidence in other
domains of environmentally-relevant behaviors (Jugert
et al., 2016; Reese & Junge, 2017).
With regard to their relative explanatory contributions, the

indirect effect via collective and self-efficacy was comparable to
that via collective efficacy alone (see Table 5). It can be argued
that our measure of self-efficacy did not comprehensively capture
the multifacetedness of the construct, and that a more facetted
operationalization may result in a higher explanatory value.
Therefore, a meaningful next step forward is to broaden the scope
towards other facets of efficacy beliefs that could account for
additional variance in the hypothesized model. Relevant literature
on the subject suggests that beliefs on whether acting
environmentally friendly can motivate others to preserve the
environment (i.e., indirect, social impact) can be distinguished
from beliefs that are concerned with the ability to have a direct
impact on the environment. This distinction has been empirically
demonstrated in regards to individual behavior (e.g., choosing
specific products as a consumer; Hanss & B€ohm, 2010) as well as
for actions that are executed as part of a social entity (e.g., being
a member in an environmental initiative; Hamann &
Reese, 2020). Including a broader spectrum of efficacy beliefs,
and disentangling their relative contribution as potentially
mediating variables, could yield useful insights into the processes
by which expectation of others’ cooperation may determine the
willingness to accept higher personal costs in an attempt to
safeguard the environment.
In addition, there is room to explore whether alternative

mechanisms can account for the fact that tourists seem more
inclined to travel in an environmentally friendly manner, if they
believe that other tourists contribute their share. Research shows
that public support for climate-oriented aviation policies is to
some extent shaped by the desire to secure fairness, that is,
whether the associated costs are distributed in relative proportion
to the level of responsibility for bringing about the problem in
question (Kantenbacher, Hanna, Cohen, Miller & Scarles, 2018).
It could be speculated that the expectation, that other tourists
contribute their share, feeds into such a sense of perceived
fairness. And this in turn may strengthen the willingness to accept
personal sacrifices to reduce environmentally harmful impacts
from tourism. Testing this assumption, preferably by means of
longitudinal study designs, would enhance our understanding on
how an expectation of others’ cooperation relates to individual
travel decisions.
An ostensible limitation to the current study is that it provides

only a snapshot of situations in which tourists may face tensions
between personal and collective interests. Including a broader
selection of possible sacrifices, that tourists could make to reduce

environmentally harmful impacts, would provide a broader
picture. It also seems worthwhile to consider situations where
traveling in an environmentally friendly manner is not primarily
construed as a sacrifice. Previous research, in fact, suggests that
ethical tourism can also be driven through hedonic considerations.
Malone, McCabe and Smith (2014) found that the anticipation of
positive emotions was used to rationalize and reinforce intentions
to choose ethical alternatives, including courses of action that are
about environmental protection; likewise, Strzelecka, Nisbett and
Woosnam (2017) identified hedonic values as a driving factor for
the motivation to travel in the context of conservation
volunteerism. Expectation of others’ cooperation could therefore
be less influential when consumers anticipate hedonic
consequences from traveling in an environmentally friendly way,
hence reducing the conflict between personal and collective
interests. This accords with literature that the extent by which
beliefs about other peoples’ motives can be used to predict
cooperation in social dilemmas depends also (though not
exclusively) on the amount of conflict in the situation (Balliet &
Van Lange, 2013).

CONCLUSION

Tourism activities can impact the environment in many ways,
including yet not restricted to greenhouse gas emissions (G€ossling
& Peeters, 2015; Lenzen, Sun, Faturay, Ting, Geschke &
Malik, 2018). Our study suggests that the willingness to forgo
personal benefits for the sake of the environment increases
together with the expectation that other tourists do the same, and
that this link can partly be explained through differences in
efficacy beliefs. Moreover, tourists’ estimates about their
collective ability to preserve the environment (collective efficacy)
might have a part in shaping perceptions about their individual
ability to help preserve the environment (self-efficacy). One
promising avenue for future research is to explore whether similar
patterns can be identified among the suppliers of tourism services,
specifically when changing established practices could result in a
competitive disadvantage. Research indicates that having a sense
of efficacy constitutes one characteristic associated with managers
who incorporate sustainability principles into their businesses
(Sampaio, Thomas & Font, 2012), and that the strength of such
perceptions might be shaped through observations made in the
social environment (Kornilaki, Thomas & Font, 2019). There is
reason to assume that managers may regard adopting these
principles as insignificant unless they expect other managers to
follow their example. Understanding individual-level factors that
shape the willingness to sacrifice for the environment, as
consumers or as suppliers of tourism services, has thus the
potential to support sustainable tourism initiatives.
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ENDNOTES
1 As Dolnicar et al. (2019) noted: “The difficulty with changing tourist
behavior is that tourism is set in a highly hedonic context characterized by
relaxation and enjoyment, much in contrast to sacrifices made for the
benefit of the planet as a whole (p. 241).
2 See Kantenbacher et al. (2019) and Miller et al. (2010) for related
evidence.
3 There is evidence that individuals are more likely to reciprocate other
group members’ contributions to collective interests in social dilemmas
when these are perceived to be similar rather than dissimilar to oneself
(Parks et al., 2001). To further parse out the hypothesized associations, we
reran the statistical analyses controlling for measures capturing judgments
about oneself and average tourists on an attitudinal and a moral dimension.
Results regarding the hypothesized model (sequential mediation) were
similar as those reported in this paper; the results also remained robust when
adding these covariates to the alternative model (parallel moderation). For
reasons of parsimony, we only report the analyses that focused overtly on
the role of efficacy beliefs in explaining the relationship between expectation
of others’ cooperation (e.g., by making financial sacrifices to help mitigate
environmental problems) and willingness to sacrifice for the environment
(e.g., paying extra for the benefit of society as a whole).
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