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ABSTRACT

This work centers on the study of the recycling adoption making process due
to the application of promotion techniques from a immediate perspective:
1) reward technique described as giving a gift to the participants in a pro-
motion program within a lottery; and 2) commitment by block leader tech-
nique characterized by the agreeing subject signing a request or statement in
which he/she promises to fulfill the conditions of the recycling thanks to the
encouragement of a person who belongs to the same social circle. So, we
carried out a quasi-experimental work whose results led us to explain the
immediate response to these recycling promotion techniques. It contributes to
the marketing literature in: 1) understanding the effects of these techniques
on people’s beliefs and attitudes; and 2) explaining the response to recycling
promotion techniques. The practical implications that may stem from these
contributions are of an educational nature and for public management of

promotion campaigns.

INTRODUCTION

In spite of selective waste collection programs having been in place for some
years now, they have not achieved participation of all the public [1-7]. There is no
doubt that there must be improvement in the collection channels and programs,
and in public participation [8, 9]. From an academic point of view, for the last
20 years research into recycling behavior has been dominated by the analyses
of “applied conduct,” wherein incentives and reinforcements are applied in order
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to boost citizen participation and so increase the total amount of material supplied
by consumers for recycling. However, there still has not been sufficient research
on changes in consumers’ recycling beliefs, attitudes, and behavior due to the
application of those promotion techniques [10-13], aimed at exploring the alter-
natives that give rise to maximum receptiveness and response [14] . In any case,
the relationships that could be specified in any model should be based on the
different associations between cognitive, evaluative, and behavioral variables
that appear in the recycling and environmental literature (see Table 1).

The objective of this research is then to explain the different ways of encour-
aging and strengthening recycling behavior, and to analyze empirically the dif-
ferences in the effectiveness of two recycling promotion techniques: the “prize
technique” and the technique of “commitment with a block leader.” This work
is structured in four parts: 1) a review of the literature, where the hypotheses are
set out; 2) a discussion of methodological issues; 3) the analysis of the empirical
results, which includes an examination of the reliability and validity of the
measuring instruments used as well as a study of the results relating to the
longitudinal and transversal effects of recycling promotion techniques; and 4) a
synthesis of results, academic and professional implications, and limitations and
future lines of research.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The study of the effects of recycling promotion techniques may begin by
defining and classifying the concepts of incentive and reward, since the rigorous
study of human conduct must analyze the impact of environmental stimuli on
behavior itself [e.g., 15]. To that end, we distinguish two types of effect, depend-
ing on whether they precede or follow the desired conduct: incentive and rein-
forcement [16], whose classification is also referred to in the framework of
environmental literature [17-20]. In the recycling context, antecedent or incentive
techniques are understood to be reminders, the setting of objectives, explicit
commitment, and block leader, while the consequent or reinforcement techniques
include reward, information feedback, and punishment [21]. In line with the
recycling literature, the reward technique is described as giving a gift to the
participants in a promotion program [21], the most common form being a draw.
The technique of commitment by block-leader encouragement is characterized
by the agreeing subject signing a request or statement in which he promises to
fulfill the conditions of the recycling program [17-20]. Thanks to the encourage-
ment of a person who acts as persuader and who belongs to the same social
circle [21, 22].

Within the theoretical sphere of attitude, there are two kinds of doctrine about
the differential effects of promotion techniques. They concur in recognizing a
certain coherence between people’s attitudes and behaviors [23]. On the one
hand, in order to base the incentive effect on a doctrine, the following theories were
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Table 1. Works that Verify the Association between Cognitive
Components, Components of Evaluation and Behavior

Relations

Trabajos

Ecological conscience <>
Ecological concern

Ecological conscience <>
Recycling attitude

Ecological conscience «»
Involvement with recycling

Ecological conscience <>
Recycling behavior

Beliefs about recycling <>
Ecological concern

Beliefs about recycling <>
Recycling attitude

Beliefs about recycling <>
Involvement about recycling

Beliefs about recycling <>
Recycling behavior

Ecological concern <>
Recycling attitude

Ecological concern <>
Involvement with recycling

Ecological concern <
Recycling behavior

Recycling attitude <>
Recycling behavior

Involvement with recycling <>
Recycling behavior

Arcury et al. [49]; Synodinos [76]; Martin y
Siminitrias [77]; Ling-Yee [78]; Bigné [50];
Fraj et al. [79]

McGuiness et al. [54]; Black et al. [55];
Peattie [56]; Simmons & Widmar [57];
Oskamp et al. [58]; Alwitt & Pitt [59]

McGuiness et al. [54]; Black et al. [55];
Peattie [56]; Simmons & Widmar [57];
Oskamp et al. [58]; Alwitt & Pitt [59]

Dispoto [34]; Fox [80]; Maibach [81];
Schlegelmilch et al. [82]; Fraj et al. [79]

Ransey & Rickson [83]; Synodinos [76]

Ransey & Rickson [83]; Synodinos [76]

Ransey & Rickson [83]; Synodinos [76]

Hines et al. [84]; Sia et al. [85]; Howenstine
[9]; Bagozzi & Dabholkar [28]; Shrum et al.
[13]; Hornik et al. [86]

Vining & Ebreo [87]; Derksen & Gartrell [89];
Oskamp et al. [88]; Hornik et al. [86]; Minton
& Rose [90]

Vining & Ebreo [87]; Derksen & Gartrell [89];
Oskamp et al. [88]; Hornik et al. [86]; Minton
& Rose [90]

Vining & Ebreo [87]; Derksen & Gartrell [89];
Oskamp et al. [88]; Hornik et al. [86]; Minton
& Rose [90]; Bohlen et al. [51]

Lansana [91]; Humphrey et al. [92];
McCarty [93]

Vining & Ebreo [87]; McCarty & Shrum [94]
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considered: the theory of equilibrium [24], the functional theory [25], and the
theory of multiple attributes [26]. They all coincide in stating that the trans-
formation of beliefs and evaluations guarantees the development of the desired
behavior. In fact, various authors in the recycling literature point out that the
commitment technique stimulates the internal behavioral control in a way that
places an individual on the verge of collaboration and requires consistency
between what is promised and what is done [22, 27]. Similarly, the effective-
ness of the block-leader technique is based on the influence of the informa-
tion supply and on social influence having a direct effect on beliefs and attitudes
[10, 28].

On the other hand, in order to explain the reinforcement effect, the following
theories are available: cognitive dissonance [29], passive learning [30], and attri-
bution [31]. All make it clear that attitudes are frequently modeled on conduct
[32, 33]. Moreover, within the framework of the recycling literature, the effec-
tiveness of the reward technique has been explained on the basis of the
instrumental learning theory, which maintains that the systematic guidelines of
providing “positive contingencies” increases the frequency of behavior [12].
More specifically, it should be said that the differential effects explained by these
two types of theoretical model at bottom consist of the antecedent techniques
influencing disposition directly, and behavior indirectly, while the consequent
techniques affect behavior directly and dispositions indirectly.

There are two kinds of hierarchy of effects in line with both kinds of doctrine:
1) the classic hierarchy, to explain the response to antecedent techniques; and
2) the low-involvement hierarchy, to interpret the response to consequent tech-
niques. The classic hierarchy of effects is predominant in the interpretation of
recycling behavior [34-43]. However, it is possible that the public’s interpretation
of environmental guidelines is routine and not necessarily ecological [14, 44-46].
Therefore, it can be supposed that there are other hierarchical effects explain-
ing recycling conduct, such as “know-do-feel,” relating to habitual and low-
commitment behaviors [47].

The effectiveness of both types of technique is studied starting from the
framework of attitude models. Following Lutz [48], we have based ourselves
theoretically on the uni-dimensional acceptance of attitude that is identified
with people’s evaluation and, unlike the tripartite orientation, transfers people’s
beliefs and intentions or conduct outside the notion of attitude. Based on the
environmental literature, we distinguish the following cognitive components:
1) ecological conscience [49, 50] and 2) beliefs about recycling [12, 28]. In
addition, there are three evaluative components or attitudes referenced in the
literature: 1) ecological concern [51-53], 2) involvement with recycling [54-59];
and 3) recycling attitudes [58].

Given the various theoretical models explaining the response to recycling
promotion techniques, and in light of the empirical evidence obtained, the fol-
lowing hypotheses are put forward:
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H1: The immediate response to the prize promotion technique and to the
promotion technique of commitment with block leader reflects the different
models of recycling behavior adoption.

H2: The prize promotion technique and that of commitment with block
leader differ in their immediate effectiveness in increasing ecological
conscience, ecological concern, recycling attitude and involvement; the
block leader technique is the more effective.

Athough there are different models at hand to explain the response to both
recycling promotion techniques (reward and commitment with block leader), there
appear to be no differences in the immediate increase in recycling, both being
highly effective in comparison to other techniques. Particularly in the case of
the prize technique, it has been shown that the increase in recycling is more
significant than with other reinforcement techniques [17, 44, 60-63], as is the
case for raffles or draws [17, 60, 64-67]. These high levels of effectiveness are
comparable only to those reached by other antecedent techniques, such as com-
mitment, especially when applied in an individualized way [27, 68-73], and the
block leader technique [10, 62, 74].

Accordingly, although different theoretical models can justify the adoption
of recycling conduct due to the effect of the type of technique, the promotions
comprising giving a gift and encouraging commitment with a block leader could
show similar immediate effectiveness in causing the appearance of recycling
behavior. Since both techniques require the provision of information about
how and where to recycle, it is to be expected that the effects on recycling
beliefs do not vary with the type of promotion applied. This suggests the third
and fourth hypotheses:

H3: The prize promotion technique and that of commitment with block
leader do not differ in their immediate effectiveness in stimulating a
recycling response.

H4: The prize promotion technique and that of commitment with block
leader do not differ in their immediate effectiveness in increasing the
consumers’ recycling beliefs.

METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS

This research follows a quasi-experimental design and is carried out in natural
settings with conveniently constituted groups [75]. Two types of treatment have
been designed, comprising the application of the technique of written, individual
commitment at the encouragement of a block leader and providing a draw-
based prize (see Table 2). These techniques were applied to two different sub-
samples with a total of 246 volunteers who each selected one member of their
respective households as an experimental subject. Each volunteer was responsible
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for applying one of the two treatments to that selected member. This procedure
of using samples of convenience is recommendable when the collaboration of
those surveyed requires, as in the case of this longitudinal research, intensive
questionnaire completion. Furthermore, if those surveyed belong to the same
social network as the surveyor, there is greater opportunity for observation and
control of the individuals in the experiment.

A questionnaire was used to gather the information. The variables and scales
were as follows:

1. Ecological conscience, which is defined as information about ecological
matters and the causes of ecological damage [49, 50], is measured by a
Likert scale with four items and 5 points.

2. Beliefs about recycling relative to the knowledge of the how, what, and
why of recycling [12, 28] is measured by a Likert scale with six items and
5 points.

3. Ecological concern, which is an evaluative component referring to feelings
of disquiet about the deterioration of nature [51-53], is measured on a Likert
scale with four items and 5 points.

4. Involvement with recycling that refers to a determined degree of concern
or interest in recycling [54-59], is measured by a semantic differential scale
with four items and 5 points.

5. Recycling attitude is a favorable or unfavorable inclination toward recycl-
ing, measured by a semantic differential scale with four items and 5 points
[58].

Once the information had been gathered it was entered into the database and
refined, eliminating the cases with internal incoherence in which the object of
the research had been discovered by the individual being surveyed and those
cases in which the individual had stopped participating in the longitudinal study.
After eliminating 30 entries, the sample comprised 246 individuals, 123 of whom
were assigned to the treatment of subscribing to commitment by block-leader
encouragement and 123 to the treatment of possibly receiving a prize by means
of a draw.

The recycling materials chosen for this research are: glass, paper and carton,
and tetrabrick, metal, or plastic containers. This choice of material was made
because it deals with products that: 1) require the active collaboration of the
public included in this research; 2) have consolidated distribution channels in
our geographical setting, which allows the public to develop the desired behavior
without excessive difficulty; 3) are environmentally important from the point
of view of sustainability; and 4) are amenable to analysis on the basis of the
practical realities of recycling, which are in different stages of evolution because
the collection systems were not implemented simultaneously.

The justifications of the choice of the promotion techniques are that: 1) the
influence they exert on the consumer differs from the perspective of their
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mechanisms of effectiveness and their effective results in provoking the desired
response; 2) they can be applied in an operational way in line with the resources
available; and 3) they are representative of the two methods in which they are
classified, incentives and reinforcement.

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Preliminaries

Prior to testing the hypotheses, we checked the validity and reliability of the
measuring instruments by means of exploratory factorial, Cronbach’s alpha and
confirmatory factorial analyses on the cognitive components and the evaluation,
ecological, and recycling components. As shown in Table 3, the exploratory
factorial analysis with varimax rotation identified all the ecological and recycling
characteristics under consideration and explained over 60% of variance, except
in the case of ecological concern, with values of around 50%.

After the exploratory factorial analyses, we proceeded to run a confirmatory
factorial analysis in order to check the convergent validity of the same scales.
It can be seen in Table 4 that the measuring instruments show a good fit to the
data, since in the three series of questionnaires the indicators produce adequate
results for the five cognitive, evaluation-of-ecological-character, and recycling-
characteristic variables. The standardized estimators are significant and positive,
with values of above 0.5 in all cases except in the scale referring to ecological
concern, with a value of 0.4.

To study the reliability, an analysis of compound reliability and extracted
variance was run, together with Cronbach’s alpha. Table 5 shows that all the
measuring instruments obtained were above the recommended threshold, except
for the extracted variance of ecological concern, which was below that value.
Consequently, it can be said that the scales for ecological conscience, recycling
beliefs, recycling attitude, and involvement show values that indicate the relia-
bility of the dimensions under consideration, while the scale for ecological
concern was close to the critical threshold of 0.40.

Lastly, in order to check the discriminatory validity of the measuring instru-
ments, a correlations analysis was made which showed that ecological conscience,
recycling beliefs, ecological concern, recycling attitude, and recycling involve-
ment measure different ecological and recycling realities, with Pearson’s correla-
tion coefficient far below 1 (see Table 6).

To test the hypotheses, a double approximation was performed: the longitudinal
or process analysis to study the evolution of the cognitive variables and those of
evaluation due to the effect of the promotion technique applied; and the structural
or transversal analysis to identify the models that best represent the response to
the promotions.
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Transversal Analysis (Hypotheses H1)

Several alternative Path models were estimated within each of the effect hier-
archies being studied, with the aim of selecting those whose specifications best
represented the response to each of the recycling promotion techniques. Later,
following Gerbing and Andersen [95] and Hair [96], the indicators of the goodness
of fit of the two selected types of model were compared in order to choose a final
model for each of both promotional subsamples. In the study of response to the
promotions, the two subsamples selected were considered: those responding to the
prize technique; and those responding to the commitment with block-leader technique.

As Table 7 shows, the transversal analysis of the effectiveness of both types
of promotion techniques centered on the study of the measures of goodness of fit
proposed by the literature as especially useful in comparing alternative models
[97]. 1t can be seen that low involvement model shows the best fit to the data in
all the indicators for the prize subsample. That model corresponds to the hierarchy
of effects named, in the terminology of Kotler and Roberto [38], “learn-do-feel,”
which establishes the sequence of behavior adoption characterized by habits.
Furthermore, this kind of model also has the best fit to the data for the subsample
of commitment encouraged by a block leader. Therefore, the hierarchies of effects
of the most representative models of response to both promotions coincide.

However, to examine the degree of similarity between the two models, it was
determined whether statistically significant differences exist by performing a
Chi-squared analysis of differences by the multi-group procedure. It can be seen
in Table 8 that, although no statistically significant differences exist between
the models, significant differences were identified in determined parameters
of relationship.

In order to examine the tendency of these differences and after checking that the
model without restrictions of equality of regression weights in both sub-samples
and the model with those restrictions in both subsamples, except in the two
aforementioned relationships, show a good fit to the data (see Table 9), there
was an examination of the standardized regression weights and critical ratios
of these models. It can be seen that recycling beliefs represent the only possibility
of people responding to the prize showing ecological concern, since it is the only
link between this variable and the rest of the model. However, in individuals
responding to commitment with block leader, this relationship is not significant,
although ecological concern plays an important role in relation to other variables
since it influences the recycling attitude (see Table 10 and Figure 1).

As a consequence, while recognizing that two significantly different relation-
ships exist in the two models, there is evidence that the process of response to
the two types of promotion is quite similar. Therefore, hypothesis H1, stating that
the response to the prize promotion technique and to the commitment with
block-leader technique is due to models of adopting a recycling behavior, is
accepted weakly.
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Longitudinal Analysis (H2, H3, and H4)

For the longitudinal analysis, a Student #-test of related samples was first used to
identify the intensity, direction, and permanence of the changes in beliefs and
ecological and recycling evaluations, as well as in recycling conduct due to the
application of promotion techniques. As shown in Table 11, the prize technique
has positive and statistically significant effects on recycling beliefs. For their
part, ecological conscience and concern decrease immediately after the appli-
cation of the promotion. Furthermore, the recycling attitude showed no immediate
statistically significant transformation. Finally, recycling involvement showed
no statistically significant change. The promotion technique of commitment with
block leader has positive, statistically significant effects on recycling beliefs,
attitude, involvement, and behavior. Lastly, the evolution of ecological conscience
and concern followed a similar fall pattern to that produced by the effect of
the prize technique.

Before making a comparison of the effectiveness of the two different promotion
techniques, there was a student #-test of independent samples at moment tl in
both experimental groups. This was aimed at checking whether there are any
statistically significant differences between these variables before the application
of the promotion techniques. On the basis of the results obtained, shown in
Table 12, it can be concluded that no statistically significant differences exist
between the groups regarding the cognitive components and the evaluation and
behavior components at moment t1, or before the promotions were applied.

Finally, in order to test the effectiveness of the two promotion techniques, there
was an analysis, based on the General Linear Model (GLM), of repeated measures
that determined the differential norms of evolution of the ecological and recycling
variables under consideration. From the results shown in Table 13, it can be stated
that there is a differential evolutionary effect that depends on the type of promotion
technique. This especially applies to recycling involvement and behavior, since
the commitment with block-leader technique is much more effective than the
prize technique. Similarly, there are no statistically significant differences in the
ecological conscience and recycling beliefs immediately after the application of
the promotions. Ecological concern diminishes less significantly with the prize
technique effect than with the block leader and commitment technique. Lastly, the
evolution of recycling attitude presents no differences based on the type of
technique implemented.

On the basis of the above, we can conclude that hypotheses H2, H3, and H4
are contrasted. To be specific, the second hypothesis (H2)—which suggests
that the two techniques differ in their effectiveness in increasing ecological
conscience and concern and recycling attitude and involvement, in a way that
the commitment with block leader technique is more effective—is confirmed,
but weakly. This is because, while involvement evolves more markedly from the
effect of commitment encouraged by a block leader, attitude shows no statistically
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Table 5. Confirmatory Factorial Analysis of the Measuring
Instruments Used: Readability Indicators

Compound Extracted Cronbach
readability variance alpha
Ecological conscience
Pass 1 0.8895 0.6689 0.8766
Pass 2 0.8681 0.6232 0.8109
Beliefs about recycling
Pass 1 0.7249 0.4010 0.7692
Pass 2 0.8243 0.5444 0.7901
Ecological concern
Pass 1 0.7013 0.3781 0.6733
Pass 2 0.6425 0.3198 0.6281
Recycling attitude
Pass 1 0.8689 0.6253 0.7692
Pass 2 0.9088 0.7142 0.7901
Involvement with recycling
Pass 1 0.8615 0.6110 0.9003
Pass 2 0.9120 0.7222 0.9105

significant differences between the two experimental groups and ecological
concern shows a significantly greater decrease from the effect of the commitment
with block-leader technique.

Hypothesis H3, which proposed that the prize technique and the commitment
with block-leader technique do not differ in their effectiveness in stimulating the
appearance of the recycling response, is rejected. On the other hand, hypothesis
H4—which suggests that the two techniques do not differ in their immediate
effectiveness in increasing consumers’ recycling beliefs—is confirmed, since
recycling beliefs (that is, a knowledge of its practice and meaning) stem not only
from the information provided by the promotion techniques but also from the
behavior itself.

CONCLUSIONS

This research contributes to the environmental literature, specifically in the
recycling sector, with: 1) the systematization of the set of existing doctrines in
order to explain the response to recycling promotion techniques; 2) on under-
standing the effects of those techniques on people’s beliefs and attitudes; and



122 / MENESES AND BEERLI

Table 6. Correlation Analyses of the Measuring

Instruments Used

Pass 1
Beliefs Involvement
Ecological about  Ecological Recycling with

conscience recycling concern  attitude recycling

Ecological Pearson 1
conscience Significance —
Beliefs about  Pearson 0.569 1
recycling Significance 0.000 —
Ecological Pearson 0.351 0.226 1
concern Significance 0.000 0.000 —
Recycling Pearson 0.253 0.402 0.159 1
attitude Significance 0.000 0.000 0.012 —
Involvement  Pearson 0.352 0.437 0.239 0.451 1
with recycling  Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —
Pass 2
Beliefs Involvement
Ecological about  Ecological Recycling with
conscience recycling concern  attitude recycling
Ecological Pearson 1
conscience Significance —
Beliefs about  Pearson 0.576 1
recycling Significance 0.000 —
Ecological Pearson 0.306 0.182 1
concern Significance 0.000 0.004 —
Recycling Pearson 0.314 0.462 0.179 1
attitude Significance 0.000 0.000 0.005 —
Involvement  Pearson 0.356 0.411 0.231 0.573 1
with recycling  Significance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —
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Table 7. Indicator of the Goodness of Fit of the Four Selected

Types of Model to be Compared

IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Indicators of the prize sub-sample

Models P RMSR ECVI PNFI PGFI AIC

Classic Model 1 0.636 0.006 0.838 0.066 0.048 40.223
Habit Model 2 0.705 0.005 0.836 0.067 0.048 40.144
Inverse Model 3 0.580 0.006 0.840 0.066 0.048 40.306
Hedonist Model 4 0.029 0.008 0.933 0.063 0.046 44.773

Indicators of the commitment with group leader sub-sample

Classic Model 1 0.256 0.008 0.590
Habit Model 2 0.762 0.003 0.573
Inverse Model 3 0.402 0.006 0.581
Hedonist Model 4 0.003 0.007 0.701

0.066
0.067
0.066
0.062

0.047
0.048
0.067
0.046

41.288
40.091
40.708
49.045

Table 8. Chi-Square Analysis of Differences by the Multi-Group Procedure:
Who Responded to the Prize Technique versus Who Responded to
the Commitment with Block Leader Technique

Restrictions of equality of regression weights in both sub-samples CMIN P
Ecological conscience — recycling beliefs 0.165 0.862
Ecological conscience — behavior 0.827 0.666
Ecological conscience — ecological concern 2.785 0.097
Ecological conscience — recycling attitude 0.769 0.682
Ecological conscience — involvement with recycling 0.827 0.666
Beliefs about recycling — behavior 0.026 0.897
Beliefs about recycling — recycling attitude 2.086 0.286
Beliefs about recycling — involvement with recycling 0.151 0.860
Beliefs about recycling — ecological concern 9.217 0.000
Behavior — recycling attitude 1.128 0.569
Behavior — involvement 0.561 0.738
Ecological concern — recycling attitude 4.317 0.041
Ecological concern — involvement 0.602 0.730
Recycling attitude — involvement 0.346 0.803

— Restrictions of equality of all regressions weights 20.56 0.18

— Restrictions of equality of all regressions weights, except

in significant parameters 9.25 0.70
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Table 11. Non-Compared Evolution Due to the Effect of the Promotion
Techniques: Student T-Test for Related Samples

T x T2 Sig. S Correlation  Sig.
Prize
Ecological conscience 3.03 2.75 0.00 0.51 0.59 0.00
Beliefs about recycling 238 262 0.00 0.48 0.53 0.00
Ecological concern 2.51 2.18 0.00 0.41 0.46 0.00
Recycling attitude 3.02 3.13 0.13 0.84 0.63 0.00
Involvement with recycling 3.18  3.19 0.77 0.63 0.67 0.00
Behavior 239 256 0.01 0.78 0.80 0.00
Commitment & Block Leader
Ecological conscience 2.96 2.75 0.00 0.66 0.39 0.00
Beliefs about recycling 2.35 2.70 0.00 0.49 0.53 0.00
Ecological concern 2.45 2.24 0.00 0.38 0.52 0.00
Recycling attitude 3.04 3.28 0.00 0.68 0.73 0.00
Involvement with recycling 3.12 3.35 0.00 0.60 0.69 0.00
Behavior 220 279 0.00 0.92 0.65 0.00

3) an explanation of the immediate response-making process, considering the
effectiveness of both the prize technique and the commitment with block leader
technique. Consequently, the practical implications that may stem from these
contributions are both of an educational nature and for the public management of
promotion campaigns among the public.

From an educational point of view, it has been shown that there are many
similarities between the responses to both techniques. So, on the basis of empirical
evidence and in line with the low involvement model performed, it seems logical
that educators must always make some effort to transmit information about both
ecological matters and the how, what, and why of recycling so that pupils gain
some ecological conscience and beliefs about recycling. The importance of this
lies in the fact that these kinds of knowledge are the main antecedents of recycling
behavior. However, in addition to that, environmental educators must consider
that there are some significant differences between the effects of offering a reward
and those of a commitment with block leader. Those differences are related to
the function of ecological concern; while the reward technique does not link
this feeling of disquiet about the deterioration of nature to other variables, the
commitment with block leader makes good use of this sentiment insofar as it
works by consolidating a favorable attitude toward recycling. Therefore, both
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Table 13. General Linear Model of Repeated Measures to Compare

the Immediate Effectiveness of Both Types of Promotion

Value F Significance
Ecological Immediate Pillai 0.003 0.763 0.383
conscience effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.997 0.763 0.383
(promotion Hotelling 0.003 0.763 0.383
factor t1-t2) Roy 0.003 0.763 0.383
Beliefs about  Immediate Pillai 0.013 3.204 0.075
recycling effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.987 3.204 0.075
(promotion Hotelling 0.013 3.204 0.075
factor t1-t2) Roy 0.013 3.204 0.075
Ecological Immediate Pillai 0.020 4.925 0.027
concern effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.980 4.925 0.027
(promotion Hotelling 0.020 4.925 0.027
factor t1-12) Roy 0.020 4.925 0.027
Recycling Immediate Pillai 0.006 1.568 0.212
attitude effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.994 1.568 0.212
(promotion Hotelling 0.006 1.568 0.212
factor t1-12) Roy 0.006 1.568 0.212
Involvement Immediate Pillai 0.028 7.104 0.008
with recycling effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.972 7.104 0.008
(promotion Hotelling 0.029 7.104 0.008
factor t1-t2) Roy 0.029 7.104 0.008
Behavior Immediate Pillai 0.056 14.373 0.000
effectiveness Lambda/Wilks 0.944 14.373 0.000
(promotion Hotelling 0.059 14.373 0.000
factor t1-t2) Roy 0.059 14.373 0.000

recycling promotion techniques provoke similar models of cognitive assimilation
but different recycling evaluation patterns. In this respect and from a practical
point of view, we conclude that in the case of the reward technique ecological
concern is worthless but block leaders must include this content in their messages.
From the point of view of the public management of promotion campaigns
among the public, and on the basis of our results, we point out that both campaigns
are commendable and they must start solely by providing information. Therefore,
many programs to encourage recycling behavior can rely upon large-scale infor-
mation related to ecological conscience and beliefs about recycling. However,
it is clear that there are some differences depending on the type of promotion
campaign. The increase in recycling behavior and involvement with recycling is
more important due to the effect of the block leader with commitment technique
since this incentive shows higher levels of effectiveness than the reward technique.
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So, although the block-leader technique is more costly, it could be more interesting
because it provokes high involvement processes of adoption in individuals and
more collaboration with the selective waste recovery campaign. In fact, those who
respond to the commitment technique can be identified as people to be used in the
future, true leaders of dissemination or volunteer staff.

Lastly, we would like to propose a future line of research that may stem from
this work. This research centers on studying the positive response to every
technique but it does not address non-response. However, our results lead one to
think that there must be very different internal barriers depending on the type of
technique as long as beliefs about recycling achieve the same level of results after
implementing the techniques. In this sense, an in-depth examination of the phe-
nomenon of consumers’ reluctance to adopt a recycling behavior, accompanied by
an attempt to develop and test specific models of reluctance to recycle that con-
sider the different effects of each promotion technique, could be of great interest.
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