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Abstract
Understanding and shaping human action towards nature conservation is critical to reversing the 
biodiversity crisis. Psychological science provides tools for understanding individual and collective 
behaviours, but also for understanding how the behaviour of individuals can drive human–
environment systems transitions. As researchers and practitioners spanning distinct disciplines, we 
draw on our collective knowledge in environmental psychology, systems thinking, economics, and 
conservation biology, along with experience in practice and government, to consider reasons why 
people do (or don’t) protect nature. We outline dimensions important to fostering individual 
conservation behaviour and systems transformation. Such individual dimensions include values, 
personality traits, and psychological distancing. Broader system influences include cultural, 
economic, and environmental factors that shape the way people interact with, and care for, nature. 
Finally, we describe potential tools that may support increasing conservation actions and systems 
transformation, including strengthening connection with and access to nature, values-based and 
solutions-focused framing, collective action, and propagating optimism.
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Non-Technical Summary

Background
The Earth’s biodiversity is being threatened by human actions. This is a complex problem to 
solve, requiring an understanding of both nature conservation science and the factors that 
drive human behaviours. The latter should include consideration of both psychology and the 
economic, cultural, and structural factors that shape the choices and actions people make.

Why was this study done?
Responding to this need requires interdisciplinary collaboration. However, opportunities to 
share insights across disciplines on a topic of interest can be limited. Doing so can support 
identification of important concepts and future research opportunities for developing new, 
more effective solutions.

What did the researchers do and find?
The authors include experts in nature conservation and environmental psychology, with ex­
perience in academia, government, and non-government roles. We came together to discuss 
our experiences and expertise relevant to conserving nature through human behaviour. We 
recorded a seminar and panel discussion, and then prepared this manuscript to describe the 
themes discussed. We focused on aspects of psychology and contextual (systems) influences 
that shape whether (or not) people protect nature. Based on these, we propose tools to 
promote action for nature conservation including strengthening public connection with 
and access to nature, values-based and solutions-focused framing, collective action, and 
propagating optimism. We highlighted that psychological science is important for exploring 
how to catalyse major systems transformations that address drivers of the biodiversity crisis.

What do these findings mean?
Our discussion demonstrates that bringing together researchers and practitioners from di­
verse disciplines is a valuable practice for identifying and prioritising research questions and 
interventions. The themes and tools we discuss provide a platform for future interdisciplina­
ry collaboration with an applied and solution-oriented focus.
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Highlights
• Meaningfully responding to the global biodiversity crisis requires complementary 

transdisciplinary approaches, including multilevel systems thinking and psychology.
• Individuals are key in implementing transformative systems change, whether through 

advocating for change externally or through powerful individuals making bold 
decisions in government or industry.

• Psychological science is important for improving connection with nature and making 
environmental values salient to support private and public sphere conservation 
behaviour.

The biodiversity crisis continues to worsen as we witness the Earth’s first human-in­
duced mass species extinction (Ceballos et al., 2017; Cowie et al., 2022). In less than 
50 years, wildlife populations have decreased by 69% and currently 28% of all assessed 
species are threatened with extinction (Almond et al., 2022). Over the past half century, 
natural sciences have tended to form the dominant, if not sole, evidence base informing 
conservation action, but such evidence alone is insufficient to address the crisis (Bennett 
et al., 2017). Understanding and influencing human behaviour is increasingly recognised 
as an important tool to achieve nature conservation objectives (Nilsson et al., 2020; 
Reddy et al., 2017; Schultz, 2011), with exploration of values and attitudes as predictors 
of behaviour forming a focus of conservation social science research in recent years 
(Nilsson et al., 2020; Reddy et al., 2017; Selinske et al., 2018). As reviewed by Bamberg 
and Möser (2007), existing theoretical models of pro-environmental behaviours, includ­
ing conservation behaviours, can be grouped into those that view behaviour as primarily 
motivated by self-interest, e.g., the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) 
and associated theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), or those that view behaviour 
primarily as pro-socially motivated, e.g., the norm activation model (Schwartz, 1977), 
and the related value-belief-norm theory (Stern, 2000). We support their conclusion 
that conservation behaviours are influenced by a mixture of self-interest and pro-social 
motives, as well as by external influences. Indeed, such behaviours are not solely an 
individual phenomenon, but occur within complex systems of cultural, institutional, and 
technological influences (Milfont & Markowitz, 2016). Understanding human behaviour 
is complex and approached by multiple social science disciplines, with no single theory 
addressing the full range of factors shaping action (Eyster et al., 2022).

In fact, the biodiversity crisis is a wicked problem, requiring interdisciplinary solu­
tions. Individual actions to protect nature might encompass a wide variety of behaviours 
that have a direct or indirect positive impact on nature. Likewise, abstaining from 
detrimental behaviours, e.g., habitat destruction, unsustainable wildlife harvesting, is 
similarly valuable to conservation objectives. In this paper, we consider conservation 
behaviours to include actions such as environmental volunteering, nature-friendly gar­
dening practices, conservation advocacy, or sustainable consumption that may have a 
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direct or indirect impact on nature (Selinske et al., 2020). We are particularly interested in 
behaviours that may be relevant and accessible to the majority populace, as opposed to 
industry- or other context-specific behaviours that may have a high impact but pertain 
to a small target audience. A focus on individual behaviours has been criticised as inade­
quate for addressing societal issues, and yet individual-level research remains crucial to 
successful systems-thinking approaches to implementing transformative change (Chater 
& Loewenstein, 2022; Klebl & Jetten, 2023). Understanding individual behaviour is valua­
ble not only because of the impacts that individuals can make through private-sphere 
conservation behaviours, but also because individuals can initiate structural change, 
including via advocacy (Stern, 2000). Decisions to implement systems change approaches 
are implemented by powerful individuals such as those in industry or government, so 
it is important to understand why those individuals might (or might not) take bold ac­
tions for nature conservation. Systems-thinking entails a “big picture”, interdisciplinary 
approach to explore dynamic relationships between different elements shaping complex 
conservation issues, as opposed to breaking down issues into discrete elements to be 
addressed separately (Abson et al., 2017). Systems approaches support identifying barri­
ers and leverage points to promote systems transitions, allowing interventions to have 
impact beyond individual behaviour change approaches (Abson et al., 2017). As such, 
understanding how systems transformation can occur to improve conservation outcomes 
can benefit from both broad systems thinking and individual psychology (Chater & 
Loewenstein, 2022).

In this paper, we explore the factors influencing whether people want to protect 
nature by drawing on the experience and knowledge of: (1) an eminent ecologist and 
conservationist with a wealth of experience in academic research, conservation practice, 
and policy development (HP), (2) a leading academic environmental psychologist who 
now applies behavioural insights in government (TM), and (3) a government-based 
researcher drawing together conservation biology and human behaviour change science 
to achieve nature conservation objectives (LV) following a seminar and panel discussion 
between these authors on 11 November 2022 (Psychology of Change, 2023). The seminar 
was chaired by a leading environmental psychologist (KF) with further contributions 
from an early career social psychologist (CK). Collaboration between natural and social 
scientists is critical to inform robust responses to complex interdisciplinary questions 
underpinning the biodiversity crisis (Martin, 2020). Further, collaboration between aca­
demics and practitioners can support applied research and translation into action (Kates 
et al., 2001; Lang et al., 2012). Together, we have developed a list of key factors shaping 
conservation behaviours at multiple levels and consider opportunities to address them 
to meaningfully respond to the biodiversity crisis. All authors currently live and work 
in Western, majority English-speaking locations. As such, our discussion pertains mostly 
to similar contexts, although we seek to draw on more diverse, global examples where 
possible.
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Who Protects Nature, and Why?
Whether innate or learned, humans are fascinated by nature (Simaika & Samways, 2010). 
The ‘biophilia’ hypothesis purports that humans have a natural affinity for other living 
things and that this affinity has had evolutionary benefits (Kellert & Wilson, 1993). 
Contrasting with ‘biophilia’ is ‘biophobia’, defined as our innate fear of aspects of the 
natural world which may threaten us (Simaika & Samways, 2010). ‘Biophobia’ reminds 
us that not all nature experiences are positive; rather some may elicit feelings of fear, 
disgust, or discomfort (von Döhren & Haase, 2015). From a historical perspective, many 
highly urbanised societies may have reduced their interactions and connection with 
nature (Richardson et al., 2022; Soga & Gaston, 2016). This is purported to be linked with 
cultural views (particularly those cultures rooted in Judeo-Christian religious origins) of 
humans as separate from nature (Manfredo et al., 2016; Newman & Dale, 2013), and even 
when people hold affinity for nature, this does not necessarily result in conservation 
behaviour (Amel et al., 2017; Gifford, 2011). This is coupled with low levels of ecoliteracy. 
An ability to name species can be regarded as a foundational form of familiarity with 
one’s ecosystem (Mikołajczak et al., 2021) and many people in urban places are unable 
to identify or perceive common urban wildlife species (e.g., in Chile, China, the Nether­
lands, and the Scandinavian countries; Celis-Diez et al., 2017; Hooykaas et al., 2019; Kai 
et al., 2014; Palmberg et al., 2015). This is an issue because learning about nature can 
promote connection with nature (Ng et al., 2023; Palmberg et al., 2015), and connection 
with nature is recognised as a predictor of pro-conservation behaviours (Whitburn et al., 
2020).

As many conservationists will attest, formative experiences and connection with 
nature during childhood can be a pathway towards conservation action in adulthood 
(Chawla, 1999, 2020; Pinder et al., 2020; Soga & Gaston, 2023). There is also evidence 
indicating that connection with nature is strong in childhood but reduces during adoles­
cence (Keith et al., 2021) and then is typically highest late in life (Dean et al., 2018). 
Creators of children’s entertainment tap into our early fascination with nature, although 
portrayal of nature in children’s books may be decreasing over time (Babb et al., 2018). 
Some scholars attribute disconnection from nature to an ‘extinction of experience’, a 
perceived phenomenon whereby humans have reduced their direct interactions with 
nature due to declining opportunities for experiential nature connection as a result of 
increasing urbanisation (e.g., Colléony et al., 2020; Gaston & Soga, 2020; Pyle, 2003). 
However, the existence of this ‘extinction of experience’ is debated. Highly urbanised 
populations do have opportunity to experience nature in cities, albeit different (perhaps 
less immersive, rich, and diverse) experiences compared to those in more remote areas 
(Newman & Dale, 2013). Evidence suggests that urbanites have not lost their emotional 
connection with nature (Oh et al., 2020) and that pro-conservation attitudes are predicted 
by family biospheric values and environmental volunteering rather than experiences in 
nature (Pinder et al., 2020). This implies that conservation behaviour is influenced by 
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socialisation and shared values, but the role of direct nature interaction in predicting 
conservation behaviour remains contested. If our relationships with local, urban nature 
shape our concern and action for nature more broadly, including voting, advocacy, 
donations, and consumption choices, then urban nature relationships may shape the fate 
of nature globally (Dunn et al., 2006).

Lifestyle and demographic factors can also be important in shaping nature connec­
tion and action. Women are more likely to associate with nature conservation than 
men (Zelezny et al., 2000). Stronger connection with nature late in life (Dean et al., 
2018) might suggest that slowing down or having the freedom from work (e.g., retiring) 
could facilitate nature connection. Yet, people who engage in naturalist activities such 
as bird watching, citizen science, or wildlife tourism can be diverse in their motivations 
for engagement, level of commitment to the activity, and demographics (Steven et al., 
2021). There has not yet been a global profile review of hobby naturalists, but a general 
trend appears to encompass higher levels of education and wealth, and contributors to 
citizen science are predominantly male and/or white (Blake et al., 2020; Cong et al., 2017; 
Cooper et al., 2021; Pateman et al., 2021). While naturalist activities have previously 
tended towards older people (Connell, 2009; Green & Jones, 2010), new technology and 
approaches, such as app-based citizen science and gamification, seek to make natural 
history learning more appealing and accessible to young people (Herodotou et al., 2023; 
Newman et al., 2012).

Wealth seems to be a predictor of pro-conservation behaviour at a population and 
individual level (Milfont & Markowitz, 2016). In urban centres, wealthier areas typically 
have more urban green space (e.g., in Australia, China, the United States; Astell-Burt 
et al., 2014; Schell et al., 2020; Shanahan et al., 2014; Wolch et al., 2014), meaning 
disadvantaged urban communities have less access to nature. Adding to this disparity is 
evidence indicating that spending time in nature can have mental and physical health 
benefits (Martin et al., 2020). Links between nature connection, socio-economic status, 
and wellbeing may suggest that efforts to engage urban communities in nature could 
result in multiple ‘wins’, benefiting social and health objectives, while also fostering 
connection with nature and potentially greater adoption of conservation behaviours.

A range of individual characteristics can predict engagement (or lack of) in conserva­
tion, and these may be acquired or inherited (Milfont, 2021). Important characteristics 
include (1) personality traits, such as agreeableness, and honesty or humility (Soutter et 
al., 2020); (2) future orientation, i.e., those who think about the future consequences of 
their current actions (such as associated with having children, Milfont et al., 2012; Shrum 
et al., 2023); (3) conservative system-justifying ideologies, such as political conservatism, 
social dominance orientation, and right-wing authoritarianism that oppose increased 
environmental action (Stanley et al., 2019); and (4) basic values, particularly high levels of 
self-transcendence and openness to change (Milfont, 2021).
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There is a vast literature on environmental values that describe how and why one 
might (or might not) appreciate attributes of nature. Value frameworks help us to un­
derstand differences in the beliefs, attitudes, and actions people have or make towards 
nature, although any one person may hold a diversity of values relevant to nature 
conservation that become variably salient in different contexts. Some of the overarching 
themes include utilitarian or instrumental values (nature is valuable for humans to 
extract from), intrinsic values (nature is valuable in its own right, even if humans don’t 
benefit from it), and relational values (nature is valuable because of the relationships it 
helps me to have with others, the cultural identity or sense of place it provides me, or 
the feelings of stewardship I enjoy from caring for it) (Chan et al., 2016). Additionally, 
altruistic and biospheric values may promote conservation behaviours, whereas egoistic 
values may be more commonly associated with anti-conservation behaviours (de Groot 
& Steg, 2008; Schultz & Zelezny, 1998). The Wildlife Value Orientations framework 
proposes that people will support or engage in extractive wildlife behaviours (fishing, 
hunting) or culling (which may or may not be beneficial to conservation depending 
on context) if they hold stronger utilitarian values as opposed to mutualistic values, 
which emphasise coexistence with wildlife and prioritise prevention of cruelty to animals 
(Fulton et al., 1996). Conversely, utilitarian and egoistic behaviours may also be condu­
cive to conservation behaviours if one perceives that a healthy environment provides 
material or economic value or will support good quality of life (Díaz et al., 2015; Pascual 
et al., 2017). Good quality of life is not solely tied to economic or material benefit, and 
people may perceive of intrinsic value and relational values in their relationships with 
nature that motivate them to act in pro-nature ways (Díaz et al., 2015).

Entailed in our relationships with nature are affective dimensions that shape behav­
iours, and pleasant feelings of awe and fascination can promote pro-conservation and 
pro-social behaviour (Ibanez et al., 2017; Song et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2018). Values can 
also influence such affective dimensions, shaping perceptions of risk associated with 
nature (Landon et al., 2020) and empathy towards non-human animals, which may shape 
behaviour (Manfredo et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023). In describing “biophilia”, Kellert 
and Wilson (1993) proposed that some people (e.g., ecologists) hold ecologistic-scientific 
values, receiving fulfilment from documenting and understanding nature and the rela­
tionships between organisms.

Conservation issues also vary in their psychological salience in different contexts and 
for different individuals, e.g., depending on factors such as diverse levels of media cover­
age, whether a given issue was recently or commonly encountered, or the perception of 
risk to an individual or group (Clayton & Myers, 2009). Such factors, e.g., media coverage 
and social discussion, may mean that climate change has become the focus of much 
of the conversation about environmental issues, sidelining biodiversity conservation 
(Boscarino, 2015; Veríssimo et al., 2014). While climate change and the biodiversity crisis 
may be linked, they are not the same thing and climate change is not currently the 
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primary threat to species and ecosystems (rather, land use change is, Caro et al., 2022). 
This means that actions to address these two crises may not be the same. Those actions 
that benefit biodiversity but are of low priority for climate change mitigation may be 
devalued by target audiences and institutions seeking to change behaviour.

Psychological distance describes how people perceive that something is close or far 
from them (Trope et al., 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010). It can manifest in four related 
dimensions: perceptions that environmental problems are too uncertain (hypotheticality 
dimension); they will occur at a distant time in the future (temporal dimension); they 
will occur far away geographically (spatial dimension); and they will affect someone 
other than myself (social dimension) (Milfont, 2010). These perceptions are forms of self-
serving bias as people seek to protect their perception of their valued place(s) by under­
estimating environmental risks and degradation, and it is related to people’s perception 
to view themselves as possessing more positive qualities than average (Schultz et al., 
2014). The spatial dimension is sometimes referred to as “environmental hyperopia” or 
“spatial optimism” (Gifford et al., 2009; Uzzell, 2000) and describes how people perceive 
global environmental problems to be worse than local environmental problems (Milfont 
& Thomson, 2020; Schultz et al., 2014). Conversely, personal experiences of local weather 
anomalies appear to promote perception of climate change as a risk, motivating political 
engagement (Egan & Mullin, 2012; Myers et al., 2013). Related to the temporal dimension 
is the concept of “shifting baselines”, whereby individuals set their perceptions from their 
own experience, failing to pass on this experience to future generations, and current 
generations fail to appreciate the experiences of previous generations (Moore et al., 2019; 
Papworth et al., 2009; Soga & Gaston, 2018). As each generation inherits new norms 
about the natural environment, their acceptable thresholds for environmental conditions 
are continually lowered and they may fail to recognise that degradation is occurring 
(Moore et al., 2019; Soga & Gaston, 2018).

Psychological distance and other such biases could result in lower propensity to 
engage in conservation behaviours that might otherwise be motivated by environmental 
concern. However, whether higher psychological distance relating to climate change 
can be linked with lower propensity to engage in mitigating or adaptive behaviours, 
is context-specific, in part because psychological distance is multi-faceted and may be 
mediated or moderated by a range of other factors (see Keller et al., 2022 for a review). 
Nature connection literature proposes that increased contact with local nature is condu­
cive to acting in conservation ways, but we are not aware of any studies specifically 
exploring the relationship between the psychological distance of nature degradation and 
propensity to engage in conservation behaviours.
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Informing Tools to Promote Action for Nature
In our view, to have meaningful impact on nature conservation, human-centred strat­
egies need to incorporate both psychological science and systems-focused approaches 
drawing on multiple disciplines. We advocate seeking to foster societies’ connection 
with nature by increasing and improving equality of access to nature, providing people 
with opportunities to engage in easy and non-threatening activities (e.g., bird watching, 
walking in local nature areas). As scholars continue to explore relationships between 
direct nature interaction, urbanisation, and conservation behaviour (e.g., Martin et al., 
2020; Richardson et al., 2020), systems-level approaches should be implemented seeking 
to improve connection with and access to nature, while also supporting conservation 
outcomes. Nature-based urban design can support increasing biodiversity in cities while 
also increasing positive human-nature interactions (Garrard et al., 2018). Nature-based 
prescribing to address non-communicable health problems can also have social benefit 
and build public recognition of the value of healthy natural environments (Robinson & 
Breed, 2019). Integrating nature literacy and interaction in school curricula can foster 
nature connection (Harvey et al., 2020). These support conservation behaviour and sup­
port for conservation action through increasing nature connection (Richardson et al., 
2020), and by making pro-environmental values salient and increasing positive attitudes 
towards the value of healthy environments (Homer & Kahle, 1988; Milfont et al., 2010). 
All these approaches would benefit from collaboration between conservation experts 
and other disciplines and practices (e.g., urban planning, health, education) (Butt & 
Dimitrijević, 2022; Keitsch & Vermeulen, 2021; Klein, 2020).

Leveraging values provides an opportunity to improve implementation of behaviour 
change campaigns or raise support for conservation action. While societal values may 
be very slow to change, communication can be made more effective by framing around 
salient values, beliefs, and attitudes relevant to the target audience and behaviour (Kidd, 
Garrard et al., 2019; Manfredo et al., 2017; Schultz & Zelezny, 2003). In targeting people 
who typically oppose or are disengaged from conservation action, practitioners should 
frame their conservation message based on values that are important to the particular 
group (Wolsko et al., 2016; but see Kim et al., 2023). For example, messages that frame 
conservation action as beneficial to values associated with conservatism such as family, 
tradition, patriotism, and individual rights may increase support among conservative 
target audiences (Schultz & Zelezny, 2003; Wolsko et al., 2016). Moreover, framing about 
species extinctions targeting those holding utilitarian or self-serving values might high­
light that we depend on such species for our survival.

Behaviour change campaigns employing messaging can leverage social identity. The 
social identity approach proposes that individuals ascribe to groups to bolster self-iden­
tity, providing social meaning and reducing uncertainty about appropriate attitudes, 
norms, and behaviours (Hogg, 2000; Hornsey, 2008; Tajfel, 1982). Individuals form stereo­
types of the ‘ideal’ members of groups that they identify with and use this stereotype 
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as a model for how they should think and act (Tajfel, 1978). Individuals also form stereo­
types of ‘out-group’ members, which typically form opposing or otherwise conflicting 
values with their ‘in-group’. People are more likely to be persuaded by information 
presented to them by in-group messengers than by people they perceive to be in their 
‘out-group’ (e.g., climate change messaging, Fielding et al., 2020). Messages from in-
group messengers can benefit from employing ‘social proof’, emphasising in-group social 
norms by highlighting that other group members are engaging in the target behaviour 
(Bollinger et al., 2023; Cialdini, 2006). National identity that incorporates conservation 
norms can also mobilise action (Milfont et al., 2020).

Psychology is also a critical part of systems transformation (Chater & Loewenstein, 
2022). Behaviour change interventions targeting individuals can have outsized effects, for 
example, through developing social proof and changing social norms, as described above. 
Such interventions can engage with transforming components of systems, such as pro­
moting advocacy for, or at least being supportive of, change in government or industry. 
Furthermore, shifting systems to change can involve influencing powerful individuals, 
such as decision makers in government, industry, or non-government organisations. 
Among other influences, including system attributes, the decisions and actions made by 
those individuals are shaped by socio-psychological factors such as values and beliefs 
(e.g., Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Stern, 2000). Indeed, personality traits have 
been identified as important predictors of whether public servants make change in their 
organisation (Bolton, 2022), and, like any members of society, both public servants and 
elected representatives vary in the extent that they are interested in and will advocate 
for pro-nature change. Leaders in government choose who they employ, so hiring staff 
who can act as effective internal advocates can be an important part of making change in 
the organisation. Many governments are now creating behavioural insights units (OECD, 
2017) to target both public behaviour and the behaviour of their own staff. Nonetheless, 
progress in government is often slow given political and economic constraints, so conser­
vation advocates recognise that the urgent change needed must happen elsewhere; for 
example, they might implement public land management activities without permission 
(Hung, 2017) or directly target industry through consumer pressure rather than waiting 
for government to develop a regulatory mechanism to reduce impacts to biodiversity 
(not without controversy, see Aldashev et al., 2015).

While individuals can influence and shape systems transformation, there are strong 
opposing forces impeding systems-level change (Chater & Loewenstein, 2022). There are 
many examples of governments failing to adequately act on or prioritise conservation 
issues; for example, the new Swedish government disbanded its environment ministry 
(Dougall, 2022) and the outgoing Brazilian government has dismantled its capacity to 
limit deforestation of the Amazon (Fonseca et al., 2022). In a ‘post-truth’ world, misinfor­
mation and distrust in science clouds decisions and understanding among the public, 
which can result in suboptimal decision making (Ecker et al., 2022; Lewandowsky et 
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al., 2012). Industries engage in ‘greenwashing’ to continue encouraging consumption 
and to avoid making major changes to their practices that might affect their profits, 
and individuals who uphold more defensive forms of national identity (i.e., entailing 
narcissistic belief in superiority of one’s nation over others) are more likely to accept 
and support greenwashing tactics (Cichocka & Cislak, 2020; Cislak et al., 2021; Cislak 
et al., 2023). Pushing non-transformative solutions like greenwashing is an example of a 
discourse of delay that stalls or weakens action (Lamb et al., 2020).

For all these reasons, countering these narratives may be an important tool to pro­
mote action. For example, optimistic messaging may be effective in countering doomism 
and an emphasis on the downside of action over its benefits (Figueres & Rivett-Carnac, 
2021). As it became recognised as a field, conservation biology was labelled a crisis 
discipline (Soulé, 1985), and negative messages tend to dominate the narrative (Kidd, 
Bekessy, & Garrard, 2019). However, such messages, which may incite fear or pessimism, 
can cause people to disengage or feel powerless to act. We can foster and benefit from 
“conservation optimism” by focusing on success stories and being solution-oriented (e.g., 
conservationoptimism.org; McAfee et al., 2019). Optimism can support feelings of effica­
cy, which can result in increased conservation action (Bandura, 2000). Individuals uniting 
with like-minded groups such as grassroots advocacy or environmental volunteering 
groups can support perceptions of collective effectiveness and identity as part of a group 
(Fielding et al., 2008; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) as well as offering the emotional support 
and resources advocates needed to maintain optimism and push for change that can take 
a long time. Getting people to connect with their local natural environments may sup­
port positive human-nature interactions that foster optimism and stewardship, improve 
ecoliteracy, and act as a catalyst to engaging in conservation behaviours (Richardson & 
Sheffield, 2017).

This manuscript results from dialogue between individuals who sit at the academ­
ic–government interface, with expertise in conservation and psychology. We recognise 
that we largely represent Western scientific understanding of nature and nature relation­
ships, and that our epistemologies and concepts may have limited meaning for culturally 
and linguistically diverse communities (Majid et al., 2018; Sedawi et al., 2021; Taylor, 
2018). For example, we have limited understanding of how concepts of nature connected­
ness may or may not be relevant to how Indigenous communities view their relationship 
with nature (Cowie et al., 2016; Sangha et al., 2019; Stoeckl et al., 2021). As conservation 
advocates seek to restore natural environments and societies’ relationships with them, 
the research and practice informing this work must be informed by interdisciplinary, 
inclusive collaboration that recognises such knowledge gaps. We hope this manuscript 
supports establishing effective partnerships to change the way conservation advocates 
think about solutions to the biodiversity crisis, including tackling individual behaviour 
within complex systems.

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 11

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://www.psychopen.eu/


Openness and Transparency Statements
The present article has been checked by its handling editor(s) for compliance with the journal's open science and 

transparency policies. The completed Transparency Checklist is publicly available at: 

http://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.16054

Author Contributions. 
Lily M. van Eeden: Conceptualization. Project administration. Writing – original draft. Writing – review & editing.

Hugh P. Possingham: Conceptualization. Writing – review & editing.

Taciano L. Milfont: Conceptualization. Writing – review & editing.

Christoph Klebl: Conceptualization. Writing – review & editing.

Kelly Fielding: Conceptualization. Writing – review & editing.

Acknowledgments. We acknowledge that the ideas presented in this paper came from a panel discussion between 

some of the authors (Hugh Possingham, Taciano L. Milfont, Lily van Eeden, Kelly Fielding). We are grateful to 

audience members who contributed insightful questions. This discussion was part of the Political and Environmental 

Psychology and Social Science seminar series supported by the Mary Lee bequest to the University of Queensland’s 

Social Change Lab.

Funding. This work was supported by the Mary Lee bequest to the University of Queensland’s Social Change Lab.

Competing Interests. The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Badges for Good Research Practices. 
Open data: NO.

Open code: NO.

Open materials: NO.

Preregistration: NO.

Diversity statement: NO.

Note: YES = the present article meets the criteria for awarding the badge. NO = the present article does not meet the criteria for awarding the badge 

or the criteria are not applicable.

References

Abson, D. J., Fischer, J., Leventon, J., Newig, J., Schomerus, T., Vilsmaier, U., von Wehrden, H., 
Abernethy, P., Ives, C. D., Jager, N. W., & Lang, D. J. (2017). Leverage points for sustainability 
transformation. Ambio, 46(1), 30–39. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-016-0800-y

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 50(2), 179–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social behaviour. Prentice-
Hall

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 12

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

http://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.16054
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-016-0800-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Aldashev, G., Limardi, M., & Verdier, T. (2015). Watchdogs of the Invisible Hand: NGO monitoring 
and industry equilibrium. Journal of Development Economics, 116, 28–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2015.03.006

Almond, R. E. A., Grooten, M., Juffe Bignoli, D., & Petersen, T. (Eds.). (2022). Living Planet Report 
2022—Building a nature-positive society. WWF.

Amel, E., Manning, C., Scott, B., & Koger, S. (2017). Beyond the roots of human inaction: Fostering 
collective effort toward ecosystem conservation. Science, 356(6335), 275–279. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1931

Astell-Burt, T., Feng, X., Mavoa, S., Badland, H. M., & Giles-Corti, B. (2014). Do low-income 
neighbourhoods have the least green space? A cross-sectional study of Australia’s most 
populous cities. BMC Public Health, 14, Article 292. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-292

Babb, Y. M., McBurnie, J., & Miller, K. K. (2018). Tracking the environment in Australian children’s 
literature: The Children’s Book Council of Australia Picture Book of the Year Awards 1955–
2014. Environmental Education Research, 24(5), 716–730. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2017.1326020

Bamberg, S., & Möser, G. (2007). Twenty years after Hines, Hungerford, and Tomera: A new meta-
analysis of psycho-social determinants of pro-environmental behaviour. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 27(1), 14–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.12.002

Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human agency through collective efficacy. Current Directions in 
Psychological Science, 9(3), 75–78. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00064

Bennett, N. J., Roth, R., Klain, S. C., Chan, K., Christie, P., Clark, D. A., Cullman, G., Curran, D., 
Durbin, T. J., Epstein, G., Greenberg, A., Nelson, M. P., Sandlos, J., Stedman, R., Teel, T. L., 
Thomas, R., Verissimo, D., & Wyborn, C. (2017). Conservation social science: Understanding 
and integrating human dimensions to improve conservation. Biological Conservation, 205, 93–
108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.006

Blake, C., Rhanor, A., & Pajic, C. (2020). The demographics of citizen science participation and its 
implications for data quality and environmental justice. Citizen Science: Theory and Practice, 
5(1), Article 21. https://doi.org/10.5334/cstp.320

Bollinger, B., Gillingham, K. T., & Wight, K. G. (2023). Making prosocial social: The effectiveness of 
social proof for energy conservation using social media. Journal of the Association for Consumer 
Research, 8(3), 290–300. https://doi.org/10.1086/725031

Bolton, M. (2022). A system leverage points approach to governance for sustainable development. 
Sustainability Science, 17, 2427–2457. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01188-x

Boscarino, J. E. (2015). Paving the way or crowding out? The impact of the rise of climate change 
on environmental issue agendas. Journal of Environmental Studies and Sciences, 5(2), 99–110. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13412-015-0240-1

Butt, A. N., & Dimitrijević, B. (2022). Multidisciplinary and transdisciplinary collaboration in 
nature-based design of sustainable architecture and urbanism. Sustainability, 14(16), Article 
10339. https://doi.org/10.3390/su141610339

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 13

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2015.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1931
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-292
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2017.1326020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.5334/cstp.320
https://doi.org/10.1086/725031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01188-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13412-015-0240-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141610339
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Caro, T., Rowe, Z., Berger, J., Wholey, P., & Dobson, A. (2022). An inconvenient misconception: 
Climate change is not the principal driver of biodiversity loss. Conservation Letters, 15(3), 
Article e12868. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12868

Ceballos, G., Ehrlich, P. R., & Dirzo, R. (2017). Biological annihilation via the ongoing sixth mass 
extinction signaled by vertebrate population losses and declines. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 114(30), E6089–E6096. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1704949114

Celis-Diez, J. L., Muñoz, C. E., Abades, S., Marquet, P. A., & Armesto, J. J. (2017). Biocultural 
homogenization in urban settings: Public knowledge of birds in city parks of Santiago, Chile. 
Sustainability, 9(4), Article 485. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9040485

Chan, K. M. A., Balvanera, P., Benessaiah, K., Chapman, M., Díaz, S., Gómez-Baggethun, E., Gould, 
R., Hannahs, N., Jax, K., Klain, S., Luck, G. W., Martín-López, B., Muraca, B., Norton, B., Ott, K., 
Pascual, U., Satterfield, T., Tadaki, M., Taggart, J., & Turner, N. (2016). Why protect nature? 
Rethinking values and the environment. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 113(6), 1462–1465. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113

Chater, N., & Loewenstein, G. (2022). The i-frame and the s-frame: How focusing on individual-
level solutions has led behavioral public policy astray. Behavioral and Brain Sciences. 
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4046264

Chawla, L. (1999). Life paths into effective environmental action. Journal of Environmental 
Education, 31(1), 15–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/00958969909598628

Chawla, L. (2020). Childhood nature connection and constructive hope: A review of research on 
connecting with nature and coping with environmental loss. People and Nature, 2(3), 619–642. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10128

Cialdini, R. B. (2006). Influence: The psychology of persuasion. Harper Collins.
Cichocka, A., & Cislak, A. (2020). Nationalism as collective narcissism. Current Opinion in 

Behavioral Sciences, 34, 69–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.12.013
Cislak, A., Cichocka, A., Wojcik, A. D., & Milfont, T. L. (2021). Words not deeds: National 

narcissism, national identification, and support for greenwashing versus genuine 
proenvironmental campaigns. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 74, Article 101576. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101576

Cislak, A., Wójcik, A. D., Borkowska, J., & Milfont, T. L. (2023). Secure and defensive forms of 
national identity and public support for climate policies. PLOS Climate, 2(6), Article e0000146.

Clayton, S., & Myers, G. (2009). Conservation psychology: Understanding and promoting human care 
for nature. John Wiley & Sons.

Colléony, A., Cohen-Seffer, R., & Shwartz, A. (2020). Unpacking the causes and consequences of the 
extinction of experience. Biological Conservation, 251, Article 108788. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2020.108788

Cong, L., Newsome, D., Wu, B., & Morrison, A. M. (2017). Wildlife tourism in China: A review of 
the Chinese research literature. Current Issues in Tourism, 20(11), 1116–1139. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2014.948811

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 14

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12868
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1704949114
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9040485
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4046264
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958969909598628
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2020.108788
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2014.948811
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Connell, J. (2009). Birdwatching, twitching and tourism: Towards an Australian perspective. 
Australian Geographer, 40(2), 203–217. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049180902964942

Cooper, C. B., Hawn, C. L., Larson, L. R., Parrish, J. K., Bowser, G., Cavalier, D., Dunn, R. R., Haklay, 
M., Gupta, K. K., Jelks, N. T. O., Johnson, V. A., Katti, M., Leggett, Z., Wilson, O. R., & Wilson, S. 
(2021). Inclusion in citizen science: The conundrum of rebranding. Science, 372(6549), 1386–
1388. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abi6487

Cowie, L. J., Greaves, L. M., Milfont, T. L., Houkamau, C. A., & Sibley, C. G. (2016). Indigenous 
identity and environmental values: Do spirituality and political consciousness predict 
environmental regard among Māori? International Perspectives in Psychology: Research, Practice, 
Consultation, 5(4), 228–244. https://doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000059

Cowie, R. H., Bouchet, P., & Fontaine, B. (2022). The Sixth Mass Extinction: Fact, fiction or 
speculation? Biological Reviews of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 97(2), 640–663. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12816

de Groot, J. I. M., & Steg, L. (2008). Value orientations to explain beliefs related to environmental 
significant behavior. Environment and Behavior, 40(3), 330–354. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831

Dean, J. H., Shanahan, D. F., Bush, R., Gaston, K. J., Lin, B. B., Barber, E., Franco, L., & Fuller, R. A. 
(2018). Is nature relatedness associated with better mental and physical health? International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 15(7), Article 1371. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15071371

Díaz, S., Demissew, S., Carabias, J., Joly, C., Lonsdale, M., Ash, N., Larigauderie, A., Adhikari, J. R., 
Arico, S., Báldi, A., Bartuska, A., Baste, I. A., Bilgin, A., Brondizio, E., Chan, K. M. A., Figueroa, 
V. E., Duraiappah, A., Fischer, M., Hill, R., . . .Zlatanova, D. (2015). The IPBES Conceptual 
Framework—Connecting nature and people. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 
14, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2014.11.002

Dougall, D. M. (2022, October 18). ‘Devastating consequences’ as new Swedish government scraps 
environment industry. Euronews. 
https://www.euronews.com/2022/10/18/devastating-consequences-as-new-swedish-
government-scraps-environment-ministry

Dunn, R. R., Gavin, M. C., Monica, C. S., & Jennifer, N. S. (2006). The pigeon paradox: Dependence 
of global conservation on urban nature. Conservation Biology, 20(6), 1814–1816. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00533.x

Ecker, U. K. H., Lewandowsky, S., Cook, J., Schmid, P., Fazio, L. K., Brashier, N., Kendeou, P., Vraga, 
E. K., & Amazeen, M. A. (2022). The psychological drivers of misinformation belief and its 
resistance to correction. Nature Reviews Psychology, 1, 13–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-021-00006-y

Egan, P. J., & Mullin, M. (2012). Turning personal experience into political attitudes: The effect of 
local weather on Americans’ perceptions about global warming. Journal of Politics, 74(3), 796–
809. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381612000448

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 15

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1080/00049180902964942
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abi6487
https://doi.org/10.1037/ipp0000059
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12816
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15071371
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2014.11.002
https://www.euronews.com/2022/10/18/devastating-consequences-as-new-swedish-government-scraps-environment-ministry
https://www.euronews.com/2022/10/18/devastating-consequences-as-new-swedish-government-scraps-environment-ministry
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00533.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-021-00006-y
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381612000448
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Eyster, H. N., Satterfield, T., & Chan, K. M. A. (2022). Why people do what they do: An 
interdisciplinary synthesis of human action theories. Annual Review of Environment and 
Resources, 47, 725–751. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020422-125351

Fielding, K. S., Hornsey, M. J., Thai, H. A., & Toh, L. L. (2020). Using ingroup messengers and 
ingroup values to promote climate change policy. Climatic Change, 158, 181–199. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02561-z

Fielding, K. S., McDonald, R., & Louis, W. R. (2008). Theory of planned behaviour, identity and 
intentions to engage in environmental activism. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28(4), 
318–326. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.03.003

Figueres, C., & Rivett-Carnac, T. (2021). The future we choose: The stubborn optimist's guide to the 
climate crisis. Vintage.

Fonseca, I. F. d., Lindoso, D. P., & Bursztyn, M. (2022). Deforestation (lack of) control in the 
Brazilian Amazon: From strengthening to dismantling governmental authority (1999–2020). 
Sustainability in Debate, 13(2), 12–31. https://doi.org/10.18472/SustDeb.v13n2.2022.44532

Fulton, D. C., Manfredo, M. J., & Lipscomb, J. (1996). Wildlife value orientations: A conceptual and 
measurement approach. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 1(2), 24–47. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209609359060

Garrard, G. E., Williams, N. S. G., Mata, L., Thomas, J., & Bekessy, S. A. (2018). Biodiversity 
sensitive urban design. Conservation Letters, 11(2), Article e12411. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12411

Gaston, K. J., & Soga, M. (2020). Extinction of experience: The need to be more specific. People and 
Nature, 2(3), 575–581. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10118

Gifford, R. (2011). The dragons of inaction: Psychological barriers that limit climate change 
mitigation and adaptation. American Psychologist, 66(4), 290–302. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023566

Gifford, R., Scannell, L., Kormos, C., Smolova, L., Biel, A., Boncu, S., Corral, V., Güntherf, H., Hanyu, 
K., Hine, D., Kaiser, F. G., Korpela, K., Lima, L. M., Mertig, A. G., Mira, R. G., Moser, G., 
Passafaro, P., Pinheiro, J. Q., Saini, S., . . .Uzzell, D. (2009). Temporal pessimism and spatial 
optimism in environmental assessments: An 18-nation study. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 29(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.06.001

Green, R. J., & Jones, D. N. (2010). Practices, needs and attitudes of bird-watching tourists in 
Australia. Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research Centre.

Harvey, D. J., Montgomery, L. N., Harvey, H., Hall, F., Gange, A. C., & Watling, D. (2020). 
Psychological benefits of a biodiversity-focussed outdoor learning program for primary school 
children. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 67, Article 101381. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101381

Herodotou, C., Ismail, N. I.Benavides Lahnstein, A., Aristeidou, M., Young, A. N., Johnson, R. F., 
Higgins, L. M., Ghadiri Khanaposhtani, M., Robinson, L. D., & Ballard, H. L. (2023). Young 
people in iNaturalist: A blended learning framework for biodiversity monitoring. International 
Journal of Science Education, Part B, 14(2), 129–156. 

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 16

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020422-125351
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02561-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.03.003
https://doi.org/10.18472/SustDeb.v13n2.2022.44532
https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209609359060
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12411
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10118
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023566
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101381
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through self-categorization: A motivational 
theory of social identity processes. European Review of Social Psychology, 11, 223–255. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040

Homer, P. M., & Kahle, L. R. (1988). A structural equation test of the value-attitude-behavior 
hierarchy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(4), 638–646. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.4.638

Hooykaas, M. J. D., Schilthuizen, M., Aten, C., Hemelaar, E. M., Albers, C. J., & Smeets, I. (2019). 
Identification skills in biodiversity professionals and laypeople: A gap in species literacy. 
Biological Conservation, 238, Article 108202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108202

Hornsey, M. J. (2008). Social identity theory and self‐categorization theory: A historical review. 
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(1), 204–222. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00066.x

Hung, H. (2017). Formation of new property rights on government land through informal co-
management: Case studies on countryside guerilla gardening. Land Use Policy, 63, 381–393. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.01.024

Ibanez, L., Moureau, N., & Roussel, S. (2017). How do incidental emotions impact pro-
environmental behavior? Evidence from the dictator game. Journal of Behavioral and 
Experimental Economics, 66, 150–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.04.003

Kai, Z., Woan, T. S., Jie, L., Goodale, E., Kitajima, K., Bagchi, R., & Harrison, R. D. (2014). Shifting 
baselines on a tropical forest frontier: Extirpations drive declines in local ecological knowledge. 
PLoS One, 9(3), Article e92931. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092931

Kates, R. W., Clark, W. C., Corell, R., Hall, J. M., Jaeger, C. C., Lowe, I., McCarthy, J. J., Schellnhuber, 
H. J., Bolin, B., Dickson, N. M., Faucheux, S., Gallopin, G. C., Grübler, A., Huntley, B., Jäger, J., 
Jodha, N. S., Kasperson, R. E., Mabogunje, A., Matson, P., . . .Svedin, U. (2001). Sustainability 
science. Science, 292(5517), 641–642. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1059386

Keith, R. J., Given, L. M., Martin, J. M., & Hochuli, D. F. (2021). Urban children’s connections to 
nature and environmental behaviors differ with age and gender. PLoS One, 16(7), Article 
e0255421. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255421

Keitsch, M. M., & Vermeulen, W. J. V. (Eds.). (2021). Transdisciplinarity for sustainability: Aligning 
diverse practices. Routledge.

Keller, E., Marsh, J. E., Richardson, B. H., & Ball, L. J. (2022). A systematic review of the 
psychological distance of climate change: Towards the development of an evidence-based 
construct. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 81, Article 101822. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101822

Kellert, S. R., & Wilson, E. O. (1993). The biophilia hypothesis. Island Press.
Kidd, L. R., Bekessy, S. A., & Garrard, G. E. (2019). Neither hope nor fear: Empirical evidence should 

drive biodiversity conservation strategies. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 34(4), 278–282. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.01.018

Kidd, L. R., Garrard, G. E., Bekessy, S. A., Mills, M., Camilleri, A. R., Fidler, F., Fielding, K. S., 
Gordon, A., Gregg, E. A., Kusmanoff, A. M., Louis, W., Moon, K., Robinson, J. A., Selinske, M. J., 

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 17

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.4.638
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108202
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00066.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.01.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2016.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092931
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1059386
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2019.01.018
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Shanahan, D., & Adams, V. M. (2019). Messaging matters: A systematic review of the 
conservation messaging literature. Biological Conservation, 236, 92–99. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.05.020

Kim, I., Hammond, M., & Milfont, T. L. (2023). Do environmental messages emphasising binding 
morals promote conservatives’ pro-environmentalism? A pre-registered replication. Social 
Psychological Bulletin, 18, Article e8557. https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.8557

Klebl, C., & Jetten, J. (2023). Perceived national wealth increases support for structural climate 
policies. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 91, Article 102055. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102055

Klein, J. T. (2020). Sustainability and collaboration: Crossdisciplinary and cross-sector horizons. 
Sustainability, 12(4), Article 1515. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041515

Lamb, W. F., Mattioli, G., Levi, S., Roberts, J. T., Capstick, S., Creutzig, F., Minx, J. C., Müller-
Hansen, F., Culhane, T., & Steinberger, J. K. (2020). Discourses of climate delay. Global 
Sustainability, 3, Article e17. https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.13

Landon, A. C., Jacobs, M. H., Miller, C. A., Vaske, J. J., & Williams, B. D. (2020). Cognitive and 
affective predictors of Illinois residents’ perceived risks from gray wolves. Society & Natural 
Resources, 33(5), 574–593. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1664680

Lang, D. J., Wiek, A., Bergmann, M., Stauffacher, M., Martens, P., Moll, P., Swilling, M., & Thomas, 
C. J. (2012). Transdisciplinary research in sustainability science: Practice, principles, and 
challenges. Sustainability Science, 7, 25–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-011-0149-x

Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K. H., Seifert, C. M., Schwarz, N., & Cook, J. (2012). Misinformation and 
its correction: Continued influence and successful debiasing. Psychological Science in the Public 
Interest, 13(3), 106–131. https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100612451018

Majid, A., Roberts, S. G., Cilissen, L., Emmorey, K., Nicodemus, B., O’Grady, L., Woll, B., LeLan, B., 
de Sousa, H., Cansler, B. L., Shayan, S., de Vos, C., Senft, G., Enfield, N. J., Razak, R. A., Fedden, 
S., Tufvesson, S., Dingemanse, M., Ozturk, O., . . .Levinson, S. C. (2018). Differential coding of 
perception in the world’s languages. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 115(45), 11369–11376. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720419115

Manfredo, M. J., Bruskotter, J. T., Teel, T. L., Fulton, D., Schwartz, S. H., Arlinghaus, R., Oishi, S., 
Uskul, A. K., Redford, K., Kitayama, S., & Sullivan, L. (2017). Why social values cannot be 
changed for the sake of conservation. Conservation Biology, 31(4), 772–780. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12855

Manfredo, M. J., Teel, T. L., & Dietsch, A. M. (2016). Implications of human value shift and 
persistence for biodiversity conservation. Conservation Biology, 30(2), 287–296. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12619

Manfredo, M. J., Urquiza-Haas, E. G., Don Carlos, A. W., Bruskotter, J. T., & Dietsch, A. M. (2020). 
How anthropomorphism is changing the social context of modern wildlife conservation. 
Biological Conservation, 241, Article 108297. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108297

Martin, V. Y. (2020). Four common problems in environmental social research undertaken by 
natural scientists. Bioscience, 70(1), 13–16. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz128

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 18

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.05.020
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.8557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102055
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041515
https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.13
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1664680
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-011-0149-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100612451018
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720419115
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12855
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108297
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz128
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Martin, L., White, M. P., Hunt, A., Richardson, M., Pahl, S., & Burt, J. (2020). Nature contact, nature 
connectedness and associations with health, wellbeing and pro-environmental behaviours. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 68, Article 101389. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101389

McAfee, D., Doubleday, Z. A., Geiger, N., & Connell, S. D. (2019). Everyone loves a success story: 
Optimism inspires conservation engagement. Bioscience, 69(4), 274–281. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz019

Mikołajczak, K., Lees, A. C., Barlow, J., Sinclair, F., Trindade de Almeida, O., Souza, A. C., & Parry, 
L. (2021). Who knows, who cares? Untangling ecological knowledge and nature connection 
among Amazonian colonist farmers. People and Nature, 3(2), 431–445. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10183

Milfont, T. L. (2010). Global warming, climate change and human psychology. In V. Corral-Verdugo, 
C. H. García-Cadena & M. Frías-Arment (Eds.), Psychological approaches to sustainability: 
Current trends in theory, research and practice (pp. 19–42). Nova Science.

Milfont, T. L. (2021). The differential psychology of environmental protection/exploitation (La 
psicología diferencial de la protección/explotación medioambiental). PsyEcology, 12(3), 398–427. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2021.1954394

Milfont, T. L., Duckitt, J., & Wagner, C. (2010). A cross-cultural test of the value–attitude–behavior 
hierarchy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40(11), 2791–2813. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00681.x

Milfont, T. L., Harré, N., Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2012). The climate-change dilemma: Examining 
the association between parental status and political party support. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 42(10), 2386–2410. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00946.x

Milfont, T. L., & Markowitz, E. (2016). Sustainable consumer behavior: A multilevel perspective. 
Current Opinion in Psychology, 10, 112–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.016

Milfont, T. L., Osborne, D., Yogeeswaran, K., & Sibley, C. G. (2020). The role of national identity in 
collective pro-environmental action. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 72, Article 101522. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101522

Milfont, T. L., & Thomson, R. (2020). A within-country study of biased comparative judgements 
about the severity of environmental problems. Social Psychological Bulletin, 15(3), Article e3019. 
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.3019

Moore, F. C., Obradovich, N., Lehner, F., & Baylis, P. (2019). Rapidly declining remarkability of 
temperature anomalies may obscure public perception of climate change. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 116(11), 4905–4910. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1816541116

Myers, T. A., Maibach, E. W., Roser-Renouf, C., Akerlof, K., & Leiserowitz, A. A. (2013). The 
relationship between personal experience and belief in the reality of global warming. Nature 
Climate Change, 3(4), 343–347. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1754

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 19

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101389
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz019
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10183
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2021.1954394
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00681.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00946.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101522
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.3019
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1816541116
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1754
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Newman, G., Wiggins, A., Crall, A., Graham, E., Newman, S., & Crowston, K. (2012). The future of 
citizen science: Emerging technologies and shifting paradigms. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment, 10(6), 298–304. https://doi.org/10.1890/110294

Newman, L., & Dale, A. (2013). Celebrating the mundane: Nature and the built environment. 
Environmental Values, 22(3), 401–413. https://doi.org/10.3197/096327113X13648087563827

Ng, S. T., Leung, A. K., & Chan, S. H. M. (2023). Through the lens of a naturalist: How learning 
about nature promotes nature connectedness via awe. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 
92(1), Article 102069. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102069

Nilsson, D., Fielding, K., & Dean, A. J. (2020). Achieving conservation impact by shifting focus from 
human attitudes to behaviors. Conservation Biology, 34(1), 93–102. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13363

OECD. (2017). Behavioural insights and public policy: Lessons from around the world. OECD 
Publishing.

Oh, R. R. Y., Fielding, K. S., Carrasco, R. L., & Fuller, R. A. (2020). No evidence of an extinction of 
experience or emotional disconnect from nature in urban Singapore. People and Nature, 2(4), 
1196–1209. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10148

Palmberg, I., Berg, I., Jeronen, E., Kärkkäinen, S., Norrgård-Sillanpää, P., Persson, C., Vilkonis, R., & 
Yli-Panula, E. (2015). Nordic–Baltic student teachers’ identification of and interest in plant and 
animal species: The importance of species identification and biodiversity for sustainable 
development. Journal of Science Teacher Education, 26(6), 549–571. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-015-9438-z

Papworth, S. K., Rist, J., Coad, L., & Milner-Gulland, E. J. (2009). Evidence for shifting baseline 
syndrome in conservation. Conservation Letters, 2(2), 93–100. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00049.x

Pascual, U., Balvanera, P., Díaz, S., Pataki, G., Roth, E., Stenseke, M., Watson, R. T., Başak Dessane, 
E., Islar, M., Kelemen, E., Maris, V., Quaas, M., Subramanian, S. M., Wittmer, H., Adlan, A., Ahn, 
S., Al-Hafedh, Y. S., Amankwah, E., Asah, S. T., . . .Yagi, N. (2017). Valuing nature’s 
contributions to people: The IPBES approach. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 
26–27, 7–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.006

Pateman, R., Dyke, A., & West, S. (2021). The diversity of participants in environmental citizen 
science. Citizen Science: Theory and Practice, 6(1), Article 9. https://doi.org/10.5334/cstp.369

Pinder, J., Fielding, K. S., & Fuller, R. A. (2020). Conservation concern among Australian 
undergraduates is associated with childhood socio-cultural experiences. People and Nature, 2(4), 
1158–1171. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10145

Psychology of Change. (2023, October 19). Pepss Seminar #3: Why people do and don’t protect nature 
– Fielding, Van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont [Video]. YouTube. 
https://youtu.be/8fLPWyM8dqg?si=wEyk3ctwj4T_uvUz

Pyle, R. M. (2003). Nature matrix: Reconnecting people and nature. Oryx, 37(2), 206–214. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605303000383

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 20

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1890/110294
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327113X13648087563827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.102069
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13363
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10148
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-015-9438-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.5334/cstp.369
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10145
https://youtu.be/8fLPWyM8dqg?si=wEyk3ctwj4T_uvUz
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605303000383
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Reddy, S. M. W., Montambault, J., Masuda, Y. J., Keenan, E., Butler, W., Fisher, J. R. B., Asah, S. T., & 
Gneezy, A. (2017). Advancing conservation by understanding and influencing human 
behaviour. Conservation Letters, 10(2), 248–256. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12252

Richardson, M., Hamlin, I., Elliott, L. R., & White, M. P. (2022). Country-level factors in a failing 
relationship with nature: Nature connectedness as a key metric for a sustainable future. Ambio, 
51, 2201–2213. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-022-01744-w

Richardson, M., Passmore, H.-A., Barbett, L., Lumber, R., Thomas, R., & Hunt, A. (2020). The green 
care code: How nature connectedness and simple activities help explain pro-nature 
conservation behaviours. People and Nature, 2, 821–839. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10117

Richardson, M., & Sheffield, D. (2017). Three good things in nature: Noticing nearby nature brings 
sustained increases in connection with nature. PsyEcology, 8(1), 1–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2016.1267136

Robinson, J. M., & Breed, M. F. (2019). Green prescriptions and their co-benefits: Integrative 
strategies for public and environmental health. Challenges, 10(1), Article 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2016.1267136

Sangha, K. K., Russell-Smith, J., & Costanza, R. (2019). Mainstreaming indigenous and local 
communities’ connections with nature for policy decision-making. Global Ecology and 
Conservation, 19, Article e00668. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2019.e00668

Schell, C. J., Dyson, K., Fuentes, T. L., Des Roches, S., Harris, N. C., Miller, D. S., Woelfle-Erskine, C. 
A., & Lambert, M. R. (2020). The ecological and evolutionary consequences of systemic racism 
in urban environments. Science, 369(6510), Article eaay4497. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay4497

Schultz, P. W. (2011). Conservation means behavior. Conservation Biology, 25(6), 1080–1083. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01766.x

Schultz, P. W., Milfont, T. L., Chance, R. C., Tronu, G., Luís, S., Ando, K., Rasool, F., Roose, P. L., 
Ogunbode, C. A., Castro, J., & Gouveia, V. V. (2014). Cross-cultural evidence for spatial bias in 
beliefs about the severity of environmental problems. Environment and Behavior, 46(3), 267–302. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512458579

Schultz, P. W., & Zelezny, L. C. (1998). Values and proenvironmental behavior: A five-country 
survey. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(4), 540–558. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294003

Schultz, P. W., & Zelezny, L. (2003). Reframing environmental messages to be congruent with 
American values. Human Ecology Review, 10(2), 126–136. 

Schwartz, S. H. (1977). Normative influences on altruism. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology (Vol. 10, pp. 221–279). Academic Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60358-5

Sedawi, W., Ben Zvi Assaraf, O., & Reiss, M. J. (2021). Challenges in measuring “connectedness to 
nature” among indigenous children: Lessons from the Negev Bedouin. Cultural Studies of 
Science Education, 16, 193–229. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11422-020-09995-3

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 21

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12252
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-022-01744-w
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10117
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2016.1267136
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.2016.1267136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2019.e00668
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aay4497
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01766.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512458579
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60358-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11422-020-09995-3
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Selinske, M. J., Garrard, G. E., Bekessy, S. A., Gordon, A., Kusmanoff, A. M., & Fidler, F. (2018). 
Revisiting the promise of conservation psychology. Conservation Biology, 32(6), 1464–1468. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13106

Selinske, M. J., Garrard, G. E., Gregg, E. A., Kusmanoff, A. M., Kidd, L. R., Cullen, M. T., Cooper, M., 
Geary, W. L., Hatty, M. A., Hames, F., Kneebone, S., McLeod, E. M., Ritchie, E. G., Squires, Z. E., 
Thomas, J., Willcock, M. A. W., Blair, S., & Bekessy, S. A. (2020). Identifying and prioritizing 
human behaviors that benefit biodiversity. Conservation Science and Practice, 2(9), Article e249. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.249

Shanahan, D. F., Lin, B. B., Gaston, K. J., Bush, R., & Fuller, R. A. (2014). Socio-economic inequalities 
in access to nature on public and private lands: A case study from Brisbane, Australia. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 130, 14–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.06.005

Shrum, T. R., Platt, N. S., Markowitz, E., & Syropoulos, S. (2023). A scoping review of the green 
parenthood effect on environmental and climate engagement. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: 
Climate Change, 14(2), Article e818. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.818

Simaika, J. P., & Samways, M. J. (2010). Biophilia as a universal ethic for conserving biodiversity. 
Conservation Biology, 24(3), 903–906. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01485.x

Soga, M., & Gaston, K. J. (2016). Extinction of experience: The loss of human–nature interactions. 
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 14(2), 94–101. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1225

Soga, M., & Gaston, K. J. (2018). Shifting baseline syndrome: Causes, consequences, and 
implications. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 16(4), 222–230. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1794

Soga, M., & Gaston, K. J. (2023). Nature benefit hypothesis: Direct experiences of nature predict 
self-reported pro-biodiversity behaviors. Conservation Letters, 16(3), Article e12945. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12945

Song, J. Y., Klebl, C., & Bastian, B. (2023). Awe promotes moral expansiveness via the small-self. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 14, Article 1097627. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1097627

Soulé, M. E. (1985). What is conservation biology? Bioscience, 35(11), 727–734. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1310054

Soutter, A. R. B., Bates, T. C., & Mõttus, R. (2020). Big Five and HEXACO personality traits, 
proenvironmental attitudes, and behaviors: A meta-analysis. Perspectives on Psychological 
Science, 15(4), 913–941. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620903019

Stanley, S. K., Milfont, T. L., Wilson, M. S., & Sibley, C. G. (2019). The influence of social dominance 
orientation and right-wing authoritarianism on environmentalism: A five-year cross-lagged 
analysis. PLoS One, 14(7), Article e0219067. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0219067

Stern, P. C. (2000). Toward a coherent theory of environmentally significant behaviour. Journal of 
Social Issues, 56(3), 407–424. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00175

Steven, R., Rakotopare, N., & Newsome, D. (2021). Avitourism tribes: As diverse as the birds they 
watch. In C. Pforr, R. Dowling & M. Volgger (Eds.), Consumer tribes in tourism: Contemporary 
perspectives on special-interest tourism (pp. 101–118). Springer Singapore.

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 22

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13106
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.818
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01485.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1225
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1794
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12945
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1097627
https://doi.org/10.2307/1310054
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620903019
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0219067
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00175
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Stoeckl, N., Jarvis, D., Larson, S., Larson, A., Grainger, D., & Ewamian Aboriginal Corporation. 
(2021). Australian Indigenous insights into ecosystem services: Beyond services towards 
connectedness — People, place and time. Ecosystem Services, 50, Article 101341. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2021.101341

Tajfel, H. (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup 
relations. Academic Press.

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social identity and intergoup relations. Cambridge University Press.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. 

Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.
Taylor, D. E. (2018). Racial and ethnic differences in connectedness to nature and landscape 

preferences among college students. Environmental Justice, 11(3), 118–136. 
https://doi.org/10.1089/env.2017.0040

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance. Psychological 
Review, 117(2), 440–463. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963

Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal levels and psychological distance: Effects 
on representation, prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17(2), 
83–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X

Uzzell, D. L. (2000). The pscyho-spatial dimensions of global environmental problems. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 20(4), 307–318. https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2000.0175

Veríssimo, D., Macmillan, D. C., Smith, R. J., Crees, J., & Davies, Z. G. (2014). Has climate change 
taken prominence over biodiversity conservation? Bioscience, 64(7), 625–629. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biu079

von Döhren, P., & Haase, D. (2015). Ecosystem disservices research: A review of the state of the art 
with a focus on cities. Ecological Indicators, 52, 490–497. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.12.027

Wang, L., Sheng, G., She, S., & Xu, J. (2023). Impact of empathy with nature on pro-environmental 
behaviour. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 47(2), 652–668. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12856

Whitburn, J., Linklater, W., & Abrahamse, W. (2020). Meta-analysis of human connection to nature 
and proenvironmental behavior. Conservation Biology, 34(1), 180–193. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13381

Wolch, J. R., Byrne, J., & Newell, J. P. (2014). Urban green space, public health, and environmental 
justice: The challenge of making cities ‘just green enough’. Landscape and Urban Planning, 125, 
234–244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.01.017

Wolsko, C., Ariceaga, H., & Seiden, J. (2016). Red, white, and blue enough to be green: Effects of 
moral framing on climate change attitudes and conservation behaviors. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 65, 7–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.02.005

Yang, Y., Hu, J., Jing, F., & Nguyen, B. (2018). From awe to ecological behavior: The mediating role 
of connectedness to nature. Sustainability, 10(7), Article 2477. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072477

van Eeden, Possingham, Milfont et al. 23

Global Environmental Psychology
2025, Vol. 3, Article e10927
https://doi.org/10.5964/gep.10927

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2021.101341
https://doi.org/10.1089/env.2017.0040
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2000.0175
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biu079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12856
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.02.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072477
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Zelezny, L. C., Chua, P.-P., & Aldrich, C. (2000). New ways of thinking about environmentalism: 
Elaborating on gender differences in environmentalism. Journal of Social Issues, 56(3), 443–457. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00177

Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature? 24

PsychOpen GOLD is a publishing service by
Leibniz Institute for Psychology (ZPID), Germany.
www.leibniz-psychology.org

https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00177
https://www.leibniz-psychology.org/
https://www.psychopen.eu/

	Why Do (Or Don’t) People Protect Nature?
	(Introduction)
	Who Protects Nature, and Why?
	Informing Tools to Promote Action for Nature
	Openness and Transparency Statements
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Competing Interests
	Badges for Good Research Practices

	References


