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Abstract 

In order to limit global warming, we shift to a circular economy. The environmental benefits 

of this can only be achieved if people consume sustainably. Sustainable consumer behaviour 

is well-researched, but there is lacking knowledge on the specific aspect of using. We look 

into this caveat by researching influences on intentions for sustainable consumer behaviour 

among renters of trailers. This research investigates whether changes in psychological 

ownership, inertia, and scepticism can alter sustainable consumption behaviour-intentions of 

not overloading a rented trailer in an online scenario study. The results of a repeated measures 

ANOVA showed our sample (N = 107) had different intentions between conditions. Lowering 

scepticism increased intention through the use of guarantees targeting sustainable 

consumption. Our attempt at increasing inertia to decrease intention resulted in a reversed 

effect of our hypothesis, most likely due to compensation or social desirability. Psychological 

ownership was increased, but it did not increase intention, as it appears psychological distance 

to a target can inhibit the otherwise positive effect of psychological ownership. We 

recommend reducing scepticism to increase sustainable use behaviour-intentions and give 

recommendations for future research. 

Keywords: Sustainable consumer behaviour, intention, psychological ownership, inertia, 

scepticism, scenario/vignettes.  
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Over the past century, greenhouse gas emissions have risen constantly due to human activity, 

warming up the average global temperature by 1℃ already (Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change [IPCC], 2018). This human-caused climate change has severe consequences 

such as rising sea levels, increasing acidity of the oceans, increasing pressure on food and 

water security and increasing (air)pollution (D’Amato & Akdis, 2020; IPCC, 2018; 

MacCracken, 2001). However, these negative consequences are reversible if we limit global 

warming to no more than 1.5℃ (IPCC, 2018). To achieve this standstill of rising global 

temperatures, countries around the world have pledged to undertake actions. For example, the 

European Commission (EC) has set up 17 sustainable development goals to lessen the 

contribution to climate change (European Commission, 2019).  

In order to help reach these sustainable development goals, there is a focus on creating 

a circular economy. A circular economy (CE) is an economy in which products and services 

are used or shared and waste is recycled and reused, instead of discarded (EC, 2019). By 

reusing and recycling, the CE cuts down on the environmental impacts in comparison to the 

linear economy (LE), which creates products and services with new resources and all waste is 

discarded, resulting in environmental problems (EC, 2019; Tukker & Tischner, 2017). In the 

CE-business, consumers pay to use a product without actually owning it and return it after use 

if applicable. This concept is called a product as a service (PAAS). An example of this is 

public transport, where the business offers the product of transportation as a paid service.  

Besides shifting towards a CE and to achieve its environmental benefits, consumers 

need to display more sustainable consumption behaviours as well. In this context, sustainable 

consumer behaviour means that people use products with an interest in caring for the 

environment (Luchs & Mooradian, 2012). Consumer behaviour itself is defined as the 

choosing, buying, usage, maintenance, and recycling or discarding of a good or service 

(Koskijoki, 1997). A lot of research has already been done on choosing PAAS, buying 

choices and recycling or discarding of products (e.g., Antonides, 2017; Pinto, Herter, Rossi, 

Nique, & Borges, 2019; Salazar, Oerlemans, & Van Stroe-Biezen, 2013; Sheoran & Kumar, 

2020), but the use and maintenance facets of consumer behaviour are overlooked. 

Additionally, research into consumers’ usage of goods and services so far has not been 

conclusive. For instance, Reim, Sjödin, and Parida (2018) found that people renting products 

are less careful and use products opportunistically compared to buyers. This could be due to 

the consumer having a goal of maximum personal profit and there being too little monitoring 

on how the customer uses the product (Reim et al., 2018). Juxtaposing this, Bocken, Bom, and 

Lemstra (2017) found that people using PAAS showed more sustainable behaviour than 
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people owning the product when they were shown usage behaviours of others. This difference 

in (un)sustainable consumer behaviour research is possibly due to the former study 

researching a use-oriented PAAS where the customer pays for using a product themselves 

(i.e., renting), and the latter researching a result-oriented PAAS where the customer pays for 

an outcome of a product-service. Tukker (2015) showed that this difference in use-behaviours 

persisted over time, decreasing the environmental benefit of PAAS.  

 Since consumer behaviour in result-oriented PAAS is already more sustainable 

according to Bocken et al. (2017), we focussed on the use-oriented PAAS. It is important to 

get people to consume these rented PAAS sustainably to achieve the environmental benefit 

(Tukker, 2015), but there is little existing literature about how this can be done for people 

using PAAS, specifically. Therefore, this research looked into psychological factors 

influencing the usage-aspect of consumer behaviour of PAAS. This research was part of a 

project from the University of Applied Sciences Amsterdam and Fontys Hogescholen (RAAK 

project) who worked together with trailer manufacturer Hapert and their dealerships. Thus for 

this research, the products were car trailers and the target group were renters at Hapert’s 

dealerships. When looking at renter’s usage of trailers, the following often occurring problem 

behaviour was defined: Renters load too much weight on the trailers, above the maximum 

load capacity. This behaviour was deemed problematic since it wears out the trailer faster or 

can cause damages that need repairing or replacements with new parts, burdening the 

environment unnecessarily. Consequently, the desired behaviour would be that renters do not 

overload a rented trailer.  

 

Theoretical framework 

When looking at the desired behaviour of not overloading a rented trailer, we can 

conceptualise this behaviour as being intentional: People would have the intention to not 

overload a rented trailer considering that this requires active monitoring of the weight of the 

cargo and capacity of the trailer. Behaviour like this is thus not performed unconsciously but 

requires intentional actions. Intention is the central aspect in the theory of planned behaviour 

(TPB; Ajzen, 1991) and encompasses the motivations and willingness of people to perform a 

behaviour. In turn, intentions are determined by perceived behavioural control [PBC], 

subjective norms and attitudes (Ajzen, 1991). PBC is the subjective experience of difficulty, 

personal ability, past experiences and anticipation of obstacles to perform a behaviour. 

Subjective norm is the subjectively experienced pressure to perform a behaviour in its 

context. Attitudes are personal evaluations of the behaviour. In any combination, these three 
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components can predict the intention to perform a desired behaviour, which predicts the 

actual performance of that behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  

Additionally, intention and its predictors can be influenced by many psychological 

processes. For this study, to stimulate renters to adhere to maximum loading capacities of 

rented trailers – the current desired behaviour – we first looked into what psychological 

processes play a role in the realisation of intention and its predictors. To do this, a 

hypothetical process-model of psychological factors contributing to the desired behaviour was 

developed (Figure 1), which we also tested with a survey-study later. According to existing 

literature, the following processes can affect the desired behaviour.  

 

Figure 1. The initial process model with the relations between the factors towards the 

intention and behaviour. A green arrow indicates an expected positive relation, a red arrow 

an expected negative relation. 

 

Psychological Ownership. Starting with psychological ownership (PO), this factor 

refers to people’s tendency to feel as if things are their own (Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003) 

and a core concept is a sense of possession according to Wilpert (as cited in Pierce et al., 

2003). It also reflects a relationship between someone and an object where the object has a 

connection to the self (i.e., feels as a part of me; Pierce et al., 2003). PO generally leads to 

people taking care of things when they (feel like they) own it (Beggan, 1992), resulting in 

people displaying more (intentions for) sustainable consumer behaviours (Demyttenaere, 

Dewit, & Jacoby, 2016). There are three determinants for PO (Pierce et al., 2003). First, 

people need to personally invest in the target, known as self-investment. This involves 
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spending time, attention, effort or even money on the target. For example, people might spend 

a lot of effort working with a trailer or using it extensively. Second is intimate knowledge 

about the target. This involves knowledge that one gains through use of the product or 

association of the target to oneself by using it. For a renter, this could mean using the trailer 

long-term and learning what the best weight distribution is to prevent skewing. Third is 

control over the target, where the more control you can exercise over something, the more it is 

experienced as part of the self. Renters that can use their trailer for any work will experience 

more control than users with restrictions. Based on the TPB (Ajzen, 1991), experiencing PO 

and its determinants in the use of a trailer that feels owned would result in a greater intention 

for sustainable use of the trailer as people can experience more positive attitudes towards 

taking care of their experienced possession and have PBC over doing so.   

Responsibility. Another factor is responsibility, which refers to “the feeling of being 

protective, caring, and nurturing” towards something (Pierce et al., 2003, p. 29). People could 

feel responsible for something they rent because it is under their care, though not everyone 

uses a rented item responsibly as we have seen with renters overloading trailers. To change 

this unsustainable behaviour, we could increase PO for the object, since people who 

experience ownership over something will feel responsible for it, increasing responsible use 

behaviour (Süssenbach & Kamleitner, 2018). Responsibility can lead to increasing intentions 

for sustainable consumer behaviour of that target, just as diffusion of responsibility – not 

acknowledging responsibility and putting it on others – leads to less (Shu & Peck, 2018). It 

may seem that by enhancing PO to make people to feel responsible for a rented trailer, the 

two constructs are closely related. But responsibility can exist independently of PO as being 

intrinsically motivated (Hensen, Keeling, De Ruyter, & Wetzels, 2016), so it will be studied 

as a separate factor to see if responsibility will relate to people’s intention to not overload a 

trailer. Additionally, responsibility can be seen as a subjective norm as in a social context, one 

might feel obliged to handle a trailer responsibly if it is rented. According to the TPB (Ajzen, 

1991), a social norm – of responsibility – can increase intentions for desired sustainable use 

behaviour.  

Inertia. Other influential factors are inertia and scepticism, both forms of resistance to 

change. Inertia refers to the unwillingness or desire not to change/act, to maintain a least-

effort status (Knowles & Riner, 2007). This would mean people might not engage in 

sustainable consumption, because it requires them to change their initial behaviour which they 

are unwilling to. For example, renters might not mind the maximum weight because they 

never had to. Kollmuss & Agyeman (2002) propose this could be due to an initial motive 



7 
 

getting overrun by selective motives of the consumer that are more prevalent at the time of the 

behaviour; when the initial motive gets overrun, it goes unfulfilled and the results is 

behavioural inertia. To illustrate this with the current problem behaviour: Someone might 

want to stick to the maximum capacity, but they get stuck in traffic or the weather gets bad, 

which activates new motives that overrun the first and make them not adhere to the weight 

capacity anymore, but act on the new motives (e.g., hurrying to get things done). In the TPB 

(Ajzen, 1991), inertia presented itself in between intentions and behaviours, which is why, 

despite positive intentions, behaviours can still be inhibited. 

Scepticism. Scepticism on the other hand is about the contents of a message, a refusal 

to believe something (Knowles & Riner, 2007). It shows itself in scrutiny of the target or 

message that can arise when people notice they are being influenced (Knowles & Linn, 2004). 

Here it could mean when someone is told to mind the weight limit to lessen impacts on the 

environment, they become sceptical of it because it feels like an influence attempt. Since 

people generally use trailers unsustainably, a message about how overloading a trailer is bad 

for the trailer and environment to change that behaviour can be met with scrutiny (Quinn & 

Wood, 2004) reducing sustainable intentions. This depends on the amount of motivation and 

ability someone has to be sceptical (Petty & Cacioppo, as cited in Knowles & Riner, 2007, pp. 

87). In other words, it is dependent on the amount of PBC someone has to form an intention 

for a behaviour if they will be sceptical about an influential message targeting that behaviour.  

Inconsistency. Finally, Lin and Chang (2017) showed there is inconsistency between 

people’s initial motives and intentions, and actual behaviours when it comes to sustainable 

consumer behaviour. They showed that people who have sustainable intentions or motives 

who have acted upon those, become more wasteful afterwards and no longer act according to 

those motives anymore. Lin and Chang (2017) pose this is due to people being less likely to 

regulate and be critical of their consumption behaviour after the initial sustainable intention 

has been satisfied. In using a trailer, it would mean that people think renting a trailer (or using 

a PAAS, for that matter) is a sustainable alternative to buying, but then use the product 

wastefully, eliminating the environmental benefit renting would have had.  

Pre-measure. The process model (Figure 1) was validated using a questionnaire 

measuring all the factors in the model, to test the hypothesised relations between the 

constructs. Using multiple and logistic regression analyses, the relations between the factors 

and the outcome variable were tested. For a full description of this pre-measure, see Appendix 

A and see Appendix B for the questionnaire. Taken together, there were no significant 

relations since the sample was underpowered. Therefore, we instead looked at the means of 
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the tested factors (see Table 1), since most articles about the constructs did not report an effect 

sizes, unfortunately. We conservatively decided to assume a small effect for all.  

Consequently, we excluded responsibility and inconsistency. Responsibility was 

excluded because the mean is already high and some participants reported specifically that 

they feel responsible for the trailers they rent. To increase sustainable consumption behaviour, 

responsibility would need to be increased, but since it is already too high to increase further. 

Also, since responsibility overlaps somewhat with PO, we decided to not include it in the 

intervention-study to prevent contamination of the PO measure. Inconsistency was also not 

included, since from the literature it appears to only have a very small effect and we would 

need to know about people’s behaviours beforehand – which would only be possible through 

self-reported behaviour, which is very prone to social desirability bias (Harrel, 1985). Other 

methods to incorporate it in the study would not fit in the time available. 

The factors we decided to examine in the intervention are PO, inertia, and scepticism.  

PO. In the pre-measure, PO was low, indicating people did not feel psychological 

ownership over a trailer. Therefore, we included PO in the intervention to see if increasing PO 

leads to an increase in intention to not overload a rented trailer. The three determinants of PO 

were not individually included, but used together as operationalisations of PO.  

Inertia. Inertia scores were also quite low. This is usually a good thing since it would 

mean people do not experience inertia. However, the self-made scale was very unreliable and 

people could have answered socially desirable. We decided to include inertia again, but given 

the low mean it is interesting to falsify it by testing the reverse: If inertia could be increased, a 

decrease in intention can be expected. In the intervention, we will not be able to measure 

actual behaviour, only intention. This shifts inertia for behaviour to a perceived effort for 

intention, since we cannot measure inertia for a behaviour we don’t measure. Perceived effort 

here means that we will focus the manipulation on the difficulty of and amount of effort for a 

behaviour, which can contribute to the rise of inertia in behaviour (Knowles & Riner, 2007). 

By increasing the perceived experience in difficulty and effort, intentions to overload a rented 

trailer should decrease. Note that though we use ‘inertia’ throughout this text, we use in the 

context of perceived effort as explained here.  

Scepticism. Similarly, scepticism scores were also low and would be falsified as well, 

but making people sceptical of sustainable product use and environmental impact is difficult 

and could lead to adverse consequences in real life, which would be ethically problematic. 

Therefore, it will be tested by only making it saliant in the experiment using guarantees to see 

its influence on intention for not overloading a rented trailer.   
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Table 1 

Overview of the means and standard deviations of the psychological constructs and 

distribution of consistency from the pre-measure  

 
Note. Since inconsistency was a bivariate variable, the percentages are given, not the mean.  

 

Figure 2. The revised process model used for the intervention study. It includes the constructs 

PO, scepticism, and perceived effort in relation to intention not to overload a trailer and the 

outcome behaviour. Green lines indicate a positive relationship, red lines a negative one.  

 

Intervention study 

To contribute to the understanding of people’s consumption behaviour of rented 

products, using the constructs as described above we will research whether these constructs 

(PO, inertia, scepticism) can influence people’s intention to not overload a rented trailer. The 

hypotheses are that by increasing PO intention will increase, by increasing inertia (perceived 

effort) intention decreases, and by decreasing scepticism intention will increase, compared to 

a control condition. The construct manipulations will be based on literature and will also be 
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measured as a manipulation check. Furthermore, some exploratory analyses will be done, see 

Appendix C. The intervention will use a scenario study, or vignettes, since they are suitable 

for service users (i.e., renters), but also accessible and easy to understand for respondents 

(Hughes & Huby, 2004). It also allows us to more easily manipulate the constructs when 

translating a situation from real life into an online study and create the (hypothetical) 

environment for the experiment.  

Due to circumstances regarding the COVID-19 pandemic and Dutch regulations at the 

time of this research, a real-life behavioural change intervention research could not be 

conducted as it was near impossible to measure real-time behaviour from the target group. 

Since in an online study we could not measure usage behaviour of trailers in an ecologically 

valid manner, we made the decision to create a fundamental research focussing on 

psychological constructs that can influence intention for sustainable consumer behaviour.   

 

Method 

Participants  

An a-priori power analysis using G*Power 3.1 (f = 0.10, α = .05, power = 0.80; 

Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) indicated 138 participants would be needed, given a 

repeated measures design. In total, 139 participants were recruited via three routes. The first 

was via the dealership network provided by Hapert, the second was via SONA – the Radboud 

University repository system for participation in research – and the third through social media 

platforms. In addition to the dealership network, we decided to recruit participants via SONA 

and social media to increase the sample size and maintain power, since it was expected not 

enough people would participate as was seen in the pre-measure. 32 participants were 

excluded because they did not finish the full questionnaire, giving a dropout rate of 23%. 

Therefore, data of  N = 107 participants were used (Mage = 25.4, SDage = 8.55, 63.6% women). 

The remaining sample is less than the power analysis suggested, but we decided to stop 

recruiting when two weeks of data collection finished due to time pressure. Participants 

recruited via SONA were offered 0.25 credits for participation and all participants were told 

that if they participated, they had a chance of winning a voucher of  €25,-.  

Materials 

Advertisements. To investigate the influence of the psychological constructs on 

intention not to overload a rented trailer, we designed four prototype advertisements. Three of 

these focused on the constructs, one was a control. The advertisements were constructed using 

guidelines from Hughes & Huby (2004). The advertisements were designed using a picture of 
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a trailer as the base for all adverts and adding different texts per condition. Each advert also 

featured a yellow star stating the weight limit, which is relevant information for the target 

behaviour. Overall, the advertisements looked similar to minimise possible interference 

between them and avoid attention being drawn to irrelevant differences.  

Control. For the control advertisement, we used neutral text about renting a trailer at 

the (imaginary) company. Minimal text was used and it was phrased so that it would not 

activate any psychological construct, thus conveying only a neutral message of renting 

trailers. The text used was: “Looking for a trailer? Don’t look further! Rent your trailer at 

Trek! Contact a dealer in your area” (see Figure 3). This condition was used as a reference 

measure, asking about the intention and all scales for the constructs.  

Figure 3. The advertisement used in the control-condition.  

 

Psychological ownership. To activate and increase PO, we added offering options to 

customise the trailer and space for adding a name to the basic advertisement. Allowing 

customisation is suggested as a way of increasing PO (Baxter, Aurisicchio, & Childs, 2015), 

as is allowing people to give a name to the object (Shu & Peck, 2018). This was done in the 

ad by stating there are different colours, pointing out space for their own logo or name. 

Finally, to not limit ourselves to colour and name, we mentioned that more options for 

customisation can be arranged. The text used was: “Looking for the perfect trailer? Pick one 

that matches your wishes! Up to 750 kilos loading capacity. Here can be your logo or 

(company)name! Available in default, blue, green, red and yellow! More options or 

customisations? Everything is possible!” (see Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. The advertisement used in the PO-condition.  

 

 Inertia. Inertia, as perceived effort, was activated by emphasising how much effort 

would be needed to perform the behaviour of not overloading a trailer to the basic 

advertisement. By emphasising the effort needed to stick to the weight limit and how difficult 

that would be, it was expected intention would decrease since inertia is about not putting in 

effort to change or maintaining a least-effort state (Knowles & Riner, 2007). The text used 

was: “Looking for a trailer? Don’t look further! Always stick to weight limit! The weight of 

the cargo is often difficult to determine. It can be difficult to stay within that limit. You have 

to put in effort for that” (see Figure 5).  

Figure 5. The advertisement used in the inertia-condition.  
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 Scepticism. To make scepticism saliant in the ad and activate the construct, guarantees 

that are generally used to take away scepticism (Knowles & Linn, 2004) were incorporated, 

prompting the construct of scepticism to activate in participants. The text used was: “Renting 

a trailer and always get your deposit back? Don’t look further! No damage to the trailer and 

not loaded above the weight limit? That is good for the trailer so you ALWAYS get your 

deposit back at our company!” (see Figure 6).  

Figure 6. The advertisement used in the scepticism-condition.  

 

 Questionnaires. In all conditions, intention was measured by asking “I am not 

planning on loading more on the trailer than is allowed” (Ik ben van plan om de aanhanger 

niet zwaarder te beladen dan toegestaan). Answers are giving on a 7-point Likert scale, 

anchored “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). This indicates the extent of people’s 

intention, ranging from 1 (no intention) to 7 (fully intending).  

PO. To measure PO, the scale from Peck and Shu (2009) was used, but was adapted to 

reflect the current target behaviour of not overloading a rented trailer. It consists of three 

items (e.g., I feel like I own this [target]). Answers are given on a 7-point Likert scale, 

anchored “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). A mean score is calculated over the 

sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no experienced PO) to 7 (meaning complete 

experienced PO). The scale had a high reliability in all conditions, Cronbach’s α ≥ .904.  

Inertia. Inertia was measured using an adapted scale of Lee and Neale (2012), where 

their target behaviour was changed to match the current. This scale also consisted of three 

items (e.g., I never thought about [target behaviour]). Answers are giving on a 7-point Likert 
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scale, anchored “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). A score is calculated by taking 

the average of the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no inertia) to 7 (meaning 

complete inertia). The reliability for the inertia scales in all conditions ranged from 

Cronbach’s α = .606 in the scepticism-condition, α = .608 in the inertia-condition, α = .70 in 

the PO-condition, to α = .77 in the control-condition after omitting item CinertiaRecoded. 

Though according to Kline (as cited in Field, 2018) these values are acceptable for 

psychological constructs as used in this study, according to Cortina (1993) the inter-item 

correlations of these scales were not respectably high enough as they range from .25 to .638, 

making the lower-alpha scales arguably reliable.  

Scepticism. Finally, scepticism was measured using the scale that was used in the pre-

measure. This self-made scale consists of four items (e.g., I don’t think it is advantageous if I 

stick to the maximum load capacity of the trailer), with a 7-point Likert scale anchored 

“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). A score is calculated by taking the average of 

the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no scepticism) to 7 (meaning fully sceptical). 

The reliability for the scepticism scales in all conditions ranged from Cronbach’s α = .591 for 

the scepticism-condition, α = .757 for the inertia-condition, α = .765 for the control-condition, 

to α = .783 for the PO-condition. The reliability for the scale in the scepticism-condition is 

low and with the low inter-item correlations, it would be an unreliable scale (Cortina, 1993). 

Procedure 

Prior to the online study, participants were instructed about the task procedure. They 

were told this was a research into people’s experiences of several prototype advertisements 

for a trailer company. After this, participants were asked to give consent. Next, specific 

instructions were given: Participants were told to imagine themselves, as best as possible, in a 

hypothetical situation about them renting a trailer and then see these prototype adverts. The 

experiment consisted of the four described adverts, which were randomised for every 

participant to avoid order bias. Each advert was followed by the questions for intention and 

the three constructs. Intention was always measured first, so any effect of the condition would 

not be disturbed by questions about other constructs. The same applied to questions of the 

construct of that specific condition, which followed the measure. Then the remaining 

questions of the other constructs were asked randomly, to minimise order biases. All 

constructs were measured for the construct effect and manipulation check. After the task, 

demographics were asked and participants were debriefed about the purpose of this study. 

Finally, participants could click on a new link that opened the survey for the raffle where they 

could enter their e-mail address to have a chance of winning a €25,- voucher.  
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Data analysis 

Confirmatory analysis. As a manipulation check, three one-way repeated measures 

ANOVAs were conducted as a manipulation check, each of which had either scale scores of 

PO, inertia, or scepticism as dependent variable and (control/PO/inertia/scepticism) as within-

subject factor, together with the simple contrasts. The manipulation check allows us to see if 

only the relevant construct was activated in the corresponding condition. To analyse the main 

hypothesis, we conducted a one-way repeated measures ANOVA with condition 

(control/PO/inertia/scepticism) as within-subject factor and intention to not overload the 

trailer as the dependent variable. Simple contrasts were also analysed, to see where 

differences in intention between the constructs are. 

Exploratory analyses. In addition, we wanted to see how the factors influenced 

intention without any possible interference of a spill-over effect. And for advising the 

internship company, whether there are differences between groups (workers and students) in 

people’s intentions. See Appendix C for details.  

 

Results 

Manipulation check.  

 Psychological ownership. For all repeated measure analysis, we did this by checking 

if the datapoints clustered around the diagonal line in the Q-Q plots for normality, checking if 

the Fmax value is below the critical value for homogeneity of variance, and checking if 

Mauchly’s test for sphericity is non-significant and otherwise interpreting the Huynh-Feldt 

epsilon correction. Before conducting the one-way repeated measures ANOVA for PO, first 

its assumptions were checked. The assumptions of homogeneity of variance (Fmax  = 1.40) and 

normality (based on the Q-Q plots) have been met, but the assumption of sphericity (W = 

.644, p < .001) has been violated. This can be corrected by looking at the Huynh-Feldt 

correction (ε = .775) and interpreting that result from the analysis.  

 The results show that there is a significant effect of condition on PO, F(92.40, 246.32) 

= 63.570, p < .001, η2 = .375, meaning PO was different between conditions. Simple contrasts 

indicated that PO was significantly different in the PO-condition (M = 4.32, SD = 1.66) from 

the control-condition (M = 2.69, SD = 1.42),  F(1, 106) = 90.60, p < .001, η2 = .46. PO did not 

differ significantly in the inertia-condition (M = 2.66, SD = 1.40) from the control-condition, 

F(1, 106) = 0.06, p = .811. Nor did it differ in the scepticism-condition (M = 2.69, SD = 1.50) 

compared to the control-condition, F(1, 106) = 0.00, p = 1, see Table 2. This means that we 
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managed to manipulate PO in the corresponding condition successfully, without altering the 

other constructs in other conditions.  

 

Table 2 

Overview of the means (and standard deviations) of the constructs per condition in the 

manipulation checks  

 
 

 Inertia. The assumptions of homogeneity of variance (Fmax = 1.65), normality 

(assumed based on the Q-Q plots), and sphericity (W = .953, p = .410) have been met.  

The results show that there was a significant effect of condition on inertia, F(3, 318) = 

11.966, p < .001, η2 = .101, meaning inertia was significantly different between conditions. 

The simple contrasts showed that inertia was significantly different in the PO-condition (M = 

3.55, SD = 1.27) from the control-condition (M = 3.27, SD = 1.44), F(1, 106) = 6.46, p = .012, 

η2 = .06. Inertia was also significantly different in the scepticism-condition (M = 2.92, SD = 

1.12) from the control-condition, F(1, 106) = 10.22, p = .002, η2 = .09. However, inertia was 

not significantly different in the inertia-condition (M = 3.11, SD = 1.15) compared to the 

control-condition, F(1, 106) = 1.76, p = .188, see Table 2. It appears we were not able to alter 

inertia in the corresponding condition, but inertia was different in the other conditions and 

actually was highest in the PO-condition. This means our manipulation has been unsuccessful.  

 Scepticism. The assumptions of homogeneity of variance (Fmax = 1.47) and normality 

(assumed based on the Q-Q plots) have been met, but the assumption of sphericity (W = .884, 

p = .024) has been violated. We will correct for this by looking at the Huynh-Feldt correction 

(ε = .958).   

The results show a significant effect of condition on scepticism, F(2.875, 304.752) = 

9.40, p < .001, η2 = .081, indicating that scepticism was different between conditions. The 

simple contrasts showed that scepticism was significantly different in the scepticism-

condition (M = 2.37, SD = 0.99) compared to the control-condition (M = 2.87, SD = 1.15), 

F(1, 106) = 19.28, p < .001, η2 = .154. It was also significantly different in the inertia-
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condition (M = 2.58, SD = 1.13) compared to the control-condition, F(1, 106) = 8.43, p = 

.004, η2 = .07. Scepticism was not significantly different in the PO-condition (M = 2.78, SD = 

1.20) compared to the control-condition, F(1, 106) = 1.26, p = .263, see Table 2. This means 

our manipulation worked partially: It changed scepticism in the corresponding condition, but 

also in the inertia-condition. It did not change in the PO-condition. It is unclear if the change 

in the inertia-condition is due to that condition having an unsuccessful manipulation itself.   

 

Confirmatory analysis.   

Main analysis of intention. Prior to the analysis, the assumptions for a repeated 

measures ANOVA were checked. The assumptions of homogeneity of variance (Fmax = 1.403) 

and sphericity (W = .967, p = .623) have been met, and Q-Q plots indicated normality can be 

assumed.  

The results show that there is a significant effect of condition on intention not to 

overload the trailer, F(3, 318) = 14.04, p < .001, η2 = .117, meaning intention was different 

between conditions. Simple contrasts further revealed that intention to not overload a trailer 

was significantly different in the inertia-condition (M = 5.61, SD = 1.46) compared to the 

control-condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1.66), F(1, 106) = 13.95, p < .001, η2 = .116. It was also 

significantly different in the scepticism-condition (M = 5.88, SD = 1.40) compared to the 

control-condition, F(1, 106) = 28.97, p < .001, η2 = .215. However, intention did not 

significantly differ in the PO-condition (M = 4.98, SD = 1.66) from the control-condition, F(1, 

106) = 0.003, p = .958, see Figure 7.  

Figure 7. Overview of the means of intention across the conditions. Standard errors are 

represented by the lines extending from each bar.  
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Based on these results, we can accept our hypothesis that by decreasing scepticism, 

intention not to overload a rented trailer increases. However, we must reject the hypotheses 

that increasing PO increases intention, and increasing inertia decreases intention not to 

overload a rented trailer.  

 

Discussion 

In this research, we investigated whether enhancing psychological ownership, 

increasing inertia, and altering scepticism influences people’s intention not to overload a 

rented trailer, to contribute to the knowledge on how to get people to consume rented or 

PAAS products more sustainably to reap the environmental benefits of a circular economy. 

We hypothesised that increasing PO would increase intention, increasing inertia would 

decrease intention, and by lowering scepticism increase intention not to overload a rented 

trailer. The results show that intention not to overload a rented trailer increased in the inertia-

condition and in the scepticism-condition compared to the control-condition, but did not 

change in the PO-condition. This means our hypothesis that changing the psychological 

constructs will also change people’s intention has been partly accepted. Specifically, only the 

scepticism-condition showed the expected effect, where our manipulation decreased 

scepticism-scores and increased intention to be the highest compared to the control-condition, 

although scepticism was also lower in the inertia-condition. However, intention was increased 

in the inertia-condition where we tried to decrease intention, giving the opposite result of our 

hypothesis, and although we managed to increase PO, there was no increase in intention.  

There are some interesting differences between the existing literature and our results. 

For instance, while we expected that enhancing PO would increase intention (Pierce et al., 

2003; Shu & Peck, 2018), and our manipulation check clearly shows we indeed have 

increased PO only in the corresponding condition, it did not change people’s intention 

compared to no manipulation. A possible explanation for this difference could be that despite 

PO being high, people could have experienced psychological distance between their feeling of 

ownership and their intention. It appears that psychological distance can mediate the effect of 

PO on a target outcome (Seo & Park, 2021), and since we asked participants to imagine 

themselves in a hypothetical situation, psychological distance could have emerged. We did 

not account for this variable, so future research could investigate psychological distance in 

relation to the effect of PO on consumer behaviour by including a measurement for 

psychological distance.  
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As for the inertia-condition, inertia was operationalised as perceived effort by 

emphasising the difficulty and effortfulness of a task. Since we decided not to measure 

behaviour itself, actual inertia could not be measured. We expected that by enhancing 

perceived effort, intention to not overload a rented trailer would decrease. However, we found 

the reverse effect: Our manipulation check shows that inertia-scores were unaffected in the 

inertia-condition and intention increased. Our sample indicates that people do not see the 

behaviour of not overloading a rented trailer as difficult or effortful when presented with the 

advertisement about it. We have three possible explanations for this reverse effect. First, it 

could be that because we emphasised the effort and difficulty of keeping track of the 

weight(limit) on a trailer, people counteracted to these claims by increasing their intention not 

to perform the undesired behaviour i.e., compensating (Bäckman & Dixon, 1992). A second 

possible explanation could be that by emphasising perceived effort, we made our influence 

attempt very salient which could induce reactance in the participants (Knowles & Riner, 

2007). If participants displayed reactance, they resisted the influence attempt (the inertia 

manipulation) and could even show the opposite behaviour of what we expected, in this case 

reporting a very high intention not to overload a trailer instead of a decrease in intention. 

Third, the result could also be due to social desirability: People want to display themselves as 

good people so they answer what they think the other perceives as desirable (Harrel, 1985). 

Despite the questions being asked so that we tried to minimise social desirability, it could still 

have affected the responses. For future research, a behavioural measure could be used to 

measure actual inertia, for example a measure of non-response in a computer task, so that 

desirable responses and salience of the manipulation can be avoided.  

Finally, we can conclude that reducing scepticism can increase intentions not to 

overload a rented trailer. This is in line with existing literature (Knowles & Linn, 2004; 

Knowles & Riner, 2007) and we can see this as a viable behaviour change technique in 

increasing sustainable consumer behaviour-intentions. However, although the advertisement 

gives a personally relevant guarantee, the environment was not explicitly the target – it was 

only linked to it. This makes it difficult to say whether people had increased intentions due to 

their personal benefit or interest for the environment. To clarify this uncertainty from our 

study, future research could test purely environmental-focussed guarantees for using PAAS. 

Additionally, there is an interesting reduction in scepticism in the inertia-condition too (where 

intention is also high). This could be because when people in the inertia-condition were 

compensating the undesired behaviour, they also compensated their scepsis towards the 

statements (Bäckman & Dixon, 1992). When looking at the advertisements (Figures 3, 4, 5, 
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6), the inertia- and scepticism-conditions both state the desired behaviour of not loading 

above the weight limit of the trailer (but not in the control- and PO-conditions). It could be 

that this explicit statement of a desired behaviour in both these conditions triggered 

compensation in people for both constructs, given that both constructs are undesirable 

behaviours.  

Considering the TPB (Ajzen, 1991), we showed that intentional behaviour can be 

influenced by scepticism which affects the PBC determinant of intention. Since scepticism 

reduced and intention increased, the guarantees may have increased PBC over the desired 

behaviour, though future research could investigate this in more detail. Our findings hold up 

the idea that altering a determinant of intention can influence said intention for a desired 

behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), as we have done here through manipulating psychological 

constructs that affect these determinants of intention. Using the TPB and expanding 

psychological knowledge, we can get people to perform more intentional sustainable 

consumer behaviours.  

Strengths and limitations  

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, we decided to do an online study but in doing so, we 

could not research actual real-life behaviour. Instead we measured intention for the desired 

behaviour in an online experimental task with questionnaires, making the results subject to 

self-report biases such as social desirability, possibly decreasing internal validity (Harrell, 

1985). Although some results that show we can increase intention, we cannot exclude a self-

report biases in our study. This mainly emphasises that future research could measure live 

behaviour to circumvent social desirability altogether.  

Even so, despite social desirability, the results suggest we can increase intention, but 

this does not mean it will result in the desired behaviour in real life per se (intention behaviour 

gap; Rhodes & De Bruijn, 2013). Bridging this intention-behaviour gap goes beyond the 

scope of this research, it can be incorporated in future research or interventions. Though there 

could be an intention-behaviour gap when trying to get people to consume sustainably, 

making sure people have a (high) intention in the first place greatly increases the probability 

of actually performing the behaviour (Rhodes & De Bruijn, 2013).  

A methodological limitation is, as respondents mentioned, that the study was repetitive 

and the conditions not very distinguishable, given our within-subject design, which could 

explain the almost 25% drop-out rate. It is true that every condition showed the same 

questions, but the ad presented different texts in each condition. However, every ad used the 

same basis: One photograph was used as a background for all adverts and every ad featured 



21 
 

the same star notifying the weight limit of the trailer. Perhaps, when people do not pay too 

much attention, the adverts may seem superficially similar. This could have resulted in people 

thinking they were doing the same thing over and over, giving the drop out rate, but it is 

unclear if this also could have affected legible responses. For future research or interventions, 

this possible issue can be circumvented altogether by pilot testing the advertisements or texts, 

or even using film or sound instead of images (Hughes & Huby, 2004). Otherwise, a between-

subject design can be used to avoid repetition.  

A second methodological limitation concerns the scales we used in the experiment. 

Reliability was low for some of the inertia and scepticism scales which makes interpreting the 

results less straightforward. Though the inertia scale was adapted from existing research (Lee 

& Neale, 2012) and thus expected to be similarly reliable, ideally the scale would be retested 

for our purpose. Unfortunately, there was little time to conduct any extensive pilot studies and 

this also accounts for the scepticism scale. For future research or intervention testing, we 

recommend using a tested scale or rather creating a general scepticism scale altogether, since 

we could not find a suitable one for theoretical psychological construct testing.  

Conclusion. To summarise, we found that people’s intention to display sustainable 

consumer behaviour can be increased by decreasing their scepticism towards the behaviour. It 

is uncertain how the effect of inertia we found came to be, but other variables could have 

influenced it and much literature has already shown inertia to generally decrease intentions 

and behaviour performances. Though increasing PO did not increase intention for sustainable 

consumer behaviour here, there is plenty of research showing it can be used in other settings. 

Using the TPB (Ajzen, 1991) to map out intentional behaviour, this research adds a piece of 

knowledge on the use aspect consumpter-behaviour-puzzle by showing that we can increase 

people’s intentions to consume rented products sustainably if we lower their scepticism, 

taking us one step closer to realising the environmental benefits of PAAS and the circular 

economy.  
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Appendix A – Methods of the pre-measure 

Participants.  

An a-priori power analysis using R 4.0.5 (α=0.05, f2=0.2, power=0.8; R Core Team, 

2021) indicated 74 participants would be needed for analysing the whole model. An invitation 

with the link to the questionnaire was distributed to dealers of the dealership network via e-

mail, which they could forward towards their clients. Because it was expected not enough 

clients would participate, the pre-measure was also adapted to a general population by 

including a hypothetical scenario, but otherwise stayed identical. The scenario-questionnaire 

was distributed through SONA (the Radboud University repository system for participation in 

research) and social media platforms. Due to time pressure, the pre-measure was available for 

participants for one week. A total of 72 responses were collected within the time available, of 

which 21 responses were incomplete making a dropout rate of 29.16%. The remaining sample 

of N = 51 (Mage = 31.18, SDage = 14.18, 62.75% women and 37.25% men) was used to 

perform the analyses. 

Materials.  

We created an online questionnaire containing questions and (sub)scales for the factors 

and the outcome behaviour from Figure 2. The factors used were psychological ownership 

and its three determinants (self-investment, intimate knowledge, and control), inertia, 

scepticism, responsibility, and inconsistency. Additionally, the intention and outcome 

behaviour were measured, as well as self-reported motives of consumers’ behaviour. This 

questionnaire was proofread by the other intern of this project and the academic supervisor for 

correctness and by one dealer for eligibility towards the target group, as the dealer was 

deemed experienced and familiar with the target group. For an overview of all questions used, 

see appendix B.  

PO. For psychological ownership, the scale of Peck & Shu (2009) about product 

ownership was used, adapted to reflect the current target behaviour. It consists of three items 

(e.g., I feel like I own this [target]). Answers are giving on a 7-point Likert scale, anchored 

“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). A score is calculated by taking the average of 

the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no experienced PO) to 7 (meaning complete 

experienced PO). The scale had a high reliability, Cronbach’s α = .843.  

Control, self-investment, knowledge. For self-investment, knowledge and control the 

subscales of Baggle, Bendle, & Cotte (2019) were used. These scales were adapted to match 

the current target behaviour. All three scales consisted of three items each. An example item 

is for control is “I feel that I can handle [target] the way I want”. An example item for self-
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investment is “I feel that I am psychologically invested in [target]”. An example item for 

knowledge is “I feel that I can assess the features of [target]”. Answers for the scales were 

given using a 7-point Likert scale, anchored at 1 (Totally disagree) to 7 (Totally agree). A 

score is calculated by taking the average of the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no 

control/self-investment/knowledge) to 7 (meaning complete control/self-

investment/knowledge). The scale for control almost had an acceptable reliability, Cronbach’s 

α = .586 if item A6 was deleted. Self-investment also almost had an acceptable reliability, 

Cronbach’s α = .569 if item A8 was deleted. Knowledge had an acceptable reliability, 

Cronbach’s α = .671. Scales were computed to reach the highest reliability: Control consisted 

of items A4 and 5, self-investment of A7 and 9, knowledge of items A10, 11 and 12.  

Responsibility. Responsibility was measured by adapting the ‘responsibility, 

accountability and follow-through’ subscale of the Patient Care Ownership Scale by 

Djulbegovic, Backstead, and Fraenkel (2019). Adaptation of this scale made the items 

complicit with the current product and sustainable consumer behaviour, but we also excluded 

one item since it could not fit the current research. The scale consisted of four items, for 

example “I felt responsible for [target], even after my [work] ended”. Answers are giving on a 

7-point Likert scale, anchored “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). A score is 

calculated by taking the average of the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no 

responsibility) to 7 (meaning complete responsibility). The scale had a low reliability, 

Cronbach’s α = .402 after deleting item B4Recoded. Responsibility was computed using 

items 5 and 6. 

Inertia. The scales for inertia was constructed by the researcher and consisted of four 

items. An example item is “I don’t feel like monitoring the weight of the cargo on the trailer”. 

Answers were given using a 7-point Likert scale, anchored at 1 (Totally disagree) to 7 

(Totally agree). A score is calculated by taking the average of the sum of the items, ranging 

from 1 (meaning no inertia) to 7 (meaning complete inertia). The scale had an acceptable 

reliability, Cronbach’s α = .683. Inertia was computed with items D1 and 2.  

Scepticism. Items for the scepticism scale were generated by the researcher and 

consisted of four items. An example item is “I don’t see the point of a maximum weight”. The 

scale used a 7-point Likert scale, anchored at 1 (Totally disagree) to 7 (Totally agree). A 

score is calculated by taking the average of the sum of the items, ranging from 1 (meaning no 

scepticism) to 7 (meaning completely sceptical). The scale had an acceptable reliability, 

Cronbach’s α = .737), The scale consisted of items D5, 6, 7 and 8.  
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Inconsistency. Inconsistency was determined by contrasting people’s answer to the 

environmental motive with their intention and behaviour. When there was a motive and an 

intention, but no reported behaviour, there is an inconsistency. Intention was measured by 

asking a direct question, as was the outcome behaviour, with a yes/no answer option.  

Procedure.  

 Participants were first given information about the study, our research goal, what the 

study looked like and how we handle data. Participants could then give their consent and start 

the questionnaire. The questionnaire was split in four blocks (A, B, C, D, see Appendix B) 

and would take about ten minutes to fill in completely. After the final question, a short 

debriefing thanked the participant for their time.  

Data analysis.  

 To analyse the model, several analysis needed to be done. First was a multiple 

regression to estimate the proportion of variance in PO as dependent variable that can be 

accounted for by control, knowledge and self-investment as independent variables. Second, a 

logistic regression would be performed, where intention (yes/no) is the dependent variable 

and PO, inertia, scepticism, responsibility and inconsistency are the independent variables. 

Third, a Chi-square test of contingencies was done to see whether intention to not overload a 

rented trailer was related to whether or not participants do not overload a rented trailer.  

 

Results 

Multiple regression PO. Before doing the analysis, the assumptions for multiple 

regression were checked for PO, control, self-investment and knowledge. All assumptions 

were met, except that there were four outliers on PO. Therefore, the analysis will be done two 

times; with and without outliers. First, the multiple regression with outliers showed that in 

combination, control, self-investment, and knowledge accounted for a non-significant 9.9% of 

the variability of PO, R2 = .099, Adjusted R2 = .042, F(3, 47) = 1.73, p = .174. Unstandardised 

and standardised regression coefficients with confidence intervals can be seen in Table 4. 

Next, the multiple regression was done again without outliers. The results of this analysis are 

different, but again showed that in combination, control, self-investment, and knowledge 

accounted for a non-significant 1.7% of the variability of PO, R2 = .017, Adjusted R2 = -.051, 

F(3, 43) = 0.25, p = .859. Unstandardised and standardised regression coefficients with 

confidence intervals can be seen in Table 4. Excluding the four outliers may have resulted in 

more representative outcomes, but since the sample got even smaller, they need to be 

interpreted cautiously, though for this study, we assume there is no relation.  
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Logistic regression intention. Continuing with the logistic regression, first the 

assumptions were checked. Besides the problems expected due to the small sample, all  

Table 4  

Overview of the standardised (β) and unstandardised (B) regression coefficients with 

confidence intervals and standard errors of the first and second multiple regression analyse.  

assumptions were met or assumed. The results show that the omnibus model for the logistic 

regression was significant, χ2(5, 51) = 16.875, p = .005, Cox and Snell R2 = .282, Nagelkerke 

R2 = 1. This model was 100% accurate in its predictions of intention for sustainable consumer 

behaviour. Hosmer and Lemeshow test results confirmed that the model was a good fit for the 

data, χ2(3, 51) < .00, p = 1. Coefficients for the model’s predictors can be found in Table 5, 

which were all non-significant (p > .05). It is odd the model is a good fit since the model is 

non-significant as a whole, meaning the model does not predict intention. This is likely due to 

the underpowered analysis and the fact that there is barely any variance on the outcome 

variable intention; intention should not be measured as a binary variable. 

Chi-square test behaviour. Finally, the chi-square test results show there was no 

significant relation between intention and behaviour, χ2(1, 51) = 2.342, p = .126, with a small 

association between intention and behaviour, ϕ = .214. This would mean intention is not 
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related to behaviour. This result is likely due to having two cells in the test with an expected 

count lower than 5, since there is a skewed distribution of scores on intention.  

Table 5 

Overview of the predictor coefficients, standard error, significance, and the Odds Ratio with 

a 95% Confidence Intervals for the model with all factors predicting intention 

 

Predictor 

 

B 

 

SE (B) 

 

p 

95% CI for Odds Ratio 

Lower    Odds Ratio   Upper 

Step 1 

  PO 

  Constant  

 

0.62  

1.756  

 

0.809 

1.788 

 

.444 

.326 

 

0.381 

 

1.858 

 

9.068 

Step 2 

  PO 

  Responsibility 

  Constant  

 

0.522  

-0.76  

6.745 

 

0.776 

1.181 

8.163 

 

.502 

.520 

.409 

 

0.368 

0.046 

 

1.685 

0.468 

 

7.716 

4.735 

Step 3 

  PO 

  Responsibility 

  Inertia  

  Constant 

 

0.035  

-0.993 

-1.273  

13.004 

 

0.721 

1.307 

0.784 

9.858 

 

.961 

.447 

.104 

.187 

 

0.252 

0.029 

0.06 

 

1.036 

0.37 

0.28 

 

4.26 

4.802 

1.301 

Step 4 

  PO 

  Responsibility 

  Inertia  

  Scepticism  

  Constant 

 

-2.712  

-16.496  

-5.830  

-28.663 

220.588 

 

6960.712 

8417.318 

4705.586 

5525.03 

74504.422 

 

1 

.998 

.996 

.996 

.998 

 

0  

0 

0 

0 

 

 

0.066 

0 

0.003 

0 

 

 

- 

- 

- 

- 

 

Step 5 

  PO 

  Responsibility 

  Inertia  

  Scepticism 

  Inconsistency  

  Constant 

 

-3.037  

-16.899 

-5.317  

-27.473 

3.866  

217.935 

 

4020.599 

5606.545 

2438.723 

4647.449 

9733.644 

50697.908 

 

.999 

.998 

.998 

.995 

1 

.997 

 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

0.048 

0 

0.005 

0 

47.735 

 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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Note. R2 = 1 (Hosmer-Lemeshow), .282 (Cox-Snell), 1 (Nagelkerke). Model χ2(5, 51) = 

16.875, p = .005.   
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Appendix B – The online questionnaire of the pre-measure. The  gives the answer options 

for all the questions above the arrow, until the next section or a new arrow. The questionnaire 

was preceded by an information letter about the study and an informed consent form the 

participant could fill in if they wished to participate.  

 

A: De volgende vragen gaan over het gevoel van eigendom dat je kan ervaren bij de 
aanhangwagen. Geef bij elk standpunt aan in welke mate je het eens bent met de stelling. 
Denk niet te lang na over een antwoord, ga mee in je eerste ingeving. Er is geen goed of 
fout antwoord, we zijn geïnteresseerd in jouw ervaringen.  
 
1 Het voelt alsof dit mijn aanhangwagen is. 
2 Ik voel een hoge mate van persoonlijk eigenaarschap voor de aanhangwagen. 
3 Het voelt alsof ik de aanhangwagen bezit. 
4 Ik vind dat ik met de aanhanger om kan gaan op de manier waarop ik dat wil. 
5 Ik vind dat ik de aanhanger kan gebruiken op de manier waarop ik dat wil.  
6 Ik ervaar een gevoel van controle over het gebruik van de aanhanger. 
7 Ik voel me psychologisch geïnvesteerd in de aanhanger (psychologisch investeren is ergens 
je moeite, aandacht en kennis in steken). 
8 Ik voel dat ik financieel heb geïnvesteerd in de aanhanger.  
9 Ik voel me emotioneel geïnvesteerd in de aanhanger (ik heb er emoties of gevoelens bij 
ervaren, zoals blijdschap of onrust).  
10 Ik vind dat ik eigenschappen van de aanhanger kan beoordelen. 
11 Ik heb voldoende kennis over de esthetiek van de aanhanger (hoe de aanhanger eruit ziet 
en aanvoelt). 
12 Ik vind dat ik kennis heb over de kwaliteit van de aanhanger.  
 Helemaal niet :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: helemaal wel 

 
B: De volgende vragen gaan over uw ervaringen met de aanhanger die u huurde en uw 
meningen. Ook hier geldt, denk niet te lang na over een antwoord maar ga mee in je 
eerste ingeving, er is geen goed of fout.  
 
1 Houdt je je aan de voorschriften over de laadcapaciteit zoals die in de handleiding staan?  
2 Als je weet wat het maximale gewicht is dat op de aanhanger mag, wil je je daar dan uit 
jezelf aan houden?   
3 Ik heb de aanhangwagen niet zwaarder beladen dan was toegestaan toen ik die huurde. 
 Ja : Nee 

 
4 Ik houd anderen verantwoordelijk voor het gebruik van mijn gehuurde aanhanger. (Reverse) 
5 Ik zorg er persoonlijk voor dat er gecontroleerd werd dat de aanhanger in goede staat is bij 
het teruggeven 
6 Tijdens het gebruiken van de aanhanger, let ik er extra goed op dat er niet onzorgvuldig 
met de aanhanger word omgegaan 
 Helemaal niet :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: helemaal wel 
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C: De volgende stellingen gaan over je omgang met de gehuurde aanhanger en je 
gevoelens daarbij. Geef voor elke stelling aan of het op jou van toepassing is of niet.  
1 Ik zorg goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger want ik vind het belangrijk om de aanhanger in 
dezelfde staat in te leveren als toen ik ophaalde.  
2 Ik zorg goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger omdat ik het belangrijk vind dat de aanhanger zo 
lang mogelijk mee gaat, dat is beter voor het milieu.  
3 Ik zorg goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger omdat ik het belangrijk vind dat de aanhanger zo 
lang mogelijk mee gaat, dat is beter financieel voordeliger.  
4 Ik zorg goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger zodat degene die na mij komt ook een goed 
werkende aanhanger heeft.  
5 Ik zorg goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger want ik wil graag mijn volledige borg terug bij 
het inleveren.  
6 Ik zorg niet goed voor de gehuurde aanhanger want ik vind dat niet belangrijk.  
 Helemaal niet :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: helemaal wel 

 
7 Zijn er nog andere dingen waar u aan moest denken, die uw omgang met de aanhanger 
beschrijven? (optioneel)  
 Open textbox  

 
D: De volgende vragen gaan over waarom u misschien niet altijd oplet bij het gebruiken 
van de aanhanger. Geef alstublieft zo eerlijk mogelijk antwoord, er is geen goed of fout.  
 
1 Ik heb geen zin om op het gewicht van de belading op de aanhanger te letten. 
2 Ik weet niet hoe ik rekening moet houden met het maximale gewicht van de lading op de 
aanhanger.   
3 Het maakt me niet uit dat ik de aanhanger niet te zwaar mag beladen. 
4 Eventuele schade aan de aanhanger boeit mij niet zo.  
5 Ik zie het nut niet in van een maximaal laadgewicht.  
6 ik voel me niet verplicht om me aan het maximale laadgewicht te houden.  
7 Ik denk niet dat het voordelen heeft als ik mij aan het maximale laadgewicht van de 
aanhanger houd.  
8 Ik maak mij geen zorgen over meer gewicht op de aanhanger laden dan toegestaan is.  
 Helemaal niet :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: helemaal wel 

 
Als je nog andere redenen hebt waar je aan moest denken maar die niet genoemd zijn, kun 
je die hier opschrijven (optioneel):  
 Open textbox 
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Appendix C – Exploratory analyses  

 

Data analysis 

Following the confirmatory analysis, we will check whether the scores on intention go 

in the desired directions due to the construct-manipulations in the condition that came first for 

every participant, without interference of a spill-over effect. In this first condition, there 

cannot have been a spill-over effect of (the manipulation of) one condition onto the next. It 

could be possible that in our within-subject study a spill-over effect occurred from the effect 

of one construct on intention onto another condition. To investigate whether this happened or 

not, we will do a separate one-way independent ANOVA with every construct-condition 

(PO/inertia/scepticism) that came first for each participant as between-subject factor, and 

intention not to overload the trailer as the dependent variable. The constructs in the first 

conditions show us whether people scored on the constructs in the expected direction or not 

without interference of previous conditions, which the repeated measures analysis cannot do, 

and the confirmatory analysis already shows us if there are effects in later conditions. The 

first condition thus tells us whether the manipulation changes intention to not overload a 

rented trailer in the desired direction without any interference of other conditions.  

Moreover, we wanted to see whether there are differences between groups (workers or 

students) in people’s intentions, which will be used in advising Hapert and for the report of 

the HvA. Therefore, we conducted a Mixed Model ANOVA with group (worker/non-worker) 

as the between-subject, condition (control/PO/inertia/scepticism) as the within-subject factor, 

and people’s intention not to overload the trailer is the dependent variable. Workers here are 

people who use trailers; clients from the dealerships and renters from elsewhere.  

 

Exploratory analysis  

 Spill-over effect. For the one-way independent ANOVA for intention not to overload 

the trailer in the first conditions, the assumptions were checked first. Normality could not be 

assumed, based on the Q-Q plots and Kurtosis and Skewness statistics for PO (2.03 and -1.53 

respectively) and scepticism (6.77 and -2.35 respectively). Because Skewness and Kurtosis 

worked in different directions, normality was corrected using bootstrapping with 95% 

confidence intervals and the default 1000 samples. The assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was also violated (Levene’s test F = 4.74, p = .004) which was corrected by looking 

at Welch’s F statistics.  
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 The results show that there is no significant effect of the first conditions on intention 

to not overload the trailer, Welch’s F(3, 54.71) = 1.42, p = .247. This means that intention 

was not significantly different per condition that came first for the participants, though when 

looking at the means (Table 3), we can clearly see the mean intention not to overload the 

trailer is lowest in the control- and higher in the construct-conditions. Although the 

differences might not be significant, the means indicate they go in the expected directions 

during the first conditions, except for inertia where we would expect intention to be lower. It 

is likely that the result is non-significant because the sample was not big enough to create 

large enough groups for this between-subject analysis. 

 Mixed model ANOVA. A 2 (worker/student) x 4 (control/PO/inertia/scepticism) 

mixed model ANOVA was conducted to determine any differences between different groups 

in people’s intention to not overload the trailer. For the mixed model ANOVA, the 

assumptions of normality (based on Q-Q plots), homogeneity of variance (Levene’s test was 

non-significant for all repeated measures), and sphericity (Mauchly’s W = .97, p = .685; 

Huynh-Feldt ε = 1 signalling perfect sphericity) were met.  

 After classifying the participants (22 as workers and 85 as student, a.k.a. non-worker), 

the results show a non-significant interaction effect between condition and group, F(3, 312) = 

.19, p = .901, η2 = .002, meaning there was no difference between groups in the different 

conditions. Similarly, the main effect of group on intention to not overload a rented trailer is 

also non-significant, F(1, 104) = 1.68, p = .198, η2 = .016. This means that the groups did not 

have significantly different intentions to not overload a rented trailer. Therefore, we can say  

for the recommendations for Hapert, that the sample acted the same and our results are usable 

for them. Hapert were mainly interested in their clients/renters and we needed to be sure there 

were no differences since this sample consisted of students and workers.  

 

Table 3 

Overview of the means (and standard deviations) for intention not to overload the trailer per 

condition that came first in the task 
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Appendix D. Overview of the advertisements used in the study, together with the questions 

for each one. (R) means this questions was reverse-coded and the  arrow shows the 

answering scale used.  

 

Control: 

Na het zien van deze advertentie huur je een aanhangwagen. Neem de advertentie goed door en 
beantwoord daarna de vragen alsof je de aanhanger al echt huur.  

 
Ik ben van plan om de aanhanger niet zwaarder te beladen dan toegestaan.  
Ik let continu op dat ik de aanhanger niet te zwaar belaad. (R) 
Ik voel een hoge mate van persoonlijk eigenaarschap over de aanhangwagen.  
Ik denk niet dat het voordelen heeft als ik mij aan het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger houd 
Het voelt alsof dit mijn aanhangwagen is. 
Ik zie het nut niet in van het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger.  
Ik voel me niet verplicht om me aan het maximale laadgewicht te houden.  
Het voelt alsof ik de aanhangwagen bezit. 
Ik heb geen zin om op het gewicht van de belading op de aanhanger te letten.  
Ik denk nooit aan het maximale gewicht van de lading op de aanhanger.  
Ik maak mij geen zorgen over meer gewicht op de aanhanger dan toegestaan is. 
 Helemaal niet mee eens :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: 

helemaal wel mee eens 
 
 
PO: 
Na het zien van deze advertentie huur je een aanhangwagen. Neem de advertentie goed door en 
beantwoord daarna de vragen alsof je de aanhanger al echt huur.  
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Ik ben van plan om de aanhanger niet zwaarder te beladen dan toegestaan.  
Ik voel een hoge mate van persoonlijk eigenaarschap over de aanhangwagen. 
Het voelt alsof ik de aanhangwagen bezit. 
Het voelt alsof dit mijn aanhangwagen is. 
Ik denk niet dat het voordelen heeft als ik mij aan het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger houd. 
Ik heb geen zin om op het gewicht van de belading op de aanhanger te letten.  
Ik zie het nut niet in van het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger.  
Ik voel me niet verplicht om me aan het maximale laadgewicht te houden.  
Ik denk nooit aan het maximale gewicht van de lading op de aanhanger.  
Ik maak mij geen zorgen over meer gewicht op de aanhanger dan toegestaan is. 
Ik let continu op dat ik de aanhanger niet te zwaar belaad. (R)  
 Helemaal niet mee eens :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: 

helemaal wel mee eens 
 
Inertia: 
Na het zien van deze advertentie huur je een aanhangwagen. Neem de advertentie goed door en 
beantwoord daarna de vragen alsof je de aanhanger al echt huur.  

 
Ik heb de intentie om de aanhanger niet zwaarder te beladen dan toegestaan.  
Ik let continu op dat ik de aanhanger niet te zwaar belaad. (R)  
Ik heb geen zin om op het gewicht van de belading op de aanhanger te letten. 
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Ik denk nooit aan het maximale gewicht van de lading op de aanhanger.  
Ik voel een hoge mate van persoonlijk eigenaarschap voor de aanhangwagen 
Ik denk niet dat het voordelen heeft als ik mij aan het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger houd.  
Het voelt alsof dit mijn aanhangwagen is.  
Ik zie het nut niet in van het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger.  
Ik voel me niet verplicht om me aan het maximale laadgewicht te houden.  
Het voelt alsof ik de aanhangwagen bezit. 
Ik maak mij geen zorgen voer meer gewicht op de aanhanger dan toegestaan is. 

 Helemaal niet mee eens :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: 
helemaal wel mee eens 

 
Scepticism: 
Na het zien van deze advertentie huur je een aanhangwagen. Neem de advertentie goed door en 
beantwoord daarna de vragen alsof je de aanhanger al echt huur.  

 
Ik heb de intentie om de aanhanger niet zwaarder te beladen dan toegestaan.  
Ik denk niet dat het voordelen heeft als ik mij aan het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger houd.  
Ik zie het nut niet in van het maximale laadgewicht van de aanhanger.  
Ik voel me niet verplicht om me aan het maximale laadgewicht te houden.  
Ik maak mij geen zorgen voer meer gewicht op de aanhanger dan toegestaan is. 
Het voelt alsof dit mijn aanhangwagen is. 
Ik denk nooit aan het maximale gewicht van de lading op de aanhanger.  
Ik voel een hoge mate van persoonlijk eigenaarschap voor de aanhangwagen. 
Ik let continu op dat ik de aanhanger niet te zwaar belaad. (R)  
Het voelt alsof ik de aanhangwagen bezit. 
Ik heb geen zin om op het gewicht van de belading op de aanhanger te letten. 
 Helemaal niet mee eens :__1__:__ 2__:__ 3__:__ 4__:__ 5__:__ 6__:__ 7__: 

helemaal wel mee eens 
 
Als allerlaatste vraag ik nog naar een paar demografische gegevens zodat ik in mijn verslag een 
samenvatting kan geven van algemene dingen over de steekproef (dus de hele groep deelnemers). 
Wat is je leeftijd (in jaren)? …  
Wat is je gender? Vrouw, man, non-binair/3e gender, agender, specificeer:…, wil ik niet zeggen. 
Tot welke groep behoor je? Als je student bent met een (bij)baan, stage of co-schap, vul dan ook 
gewoon student in. Werknemer, werkgever, zzp/eigen bedrijf, werkloos, student/scholier, 
gepensioneerd.  


