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A B S T R A C T

Values have been discussed both in relation to the normative character of Ecological Economics and, albeit
implicitly, in conceptions of human beings. Nevertheless, a conceptualisation of individually-held values remains
underdeveloped. Scholars who do engage on a conceptual level tend to focus on the values of nature in the
context of ecosystem services, with less emphasis on: (a) more generally-held values, (b) the psychological
mechanisms for value formation and (c) how this understanding can be leveraged to achieve a sustainable future.
In this paper, we revisit Milton Rokeach's concept of instrumental and terminal values, and draw upon it to stress
the importance of both desirable end states and the means to achieve the goals endorsed by Ecological Eco-
nomics. Considering these concepts with respect to the emerging literature on inner transformations for sus-
tainability, we adopt a deliberative inside-out perspective on value change. Our conceptualisation of human
values and value change provides scholars with new tools to understand and study different dimensions that help
to engage with the transformation towards sustainability from a human level, behavioural perspective.

1. Introduction

The ultimate goal of Ecological Economics (EE) is sustainability
(Costanza, 1989), defined as “justice with respect to future genera-
tions…[including] future generations of other species” (Costanza, 1997,
p. 8). This principle implies that humans can flourish and cultures
develop, but only within planetary boundaries (Rockström et al., 2009,
2023; Steffen et al., 2015).

EE evokes notions of inter- and intragenerational justice, care for the
environment and other species, and limiting our individual wants for the
greater good (Daly, 1992); hence, it takes a normative approach to how
humans ought to behave. It gives “humans a special place in the system
because they are responsible for understanding their role in the larger
system for managing it for Sustainability” (Costanza, 1997, p. 3), and
assumes a reflective human being who can change their priorities and
act accordingly. This view fosters a notion that humans respect nature,
and engage politically to uphold principles of shared justice and societal
wellbeing (Becker, 2006; Faber et al., 2002; Siebenhüner, 2000), which
is implicitly grounded in a set of values that shape their behaviour.

There is ample, robust evidence of the positive influence of values
that focus on care for others and nature on pro-environmental

behaviours, social behaviours, and support for climate policies (Bretter
et al., 2022, Bretter et al., 2023a, 2023b; Bretter and Schulz, 2023, 2024;
Corner et al., 2014). Some meta-analyses suggest that values are one of,
if not the most important predictor of belief in human-made climate
change (Hornsey et al., 2016; Poortinga et al., 2019), and recent reports
such as The European Commission's Values and Identities – A Policy-
maker's Guide (Scharfbillig et al., 2021) underline growing awareness of
the role of values in policy processes.

Therefore, values ought to play a crucial role in EE. However, while
(often implicitly) acknowledging their importance in behaviours that
are aligned with sustainability goals, few authors have engaged with the
concept (Jager et al., 2000; Murtaza, 2011; Nyborg, 2000; Siebenhüner,
2000; Söderbaum, 1999; Spash, 2002). On the one hand, growing in-
terest in systematisation has led to a potpourri of terms, ranging from
worldviews and beliefs to characteristics, traits and ideologies. On the
other hand, ecological economists who investigate ecosystem services
(ESS) seek to clarify concepts when referring to different types of values
(Kenter, 2016; Kenter et al., 2019; Pascual et al., 2023; Raymond et al.,
2019). While early studies took an individual and instrumental approach
to the values of nature (Costanza et al., 1997), the focus has shifted to
shared social, cultural and relational values. However, the field
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continues to pay little attention to transcendental, individually-held
values, and how they may be changed and mobilised for sustainable
transformations.

Here, we draw upon social psychology, a building block of behav-
ioural economics (Barberis, 2018; Kahneman, 2003), to trace the origin
of values, and create a conceptual framework to better-understand so-
cietal transformations. Previous attempts to integrate behavioural eco-
nomics into EE have focused on the role of nudging and boosting in the
context of issues such as energy justice and conservation (Andor and
Fels, 2018; DellaValle and Sareen, 2020), framing (Carlsson et al., 2011;
Collet et al., 2023), norms and social preferences (Belaïd and Flambard,
2024), and the limitations of attempting to understand individual de-
cisions from a rational actor perspective (Venkatachalam, 2008). We
contribute to the growing field of behavioural-ecological economics by
shedding light on values—a critical heuristic that motivates human
behaviours (Kahneman, 2003).

In particular, we provide a thorough, psychologically-grounded
conceptualisation of individually-held values and value change. We
revisit Rokeach's (1973) conceptualisation of values as terminal (rep-
resenting desired end-states) and instrumental (the means to achieve
desired end-states and goals). In line with the dynamic and normative
view of EE, we adopt insights and perspectives from the emerging
literature on inner transformations for sustainability, to highlight the
relevance of our conceptualisation to contemporary research in EE.

Inner transformation research posits that the current poly-crisis
originates from a disconnection with our inner worlds, encompassing,
among others, our values and their translation into actions (Ives et al.,
2023; Wamsler et al., 2021). Hence, developing the capacity to reflect,
articulate, and align actions with sustainable values becomes impera-
tive. Building on these concepts, we advocate for an inside-out approach
to value change, and argue that individuals and groups must be
empowered to cultivate the capacities necessary for reprioritising and
enacting their values at both individual and institutional levels
(Wamsler et al., 2021).

We make three contributions to the field. First, our conceptualisation
of individually-held values, consisting of instrumental and terminal
values, reshapes our understanding of values as referring to both end-
states and means. This distinction allows scholars and practitioners to
focus on how to engage people in articulating and mobilising around
shared visions of sustainable futures, suggests different ways to achieve
this, and highlights the interplay between end-states andmeans. Second,
by combining psychological mechanisms with insights from inner
transformation research, we demonstrate that value change must be
understood from an integrated inner-outer perspective in which envi-
ronmental and external cues interact with deliberate, internal processes.
Third, we add to the growing literature on behavioural EE by intro-
ducing individually-held values as a critical heuristic that motivates
(sustainable) behaviours and intentions.

In the following sections, we give a broad overview of the concept of
values in different contexts. It is, however, important to point out that
this is by no means a complete mapping, nor a systematic review of the
entire EE literature on the topic. Instead, our approach is more like a
scoping review, in that we explore a broad landscape that encompasses
values in EE, social psychology and sustainable transformations (Arksey
and O'Malley, 2005; cf. Grant and Booth, 2009). We search a purposeful
selection of relevant databases (such as Scopus, Web of Science, Google
Scholar, and the journal Ecological Economics) using key terms (such as
“personal values”, “transformation”, and “value change”), and itera-
tively refine key concepts (partly via regular author meetings and expert
consultations). Insights from our selected fields of scholarly works were
synthesised to inform our theoretical discussions.

In the remainder of this paper, we first examine the concepts of
values and value change found in EE, and trace their origins in social
psychology. We then integrate these insights into findings from inner
transformation research to create a more comprehensive understanding
of a behavioural approach to EE. Finally, we discuss the main

implications, and propose an agenda to foster fruitful future research.

2. Values in ecological economics

EE research has discussed values in three contexts. First, they have
played a central role in philosophical discussions of economics' research,
differences between mainstream and EE, and various EE schools of
thought (Bina and Vaz, 2011; Pelletier, 2010; Söderbaum, 1999, 2015;
Spash, 2002, 2012). Second, they have featured in deliberations of the
role of human behaviour in achieving sustainability goals (cf. Jager
et al., 2000; Murtaza, 2011; Nyborg, 2000; Siebenhüner, 2000;
Söderbaum, 1999; Spash, 2012). Third, different definitions and typol-
ogies have featured prominently in ESS valuation research (IPBES, 2022;
Jax et al., 2013; Kenter et al., 2015; Pascual et al., 2023; Raymond et al.,
2019). This section focuses on the latter two approaches – human be-
haviours and ESS – which are more closely aligned with the aims of the
article.

2.1. Values for ecosystem services

The emphasis on human care for nature and human flourishing
within planetary limits that is found in EE has led to extensive research
on ESS, and the values of nature. While early work on ESS focused on
instrumental and economic value, albeit including indirect benefits
(Costanza et al., 1997), there has been a general shift away from this
human-nature dichotomy (Jax et al., 2013; Naess, 1989, 2008; Spash,
2013). Influenced by Deep Ecology, ecological economists emphasise
the intrinsic value of all living beings and ecosystems; they explore the
values associated with nature on a deeper level, thereby challenging the
prevalent instrumental and anthropocentric views (Naess, 1989, 2008).
Related debates have led to a distinction between Deep and Shallow EE,
with the former giving more emphasis to social justice, poverty, ethical
treatment of non-human entities, and democratic decision-making pro-
cesses. Consistently, Jax et al. (2013) introduced fundamental and
eudemonistic values to ESS. The latter are seen as a normative value
frame that outlines how humans ought to see the inherent value in na-
ture and non-human beings, grounded in a perspective focused on
human needs. This notion of eudemonistic and fundamental values has
been applied to other fields, such as energy systems (e.g., Gantioler
et al., 2023).

Several conceptualisations of values in ESS have expanded on these
insights. The Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services (IPBES, 2022, see also Pascual et al., 2023)
developed a typology of ‘values of nature’ that distinguishes five
distinct, but interrelated concepts: worldviews, knowledge systems,
broad values, specific values, and value indicators. These views, sys-
tems, values and indicators relate to four human-nature relationships:
living from, living in, living with, and living as nature. Worldviews can
be anthropocentric (prioritising people), ecocentric (emphasising na-
ture's inherent value), pluricentric (stressing the human-nature rela-
tionship), or cosmocentric (linking ecocentric and pluricentric views).
Knowledge systems are embedded within them, understood as “bodies
of knowledge, practices and beliefs” (IPBES, 2022, p. 18). Both world-
views and knowledge systems give rise to guiding principles and life
goals, termed ‘broad values’, which refer to concepts like justice, re-
sponsibility, prosperity or harmony with nature. These broad values
underpin others that can be instrumental (a means to an end), intrinsic
(inherently worthy) or relational (meaningful, reciprocal). Lastly, value
indicators are quantitative and qualitative ways of capturing the
importance/value of nature to people in monetary, biophysical or so-
ciocultural terms.

Another stream of the ESS literature is mainly concerned with social
values. Social values are defined as “overarching principles […] per-
taining to a common good or society as a whole and values that become
shared through processes of socialisation, including deliberation and
internationalisation” (Kenter et al., 2019, p. 1445). In turn, there are
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three dimensions that relate to three types of values: i) transcendental,
ii) contextual and iii) value-indicators (Kenter et al., 2015). This un-
derstanding closely resembles IPBES definitions of broad values, specific
values, and value indicators. Drawing on Rokeach (1973), Schwartz
(1992), and Schwartz and Bilsky (1987), transcendental values are seen
as beliefs about desirable end states or behaviours that are independent
of context, and are used to justify behaviours and judge phenomena
(Kenter et al., 2015, 2019). Contextual values are “opinions about worth
and importance, which are dependent on object value and hence
contextual and “attitudinal”, while value indicators are used to measure
how important something is in both monetary and non-monetary terms
(Kenter et al., 2015, p. 89).

With the exception of Kenter et al. (2019), who refer to mechanisms
such as priming (cf. Bardi and Goodwin, 2011), few authors engage with
the underlying mechanisms that elicit value change. Shared and
collectively held values are said to co-evolve through exposure to laws,
norms, traditions and societal institutions such as technology, knowl-
edge, organisations or environmental aspects (Kenter et al., 2015;
Murtaza, 2011). Kendal and Raymond (2019) and Kenter et al. (2019)
draw on influential research in social psychology on the topic of indi-
vidual value change, and underline the influence of age, major life
events and broader societal changes, in addition to awareness-raising
and mindfulness.

In conclusion, most of the literature in the domain focuses either on
values related to a specific phenomenon (i.e., ESS) or those that are
relevant to the human-nature relationship. As Raymond et al. (2019, p.
1174) admit, this has led to the situation where “the ecosystem services
literature focuses almost exclusively on values of nature, largely omit-
ting consideration of our deeper held values in relation to it”. Although
the IPBES (2022) typology refers to broad values, and Kenter et al.
(2015) allude to transcendental values by focusing on context-specific
values for ESS, some key properties that differentiate values from
other orientations and attitudes are lost, as are more detailed un-
derstandings of the relationship between values and opinions, and
values and sustainable behaviours from an individual perspective. It is
therefore important to explore how ecological economists have
attempted to engage with values from a broader perspective.

2.2. Values and sustainable behaviour

A common feature of work on human behaviour in EE is the
denunciation of the homo economicus as a useful model of behaviour
(Becker, 2006; Faber et al., 2002; Gintis, 2000; Jager et al., 2000;
Nyborg, 2000; Siebenhüner, 2000; Söderbaum, 1999). This has resulted
in various – sometimes explicit, other times implicit – conceptualisations
of values that characterise human beings and influence their behaviour
in line with the goal of sustainability. In general, authors conceptualise
human beings as concerned with caring for other humans and species,
both now and in the future. Siebenhüner (2000), Faber et al. (2002) and
Becker (2006), in their respective conceptions of the homo sustinens,
homo politicus and homo ecologicus, only implicitly refer to values when
describing human beings as respecting and being sympathetic towards
nature, and seeking what is best for society.

Nyborg (2000), however, differentiates between altruistic and non-
use values. Building on Arrow (1951), humans are understood as both
homo economicus, who strive to fulfil their preferences, and as homo
politicus, who are committed to shared responsibility. The context de-
cides which of the two will take precedence. While moving beyond the
one-dimensional concept of the homo economicus, this integration of
values into human behaviour and preferences remains limited. First, it
treats individual preferences as exogenous, rather than being shaped by
the person's position within society. Second, it treats all humans as a
homogeneous group that suffers from a Jekyll and Hyde syndrome,
switching between pure self-interest and pure altruism from one
moment to the next.

In line with Nyborg (2000), both Siebenhüner (2000) and Jager et al.

(2000) explicitly note the role of values in human behaviour. For
instance, they refer to individual or competitive social value orienta-
tions. In both studies, the authors draw on psychology to develop an
alternative to the homo economicus model. Nevertheless, and despite
acknowledging the importance of values, they neither thoroughly
explain nor integrate the concept into their conceptions of the human
being. Siebenhüner (2000) argues that humans are protective of others
by nature, have moral responsibility, and experience freedom through
self-determination, thus again evoking values of caring for others and
nature. As with Nyborg (2000), the conception of humans and their
values remains grounded in homogeneity.

Reflecting on these different conceptions of human beings and
human behaviour, Faber et al. (2002) present the concept of the homo
politicus. Drawing on political philosophy, they argue that individuals
ought to strive for political justice, understood as generally accepted
principles that guide the distribution of goods, positions and chances. By
conceiving the homo politicus as an individual in a political position who
requires power to change things, the authors implicitly refer to values of
power and achievement as instruments to attain sustainability. Impor-
tantly, not only do Faber et al. (2002, p. 329) argue that “every human
being is not only homo economicus but also homo politicus”, they admit
that this concept should be seen as a Weberian Idealtypus in that, real-
istically, “one does not observe human beings who completely corre-
spond to these concepts”. The interesting admission that “one will find
only traces of their characteristics in real human beings” (Faber et al.,
2002, p. 329) suggests a degree of heterogeneity, on the one hand, and
the presence of different kinds of values within each human, on the
other.

Becker (2006) also draws on philosophy and virtue ethics to develop
his homo ecologicus. Here, humans are characterised by: i) sympathy and
respect for nature, ii) creativity drawn from nature, and iii) a human-
nature relationship grounded in personal experience. This view of the
human-nature relationship closely resembles Pascual et al.'s (2023)
proposed nature typology valuation for the IPBES.

Although the authors cited above refer to values, they do not engage
with the concept. There are two exceptions: Murtaza (2011) and
Söderbaum (1999). Murtaza (2011, p. 578) defines values as “the pri-
ority attached to different motivations”. Drawing on Norgaard (1995)
and Gramsci (1959), who develop the notion that societal values are
shaped by the dominant classes, values are treated at the aggregate
level, and reflect the dominant values of a given society. However, like
the aforementioned scholars, this fails to appreciate human heteroge-
neity. Based on Maslow (1970) and, to a lesser extent, Gleitman and
Gross (2004) and Kohn (1990), Murtaza (2011) divides values into four
categories: self-centred motivation, relational, cognitive, and meta. He
concludes that “the self-centred motivations account for the bulk of the
exclusive use of scarce resources, and their excessive pursuit can hence
undermine the ability of other people, societies, species and generations
even to meet their basic needs” (p. 579).

Söderbaum (1999) arguably engages with the notion of individual-
level values most thoroughly, albeit loosely. He briefly defines values
as “ideas about end-states and means” (p. 163) – although he refers to
them as being the same as ideologies. Drawing on a limited number of
references, he illustrates egoistic vs other-related or community-
oriented ideological orientations, or egoistic and altruistic motives.
Crucially, and unlike other authors, he highlights the importance of this
understanding in challenging the homogeneity present in concepts of
human behaviour in economics when writing:

“If ideological orientation is regarded as important, then the as-
sumptions about homogeneity of professional groups (farmers,
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bureaucrats) of public choice theory no longer necessarily holds.”
(Söderbaum, 1999, p. 169)

Given EE's overarching aim of human flourishing within planetary
limits, Sen's (1979) capability approach1 offers another normative
perspective of valued ends and means. The approach starts from the
perspective of human needs, and seeks to identify ‘capabilities’ (means)
for particular ‘functionings’ (ends) necessary for wellbeing. Capabilities
are conceptualised as real freedoms to reach ends, whether these be
needs or individual “goals, objectives, and commitments” (Sen, 2013, p.
6). He goes on to argue that a sole focus on need fulfilment might un-
dermine freedoms through “an understandable fear of authoritarianism”
(p. 10), and considers that it is essential to sustain the fulfilment of
freedoms by eliciting consent for the necessary changes. He thus
implicitly refers to both individual and social values when writing that
sustainability “has to be integrated with the sustainability of freedoms'”,
which “is also a related ‘social choice’ problem in determining the pri-
orities between different kinds of freedoms” (p. 10). By discussing
different means to achieving wellbeing within planetary boundaries,
from coercion to reasoning through democratic participation, from in-
dividual property rights to communal resources, he relates to values and
calls for “broader concerns of social psychology, particularly the psy-
chology of sharing and social freedom” to better understand the role of
“valuational changes” (p. 18). Indeed, as we will argue later, social
psychology and its engagement with the concepts of values and value
change is an important avenue for grasping people's desire to share with
others, and appreciate the inherent values of nature.

To conclude, values play a crucial role in EE. Over the past three
decades, scholars have engaged with values implicitly and explicitly by
evoking normative values related to caring for other humans and other
beings, and greater unity between humans and the environment. Despite
this engagement, the literature remains limited in three ways. First, and
with the exception of work on ESS valuation, the concept of
individually-held values remains underdeveloped. Second, the focus on
a particular application of values comes at the cost of a more thorough
engagement with individual transcendental values. The focus on sus-
tainability as both an end goal, and as a means to reach this goal, re-
quires a concept of values that can differentiate between outcomes and
ways to achieve outcomes. Lastly, while the normative stance of (deep)
EE calls for values that focus on care for others, respect for all beings,
democratic principles, and an understanding of how this change is to be
achieved (through agential and structural ways), it requires further
engagement. To bridge these limitations, and in line with Sen's (2013)
call, we outline an understanding of values and value change based on
social psychology.

3. Social psychology and the forgotten conceptualisation of
values

The study of human values has a long tradition in social psychology.
While early work examined what makes us desire some things more than
others, arguably the earliest systematic conceptualisation was proposed
by Milton Rokeach. Rokeach (1973) defined values as beliefs by which a
person acts by preference. Like all beliefs, they comprise three di-
mensions: cognitive (e.g., desiring something), affective (e.g., being
emotionally for or against something), and behavioural (e.g., when
activated, values lead to certain actions). They are shaped by one's up-
bringing, education and important life events (Rokeach, 1973).
Accordingly, and in contrast to the traditional view of economists,
different individuals can have different values. They can attribute more
importance to one value than another, meaning that, for example, some

are more altruistic, while others are more individualistic.
This definition of values differs from the aforementioned IPBES

(2022) conceptualisation, and is more aligned with what Kenter et al.
(2015) call ‘transcendental’ values. We recall that the former defines
‘broad values’ as “moral guiding principles […] often embedded in a
society's institutions (i.e., informal social conventions and norms, and
formal legal rules)” (Kenter et al., 2015, p. 26). Hence, according to the
IPBES (2022), values seem to have a morally-grounded social practice
component, while Rokeach (1973) argues that they are rooted within
individuals, albeit shaped by social interactions. While values are
sometimes confused with constructs such as social and moral norms, it is
important to state that they should be seen as distinct. Value-belief-norm
theory (Stern et al., 1999) posits that they are to be understood as pre-
ceding, and giving rise to particular norms (Lind et al., 2015), be they
social or moral. While such norms clearly influence behaviour and in-
dividual choices, individual values are ultimately the primary influence;
thus, values and norms do not conflict at the theoretical level. Kenter
et al. (2015, p. 89) define transcendental values as “guiding principles
that transcend specific situations”. Although the latter authors do not
explicitly conceptualise values as beliefs, their understanding closely
resembles Rokeach's (1973) definition.

It is generally agreed that values that are important to an individual
are integrated into a value system and are ordered (Rokeach, 1973;
Schwartz, 2012). More important values exert more influence on
cognition, affect and behaviour compared to others that are less
important.

Rokeach (1973) argues that there are two distinct types of values.
Terminal values denote beliefs regarding a desirable end state, that is, the
state that ought to be achieved. Instrumental values refer to beliefs
regarding a desired mode of conduct, that is, how to achieve that end
state. Hence, there is a difference between desiring sustainability, for
example, as an end state (e.g., meeting social needs within planetary
limits) and desiring sustainability as a means of conduct (e.g., con-
ducting an action in a sustainable manner). While the former refers to an
(ideal) status in perhaps distant times, the latter refers to preferred ac-
tions that can be conducted immediately. Terminal and instrumental
values differ in terms of abstractness—the former is more abstract than
the latter. This difference is crucial for our conceptualisation of value
change, as discussed later.

Schwartz's theory is undoubtedly the most-cited theory of values,
and most widely applied in scholarly research. Schwartz (1992),
together with his colleagues, largely adopted Rokeach's definition
(Rokeach, 1973). According to Schwartz (1992, p. 4), values are “(1)
concepts or beliefs, (2) pertaining to desirable end states or behaviours,
(3) transcending specific situations, (4) guiding selection or evaluation
of behaviour and events, and (5) ordered by relative importance”. This
definition places less importance on the distinction between terminal
and instrumental values. In earlier work, Schwartz and Bilsky (1987)
provided empirical evidence of the distinction between terminal and
instrumental values. Yet, in his later work, Schwartz (1992) proposed
that values are rather to be understood as beliefs regarding “desirable
end states or behaviours”, without explicitly examining whether and
how these differ.

Neglecting the distinction between terminal and instrumental values
does, however, significantly affect how scholars apply (and have
applied) value theory. For example, based on Schwartz's definition, De
Groot and Steg (2007, 2008) conceptualised biospheric, altruistic and
egoistic values. Although many scholars have successfully used their
measure, each of these constructs comprises terminal and instrumental
values. For example, the altruistic construct comprises items such as
“equality” and “a world at peace”, which describe a desired end-state
(and are thus more abstract), while also including items such as “help-
ful”, which refers to a desiredmode of conduct (and is thus less abstract).
Similarly, biospheric values include items such as “unity with nature”, a
desired end-state, while also including items such as “preventing
pollution” and “protecting the environment”; both of these are more

1 Here we focus on Sen's (1979) capability approach. However, we
acknowledge the existence of diverging views regarding capabilities (e.g.,
Nussbaum, 2000; Fleurbaey, 2002).
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likely to describe a desired mode of conduct (and are less abstract than
“unity with nature”). Therefore, by adopting Schwartz's definition,
scholars have confounded terminal and instrumental types of values. We
argue that, at best, this conceptual ambiguity neglects different levels of
abstractness, and, at worst, prevents more fruitful and informative
research.

Therefore, we argue for a new (but old) concept of values, and define
them as beliefs that influence the preferred actions of a person. In
particular, we not that preferences can differ in the level of abstractness:
they can either relate to desired end-states (high abstractness; terminal
values) or desired modes of conduct (low abstractness; instrumental
values). We argue that scholars must make this distinction explicit when
examining values, and their implications for cognition, affect and
behaviour. This reconceptualisation will not only provide more clarity,
but will also lead to more fruitful research by offering a coherent
analytical framework for the (re)examination of new (and old) research
questions. For example, rather than examining how ‘values’ relate to
environmental behaviours such as intentions to reduce food waste or use
public transport, as in previous research (Bretter et al., 2023a, 2023b),
we encourage scholars to differentiate between terminal and instru-
mental values. They could also explore how instrumental and terminal
values relate to polarisation, and determine the relationship between
them, on the one hand, and conflict between different identities, on the
other. Such questions, combined with the notion of instrumental and
terminal values, will foster integrative and fruitful EE research.

3.1. Value systems and value change

Values have historically been treated as relatively stable (e.g.,
Lindsay and Knox, 1984), implying that individual differences in other
variables (e.g., demographics) can predict outcomes such as environ-
mental behaviours (Bardi et al., 2009). However, if this were true, sus-
tained societal, social and behavioural change would be highly unlikely
(see below for more discussion; Rokeach, 1973), and the anti-
deterministic stance of EE would be undermined (Daly and Farley,
2011). Some scholars find support for their argument that human values
may change naturally from one generation to the next due to a change in
affluence (Inglehart and Baker, 2000) or political socialisation (Cot-
grove and Duff, 1981). Others believe that values can be actively
influenced via a process of self-confrontation (Grube et al., 1994).

While these empirical findings are important, we must first concep-
tualise value change. Specifically, we recall that individuals hold mul-
tiple values. When examining value change, Rokeach (1973) posited
that while the value system is relatively stable over time, the relative
importance of values within the system may change. He conceptualised
this as value change: a reordering of priorities of different values within
a stable value system.

Rokeach's (1973) conceptualisation is aligned with what Bardi and
Goodwin (2011) refer to as rank-order changes in values (i.e. intra-
individual changes). Rank-order changes have received relatively little
attention in scholarly debate. In one study, Milfont et al. (2016) found
that self-transcendent (and self-enhancement) values seem relatively
stable over time. Another study, in contrast, showed that self-
transcendent and conservation values increased over a period of eight
years (Vecchione et al., 2016).

Bardi and Goodwin (2011) refer to another form of value change:
mean-level changes. This refers to changes in the mean importance of a
given value across individuals (Bardi et al., 2009), and the idea has
received more scholarly attention than the notion of rank-order changes.
For example, Inglehart and Baker (2000) found that over several gen-
erations, economic development increased participatory values (e.g.,
altruism). Similarly, Gouveia et al. (2015) analysed a large cross-
sectional sample of Brazilians, and found that normative values were
more important for older than younger individuals. Finally, Lönnqvist
et al. (2011) examined mean-level changes in a longitudinal study of
migrants, and found that universalism values increased after migration.

Here, however, we are more interested in rank-order (i.e., intra-
individual) value change.

It is important to differentiate between initial and long-term value
change. Bardi and Goodwin (2011) argue that external events may
trigger the initial process of value change. The authors posit that
external events, or cues, can either subconsciously prime particular
values, or consciously raise the awareness of the individual, who then
challenges the existing order. The subconscious or automatic route to
value change builds on the relationship between environmental primes
and their association with values. For instance, an individual may
associate different languages with different values. Hearing a certain
language activates the related values, resulting in considerations and
behaviours associated with those values (Bardi and Goodwin, 2011). On
the other hand, the subconscious route includes an awareness of one's
values, for instance, by “making people elaborate on the reasons for
their values” (Bardi and Goodwin, 2011, p. 275). Newspaper articles,
social media, educational programmes or discussions with parents or
peers can challenge an individual's values, and result in change.

While a single event may be enough to trigger long-lasting value
change, if it is strong enough, in general, change is the outcome of
repeated challenges or priming in the same direction (Bardi and Good-
win, 2011). The latter authors argue that five underlying mechanisms
facilitate value change: priming, adaptation, identification, consistency
maintenance, and direct persuasion. Repeated priming through lan-
guage that evokes more individual or collectively-focused values can
occur unintentionally in a new environment, or be targeted institu-
tionally through the media or education (Gardner et al., 1999).

Adaptation relates to life changes that may induce value change, as
these changes go hand-in-hand with environmental cues. Life changes
initiate conscious and unconscious processes of value change. For
example, students starting a new life at a university must adapt to the
new environment. If the person is to maintain their existing values, they
must become more aware of these values, increasing the likelihood of
thinking about them. Over time, this might cause the individual to
rethink the importance of particular values, and reorder them. Or, as
Bardi and Goodwin (2011, p. 278), with reference to earlier work by
Schwartz and Bardi (1997), put it, “people are likely to downgrade the
importance of values that cannot be pursued, and they are likely to
endorse values that are encouraged in their social environment”.

Identification, the third underlying mechanism of value change, is
closely related to adaptation, and refers to social groups. Gecas (2000)
proposes that individuals internalise important social identities as
values. Therefore, as they become part of different social groups, their
values may align with the group's predominant values (Bardi and
Goodwin, 2011).

The fourth mechanism, consistency maintenance, relates to and
builds on adaptation. A challenge to an individual's values often results
in cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Cognitive dissonance de-
scribes an inconsistency in the individual's self-view. On the one hand,
Rokeach (1968, 1973) found that people are likely to change their
values to resolve these inconsistencies. On the other hand, if challenging
the value is perceived as a threat, there can be resistance, which impedes
value change. To return to our example of education, the individual,
when confronted with taught and elicited values that challenge his or
her personal values has three options to resolve this inconsistency.
Either they change their values to adapt to the new environment, they
try to maintain and advocate for their existing values, or they can decide
to leave the environment.

Direct persuasion is the fifth mechanism (Chatard and Selimbegovic,
2007). This mechanism induces change through the conscious route, by
challenging individuals to think about their values. A prime example is
the effect of economics and business studies on students' values, which
emphasise self-enhancement, and pay little attention to transcendence
or pro-social values (Krishnan, 2008). This challenge often starts on the
first day, when students are told to override social or egalitarian con-
cerns, and instead act as an economically rational entity in a so-called
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‘ultimatum’ game. The message is: take as much as you can, and offer as
little as possible to your peer. By repeatedly evoking these notions of
individualism (economics) education can elicit long-term value change.
Similarly, media channels, both conventional newspapers and social
media, allow this mechanism to function. By repeatedly using particular
language (priming), in combination with particular arguments on a
given topic, individuals are encouraged to consider their beliefs.

Despite the existence of these mechanisms, scholarly debate has, so
far, failed to distinguish between terminal and instrumental values when
examining value change. In practice, the assumption is that both types
change equally. However, psychological research provides strong evi-
dence that this may not be the case. Both construal-level theory (Trope
and Liberman, 2010) and action-identification theory (Vallacher and
Wegner, 1987) suggest that an object's abstractness is fundamentally
related to how individuals process information related to it, and how
they act. Objects with a higher level of abstraction tend to be broader
and less specific (e.g., living in a sustainable society; Trope and Liber-
man, 2010), thus making them more central to the individual's self-
concept, and less likely to change (Vallacher and Wegner, 1987). If we
take the example of an individual who wants to live in a sustainable
society (i.e., high-level abstract; terminal values), this person may hold
several instrumental values (less abstract) that determine how they
contribute to creating a sustainable society, such as not owning a car or
wasting less food. Depending on the context, the individual may choose
one instrumental value over another, while the terminal value remains
constant regardless of their choice. Given their inherent abstractness,
terminal values are less likely to change than less-abstract instrumental
values.

The difference in abstractness between terminal and instrumental
values may also inform our understanding of the mechanisms primarily
responsible for changing each value type. Usually, priming, consistency
maintenance and persuasion mechanisms are based on information
provision. However, recent research has demonstrated that providing
information, including nudges and reframing, may be insufficient to
create long-lasting behaviour change (Bernauer and McGrath, 2016;
Hagmann et al., 2019; Maier et al., 2022), potentially because infor-
mation is provided with low abstractness. Accordingly, information-
based mechanisms are unlikely to change terminal values, and are
more likely to change instrumental values (i.e., beliefs regarding the
means of conduct). Adaptation and identification, in contrast, are often
intertwined with relatively long-term life changes, such as moving to a
new city (adaptation) and the related new social contacts and groups
that individuals encounter (identification). These changes in individual
circumstances go along with repeated, reoccurring stimuli, and they
may be able to change terminal and instrumental values. Therefore, we
can see that some of the value change mechanisms proposed by Bardi
and Goodwin (2011) are more relevant to changing instrumental values,
while others may be sufficiently strong to change both terminal and
instrumental values. However, it is important to note that these mech-
anisms often require the individual to (sub)consciously reflect on their
values, and reorder themwithin their value system, if deemed necessary.

4. Transformation research and value change

While social psychology has produced a wealth of valuable insights,
for it to be relevant to EE, these insights must be incorporated into a
theory of deliberative transformative change. Unlike traditional social
psychology research, transformation research is less concerned with
testing models' predictive or explanatory power, and instead focuses on
how to deliberately leverage transformative change (Abson et al., 2017;
Chan et al., 2020; Ives et al., 2023). This shift in emphasis is central for
considering the complexity of societal challenges, and the need to foster
just and sustainable futures. By adopting this transformative perspec-
tive, we argue that a more comprehensive understanding of how values
evolve and influence societal transformations towards sustainability can
be attained.

Values have been conceptualised as an integral component of the
personal sphere of transformation (Fazey et al., 2018; Horcea-Milcu
et al., 2023; O'Brien, 2018). The model of the three spheres of trans-
formation posits that it is an intertwined process of change within the
inner personal, the political (comprising systems) and the practical
sphere (encompassing behaviours and technical responses) (O'Brien,
2018; O'Brien and Sygna, 2013). A significant contribution of this model
is that it links the inner, personal sphere (of which values form part) to
practical and political spheres as a theory of change.

As in social psychology research on values, individuals are analytical
focal points that are central to driving social and political change.
However, the field of inner transformation actively seeks to link inner
and outer dimensions across sectors and levels, including individual,
collective and system levels by emphasising the need to analyse their
interlinkages (Wamsler et al., 2021; Ives et al., 2023). We argue that this
integrative, dynamic inner-outer perspective adds a vital component
that is relevant to advancing our understanding of the role of values in
achieving the twin goals of a just and sustainable future. Many other
theories and methodologies concerning behavioural change stem from
reductionist principles. However, they only test the explanatory power
of individuals' value orientation in relation to lifestyle choices (such as
consumption practices). An inner transformation approach would
instead seek to explore how such values co-emerge and are reinforced by
groups, societies, cultures and organisational structures, and how they
can be addressed across sectors and scales to support deliberative trans-
formative change (Ives et al., 2023; Wamsler et al., 2023).

This perspective emphasises an inside-out view of change (Ives et al.,
2020). It does not advocate for changing individuals' values as such;
instead, it seeks ways to empower people to become change agents
(Wamsler et al., 2021). Bentz et al. (2022) warn against this ‘fix-it’ and
‘fix-others’ mentality, as this risks co-opting the concept of trans-
formation and maintaining a business-as-usual approach that relies on
technical solutions and individual behaviour changes, while neglecting
systemic factors and the root causes of current sustainability crises (cf.
Blythe et al., 2018). Instead, the transformation perspective suggests an
integrative inner-outer approach that supports creating spaces and
conditions conducive to nurturing a culture of inner growth, mutual aid
and connection, while seriously considering underlying power dynamics
and biases (Wamsler et al., 2021). It thus overlaps with, and can be said
to deepen the conscious or effortful route to value change proposed by
Bardi and Goodwin (2011). As we will argue, adopting this inside-out
view of value change provides some important pointers to future
research.

Among the authors who have explored values for sustainability
transformations, Horcea-Milcu et al. (2023) stand out as particularly
noteworthy, as they have made a comprehensive effort to engage with
the topic (see also Horcea-Milcu, 2022; Horcea-Milcu et al., 2023). They
propose four modes of engaging with values for transformation:
enabling, including, shifting and reflecting. While our focus and theo-
retical foundations may differ, we identify several synergies with this
approach. Enabling assumes that people already hold values conducive
to sustainability, but they might be deprioritised and, hence, not acted
upon. Removing the barriers to doing this, partly via capacity building
and empowering their agency, as we will argue below, might be one way
to achieve rank-order changes. Including refers to actions to overcome
the marginalisation of certain values towards greater plurality. Shifting
assumes that currently dominant values are misaligned with pathways
towards sustainability, which is an obstacle given the adaptation
mechanism outlined in the previous section (i.e., individuals tend to
diminish the significance of values that are unattainable, and are in-
clined to support values that are promoted in their social surroundings).
Lastly, reflecting entails critical reflection and deliberation about the
values underpinning decision-making processes. Here, Horcea-Milcu
et al. (2023) consider institutional, community and individual levels.
They adopt the term ‘value literacy’, referring to the ability to under-
stand, articulate, and navigate different values, particularly in the

G. Osberg et al. Ecological Economics 225 (2024) 108325 

6 



context of decision-making and societal considerations. More broadly, it
refers to being aware of one's values, recognising the values of others,
and understanding the broader implications of these values in various
situations (cf. Satterfield, 2001).

All of these modes consider that people can be empowered to reflect,
reprioritise and ultimately act upon their values for more sustainable
actions and behaviours. The value change mechanisms predominantly
discussed in social psychology also neatly map onto them. Specifically,
as discussed in the previous section, value change often relies on people
(sub)consciously reflecting on their existing values and reprioritising
them, if necessary. A lens through which one can understand how this
process can be nurtured across individual, collective and system levels is
explained in the inner-outer transformation model developed by
Wamsler et al. (2021) and the associated five clusters of so-called
transformative capacities. These are:

1. Awareness: The ability to approach situations and one's thoughts
and feelings with openness and acceptance, including qualities such
as presence, self-awareness, self-reflection and openness to change.

2. Connection: Involves seeing and meeting oneself, others, and the
world with care and empathy, encompassing qualities like compas-
sion, kindness, gratitude, and integrity.

3. Insight: The ability to gain a broader understanding of oneself,
others, and the world by considering different perspectives. Includes
qualities such as active hope, relational awareness, diverse ways of
knowing, and humility.

4. Purpose: Involves navigating the world based on the activation and
reflectivity of values, a sense of purpose, and what is important.
Closely related to finding and collaborating around intention, re-
sponsibility, future orientation, and meaning-making with consid-
eration for equity, solidarity, and reciprocity.

5. Agency: Refers to understanding one's role in the world and having
the intention and courage to act, including qualities like empower-
ment and collaboration (Wamsler et al., 2021).

While these transformative capacities are not exclusively focused on
values, they can be seen as integral to navigating its terrain. Awareness
is crucial for individuals to recognise the (mis)alignment of their values
with sustainability goals. The capacity for connection, emphasising care
and empathy, builds relationships that support sustainable values
through compassion, kindness, and gratitude. Insight enables a nuanced
and plural understanding of values. Purpose-driven navigation of the
world, activated and reflective of values, fosters a commitment to long-
term collective wellbeing. Finally, the capacity for agency empowers
individuals to actively contribute to sustainability transformations.
Thus, all five capacities tie into broader social and societal processes,
and can be nurtured throughout an individual's life through measures at
individual, collective and system levels (Wamsler et al., 2021, 2022b,
2023).

As discussed in the previous section, mechanisms such as repeated
priming and measures to encourage value adaptation and identification
require supporting structures (e.g., education programmes and media
campaigns). To address this issue, we draw on the integrative trans-
formative climate mainstreaming approach developed by Wamsler and
Osberg (2022). Recognising a current individual-society disconnect in
sustainability transformation research, Horcea-Milcu et al. (2023)
emphasise distinguishing the levels engaged with values-based in-
terventions to enhance their transformative potential. As discussed
earlier, the three spheres approach contends that rather than viewing
these levels in isolation, it is crucial to acknowledge their in-
terdependencies (O'Brien and Sygna, 2013). The integrated climate
mainstreaming framework developed by Wamsler and Osberg (2022)
serves as a comprehensive tool for achieving this integration, blending
mainstreaming theory with an integrative inner-outer transformation
process.

Mainstreaming, a well-established approach endorsed by various

international policy frameworks, including the Paris Agreement and
Agenda 2030, offers a systematic roadmap for integrating climate
change considerations across sectors and levels (Wamsler and Osberg,
2022). It emphasises the need to address and interlink all mainstreaming
levels to achieve transformation. This involves combining short-term
responses with long-term strategies for enhancing climate resilience,
and linking top-down and bottom-up approaches (Wamsler and Osberg,
2022). Local-level change must align with systemic and cultural shifts,
ultimately institutionalising climate change mitigation and adaptation
until integration becomes standard practice. Mechanisms and structures
for education and learning are essential for fostering cultural change
within institutions and society, particularly concerning capacities and
values. Tools employed in this framework are rooted in systems thinking
and social learning theories, supplemented by methods for risk and
project management, monitoring and evaluation (Wamsler and Osberg,
2022).

The integrative inner-outer transformation process embeds values
into its heuristics, actions and approaches, addressing all three spheres
(Wamsler and Osberg, 2022). The approach underscores the connection
between personal and societal transformation, recognising that
enduring change requires the integration of human capacities and values
for strategic actions. The conscious full spectrum approach proposed by
Sharma (2017) provides a three-step pedagogy that can be applied
within this context for sourcing transformative capacities, designing for
impact, and practising and implementing new processes. Drawing upon
“systems thinking, personal development, social neuroscience, applied
psychology and leadership”, it incorporates concepts such as “mindful-
ness-based stress reduction, non-violent communication and different
project planning tools” (Wamsler and Osberg, 2022, p. 5).

Acknowledging that including individual and collective beliefs,
values and paradigms is crucial for mainstreaming climate consider-
ations, the presented framework guards against perpetuating an
apolitical stance and instead address the internal root causes of the
problem and “technocratic patterns of control”, as highlighted by Sco-
ville-Simonds et al. (2020, p. 3). Finally, it spans considerations for
being (“nurturing internal potential”), thinking/knowing (“sourcing
[…] potential to design change”) and acting (“practising and imple-
menting new processes”) (Wamsler and Osberg, 2022, p. 10), linking
back to the five transformative capacities mentioned earlier (Wamsler
et al., 2021).

Considering the framework, when thinking about individual tran-
scendental value change, it becomes imperative not to view the indi-
vidual in isolation, but to consider how the individual level is
interdependent with, for example, institutional and organisational
levels. This entails surfacing the values implicit in organisational and
institutional measures and work, and being reflexive about how these
promote certain terminal and instrumental values in what is sought to be
achieved and through what means.

5. An integrated framework

In this paper, we call for integrating the social psychology of values
into EE. Contrary to dismissive arguments in previous work on values in
ESS (Kenter et al., 2015), we argue that it is important to differentiate
between instrumental and terminal values. The dynamic interplay be-
tween them influences notions around sustainable futures and how to
get there. In this section, we summarise and outline some central im-
plications of our argument, provide a model for value change (Fig. 1),
discuss implications for policy and future research, and present some
limitations.

5.1. A new conceptualisation of value change for sustainability
transformations

Our reconceptualization of values has three main implications:
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1. Instrumental and terminal values are distinct, and have decisive
implications for how different individuals, groups and organisations
understand possible and desirable sustainable futures, and the ways
and strategies to reach them.

2. However, there can be congruences and incongruences between the
two, creating potentials for both synergies and conflict.

3. Developing value literacy through transformative capacities can
empower individuals and organisations to align their actions with
values conducive to sustainable and just futures. This inside-out
approach is crucial for instigating enduring value change and
fostering reflexive agency among actors, to actively shape the di-
rection of sustainability efforts.

Terminal values, representing desired end-states, play a crucial role
in shaping visions of sustainable futures. Values relating to care for other
beings and people may lead to visions where humans coexist in line with
nature, and where there is more equality to meet everyone's needs. On
the contrary, values emphasising possessive individualism or hedonism
are more likely to be associated with (ab)using natural resources (De
Groot and Steg, 2008; Moon et al., 2023) and increased inequality
(Almås et al., 2020; Dutta and Sobel, 2023) since when people attribute
higher importance to these values, individual needs tend to trump col-
lective ones. In EE, desired end-states, terminal values, are well articu-
lated (Costanza, 2020). The definition of sustainability as the ultimate
goal, conceived of as intergenerational justice that ensures human life
and flourishing as long as it does not erode biodiversity and the func-
tioning of ecological life (Costanza, 1997, 2020), undoubtedly relates to

the former examples of terminal values.
Instrumental values influence the means and strategies employed to

achieve sustainability goals on individual and institutional levels. For
example, while a good life within planetary boundaries for all contrib-
utes to a desired vision of the future, means and strategies interact with
instrumental values to shape the preferred ways of transforming towards
a sustainable future. This interplay can give rise to competing visions.
For example, an emphasis on solidarity and equality may lead to in-
clusive, collaborative and democratically decided alternatives, as
advocated in the post-growth/degrowth literature (Asara et al., 2013;
Buch-Hansen and Nesterova, 2023; Fitzpatrick et al., 2022; Hausknost,
2017). Engaging communities and stakeholders in co-creation, fostering
cultural diversity, participatory decision-making and inclusivity in sus-
tainable initiatives all pertain to underlying instrumental values. On the
contrary, some may share the vision and the goal, but may either favour
decision-making by the intellectual, economic and political elite, or
advocate for militant action that tolerates some form of violence for the
greater good (Malm, 2021; Prinz, 2023). As such, instrumental values
can extend to policy processes; examples include the weight that is given
to transparency, accountability and participation, as governments and
organisations embed them in regulations and frameworks to steer
desired changes.

Navigating this terrain, and seeking to shift the current dominant
value paradigm to a more regenerative one requires tools for reflecting
on values and change (Ives et al., 2023; Wamsler et al., 2022a). Fig. 1
illustrates how the deliberate transformation of value systems towards
sustainable futures, facilitated by developing value literacy, can be
achieved by cultivating transformative capacities (Horcea-Milcu et al.,
2023; Wamsler et al., 2021). These trainable capacities empower in-
dividuals to reflect, enable, include and ultimately shift their orientation
by bringing underlying values to the forefront, engaging in thoughtful
reflection, reorienting their perspectives and, ultimately, taking actions
aligned with values that foster a sustainable and just future. In contrast
to the limited longevity of nudging and information-centric approaches
for instigating enduring value change (Bernauer and McGrath, 2016;
Hagmann et al., 2019; Maier et al., 2022), this inside-out approach
emerges as an essential fundament for approaching long-term value
change. Developing and nurturing both instrumental and terminal value
literacy can help people and organisations transcend the mere aspiration
for sustainability into a deeper understanding of what that sustainable
future truly entails. From this informed perspective, actors can develop
reflexive agency, enabling them to contribute to, and shape the direction
of the desired sustainable future actively and collectively.

5.2. Policy implications

Our findings have two main policy implications. First, the distinction
between terminal and instrumental values provides an important insight
into how to craft policies that are better-aligned with the values of
different interest groups, and how to build coalitions. By understanding
the instrumental and terminal values that motivate specific actions,
policymakers can tailor interventions so that they are better-aligned
with the motivations of different stakeholders. Second, shifting the
dominant value paradigm towards a more regenerative one, via the
development of value literacy, requires tools and education for deep
reflection. The mainstreaming approach proposed by Wamsler and
Osberg (2022) provides important guidance in this respect.

Diverse instrumental and terminal values can coexist. The resulting
synergy can lead to innovative and holistic approaches to addressing
complex challenges. For instance, individuals may agree on strategies
such as technological innovation, community engagement or policy
advocacy, despite having distinct ideas about the ultimate objectives.
However, different terminal values can also lead to collaboration chal-
lenges, resource allocation dilemmas and potential conflicts. Effective
communication, negotiation and thoughtful resource management
become critical policy issues for harnessing the positive aspects of

Fig. 1. Model for developing transformative value literacy. By nurturing
transformative capacities, individuals, groups/ households and organisations/
institutions can better-articulate and consolidate various instrumental and
terminal values for common sustainable futures.
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diverse values, while navigating differences. While this interplay of di-
versity introduces challenges, it also offers opportunities for policy
innovation. Embracing and navigating the complexities of diverse values
is central to addressing the complex nature of sustainability trans-
formations (Pascual et al., 2023), and will be an important avenue for
future EE research.

If we recognise that enduring change in values requires consistent
and repeated support in the same direction, partly through the five
mechanisms identified by Bardi and Goodwin (2011) (repeated priming,
adaptation, identification, consistency maintenance and direct persua-
sion, see above), it becomes evident that isolated interventions will fall
short. To address this, we advocate for the adoption of the integrated
climate mainstreaming framework proposed by Wamsler and Osberg
(2022). This approach offers a comprehensive strategy to promote value
change at both individual and institutional levels, and recognises the
interdependence between them. Educational and training programs,
including economics education (cf. Krishnan, 2008), should engage in a
more detailed examination of the values they convey, organisations and
businesses need to attentively consider the values they cultivate both
internally and externally through their operations, and policies must
articulate a clearer stance on the types of terminal and instrumental
values they advocate.

5.3. Limitations and future research

In the context of research, acknowledging and understanding the
diversity of instrumental and terminal values are important in
advancing the field. Researchers might explore how various combina-
tions influence decision-making, behaviour, collaborative efforts and
the overall success of sustainability initiatives. Embracing a trans-
disciplinary approach that considers individual and institutional di-
mensions, with a dynamic understanding of instrumental and terminal
values, can contribute to more nuanced and actionable insights.
Exploring the creation and articulation of shared terminal values and
their role in mobilising members of groups or coalitions is another
promising pathway for future research. Furthermore, research should
not only focus on identifying and analysing values, but also explore
strategies for facilitating constructive dialogue and collaboration among
individuals and organisations with divergent values.

At the same time, it is important to acknowledge that, considering
this Special Issue's focus on behavioural economics, we explore the
concept of human values mainly from an individualistic, social-
psychology perspective. For this reason, we do not discuss normative
value theories rooted in moral philosophy and other ethical doctrines,
such as those put forward by Bunge (1989), in detail. Due to the focus of
this Special Issue, we do not attempt to conduct a systematic review to
identify the breadth and depth of the available literature. Instead, we
examine the existence of values in EE, trace the origin of values to the
social-psychological literature, and utilise the transformation literature
to form a comprehensive framework of values and value change that
facilitates our transition to a sustainable future. Therefore, we cannot
exclude the possibility that we have overlooked the work of some
scholars in these fields. We encourage future research to conduct a more
systematic review of values in EE and related fields to further our un-
derstanding of issues such as the mechanisms of long-term value change,
the impact of (and on) institutions, strategies for collaborating and
aligning values, methodological innovations, interdisciplinary ap-
proaches, and the integration of values into sustainability policies.

Moreover, we encourage researchers to conduct rigorous empirical
research on value change, particularly the conditions under which in-
dividuals change their values towards more self-transcendent orienta-
tions, and how to create long-lasting change. Given that the success of
methods such as nudging in fostering pro-environmental behaviour is
debatable (Hagmann et al., 2019), value change seems a more promising
avenue to achieving the long-lasting shift neeeded to facilitate societal
transformations towards sustainable futures. This can be done using

different methodologies. For example, scholars should make use of
longitudinal household datasets such as the Longitudinal Internet
studies for the Social Sciences (LISS) or Living in Australia: The
Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA), which
will allow conclusions to be drawn based on large and representative
samples over long periods of time. On the other hand, it may be fruitful
to use qualitative methods such as biographical interviews to gain a
deeper understanding of the triggers and underlying processes of value
change. Lastly, mixed-method approaches such as SenseMaker, used by
Wamsler et al. (2022b) (cf. Van derMerwe et al., 2019) offer a novel way
to combine richer insights with representative data.
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Söderbaum, P., 2015. Varieties of ecological economics: do we need a more open and
radical version of ecological economics? Ecol. Econ. 119, 420–423. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.09.007.

Spash, C., 2002. Loading the dice?: Values, opinions and ethics. In: Spash, C. (Ed.),
Greenhouse Economics. Routledge.

Spash, C., 2012. New foundations for ecological economics. Ecol. Econ. 77, 36–47.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.02.004.

Spash, C.L., 2013. The shallow or the deep ecological economics movement? Ecol. Econ.
93, 351–362. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.05.016.

Steffen, W., Richardson, K., Rockström, J., Cornell, S.E., Fetzer, I., Bennett, E.M.,
Biggs, R., Carpenter, S.R., De Vries, W., De Wit, C.A., Folke, C., Gerten, D.,
Heinke, J., Mace, G.M., Persson, L.M., Ramanathan, V., Reyers, B., Sörlin, S., 2015.
Planetary boundaries: guiding human development on a changing planet. Science
347 (6223), 1259855. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855.

Stern, P.C., Dietz, T., Abel, T., Guagnano, G.A., Kalof, L., 1999. A value-belief-norm
theory of support for social movements: the case of environmentalism. Hum. Ecol.
Rev. 6 (2), 81–97.

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

Vallacher, R.R., Wegner, D.M., 1987. What do people think they’re doing.? Action
identification and human behavior. Psychol. Rev. 94 (1), 3–15.

Van der Merwe, S.E., Biggs, R., Preiser, R., Cunningham, C., Snowden, D.J., O’Brien, K.,
Jenal, M., Vosloo, M., Blignaut, S., Goh, Z., 2019. Making sense of complexity: using
SenseMaker as a research tool. Systems 7 (2). https://doi.org/10.3390/
systems7020025.

Vecchione, M., Schwartz, S., Alessandri, G., Döring, A.K., Castellani, V., Caprara, M.G.,
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