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Introduction 
[bookmark: _Toc384247565]Many theoretical frameworks have been developed and used for explaining individuals’ pro-environmental behaviors. These include the Value-Belief-Norm Theory (Stern, 2000), the Social Norm Approach (Perkins & Berkowitz, 1986), and the Goal-framing Theory (Lindenberg & Steg, 2007). Although not exhaustive in explaining all types and situations of pro-environmental behaviors, they have been widely supported by identifying underlying psychological constructs of individuals’ pro-environmental behaviors. According to previous research using these theories, personal moral norms (e.g., obligation to environmental conservation), descriptive social norms (e.g., following what others actually do), injunctive social norms (e.g., follow what others ought to do), hedonic goals (e.g., to feel better), and gain goals (e.g., to benefit personally) facilitate individuals’ pro-environmental behaviors. Contrarily, researchers generally have agreed that perceived behavioral difficulty inhibits individuals’ pro-environmental behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002). These facilitators and inhibitors have been addressed in separate studies. Yet to be done is empirical research that combines these multiple psychological constructs into one holistic model. In other words, little research has focused on whether the relationships between psychological constructs and environmental behavior in an everyday-life context are transferable to a tourism context, or vice versa. 

Aim and Objective of the Study 
[bookmark: _GoBack]This study assesses whether and how tourists are motivated to engage in pro-environmental behaviors differently in their daily lives, versus in a tourism context. Specifically, this study investigates the research question, “Do predictive roles of psychological constructs of environmental behavior (i.e., personal moral norms, descriptive social norms, injunctive social norms, hedonic goals, gain goals, and perceived behavioral difficulty) differ in predicting tourists’ pro-environmental behavior in daily life versus in the context of tourism?”

Methodology and Data
To administer on-site surveys, 6 paid survey-administrators were assigned, one to each of six zones. Systematic sampling procedure started at a set location within each designated tailgating zone. Each administrator invited the four closest adult tailgaters (18 or older) to complete, each, an on-site questionnaire and requested them to participate in follow-up online or mail survey. Once that was done, the administrator moved to the next proximate group and repeated the procedure and the requests. Of the 1,468 intercepted tailgaters, 514 (35%) surveys were collected. Prior to analyzing the data, out of 514 surveys collected, eight responses were dropped because the majority of the questionnaire was incomplete. Another 101 surveys were dropped because they were inappropriate for analyses; they did not provide comparable responses. For example, although an answer choice option “don’t use” was intentionally included in behavior measurement scales to reduce measurement error, those responses were not appropriate when comparing paired responses. Resultantly, 405 useable responses were available for further analyses.

Results
The main purpose of the study was to develop and test models to understand and compare how individuals are motivated to engage in pro-environmental behavior in their daily lives versus in a tourism context. Results supported the idea that underlying mechanisms of pro-environmental behavior differ between two settings. Specifically, the first regression model suggested that personal moral norms, hedonic goals, and perceived behavioral difficulty, affect pro-environmental behavior in daily life; these effects were independent of any effects of age, gender, and habitual environmental behavior, as controlled for in the analysis. The second regression model suggested that descriptive social norms as an underlying motive contributed significantly to the variance of pro-environmental behavior in a tourism context, after controlling for age, gender, and habitual environmental behavior. 
The first regression analysis indicated that personal moral norms and perceived behavioral difficulty were underlying motives of pro-environmental behaviors in daily life. This finding is consistent with those reported in other studies (e.g., Andersson & von Borgstede, 2010; Do Valle, Rebelo, Reis, & Menezes, 2005; Ramayah, Lee, & Lim, 2012; Sidique, Lupi, & Joshi, 2010, for recycling behavior). Together with previous literature this study suggests that the Norm Activation Model and Value-Belief-Norm theory appear successful in explaining the role of personal moral norms as a mechanism of pro-environmental behavior in a daily life setting. Another stream of previous research explains that the explanatory power of personal moral norms in environmental behavior engagement becomes insignificant when behavior change is costly in terms of effort, inconvenience, money, or time (e.g., Guagnano et al., 1995; Diekmann & Preisendörfer, 2003). Where recycling at home is generally considered a “low-cost” behavior (Diekmann & Preisendörfer, 2003), the same behavior in a tourism context may require increased effort and become a “high-cost” action. Therefore, the previous research is supported that personal moral norms and perceived behavioral difficulty are underlying mechanisms of environmental behavior when the behavior is “low cost.” 
Another finding from the first regression analysis is that hedonic goals also play an important role in predicting environmental behavior in individuals’ daily lives. In environmental behavior research, relationships between affect and environmental behavior have been addressed in studies (e.g., De Young, 1986; Hartmann & Apaolaza-Ibáñez, 2008; Vining & Ebreo, 1990). Still, empirical findings about hedonic goals as underlying mechanisms of environmental behavior are inconclusive. Some researchers found that emotional motive relates significantly to environmental behavior, even when moral norms are controlled for (e.g., Smith, Haugtvedt, & Petty, 1994). Other researchers discuss that emotional benefit affects environmental behavior only when that behavior is difficult to undertake. In a continuing discussion about hedonic goals in predicting environmental behavior, this finding supports that they are important underlying motives of pro-environmental behavior in daily life, even after controlling for personal moral norms and perceived behavioral difficultly. The present study provides strong empirical evidence that individuals’ decisions about pro-environmental behavior are influenced by different underlying motives, as the Goal-framing theory addresses. This study expands upon previous literature on environmental behavior studies by integrating and testing multiple motivational goal frames in a single model.  
Further, the first regression result suggests that subjects internalize norms. In the first regression model, hedonic goals explain variance in pro-environmental behavior in daily life, in addition to personal moral norms. This suggests that personal moral norms and hedonic goals are distinct motives yet lie on the continuum of norm internalization. Deci and Ryan (1985) provide insight with their self-determination theory suggesting that an individual’s motives underlying behavior progress from extrinsic to intrinsic along a continuum. Intrinsically motivated behavior is for the sole pleasure and satisfaction derived from its practice. Extrinsically motivated behavior is for instrumental reasons, again further specified from self-determined extrinsic motivation (e.g., personal moral norms) to non-self-determined extrinsic motivation (e.g., regulation, incentives). Applying the logic of this continuum to the environmental behavior domain, easy pro-environmental behaviors are predicted by a relatively low level of self-determination (i.e., motives toward the intrinsic end), whereas more difficult behaviors are predicted by higher levels of self-determination (i.e., motives toward the extrinsic end) (Green-Demers, Pelletier, & Ménard, 1997; Pelletier et al., 1998). This study finding offers plausible explanation of the continuum of norm internalization. In other words, it is logical to expect that predictive powers of both personal moral norms and hedonic goals on environmental behavior are likely to be observed together if recycling behavior at home is determined by motives at the intrinsic end on a continuum. 
Results of the second regression suggest that descriptive social norms significantly influence environmental behavior in a tourism context yet not in daily life settings. Alternatively, personal moral norms, hedonic goals, and perceived behavioral difficulty do not significantly affect environmental behavior in a tourism context. This finding is noteworthy because different types of norms have distinct roles in predicting environmental behavior across two settings. Researchers have recognized different types of norms (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Park & Smith, 2007; Perkins & Berkowitz, 1986; Thøgersen, 2006), and different norms have been studied in separate behavioral and contextual domains. Some researchers focus on personal moral norms to explain environmental behavior (e.g., Nordlund & Garvill, 2002; Schwartz, 1977; Stern, 2000; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk, 2010), whereas others focus on social norms to understand environmental behavior (e.g., Cialdini et al., 2006; Goldstein et al., 2008; Nolan et al., 2008; Perkins & Berkowitz, 1986). This study generated additional understanding of environmental behavior by integrating multiple motives adapted by the Goal-framing theory and the Social Norm Approach. Empirical support was provided regarding that different types of norms exist together within individuals yet have different roles in predicting their environmental behaviors, depending on settings where the action occurs.  
Arguably the present study’s significant finding is that three constructs—personal moral norms, hedonic goals, and perceived behavioral difficulty—were found to have significant effect on environmental behavior in the daily life setting, but not in the sport event setting. This suggests that underlying mechanisms of environmental behavior differ across settings. As this study first attempts to explore different mechanisms of the same environmental behavior between daily life and in a tourism context, further discussion involves possible explanations of this finding based on theoretical understanding.   
The goal-frame theory helps better understanding of environmental behavior. Central idea of the theory is that goals govern or “frame” what knowledge and attitudes become cognitively most accessible. As regression analyses showed, descriptive social norms dominate in influencing environmental behavior in the event tourism setting, whereas personal moral norms and hedonic goals dominate in affecting environmental behavior in the daily life setting. When individuals are at a sport event or in a tourism context, this setting influences what they think of at the moment, what information they are sensitive to, what action alternatives they perceive, and how they act. Attaching socialization meaning to tailgating activity, individuals in such settings may make certain associations about their descriptive social norms and environmental behavior in their focus on “social frame.” Under this frame in sport event settings, tailgaters may have weak association with their moral norms and environmental behavior, and act accordingly. 
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