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ABSTRACT

Environmentally friendly behaviors, such as water conservation, play a critical role
in environmental sustainability and serve as a foundation for achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in every country. The present study aimed
to examine the factors influencing rural women's intentions and behaviors
regarding household water conservation. The research was based on an integrated
model combining the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and the Protection
Motivation Theory (PMT).This study is applied in terms of purpose, survey-based
in terms of data collection method, and descriptive in terms of data analysis
approach. The statistical population consisted of rural women in the central district
of Hamadan County (N = 750). Using a non-probability convenience sampling
method, 230 individuals were selected as the study sample.Data were collected
through a questionnaire whose content validity was confirmed by experts, and its
reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, which was found to be within an
acceptable range. Data analysis was conducted using SPSS version 27.0.1 and
SmartPLS version 3.3.The results of structural equation modeling (SEM) showed
that the variables in the integrated model—including attitude, subjective norms,
self-efficacy, perceived severity, perceived risk, and perceived vulnerability—had
significant relationships with the intention to conserve water. Moreover, intention
was found to have a significant impact on actual water-saving behavior among rural
women.This study provides valuable insights into understanding the intentions and
behaviors of rural women regarding environmental protection—particularly water
conservation—and offers practical implications for encouraging sustainable water
use in rural communities.
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Intoduction

The environment is one of the most essential
natural resources for human survival, serving as
the foundation for economic development, public
health, and overall quality of life. However, in
recent years, environmental threats—driven by
human factors such as population growth, overuse
of resources, and harmful technological advances,
along with phenomena like climate change and
drought—have increasingly endangered especially
vital resources like water. The water crisis,
particularly in developing countries and rural
areas, poses a serious threat to food security,
public health, and sustainable development. In
Iran, around 94% of the population lives in water-
stressed areas, with highly uneven spatial and
temporal distribution of water resources.
Individual behaviors, especially in household
water consumption, play a major role in either
exacerbating or alleviating the water crisis. Rural
women, who are primarily responsible for
household water use, have a significant influence
on consumption patterns. Understanding their
behaviors and the factors influencing them is key
to designing effective water management policies.
This study aimed to examine the intentions and
behaviors of rural women regarding water-saving
practices, using two  well-known socio-
psychological theories: the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB) and the Protection Motivation
Theory (PMT).

According to the TPB, three main factors shape
behavioral intention: an individual’s attitude
toward the behavior, subjective norms, and
perceived behavioral control. On the other hand,
the PMT focuses on two cognitive processes:
threat appraisal (including perceived severity and
vulnerability) and coping appraisal (including self-
efficacy, response efficacy, and perceived costs).
These theories have been widely used and
validated in  predicting  pro-environmental
behaviors. In this research, an integrated model
was developed by combining both TPB and PMT,
leading to the formulation of eight hypotheses. The
model aims to identify cognitive and motivational
factors that influence rural women’s water
conservation behaviors. The findings of this study
can serve as a foundation for designing
educational, policy, and cultural interventions to
promote environmentally friendly behaviors and
sustainable water use in rural areas.

Methodology

This study is applied in nature and follows a
quantitative research paradigm. From the

perspective of variable control, it is non-
experimental, and in terms of statistical analysis, it
is classified as causal-correlational. The statistical
population consisted of rural women residing in
the central district of Hamadan County (N = 750)
(see Figure 2). A sample of 250 individuals was
selected using random sampling from six villages
in the district. Data were collected through a
structured questionnaire, of which 250 were
distributed among the participants. After excluding
incomplete responses, 230 questionnaires were
deemed valid and used for statistical analysis.

Environmental conservation behavior in this
study refers to consciously undertaken actions
aimed at minimizing negative impacts on the
natural and built environment (Kollmuss &
Agyeman, 2002). Specifically, this research
focuses on daily household water-saving behaviors
practiced by rural women. These behaviors were
initially identified through a comprehensive
literature review and expert interviews. The
identified behaviors were then categorized,
integrated, and finalized into a set of key
household water conservation actions. The
integrated model used in the study included
constructs such as intention, attitude, subjective
norms, and self-efficacy, based on the model
proposed by Le Dang et al. (2014), and perceived
severity, perceived vulnerability, and perceived
costs, adapted from the works of Keshavarz &
Karami (2016) and Wang et al. (2019). Revisions
to the model were made according to expert
feedback to ensure contextual relevance.

The questionnaire consisted of two main parts:
the first addressed demographic variables (age,
marital status, education level, and number of
children), while the second covered constructs
related to the Theory of Planned Behavior and the
Protection Motivation Theory. For example, the
attitude construct included items such as
“Preventing excessive water use is everyone’s
responsibility.” Subjective norms were assessed
with items like “My family, friends, and peers
support my decision to conserve water.” Self-
efficacy was measured using statements like “T am
capable of saving water in my daily activities.”
Perceived vulnerability was measured with items
such as “We are vulnerable to the negative effects
of water shortages,” and perceived severity was
reflected in items like “Frequent water outages in
the village are distressing.” Perceived risk was
assessed through items such as “I am concerned
that water shortages will become more serious,”
while intention was evaluated with statements like
“I currently intend to use water responsibly.”
Actual behavior was measured through items such
as “lI avoid leaving the water running while
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washing the yard.” To ensure content validity, the
questionnaire was reviewed and approved by a
panel of faculty members from the Department of
Agricultural Extension and Education at Bu-Ali
Sina University. For reliability testing, a pilot
study was conducted with 20 rural women
respondents. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to
assess internal consistency, and after refining some
items, acceptable reliability levels were achieved
(see Table 1). Responses were measured using a
five-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly
disagree (1)” to “Strongly agree (5).” Data analysis
was conducted using SPSS version 27 and
SmartPLS  version 3, incorporating both
descriptive and inferential statistical techniques.

Result

The descriptive findings of this study (Table 2)
showed that the age of rural women ranged from
18 to 63 years, with an average age of 33.5 years.
In terms of occupation, over 90% of the
participants were housewives. Regarding marital
status, 90.8% of the women were married.
Concerning the number of children, 28.1% of the
women had two children. In terms of educational
attainment, 17.6% had completed middle school,
45.6% held a high school diploma, and 36.8% had
university-level education. The most commonly
used source for obtaining environmental
information among the participants was television
(91.7%), followed by the internet (52.6%) and
friends and family (38.2%). In contrast, the least
utilized sources included NGOs, books,
magazines, and radio.

Before evaluating the structural model, the
measurement model was assessed. To this end,
factor loadings were estimated, and all were
greater than 0.50, demonstrating that the variance
shared between each construct and its indicators
was greater than the measurement error; therefore,
the measurement model was deemed reliable. In
addition, discriminant validity was assessed using
the Fornell-Larcker criterion. The results (Table 3)
revealed that the square root of the average
variance extracted (AVE) for each latent construct
(shown on the diagonal) was higher than its
correlations with other constructs, indicating
satisfactory discriminant validity. Furthermore, the
reliability and validity of the measurement model
were confirmed by assessing composite reliability
and Cronbach’s alpha. The results (Table 2)
showed that all constructs had alpha and composite
reliability values equal to or greater than 0.70,
confirming the reliability of the model. The AVE
values for all constructs exceeded 0.50, confirming
adequate  convergent validity. Thus, the

measurement model demonstrated both reliability
and validity.

Based on these findings, the structural model
was then evaluated to test the proposed
relationships among the constructs. According to
Henseler et al. (2009), R? values of 0.19, 0.33, and
0.67 indicate weak, moderate, and substantial
levels of explanatory power, respectively. As
shown in Table 4, all endogenous variables had R?
values above 0.33, suggesting a strong model fit
(Chin et al., 2016). Regarding predictive relevance
(Q? values), values of 0.20, 0.25, and 0.35 are
considered weak, moderate, and strong,
respectively. The Q? values presented in Table 4
indicate that the model has moderate predictive
relevance for the constructs of behavior and
attitude, while it also shows predictive power for
perceived risk, subjective norms, intention,
perceived severity, self-efficacy, perceived costs,
and perceived vulnerability.

After evaluating the fit of both the
measurement and  structural models and
confirming the overall model adequacy, the
research hypotheses were tested. Based on the
significance levels of the path coefficients, the
following findings were obtained: In Hypothesis 1,
behavioral attitude had a positive and significant
relationship with intention (B = 0.43, p < 0.01); in
Hypothesis 2, subjective norms showed a positive
and significant relationship with intention (f =
0.29, p < 0.01); in Hypothesis 3, self-efficacy was
positively and significantly related to intention (
= 0.41, p < 0.01); in Hypothesis 4, perceived
vulnerability had a positive and significant
relationship with intention (B = 0.26, p < 0.01); in
Hypothesis 5, perceived risk was positively and
significantly related to intention (B = 0.22, p <
0.01); in Hypothesis 6, perceived cost also showed
a positive and significant relationship with
intention (B = 0.19, p < 0.01); in Hypothesis 7,
perceived severity had a positive and significant
effect on intention (f = 0.07, p < 0.01); and finally,
in Hypothesis 8, intention demonstrated a positive
and significant relationship with behavior (f =
0.52, p<0.01).

Water scarcity has emerged as one of the most
critical challenges of the 21st century, posing a
serious threat to human and ecological survival. In
response, this study aimed to identify the factors
influencing household water-saving behaviors
among rural women. To achieve this, an integrated
theoretical framework was employed, combining
the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and
Protection Motivation Theory (PMT). This
combined model, incorporating variables such as
attitude, subjective norms, self-efficacy, perceived
severity, perceived risk, perceived vulnerability,
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and perceived cost, demonstrated strong predictive
power regarding water-saving intentions and
behaviors (R? = 0.63). The findings revealed that
all model components had a positive and
significant relationship with intention, and
intention itself was a strong predictor of actual
water-saving behavior (B = 0.52, p < 0.01).
Attitude (p = 0.43) and subjective norms (f = 0.29)
played key roles in shaping intention. Moreover,
rural women reported high levels of perceived
severity and vulnerability regarding water scarcity,
both of which significantly influenced their
intentions, indicating a high level of threat
awareness.

Perceived risk (B = 0.22) also significantly
affected intention. Participants demonstrated a
high sense of self-efficacy (M = 4.45) and low
perceived cost (M = 1.88), suggesting they felt
capable of engaging in water conservation
behaviors with minimal burden. Self-efficacy had
a significant positive relationship with intention (3
= 0.41), implying that women who believed in
their ability to conserve water were more likely to
engage in such behaviors. Overall, the study
concludes that the integrated TPB-PMT model
offers a comprehensive understanding of the
psychological factors driving pro-environmental
behaviors, particularly in the context of water
conservation among rural women. These insights
can inform the design of educational programs and
policy interventions aimed at improving water
management in rural areas.

Conclusion

This study examined rural women’s water-saving
behavior as a form of protective behavior, based
on the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and
Protection Motivation Theory (PMT). The results
revealed that the psychological variables from
TPB—namely attitude and subjective norms
toward water conservation—were significantly
associated with women’s intentions and actual
water-saving behavior. Additionally, variables
from PMT, including perceived vulnerability and
perceived severity (as part of threat appraisal), and
self-efficacy, perceived risk, and perceived costs
(as part of coping appraisal), had significant
positive relationships with both the intention and
behavior of water conservation, particularly in the
context of household water use among rural
women.

Overall, the

findings  enhance  our

understanding of the psychosocial factors
influencing rural women’s intentions and
behaviors toward water conservation. Furthermore,
the study provides a reference framework for
policymakers and planners to design and
implement effective interventions aimed at
promoting rural women’s pro-environmental
intentions and behaviors, with a focus on the key
psychological determinants. Among all variables
studied, attitude emerged as the strongest predictor
of women’s intentions and behavior, highlighting
its critical role in shaping water-saving practices.
Other psychosocial variables—such as personal
and social values—may also contribute to water-
saving behavior. Thus, governments and
policymakers should focus on promoting positive
attitudes toward water conservation among rural
women through awareness campaigns, information
dissemination, and community  education
programs.

By integrating TPB and PMT, this research
offers a more comprehensive understanding of pro-
environmental  behaviors among women—
particularly in the domain of water conservation.
However, some limitations of the study warrant
consideration and should be addressed in future
research. The first limitation lies in the reliance on
quantitative data collected through questionnaires.
Future studies are encouraged to employ additional
data collection methods such as interviews or
direct observation to complement quantitative data
with rich qualitative insights, adopting a mixed-
methods approach. A second limitation is that this
study examined behavioral intention rather than
actual behavior. While intention is widely
recognized as a strong predictor of behavior
(Ajzen, 1991), it does not always lead to action.
Therefore, longitudinal research is recommended
to assess actual water-saving behaviors over time.
Future studies could also investigate other personal
and psychological variables, as well as the effects
of training programs and educational interventions
on women’s intentions and behaviors. For a more
comprehensive understanding of  water
conservation behavior, these variables may also be
integrated into the TPB framework in future
research.
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Figure 2. Map of Hamadan Province and the Studied Section
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Table 4. Appropriateness of the Measurement Model

Lo
A AVE  CR R2 Q? %)
Construct
0.78 0.63 0.83 0.63 0.18 ’m{
Behavior
ALS L:) -
0.60 0.70 0.82 033 0.8 P S0 S
Perceived severity
ol S yd Ko
0.73 0.78 0.87 055 032 It
Perceived risk
0.79 0.61 0.86 058 0.36 —
Intention
a3 el bun
0.83 0.66 0.88 054 042 B SR
Subjective norms
("
0.76 0.57 0.84 039 030 S 9>
Self-efficacy
0.67 0.50 0.73 041 021 P
Attitude
ol S .
0.76 0.51 0.80 034 020 8 Sl slaey o
Perceived costs
ol S ] w.o]
0.77 0.56 0.83 040 031 O e

Perceived vulnerability

30 B b (g5 iz g Cute dlaly (g1, 5,55 (P<0.01
abyly aod slaylua ($=0.29, P<0.01) peo aus)d
abaly (G308 pow dnd B )0 i b ()l gne g o
a5 (B=0.41, P<0.01) 3uab b (gl sine 5 i
a8 b (5o e g e dlally 0058, (s iyl o)l
015 Sy vy i ($=0.26, P<0.01)
» dB=0.22, P<0.01) sad L )b x5 Cuto dal,

126 (o)l g (6 pSo3lul slase Bilp (o 5l e

A 903l g oy SR (Sladnd )b (Jde caslie bl
@ byrye s oo 9 (B) pne 0050 J8ilil 5 Mo
@5 Grizmed ool oanlio BT S5 55 Jae (slodnd 3
b s ,d 905l 5 ol odel ¥ Joan 33 adns 3 905
b yusto (yr ye (Sl 00liunddy ()3 gimn ol pd & g
B=0.43, ) Jsl aus 8 > (B) polie & ar5 b Ad astie



0

oo o pd polie dags b sy (f=0.52, P<0.01)

S0 ol agh sladns b sdelcanda

sl 855
Self-efficacy

ol S pd il
Perceived
severitv

( N

0ld Syd A
Perceived costs

R 019

\.
r -
0B 553 (6 sl

J
4
//

Intention
R>=0.58

0.43

0.29

Attitude

lab b (6l bxe g Cuto dlaly odds Sy Al i i Ay
alayly 0058 )d Al piin 48y (B=0.19, P<0.01)
Colpdyd o (B=0.07, P<0.01) 5yl juad by (g bolixe g oo

B3N

0 slalra
Subjective norms

Perceived 0.22
vnlnerahilitv .
\ Behavior
( A R?=0.63
ol S Sy
Perceived risk
\
O o b olen Emody cagtd Jao Y S
Figure 3. The Conceptual Model of the Research with the Coefficient of Determination
Sled b 9ol @l -0 Jgaa
Table 4. Hypothesis Test Results
A5 Gy o o
B . 28 ) s . .
3903 (p) ;1920 (t) oo 4o 53
Test p value o t value Hypothesis
f value
result
i s, € 5,5
2 0.00 0.43 7.74 Py Akl HI
Confirmed Attitude € Behavior
b 0.00 0.29 4.92 ’L,”’é 3 slals H2
Confirmed Behavior € Subjective norms
b 0.00 0.41 9.17 oy Cigad 5o H3
Confirmed Behavior& Self-efficacy
b 0.00 0.07 2.73 8y Cess Speas H4
Confirmed Behavior& Perceived severity
b 15,600 3 sloais
= 0.00 0.19 321 FEITOAD 203 SRR H5
Confirmed Behavior< Perceived costs
b 1y, € ond )3 S
= 0.00 0.22 3.75 By R RS0 S H6
Confirmed Behavior¢ Perceived risk
. R é ol S A &-au-u;‘
2 0.00 0.26 4.63 ST ead 52 el H7
Confirmed Behavior< Perceived vulnerability
b 0.00 0.52 9.19 oy € ab HS
Confirmed Behavior€ Intention

bare ddo0 JB WS 2j9e CMBA (e 05 (59

dl)}ud.;uf‘b D;Jf)bgijww.w1yij9¢o5

&5 4ol g Coy

Iy Clsgrge 5 bl sniyl &8 431 o5 cMase j LS



4 Sy Jle &S LS Lasube cpl g ogde .l oliia
o8 jl Jolse cpl g 0)lap o 1) (gousio Jolge 4SSl Juo
g 4 By g kad oghe g omd » BLI,
algl Jdos 1 Job laanl, a8 o Jos iadud
P dpe Qg o) JEB) 5 Mad p e
(R=0.43) osis o tabiyp )18y (655 olual 2 Ol o
FLENW J)STﬁ (R: 046) cbls b)’.fsj‘ 3T u»l.w‘ 29
2 o5,y b gy bxe g Cute dlayly ad umd o lis
b oS i sl S 5 e bl g0yl (S Ol G pune
@S F Jhe plol g &5 0 (laidy Gbajsie 4 day
J)) ;{m)) 4‘_5..\;01)‘53? 4‘;&3 dlﬁ)l.’?b.b 4L)«J)§J AJ'AL»
Sy b g od Sy g plicaml odd Sy Abje @b
ol (R=0.63) fpuss coypd jlade cp VL b suab el
W8y Smote Sk UlF (S5 S & e
whiwgy b) dad colan g Cogti b ool e )b
Bpae > aprddyo Caz ) vy 01 588, Gy
ot Oliis @l L basl oyl ol e o
Despotovic et al., 2019; Rezaei et al., 2019; )
Lad Cusl guod (Atael Asad & Movahedi, 2019
Ses 4y S gy ol cblis Ol Brms ) ggddyo
Spas 3 rddpo b)) plol (gl 2,8 355 bl
ilte 8 agha ) ol Gb )l e cale)
Slebles gly (i Jab a5 (60,8 24 youal &S Cuul
N ppdpe @yl Cdgiune g 4iby 3> Cumjlae
sl salgd
M= 4.84, SD0.27, ) 5,5 sb ;L& aalles gols
M= 430, SD=0.52, ) &> sl lxa 4 (reng 1-5
(M= 4.50, SD= 0.40, reng 1-5) 128 4 (reng 1-5
5 b slajlua 5 (5,55 wd e lis &S asslh oYL
Cato ol Bpmo )3 (2 po & o bty (b5 Lo
205 a8 b g)bline 5 cute dbaly (5)S5 Geizeen el
0955 4o,y (B=0.43) o)l Ol Gpas d opddie
Obj dad apte » Fhe Jelos 5l S0 (o lyea
Atael 0) i Sldlas zuls uismed 9 gl sdelcwa
Asad & Movahedi, 2022; Gauthier et al.,
b e 15,55 (2022; Karimi et al., 2020

oy oy ere (B Ol Gpas p ppddie

Al 5 aS cl ab @lie 5l OT el ons bas SKen
o 3 eSS g cblis ay @sdee 9ok ool
22 3bj el Gl (35 Bpas Cunpd g (b wie
2 e Jolos opp ple Glagh (S GBan bl
Dy B Ol Gras oo o olwy, U L3,
By )95 Al 93 S5 5l eBia a4 e
4 9 &S «cbles 5SS 5,65 g Kol g el y
Gk Ul ol eolatol Wiy e kB, e
Jolse Olsn g B caly ) 290 laaddse
|y ligy (b basgs o] GBpmo )3 s2ad o Lad ) S5
3 4 odigiyacly U8y (6)58 8 e g o
g 03ymS yoba dayld) Ceog 3 Cumsle g (g plySllas
Steinmetz et ) 55 0 43,5 )5 4 Calisee (glaojes )
a,la ol (Jopll (al., 2016; Karimi et al., 2022
wrcudgize gl bl S jlaxe sla)lsy muss )
wkadlse Sl (Despotovic et al., 2019) cuwl
0BCS ) Sy 5 0ABS )d b 0ABS )d dljh ygmed
Lld ol )3 aiyly cuonl blis (ola)lidy i ,d oS
Slp cbles 35S )8 51 (b omen 4 losis
dSpdee ol (Blis b)) npin 9 sy
ogMe g o3¢ gol> L 4 las oyl [(Floyd et al., 2000)
BBy 555 Wile (hkal 18y (63,8 sladnje S8
isu il Wile ren 2)Sles slrads 4 0ld g a0l
(Keshavarz & Karimi, 2016) >)ls 4> 55 b
b ol (Bliglyy 4yl 93 cnl (pigly cnl ) ol
S ilS gyl Jools (S5 S s 5a pledl oo
@ ol PSP S O 5l )R eSS 5 G pa
Jsrels Sy gl oy alia asla n )8
iz gladimj 3 )8, 5 dad & bgye sla Sz
350 ool

9 655 93 ol oS sl S iy Jd> ol (L b
o5 ) 5 el syt S plgie o b gl oS
owoxed @l sl O Gras ) ogrddpo 3 ol
ot 9 Jdo ) cblis 05l ()95 (g cuslie
Sl Sty s 4 )5 b blis olalid, bl sad
cblis 0550l (6595 5 eddgiydeln S8y (5)55 JoSe
9 dad | gying Sy Jao 90 ol pleal &S ol ol Lo ol
P ey o) by Ol Gras 3 g b3
cblis 0350 (6555 9 0B gjpael HlB) (6595 L dunlie



Bl L aonds ol o )l Ol G )3 (2o 0B
(Ve¥) 09 5 July 5 (Vo7Y) (Lo 5 wll img
13bn (ol 51058 b5yl 0975 e el 3yl (655 5
sy (55 1 (ol 1 038 o 39108 & i oS
g At el Ol 2908 CBlge ply 3 &8 a5 Sy
I lagl osdipe pisde Ot oy 4 e 35S ]
5 bl (Ul Bpas 3 oorddpo 05Xl b dab 5,k
;e pll ) O Gras ) ognddyo clacyls
lyl o (PR ool ool i b dgd e lpiudy Lusly ol
Corl dadilsy Gk I Ol abB 5 olou olej o
oot L3l b ools el 1) ol slacawl ) g geo9e
Al s Ol Bpans jl oo Sy 4 o)L

g Cuto daly (B=0.22) Jlio b 5 eadSyy Sy
Je slapsino 5l S olgsas o cadl wad b g)bline
P e dad (g (St » e & Cwl (S5
@l b owoxd ol g cwl (gliog) (U5 bwg Ol Bpaa
Sharafipour & Ahmadvand, ) i slaingh
S Sy )y Slgsen (2019; Bijani et al., 2022
S by o canl Jlasl @lpas (09 (gd liee 4 00
sl a8 caol yhas 5l Jlde o S0l g 298 e Sy 048
Wlo (gloadS > Sy dliwly oyl )3 .3l atdly 2459 15,0
dab ialisl el Wlg e O dgeS ad i 1 SIS
Sl Gpas 3 agpddpe )by b dal) )5 U opgar 31,8
yae Sy el (2B il Jilibl cas cpl p3 4 29
By gl o3l sab g o9 S Gl 5 Sy ]
Ol @l orien 9diee il Ol Gpae > (grdd o
M=4.45, ) 301,559 (glablia oLy olbug, o5 ol
0SS ) Auje 4 Cuws s YL (SD=0.44, reng 1-5
opl & ssh (M=1.88, SD=0.60, rengl-5)
5 cblis gl glablis cleladl plogl | S oy oo ol
oyt g odlo claaia (ol Bpas > ogrddyo b
ey iblis Slolsdl oyl plonl g Sigd e ezt | (g3
ol il ol

655 5> STyl by J S bl o (g0 05
By b gybliae g cute dlayly Cunl ol g5 ya0ly s,
Jolss 51 Sa 9 (B=0.41) 23 o Bpas )3 g2y
Gl o e ) (s2adpo 1B (e 9 i 2 F3e
Karimi et al.,, ) awsis Glidss @l b ass opl
2022; Russell & Knoeri, 2020; Ataci Asad &

LU ablFaslie Glelidl 5 asly by ollis Cunluw
ol cblis )8, & ob; (5, 5l cslis § a5l L
P ol cblis sogd 4 Cuns sCute b3,
Sl b gycnlil S bl (U5 ofgar (TS a0 (403
DS e g 28T Gl g cuslle (el (slaasly
by Gl bt sy e |y O Gpas » peddiw
cblis wab 5 a3 b)bun (g )blae 5 Cute dal
@Sy (B=0.29) ) 39 oliws, U o 2 o
Lad Gwoin ¢ P Jele ) (5 sba)buia e
ol L @l ool & o ol Brae by
slaybra o)l cals (2019; Faisal et al., 2020
boanb g o3l e slaogS jlid re & md
oS O 5l cblis wab (81 el o),503 lawgs Hld, aulbpas
125 50 kg o saalie |y ol (e ) G2k
oS e il blis la)idy 5 ad g5y 35 3, L
@YU sl e o5 (ol 3l b taly cpl ) el ple
oyte Lbli) sl U leisd 5yl b, dmsls
Sl G pao (gl gy s ald 3okl 5l ploe b e85
g
2 liwgy b sk o ol @i Geoxen
WIS S CIR W R R PYX S IR ER VRV ) PR EN P9
M=4.78, ) (M=4.86, SD= 0.32, reng 1-5)
015y ephewwl 9 (SD=0.30, reng 1-5
ol & sl oYL (M=4.8,SD= 0.34, reng 1-5)
h ol osea8 1 (03U lonsaed (il (aliogy (U5 2230
Sy s A o1 11 50 @lyas g 038 Sy
P @dbpo nad p e Jelge 5l 1503 (S lpiear 0l
I el @l b oS g (pliwg) (U bwy Ol Gpas
ohber g Sl (V1Y) (hlSer 5 )l iagk
ol Syd b oy ()8 ke )5 Cliiss 6je> 4> (VYY)
S8y 32 g sl STplad 0gilly Copmidg jl 131 S liee @
ol o sl awsls oliw 4 b Wlg e 3,8 clacls 4
el oliwgy b5 bwg JleS clias cus S Ll
llidl o el plool can 5 o) b, 5 ad 355 0
slagbyy a4 SleMbl &)l b assyy adl abgrddyo
5wtz [ ol b jan ite lasoly e cilise
JUE R TSI | PRI SN BN IPVRCIOVC I PR
L (s blias g Cuto dlaly (B= 0.26) ond S (g sl



S 5 S S i (B Ol Gpae > radpo sy (oliwgy U5 518 g dady Sse Jelse 100955 9 dwl Slas A

Sl ppadpo 5 5 B, 5 aab 4 wilgie slaal
sl bl 8wl ¢ cdgd plply a8 S8
2 oo Coel 4 Cuns dnsls g odlgls  aBT zoliél g o
Sl eblis ) 4 s pliogy (b5 sloh)S gy
5 oMisjyaely 5UB) alai g3 plial b ol iagh
P @ dej ) ohoh b ablScug s
o) scosgime §I S Jbeplb 5,8 @l Ol G pas
@ S Olidss ) 295 0 Sl S Cunl a3 b axlllas
dolitioy Goyb 5l 48 oS slaodls p ST 39 anlge
oopaly Sl g 4 Spperd Culs 0 oddisyglzen
)'| 9 J)f o3latwl anlas b sanlin Jiko odl 6)51@? )ip
50y dgw (o5 sloodly Cogli cpx &S laodly zls
ol (oS S) Al gy @ 1) s Soac lewy
O dad dalllas (gaivs slacudgize I S0 (S o
By ) by of Bras 3 @i 3 Sl
Gzl b odiiS dw i op ke 5)L8) duab .l LAOT
LU Jbopll (Ajzen, 1991) s s8lg )k, 4 o5
Bly Sy 4 omie ddien (gl LaB oS cuily asg
Sldlae g,k 5l ST lidog 350 0 St 1V g o3
2 liwgy (U) (Bly )8y (yp sln 258 el Jsb
g oy b 30 g (Bligly) 5 @28 lyie nlo
2 gy b5 ) 5 sab ) el slaasky
Sy sl s Sy Ol Bpan 0 aprdie
ol Olgise oy o plsisar ol cbles Sl g i
8l oad g paal )8 s Gzl )3 |y ehee sl ite
S5 1 llllas

References

Abadi, B. (2018). “The determinants of
cucumber farmers' pesticide use behavior
in central Iran: Implications for pesticide
use management”. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 205, 1069-1081.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2018.09.1
47

cislee (Movahedi, 2022; Aslam et al., 2021
o Ul LS o S &5 U5 S0)kea )l
Sl b o ol glacdld 5 6yl 1) Of Brae
Ol 355 5l gxiae )8y ol b it g aiab col S5
By 0lBS)d (Gl l0g5 Cueal 4 a2y b Ay o
glonly Gloamls b bysdsyn glyie of padye
L Sl i g 3> 8l,] L )lgils a1y Ol CByuma )3 ogmdd o
N5 ) ol s 5 gspadpo Shjeel slaaly
s
Spas > @@y ol U ,l3) adlas ol
By 595 ool Bl By S gl | G
D3 3 (ypyge cbilix 03l ()95 g oAb y4el
Sl )l8) (6)95 (BLSlg) sl 2 (Ui gl
Ol cblis a4 cuns god la)bua 5 (5,55 Sa old
P ety sly (b))l 5 wad b gibliae joba
8195 D D90 sl psio Cpzmed (bl bl Ol G juas
Jols &5 s byl i g3 0 & cblis o5
dblio (bj)) g 0B S) Bud g odd Sy (L pdyea
S92 oMBS ) dija g 2dbS) Sy sel 555 ol
st ol cblis ) g wad b (g )bline 5 Cute dlal,
iliogy 65 by Ol Gpae > ppabio jasis
else 511y Lo oSy guioes ol slmaily oIS ooty izl
g cblix (lp (Uj)18) g aab o elaial (Bl
ormed  wdSy dgdp S e sl Ol Levddye
e oe Ml 2l g (b clp @20 22
Lab s8] gl dbgrye (S Canlis 5 Gl pasby S5
ol 2 3B LGl cblis jogad )3 olig, 065 )3,
o) ey adlae o 1y Lol ppw 03,5 &l b s
Oiee Sls 4 & il oe p 5K ) ol
@y Slply plgy (U513, 5 2ad & cul ol
Colgyd amd e IS5 g WS o g |y o Bpas
628 slagh))) Wil elotal = Bl byt plo

Abadi, B., Yadollahi, A., Bybordi, A., &
Rahmati, M. (2020). “The contribution of
diverse motivations for adhering to soil
conservation initiatives and the role of
conservation agriculture features in
decision making”. Agricultural Systems,


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.09.147
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.09.147

182(34), 102849.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2020.102849
Addo, I. B., Thoms, M. C., & Parsons, M.
(2018). “Household water wuse and
conservation behavior: A meta-analysis”.
Water Resources Research, 54(10), 8381-
8400.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018WR023306

Ajzen, 1. (1991). “The theory of planned
behavior”. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179—
211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-
5978(91)90020-T

Ajzen, L. (2008). Attitudes and persuasion.
Press: Psychology.

Ajzen, L. (2002). “Perceived behavioral
control, self-efficacy, locus of control, and
the theory of planned behavior”. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 32(4), 665—
683. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1559-
1816.2002.tb00236.x

Aliabadi, K., Joneidijafari, F., & Poorroostaei
Ardekani, S. (2021). “The effect of
augmented reality-based environmental
literacy education program on the
environment knowledge, attitude, and
behavior of high school students”.
Environmental Education and Sustainable
Development, 9(2), 9-22.
https://doi.org/10.30473/EE.2021.7534

Aslam, S., Aftab, H., Martins, J. M., Mata, M.
N., Qureshi, H. A., Adriano, A. M., &
Mata, P. N. (2021). “Sustainable model:
Recommendations for water conservation
strategies in a developing country through
a psychosocial wellness program”. Water,
13(14), 1984.
https://doi.org/10.3390/w13141984

Ataei Asad, M., & Movahedi, R. (2019). “The
effect of knowledge, attitude and
behavioral intention on chemical fertilizer
consumption behavior of potato farmers in
Hamadan city”. Meditteranean Journal of
Agricultural Education, 12(2), 38-54. [In
Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22092/jacar.2021.352989
1783

Ataei Asad, M., & Movahedi, R. (2022).
“Comparing the determinants of farmers'
behavior in the use of chemical fertilizers
based on the theory of planned behavior
and value-belief-norm theory”. [Iranian

Journal of Economic Research and
Agricultural Development, 53(4), 1001—
1021. [In Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.33795
7.669127

Bagagnan, A. R., Ouedraogo, 1., Fonta, W.
M., Sowe, M., & Wallis, A. (2019). “Can
protection motivation theory explain
farmers’ adaptation to climate change
decision making in the Gambia?”. Climate,
7(130), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli7010013

Bagheri, A., Bondori, A., Allahyari, M. S., &
Damalas, C. A. (2019). “Modeling
farmers’ intention to use pesticides: An
expanded version of the theory of planned
behavior”. Journal of Environmental
Management, 248, 109291.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.10
9291

Bagozzi, R. P., Belanche, D., Casalo, L. V., &
Flavian, C. (2016). “The role of anticipated
emotions in  purchase intentions”.
Psychology & Marketing, 33(6), 524-536.
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20905

Bijani, M., Mohammadi-Mehr, S., & Shiri, N.
(2022). “Towards rural women's pro-
environmental behaviors: Application of
protection motivation theory”. Global
Ecology and Conservation, 39, ¢02303.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.0230
3

Bockarjova, M., & Steg, L. (2014). “Can
Protection Motivation Theory predict pro-
environmental behavior? Explaining the
adoption of electric vehicles in the
Netherlands”.  Global ~ Environmental
Change, 28, 276-288.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.0
6.010

Boretti, A., & Rosa, L. (2019). “Reassessing
the projections of the World Water
Development Report”. npj Clean Water,
2(1), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41545-
019-0039-9

Chaudhary, A. K., Lamm, A. J., & Warner, L.
A. (2018). “Using cognitive dissonance to
theoretically explain water conservation
intentions”.  Journal of Agricultural
Education, 59(4), 194-210.
https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2018.04194



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2020.102849
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018WR023306
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00236.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00236.x
https://doi.org/10.30473/EE.2021.7534
https://doi.org/10.3390/w13141984
https://doi.org/10.22092/jaear.2021.352989.1783
https://doi.org/10.22092/jaear.2021.352989.1783
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.337957.669127
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.337957.669127
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli7010013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109291
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20905
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41545-019-0039-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41545-019-0039-9
https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2018.04194

Chin, H. C., Choong, W. W, Alwi, S. R. W.,
& Mohammed, A. H. (2016). “Using
Theory of Planned Behaviour to explore
oil palm smallholder planters’ intention to
supply oil palm residues”. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 126, 428-439.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2016.03.0
42

Chitsaz, A., & Aghaei, M. (2015).
“Examining behavioral factors affecting
employees' support of information
retention  policies”.  Imam  Hossein
University Security Research Quarterly,
5(17), 97-116. [In Persian].
https://doi.org/10.30473/ee.2020.6766

Cismaru, M., Cismaru, R., Ono, T., & Nelson,
K. (2011). “Act on climate change: An
application of protection motivation
theory”. Social Marketing Quarterly,
17(3), 62-84.
https://doi.org/10.1177/152450041140373
3

Daxini, A., Ryan, M., O’Donoghue, C., &
Barnes, A. P. (2019). “Understanding
farmers’ intentions to follow a nutrient
management plan using the theory of
planned behavior”. Land Use Policy, 85,
428-437.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.0
4.002

Despotovic, J., Rodic, V., & Caracciolo, F.
(2019).  “Factors affecting farmers’
adoption of integrated pest management in
Serbia: An application of the theory of
planned behavior”. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 228, 1205-1196.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2019.04.1
49

Dolnicar, S., & Meyer, P. (2009).
“Understanding behaviour to inform water
supply management in developed nations:
A review of literature, conceptual model
and research agenda”. Journal of
Environmental Management, 91(1), 47-56.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.
014

Eskandari, F., Karimi, Z. & Kbhaledi, K.
(2018). “Influence of Extension Training
Programs on Water Conservation Behavior
by Farmers (The Case of Zaloo-ab Farmers
in Ravansar)”. [ran-Water Resources
Research, 14(1), 170-183. [In Persian].

https://www.iwrr.ir/article_50035.html?lan
g=cn

Eylering, A., Buscher, M., Funk, M., Boldt, J.,
& Fiebelkorn, F. (2022). “Willingness of
the German population to donate toward
bird conservation: An application of the
protection motivation theory”. Global
Ecology and Conservation, 38 , ¢02176.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco0.2022.¢0217
6

Faisal, M., Chunping, X., Akhtar, S., Raza, M.
H., Khan, M. T. 1., & Ajmal, M. A. (2020).
“Modeling smallholder livestock herders’
intentions to adopt climate smart practices:
An extended theory of planned behavior”.
Environmental Science and Pollution
Research, (27). 1-18. Advance online
publication.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-09684-
Yy

Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO). (2020). The state of
food and agriculture, overcoming water
challenges in agriculture.
https://doi.org/10.4060/cb1447en

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, 1. (2010). "Prediction
and change of behavior: The reasoned
action approach”. New York: Psychology
Press.

Floyd, D. L., Prentice-Dunn, S., & Rogers, R.
W. (2000). “A meta-analysis of research
on protection motivation theory”. Journal
of Applied Social Psychology, 30(2), 407—
4209. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.2000.tb02503.x

Gauthier, A., Guertin, C., & Pelletier, L. G.
(2022). “Motivated to eat green or your
greens? Comparing the role of motivation
towards the environment and for eating
regulation on ecological eating behaviours

— A Self-Determination Theory
perspective”. Food Quality and
Preference, 99, 104570.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2022.10
4570

Goswami, L., Kim, K.-H., Deep, A., Das, P.,
Bhattacharya, S., Kumar, S., & Adelodun,
A. (2017). “Engineered nanoparticles:
Nature, behavior, and effect on the
environment”. Journal of Environmental
Management, 19(6), 297-315.



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.042
https://doi.org/10.30473/ee.2020.6766
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524500411403733
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524500411403733
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.014
https://www.iwrr.ir/article_50035.html?lang=en
https://www.iwrr.ir/article_50035.html?lang=en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02176
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-09684-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-09684-y
https://doi.org/10.4060/cb1447en
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02503.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02503.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2022.104570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2022.104570

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.03.
080

Grothmann, T., & Patt, A. (2005). “Adaptive
capacity and human cognition: The process
of individual adaptation to climate
change”. Global Environmental Change,
15(3), 199-213.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.0
1.002

Haer, T., Botzen, W. W., & Aerts, J. C.
(2016). “The effectiveness of flood risk
communication strategies and the influence
of social networks—Insights from an
agent-based  model”.  Environmental
Science &  Policy, 60(2), 44-52.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.02.01
0

Hajizadeh-Meymandi, M., Sayar-Khalag, H.,
& Shokohefar, K. (2015). “Cultural and
environmental factors among residents in
Yazd”. Quarterly Journal of Socio-
Cultural Development Studies, 3(3), 93—
102. [In Persian].
http://journals.sabz.ac.ir/scds/article-1-
171-en.html

Hamadan Province Agricultural Jihad. (2021)
Statistics. (Accessed September 15, 2021).
Available at http://hm.agri-jahad.ir/php

Hensler, B., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R.
(2009). “The use of partial least squares
path modeling in international marketing”.
In R. R. Sinkovics & P. N. Ghauri (Eds.),
New challenges to international marketing
(pp. 277-319). Emerald Group Publishing.
(Research in Global Strategic
Management, Vol. 14)

Henseler, J., Ringle, C., & Sinkovics, R.
(2009). “The use of partial least squares
path modeling in international marketing”.
Advances in International Marketing
(AIM), 20, 277-320.

Hoseini, S. A., & Ranaei, A. (2019). “An
analysis of the roots of the inability of
conventional environmental economics
theories in explaining and solving
environmental crises and implication for
the  economics of the  Islamic
environment”. Marifat-e Eghtesad-e Islami
Journal System, 10 (20), 197-213.

Hurlimann, A., Dolnicar, S., & Meyer, P.
(2009). “Understanding behaviour to
inform water supply management in

developed nations — A review of literature,
conceptual model and research agenda”.
Journal of Environmental Management, 91
(D), 47-56.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.
014

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
(2018). Global warming of 1.5 C.
https://www.ipcc.ch/srl15/

Jabeen, F., Dhir, A., Islam, N., Talwar, S., &
Papa, A. (2023). “Emotions and food
waste behavior: Do habit and facilitating
conditions matter?”. Journal of Business
Research, 155, 113356.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.1133
56

Janmaimool, P. (2017). “Application of
protection motivation theory to investigate
sustainable waste management behaviors”.
Sustainability, 97), 1079.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9071079

Kamali Moghadam, N., & Ahmadvand, M.
(2020). “Analysis of soil conservation
behavior among Jalizkarans of Dashtrom
district, Boyer Ahmad city: Application of
conservation motivation theory”. Iranian
Journal of Agricultural Extension and
Education, 17(2), 113—-129. [In Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.33639
9.669118

Karimi, S. (2019). “Pro-environmental
behaviours among agricultural students:
An examination of the value-belief-norm
theory”. Journal of Agricultural Science
and  Technology,  21(2), 249-263.
http://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-15455-
en.html

Karimi, S., & Saghaleini, A. (2021). “Factors
influencing  ranchers’ intentions to
conserve rangelands through an extended
theory of planned behavior”. Global
Ecology and Conservation, 26, e01513.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e0151
3

Karimi, S., Mohammadimehr, S. &
Liobikiené, G. (2022). “Socio-
psychological  antecedents of  pro-
environmental intentions and behaviors
among Iranian rural women: An
integrative framework™.  Frontiers in
Environmental Science, 10, 979728.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.979728



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.03.080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.03.080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2005.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.02.010
http://journals.sabz.ac.ir/scds/article-1-171-en.html
http://journals.sabz.ac.ir/scds/article-1-171-en.html
http://hm.agri-jahad.ir/php
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.014
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113356
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113356
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9071079
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.336399.669118
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.336399.669118
http://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-15455-en.html
http://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-15455-en.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01513
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01513
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.979728

Karimi, S., Liobikiené, G., & Alitavakoli, F.
(2022). “The effect of religiosity on pro-
environmental behavior based on the
theory of planned behavior: A cross-
sectional study among Iranian rural female
facilitators”. Frontiers in Psychology, 13,
745019.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.745019

Keshavarz, M., & Karami, E. (2016).
“Farmers’ pro-environmental behavior
under drought: Application of protection
motivation theory”. Journal of Arid
Environments, 127, 128-136.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.11.
009

Kharat, M. G., Murthy, S., Kamble, S. J., &
Kharat, M. G. (2017). “Analysing the
determinants of  household pro-
environmental behavior: An exploratory

study”.  Journal of  Environmental
Management and Sustainable
Development, 6(1), 184-205.

https://doi.org/10.5296/jems.v6il.10731

Kolar, T., & Zabkar, V. (2010). “A consumer-
based model of authenticity: An oxymoron
or the foundation of cultural heritage
marketing?”. Tourism Management, 31(5),
652-664.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.07.
007

Kollmuss, A., & Agyeman, J. (2002). “Mind
the gap: Why do people act
environmentally and what are the barriers
to pro-environmental behavior?”.
Environmental Education Research, 8(3),
239-260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/135046202201454
01

Le Dang, H., Li, E., Nuberg, 1., & Bruwer, J.
(2014). “Farmers’ assessments of private
adaptive measures to climate change and
influential factors: A study in the Mekong
Delta, Vietnam”. Natural Hazards, 71(1),
385-401. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-
013-0866-9

Lewis, M. (2008). Self-conscious emotions:
Embarrassment, pride, shame, and guilt. In
M. Lewis, J. M. Haviland-Jones, & L. F.
Barrett (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (3rd
ed., pp. 368-377). New York, NY:
Guilford.

Li, Y., Brough, C., & Wu, W. (2022). “When
water conservation matters: Examining
how water scarcity experiences create
windows of opportunity for effective
water-saving policy initiatives”.
Environmental Science & Policy, 137, 61—
69.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2022.08.01
3

Liu, X., Wang, Z., Li, W., & Li, G. (2019).
“Mechanisms  of  public education
influencing waste classification
willingness of urban residents”. Resources,
Conservation and Recycling, 149, 381-
390.
https://doi.org/10.1016/]j.resconrec.2019.06
.001

Maduku, D. K. (2021). “Water conservation
campaigns in an emerging economy: How
effective are they?”. International Journal
of  Advertising, 40(3), 452-472.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2020.17
80060

Mancha, R. M., & Yoder, C. Y. (2015).
“Cultural antecedents of green behavioral
intent: An environmental theory of planned
behaviorr”.  Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 43, 145-154.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.06.00
2

Miao, C., Qian, S., & Ma, D. (2017). “The
relationship between entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and firm performance: A meta-
analysis of main and moderator effects”.
Journal of Small Business Management,
55(1), 87-107.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12240

Mirzaei, A., Knierim, A., Nahavand, S. F.,
Shokri, S. A., & Mahmoudi, H. (2019).
“Assessment of policy instruments towards
improving  the  water  reservoirs’
governance in Northern Iran”. Agricultural
Water Management, 211, 48-58.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2018.09.02
0

Mousavi, S. F., Salehnia, N., Seifi, A. &
AsgharpourMasouleh, A. (2021).
“Investigating the effects of advertising
and forcing frugal behavior on water
consumption with regard to social
interactions of consumers”. The Journal of
Economic Policy, 13(25), 281-315. [In



https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.745019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.5296/jems.v6i1.10731
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-013-0866-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-013-0866-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2022.08.013?spm=a2ty_o01.29997173.0.0.72f8517194DTfV&file=j.envsci.2022.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2022.08.013?spm=a2ty_o01.29997173.0.0.72f8517194DTfV&file=j.envsci.2022.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2020.1780060
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2020.1780060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.06.002?spm=a2ty_o01.29997173.0.0.72f8517194DTfV&file=j.jenvp.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.06.002?spm=a2ty_o01.29997173.0.0.72f8517194DTfV&file=j.jenvp.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2018.09.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2018.09.020

Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22034/epj.2021.15687.2
156

Omidi, S., Zibaei, M., & Fathi, F. (2023).
“Factors affecting the acceptance of water
and soil protection activities in Firoozabad
plain”. [Iranian Journal of Economic
Research and Agricultural Development,
54(2). Advance online publication. [In
Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.32683
0.669065

Overstreet, R., Cegielski, C., & Hall, D.
(2013). “Predictors of the intent to adopt
preventive innovations: A meta-analysis”.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
43(5), 936-946.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12023

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC). (2022). Sixth assessment report of
the intergovernmental panel on climate
change.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wgl/

Perez-Villarreal, H. H., Martinez-Ruiz, M. P.,
& lIzquierdo-Yusta, A. (2019). “Testing
model of purchase intention for fast food
in Mexico: How do consumers react to
food values, positive anticipated emotions,
attitude toward the brand, and attitude
toward eating hamburgers?”. Foods, 8(9),
369. https://doi.org/10.3390/foods8090369

Raheli, H., Zarifian, S., & Yazdanpanah, M.
(2020). “The power of the health belief
model (HBM) to predict water demand
management: A case study of farmers’
water conservation in Iran”. Journal of
Environmental Management, 263, 110388.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.11
0388

Rainear, A., & Christensen, J. L. (2017).
“Protection motivation theory as an
explanatory framework for  pro-
environmental  behavioral intentions”.
Communication Research Reports, 34(3),
239-248.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2017.13
27335

Rezaei, R., Safa, L., Damalas, C. A, &
Ganjkhanloo, M. M. (2019). “Drivers of
farmers’ intention to use integrated pest
management: Integrating theory of planned
behavior and norm activation model”.

Journal of Environmental Management,
236, 328-339.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.01.
097

Rogers, R. W. (1975). “A protection
motivation theory of fear appeals and
attitude change”. Journal of Psychology,
91(1), 93-114.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.99
15803

Rueda, N., Guardiola, J., & Gomez, F. (2021).
“The role of nature contact and
connectedness to nature as determinants of
household water use: A case study from
Spain”. Water and Environment Journal,
36(1), 282-291.
https://doi.org/10.1111/wej.12736

Russell, S. V., & Knoeri, C. (2020).
“Exploring  the  psychosocial  and
behavioural determinants of household
water  conservation and  intention”.
International Journal of Water Resources
Development, 36(6), 940-955.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2019.16
38230

Safa, L., & Valinia, S. (2019). “Factors
affecting  water resource  protection
behaviors among farmers in Zanjan city:
Application of conservation motivation
theory”. Iranian Journal of Agricultural
Extension and Education, 16(1), 131-150.
[In Persian].
https://doi.org/10.22034/iaeej.2020.219912
.1501

Savari, M., Abdeshahi, A., Gharechaee, H., &
Nasrollahian, O. (2021). “Explaining
farmers’ response to water crisis through
theory of the norm activation model:
Evidence from Iran”. International Journal
of Disaster Risk Reduction, 60, 102284.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijdrr.2021.102284

Savari, M., Savari, A. & lIzadi, H. (2022).
“Factors Affecting the Saving Behavior in
Household Water Consumption: A Case
Study of Rural Households in Bagh Malek
County”. [ranian Agricultural Extension
and Education Journal, 18(1), 213-230. [In
Persian].
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.1
8.1.13.6

Sepahvand, F., Naderi Mahdei, K.,
Gholamrezaei, S., & Bezhani, M. (2019).



https://doi.org/10.22034/epj.2021.15687.2156
https://doi.org/10.22034/epj.2021.15687.2156
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.326830.669065
https://doi.org/10.22059/ijaedr.2022.326830.669065
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12023
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods8090369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110388
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110388
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2017.1327335
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2017.1327335
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.01.097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.01.097
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1111/wej.12736
https://doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2019.1638230
https://doi.org/10.1080/07900627.2019.1638230
https://doi.org/10.22034/iaeej.2020.219912.1501
https://doi.org/10.22034/iaeej.2020.219912.1501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102284
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.18.1.13.6
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.18.1.13.6

“Analysis of system actors in the
sustainable management of underground
water resources in the Upper Karkheh
watershed”. [ranian Journal of Extension
and Agricultural Education Sciences,
18(1), 37-52. [In Persian].
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.1
8.1.11.4

Sharafipoor, L. & Ahmadvand, M. (2019).
“Managing water consumption and its
determinants among wheat farmers in the
Orzuiyeh County”. [ran-Water Resources
Research, 15(3), 49-61. [In Persian].
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.17352347.1398.1
5345

Siponen, M., Mahmood, M. A., & Pahnila, S.
(2014).  “Employees’  adherence to
information  security  policies:  An
exploratory field study”. Information &
Management, 51(4), 217-224.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].im.2014.02.003

Steinmetz, H., Knappstein, M., Ajzen, L.,
Schmidt, P., & Kabst, R. (2016). “How
effective are behavior change interventions
based on the theory of planned behavior?
A three-level meta-analysis”. Zeitschrift
fiir  Psychologie,  224(3), 216-233.
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-
2604/a000260

Ullah, S., Abid, A., Aslam, W., Noor, R. S.,
Waqgas, M. M., & Gang, T. (2021).
“Predicting behavioral intention of rural
inhabitants toward economic incentive for
deforestation in Gilgit-Baltistan, Pakistan”.
Sustainability, 13(2), 617.
https://doi.org/10.3390/sul3020617

Valizadeh, N., & Karimi Goghari, H. (2017).
“Psychological and social analysis of water
resource protection: Strategies to reduce
vulnerability to water shortage”. In
Proceedings of the Second National
Conference on Hydrology and
Meteorology of Iran (pp. 1025-1030).
Ferdowsi University of Mashhad. [In
Persian].

Varoglu, L., Temel, S., & Yilmaz, A. (2018).
“Knowledge, attitudes and behaviours
towards the environmental issues: Case of
Northern Cyprus”. Eurasia Journal of

Mathematics, Science and Technology
Education, 14(3), 997-1004.
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/81153

Wang, S., Wang, J., Yang, S., Li, J., & Zhou,
K. (2020). “From intention to behavior:
Comprehending residents’ waste sorting
intention and behavior formation process”.
Waste Management, 113, 41-50.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2020.05.
031

Wang, Y., Liang, J., Yang, J., Ma, X, Li, X,
Wu, J., & Feng, Y. (2019). “Analysis of
the environmental behavior of farmers for
non-point source pollution control and
management: An integration of the theory
of planned behavior and the protection
motivation theory”. Journal of
Environmental Management, 237, 15-23.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.02.
070

Warner, L. A, & Diaz, J. M. (2021).
“Amplifying the Theory of Planned
Behavior with connectedness to water to
inform impactful water conservation
program planning and evaluation”. The
Journal of Agricultural Education and
Extension, 27(2), 229-253.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1389224X.2020.18
43062

Yang, N., Men, B. H., & Lin, C. K. (2011).
“Impact analysis of climate change on
water resources”. Procedia Engineering,
24, 643-648.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2011.11.1
57

Yang, X., Pu, Y., Weng, S., Hou, M., &
Wang, Z. (2022). “Review of agricultural
water-saving policies and measures in
recent years — A case study of Jiangsu
Province, China”. Water Supply, 22(4),
3951. https://doi.org/10.2166/ws.2022.026

Zobeidi, T., Yaghoubi, J., & Yazdanpanah, M.
(2022). “Farmers’ incremental adaptation
to water scarcity: An application of the
model of private proactive adaptation to
climate change (MPPACC)”. Agricultural
Water ~ Management, 264, 107528.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2022.10752
8



https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.18.1.11.4
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.20081758.1401.18.1.11.4
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.17352347.1398.15.3.4.5
https://doi.org/20.1001.1.17352347.1398.15.3.4.5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000260
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000260
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020617
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/81153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2020.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2020.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.02.070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.02.070
https://doi.org/10.1080/1389224X.2020.1843062
https://doi.org/10.1080/1389224X.2020.1843062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2011.11.157
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2011.11.157
https://doi.org/10.2166/ws.2022.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2022.107528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2022.107528

