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Abstract

:

Volunteering for nature conservation has become an important resource in solving local environmental problems of global importance. The study at hand assessed how well millennials’ global citizenship attitudes explain their behavioral intentions to engage in volunteer projects, as well as how prior experience of volunteering in environmental projects affects millennials’ global citizenship attitudes. Those who reported past participation in this type of volunteer experience were generally more inclined to partake in future environmental volunteering than those without prior experience. Likewise, for those with prior experience, global citizen factors played a greater role in intentions to experience environmental volunteering. This study makes valuable contributions to the literature surrounding nature conservation, as it illustrates that millennials’ global citizenship attitudes predict participation in environmental volunteering. This work concludes with insights concerning what programs (that provide millennials with opportunities to fulfill environmental duties associated with their global environmental citizenship) can do to provide a more valuable experience for young volunteers.
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1. Introduction


Global environmental issues cannot be effectively addressed from the perspective of nationally-based politics [1], as governments alone cannot provide all needed interventions. Additional initiatives are crucial in coping with environmental change [2,3]. Environmental volunteering has been recognized as an important resource in solving local environmental problems of global importance [4], a positive response to the global reordering [5,6,7,8].



Environmental volunteering tends to be viewed as a form of global civic engagement or social movement [9,10,11] for which members demonstrate responsibility, awareness and engagement [12]. Some scholars advocate that environmental volunteering should become an essential resource for ecological restoration initiatives [8,9,10]. Environmental volunteers can provide physical labor for activities such as monitoring habitats and species, or publicizing environmental causes [10,11] without being financially rewarded for their commitment [10,13,14,15,16]. Restored ecosystems are for the volunteers a direct and worthwhile outcome of their efforts [17,18]. Gray and colleagues [19], further proposed that whenever environmental volunteers participate in the collection of scientific data, they are engaging in activities similar to citizen scientists. The narrative constructs environmental volunteering as doing something worthy for nature and society [8,9,10,18,20,21].



Millennials are the first generation that has witnessed rapid degradation of crucial ecosystems at a global scale. The experiences around deteriorating quality of natural environment during formative years can shape how millennials think about nature, what they value, and what they believe needs to be done [22]. Arguably, the exposure to global environmental issues results in attitudes of global citizenship and acting for the environmental cause.



Despite the narrative concerning the need for greater contribution to and care for the natural environment, empirical research focused on millennials’ attitudes of global citizenship is limited. More work is needed to understand how millennials’ attitudes translate to developing behaviors that are more in tune with responsibility and care for the planet [23,24]. To contribute to the ongoing discussion of millennials and volunteer-based environmental projects, this study has been designed with the twofold purpose: (1) to understand how prior environmental volunteer experience affects the relationship between global citizenship and behavioral intention to volunteer; and (2) to determine differences between those with and without prior environmental volunteering experience.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Environmental Volunteering


Research on volunteering has been driven by the idea that matching peoples’ expectations with the right environmental project is a critical step toward recruiting the right kind of volunteers and retaining them [25]. However, as only few studies have focused specifically on environmental volunteering and intentions to volunteer in nature conservation projects, there is a rather limited understanding about what attracts millennials to projects such as biodiversity monitoring or ecological restoration. Moreover, no clear link has been established between past volunteering experience in environmental management projects in general, global environmental citizen attitudes, and intent to engage in environmental volunteering in the future. Given the shortage of research examining the antecedents of environmental volunteering, the following section reviews participants’ motivations to volunteer (in general) and volunteering in environmental management projects (in particular). Following this, international volunteering is examined in relation to global environmental citizenship, with global environmental citizenship attitudes as the motivating factor.



One of the early models of volunteering conceptualized people as being motivated to volunteer by concerns for the welfare of others (altruistic motives) and by self-interest (egoistic motives) [26]. Outside of the altruistic-egoistic discourse, other studies adapted the functional approach, which focused on the personal and social processes that initiate, direct, and sustain action. Finally, Finkelstein [27] distinguished between two forms of motivations among volunteers—intrinsic and extrinsic—implying that different individuals may participate in the same volunteer work for various reasons.



Clary and colleagues [28] examined the relationship between volunteers’ motivations (through the VFI) and various aspects of volunteer behavior as well as demographic variables. What they found was that different types of volunteering activities were associated with different combinations of motivations, and their motivational distinctions were associated with different demographic groups. Later, Clary and colleagues [29] (employing his Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI)) identified six primary reasons to volunteer: (1) protective motives; (2) values; (3) career advancement; (4) social ties; (5) understanding; and (6) ego enhancement. In environmental volunteering, Grese and colleagues [10] undertook an investigation to determine benefits volunteers derive from participating in ecological restoration, concluding that programs considering volunteer motivations tend to better retain participants. They, however, neglected to explicitly distinguish between extrinsic and intrinsic motivations or discuss the potential of such differences.



On the other hand, Stukas and colleagues [30] conducted an experiment in which they manipulated the perceived choice of a volunteer task to study differences. Importantly, they found that perception of choice regarding the volunteer task was positively related to the intent to volunteer among individuals who engaged in obligatory volunteering. In contrast, for those who were actually volunteering because they believed it was the right thing to do, having the choice of volunteering task was unrelated to their intent to volunteer. This result indicates that when volunteers have high levels of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivational factors such as type of volunteer task may not affect how often they volunteer. Based on the above, it can be also suggested that environmental volunteers who are intrinsically motivated; thus, those who express greater responsibility and care in general, are less likely to be concerned with which environmental management tasks they get involved in.



In a study examining commitment among environmental volunteers, Ryan and colleagues [10] assessed extrinsic and intrinsic motivations of the participants. They identified five motivation themes, including helping the environment, learning, social, reflection, and the opportunity to work for a well-organized program. Interestingly, “helping the environment” and “learning” were highly ranked unique motivations to commit efforts to this kind of environmental initiative [10]. Additionally, the study also demonstrated that after engaging in environmental volunteering once, participants tended to become involved in more environmentally-conscientious behavior. Such work speaks to the potential behavioral outcomes of participating in environmental volunteering programs, namely, that those with a prior volunteering experience are more likely to volunteer again in future.



The integration of intrinsic/extrinsic motivations and functional approach to consider motivations among environmental volunteers continued through a research conducted by Caissie and Halpenny [31], who reported on volunteers participating in a Canadian-based biodiversity conservation program. Universal comments from the participants in the program regarding their experience included high levels of satisfaction with their volunteering experience and included key motivations for contributing, such as a desire for social interaction, appeal of working outdoors, interest in travelling to get to the volunteer site, and anticipation that the experience would be “fun” [31].



Measham and Barnett [16] interviewed both volunteers and project coordinators from environmental groups in Australia to explore six types of motivations, namely social interaction, helping a cause, skill improvement, learning, caring about the environment, and caring for a place. The authors found that the most salient motivations surrounded meeting others and meaningful engagement in environmental management projects. To retain volunteers, programs must strive to make them feel that they are making significant contribution to the environment, while promoting social interaction among participants and those they meet [16]. This social interaction motivation is a key theme running throughout the work of Grese and colleagues [32] as well as Caissie and Halpenny [31]. Of course, as Bruyere and Rappe [33] as well as Campbell and Smith [34] found, helping the environment and furthering global environmental efforts are central reasons why individuals claim they engage in conservation volunteering. More recently, Takase and colleagues [35] showed that improvement of well-being for a local community can have an influence on the variation in frequency of participation.



It can be noted that more recently, environmental volunteering discourse has shifted, to look at volunteering in relation to broader political economic processes and theoretical approaches, including global citizenship [8,36,37]. Gray and colleagues [38] further suggested that volunteers should be viewed as citizen scientists when they choose to participate in the collection of scientific data such as biodiversity monitoring projects. Within this notion of volunteers as global citizens, one finds examples of volunteers being increasingly engaged in citizen science projects [38] p. 97. The notion of global citizenship is a complex, widely used term that interconnects with volunteer travel in numerous ways. The following paragraphs review literature dedicated to the concept of global citizenship and seek to conceptualize global citizenship in the context of environmental volunteering.




2.2. Global Citizenship


Global citizenship attitudes derive from values and virtues regarding “civic global responsibility, service to community, respect for the environment, and a shared sense of belonging to a common human community across national borders” [39]. They are about a sense of belonging to a global community that emphasizes political, economic, social and cultural interdependency and interconnectedness between the local, the national and the global [40]. That is, the global citizens identify with and act on behalf of a global community [41,42]. In other words, Cabrera [43] contends that while global citizenship is commonly conceptualized in reference to and commitment to others within the global community, it is ultimately underpinned by the notion of acting for the common good [44].



When regarding the natural environment as a public good, conceptualization of global citizenship as attitudes of responsibility and service to a global community may enable a better understanding of how and why some individuals engage in environmental volunteering [8]. Specifically, environmental volunteering is seen as a way to express global citizenship attitudes in the context of environmental change [45]. Thus, perhaps one way to conceptualize the notion of global environmental citizenship is to turn to the idea of citizen science [19]. Citizen science refers to any project in which citizens engage in any phase of scientific research projects [46]. In this regard, environmental volunteers collect specific types of data at diverse locations on changing environmental conditions [4,19].



Goren and Yemini [47] reviewed research surrounding global citizenship and concluded that many studies focus on outcomes of global citizenship such as promoting tolerance, environmental awareness, and empowerment, rather than conceptualizing it within a theoretical model. One exception to this is the work of Reysen and colleagues [48], that demonstrated through a theoretical model, how normative environment, global awareness, and global citizenship identification all served as significant antecedents of pro-social values among participants. In recognizing the gap noted by Goren and Yemini [47], Tarrant and colleagues [49] proposed conceptual frameworks of global citizenship derived from value-belief-norm theory (VBN), though they never tested such models. Wynveen and colleagues [50] employed the established VBN model, revealing how personal values, environmental worldview, awareness of consequences, ascription of responsibility, and personal norms factored into individuals’ intentions to engage in pro-environmental behavior.



The work surrounding global citizenship has received far less attention in the context of environmental volunteering [8], often focusing on volunteering in general [51,52,53]. Smith and Laurie [52] demonstrated (through secondary data) how international volunteering highlights individual autonomy, improvement and responsibility, while simultaneously “allying itself to notions of collective global citizenship, solidarity, development and activism” [52] (p 545). Smith and colleagues [53] claimed that global citizenship should be considered as a process (and as “products of constant negotiations or experiences”) rather than an end point (i.e., outcome variables). Despite this, Lough and McBride [51] (through survey methods) found that engagement in international volunteering significantly explained individuals’ levels of global citizenship. As such, global citizenship was considered the outcome variable.



Focusing exclusively on global citizenship in the context of international environmental volunteering, Lorimer [8] argues that international volunteering is a mode or form of global environmental citizenship. Such a perspective downplays the cognitive processes by which people intentionally seek to engage in international environmental volunteering as a potential result of global citizenship attitudes. Greater work, therefore, is needed to examine the role global citizenship potentially plays in individuals’ intentions to participate in international environmental volunteering.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Participants and Data Collection Procedures


Participants (N = 646) for this study were millennials between the ages of 18–36 (M = 24.5). Of the participants, 65.9% (N = 426) were students at a large public university in southwestern United States, who were recruited in November and December of 2016. The remaining 34.1% (N = 220) were recruited during the same time period via a Qualtrics national panel survey that comprised of individuals from across the U.S. This convenience sample panel utilized qualifiers for age (i.e., 24–36 years) and gender (i.e., 50/50 male/female) split. For each group, an online survey instrument (using Qualtrics) was self-administered to the young adults. Using a mixed data collection approach allowed for a greater opportunity to collect a pool of demographically-diverse participants within the millennial generation.




3.2. Measurement and Analysis


Three primary measures were utilized in this study to address study objectives: (1) engagement in environmental volunteering during the last 12 months; (2) global citizenship attitude; and (3) likelihood of participating in conservation volunteering in the near future. Participants were asked (using a single-item measure), to what extent they have engaged in activities aimed at conservation or protection of the environment or wildlife over the last 12 months, on a scale of 1–5 (1 = none at all; 5 = a great deal). For purposes of analysis, this item was recoded as a binary response (0 = no prior experience; 1 = some degree of experience). In other words, all those who indicated “1” from the original scale were recoded as “0” on the new scale; those who indicated “2–5” were recoded as “1” on the new scale. As such, 449 individuals indicated no prior experience and 197 indicated some prior experience.



The construct of global citizenship has been previously measured in some distinct manners. As [54] advances, “It is generally accepted that global citizenship encompasses three key dimensions [12,49,55]. Social responsibility (a concern for humanity and the environment); global awareness or competence (alertness and responsiveness to issues that are global in nature); and civic engagement (active, informed participation in local, national, and global affairs).” Realizing the limitations (i.e., interchangeable identification of measures, narrow focus, lack of face validity, etc.) of extant scales intended to measure global citizenship, Morais and Ogden [55] developed the 29-item Global Citizenship Scale. Across the 29 items within the GCS, Morais and Ogden [55] revealed three dimensions and six subscales: Social responsibility; global competence (with sub-scales self-awareness, intercultural communication, and global knowledge); and global civic engagement (with sub-scales involvement in civic organizations, political voice, and global civic activism). Building on the work of [55], Reysen and colleagues [48] then developed their own scale of global citizenship. Reysen and Katzarska-Miller [56] utilized 22 items to measure the construct, which resulted in nine unique dimensions (e.g., normative environment, global awareness, global citizenship identification, intergroup empathy, valuing diversity, social justice, environmental sustainability, intergroup helping, and responsibility to act).



Utilizing the same measures put forth by Reysen and colleagues [48] and Reysen and Katzarska-Miller [56], the 22-item scale was utilized to measure global citizenship across nine unique factors or dimensions (i.e., normative environment—four items; global awareness—four items; global citizenship identification –two items; intergroup empathy—two items; valuing diversity—two items; social justice—two items; environmental sustainability—two items; intergroup helping—two items; and responsibility to act—two items). The items were presented on a 7-pt Likert scale of agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).



Behavioral intention to participate in future environmental volunteering was measured using eight items from prior research on consumer intentions [57] and tourism behavior [58]. Similar self-reporting inventories, as [59] assure, have been used successfully in recent research on nature conservation intentions. Items were presented on a 7-pt Likert scale of likeliness to engage (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely) in environmental volunteering in the near future.



Multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was utilized to determine if significant differences in global citizenship and future intentions to engage in environmental volunteering exist between those with and without prior environmental volunteering experience. To determine the extent to which global citizenship explains individuals’ future intentions to engage in environmental volunteering, a confirmatory factor analysis (to establish a measurement model) and structural equation modeling (to test the path model) were undertaken in a two-step sequence for both groups (i.e., those with and those without prior experience). From the CFA, psychometric properties concerning reliability and construct validity were also assessed.





4. Results


4.1. Sample Descriptions


Information pertaining to six demographic variables helps to provide a better context for each sample (i.e., those with and those without prior environmental volunteering experience) under consideration. The gender composition of the two samples was fairly similar, with slightly more females in the no prior environmental volunteering experience group (69.9%) than in the prior experience group (63.1%). Age was nearly identical with 49% of those in the no prior environmental volunteering experience group (M = 24.47 years) between the ages of 18–21 compared to 48% in the same age range for those with prior experience (M = 24.69 years). In terms of race and ethnicity, 72.2% of those with prior environmental volunteer experience were white, while 68.2% with no prior experience were white. Other groups included African Americans (9.3% prior experience; 12.6% no prior experience) and Hispanic/Latinx (regardless of race) (24.5% prior experience; 21.8% no prior experience). While fewer without prior environmental volunteering experience had travelled outside the U.S. (66.8% versus 71.9% with prior experience), a higher percentage within the same sample had lived outside the U.S. prior (13.8% versus 12.2% with prior experience).




4.2. Comparisons on Global Citizenship Scale and Intentions to Engage in Future Environmental Volunteering Opportunities


Two MANOVAs with Wilks’s Λ (using IBM SPSS v. 25) were performed to determine if those with and without prior environmental volunteering experience responded differently to items within the Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) as well as their intentions to participate in future environmental volunteering opportunities. Uniformly, those with prior environmental volunteer experience reported a higher level of agreement with the 22 items (as indicated by mean scores) in the GCS than did those without prior experience. From the MANOVA, significant differences were found on 19 of the items (Wilks’s Λ = 0.91, F(22,598) = 2.74, p < 0.001). ANOVAs for the items: ‘I am interested in learning about the many cultures that have existed in this world’ (F(1,598) = 2.30, p = 0.13); ‘Natural resources should be used primarily to provide for basic needs rather than material wealth’ (F(1,598) = 2.10, p = 0.15); and ‘If I had the opportunity, I would help others who are in need regardless of their nationality’ (F(1,598) = 1.48, p = 0.22) were not significantly different between those with and those without prior environmental volunteering experience. Table 1 provides output for the MANOVA model and its ANOVA results for each GCS item.



The second MANOVA (Table 2) was undertaken to examine whether the two prior environmental volunteer experience groups differed on their future intentions to engage in environmental volunteer opportunities. As with the first MANOVA, those with prior environmental volunteering experience indicated a higher degree of likelihood of engaging in future volunteering focusing on nature conservation (as indicated by mean scores across the eight items). From the second MANOVA results, it is apparent that significant differences were found on every item (Wilks’s Λ = 0.91, F(8,625) = 7.96, p < 0.001). Table 2 provides output for the MANOVA model and its ANOVA results for each item concerning intention to engage in future environmental volunteering opportunities.




4.3. CFA Results for Those with No Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience


Before assessing the relationships between GCS factors and intentions to engage in future environmental volunteering (through a structural regression model), measurement models (using CFA) for each prior environmental volunteering experience group was established (see Table 3). CFA was undertaken utilizing EQS v 6.3. To start, all 10 factors across the GCS and behavioral intentions was added to the model along with error terms using LaGrange Multiplier (LM) tests. Next, the model was trimmed using Wald tests in such a way as to not compromise the standard established by [60] (i.e., Δχ2/df no less than 3.84) (see [61]. One hundred and eight error terms were identified, for which 103 were successfully removed. The item, ‘I would like to learn more about environmental volunteering’ (belonging to the behavioral intentions factor) was removed as it loaded onto the social justice factor within the GCS (and would have compromised the 3.84 Δχ2/df threshold had it remained in the final measurement model). Additionally, four error covariances (none of which covaried across factors) remained in the final model because removing them would have compromised the 3.84 Δχ2/df threshold. This practice is acceptable, according to [62], given items from which the error covariance originated uniquely loaded onto the same factor.



The final 10-factor measurement model for the no prior environmental volunteering experience group resulted in nine unique GCS factors (e.g., normative environment; global awareness; global citizenship identification; intergroup empathy; valuing diversity; social justice; environmental sustainability; intergroup helping; and responsibility to act) [56] and a unidimensional behavioral intention factor [63]. The measurement model was significant with a Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 (335, N = 449) = 718.29, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05. Each of the model fit indices is considered acceptable per [62] recommendations. All 29 items within the model had a standardized factor loading greater than 0.50 [63]. Maximal weighted alphas or MWA (representing factor reliabilities) ranged from 0.73 to 0.97.



Convergent validity was established through each significant (p < 0.001) t-value associated with each loading on to corresponding factors. Discriminant validity, by and large, was demonstrated through average variance extracted (AVE) estimates exceeding the squared correlations between each factor [63] (see Table 4). Three exceptions (among the 45 comparisons) to this are the squared correlations between global citizenship identification, social justice, and responsibility to act with global awareness (as italicized in Table 4), which slightly surpassed the AVE for global awareness. With sound demonstration of convergent and discriminant validity estimates, it can be said that construct validity was established among the 10 factors within the measurement model for the no prior environmental volunteering group.




4.4. CFA Results for Those with Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience


The same CFA was employed for the group with prior environmental volunteering experience in developing a sound measurement model (see Table 3; right portion). Following LM tests to build the model (one factor at a time), 78 error terms were identified. Seventy-five of the error terms were removed without compromising the 3.84 Δχ2/df threshold. However, three cross-loaders (i.e., ‘If I could, I would dedicate my life to helping others no matter what country that they are from; If I had the opportunity, I would help others who are in need regardless of their nationality;’ and ‘I would pay to go on an environmental volunteering program’) had to be removed as their inclusion in the final measurement model would compromise the threshold. It should be mentioned that by removing the first two items (of the three listed), the intergroup helping factor was not included within the final measurement model.



As such, the measurement model for the prior environmental volunteering experience group consisted of nine factors: eight across the GCS and one comprising the behavioral intentions of future environmental volunteering engagement. The measurement model was significant with a Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 (294, N = 197) = 493.37, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06. All 27 items within the model had a standardized factor loading, which exceeded the suggested critical value of 0.50 [64]. MWAs ranged from 0.70 to 0.96.



The t values associated with each factor loading were all significant (p < 0.001), which revealed convergent validity for the nine factors in the model. Similar to the no prior environmental volunteering experience group, all AVEs (which exceeded 0.50) surpassed the squared correlations between factors except in two instances (as italicized in Table 5). The squared correlations between the global citizenship identification factor and the normative environment and responsibility to act factors exceeded the AVE for the normative environment factor. These two squared factor correlations were only two of the possible 36 comparisons to exceed the AVE within either the row or column under consideration as shown in Table 5. With that said, construct validity was also demonstrated for the nine factors in the measurement model for the prior environmental volunteering experience group.




4.5. SEM Results for Those with No Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience


So as to understand how prior environmental volunteer experience affects the relationship between global citizenship and behavioral intention to volunteer, structural equation modelling (SEM) was undertaken (also using EQS v 6.3) for both those with and without prior environmental volunteering experience (following the measurement models established from CFA). For the group with no prior experience, the Satorra-Bentler χ2 (335, N = 449) = 718.27, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05. In assessing the particular paths between GCS factors and the behavioral intentions factor (see Table 6), six GCS factors were significant predictors in the model: global awareness (β = 0.44, p < 0.001); valuing diversity (β = 0.62, p < 0.001); social justice (β = 0.96, p < 0.001); environmental sustainability (β = 0.65, p < 0.001); intergroup helping (β = 0.92, p < 0.001); and responsibility to act (β = 0.86, p < 0.001). The squared multiple correlation (R2SMC) was 0.35, indicating that the six GCS factors uniquely explained 35% of the variance in intentions to participate in future environmental volunteering among those who had no prior experience. The paths from normative environment (β = 0.86, p < 0.001), global citizenship identification (β = 0.86, p < 0.001), and intergroup empathy (β = 0.86, p < 0.001) were not significant contributors in the model.




4.6. SEM Results for Those with Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience


Data from the group with prior environmental volunteering experience was also subjected to SEM following the measurement model establishment. The Satorra-Bentler χ2 (295, N = 197) = 544.50, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.07. As could be expected, the SEM fit indices follow from the CFA fit indices. In this case, the CFI was marginally acceptable, with a value exceeding the 0.90 threshold as suggested by [63]. Despite intergroup helping not being included in the SEM model as it was removed in the measurement model, the remaining eight GCS factors were significant predictors in the model: normative environment (β = 0.83, p < 0.001); global awareness (β = 1.14, p < 0.001); global citizenship identification (β = 1.29, p < 0.001); intergroup empathy (β = 0.68, p < 0.001); valuing diversity (β = 0.70, p < 0.001); social justice (β = 0.46, p < 0.001); environmental sustainability (β = 0.77, p < 0.001); and responsibility to act (β = 0.96, p < 0.001). The squared multiple correlation (R2SMC) was 0.54, indicating that the eight GCS factors uniquely explained 54% of the variance in intentions to participate in future environmental volunteering among those who had prior experience.





5. Discussion


The project at hand sought to assess attitudes of global citizenship among those with and without prior environmental volunteer experience and how well those attitudes can explain behavioral intentions to engage in environmental volunteer projects in those two groups. Millennials in the sample who reported past participation in environmental volunteering were generally more inclined to partake in future environmental projects than those without prior experiences of environmental volunteering. This argument is supported by [10] who demonstrated earlier that participation in environmental volunteering projects was linked to more environmentally-conscientious behavior afterwards. Here the important task for future research is to explore how the quality of past volunteer experiences shapes attitudes and future behavior.



Nevertheless, differences in terms of intentions to engage in environmental volunteering between millennials with prior experience and those without prior experience inspired further questions about the contribution global citizenship attitude makes to explaining intentions to rejoin environmental volunteer projects. Interestingly, for respondents with prior experience, global citizen attitudes factors played a greater role in intentions to explore environmental volunteer projects as all eight GC factors (normative environment, global awareness, global citizenship identification, intergroup helping, valuing diversity, social justice, environmental sustainability, and responsibility to act) explained more than half of the variance in intentions. That being said, even for those without prior experience, six factors (global awareness, valuing diversity, social justice, environmental sustainability, intergroup helping, and responsibility to act) were significant predictors of behavioral intentions to engage in environmental volunteering, contributing to approximately one-third of the variance in intentions. Overall, this demonstrates that global citizenship attitudes tend to explain intentions to participate in environmental volunteering, regardless of whether individuals had prior experience in environmental volunteering. It is also worth noting that factors such as normative environment, global citizenship identification, and intergroup empathy are intuitively linked to some form of engagement with the group and the effect of the reference group on individual behavior, which could be connected to findings from Ryan and colleagues [10].



Results from the study at hand complement Ryan and colleagues’ assessment of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations among environmental volunteers in which ‘helping the environment’ and ‘learning’ were the top ranked [10]. Precisely, the two top motivations identified by the scholars corresponded to dimensions of global citizenship attitudes identified in this study. Likewise, conclusions regarding retention of volunteers seem to justify the focus of this study on global citizenship attitudes as antecedents of environmental volunteering. Moreover, given that millennials from the sample find global citizenship attitudes an important aspect of their decisions to participate in environmental volunteering, it is important to consider highlighting dimensions of global citizenship to fulfill ambitions of their volunteers.



While the results from the study at hand indicate that global citizenship attitudes can explain why millennials want to travel for environmental volunteering, it is necessary to acknowledge critical views regarding the narratives used in framing volunteer traveler as a global citizen. As such, it is worth to recall [36] concern about general tendency to see the volunteer as part of a new, progressive focus for citizenship. Similarly, [8] raises criticism of environmental volunteering being idealized as a collection of social and environmental duties. He reflects that at the international level, environmental volunteering tends to be framed as a positive model of the cosmopolitan citizen. The volunteers are falsely believed to “perform a universal attachment to ‘globality’ and a re-territorialised sense of belonging that respects cultural difference” [65] in [8].



Indeed, several recent studies seem to support this contra-narrative illustrating that millennials’ focus on their lifestyles and fighting for environmental well-being is simply a way to express their lifestyle and how they would like to be perceived [66,67]. Therefore, especially for millennials, a quest for positive emotional states and hedonic experiences can reinforce the informed ethical travel choices within this group [68,69]. And while millennials are more likely to consider travelling with a higher focus on individuality and flexibility, [70,71] point out “increasing levels of concern over the impacts of travel” within this group [65]. Thus, it could be proposed that while global citizenship attitudes indeed explain millennials’ participation in environmental volunteer travel, this type of ‘global citizenship’ nurtures the ‘travel for lifestyle’ attitude among millennials. This behavioral inconsistency or so to speak, ‘novel behaviour,’ is fascinating and demands further exploration.



Implications, Limitations and Future Research


The study makes an important contribution to the area of environmental volunteering as it illustrates that global citizenship attitudes matter to millennials and can explain their participation in environmental volunteering. Important finding from the perspective of environmental management is that for millennials, environmental programs that provide opportunities to fulfill their global citizenship duties seem to be more attractive. This managerial implication of the results is consistent with past research arguing that programs considering volunteer motivations tend to be more attractive and more likely to retain volunteers [32]. When volunteers feel that they fulfil their global citizen’s duties, project managers do not need to invest additional resources in recruiting new individuals. Moreover, when volunteer retention is high, there will likely be greater opportunity to achieve the objectives of an environmental project [72]. In sum, in the neoliberal reality of environmental management [24,73], the higher the volunteer retention, the more successful the project is.



This study also has several important theoretical implications. First of all, it joins political discussion concerning environmental volunteering as global citizenship by illustrating how global citizenship attitudes relate to millennials’ intentions to engage in environmental volunteer projects. That is not to undermine the skepticism by [8] or [36] about the real beneficiaries of international environmental volunteer travel. Quite the opposite, contemporary environmental volunteering is far from the ideal of global citizenship; however, the study illustrated that despite problems, millennials like to think of themselves as global citizens when they travel to volunteer for nature environmental projects. And while millennials may prefer to engage in projects that enable them to view themselves as global citizens, their behavior may also be driven by hedonic values [69].



Last, but not least, this study conceptualized and examined the notion of global citizenship attitudes as a multidimensional construct, rather than a unidimensional concept. Global awareness, valuing diversity, social justice, environmental sustainability, intergroup helping and responsibility to act were identified as dimensions of global citizenship attitudes to be examined in terms of their ability to explain environmental volunteering among millennials.



Though it was intentional to capture the perspectives of millennials regarding prior experience and future intentions of engaging in environmental volunteering along with global citizenship, our sample largely comprised of students from one particular university. In efforts to minimize the potential for such bias, participants from a national panel sample were included. Given this, findings should be interpreted with some degree of caution. Future research needs to consider data collection using a probability form of sampling (i.e., not convenience as was used in this study) from a more robust sample that includes students from multiple institutions. Utilizing a full sample of respondents throughout the entire U.S. (i.e., panel sample) would provide greater support for the present study’s findings.



Despite global citizenship explaining a considerable degree of variance (i.e., 35% and 54%) in future intentions to engage in environmental volunteering, the fact remains that only one construct was included within each path model. Additional constructs should be added to future models that may help to explain a greater degree of variance in intentions to engage in future environmental volunteering. One means by which this can be done is through the employment of the value-belief-norm (VBN) model, originally developed by [74,75] and most recently tested in the contexts of sustainability behaviors [76] and tourists’ pro-sustainable behaviors [77]. Such antecedents that may serve to explain a greater degree of variance in antecedents within the VBN model are: personal values, the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP), awareness of consequences, ascription of responsibility, and personal norms.



Due to the nature of cross-sectional survey-based research, it is extremely difficult to gauge both behavioral intentions and actual behavior. As such, one limitation is focused on individuals’ levels of intention. Further research should embrace more longitudinal data collection approaches, whereby data can be collected for both behavioral intentions and actual intentions of engaging in environmental volunteering. As has been argued within the literature [78], one would expect to see a significant positive relationship between the two constructs. At that point, greater confidence is needed in demonstrating how intentionality translates to behaviour.
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Table 1. Differences a in global citizenship scale items b between prior environmental volunteering experience groups c.
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	Global Citizenship Scale Item
	No Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience Mean
	Prior Environmental Volunteering Experience Mean
	F
	p





	Most people who are important to me think that being a global citizen is desirable
	4.74
	5.11
	9.14
	0.00



	If I called myself a global citizen, most people who are important to me would approve
	4.88
	5.37
	16.13
	0.00



	My friends think that being a global citizen is desirable
	4.64
	5.24
	26.3