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Understanding engagement and disengagement from pro-environmental behaviour: the role of neutralization and affirmation techniques in maintaining persistence in and desistance from car use.
                                                              
Abstract
Despite mounting evidence that car use is a prime culprit of global warming, our love affair with the car persists. General awareness of the environmental consequences of car usage is high but fails to correspond to moderated car use. This paper contributes to an understanding of how university students’ environmental beliefs affect decisions to engage in continued car use (persistence) and/or to discontinue or reduce car use (desistance). The aim of the research presented here was to explore the range of neutralizations and counter-neutralizations (affirmations) employed by students and to examine the ways in which they are used to justify and maintain either persistence or desistance in car use. The research consisted of six focus group sessions with thirty-four UK-based Higher Education students. Analysis of the study’s data highlights the range of neutralizations and counter-neutralizations employed by students in social settings. The article discusses the usefulness of neutralization theory in accounting for actual and/or intended non-environmentally friendly behaviour such as car use. In addition, the study’s findings are discussed in relation to prior research and to potential implications for public policy interventions which favour moderating car usage. 




1.0 INTRODUCTION
Carbon emissions from the transport sector constitute a major source of household carbon footprint – outranked only by construction and food production (Lorek & Spangenberg, 2001; Klockner & Friedrichsmeier, 2011). It is argued that since such emissions are responsible for a high percentage of overall carbon dioxide emissions, there is a need to attain drastic reductions (World Watch Institute, 2004; Gardner & Abraham, 2007; Beirao & Cabral, 2007; IPCC, 2007; Klockner & Friedrichsmeier, 2011). Private car use is, in turn, a major contributor to overall emissions from the transport sector (Klockner & Friedreichsmeier, 2011). It constitutes the primary mode of daily commuting, especially for people living in the industrialized world (Bergstad et al., 2011). There is strong potential for reducing overall carbon emissions if individuals reduce use of the car; the persistent use of cars by individuals jeopardizes the attainment of maximal carbon reductions from the overall transport sector (Steg & Tertoolen, 1999; Thornton et al., 2011). However, car use as a specific travel behaviour is very resistant to change (Thorgesen, 2004). 
Numerous studies have found that people are generally aware of the environmental externalities associated with dependency and overreliance on the use of private cars (Gardner & Abraham, 2007). However, few are willing to switch to alternative modes of transport and/or reduce the number of trips they make (Scottish Executive, 2003; King et al., 2009). Policy makers recognize that more needs to be done. Investments into transport infrastructure, petrol taxes, R&D subsidies, congestion charges and bus/taxi lanes are all part of the set of regulatory tools that have been used in attempts to change the behaviour of car users. The aim is not to eradicate car usage but to reduce its environmental impact to levels that are acceptable and compatible with a sustainable economy (Wright & Curtis, 2005; Hensher & Button, 2003; Stradling et al., 2000). However, due to the limited efficacy of these measures, there is a growing realization that more profound changes in the way individuals think about the car must be explored. In particular, it is argued that a deeper level of understanding of the complex dynamics underpinning car use by individuals and specific traveller segments is necessary for the design of effective interventions in favour of more sustainable commuting (Anable, 2005; Bamberg & Moser, 2007; Axsen & Kurani, 2012; Uba, 2013).
The purpose of this paper is to gain a deeper understanding of the reasoning techniques employed by car users and non-users when opposing normative expectations are made salient. Section 2 summarizes relevant literature in the area and defines the specific focus of the study. Section 3 presents our theoretical framework, which builds on the existing theory of neutralization (Sykes & Matza, 1957). The research methods used in the study are discussed in Section 4, and the study’s results are presented and analyzed in Section 5. Section 6 discusses our theoretical contribution(s) vis-à-vis prior literature as well as potential policy implications.
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW AND FOCUS OF STUDY
Current literature highlights that individuals’ car user behaviour is neither mechanistic nor solely dependent on utility, i.e. getting from point A to point B. Rather, decisions to use the car are largely dependent on a complex range of factors (Bamberg et al., 2011; Uba, 2013). These include: instrumental or utilitarian reasons for commuting by car (Guiver, 2007) such as travel time and travel costs (Zahavi & Ryan, 1980); the import of the built environment and accessibility measures (Reutter & Reutter, 1996; Manaugh & El-Geneidy, 2013); affective motivations such as the pleasures of driving, or feelings of power or superiority over others (Steg & Tertoolen, 1999); and psychosocial benefits relating to mastery, self-esteem and feelings of autonomy, protection and prestige (Ellaway et al., 2003; Wright & Curtis, 2005).  On the other hand, trip satisfaction with alternatives such as cycling may negatively affect decisions to use the car (see Willis, Manaugh & El-Geneidy, 2013) whilst a key role is also played by situational factors such as car availability (Dieleman et al., 2002), weather variability and strikes (Klockner & Friedrichsmeier, 2011; Uba, 2013). 
Such motivations and/or arguments for car use are well-documented and comprehensively reviewed elsewhere (e.g. Gartman, 2004; Sheller, 2004; Guiver, 2007; Beirao & Cabral, 2007; Wright & Curtis, 2005). More recent studies emphasize the multiplicity of contexts and considerations that may affect commuting choices (Manaugh & El-Geneidy, 2013; Willis, Manaugh & El-Geneidy, 2013). However, as Hagman (2003) argues, the majority of existing research focuses on motivations and factors per se rather than on “how they are presented so as to make sense” (p.5) as part of people’s everyday accounts and narratives of transport dilemmas. 
The few studies that have delved into individuals’ accounts of car use suggest that while the advantages of car use are largely known and are deemed to be unquestionable, the negative aspects of car use – particularly the environmental damage caused by car use – are often subject to negotiation (Gartman, 2004; Thorgesen, 2004). This is consistent with findings highlighting that engagement in pro-environmental behaviour is largely determined by whether individuals perceive acting in such a manner as congruent with their sense of self and/or with their perceptions of others (including perceptions about roles, events and/or the social world) as well as how these become embedded in everyday practices (Thorgesen, 2004; Whitmarsh & O’Neil, 2010). Because such cognitive representations underpin beliefs and sense-making about the way things work or are supposed to work (Crittenden, 1983; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Maruna & Mann, 2006), they also underpin behaviour. Furthermore, individuals may employ accounts – explanations and justifications for their behaviour – as a means to maintaining a coherent sense of themselves (Shotter, 1984; Crittenden, 1983) and/or resolving everyday dilemmas (Orbuch, 1997). 
In the context of car usage, such justifications may serve to alleviate potential feelings of guilt over environmental considerations and may therefore facilitate persistence in current travel habits (Jain & Guiver, 2001; Uba, 2013). However, car usage is a context which is potentially underpinned by different sets of normative expectations, and these could point to different courses of action. As we explain below, although acknowledged as environmentally harmful, car usage for university students is also viewed as a rite of passage. There are thus strong normative pressures in favour of, rather than against, the use of cars.  Focusing on the justification accounts of individuals and groups and on how these accounts serve the purpose of negotiating different normative contexts has, therefore, the potential to facilitate understanding of how individuals and traveller segments are able to either persist in or desist from car use.
The foregoing explication of the role of accounts in understanding car use behaviour underpins the initial point of departure for the current study. We argue that a good approach to understanding how individuals are able to reconcile attitude-behaviour discrepancies in car usage is by exploring the justification accounts that result in  either persistence and desistance in use of the car becoming the individual’s chosen course of action. 
3.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The majority of studies on car user behaviour (and even pro-environmental behaviour in general) have relied on rational choice models such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour  (Ajzen, 1991). This theory suggests that knowledge of a person’s attitude is crucial in understanding any behavioural context; insofar as attitudes influence intentions, which in turn affect final behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen, 1991). Many studies on car usage have found support for the predictive utility of the variables derived from Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (see Gardner & Abraham, 2008; Stradling et al., 2000). However, whilst rational choice models and theories offer explanations for car usage and behaviour, they are not without limitations. Specifically, they fail to account for the “attitude-behaviour gap”; attitudes may be consistently opposite to behaviour.
Normative approaches offer alternative insights into modelling and understanding car user behaviour. Normative models often focus on outlining or prescribing some kind of moral imperative that it is assumed will direct and guide behaviour under certain circumstances. Schwartz’s (1977) Norm Activation Model (NAM) is, perhaps, the most popular normative theory that has been applied to understanding car user behaviour (see Bamberg et al., 2011). This theory assumes that values and beliefs will lead to a consciousness of inherent problems or consequences that derive from performing certain behaviour(s). This resultant awareness will motivate individuals, via the activation of personal norms, to act in a manner that addresses the problem(s). This argument has been used to account for how car usage may be reduced (see Nordlund & Garvil, 2003). However, empirical findings highlight that environmental values and beliefs do not always lead to corresponding reductions in car usage (Kollmus & Agyemang, 2002). It can therefore be concluded that this model shares a similar limitation to those with a rational choice underpinning. More recent studies have attempted combinations of these models as a means of addressing their individual weaknesses. For instance, Bamberg et al. (2011) have included constructs from both the TPB and NAM in their study’s model, while Klockner & Blobaum (2010) have attempted a “Comprehensive Action Determination Model” (CADM). The CADM has been applied in the understanding of pro-environmental behaviour (see Klockner & Blobaum, 2010, on travel mode choice; and Klockner & Oppedal, 2011, on waste separation). However, even such attempts have limitations and do not offer a fully comprehensive account of attitude-behaviour inconsistencies (see Uba, 2013, for a detailed explication). 
To summarize, decisions to use or not use the car are tied to a complexity of factors, and there may not be one best approach towards the deeper understanding needed for effective intervention aimed at encouraging reductions in use of the car (Beirao & Cabral, 2007). Accordingly, we suggest that more comprehensive understandings of car user behaviour would benefit from the application of theories that are specifically suited to capturing the essence of what is being left underexplored and under-theorized; that is, the inability of pro-environmental norms or attitudes to guide behaviour. The theoretical framework applied in the current study is underpinned by neutralization theory (Sykes & Matza, 1957) and its more recent extension, affirmation techniques (Copes & Williams, 2007). They both aim at understanding how inconsistencies between an individual’s actions and beliefs are negotiated (and ultimately rendered less problematic) and accounted for (Hazani, 1991; Maruna & Copes, 2004).
In their original explication, Sykes & Matza (1957) argued that individuals who engage in norm-violating behaviour (crime) do not necessarily dissociate themselves from conventional norms. However, they may learn and appeal to a set of justifications or rationalizations which can insulate them from guilt, self-blame and blame from others prior to or after engagement in norm-violating behaviour. Although rooted in criminology, neutralization theory has been applied widely to various other areas such as the practice of dangerous sports (Brannigan & McDougall, 1983), the holding of stigmatized occupations (Thompson & Harred, 1992), the performance of environmentally relevant behaviours such as short-distance flights and recycling (Schahn et al., 1995,  Schahn & Bertsch, 2003), consumer misbehaviour (Cohn & Vaccaro, 2006; Rosenbaum & Kuntze, 2003; Strutton et al. 1994) ethical consumerism (Chatzidakis et al., 2004; Chatzidakis et al., 2007; Hansmann et al., 2006; McGregor, 2008) and alcohol consumption among university students (Piacentini et al., 2012). The theory has yet to be applied to car use with a view to explaining how pro-environmental cognitions may or may not influence alternative travel behaviour.
Applications of neutralization theory typically employ Sykes and Matza’s (1957) taxonomy of neutralization mechanisms. These include: (i) denial of responsibility, (ii) denial of injury, (iii) denial of victim, (iv) condemning the condemners, and (v) appealing to higher loyalties. Further applications of the theory have discovered new techniques, including: the (vi) defence of necessity (Benson, 1985), (vii) the claim of normalcy (Coleman, 2002), (viii) justification by comparison, (ix) postponement (Cromwell & Thurman, 2003), (x) the claim of relative acceptability, (xi) the claim of individuality (Henry & Eaton, 1994), (xii) denial of the necessity of the law (Coleman, 1994), (xiii) the metaphor of the ledger (Klockars, 1974), and (xiv) the claim of entitlement (Conklin 2004). Through the use of these techniques, social and internal controls that normally prevent “deviant” behaviours are suspended, allowing the individual to commit the behavioural act or justify the intended action without damaging his or her “self-image” (Sykes & Matza, 1957; Bandura et al., 1996; McGregor, 2008). Provided that these justifications remain relevant for the individual, favoured behaviour can be repeated with few or no consequences, even if it is inconsistent with normative expectations and/or attitudes (McGregor, 2008). Correspondingly, neutralizations are avenues of maintaining persistence in current and/or intended behaviour (Maruna & Copes, 2005).
Whereas car users are likely to employ a range of neutralizations to justify the environmental damage caused by their car use, those who favour desistance (reduction or discontinuation) from car use for environmental reasons may also need to account for why engagement in desistance makes sense. In the context of an abstention-based (“straightedge”) subculture, Copes & Williams (2007) have identified “affirmation techniques” that serve the specific purpose of justifying not performing behaviours that are in line with social norms expectations. The recent study by Piacentini et al. (2012) on how university students make sense of drinking uncovers how, by turning neutralizations on their head, affirmation techniques may be employed as logical opposites of neutralization techniques. University students who choose not to consume alcohol, for instance, were found to employ affirmation techniques that counter rationalizations used by drinkers (e.g. that alcohol use is the norm; that it is not that harmful for health when done in moderation etc.) in order to maintain high levels of alcohol consumption. Similarly, university students who abstain from or moderate car use for environmental reasons are likely to employ rationalizations that counter those in favour of car use. 
Copes & Williams’ (2007) original formulation identifies the following counter-arguments to Sykes & Matza’s five techniques: acknowledgement of responsibility, acknowledgement of injury, acknowledgement of the victim, discounting condemners and reference to priority relationships. Since affirmations are logical opposites of neutralizations, it makes sense to assume that people who employ affirmations may counter any of the neutralization techniques as long as this serves the purpose of justifying desistance from car use.
The focus of this paper is on the import of environmental concerns for persistence in and/or desistance from car use, recognising that they represent a significant – yet not the only – factor in explaining car use behaviour and/or broader travel mode choices. The diagram below summarises the process and the role of neutralizations and affirmations for negotiating persistence in or desistance from car use when environmental damage caused by car use is made salient. 
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4.0 RESEARCH METHODS 
Since accounts of  behaviour are generated and modified during social interactions, the method of data collection most appropriate for the study should facilitate the exploration of language in action (discourse) from inter-subjective and social interactional perspectives (Orbuch, 1997). Focus groups were therefore preferred over other interview methods because they are more suited to capturing the interactional negotiations and constructions that highlight individual and group perspectives on behaviour (Kitzinger, 1994; Kitzinger, 1995; Krueger & Cassey, 2000; Braun & Wilkinson, 2003). 
The study focuses on university students as a traveller segment. The rationale for focusing on university students goes beyond the obvious practicality of doing so. Consistent with previous findings (see Kingman & Donohoe, 2002, on the attitudes of young people towards commuting), young university students would have absorbed some of the societal stereotypes about certain modes of transport. However, these stereotypes and views are reinforced and changed through interaction with peers at school and/or by the media (Baslington, 2008). It is expected that normative expectations in favour of car usage may be more prevalent in the university context, not least because of specific challenges to socialization and identity-building during this difficult rite of passage (cf Piacentini et al., 2012). In other words, the social benefits of car usage (e.g. status, admiration etc.) may be more pronounced for young adults as opposed to older populations with more consolidated identities, thus offering us a particularly suitable context for examining two distinct and opposing sets of normative expectations (i.e. pro-environmental versus pro-driving).  Pro-driving here refers to traditional car driving only, as the use of more sustainable cars may be underpinned by pro-environmental motivations. Moreover, as potential industry and political leaders, social decisions-makers and parents (Feldman, 1972; Kaufman & Feldman, 2004), the attitude towards car usage and the habits that university students develop are likely to impact upon many more outside the confines of the campus. Although there is a growing recognition and focus on university students as an important subgroup to investigate when it comes to transport related issues (Kim et al., 2013), few studies focus specifically on university students’ attitudes towards car use – despite the fact that this members of this traveller segment view their time in university as crucial in determining their future commuting choices (Lyons et al., 2008). 
Thirty-four UK-based Higher Education students at a campus university in the outskirts of London participated in six focus groups. This sample size is sufficient in terms of exploring in-depth a specific issue with a specific sample category (university students) (Kitzinger & Barbour, 1999). All respondents were enrolled on a full-time basis, and the majority resided on campus. Twelve of the respondents (five females and seven males) were first-year undergraduates. The remaining respondents (fourteen males and eight females) were Master’s students. The age range of participants was 18 to 30. All respondents (except one MSc student – MR) reported being car users in the sense that they had regular access to private cars as drivers and/or passengers. In addition, all respondents (except MR) had acquired driver’s licences and considered themselves regular drivers. However, while all MSc students (except MR) reported owning cars, only a few undergraduates reported the same. The majority used cars belonging to their parent(s) and/or siblings. Consistent with Rabiee (2004), the study’s sample was purposive; it consisted of university students who had shared socio-cultural characteristics but who were engaged in different levels of study (see Clarke & Trow, 1996 on university student culture). Although we also tried to achieve some variation in terms of subject of study, the particular method of recruitment (and the fact that some participants were in already-formed friendship groups; see below) did not allow maximum variation. Nonetheless, the students were roughly representative of the particular university’s degree and subject structure, comprising mostly students of Economics and Management (N=14), followed by students of other Social Sciences (N=12) and some Humanities students (N=8).  
Initial contact with prospective focus group respondents was made at various locations on campus. These included three different student cafeterias and the library area. The researchers briefed prospective students on the study’s aim and collected contact details of first-year undergraduates and Master’s students who expressed willingness to participate in the study. Establishing this initial contact ensured that participants were aware of the topic prior to the focus group sessions and would thus have something to say about the topic. Moreover, focusing on both first-year undergraduate and Master’s students allowed us to consider if level of study underpinned students’ accounts. Subsequently, invitations to participate in the focus group sessions were sent to the students via email. Time slots and dates were included in the invitation, and students were advised to book sessions according to any pre-existing friendship groups. The aim was to facilitate a friendship-based focus group approach (Katzinger, 1994). This approach has an advantage over other focus group approaches in the sense that it allows for more “real” conversations (Kitzinger, 1994; Piacentini et al., 2012). It also enables access to authentic conversations and an increased likelihood of developing accounts that are authentic (Golden-Biddle & Locke, 2007). 
As researchers, we used a semi-structured interview guide. We did not rely entirely on the guide; rather we let the conversations flow in a natural, conventional way (Piacentini et al., 2012). The focus group sessions lasted between 50 and 90 minutes. All focus group sessions were tape recorded, transcribed and uploaded into the Nvivo software program for subsequent analysis. To ensure complete anonymity, we adopt a naming convention in line with McLellan et al. (2003). Respondents were assigned interviewee identification labels during transcription to reflect gender and level of study (see the Appendix for respondents’ identification labels). We analysed respondents’ accounts of their car use from content (what is communicated in accounts) and latent or function (what is implied in the communicated content) perspectives (Braun and Clarke, 2006).
We started with the proposition that environmental cognition of the detrimental impact of car usage is necessary but may not be sufficient to provoke satisfactory actions (King et al., 2009). Thus, initial focus group questions focused on exploring respondents’ awareness of climate change, its causes (greenhouse gas emissions) and car use as a major source of greenhouse gases such as CO2. Following confirmation that they were aware of the link between car use, CO2 emissions and climate change, respondents were subsequently asked direct questions that required them to account for why they would embark on continued use of the car (persistence) despite the possession of pro-environmental cognitions, the imperatives of which recommend reduced or discontinued use of the car (desistance). The use of direct questions allowed us to call the behaviour of respondents into question. In line with the assumption of neutralization theory (McGregor, 2008), responses to questions that call individual behaviour into question qualify as justifications for favoured behaviour (neutralizations or affirmations).
We adopted Braun & Clark’s (2006) “theoretical thematic analysis” approach, with themes identified at both semantic and latent levels. We started by documenting content, i.e. identifying responses to direct questions that required respondents to account for why they would continue to use cars despite reporting pro-environmental beliefs on the need to reduce car use. Consistent with theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) the coding system used in the identification of the neutralization techniques was primarily deductive, although some additional techniques and their interconnections were identified on an inductive basis. The full data set was explored for attributional statements (Massey, 2010) and for comments that reflected the definitions of specific neutralization or affirmation techniques. The following excerpt from the data set illustrates the strategy that was used for the coding of data extracts:
	Denial of a victim
	… there was a girl jogging next to those cars … she was running and was inhaling a lot of it in her lungs. That’s when I realized, yeah, that’s an issue. Then I find fault in her; instead of running in a park, she is running in a road – so that’s her fault (AMM1).


In the case of this quote, the respondent’s main argument was that the girl jogging in the park was responsible for her own exposure to vehicular emissions. In line with Sykes & Matza’s explication on this neutralization technique (1957), this quote was coded as a “denial of the victim”. The coding approach focused on interpreting content and was applied to the entire data set in order to identify and document the different neutralizations and affirmations used by respondents.
 This initial level of analysis (content level) allowed us to address the first study objective:  uncovering the different justifications (neutralizations and affirmations) that are employed to maintain persistence in and desistance from car use.  Analysis at the latent level was then applied in order to address the second objective: how neutralizations and affirmation are used, and the purposes they serve for the users. During analysis at the latent level, we revisited specific neutralizations and affirmations within the broader context of the discussions in which they were used. The aim was to uncover overarching themes across the entire data set rather than merely within specific focus group sessions (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 82). Consistent with theoretical thematic analysis, the prominence of each theme that is uncovered and discussed is “not necessarily dependent on quantifiable measures – but in terms of whether it captures something important in relation to the overall research question” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 81) and, we would add, in relation to the adopted theoretical framework.
5.0 FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
The study's findings are presented under three sections: (1) the neutralization techniques used by persisters, i.e., students who favoured continued use of the car despite acknowledgement of the environmental harm caused by their car use; (2) the affirmation techniques used by desisters, i.e. students who favoured reduced/discontinued use of the car for environmental reasons; and (3) the interplay of these techniques by both groups.
In most focus groups (four out of six), participants were roughly equally divided between persisters and desisters. One group (Group 4) was comprised of mainly persisters. Another group (Group 6) was comprised of mainly desisters. As expected, the use of neutralization and affirmation techniques followed the pattern of desistance/persistence, with most affirmation techniques being used in the desister group and most neutralisation techniques being used in the persister group. There were no specific differences noted in relation to level and subject of study.
5.1 Techniques of neutralization: persisters’ justifications for continued use of the car
Students who favoured continued use of the car (persisters) employed a range of neutralization techniques to justify their commitment to continued use of the car despite its harmful effects on the environment. Evidence on the frequency of use of the different neutralization techniques is consistent with views that they may not all be equally represented in different contexts (Grove et al., 1989). The most prevalent techniques used by persisters are denial of responsibility, claim of normalcy, defence of necessity, denial of injury, the claim of relative acceptability and the claim of entitlement. We also identify a new prevalent technique (change – locus of control argument) not previously identified in past studies. Denial of victim, claim of individuality, appeal to higher loyalties, the metaphor of the ledger and condemnation of the condemners were less dominant, while justification by comparison, justification by postponement and denial of the necessity of the law were not used at all.
Table 1: Neutralization techniques and typical examples used by persisters
	Prevalent NTs                                                      Typical examples used by persisters

	
Denial of responsibility


	
“I think what is stopping more people buying these fuel-efficient cars are because they are expensive. They are more expensive than normal cars, so why should you be paying more for electric cars?” (MM3)

“Yeah, green cars, just like the Roadstar, the designs are just bland.” (MM5)

	Claim of normalcy
	“When I was small I travelled in a car and when I grow I want to have a car.” (MF2)

“I think it (car use) is also a culture… It is a way of life” (BMM3).  

	Defence of necessity
	“I am living at the border of the city. I often go to the countryside. There is just no public transport …” (BSF7)

“It’s like a part of my life. It’s like the way we have to dress to go out; otherwise it is not the way it should be.” (MMF2)

	Denial of injury
	AMM1: “It’s just individually we don’t see it (environmental damage from car use).” 
AMF3: “Yeah, it’s insignificant to us.”
AMM2: “It’s so small.”

	Claim of relative acceptability
	“Fair enough, I use it (the car) mainly to get to university, but for some people it’s their livelihood. It informs whatever kind of jobs they do and things like that”. (MMB)

	Claim of entitlement
	“First of all, I need a car. And then, it is a belief and I kind of agree with it. I mean, if you are the boss something has to show you are the boss, you know.” (MM5)

	Change – locus of control argument
	BSF6: “You may stop, but every other person won’t.”
MD: “You feel like you alone won’t make a difference?”
BSF6: “Exactly, exactly! It is very difficult seeing you alone making a difference.”

	
Less prevalent NTs                                Typical examples used by persisters

	Denial of the victim
	“There was a girl jogging next to those cars, and I was thinking ‘not a good place for running’ ’cos there was a lot of emissions coming from those cars, and she was inhaling a lot of it in her lungs. That’s when I realized, yeah, that’s an issue. Then I find fault in her; instead of running in a park she is running in a road – so that’s her fault.” (AMM1)

	Claim of individuality
	“I am gonna drive and I want everyone else to drive. I don’t care about the environment.” (ASM3)

	Appeal to higher loyalties
	“It is my mum, she expects me to take her shopping, and I have no choice.” (BSM10)

“… they (friends and relatives) expect you to drive a good car.” (MM5)

	Condemnation of the condemners 
	“They (government) just say “we gonna charge you tax, charge you, charge you and get money from you,” expecting we raise the money. And if you can’t pay the money you don’t drive. All they do is get the money.” (AMF3)

“Together with the companies who sell the cars to us. If they (government) don’t want us to drive cars by having all this CO2 tax, then why don’t they just shut down the companies so they stop producing cars? (AMF2)



Respondents who denied responsibility placed the burden of blame for their use of the car on influences somewhat beyond their control (Sykes & Matza, 1957). They often presented themselves as being left with no choice other than to persist in car usage. Typical justifications included arguments that alternatives to the car, especially buses, were expensive, time-wasting, lacking in security and unable to cater for adverse weather conditions. Respondents also blamed governments for not providing viable alternatives, blamed employers for often making driving a prerequisite for job roles, and viewed EFCs (environmentally friendly cars, e.g. hybrids) as bland and lacking contemporary aesthetics.
In the defence of necessity, respondents justified persistence in car use by arguing for its necessity. Consistent with the literature on why people use cars (see Gartman, 2004; Guiver, 2007; Wright & Curtis, 2005; Bamberg et al., 2011; Klockner & Friedrichmeier, 2011; Uba, 2013), necessity was justified mainly by emphasizing the benefits of car use (e.g. reductions in travel time and travel money, comfort, safety, protection from adverse weather conditions and impression management status enhancement).	
Respondents who employed denial of injury claimed that environmental damage caused by car use is insignificant, minimal or not readily experienced (threat trivialization).  By trivializing the threat, students effectively denied the negative consequences that might result from their car use. When employing the claim of relative acceptability, some persisters compared their car use to that of others, arguing that theirs was acceptable relative to that of others (Henry & Eaton, 1994). 
On the other hand, students who employed the claim of individuality emphasized their right to choice, often by adopting an “I don't care” attitude (McGregor, 2008). Interestingly, the two students (AMM1 and ASM3) who employed this technique were the only ones to also employ the denial of the victim defence. In the denial of the victim defence, the victim (rather than the car user) is blamed for any harm they experience from the car user’s behaviour. The fact that the same students used these two techniques concurrently echoes the view of McGregor (2008) that the use of these techniques suggests a selfish (“I don’t care”) and uncaring (“It’s the victim’s fault”) disposition towards others.  Those who appealed to higher loyalties argued that meeting the mobility needs of their small group (e.g., friends or family) took precedence over any other considerations, while respondents who employed the claim of entitlement argued that the use of the car was the entitlement of certain categories of people. 
Respondents who condemned the condemner deflected attention directed at them back to the ones they perceived as calling their car use behaviour into question (e.g., by presenting arguments that governments and car manufacturers care only for tax revenue and profits, and care less about the environment). 
Our findings revealed the use of a new neutralization technique that we termed the change – locus of control argument. The underlying rationalization here is that a single individual’s desistance from car use does not make a difference. Similar to the denial of responsibility, this technique is based on the individual’s interpretation of the extent to which they believe they can control the course of events (locus of control). However, it differs from denial of responsibility (and denial of injury) in that the emphasis is not on whether the individual can control their car use or the harm caused by their use of the car. Rather, the emphasis is on the potential effect of an individual’s desistance from car use. As highlighted in the exemplar quote in Table 1, the argument is that an individual’s efforts to reduce or to desist from car use has no effect in addressing environmental damage caused by cars and as such is not worth embarking upon. 
5.2 Techniques of counter-neutralization (affirmation): desisters’ justification for reduced or discontinued use of the car
Students who favoured discontinued or reduced use of the car (desisters) employed a range of counter-neutralizations (affirmation techniques) to justify their commitment to desistance. In line with Copes and Williams’ analysis (2007), the techniques used by desisters opposed typical neutralization techniques, enabling these desisters to align their views with the pro-environmental frame of reference and corresponding imperative to reduce environmental damage caused by car use.
Table 2: Counter-neutralization techniques (affirmation techniques) and typical examples used by desisters
	Prevalent ATs                                    Typical examples used by desisters

	Acknowledgement of responsibility


	“When I spent time in Italy in Milan – well, Milan is actually worse than Madrid. You could actually see the smog, the pollution ... and I realized people had to not use their cars and use the train. These kind of day-by-day situations.” (MR)

	Acknowledgement of injury
	“I think everyone is aware of that (environmental externalities caused by car usage); but what can you do?” (AMF2)

	Acknowledgement of the victim
	“… and now the ice is melting faster and faster every single day, and we see how many natural disasters are happening, how many tsunamis and how many are dying throughout Asia. These (car use and manufacturers) are the main reasons why these things are happening, they should not happen.” (ASM1)


	Discounting condemners
	“… and also it (car usage) is a waste of time. I mean, even if it 
seems contradictory, maybe you take ten minutes with the 
car, but then you are stuck in traffic doing nothing, while if you 
use train or bus you will use the time for relaxing or reading or 
studying. I use the train to come here from Madrid but I am studying on the train … in the car, you can only listen to radio.” (MR)


	Reference to priority relationships
	“I just started reading and thinking about (car use and environmental damage) … oh well, it’s not about me, or it’s for my kids, if someone wants to get kids. So thinking about them or their kids. Maybe it’s something also because I am a woman and maybe that’s kind of such things that you care – I mean, will be more in your thoughts.” (FFA)


	Condemnation of individuality
	MD: “What do you think are the main reasons why people don’t think the way you think?”
MR: “Yeah, because we are in greed (laughing). Yeah, I mean we don’t care about others. We don’t care about the environment, we just care about ourselves.”


	Recourse to contrary necessity
	“And also it (car usage) is a waste of time. I mean, even if it 
seems contradictory, maybe you take ten minutes with the 
car, but then you are stuck in traffic doing nothing, while if you 
use train or bus you will use the time for relaxing or reading or 
studying. I use the train to come here from Madrid but I am 
studying on the train … in the car, you can only listen to radio.” (MR)


Similarly to persisters, desisters contended that other parties (e.g., governments and companies) are not doing enough in encouraging the adoption of alternative travel modes. However, unlike persisters, they accepted and acknowledged responsibility for possible harm caused by car use. They acknowledged environmental externalities caused by car use and, correspondingly, argued for reduced or discontinued car use as a means of reducing environmental damage. 
Consistent with their acknowledgement of injury, desisters also acknowledged the victim (Copes & Williams, 2007). Desisters distinguished between two sets of victims: the natural environment that suffers degradation, and individuals who are affected by environment-related problems (e.g., the effect of tsunamis on the natural environment as well as individuals who reside in tsunami-hit area). Desisters’ views that car use ought to be reduced or discontinued were also underpinned by their rationalization (condemnation of individuality) that persistence justifications are underpinned by persisters’ selfishness and their lack of concern for the victim (i.e., that persisters fail to acknowledge the victims of their car use because they are selfish).	
The rationalization underpinning the discounting of condemners and condemnation of individuality (Copes & Williams, 2007) is implicitly aligned to the reference to priority relationships (Copes & Williams, 2007). The implicit logic here is that desistance ensures not being selfish and/or causing harm to the natural environment on which the existence of significant others depends. 
In addition, our analysis uncovered the use of two other dominant affirmations that were not included in the original formulation by Copes and Williams (2007). The condemnation of individuality draws from the logic underpinning the reference to priority relationships. Desisters suggested that the “I don’t care” attitude of persisters is what underpins harm to individuals and the natural environment.  Consistent with this view, the typical desister assumed an “I do care about the environment” stance in opposition to the persister’s “I don’t care” attitude towards the environment and/or the victim. 
In the recourse to contrary necessity argument, desisters countered persisters’ neutralizations by emphasizing the perceived advantages of the alternatives to car use. While persisters argued that car use is necessary (because it saves time, costs etc.), desisters, in using the recourse to contrary necessity argument, countered such claims. The typical counter-argument was that alternative commuting modes (such as trains) offer more student-friendly benefits (e.g., being able to read and relax).  
In addition to uncovering the specific neutralizations and counter-neutralizations employed  by respondents to justify persistence in and desistance from car use, analysis also confirmed that the use of neutralization (and counter-neutralization) techniques relied on specific explanatory styles, i.e. patterns of accounting for behaviour (Maruna & Copes, 2005; Maruna & Mann, 2006). The key pattern uncovered pertains to the manner and extent that neutralizations and counter-neutralizations were employed to enable engagement or disengagement from the pro-environmental imperative to reduce car use. 
Generally, persisters acknowledged the environmental imperative to reduce car use. They all accepted responsibility for externalities caused by their actual or intended car use. However, they were able to disengage from the pro-environmental imperative to reduce car use by appealing to a range of neutralization techniques. Interestingly, a few persisters did not fit within this broad pattern of disengagement. This minority category adopted extremist rationalizations that allowed them to disengage completely from the environmental imperative to reduce or discontinue car use. In line with this divergence, we categorized persisters as being hard-line (strong) or non-hard-line (weak), depending on the extent that their use of neutralizations allowed them to disengage from the pro-environmental frame of reference.  The two students (AMM1 & ASM3) who employed the denial of the victim and claim of individuality arguments constituted the minority hard-line category. Over half of the overall sample were identified as weak persisters, making this a majority category.
Similarly, analysis uncovered a hard-line and non-hard-line categorization for desisters. All desisters tended to engage with the environmental imperative to reduce or discontinue car use. This was achieved by countering the neutralizations techniques used by persisters. However, they differed in their degree of disengagement from persistence-oriented frames of reference. Hard-line desisters adopted extremist positions, framing their affirmations in manners that allow them to engage deeply with the pro-environmental frame of reference. On the other hand, non-hard-line desisters’ rationalizations were framed in a milder manner, allowing them to disengage slightly from the environmental imperative to reduce car use. Similarly to hard-line persisters, two desisters (MR & MMA) fell within this category. The remaining (about a third of the sample) were categorized as weak desisters; a major but less common category compared to weak persisters.
Framing justifications for car use in absolute or extremist terms serves the purpose of closing the door to considerations of alternative behaviour for both hard-line persisters and hard-line desisters. It is likely that the more neutralizations and affirmations are employed successfully to justify persistence, the greater the chance that the individual who uses them consistently will become deeply embedded or disengaged from the pro-environmental frame of reference and its corresponding imperative to reduce car use. Specifically, the continued use of specific neutralizations to justify persistence in use might increase embeddedness in car use up to the point that considerations of alternatives to the car are eliminated. This view resonates with those of Sykes & Matza (1957) that some delinquents may not employ neutralization techniques if they become too disengaged from conventional societal norms. The resonance with Sykes & Matza (1957) lies on the assumption that the user of neutralization techniques seeks to neutralize norm imperatives that conflict with those of the behaviour they favour. In this case of car use, persisters’ attempts at disengagement are not from conventional social norms, as argued by Sykes & Matza (1957), but from the environmental norm imperative that they acknowledge and seek to neutralize.
Table 3: Persister and desister categorization based on explanatory styles
	 HARDLINE (STRONG) PERSISTERS  (Minority Category)
	 HARDLINE (STRONG) DESISTERS (Minority Category) 

	Assume extremist positions when employing use of neutralization techniques.
Tend to disengage completely from wider environmental norms, e.g.:
“We can’t live without cars”;
“I don’t care about the environment ... I will keep using the car”.
Justifications are strict in terms of car use; arguing for total indulgence in car use.
	Assume extremist positions when employing use of affirmative techniques (counter-neutralizations).
Tend to disengage completely from normative imperatives favouring car use, e.g.: 
“I don’t think anything will make me change my opinions, unless I am forced to use the car (laughs). If I must use a car, I will buy like a hybrid car, like Prius”.
Justifications are strict in terms of car use; arguing for total abstinence from car use.

	NON-HARD-LINE (WEAK) PERSISTERS
(Majority Category)
	NON-HARD-LINE (WEAK)  DESISTERS
(Prevalent but not Majority Category)

	Assume non-extremist positions when justifying persistence.
Tend to disengage by lowering the moral imperative of environmental norms. 
Justifications are less strict; acknowledging environmental imperatives but arguing for continued car use:
“I agree we are harming the environment, but what can you do? You have to use the car”.
	Assume non-extremist positions when justifying desistance.
Tend to engage with environmental imperatives. 
Justifications are less strict; arguing for reduced car use or use of alternatives to conventional cars:
“I would take it (hybrid vehicle) because I think about my pocket”.



5.3 The interplay of neutralizations and counter-neutralizations: university students’ negotiations of normative contexts and corresponding identities
The manner in which neutralizations and counter-neutralizations are used involves strategic negotiations around conflicting normative contexts (the pro-environmental versus the pro-driving) within a student subculture. The student subculture reflects the frame of reference adopted by respondents when they attribute car use behaviour to the fact of their nature as young university students. Key themes that emerged from the latent level analysis of focus group data are presented in the following sub-sections.
5.3.1 Car use as a symbolic tool for managing impressions of self
There was unanimous agreement that car use offers distinctive advantages to the university student. Specifically, desisters’ and persisters’ views on how the car is used to manage or control peer impressions and relationships on campus reflected the conflict between the frames of reference underpinning the use of neutralizations and affirmations to justify persistence and desistance. 
Reflecting on car use and impression management in his undergraduate years, a Master’s student commented as follows:
	I mean, most of the guys that had cars, they could afford to just wear t-shirts         	and shorts and slippers and drive around. If you are walking with a girl and 	he drives by, I mean that’s it, she is gone. It’s that whole status thing ... when 	you don’t drive then you have to make up for it. (MM5)
In addition to offering distinctive advantages for managing or controlling peer impression, car use was seen by most respondents as an ideal means of communicating status on campus. This was confirmed in the following focus group excerpt as a majority view:
	BSF6:  I think that we all want to get a driving licence and we all want to 	drive. I think that getting a car is like a kind of status. If you get the car then 	you are, like, better than the other person who gets a bus to school, you know 	what I mean, I think?
	MD: (cutting in, addressing the rest of the group amidst laughter) Is it?
	(Spontaneous response of “Yes” and laughter from all focus group members)
Similar views were expressed by most respondents across all the other focus groups. The spontaneous response of “Yes” highlights the group’s agreement with the individual’s opinion. The two quotes above indicate that although universities have become sites of sustainability education and environmental issues have become a lot more salient for students, traditional views of the university students’ culture as characterized by dates, cars and campus fun (see Clark & Trow, 1966) are still relevant. As such, the views regarding car use are reflective of widespread subcultural norms in favour of car use. Interestingly, findings also highlight that the extent of advantages offered is tied to the type of car that is used.
BMM6: I can do a link between people and the car they have. For example people who are businessmen who are over 40 or over 35 may like Mercedes, but people who are younger – like 25, 20 – who are rich, they prefer BMW, and people who do not want to pay a lot who are well off, they buy Audi A3. People who are middle class, they would go for a Volkswagen Golf.
MD: What’s the basis for this categorization?
BMM6: It’s my own life experience (causing a lot of laughter). This experience comes from the University of Life.
MD: Who believes in this University of Life?
BMM5: Everyone believes in it.
(Affirmations of ‘yeah’ from others)
Most respondents (desisters and persisters alike) agreed that car use in general, and specific types of car in particular, are perceived as offering distinctive advantages to students. However, in keeping with their view that car use ought to be reduced, the two hard-line desisters challenged this perception. The following quotes reflect typical arguments they used to negotiate this popular symbolic attribute of the car: 
	But actually I don’t want to get involved in this kind of atmosphere 	because if people like you because of your money, because of your car or 	because of the clothes you wear, these are not friends, so I don’t really care, I 	am not interested in this. I don’t want the friendship that comes from the cars 	you use because it is not reality. It is not real friendship. Let’s say you have a 	car, you have a Ferrari, you have glamorous life, one day you go bankrupt 	you have nothing, so what’s gonna happen? All these people will disappear. 	(MMA)
In addition, the hard-line desisters – in keeping with the extremist positions adopted in justifying persistence – close the door for any further consideration of whether to use or not use the car, in line with the dominant subcultural norms in favour of car use. In the words of the other student categorized as hard-line desister: “I don’t think it (status) will affect me … I don’t think anything will make me change my opinions. Unless I am forced to use the car (laughing)”. (MR) 
5.3.2 Identity conflicts and the negotiation of conflicting normative contexts
In addition, the broader contexts within which neutralizations and affirmations are used  highlight students’ negotiation of conflicting normative contexts and their alignment to corresponding environmental values and identities (pro-environmental versus non pro-environmental). 
The following extensive excerpt from one of the focus group sessions sheds light on how students’ views and constructions of “normalcy” and green vehicles (hybrid vehicles) reflect possible negotiations of conflicting environmental values and identities: 
BMM1: Who goes on a date in a hybrid car, man? Get a taxi. 
BMM5: At the end of the day, she will eat the food, hire a taxi and leave. 
MD: What’s in the other car that is not in the hybrid car? 
BMM1: Status. 
BMM2: Performance and style, too. 
BMM5: Yeah, green cars, just like that Roadster, the designs are just bland. 
BMM4: They (manufacturers and government) expect that because it is hybrid they don’t have to put anything – any effort – in the design, because people just take it because it is hybrid. 
BMM6: I would take it because I think about my pocket. 
BMM2: It’s not cheap, it is more expensive.
BMM1: I would rather hire a cab or something else. Personally I would never go on a date in a hybrid car, that’s it. I don’t mind owning it, like keeping it in my garage. 
BMM6: Why, man? Why won’t you go on a date in a hybrid car? 
BMM1: Because it is different.
BMM4: Yeah! (Causing laughter from others) Hybrid car? It’s too controversial for a date. It shows that you are too extreme (causing laughter and “yeahs” of agreement). 
Consistent with our initial discussions of the neutralizations and counter-neutralizations used by persisters and desisters, the students who listed the disadvantages and qualities lacking in hybrid cars (bland design, expensive, lacks status and performance) are frequently those previously identified as persisters. The same car qualities mentioned here underpinned the neutralizations used in the claim of normalcy and defence of necessity, confirming that this category of students (persisters) tends towards the adoption of the non-pro-environmental frame of reference. An interesting finding from the excerpt pertains to how persistence and desistance are negotiated in interaction. We see this in the dissent expressed by the weak desister (BMM6) who favoured use of hybrids. This respondent attempted to make a case for the use of hybrids, arguing that hybrids are not as bad as the majority claim. Following the persister’s labelling of hybrid users as “extreme”, the student (BMM6) was silent for a while. Perhaps this was due to his interpretation of being considered different or extreme by others. However, he later opened up again and contributed to subsequent discussions. Our opinion is that this might be because he was familiar with other group members, making it easier for him to re-join the group discussions. Thus, had the focus group session not been built around a friendship-based group, the respondent’s voice might have been suppressed further by the dominant views being expressed that were inconsistent with his. We infer from this case that in addition to aiding the development of plausible and authentic accounts (Golden-Biddle & Locke, 2007), friendship-based focus groups can facilitate continued engagement among respondents even when personal and/or sensitive issues are raised. 
Framing the use of hybrid vehicles as extremist indicates that most persisters may not have wished to associate themselves with what they constructed as socially awkward (use of hybrids). The views of self (“non-extremist”) they favoured were in conflict with the environmental imperative to reduce car use. Hence, persistence was tied to the traditional pro-driving imperative. Consistent with their use of counter-neutralizations, typical hard-line desisters’ (MMA and MR) accounts were inclined towards the adoption of pro-environmental identities. This was confirmed in the views of one hard-line desister: “I don’t think anything will make me change my opinions, unless I am forced to use the car (laughs). If I must use a car, I will buy like a hybrid car, like Prius”. (MR) This view highlights a consistent alignment with the pro-environmental imperative in the sense that the hard-line desister’s prime stance is that of discontinued (as against reduced) use of the car. Situational factors (i.e., “if forced”) may result in pro-environmental driving (use of hybrids) but are not considered enough reason to embark on traditional driving. In other words, situational factors are not likely to affect choice and decisions to desist from car use for hard-line desisters. However, as we discuss in the following section, the contrary appeared to be the case for weak desisters.
5.3.3 The import of salience for self and identity negotiations 
The analysis highlights that the manner in which respondents’ accounts are used to negotiate identities and selves is tied to their process of becoming; that is, their perceptions about their evolving senses of self (see Allport, 1955; Worth, 2009) and how these may, in turn, affect their car use behaviour. The counter view posited by BSF7 in the following excerpt is illustrative of how situational factors may affect choice and decisions to persist and/or desist from car use:
BSF6: You know when you said you wanted to understand why people really like cars and stuff? I think that we all want to get a driving licence and we all want to drive. I think that getting a car is like a kind of status. If you get the car then you are, like, better than the other person who gets a bus to school, you know what I mean, I think?
	MD: (cutting in addressing the rest of the group amidst laughter) Is it?
	(Spontaneous response of “Yes” and laughter)
BSF7: But also, in my case, I often go to the countryside – I am living at the 	border of the city. I often go to the countryside. There is just no public 	transport (emphasis on bold), so I don’t even have a choice. I take my bike 	or I go by car and mostly I go for the car, just because there is no public 	transport. 
	MD: So what you mean is that it is absolutely necessary?
	BSF7: Yes.
	MD: Does anyone agree with this sort of thought? I want us to share 	experiences about these things. 
         	(Unusual silence).
While the views of this particular (female undergrad) respondent did not categorically counter popular views that car use serves students’ specific self-image and self-promotion purposes, it suggests that situational factors could be assigned a higher place in the hierarchy of motivations for car use. It is also possible that had the same respondent (BSF7) resided in an area with easy access to reliable transport modes, the attribution of car use to necessity may not have been applied. This is justified by a different student’s argument that: “... if you go to a place where there are no options, then car transport is a need … it depends on the location”. (AMM2)  
The subsequent reaction from other students following this respondent’s (BSF7) dissonant perspective is particularly interesting. Following the dissonant views, other respondents made no further comments. The focus group moderator used probes (asking respondents to justify again why they aspired to drive) to stimulate discussions around the dissonant view. Responses to the probes drifted from initial focus on impression management to considerations of situational factors in line with the dissonant perspective. 
An interesting finding tied to the dissonant perspective relates to how BSF7’s response cued alternative considerations from other respondents. The alternative considerations did not imply the rejection of already-expressed views. They did, however, highlight how alternative issues may become more salient based on the availability of fresh information or related interventions. 
Following the dissent from BSF7, most respondents who initially subscribed to weak persistence weakened their perspectives. This weakening of persistence reference frames occurred in response to cues that made other frames of reference more salient. For instance, the same female respondent who argued that students would love to drive in order to present themselves as being “better off” than non-drivers subsequently wondered why people use 4x4s and “gas-guzzlers”. She then remarked that she would always opt for low-emission vehicles; a choice that de-emphasized the symbolic role of the car she initially subscribed to. Similarly, the views of most weak desisters in all focus groups fluctuated, often weakening, in response to different situation cues and question frames. The process of re-negotiating views is consistent with the theory of LeBoeuf et al. (2010) that respondents’ views can change in response to alternative points of views that are made salient in a dialogical process. For example, when the moderator asked what their car user choices would be if they became wealthier in the future or attained top managerial positions, the views of many weak desisters and weak persisters drifted towards hard-line persister frames of reference (not caring about the environment), suggesting that subscriptions to persistence or desistance could be influenced by later changes in individual circumstances and/or situations. The overall implication is that trends in students’ car use behaviour are likely to be subject to fluctuations (drift) in line with their evolution of self (e.g. from young person to adult, from student to worker) or in relation to their level of income; and thus to corresponding interpretations of circumstances and/or situations. Although persistence appeared to be motivated by impression management, the apparent drift highlighted that university students’ overall perceptions of self and others in relation to car use as young people are fluid and susceptible to fluctuations. As such, their future car use behaviour may be underpinned by factors that characterize the contexts (e.g. situations, circumstances, social and professional group affiliations, etc.) in which they find themselves at specific points in time.  In other words, their future car use will be determined by their future traveller segment characteristics (Frandberg & Wilhelmson, 2011) as well as their physical environment (Reuter & Reuter, 1996; Manaugh & El-Geneidy, 2013). However, it is important to note that this may not necessarily be the case for the minority of hard-line desisters, since they are less affected by normative expectations and situations that are in opposition to their adopted pro-environmental frame of reference.
6.0 DISCUSSION
This study explored university students’ justification accounts for persistence in and/or desistance from car use. Its findings uncovered a range of neutralizations and counter-neutralizations employed by university students to justify and maintain persistence in (continued use) and desistance from (reduced and/or discontinued) car use when the pro-environmental norm imperative is made salient. Persisters employed neutralizations to downplay the environmental impact of their actual and potential actions; they did this as part of compromising strategies (Ahuvia, 2005). These were often accompanied, in the case of weak desisters, by partial disengagement from the environmental imperative to reduce car use. All participants employed a range of neutralizations in the course of their interactions in a focus group setting. These neutralizations served to protect self-interest points of views (Uba, 2013); incorporating both specific circumstances and interpretations of travel mode choices as well as how these were tied to respondents’ overall situation as young university students. 
Previous literature on car use behaviour suggests that individuals would normally account for why they use the car by focusing on their interpretations of the advantages and benefits provided by the car (Guiver, 2007; Uba, 2013). Our findings illustrate that persistence and/or desistance may be further justified, and therefore maintained, by interpretations of situations and/or contexts that go above and beyond reference to perceived advantages and benefits of car use. Specifically, they highlight that specific forms of behavioural accounts (e.g., that the individual’s own pro-environmental behaviour is not enough to address environmental issues), by justifying continued engagement in behaviours that are not consistent with existing pro-environmental beliefs, may become motives for such behaviour. As such, focusing on justification accounts set within different contexts (e.g., as we focus on the import of environmental beliefs in this case) may help uncover context-specific motives for car use, and along this line better extend our understanding of the drivers of car use and/or non-car behaviour. 
The current findings also confirm that neutralization theory (neutralization and affirmation techniques) is a useful framework for understanding the cognitive representations that (de)legitimize decisions to maintain continuance or discontinuance (or reduction) from car use for environmental (and possibly other) reasons. Neutralization techniques enable the user to free themselves from ethical restraints as well as to “drift in” and “drift out” of contexts of consideration. Specific to car use, the extremist positions adopted by hard-line persisters and desisters imply that these categories of students are not likely to experience as much drift as weak persisters and desisters. This is because continuous involvement or deep-level embeddedness in a behavioural act may lead to a hardening process (Hirschi, 1969) or graduated desensitization (McCarthy & Stewart, 1998) whereby there is a strong approval for car use and, hence, less need to employ neutralizations or counter-neutralizations. On the other hand, weak persisters and desisters are likely to employ neutralizations and counter-neutralizations, in keeping with their less “graduatedly desensitized” character. The possibility of drift demonstrates, in at least two ways, the usefulness and limitations of existing segmentation approaches, and underlines the need for more complex and comprehensive mobility style frameworks (Prillwitz & Barr, 2011). First, this theoretical framework allows for categorizations similar to Anable’s (2005) die-hard drivers (strong persisters), aspiring environmentalists (strong desisters), malcontent motorists (weak desisters) and complacent car addicts (weak persisters). Second, the possibility of altering normative focus and drifting from one frame of reference to another (e.g., hardliner to non-hardliner and vice versa) highlights the limitations of models that assume that car users fall consistently into set or fixed categories. In sum, the possibility of drift highlights that categorizations of individuals, e.g. as hardliner or non-hardliner, are not as clear-cut or fixed as they are often made out to be.  The implication is that categorizations of car-user types need to account for, or at least factor-in, the possibilities and implications of “drifting” by individuals in different traveller segments.
Specific to university students and car use, weak persister and/or weak desister “drift” is tied up with the individual’s intentional state – the meanings and interpretations that construct a field for action (Richardson et al., 2009) – and perceptions of self and identity. Intentional states can highlight present and future constructions of self and others in relation to persistence or desistance, and are reflected in the manner in which neutralizations and counter-neutralizations are used. For example, the drift instance whereby non-hard-line desisters drifted towards non-hard-line persistence – when their future car user behaviour was considered from the perspective of being wealthy or managers – is a reflection of how perceptions of self and identity are negotiated in response to future scenarios or contexts that are made salient. Given the weak economic positions of students (Hossler & Schmit, 1999; Bourn, 2008), it might be that this current situation, i.e., not being able to afford specific car brands associated with desired symbolism, is what drives some respondents to identify with the non-hard-liner desister frame. This may account for why they drifted towards more hard-line positions when the context required them to assume possession of material wealth or the status of manager. 
Figure 2 summarises our theoretical observations within a model that draws on both the TPB and NAM. Specifically, we postulate that alongside more traditional attitudinal and situational considerations (as postulated in the TPB, e.g. price, convenience, traffic situation etc.), car usage is a context underpinned by two distinct sets of pro-driving and pro-environmental norms – therefore contrasting with both TPB and NAM – which point to car usage and non-car usage respectively. Neutralization techniques are expected to strengthen the relationship between pro-driving norms and car usage (both intentional and actual) and to weaken the relationship between pro-environmental norms and car usage. Counter-neutralization techniques are, in turn, expected to strengthen the relationship between pro-environmental norms and car usage and to weaken the relationship between pro-driving norms and car usage. Both neutralization and counter-neutralization techniques are also expected to moderate the effect of attitudinal and situational factors on intention. Specifically, we expect neutralization (counter-neutralization) techniques to strengthen (weaken) the effect of attitudinal and situational factors favouring car usage. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In addition, we postulate direct effects, i.e. neutralizations (counter-neutralizations) positively (negatively) affect intended and actual car usage. Specifically, neutralizations reinforce persistence in actual or intended car use, while counter-neutralizations reinforce desistance from actual or intended car use. On the basis of our observations, these positive (negative) effects are likely to hold stronger for hard-line persisters (desisters), given that they are less affected by opposing normative expectations. This echoes what Hirschi (1969), drawing on Sykes and Matza, describes as the outcome of “hardening processes”, but is here applied to both phenomena of (hardened) persistence and desistance. The moderating effects of neutralization and counter-neutralization techniques are, in turn, more in line with Sykes and Matza’s (1961) notion of “drifting” and are more likely to apply to softer desisters and persisters. 
Figure 2: Neutralization and counter-neutralization techniques within the context of TPB and NAM
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In addition to theoretical implications, our findings are of potential relevance for interventions (policy and practice) aimed at enhancing sustainable commuting among specific traveller segments. 
First, our findings illustrate that the majority of university students may possess strong emotional and symbolic associations with car use (Clark & Trow, 1966; Uba, 2013). This highlights the need to ensure consistency between traveller segments’ interests and intervention strategies aimed at getting them to reduce use of the car. Students or any other traveller segment can be made to feel good about reducing car use if alternatives to car use are aligned to their self-interest points of view. For instance, when it comes to the possibility of adopting green vehicles (hybrid vehicles specifically), our findings are consistent with those of Schuitema et al., (2013), that the rejection of green vehicles is linked to perceptions of limited symbolic attributes and a negative social identity. This suggests that student persisters are more likely to adopt green vehicles if these possess specific symbolic properties (e.g., they are “flashy” and affordable); properties which are seen as lacking in existing green vehicles. To encourage desistance, policy makers and car manufacturers can make this category of traveller segment (and indeed young people) feel good about adopting desistance frames of reference, for instance, by aligning the design of “green” vehicles to the tastes of this specific traveller segment (i.e. by making them “flashy” and affordable). A key implication is that effective policy proposals should, therefore, attempt to move beyond the provision of alternative transport and incentive schemes for reductions in car usage. While providing alternative means of commuting is indeed useful, we argue that understanding and acting upon the cognitive representations underpinning persistent use of the car provides, in addition, an effective way going forward.
Second, an important feature of applying neutralization techniques theory to behavioural studies is its ability to identify areas where positive behaviour can be achieved (Maruna & Copes, 2005). The current findings indicate that not all neutralization techniques are used equally in the student context. The study also identifies specific techniques that may be dominantly used by both persisters and desisters. Specific to intervention, the identification of dominant techniques can be seen as key points for intervention focus. For instance, while the findings of Kim et al., (2013) suggest that university students who understand that their own behaviour is part of the problem are more likely to understand that effective policies need to be introduced to solve the problem, our findings show that even this level of understanding may not be sufficient to reduce use of the car. In cases where the majority of individuals assume that their own behaviour in terms of desistance does not make a difference (change – locus of control argument), acceptance of responsibility may not necessarily lead to actual desistance. More creative and joined-up approaches to intervention are required. For instance, university gym instructors could encourage registered gym members to use – for free, during lovely summer days – bikes provided as part of the university cycling scheme, rather using the gym (even if cycling is done only around campus). Recipients of this incentive, if made aware that such exercise is fun and offers health benefits similar to those acquired in the gym, are more likely to adopt cycling than they are where bikes are merely made available on the assumption that students will use cycling schemes.  The benefits of this sort of joined-up approach tie into a key feature, identified by students, of a healthy university as one that provides reasonably priced exercise facilities (Holt et al., 2015). Such joined-up approaches also may increase the likelihood of previously non-cyclists to adopt cycling. In addition, the benefits can provide the subsequent motivation for continued cycling. This argument is consistent with self-perception theory (Bem & McConnell, 1970; Bem, 1972); that a counter-attitudinal behaviour (e.g., when a desister cycles rather than using the car) may become interpreted as consistent with the individual’s values and self-interests (e.g. fitness and health) following reflection after the behavioural act.
Furthermore, the current study’s finding that neutralization techniques may differ in terms of magnitude is relevant for intervention. Some techniques are more malleable (i.e. can be altered), while some – particularly those employed by hard-line persisters – are more extreme (less malleable) (McGregor, 2008). Identifying these can provide useful insights to policy makers on ways of working around such malleability using joined-up approaches similar to the “gyming” versus cycling example above. Finally, the possibility of drift underlines that desistance orientations can be substituted by persistence frames of reference. Thus, besides focusing on getting more people to adopt sustainable modes of commuting, it is equally important that interventions consider ways of reinforcing desistance-oriented lifestyles. 
Although the current study sheds light on the nature of the justifications for persistence in and desistance from car use, its focus on the role of pro-environmental cognitions for persistence or desistance implies that other determinants of car use may have not been made salient in the data. For instance, desistance from car use is dependent on factors that are non-pro-environmental, e.g., the proximity to workplaces and/or social amenities, the reduction barriers to using active modes, residence in car-free developments, presence or absence of infrastructure such as road access, etc. (Guiver, 2007; Shannon et al., 2006; Frandberg & Wilhelmson, 2011; Erickson & Garling, 2008; Melia et al., 2011). On this basis, this study cannot claim to have adequately captured the phenomenon of desistance in its entirety. Finally, our findings are limited in terms of representativeness of the wider student population. 
In sum, the current study uncovers the dominant techniques of neutralization and affirmation employed by students to justify favoured car user behaviour within the context of the environmental imperative to reduce car use. In addition, it identifies the different roles and functions served by these techniques; in line with previous findings that car use serves different purposes for different individual users (Guiver, 2007; Wright & Curtis; Bergstad et al., 2011; Klockner & Friedrichsmeier, 2011). Our study also makes significant theoretical contributions, for example, by expanding the range of neutralization techniques (e.g. introducing the change – locus control argument and expanding the range of affirmations) and offering insight for policy and practice interventions aimed at moderating car use at local (university) and public levels.





REFERENCES
Ahuvia, A. C. (2005). Beyond the extended self: Loved objects and consumers’ identity narratives. Journal of consumer research, 32(1), 171–184.
Allport, G. (1955). Becoming: basic considerations for a psychology of personality. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Anable, J. (2005). Complacent car addicts or aspiring environmentalists? Identifying Travel behaviour segments using attitude theory. Transport Policy, 12(1), 65–78.
Anable, J., Lane, B. & Kaley, T. (2006). An evidence base review of public attitudes to climate change and transport behaviour. Final Report to the Department for Transport. Accessed on 12/01/2016 from http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/163944/A_review_of_public_attitude1.pdf 
Axsen, J. & Kurani, J. S. (2012). Interpersonal influence within car buyers’ social network: applying five perspectives to plug-in hybrid vehicles. Environment and Planning, Part A, 44(5), 1047–1065.
Bamberg, S. & Moser, G. (2007). Twenty years after Hines, Hungerford, and Tomera: A new meta-analysis of psycho-social determinants of pro-environmental behaviour. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 27(1), 14–25. 
Bamberg, S., Fujii, S., Friman, M. & Garling, T. (2011). Behaviour theory and soft transport measures. Transport Policy, 18(1), 228–253.
Bandura, A., Babaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V. & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Mechanisms of moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(2), 364–374. 
Bem, D. J. (1972). Self-perception theory. In Berkowitz, L (Ed.) Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 6, pp. 1–62). New York: Academic Press.
Bem, D. J. & McConnell, H. K. (1970). Testing the self-perception explanation of dissonance phenomena: on the salience of pre-manipulation attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 14(1), 23–31.
Bendle, M. F. (2002). The crisis of “identity” in high modernity. British Journal of Sociology, 55(1), 1–18. 
Benson, M. L. (1985). Denying the guilty mind; accounting for involvement in white-collar crime. Criminology, 23(4), 583–607. 
Beirao, G. & Cabral, S. J. A. (2007). Understanding attitudes towards public transport and private car: a qualitative study. Transport policy, 14(6), 478–489.
Bergstad, C. J., Gamble, A., Hagman, O., Polk, M., Garling, T. & Olsson, L. E. (2011). Affective-symbolic and instrumental-independence psychological motives mediating effects of socio-demographic variables on daily car use. Journal of Transport Geography, 19(1), 33–38.
Brannigan, A. & McDougall, A. A. (1983). Peril and pleasure in the maintenance of a high risk sport: A study of hang-gliding. Journal of Sport Behavior, 6(1) 37–51.
Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.
Braun, V. & Wilkinson, S. (2003). Liability or asset? Women talking about the vagina. Psychology of Women, 5(2), 28–42.
Chatzidakis, A., Hibbert, S., Mittusis, D. & Smith, A. (2004). Virtue in consumption? Journal of Marketing Management, 20(5-6), 526–543.
Chatzidakis, A., Hibbert, S. & Smith, A. P. (2007). Why people don’t take their concerns about fair trade to the supermarket: The role of neutralization. Journal of Business Ethics, 74(1), 89–100.
Christensen, L. J., Peirce, E., Hartman, L. P., Hoffman, W. M. & Carrier, J. (2007). Ethics, CSR and sustainability education in the Financial Times top 50 global business schools: baseline data and future directions. Journal of Business Ethics, 73(4), 347–368.
Clark, B. R. & Trow, M. (1966). The organizational context. In Newcomb, T. M. & Wilson, E. K. (Eds). College peer groups (pp. 17–70). Chicago: Aldine.
Cohn, D. Y. & Vaccaro, V. L. (2006). A study of Neutralization Theory’s application to global consumer ethics: P2P file-trading of musical intellectual property on the internet. International Journal of Internet Marketing and Advertising, 3(1), 68–88. 
Coleman, J. W. (1994). The criminal elite: The sociology of white collar crime. New York: St. Martin’s Press. 
Coleman, J. W. (2002). The Criminal Elite: The Sociology of White Collar Crime (5th Edition). New York: St. Martin’s Press.
Conklin, J, E. (2004). Criminology (8th Edition). Boston: Pearson.
Conklin, J, E. (2004). Criminology (8th Edition). Boston: Pearson.
Copes, H. & Williams, J. P. (2007). Techniques of affirmation: deviant behaviour, moral commitment, and subcultural identity. Deviant Behaviour, 28(3) 247–272.
Copi, I. M. & Cohen, C. (2002). Introduction to Logic. New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc.
Crittenden, K. S. (1983). Sociological aspects of attribution. Annual Review of Sociology, 9, 425–446.
Cromwell, P. & Thurman, Q. (2003). The devil made me do it: use of neutralizations by shoplifters. Deviant Behaviour, 24(6), 535–550. 
Davis, B., Dutzik, T. & Baxandall, P. (2012). Transportation and the new generation: why young people are driving less. Accessed on 20/01/2016 from http://www.uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/Transportation%20%26%20the%20New%20Generation%20vUS_0.pdf
Ellaway, A., Macintyre, S., Hiscock, R. & Kearns, A. (2003). In the driving seat: psychosocial benefits from private motor vehicle transport compared to public transport. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 6(3), 217–231.
Feldman, K. A. (1972). Some theoretical approaches to the study of change and stability of college students. Review of Educational Research, 42(1), 1–26.
Fiske, S. T. & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social Cognition (2nd Edition). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Flacks, R. & Thomas, S. L. (2007). “Outsiders”, student subcultures, and the massification of higher education. In Smart, J. C. (Ed). Higher Education: handbook of theory and research (pp. 181–218). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.
Frandberg, L. & Vilhelmson, B. (2011). More or less travel: personal mobility trends in the Swedish population focusing gender and cohort. Journal of Transport Geography, 19, 1235–1244.
Gardner, B. & Abraham, C. (2007). What drives car use? A grounded theory analysis of commuters’ reason for driving. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 10(3), 187–200.
Gartman, D. (2004). Three ages of the automobile: the cultural logic of the car. Theory, Culture and Society, 21(4-5), 169–195.
Gergen, K. J. (2009). An invitation to social construction (2nd Edition). London: Sage.
Golden-Biddle, K. & Locke, K. (2007). Composing qualitative research (2nd Edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Goodwin, P. (2012). “Three views on peak car”, Special Issue on ‘A future beyond the car’, guest editor S. Melia, World Transport Policy & Practice, Vol 17, No. 4.
Grove, S. J., Vitell, S. J. & Strutton, D. (1989). Non-normative consumer behaviour and the techniques of neutralization. Proc. 1989 AMA Winter Educators Conference, 131–135.
Guiver, J. W. (2007). Modal Talk: Discourse analysis of how people talk about bus and car travel. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 41(3), 233–248.
Hagman, O. (2003). Mobilizing meanings of mobility: car users’ constructions of the goods and bads of car use. Transportation Research, Part D: Transport and Environment, 8(1), 1–9.
Hansmann, R., Bernasconi, P., Smieszek, T., Loukopoulos, P. & Scholz, R. W. (2006). Justifications and self-organization as determinants of recycling behaviour: The case of used batteries. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 47(2), 133–159.
Hanzani, M. (1991). The Universal Applicability of the Theory of Neutralization: German Youth Coming to terms with the Holocaust. Crime, Law and Social Change, 15(2), 135–49.
Harvey, J. H., Orbuch, T. L & Weber, A. L. (1992). Attributions, accounts and close relationships. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
Harvey, J. H., Weber, A. L., Galvin, K. S., Huszati, H. C. & Garnick, N. N. (1986). Attribution and the termination of close relationships: a special focus on the account. In Gilmour, R. & Duck, S. (Eds.) The emerging field of close relationships (189–201). Hillsdale, New Jersey: Earlbaum.
Henry, S. & Eaton R. (1999). Degrees of deviance: Students’ accounts of their deviant behaviour. Salem, WI: Sheffield Pub.
Holt, M., Monk, R., Powell, S. & Dooris, M. (2015). Student perceptions of a healthy university. Public Health, 126 (6) 674–683.
Hossler, D. & Schmit,  J.  (1999). Going to college:  how social, economic, and educational Factors Influence the Decisions Students Make. Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins University Press.
IPCC. (2007). Climate Change 2007: the Physical Science Basis. Working Group I, IPCC.  Accessed on 20/01/2016 from http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch1s1-3.html#1-3-1.
Jain, J. (1998). Responding to the Risks of a Car Driven Society: Motivations and Practices of Car-free Lifestyles. MSc Dissertation, Geography Department. University of Bristol.
Jain, J. & Guiver, J. (2001). Turning the car inside out: transport, equity and environment. Social Policy & Administration, 35(5), 569–586.
Jones, T. M. (1991). Ethical decision making by individuals in organizations: an issue contingent model. Academy of Management Review, 16(2), 366–395.
Kagawa, F. (2007). Dissonance in students’ perception of sustainable development and sustainability. International Journal of sustainability in Higher Education, 8(3), 317–338.
Kaufman, P. & Feldman, K.A. (2004). Forming identities in college: a sociological approach. Research in Higher Education, 45(5), 463–496.
King, S., Dyhall, M., Webster, T., Sharpe, A., Worley, A., Dewitt, A. et al. (2009). Exploring public attitudes to climate change and travel choices. Final Report for DfT. Accessed on 02/01/2016 from http://www.sasig.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2009/07/Attitudes-to-cl-ch-trnsprt_ITS-PeoplePolicyScience_Jan-2009.pdf 
Kingham, S. & Donohoe, S. (2002). Children's perceptions of transport. World Transport Policy and Practice, 8(1), 6–10.  
Kitzinger, J. (1994). The methodology of focus groups: the importance of interaction between research participants. Sociology of Health and Illness, 16(1), 104–121.
Kitzinger, J. (1995). Qualitative research: introducing focus groups. BMJ, 311(7000), 299–302.
Kitzinger, J. & Barbour, R. S. (Eds.). (1999). Developing focus group research: politics, theory and practice. London: Sage. 
Kim, J., Schmöcker, J. D., Fujii, S. & Noland, R. B. (2013). Attitudes towards road pricing and environmental taxation among US and UK students. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 48, 50–62.
Klockars, C. B. (1974). The professional fence. New York: Free Press.
Klockner, C. A & Blobaum, A. (2010). A comprehensive action determination model: towards a broader understanding of ecological behaviour using the example of travel mode choice. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30, 574–586.
Klockner, C. A & Friedrichsmeier, T. (2011). A multi-level approach to travel mode choice – How person characteristics and situation specific aspects determine car use in a student sample. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 14(4), 261–277. 
Klockner, C. A & Oppedal, I. O. (2011). General vs. domain-specific recycling behaviour – applying a multilevel comprehensive determination model to recycling in Norwegian students homes. Resource, Conservation and Recycling, 55, 463–471. 
Krueger, R. & Cassey, M. (2000). Focus Groups: a practical guide for applied research (3rd Edition.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Leary, M. R. & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and two-component model. Psychological bulletin, 107(1), 34–47.
LeBoeuf, R. A., Shafir, E. & Bayuk, J. B. (2010) The conflicting choices of alternatives selves. Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Making, 111(1), 48–61.
Lorek, S. & Spangenberg, J. H. (2001). Indicators for environmentally sustainable household consumption. Int. J. Sustainable Development, 4(1), 101–120. 
Manaugh, K. & El-Geneidy, A. M. (2013). Does distance matter? Exploring the links among values, motivations, home location, and satisfaction in walking trips. Transportation research part A: policy and practice, 50, 198–208.
Maruna, S. & Copes, H. (2005). What have we learnt in five decades of Neutralization research? Criminal and Justice: A Review of Research, 32, 221–320.
Maruna, S. & Mann, R. E. (2006). A fundamental attribution error? Rethinking cognitive distortions. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 11(2), 155–177.
McCarthy, J. G. & Stewart, A. L. (1998). Neutralization as a process of graduated desensitization: moral values of offenders. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 42(4), 278–290.
McGregor, S. L. T. (2008). Conceptualizing immoral and unethical consumption using Neutralization Theory. Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 36 (3), 261–276.
McLellan, E., MacQueen, K. M. & Neidig, J. L. (2003). Beyond the qualitative interview: Data preparation and transcription. Field methods, 15(1), 63–84.
Melia, S., Parkhurst, G. & Barton, H. (2010). Carfree, Low-car – What’s the Difference? World Transport Policy & Practice, 16(2), 22–24.
Nordlund, A. M. & Garvil, J. (2003). Effects of values, problem awareness and personal norm on willingness to reduce personal car use. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23, 339–347. 
Piacentini, M. G., Chatzidakis, A. & Banister, E. N. (2012). Making sense of drinking: the role of techniques of neutralization and counter‐neutralization in negotiating alcohol consumption. Sociology of Health & Illness, 34(6), 841–857.
Prillwitz, J. & Barr, S. (2011). Moving towards sustainability? Mobility styles, attitudes and individual travel behaviour. Journal of Transport Geography, 19(6), 1590–1600.
Orbuch, L. (1997). Peoples Accounts Count: the sociology of accounts. Annual Review of Sociology, 23, 455–478. 
Peck, C. (2012). Young people are driving less. Accessed on 20/01/2015 from http://www.ctc.org.uk/blog/chris-peck/young-people-are-driving-less
Pieters, R., Bijmolt, T., van Raaij, F. & de Kruijk, M. (1998). Consumers’ attributions of pro-environmental behaviour, motivation, and ability to self and others. Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 17(2), 215–225. 
Rabiee, F. (2004). Focus-group interview and data analysis. Proceedings of the nutrition society, 63(04), 655–660.
Reutter, U. &  Reutter,  O.  (1996). Car-free households: who lives without  an automobile today? World Transport Policy & Practice, 2(4), 32–37.
Richardson, M. S., Meade, P., Rosbruch, N., Vescio, C., Price, L. & Cordero, A. (2009). Intentional and identity processes: A social constructionist investigation using student journals. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74(1), 63–74.
Rosenbaum, M. S. & Kuntze, R. (2003). The relationship between anomie and unethical retail disposition. Psychology & Marketing, 20(12), 1067–1093.
Schahn, J. & Bertsch, H. J. (2003). NormdiskrepantesVerhalten im Umweltbereich: EmpirischerTest einer Integration des Normaktivationsmodells von Schwartz und der Neutralizationstheorie von Sykes und Matza. Umweltpsychologie, 7(1), 128–48.
Schahn, J., Dinger, J. & Bohner, G. (1995). Rationalisierungen und Neutralizationen als Rechtfertigungsstategien: Ein Vergleich zwischen Umwelt- und Delinquenzbereich. Zeitschrift fur Differentielle und Diagnostische Psychologie, 16(3), 77–94.
Schuitema, G., Anable, J., Skippon, S. & Kinnear, N. (2013). The role of instrumental, hedonic and symbolic attributes in the intention to adopt electric vehicles. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 48, 39–49.
Schulman, P., Castello, P. & Seligman, M. E. P. (1989). Assessing explanatory style: The content analysis of verbatim explanations and the attributional style questionnaire. Behaviour Research Theory, 27(5), 505–512.
Scottish Executive. (2003). Children’s attitude to sustainable transport. Transport Research Series. Accessed on 20/01/2016 from http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/12/18663/30653 
Shannon, T., Giles-Corti, B., Pikora, T., Bulsara, M., Shilton, T. & Bull, F. (2006). Active commuting in a university setting: Assessing commuting habits and potential for modal change. Transport Policy, 13(3), 240–253.
Sheller, M. (2004). Automotive Emotions: Feeling the Car. Theory, Culture & Society, 21(45), 221–243. 
Shotter, J. (1984). Social accountability and selfhood. Oxford: Blackwell.
Steg, L. & Sievers, I. (2000). Cultural theory of individual perceptions of environmental risks. Environment and Behaviour, 32(2), 248–267. 
Steg, L. & Tertoolen, G. (1999). Sustainable transport policy: the contribution from behavioural scientists. Public Money and Management, 19, 63–69.
Strutton, D., Vitell, S. J. & Pelton, L. E. (1994). How consumers may justify inappropriate behavior in market settings: an application on the techniques of neutralization. Journal of Business Research, 30(3), 253–260.
Sykes, M. G. & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of Neutralization: A theory of delinquency. American Sociological Review, 22 (6) 664–670.
Tertoolen, G., Van Kreveld, D. & Verstraten, B. (1998). Psychological resistance against attempts to reduce private car use. Transportation Research Part A, 3, 171–181.
Thomas, I. (2004). Sustainability in tertiary curricula: what is stopping it happening? International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 5(1), 33–47.
Thomas, L., MacMillan, J., McColl, E., Hale, C. & Bond, S. (1995). Comparison of focus group and individual interview methodology in examining patient satisfaction with nursing care. Social Sciences in Health, 1, 206–219.
Thompson, W. E. & Harred, J. L. (1992). Topless dancers: managing stigma in a deviant occupation. Deviant Behavior, 13(3), 291–311.
Thorgesen, J. (2004). A cognitive dissonance interpretation of consistencies and inconsistencies in environmentally responsible behaviour. Environmental Psychology, 24, 93–103.
Thornton, A., Burt, K., Dalziel, D.,Simon, A., King, S & Webster, T (2011). Climate change and transport choices. London: DfT Publication. Accessed online on 20/01/2016 from https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/49971/climate-change-transport-choices-full.pdf  
Uba, C. D. (2013) University students’ justification-accounts for persistence in and desistance from car use. PhD Thesis, Royal Holloway United of London, United Kingdom.
Whitmarsh, L. & O’Neill, S. (2010). Green identity, green living? The role of pro-environmental self-identity in determining consistency across diverse pro-environmental behaviours. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30, 305–314.
Willis, D. P., Manaugh, K. & El-Geneidy, A. (2013). Uniquely satisfied: Exploring cyclist satisfaction. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 18, 136–147.
World Watch Institute. (2004). State of the World 2004: Consumption by the Numbers. Accessed online on 20/01/2016 from http://www.worldwatch.org/node/1783 
Worth, N. (2009). Understanding youth transition as “becoming”: Identity, time and futurity. Geoforum, 40(6), 1050–1060.
Wright, C. & Curtis, B. (2005). Reshaping the motor car. Transport Policy, 12(1), 11–22.












APPENDIX
Focus group respondents’ groups and ID codes
	FOCUS GROUP
	MALE STUDENTS’ CODES
	FEMALE STUDENTS’ CODES

	GROUP  1 (AS) – UNDERGRAD STUDENTS
(1st Yr UG) Distribution: Male (3), Female (1)
	ASM
(Group A, UG Student, Male)
	ASF
(Group A, UG Student, Female)

	GROUP  2 (BS) – UNDERGRAD STUDENTS
Distribution:  Male (4), Female (4)
	BSM
(Group B, UG Student, Male)

	BSF
(Group B, UG Student, Female)


	GROUP 3  (AM) – MASTER’S STUDENTS
Distribution: Male (4), Female (4)
	                   AMM
  (Group A, Master’s Male)
	AMF
(Group A, Master’s Female)

	GROUP 4 (BM) – MASTER’S STUDENTS
Distribution: Male (8), Female (2)
	                  BMM
   (Group B, Master’s Male)
	BMF
(Group B, Master’s Female)

	GROUP 5 (MM) – MASTER’S STUDENTS
Distribution: Male (2), Female (0)
	           MMA and MMB
   (Master’s Male, A and B)
	
NONE

	GROUP 6 – MASTER’S STUDENTS
Distribution: Male (0), Female (2)
	
NONE
	FFA and MR
(Abbreviated from respondents’ real names)

	
Focus Group Moderator  (Researcher) is assigned code MD                                         
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