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Abstract

Cultures of peace will not be possible without a concerted effort to bring about global
environmental security. Attempts to build sustainable cultures through international
treaties have been disappointing. Non-governmental groups, have a better track record
for promoting sustainable cultures. This paper describes the psychological potential of
the Earth Charter, a document written primarily by and for non-government
organizations and world citizens, for soliciting committed environmental action from
people throughout the world. After analyzing key features of the Charter, we discuss
empirical support for its premise that moral responsibility leads to improved
environmental behaviors. We conclude that peace psychologists have important roles to
play in educating and promoting environmentally responsible behaviors throughout the
world.
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Earthly Dimensions of Peace:
The Earth Charter

Cultures of Peace will require the best of our human capacities, including that we
learn how to protect our global environment. To do so, we will need to reverse the 20th
century’s pattern of overspending the earth’s physical resources. As a global community,
we are quickly losing the ability to support life in all of its diversity and evolutionary
potential. Most readers will recognize that major indicators of the earth’s environmental
health are in decline. For example, global warming, loss of the earth’s ozone layer,
deforestation, species extinction, exhaustion of fisheries, agricultural land, and water
supplies, acid rain and other forms of toxic pollution, overpopulation and
overconsumption, all threaten the earth’s carrying capacity to support human life (Stern
& Oskamp, 1987; Pawlik, 1991; Stern, 1992; Union of Concerned Scientists, 1993;
Oskamp, 2000). At a global level, the diminishment of natural resources is on a collision
course with increasing population and poverty. If we do not reverse this global dynamic,
we can expect human suffering to rapidly escalate.
Moreover, reduced carrying capacity will trigger wars. As Robert Kaplan put it a
few years ago, environmental security “will be the national security issue of the next
century” (Kaplan, 1994, p.58). But we don’t have to strain our imaginations to the future
to visualize armed conflict over scarce resources. Less than 10 years ago, the Persian
Gulf War was primarily about access to uninterrupted oil supplies, and chronic tensions
in the Middle East are still exacerbated by the fossil fuels located there. Most would
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agree that the U.S. wouldn’t have armed Saudi Arabia as it has, without the need to
establish its presence in that region to safeguard its access to oil. In other centuries,
scarce water, instead of oil, has triggered war in the Middle East, and unequal access to
water still feeds tensions between Israel and Palestine today, as Israel uses 8 to 10 times
the amount of water that Palestine does. Moreover, many recent wars attributed to ethnic
and political causes have been exacerbated, if not caused, by ecological failures. For
example, the recent genocides in Rwanda and Cambodia were both stimulated by
widespread agricultural disasters. Because it often advantages political leaders to couch
their battles in ethnic terms, the media have been prone to miss the important role played
by environmental factors in precipitating armed conflict (Wessells, 1996; Winter, 1997;
Merimbe, 2000).
The use of natural resources is susceptible to conflict for a variety of reasons.
First, natural resources exist in an environment or interconnected space where actions by
people or groups often produce distant repercussions. Second, natural resources also
have social significance with respect to complex and unequal relations among social
actors. Third, natural resources are subject to increasing scarcity because of increasing
demand, unequal distribution, and rapid social changes. Fourth, natural resources have
symbolic value and represent these differences in power and status between people
(Buckles, 1999). Thus any serious attempt to create cultures of peace will need to
address environmental security.
In this paper, we analyze global efforts to build environmental security and
conclude that on the whole, nations’ efforts have been disappointing. However, nongovernmental groups have been very effective in facilitating sustainable cultures.
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Because the Earth Charter was written for non-governmental citizens, we analyze it for
its psychological implications. We review empirical research testing the main premise of
the Charter, that moral responsibility and shared identity lead to wise environmental
choices. We conclude by suggesting that peace psychologists can play important roles in
building environmental security by studying, analyzing, and promoting environmental
responsibility.
International Efforts to Build Environmental Security for Global Peace
The crucial link between environmental security and global peace is not a new
revelation: the United Nations has been articulating the link between peace and
environmental health for many decades. One of the earliest attempts to bring nations
together to find ways to build global environmental security occurred in 1972, when
national leaders gathered in Stockholm, Sweden for the U.N. Conference on the Human
Environment. As a result of the Stockholm meeting, the U.N. established the
Environment Programme, with the hope that nations would work collaboratively to build
environmental protections on a global level.
Twenty years later, an impressive global meeting on environmental security
convened in Rio, Brazil, for the U.N. Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED). UNCED pulled together the largest gathering of world leaders ever in the
history of the planet (a record kept until Sept. 2000, when the Millennium Summit of the
General Assembly of the United Nations eclipsed it). UNCED produced an inspired,
though not widely known, document called Agenda 21, in which the connections between
peace, sustainable development, and environmental protection were fully articulated in
over 800 pages. Leaders from 180 nations signed on to this document, promising to
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reduce consumption, pollution, overpopulation, poverty, and excessive militarization.
Agenda 21’s Preamble illustrates its imperative tone and broad promises:
1.1 Humanity stands at a defining moment in history. We are confronted with a
perpetuation of disparities between and within nations, a worsening of poverty,
hunger, ill health and illiteracy, and the continuing deterioration of the ecosystems
on which we depend for our well-being. However, integration of environment and
development concerns and greater attention to them will lead to the fulfillment of
basic needs, improved living standards for all, better protected and managed
ecosystems and a safer, more prosperous future. No nation can achieve this on its
own; but together we can - in a global partnership for sustainable development.
1.2 This global partnership must build on the premises of General Assembly
resolution 44/228 of 22 December 1989, which was adopted when the nations of
the world called for the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, and on the acceptance of the need to take a balanced and integrated
approach to environment and development questions.
1.3 Agenda 21 addresses the pressing problems of today and also aims at
preparing the world for the challenges of the next century. It reflects a global
consensus and political commitment at the highest level on development and
environment cooperation. Its successful implementation is first and foremost the
responsibility of Governments. National strategies, plans, policies and processes
are crucial in achieving this. International cooperation should support and
supplement such national efforts. In this context, the United Nations system has a
key role to play. Other international, regional and subregional organizations are
also called upon to contribute to this effort. The broadest public participation and
the active involvement of the non-governmental organizations and other groups
should also be encouraged.
1.4 The developmental and environmental objectives of Agenda 21 will require a
substantial flow of new and additional financial resources to developing countries,
in order to cover the incremental costs for the actions they have to undertake to
deal with global environmental problems and to accelerate sustainable
development. Financial resources are also required for strengthening the capacity
of international institutions for the implementation of Agenda 21. An indicative
order-of-magnitude assessment of costs is included in each of the programme
areas. This assessment will need to be examined and refined by the relevant
implementing agencies and organizations.
1.5 In the implementation of the relevant programme areas identified in Agenda
21, special attention should be given to the particular circumstances facing the
economies in transition. It must also be recognized that these countries are facing
unprecedented challenges in transforming their economies, in some cases in the
midst of considerable social and political tension.
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1.6 The programme areas that constitute Agenda 21 are described in terms of the
basis for action, objectives, activities and means of implementation. Agenda 21 is
a dynamic programme. It will be carried out by the various actors according to the
different situations, capacities and priorities of countries and regions in full
respect of all the principles contained in the Rio Declaration on Environment and
Development. It could evolve over time in the light of changing needs and
circumstances. This process marks the beginning of a new global partnership for
sustainable development (http://www.ig.capc.org/habitat/agenda21/ch-01.html;
Agenda 21, 1993).
Unfortunately the lofty goals of Agenda 21 have been largely ignored.
The impact of UNCED on global environmental protection is disappointing.
Follow-up studies show that governments have largely failed to restore their
damaged environments and reduce poverty. Instead, since 1992, most major
indicators have continued to decline. Oil and gas use have reached new highs,
carbon emissions and global temperatures continue to climb, forests loss
continues (Brown, Renner & Flavin, 1997, 1998); freshwater systems are
degrading (Abramovitz, 1996) and we are still quickly losing biodiversity. The
1997 General Assembly Special Session to Review Implementation of Agenda 21
concluded that there is little evidence that Agenda 21 has become an effective
program. Similarly, in 1997 the U.N. Environment Programme observed that
Despite progress, the pace at which the world is moving toward a
sustainable future is simply too slow. Internationally and nationally, the
funds and political will dedicated to halting further environmental
degradation are insufficient. We know that the knowledge and
technological base to solve the most pressing environmental issues are
available. However, the sense of urgency of the early 1990s is lacking
(UNEP GEO, 1997, p. vii).
The conclusion that we have “the knowledge and technological base to solve the
most pressing environmental issues” demonstrates that our failure to restore
environmental health is not primarily a technological one: it is a psychological one. We
do not yet know how to change the human behavior we know is necessary to build a
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sustainable world. Likewise, most people (at least in developed countries) realize that
global environmental problems loom large on the horizon, but continue to go about their
daily lives in ways that threaten our future existence. Why we do not change our
behavior, even when we know that it is imperative to do so, is a critical question for
psychologists (Winter, 1996; 2000).
One answer is that we simply are insufficiently aware of the situation. After all,
according to Costanza et al., “because ecosystem services are not fully ‘captured’ in
commercial markets or adequately quantified in terms comparable with economic
services and manufactured capital, they are often given too little weight in policy
decisions” (1997, p. 253). These authors calculate that for the entire biosphere, the value
of these services is an average of US$33 trillion per year, whereas global GNP is US$18
trillion per year.
Another possible answer is that we are fundamentally selfish, and the sacrifices
required to build a sustainable culture are simply too great for our hedonistic nature.
Unfortunately, this explanation is supported by the behavior of nations negotiating
international treaties. Even before leaders left Rio, they showed widespread self-interest,
resisting any wording in agreements that might hinder their own countries’ economic
concerns. For example, Malaysia and Indonesia lobbied against treaties involving
sustainable forest practices; Saudi Arabia led a group of Middle Eastern countries which
resisted agreements on reducing the use of fossil fuels; Latin American countries fought
against wording involving population stabilization; and the U.S., the only country strong
enough to be a global leader on environmental protection, refused to join any agreements
on reducing consumption and militarization. In a particularly telling statement, then-
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President George Bush proclaimed that the “U.S. way of life was not up for negotiation”,
and that he was “President of the U.S., not president of the world, and I will do what I
think is best for the U.S.”(as quoted by Shabecoff, 1996, p. 167).
On the other hand, UNCED also saw the most important gathering of NonGovernmental Organizations (NGOs) at any UN meeting to date, producing for the first
time, a parallel world convention of grass roots organizers, who have since shown much
greater capacity to effect change than their government counterparts. Since Rio’s
UNCED, NGOs have powerfully affected policy documents emerging from UN
meetings, and have become the major players in implementing sustainable development
around the world. Their track record for finding ways to “fulfill basic human needs,
improve living standards for all and better protect and manage ecosystems” (Agenda 21
Preamble, paragraph 1.1) is undeniably better than most governments. We believe their
superiority over the U.N. and participating governments in accomplishing environmental
protection is due to the NGOs’ much more direct links to the local villages in which they
work, their much smaller bureaucratic (dis)organization, and their ability to design smallscale, locally driven projects that do not displace existing communities and infrastructure.
Also, NGO’s do not answer to corporate or power-elite interests that shape government
action or inaction.

The Purpose and Genesis of the Earth Charter
Because the NGOs are more effective in restoring habitats and implementing
sustainable development, focus on them has been growing throughout the world
community. Part of this effort includes the design and distribution of The Earth Charter,
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a parallel document to Agenda 21. Whereas Agenda 21 is a massive 800 page tomb,
formulated for governments, the Earth Charter is an elegant 5 page document meant to
speak for and to private citizens, humanitarian and environmental groups, other nongovernmental people, and to reach the consciousness of government leaders around the
world.
The Earth Charter had its beginnings in the report of the World Commission on
Environment and Development in 1987 (Our Common Future), which called for the
development of an ethical document. At UNCED in 1992, governments did not agree on
a draft for an ethical complement to Agenda 21 and, instead, an Earth Charter was issued
at the parallel NGO forum. Two years after Rio, Maurice Strong and Mikhail Gorbachev
launched a new initiative for an Earth Charter. The Earth Council was also created that
year to follow-up the UNCED agreements.
In 1997, the Earth Council and Green Cross International formed an Earth Charter
Commission, with representatives from the 5 world regions and a secretariat at Earth
Council headquarters in Costa Rica. The first Benchmark Draft of the Earth Charter was
issued in March of 1997 at the conclusion of the Rio +5 Forum, an international meeting
to assess the impacts of Agenda 21 and the 1992 UNCED on global environmental
protection. The document has gone through a series of drafts and international meetings,
and in March 2000, the Earth Charter Commission, meeting at UNESCO Headquarters in
Paris, issued the final text. The Millennium NGO Forum endorsed the Earth Charter in
May, 2000. The document will be presented to the U.N. General Assembly in 2002 for
endorsement.
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Like Agenda 21, the Earth Charter is a soft law document. It is meant to address
people’s sense of ethical responsibility until hard law treaties that bind governments are
negotiated. As such, the Charter appeals to our global citizenship by spelling out the
responsibilities of all human beings for nurturing our planetary home. The Charter
integrates concepts from various NGO declarations; scientific worldviews; major
religions; and social movements that promote human rights, democracy, gender equality,
civil society, disarmament, and peace. In addition, the document brings together
recommendations and goals set by seven U.N. summits held in the 1990s: Children (New
York, 1990); Environment and Development (Rio, 1992); Human Rights (Vienna, 1993);
Population and Development (Cairo, 1994); Social Development (Copenhagen, 1994),
Women (Beijing, 1995); and Habitat (Istanbul, 1996). But most important for our present
discussion, the Earth Charter uses psychological concepts to illuminate the roles of global
citizens in facilitating sustainable development and peace.
The Earth Charter will be distributed around the world, through 4 focal points:
1. National commissions, whose task is to carry out at national levels, diverse
activities to promote sustainable development. Some of these are intimately
related to the National Councils for Sustainable Development, which are multistakeholder organizations.
2. The Charter is posted on a website http://www.earthcharter.org.
3. The Charter has been and will continue to be endorsed by diverse organizations,
such as the Sierra Club, Green Cross International, The International Council for
Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), the Russian Association of the
Indigenous Peoples of the North (RAIPON), and The 3rd Special Assembly of the
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Amazonian Parliament. On May 22-26, over 1,000 NGOs that participated in the
Millennium NGO Forum at UN headquarters endorsed the Charter.
(http://www.millenniumforum.org.)
4. The Charter will be presented to various UN Conventions for endorsement,
including the General Assembly in 2002. However, given that it is defined as a
'people’s document', this adoption on the part of governments is not, of course, a
condition for the Charter to continue to be promoted.

Psychological Dimensions of the Earth Charter
The Earth Charter is notable for its reliance on several psychological concepts:
responsibility, interdependence, shared identity, and values. These principles are linked
throughout the document, as illustrated in the first paragraph of the Preamble (italics
ours):
We stand at a critical moment in Earth’s history, a time when humanity must
choose its future. As the world becomes increasingly interdependent and fragile,
the future at once holds great peril and great promise. To move forward we must
recognize that in the midst of a magnificent diversity of cultures and life forms we
are one human family and one Earth community with a common destiny. We
must join together to bring forth a sustainable global society founded on respect
for nature, universal human rights, economic justice, and a culture of peace.
Towards this end, it is imperative that we, the peoples of the Earth, declare our
responsibility to one another, to the greater community of life, and to future
generations.” (Preamble)

In other words, the Earth Charter urges us to recognize our global citizenship, and
our responsibility for caring for our fragile and interdependent ecosystem. We have
responsibility to one another, to future generations, and to the biosphere. In the 4th
paragraph, universal responsibility and shared identity are articulated more fully:
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We must decide to live with a sense of universal responsibility, identifying
ourselves with the whole earth community as well as our local communities. We
are at once citizens of different nations and of one world in which the local and
global are linked. Everyone shares responsibility for the present and future wellbeing of the human family and the larger living world. The spirit of human
solidarity and kinship with all life is strengthened when we live with reverence for
the mystery of being, gratitude for the gift of life, and humility regarding the
human place in nature (Paragraph 4).

The document calls on all people to define themselves as members of one human family
(rather than as simply members of competing nation/states), residing in an interconnected
and fragile environment that we are responsible for maintaining and nurturing.
Earth, our home, is alive with a unique community of life. . . The well-being of
the community of life, the enjoyment of human rights, and the development of
culture depend on preserving a healthy biosphere, in particular clean air, pure
waters, fertile soils, and a rich variety of plants, animals and ecosystems
(Paragraph 2).

The paragraph goes on to proclaim that protecting the Earth’s “vitality, diversity,
and beauty is a sacred trust” (Paragraph 2). In other words, we are citizens of one world,
with universal responsibility to protect the planet’s resources, which is also a spiritual
responsibility. The spiritual dimension of our shared identity is also articulated in the
fourth paragraph: “We must realize that when basic needs have been met, human
development is primarily about being more, not having more.” (Paragraph 4).
The document goes on to list 16 principles for achieving a sustainable planetary
home, in 4 arenas of human activity:
1.

Respect and Care for the Community of Life: including affirming
diversity, caring for the environment; building democratic societies;
and securing the Earth’s bounty for future generations.
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2.

Ecological Integrity: including protecting ecological systems,
reducing harm to the environment, adopting sustainable consumption
patterns, advancing the study of sustainability.

3.

Social and Economic Justice: including eradicating poverty,
promoting equitable institutions; affirming gender equality; and
ensuring human rights to dignity, bodily health and spiritual wellbeing.

4.

Democracy, #on-violence and Peace: including strengthening
democratic institutions, promoting education for sustainability; treating
all living beings with respect and consideration; and promoting cultures
of tolerance, nonviolence and peace.

The Charter then closes with 5 short paragraphs urging a change of mind and heart that
recognizes global interdependence and universal responsibility, awareness of the tensions
between important values, and support for the United Nations. It concludes with the
invocation
Let ours be a time remembered for the awakening of a new reverence for
life, the firm resolve to achieve sustainability, the quickening of the
struggle for justice and peace, and the joyful celebration of life.

The Psychological Value of the Earth Charter
The Earth Charter was designed to guide behavior change toward sustainable
development by calling on our responsibilities as global citizens. We do not assume that
the Charter will increase people’s sense of moral responsibility just by reading it. Rather,
it is probably the reverse: the Charter will be meaningful to those already prepared to
accept it, in which case it can function as an orientation for action. However, one of us
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(Brenes) is using the Preamble to teach our common critical challenges, our sense of
interdependence and the need to live within an ethics of universal responsibility. The
rationale is that once interdependence and responsibility are accepted, people will be
more likely to adopt the 16 principles as a guide for action.
At least in some developed societies, environmental behaviors such as recycling are
matters of morality (Thogersen, 1996). They are undertaken to reach some vague,
uncertain future, for the benefit of the total population, instead of for immediate benefits
to the self (Vlek & Keren, 1992). Most people who recycle do not receive more benefits
than costs: they do not retrieve money or gain status, and they spend time and energy
doing an activity that is often inconvenient. Thus their behavior cannot be explained with
a subjective utility model. Instead most people recycle because they believe it is the right
thing to do.
Research on Environmental Behavior
Empirical work on the relationship between environmental attitudes and behavior
tends to support the assumption that people are more likely to act in environmentally
responsible ways if they believe the assumptions of the Charter, especially if they feel
personally responsible. With a few exceptions (Goldenhar & Connell, 1992-3; Allen,
Davis & Soskin, 1993), research has repeatedly shown that people who are concerned
about the future of the planet are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behaviors
(Buttel, 1987; Dunlap. 1991; Gigliotti, 1992; Scott & Willits, 1994; Tarrant & Cordell,
1997; Van Liere & Dunlap, 1981). Much of this work uses a scale developed by Dunlap
and Van Liere in 1978 (and later revised [Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2001]) to
measure environmental values that we think are closely aligned to the Earth Charter. This
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12-item New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) scale asks participants to indicate their
agreement with statements such as the following.
1. The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset.
2. Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to survive.
3. Humans are severely abusing the environment.
4. We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support.
These claims are contrasted with what Dunlap and Van Liere called a Dominant
Paradigm, which includes beliefs that
1. Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs.
2. The so-called “ecological crisis” facing humankind has been greatly
exaggerated.
3. The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them.
Research with this scale shows that NEP attitudes have steadily increased in the U.S.
through the 1980s (Dunlap, 1987), and are still very high in the U.S. (Howell & Laska,
1992; Noe & Snow, 1990; Roper Organization, 1990; Wall, 1995) as well as in Sweden
(Widegren, 1998). NEP scores correlate with pro-environmental behaviors, such as
recycling, purchasing environmentally benign products, lowering temperatures in one’s
home, growing organic vegetables, and choosing environmentally friendly forms of
transportation (Widegren, 1998).
More recent research has refined some of the meanings of the NEP scale and argued
that it primarily measures awareness of consequences of general environmental
conditions, including “generalized beliefs about the nature of human-environment
interactions--or “folk ecology’” (Stern, Dietz, & Guagnano,1995, p. 723). Such
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awareness predicts pro-environmental behavior, but not as well as when generalized
awareness is combined with personal responsibility. That is, if people feel guilty when
they do not engage in environmentally appropriate behaviors, they are more likely to
engage in them (Widegren, 1998).
The importance of personal responsibility in activating the impact of attitudes on
behavior was originally suggested by Schwartz (1970, 1977) in his norm activation
theory. In this model, social norms are thought to play a different role than personal
norms. “What distinguishes personal norms from social norms is that the sanctions
attached to personal norms are tied to the self-concept” (Schwartz, 1977, p. 231). Thus
conformity with the personal norms brings pride and self-esteem; violation produces guilt
and self-deprecation.
The importance of personal norms in affecting pro-environmental behavior has been
demonstrated repeatedly (Stern & Dietz, 1994; Stern, Dietz, & Guagnano, 1995; Stern,
Dietz, & Kalof, 1993; Vining & Ebreo, 1992). People who feel personally responsible
are more like to lower their energy use (Black, Stern, & Elworth, 1985), support
environmental protection (Stern, Dietz, & Black, 1986) and recycle (Guagnano et al.,
1995; Hopper & Nielsen, 1991; Lee et al., 1995; Vining & Ebreo, 1992). More recently
Harland, Staats, and Wilke (1999) demonstrated that activating personal norms enhances
both environmentally relevant intentions and behaviors, at least in motivated participants.
For example, people who hold themselves personally responsible are more likely to use
unbleached paper, eat less meat, use transportation other than a car, use energy saving
light bulbs, and turn off the faucet while brushing their teeth (Harland et al., 1999).
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When personal responsibility extends to the well-being of others, people are
particularly likely to behave in line with their pro-environmental attitudes. One way of
measuring altruistic motivation is the Schwartz attitude scale’s subscale of selftranscendence, that is, an orientation toward the welfare of others versus primarily to the
well-being of the self (Schwartz, 1992). Self-transcendent values include beliefs in
universalism, responsibility for protecting the environment, belief in a world of beauty,
and being in unity with nature. These values are clearly illustrated by the Earth Charter.
In a recent cross-cultural study, Schultz and Zelezny (1998) showed that the selftranscendence values are particularly good predictors of pro-environmental behavior in
five countries (Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, Spain and the U.S.).
While there is good evidence that people who feel personal responsibility and hold a
world view consonant with the Earth Charter are most likely to report pro-environmental
behaviors, the correlations are not strong, rarely reaching .50. These data mean that even
in people with a sense of personal morality and a worldview in line with the Charter,
environmentally responsible behaviors are not inevitable. Myriad situational
determinants mediate the link between attitudes and behaviors, particularly the
convenience and salience of making an environmentally responsible choice. Another
important psychological factor in the link between pro-environmental attitudes and
behavior is a sense of empowerment. People often feel helpless, especially with regard to
environmental hazards (Fridgen, 1994). Pelletier, Dion, Tuson, and Green-Demers
(1999) have shown that lack of motivation to act responsibly stems from a sense of global
helplessness: a feeling of being “daunted by the enormity and severity of the
environmental situation” (p. 2485). An important unanswered questions that peace
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psychologists should address is what factors lead some people to feel helpless and
demoralized, while others become environmental activists on behalf of future
generations.
In any case, environmental education should emphasize not only personal
responsibility, but strategies for building confidence in people’s capacity to carry out
appropriate behaviors (Pelletier et al., 1999). Those people who do manage to build
environmentally responsible habits have been shown to cognitively transform their
behaviors into ones that are pleasant and convenient (Werner & Makela, 1998). Why and
how some people are able to make these transformations is an important question for
peace psychologists.
Conclusion
We believe that the effectiveness of the Earth Charter in promoting universal
environmentally responsible behavior will depend on many psychological conditions,
including both cognitive and emotional factors. As Werner has put it, an
effective, psychologically based intervention programme [should] include a myriad of
elements, each one contributing in different ways to the programme’s success. There
are five basic factors:
• social awareness and concern about the problem
•

knowledge about and motivation to engage in behavioral solutions

•

memory or situational prompts to make the motivation salient

•

opportunities to follow through with the behavior(s)

•

and skills/perceived competence to do the behavior(s) correctly (Werner,
1999, p. 224)

The Earth Charter is a useful tool for promoting both social awareness and
concern. We will need extended efforts of countless people in all countries to transform
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this concern into environmentally sustainable behaviors, using the awareness and
morality expressed in the Earth Charter as a basis for teaching skills, knowledge, and
strategies for changing immediate situations.
Peace psychologists can help with this effort in myriad ways. As professionals
committed to cultures of peace, we need to understand and promote environmentally
responsible behavior in our local communities, in national legislation, and in global
policies. We can contribute to these efforts by conducting empirical research, by
working with groups negotiating policy, and by lobbying key decision makers on behalf
of future generations. Sustainable cultures will require changed thoughts, beliefs,
feelings, and behaviors of billions of people making daily choices, as well as the
education of local, state, and national leaders whose decisions will affect the
environmental health for generations to come. Psychologists are well equipped to help
design environments that will facilitate these changes. Studying and promoting
environmentally responsible choices will enable us to look forward to a future of peace
and well-being. As we stated at the onset of this chapter, if we do not mobilize our fellow
citizens for these goals, we will fail to bring about cultures of peace.
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