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Abstract
This master’s thesis looks at the influence social value orientation (SVO) and the consideration of future consequences (CFC) have on people’s decision in the social dilemma of green consumerism. A survey tests the effect of respondents SVO and CFC on their attitude towards, and willingness to pay for sneakers made from recycled plastic. The collected data confirms the prevailing existence of the attitude-behaviour gap and supports the importance of demographic factors like education, income and nationality on respondents decision.
The results further show that subjects social value orientation effects their consideration to buy (attitude) the sneaker made from recycled plastic, while subject’s consideration of future consequences influences their willingness to pay for them (behaviour). 
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Sustainable consumption and the protection of the environment are two of the major topics of our time. The European Union has recently voted in favor of a single-use plastic ban (European Commission, 2019) and brands like Nike or Adidas have started using recycled plastic to produce their products (Spears, 2019; Adidas, 2019). The topic is of relevance to governments, companies and consumers alike. Concerned governments have worked to design policies and regulations which preserve our national resources and slow down climate change. Companies in turn are affected by these regulations and are also interested in the profit and branding opportunities that arise from the trend towards environmentally friendly products (Casadesus‐Masanell, Crooke, Reinhardt & Vasishth, 2009).
Besides economic development and technological innovation, the OECD has identified consumption patterns as one of the main social drivers for environmental change (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development OECD, 2001). Indeed, most large consumer surveys find that consumers are increasingly concerned with the protection of the environment (The Conference Board & Nielsen Global Consumer Confidence Survey, 2017; SOEP, 2016, pwc global consumer insights survey, 2019). Nevertheless, studies also find that there still is a large attitude-behaviour gap between consumers concern for the environment and their actual consumption behaviour (Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Young, Hwang, McDonald & Oates, 2010).
One possible explanation for this gap is the fact that most green products are still sold at a price premium compared to their non-green counterparts (Steinemann, Schwegler, Spescha, 2014).The decision consumers face when deciding whether to buy a green product or not can therefore be conceptualized as a social dilemma (Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Michaud & Lllerena, 2011; Joireman, Lasane, Bennett, Richards & Solaimani, 2001). Joireman et. al (2001) have defined the given dilemma as “situations in which a behaviour with immediate negative consequences for the self, results in long-term positive consequences for the self and others.”. In this specific case, consumers have the choice to either:
1. Cooperate and maximize the long-term group benefit. That is, incur a cost now for the more expensive green good, but contribute to the own and group benefit of a healthier environment in the future.
2. Defect and maximize short-term individual benefit. That is, buy the cheaper non-green product now, and thereby not contribute to the own and group benefit of a healthier environment in the future. 


Past research highlights that many factors influence the decision people make in the situation of a social dilemma, including an individual’s social value orientation (Balliet, Parks & Joireman, 2009) and his or her consideration of future consequences (Joireman, Van Lange & Van Vugt, 2004). Often these factors have only been looked at separately. In this research both social value orientation and time preferences will be examined as possible predictors of behaviour in the described social dilemma. The main research question that follows is:
How do social value orientation and time preferences affect consumers’ willingness to pay in the social dilemma of green consumerism?
In order to answer the stated research question, a survey was designed to elicit subjects’ willingness to pay (WTP) for regular sport shoes and sport shoes made from recycled plastic, their social value orientation (SVO) and their consideration of future consequences (CFC). Further, as a means to validate the results and draw conclusions, the survey asks subjects about their concern for the environment and their everyday conservation behaviour.
The present research will add to the existing literature on behaviour in a social dilemma by exploring the effect of subjects’ social value orientation and time preferences. Moreover, the conducted research adds to the growing literature on the attitude-behaviour gap and consumers’ willingness to pay for sustainably produced sports apparel. The results are of practical use to both companies and governments. Gaining a better understanding of what drives peoples’ decision to opt for a green product will further help to tailor products and pricing strategies to different consumers and promote change towards more sustainable consumption behaviour. 
The paper is organised as follows: Section two provides an overview of the relevant literature and hypotheses are derived. Section 3 and 4 discuss the methods used to collect and analyse the data and present the obtained results. In the last section the results are discussed, and conclusions are drawn. 


[bookmark: _Toc11408928][bookmark: _Toc14610529]Literature Review and Hypotheses

In this section, an overview of the relevant literature on green consumerism and social dilemmas will be provided and hypothesis derived. Within the green consumerism literature, the focus will be on the attitude-behaviour gap and the willingness to pay for green goods. Within the social dilemma literature special attention will be paid to research on individuals social and temporal preferences and their influence on decision-making process.

[bookmark: _Toc14610530]Green Consumerism

Concern for the environment can be traced back throughout history. An early example of environmentalist thought is Henry Thoreau’s Maine Woods or Waldon, written in the 1850’s (Cafaro, 2001; Thoreau, 2006; Thoreau, 2009). The more recent movement towards green consumerism, concerned with individual’s consumption decisions in everyday life, has gained traction in the 1960’s with the first publishing of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring (Royne, Levy & Martinez, 2011; Carson, 2002).
Green consumerism as it is understood today is attributed to consumers “whose behaviour exhibits and reflects a relatively consistent and conscious concern for the environmental consequences related to the purchase, ownership, use or disposal of particular products or services” (Henion, 1976; Moisander, 2007). Among others, consuming green and more environmentally friendly products is one aspect of pro-environmental behaviour that people are able to engage in on an individual level within the private sphere (Park & Ha, 2012). 
As mentioned before, most of today’s consumers are increasingly concerned with the environment (Nielsen Global Consumer Confidence Survey, 2017; SOEP, 2016, pwc global consumer insights survey, 2019). But while the reported concern for the environment is high, few consumers have acted on it. The study “Attitudes of Europeans towards building the single market for green products” (2013) conducted by the European Commission has found that 89% of the respondents believe that using green products has a positive effect on the environment and is “the right thing to do”. However, only 26% of the respondents indicated to buy green products frequently and 54% to buy them sometimes (Flash Eurobarometer, 2013). Further, a study by the Federal Environment Agency of Germany (Umwelt Bundesamt) from 2017 reported that while the market share of green products was increasing, sales are rising too slow and as a result, emissions were not significantly decreasing (Steinemann, Schwegler, Spescha, 2017). 
Ertz, Karakas & Sarigöllü (2016) have summarised research on the predictors of pro-environmental behaviour and identified two sets of variables that are commonly used: 
[bookmark: bbib100]intra-personal and contextual factors. The former including attitudes, norms, values and motivation (De Leeuw, Valois, Ajzen & Schmidt, 2015; Park & Ha, 2012) and the latter including for example the availability of recycling facilities, the quality of public transport, pricing regimes or governmental regulation (Ertz, Karakas & Sarigöllü, 2016; Steg & Vlek, 2009; Van Diepen & Voogd, 2001). Researchers have argued that it is important to consider both intra-personal and contextual factors in an integrated model (Steg & Vlek, 2009; Ertz, Karakas & Sarigöllü, 2016). Therefore, the current research is focused on intra-personal factors as predictors while controlling for contextual factors like pricing and availability.
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The observed discrepancy between the stated concern for the environment and the observed consumption behaviour is in most literature referred to as the “attitude-behaviour gap” or “intention-behaviour gap” and has received much attention in the recent past (Auger & Devinney, 2007; Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Carrington, Neville & Whitwell, 2010; Aschemann-Witzel & Niebuhr Aagaard 2014; Hassan, Shiu & Shaw 2016; Wiederhold & Martinez, 2018). 
Previous studies have frequently drawn on the theory of “reasoned action” (TRA) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and “planned behaviour” (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) when eliciting consumers’ attitude and concern for the environment and predicting their resulting consumption behaviour. The TPB is an extension to the TRA, adding the measure of perceived behavioural control. According to the TPB a person’s attitude, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control affect the intention to perform a certain behaviour. The intention in turn mediates the likelihood of performing the intended behaviour (Ajzen, 2002; Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Hassan et al., 2016).
Research aiming to understand the causes for the attitude-behaviour gap has identified several shortcomings within the commonly used frameworks. The first line of research has criticized the methods used to elicit the concerns of subjects towards the environment. Carrington et al. (2010) and Auger & Devinney (2007) have argued that the measures used to assess subjects’ attitudes towards environmental issues cause an inflation of the results due to missing differentiation between various ethical issues. Moreover, it was argued that subjects overstate the importance of environmental concern because of social desirability and the self-reporting nature of the questionnaires (Carrigan & Attalla, 2001; Carrington et al., 2010). Lastly, Hassan et al. (2016) noted that only few studies follow up on their respondents’ purchase behaviour, and more quantitative data was needed for further assessment of the attitude-behaviour gap. 
A second line of research identified missing factors that needed to be accounted for in future models, when analysing and predicting consumption of sustainable products. First, the price and the availability of the green goods and their substitutes has been found to have a strong impact on consumers’ purchase decisions in almost all studies (Carrington et al., 2010; Wiederhold & Martinez, 2018; Joshi & Rahman, 2015). Aschemann-Witzel & Niebuhr Aagaard (2014) further found that the price premium on organic food especially affected the purchase decision of young consumers. In their study this group stated a high concern for the environment but was not able or willing to act on it due to budget constraint. Joshi and Rahman (2015) who analysed 53 studies on green purchasing behaviour additionally identified subjects habitual buying behaviour and the perceived functional attributes of green products as obstacles to purchasing the green option of a product compared to its non-green counterpart. A second factor missing in previous models, that has to be considered when analysing consumers decision whether to buy a green product or not, is “social and reputational aspects” (Griskevicius, Tybur & Van den Bergh, 2010; Milinski, Semmann, Krambeck, & Marotzke, 2006; Bateson, Nettle & Roberst, 2006; Goldstein, Cialdini & Griskevicius, 2008). In various experiments subjects have been found to be responsive to messages signaling that others perform the desired behaviour (Goldstein et al., 2008) and to being observed while performing the behaviour (Bateson et al., 2006). Lastly, research looking specifically at the sustainable fashion industry found that besides the former mentioned two missing factors, altruistic values (more on this in section 2.2.3) and affinity for online shopping enhanced consumption of sustainable/ethical apparel, while concerns with transparency, referring to the credibility of available information, reduced the purchase of such products (Jacobs, Petersen, Hörisch & Battenfeld, 2018; Wiederhold & Martinez, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc14610532]Willingness to Pay for Green Products

The price of a green product is an important factor that consumers consider when deciding whether to buy the green product or not (Carrington et al., 2010; Wiederhold & Martinez, 2018; Joshi & Rahman, 2015; Aschemann-Witzel & Niebuhr Aagaard, 2014). A lot of research on how consumers value green products and who is willing to pay for them has been done in the field of marketing. The aim being to reach the right consumer with the right message and to determine the right pricing strategy (Laroche, Bergeron & Barbaro-Forleo, 2001; Royne, Levy & Martinez, 2011). 
It has generally been found that consumers who indicated a high concern for issues related to the environment and personal health also indicated a higher willingness to pay (WTP) for, or valuation of products reducing these risks (Moon & Balasubramanian, 2003; Royne, et al, 2011; Laroche et al., 2001, Michaud & Llerena. 2011).
Moon & Balasubramanian (2003) discovered that consumers were willing to pay a premium for non-biotech food when they perceived the food grown and produced with biotechnology to be posing a risk to their health or the environment. Further, consumers were less willing to pay a premium for non-biotech food when they associated the food grown and produced with biotechnology with creating benefits for public or personal health or the environment. In contrast, Michaud & Llerena (2011) studying the willingness to pay for remanufactured single-use cameras. Their study showed that when consumers were informed about the environmental impact of both a new and the remanufactured camera, they were not willing to pay more for the remanufactured product (more environmentally friendly) but reduced their willingness to pay for the new product (less environmentally friendly). 
With regards to the demographics of consumers who value eco-friendly products, studies have yielded different results. Both Laroche et al. (2001) and Loureiro, McCluskey & Mittelhammer (2002) found that women with at least one child were the most willing to pay for more eco-friendly products. Another study by Royne, Levy & Martinez (2011) found that younger and African-American subjects indicated a higher willingness to pay for environmentally friendly products. What is important to mention here is that all three studies looked at products with possible health implications for the consumer. Research by De Pelsmacker, Driesen & Rayp (2005) on the willingness to pay for fair-trade coffee found no significant difference in demographics between the groups indicating they were willing to pay a premium for the fair-trade product and the group that was not. Regardless of the type of benefit attributed to the product, previous research has found that of the people who indicated to be willing to pay premium, most were willing to pay up to 10% premium for the more eco-friendly good (Royne, Levy & Martinez, 2011; Loureiro, McCluskey & Mittelhammer, 2002; De Pelsmacker, Driesen & Rayp, 2005).
Interesting for this current research are findings by Moser (2015) who used data from the 2012 national household panel survey of the German market research institute GfK to research the factors influencing green purchasing behaviour. Incorporating WTP as measure of perceived behavioural control into her model, she found that WTP was the strongest predictor of behaviour when compared to norms and attitudes (Moser, 2015). The present survey will use subjects stated willingness to pay a premium for the green product option to elicit subjects stated preference in the presented social dilemma. The hypothesis that follows is:

H1: Subjects’ stated concern for the environment has a positive effect on their preferences for the green product. It will positively affect either their consideration to buy and/or their WTP for the product.


In the following section the theory and logic of social dilemmas will be explored and put into context of green consumerism. First the definition and different kinds of social dilemmas will be explained. Second, literature analysing green consumption behaviour using a social dilemma perspective will be summarised. Lastly, research on the different factors influencing people’s behaviour in a social dilemma situation will be explored.
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A social dilemma is “a situation in which a non-cooperative course of action is (at times) tempting for each individual in that it yields superior (often short-term) outcomes for self, and if all pursue this non-cooperative course of action, all are (often in the longer-term) worse off than if all had cooperated.” (Van Lange, Joireman, Parks & Van Dijk, 2013). In short it is “a situation in which members of a group face a choice either to cooperate in order to maximize group gain or to defect for self-interest” (Gupta & Ogden, 2009; Messick & Brewer, 2005). From a classic economic perspective using the expected utility framework, cooperation in a social dilemma seems irrational. Acting in the group interest does not guarantee to maximizes the own pay-off because the cooperation of others is uncertain (Dawes, 1980; Dawes & Messick, 2000). Examples of social dilemmas people face in their every-day life include whether to take short showers when water is scarce, to use public transport rather than the own car or to contribute to a common resource pool to fund the provision of a public good (Poppe, 2005; Van Lange et al. 2013; Brewer & Kramer, 1986). 
In their books on social dilemmas Fujii (2003) and Komorita (2019) have described the different types of social dilemmas that have been identified in the past. These include the prisoner’s dilemma, the commons dilemma, the public goods dilemma, the chicken dilemma and social fences and social traps.
All types share the trade-off decision between personal vs. group gain but further vary in their decision and social structure (Poppe, 2005; Van Lange et al. 2013). The decision structure may concern the size of the pay-offs, the odds assigned to each and whether it is a give some (i.e. pay to a common pool of resources) or take some (i.e. using up common resources like water) scenario. The social structure of a social dilemma among others, includes the group size as well as if and what kind of communication between individuals is possible (Poppe, 2005).
The usage and protection of depleting natural resources as well as the provision of public goods has often been conceptualized as a social dilemma (Milinski et al., 2006; Weber, Kopelman & Messick, 2004). Green consumerism as well can be conceptualized as a social dilemma (Gupta & Ogden, 2009), namely that of a social fence which is a Public Goods dilemma with emphasis on time (Van Lange et al. 2013). The social fence is a “give some” dilemma that, compared to some of the other types of social dilemmas, specifically considers the future implications of one’s actions. This means that cooperation in the particular situation is defined as the decision to incur an immediate cost in order to contribute to a future benefit for the group (Fujii, 2003; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Joireman, Lasane, Bennett, Richards & Solaimani, 2001). 
Contrary to the classic economic perspective, researchers have found that people indeed act in the interest of the group and that there are many factors influencing individual’s decision in the given situation (Dawes & Messick, 2000; Griskevicius et al. 2010; Raub & Snijders, 1997; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; De Cremer & Leonardelli, 2003; Fleishman, 1988; Pletzer, Balliet, Joireman, Kuhlman, Voelpel & Van Lange, 2018; Pillutla & Chen, 1999; Milinski et al. 2006).

[bookmark: _Toc14610534]Factors Influencing the Decision Making in Social Dilemmas

Much research has been dedicated to identifying factors that affect decision making in a social dilemma situation. In the following only factors that are of immediate relevance for this research will be discussed. Factors that will not be discussed include group size (Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Kerr, 1989; Barcelo & Capraro, 2015), punishment (Boyd, Gintis, Bowles & Richerson, 2003; Denant-Boemont, Masclet & Noussair, 2007) and goal setting (Seijts & Latham, 2000;).
Fleishman (1988) and Brewer & Kramer (1986) found that whether the decision is framed in terms of taking or giving to a public pool has an impact on the decision maker. Subjects in their experiments generally decided to act less selfish in the “take some” dilemma than in the “give some” dilemma (Brewer & Kramer; 1986). Further, the decision makers were more likely to adjust their own contribution to others behaviour in multiple rounds “take some” scenarios than in “give some” scenarios. (Fleishman, 1988). Whether subjects adapted their own to other’s contributions and were willing to cooperate also depended on the communication within the group, reputation and expectations of others cooperation (Brewer & Kramer; 1986; Seijts & Latham, 2000; Balliet, Li, Macfarlan & Van Vugt, 2011; Pletzer et al., 2018). 
Next, communication has been found to be one of the most powerful tools to promote cooperation in a social dilemma (Balliet, 2010; Sally, 1995). The effect of different forms of communication has been studied in one-shot as well as multiple rounds experiments (Balliet, 2010; Dawes, McTavish & Shaklee, 1977). Forms of direct communication included face-to-face communication prior to the experiments (Dawes et al., 1977; Bouas & Komorita, 1996), standardized messages in form of a pledge (Chen & Komorita, 1994) and e-mail communication (Frohlich & Oppenheimer, 1998). 
Communication allows commitment (Chen & Komorita, 1994) and the establishing of group identity (Dawes, Van De Kragt & Orbell, 1988), both having a positive effect on cooperation (Chen & Komorita, 1994; Dawes et al., 1988).

[bookmark: _Toc14610535]Costly Signalling

Another form of communication that has received attention in recent literature is that of indirect communication such as costly signaling and reputation (Van Lange et al., 2013; Milinski et al. 2006; Griskevicius et al., 2010; Van Vugt & Hardy, 2010). Costly signaling is often researched in combination with “competitive altruism”, trust or status (Barclay, 2004; Gintis, Smith & Bowles, 2001). Milinski et al. (2006) found that the investments in a public good that yielded no personal pay-out at a later stage increased when performed publicly and reputation could be developed. Additionally, Van Vugt & Hardy (2010) demonstrated that in the treatment where contributions to the common pool were made public, contributions continued when the threshold for the provision of the good was either already reached or unattainable. These findings have been used by Griskevicius et al. (2010) in their study “Going green to be seen: Status, reputation, and conspicuous conservation”. The authors argue that “voluntary acts of self-sacrifice and the ability to incur costs are associated with status” and following this argumentation, “status competition can be used to promote pro-environmental behaviour.”, because green goods are often sold at a price premium. From this research follows the hypothesis: 

H2: A label identifying the product as green, has a positive effect on subjects’ preferences for the green product. It will positively affect either their consideration to buy and/or their WTP for the product.

The focus of this research is to test the predictive ability of a person’s social value orientation and time preferences for their cooperation in the social dilemma “green consumerism”, once when there is no costly signaling and once where there is. In the following two subsections, the literature on the influence of these two factors on people’s behaviour in a social dilemma situation will be discussed and further hypotheses derived.
[bookmark: _Toc14610536]Social Value Orientation

Social value orientation (SVO) has extensively been studied as an indicator for individuals’ behaviour in a social dilemma (Au & Kwong, 2004). It can be defined as the “preference for different distributions of resources for self-and/or others” (Liebrand & McClintock, 1988) in a situation where outcomes are interdependent (Au & Kwong, 2004). Several classifications have been proposed, ranging from three to ten differentiated orientations (Deutsch, 1958; McClintock, 1972; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; MacCrimmon & Messick, 1976). Most commonly used is the differentiation between four orientations: individualistic, competitive, cooperative/prosocial and altruistic (McClintock, 1972; Murphy
, Ackermann & Handgraaf, 2011). Individualists seek to maximize their own pay-off, competitors try to maximize their pay-off relative to others, cooperators seek to maximize joint pay-off and altruists would allocate more to others than to themselves (Balliet, Parks & Joireman, 2009; Murphy et al., 2011). Many studies have looked at the impact of social value orientation on behaviour in various social dilemma situations have found a strong effect (Balliet et al., 2009; Parks & Vu, 1994; Joireman et al., 2001; Gerling, Fujii, Gärling & Jakobsson, 2003; Van Lange, Bekkers, Schuyt & Vugt, 2007). For example, Gerling et al. (2003) and Van Lange et al. (2007) both studied the effect of social value orientation in a real-life social dilemma situation. Van Lange et al. (2007) used an online administered survey in the Netherlands to study the effect of SVO on charitable giving. The results supported their hypothesis that pro-socials, compared to individualists and competitors, donated larger amounts or more frequently to charities. Moreover, they found that those donations were more often made to charities helping the “the poor and the ill”. In a similar study Gerling et al. (2013) surveyed Swedish car owners about their intentions to perform pro-environmental behaviour. They found that for car owners identified as pro-socials, the social-altruistic consequences of the actions were more important and the egoistic consequences less important as compared to car owners identified as pro-selfs. 
In line with these findings are the results from Parks & Vu (1994) who studied the behaviour of Americans in comparison to Vietnamese participants in a laboratory administered public goods game. The results of the experiment showed that the Vietnamese participants, who were born and raised in a very collectivist culture, compared to Americans who live in a very individualistic culture, cooperated significantly more. From this, the third hypothesis is derived:

H3: Individuals identified as pro-social will have higher consideration to buy and/or WTP for the green product compared to individuals identified as pro-self.

Finally, it is important to mention that SVO mediates subjects expectations of others cooperation and that the degree to which social value orientation is predictive of behaviour is moderated by whether people have a monetary incentive and whether it is a “take some” or “give some” dilemma situation (Pletzer et al., 2018; Balliet et al., 2009). Pletzer et al. discovered that while “prosocials expect more cooperation from others”, even “proselfs are more likely to cooperate when they expect their partner to cooperate”. Balliet et al. (2009) conducted a meta-analysis and found that when participants were not payed or when the scenario was framed as a “give some” situation, the effect size of the predictive ability of SVO was larger than for when participants were paid or the scenario was framed as a “take some” situation.

[bookmark: _Toc14610537]Consideration of Future Consequences

Another factor that has an effect on the decision making in social dilemmas is subjects’ time orientation or their consideration of future consequences (CFC). Peoples’ consideration of future consequences captures “the extent to which people consider the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviours and are influenced by those potential outcomes” (Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994). Subjects can generally be identified as future or present oriented and this preference has an effect on their behaviour in a given social dilemma situation (Bruderer Enzler, 2015; Joireman, Shaffer, Balliet & Strathman, 2012; Joireman et al. 2001; Joireman, Van Lange & Van Vugt, 2004; Van Lange et al., 2013). Most research on the effect of a person’s CFC has been done within the domain of personal health, finding that the CFC is a strong predictor of people’s health related behaviour like exercising (Van Beek, Antonides & Handgraaf, 2013), sun exposure (Heckman, Wilson & Ingersoll, 2009) or the use of alcohol (McKay, Percy & Cole, 2013). However, a growing literature pioneered by Jeff Joireman, looks at the influence time orientation has on to pro-environmental behaviour (Milfont & Wilson, 2012; Lindsay & Strathman, 1997; Joireman et al., 2001; Joireman et al., 2004; Van Lange et al., 2013).
In one of the first studies in 1997, Lindsay & Strathman found a significant relationship between subjects’ consideration of future consequences and their recycling behaviour. Similar results were obtained by Bruderer Enzler in 2015, who survey Swiss citizens on their every-day behaviour and found a strong relationship between respondent’s CFC and subjects energy saving habits. In both studies a high CFC, which indicates a strong consideration of future consequences was related to pro-environmental behaviour. It follows that:

H4: Subjects who score high on the CFC will have higher consideration to buy and/or WTP for the green product than subjects who score more lowly.

Only a few studies have considered both subjects SVO and CFC (Joireman et. al., 2001; Joireman et al., 2004;). Joireman et. al (2001) and Joireman et al. (2004) have conducted studies looking at both factors in regard to pro-environmental behaviour in the form of political behaviour and the attitude towards public transport, respectively. In the latter, only CFC was predictive of preferences for public transport, while SVO had no impact. Again, a high CFC was related to a positive attitude towards public transport (Joireman et al., 2004). In the study looking at subject’s engagement in pro-environmental political behaviour, the authors found that pro-socials “expressed stronger pro-environmental intentions and a stronger belief in the social consequences of environmental conditions” when compared to pro-selves. Further, the results of their analysis showed that individuals scoring high on the CFC engaged in more pro-environmental behaviour and were more concerned with the “personal, social and biospheric consequences of environmental conditions.” (Joireman et. al, 2001). With this mediation model in mind, the following hypothesis will be tested:

H5: The interaction of a pro-social value orientation and high score on CFC will have a positive effect on subjects’ preferences for the green product. It will positively affect either their consideration to buy and/or their WTP for the product
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In this section, the methods used to answer the research question and test the five hypotheses will be explained. The first subsection expounds the research design used to elicit subjects’ preferences for the green good, consideration of future consequences, social value orientation and concern for the environment. The second subsection discusses the statistical estimation strategy applied to the data to test the hypotheses. The whole survey can be found in Appendix I.
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Drawing on the reviewed literature, a survey to answer the main research question and test the five hypotheses was set-up and carried out using the online survey tool Qualtrics. Respondents were recruited via the personal social media accounts of myself and Job van Exel. Further the survey was distributed via Facebook forums and surveyswap.io. A total of 162 responses were collected over a period of two weeks in June 2019. The main part of the survey consists of four parts eliciting subjects’ preferences for sneakers made from recycled plastic, their consideration of future consequences, social value orientation and concern for the environment. In the order as they appear in the survey, each method and/or instrument will be discussed in the following subsections. 
Before starting the main part of the survey, subjects were informed about the anonymity of their responses and the possibility to voluntarily enter a lottery with the chance to win one of two 15€ gift cards of their choosing. 
Following the main part of the survey, demographics of the respondents were collected including age, gender, country of origin, education and household income.

[bookmark: _Toc14610540]Preferences for the Green Good

In the first part of the survey, subjects are confronted with a realistic, green consumerism social dilemma situation. The scenario was constructed to elicits subjects’ preferences for regular sport shoes/sneakers and a “green” version made from recycled plastic in the form of a willingness to pay question. To promote subject’s engagement with the topic, the survey first asked how often and for what purpose subjects usually buy new sport shoes/sneakers. Next, a three-step question design was used to elicit their general willingness to pay for regular sneakers. First subjects were asked about their upper and lower spending boundaries and lastly, about the amount they were most likely to spend within that range. After respondents had answered these general questions, they were presented with one of two social dilemma scenarios representing treatment and control group. Subjects in the control group were presented with the following scenario: 
Suppose you are at the store and have chosen a new pair of shoes, costing (the amount subjects have indicated to usually spend on a pair of new sneakers)

Imagine that the salesperson offers you the same shoes you chose but made from recycled plastic. They are identical in looks and performance but produced more environmentally friendly. - 

· If you did not know that the shoes are made from recycled plastic, you could not see or feel the difference (Control).

· The only thing that is different is that the pair made from recycled plastic has a clearly visible label indicating that these shoes are produced more environmentally friendly (Treatment).
 

The treatment group is presented with the same scenario but a label indicating that the shoes are produced more environmentally friendly is added to the shoe. This addition to the scenario was designed to test hypothesis 2, concerning costly signalling theory. Subjects were randomly assigned to either of the two scenarios.
After being presented with the scenario subjects in each group were asked if they would consider buying the shoes made from recycled plastic, and if so, whether they would be willing to pay an extra amount for them. Depending on their answers to these two questions, subjects were subsequently asked either why they did not consider buying or paying more for the shoes made from recycled plastic or how much they were willing to pay extra for them. If subjects express to not be willing to pay extra for the shoes, they were presented with five reasons to choose from, including “I don’t see why I am the one having to pay for environmentally friendly products” and “ The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me”. This measure was taken to differentiate “protest zeros” from “true zeros” and later on decide which and how to include these in the analysis (Rankin, & Robinson, 2018). If subjects indicate to be willing to pay extra for the shoes, they were presented with an open question asking them what amount in Euros (€) they were willing to pay extra for the shoes.
Sport shoes have been chosen for three main reasons. First, it is a product that subjects can relate to and have most likely bought at least once in their life; either for working out or for leisure and lifestyle. Second, regular and “green” sneakers objectively do not differ in performance or looks (if not intended to) and therefore only subjects personal preferences and beliefs affect their decision. Third, sneakers made from recycled plastic are a “real” option that subjects are confronted with in the marketplace. At this point in time, the “real” option is often marketed as an individual line and therefore differs from the regular shoe in optics. However, for this research the shoes made from recycled plastic are presented as non-differentiable from the regular shoe. No pictures are provided to ensure that subjects focus on the environmental attributes and do not base their willingness to pay on optics or brand.

[bookmark: _Toc14610541]Consideration of Future Consequences

The second part of the survey elicits subjects’ consideration of future consequences using the two-factor CFC-14 scale (Joireman et al. 2012). The advantage of the CFC-14 is that is does not limit respondents to be either future or present oriented but gives them a score for both. In the later analysis researchers are therefore able to identify which concern drives or explains the behaviour of interest better (Joireman et al. 2012; Joireman, Balliet, Sprott, Spangenberg & Schultz, 2008). 
As the name reveals, the CFC-14 scale consists of 14 statements regarding the consideration of the immediate and future consequences of one’s decisions and actions. An example of such is: I consider how things might be in the future and try to influence those things with my day to day behaviour. Participants of the survey are presented with the 14 statements in the order provided by Joireman et al. (2012) who developed the scale. They are asked to indicate whether the statement is characteristic of them or not on a 7-point likert scale ranging from “extremely uncharacteristic of me”, to “extremely characteristic of me”. From the given answers, three scores are calculated for each subject – a scores for the future subscale, a score for the immediate sub-scale and one total score using reverse coding on the immediate items[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  The subscale scores are subjects average scores calculated from their answers to only the future or immediate items on the scale. For the total score the immediate items are reverse coded, and the average of all answers is calculated.] 


[bookmark: _Toc14610542]Social Value Orientation

In the third part of the survey, subjects’ social value orientation is identified using the 6 primary sliders of Murphy, Ackermann and Handgraaf’s SVO Slider Measure (2011). Each slider represents an allocation task where subjects have the option to choose from nine different allocations of money between themselves and a hypothetical second person. The different allocations are constructed in a way that makes it possible to deduce subjects’ preferences for their own payoff in relation to the second persons payoff (Fiedler, Glöckner, Nicklisch & Dickert, 2013).
[image: ]Based on their answers a score is calculated that categorizes subjects as altruistic, prosocial, individualistic or competitive on a continuous scale[footnoteRef:2]. In the survey subjects are presented with the different allocation options in the form of a multiple-choice question: [2:  The calculations and categorization is done based on the instructions provided by Murphy, Ackermann and Handgraaf (2011) in their paper “Measuring Social Value Orientation”.] 



In the above slider example, an altruist, who values the others outcome above his own, and a cooperator who maximizes the joint pay-off, would have chosen the first option allocating 85€ to himself and others. An individualist, seeking to maximize his own pay-off could have chosen any of the options and a competitor, trying to maximize his own outcome relative to the others, would have chosen the last option allocating 85€ to himself and only 15€ to the other (Balliet et al. 2009; Murphy et al., 2011). 
In this manner, all six sliders are designed with the aim to place respondents in either of the four categories. The slider method has been proven to be a short and accurate method to assess peoples social value orientation (Murphy et al., 20011; Fiedler et al., 2013).
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For the last part of the survey, the chosen instrument to elicit subjects concern for the environment is an abbreviated 9-item version of the New Environmental Paradigm Scale (NEP). This abbreviated version was constructed by Cordano, Welcomer, Scherer, Pradenas, & Parada in 2010, using both the original NEP (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978) as well as the revised version (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig & Jones, 2000) for their research “Understanding cultural differences in the antecedents of pro-environmental behaviour”. The NEP is a widely used instrument used to capture people’s attitudes and behaviour in regard to the environment. The full as well as the abbreviated versions have been proven to produce results of similar validity (Cordano, Welcomer & Scherer, 2003). Each item represents a statement concerning the relation between the environment and humankind. Subjects were asked to indicate whether they agree or disagree with the statements on a 7-point likert scale. Items included statements such as: The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset and Humans are severely abusing the environment. An abbreviated version was chosen for this research also to keep the survey within a length of 12 to 15 minutes.
Complementing the NEP scale, four questions concerning subjects every-day green behaviour were added to this part of the survey. The four questions ask subjects about the frequency with which they perform certain conservation behaviour, such as taking short showers and turning off the light in their daily lives. Subjects indicate the frequency with which they perform the behaviour on a 7-point likert scale ranging from never to always. They were included in the survey as a validation measure for the stated preferences elicited in the first part of the survey. While subjects are still self-reporting their behaviour, the questions ask about having performed the behaviour in the past, giving an indication of actual observed pro-environmental behaviour. 
The questions were taken from the second Minnesota Report Card on Environmental Literacy (2004) and personal experience. 






[bookmark: _Toc14610544]Estimation Strategy

The aim of this thesis is to analyse how subjects social value orientation and consideration of future consequences influence their consideration to buy, and their willingness to pay for sneakers made from recycled plastic. To explore this relationship and test the five hypotheses, two multivariate logit and one ordinary least square (OLS) regressions are estimated. The three general regression models are:

         

               

       

In the first and second model ordinary logit regressions are estimated to assess the effect of SVO, CFC and the NEP on subject’s stated preferences for the green good. The dependent variable in both regressions is a dummy taking 1 if subjects indicate to consider buying the sneakers made from recycled plastic or if subjects are willing to pay extra for the shoes, and zero otherwise. The third model uses an ordinary least square regression to estimate the effect SVO, CFC and the NEP have on the amount subjects are willing to pay extra for the sneakers made from recycled plastic[footnoteRef:3]. The regression will be run twice. Once using all responses and once using only response between 0and 50€[footnoteRef:4] to test how sensitive the analysis is to outliers. [3:  Only true zero responses are included in the estimation.]  [4:  The range from 0€ and 50€ was chosen based on the distribution of the WTP extra responses (see Table 3).] 

 The explanatory variables of interest in all three models are SVO, CFC, the concern for the environment and a costly signalling treatment dummy. Social value orientation is a binary variable taking 1 if subjects are identified as prosocial and zero if identified as pro-self. Following hypothesis 3, SVO is expected to have a positive coefficient expressing a positive relationship between a pro-social value orientation and preferences for environmentally friendly products. Pro-socials assign a higher value to the outcomes of others and therefore care more for the effect their purchase decision has on others. As a consequence, pro-socials are expected to consider buying and paying for the sneakers made from recycled plastic more often than pro-selves. 
The second explanatory variable of interest is the consideration of future consequences. The correlation estimates have been used to determine which CFC score to include in which regression. Some of the regressions are estimated twice to test multiple scores. 
The total and sub-scale scores are continuous variables ranging from 1 to 7. Additionally, a CFC total score dummy will be tested. This dummy takes 1 if the score is equal to or above the median, and zero otherwise. The dummy identifies subjects as being more future oriented compared to being less future oriented with respect to the rest of the sample.
In line with hypothesis 4, the total CFC score/dummy and the future sub-scale score are expected to show a positive coefficient estimate, indicating a positive relationship between being future oriented and the consideration to buy and pay for the environmentally friendly produced sneaker. Scoring high on the CFC total and/or future sub-scale suggests a high awareness and concern for the future implications of one’s actions, which in turn should make the environmentally friendly produced sneaker more appealing as a product. 
Next, the predictive ability of respondents’ concern for the environment is analysed. The NEP (new environmental paradigm) is a continuous variable between 1 and 7. As stated in hypothesis 1, the relationship is expected to be positive in all three models as concern for the environment has been established as a predictor of pro-environmental behaviour in previous research (see section 2.1.2). 
The last variable of interest is the binary variable “costly signalling” indicating whether the subject was in the costly signalling treatment or not. According to costly signalling theory (see section 2.2.2) the added label indicating that the good is produced environmentally friendly and therefore implying a higher price, will increase subjects’ preferences for the sneaker made from recycled plastic. 
 To test hypothesis 5 an interaction term of the CFC future subscale score and the SVO dummy will be added to the three models specified above. The control variables included in all the models are gender, age, education, nationality and making ends meet.


[bookmark: _Toc11408931][bookmark: _Toc14610545]Results

In this section the collected data and the results of the analysis are presented. The first subsection describes the collected data and presents descriptive statistics of the treatment and control groups. In the second subsection the results of the analysis are presented.

[bookmark: _Toc14610546]Data and Descriptive Statistics

[bookmark: _Toc14610547]Demographics

Table 1 provides an overview of the demographics of the total sample as well as the two subsamples. A total of 162 responses were collected in the first two weeks of June 2019. Of the 162 respondents 43 did not complete the whole survey and were removed from the sample. The final count of observations is 119, with 60 observations in the control group and 59 in the costly signalling treatment. Of the 119 respondents, 64 (53.7%) are female, 45 (37.8%) are male and 9 (7.5%) preferred not to say. The gender distribution within the treatment and control group is similar to that of the whole sample. Respondents age ranges between 17 and 56 with an average age of 23 for the total sample as well as for the treatment and control group. 
About 77% of the whole sample has either completed high school or obtained a bachelor’s degree. In the control group this number is slightly lower (74%) than in the treatment group (80%). The three countries representing the largest groups of respondents are Malaysia with 58 responses, the Netherlands with 18 responses and Germany with 14 responses in total. The responses from these countries are spread almost equally over the control and treatment group. Respondent also answered the question with what ease or difficulty the household they live in can make ends meet. In both the control and treatment group only a small amount of 11 to 14 percent indicated to make ends meet easily. Further, 40% of the control group and 34% of the treatment group answered to make ends meet fairly easy, 38% and 47% answered to make ends meet with some difficulty and 10% and 5% indicated to make ends meet with great difficulty. 
Mann-Whitney U tests were performed for all demographic variables to test whether the subsamples come from the same population or vary significantly. The test showed no significant difference between the subsamples.

[image: ]            Table 1: Summary: Demographics
            Note: Mann-Whitney U tests found no significant differences between subsamples.


[bookmark: _Toc14610548]SVO, CFC and Concern for the Environment

For the further analysis in part 4.3, subjects social value orientation, consideration of future consequences and concern for the environment were identified using their answers given in part 2, 3 and 4 of the survey. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The calculation of subject’s social value orientation revealed an imbalanced distribution across the four classifications altruistic, prosocial, individualistic and competitive. No respondent was categorized as altruistic, 80 respondents were identified as prosocial, 38 respondents made individualistic choices and only 1 person was categorized as competitive. In line with previous studies (Joireman et al., 2001; Van Vugt, Meertens & Van Lange, 1995; Roch & Samuelson, 1997), the further analysis will divide the sample into two groups. The first called “pro-socials” and consisting of the 80 prosocial responses and a second group called “pro-self” consisting of the 39 responses categorized as individualistic and competitive. Within the control group 72 % are prosocial and 28 % pro-self. In the costly signalling treatment 63 % are prosocial and 37 % are pro-self.
For the consideration of future consequences, future and immediate subscale scores as well as the total score were generated. With a possible range from 1 to 7, the mean total CFC score is 4.3 for the whole sample, control group and treatment group. The average score of the CFC future sub-scale is a little higher than average score of the CFC immediate sub-scale for all three groups. The average future score ranges between 4.89 and 4.92 and the average immediate score between 3.72 and 3.75. Cronbach’s alpha for the future subscale, immediate subscale and total scale, is 0.84, 0.73 and 0.74, respectively. In addition to the continuous variable of the total score, a dummy was created taking 1 if the score is equal to or above the median, and zero otherwise (Please refer to Appendix 2 for a histogram and the Kernel Density Distribution of the total CFC score). The dummy identifies subjects as being more future oriented compared to being less future oriented with respect to the rest of the sample.
The mean score obtained by the New Environmental Paradigm Scale ranges between 4.04 and 4.17 for the total sample, treatment and control group. Cronbach’s alpha for the NEP is 0.77. As for the CFC total score an additional dummy was created for the NEP score indicating whether subjects are more or less concerned for the environment relative to the rest of the sample (Please refer to Appendix 2 for a histogram and the Kernel Density Distribution of the NEP score). 
The mean score calculated from the every-day green behaviour questions ranges between 4.26 and 4.48 across the total sample and sub-samples. However, Cronbach’s alpha is only 0.52, suggesting that the inter-item correlation between the four questions is low and that the scores cannot be averaged out to get a single score. In order to use the everyday behaviour questions as a means to validate subjects stated preferences for the green sneakers, a dummy was created taking 1 if the subjects indicated to perform at least three of the behaviours frequently and zero otherwise.
A summary of the results can be found in Table 2. Again, Mann-Whitney U tests were performed to detect differences between the distributions of all described variables between treatment and control group. No significant differences were found.

[image: ] Table 2: Summary: SVO, CFC and Environmental Concern
  Note: Standard deviation of the mean values in squared brackets. Mann-Whitney U tests found no significant  
  differences between the subsamples.


[bookmark: _Toc14610549]Willingness to Pay

In the next step towards the final analysis an overview of subject’s preferences for sneakers and their green counterparts is presented Table: 3. When asked about their general willingness to pay for sneakers and their purchase frequency, respondents predominantly answered to buy sneakers no more than twice a year and reported an average willingness to pay between 125€ and 135€ for a new pair. Following the questions about their WTP for regular sneakers, subjects were asked about their consideration to buy and willingness to pay for sneakers made from recycled plastic. Of all 119 subjects, 93 answered they would consider buying the shoes but only 49 were willing to pay extra for them. Contrary to expectations from costly signalling theory, 29 people in the control group answered to be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic as compared to only 20 people in the costly signalling treatment. 
The respondents who indicated not to be willing to pay extra for the shoes were divided into “protest” and “true” zero responses based on their answer given to the question why they didn’t want to pay extra for the shoes. Only the reason “The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me” was regarded as a “true” zero response, meaning that subjects do not assign any additional value to the more environmentally friendly produced shoes. The true zero responses are reported under the “0€” WTP category in Table 3. All other zero responses were regarded as “protest” zeros, meaning that subjects stated a zero valuation for the shoes, but it is not clear whether or not they might actually value the shoes made from recycled plastic higher than the regular sneakers (Rankin, & Robinson, 2018). These subjects indicated for example, “I do not see why I am the one having to pay for more environmentally friendly products” (for a full list of the responses please refer to Appendix I). From this answer it is not clear whether the subject does not engage with the topic and therefore does not see the benefit of the shoe (i.e. actual zero responses), or if the subject values the shoes made from recycled plastic higher but does not think he or she is the one who should pay for it. Following, protest zeros are disregarded in the third regression (Table 6). 
The amount subjects are willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic range from 0€ to 251€. However, looking at the distribution of the amounts and the subjects corresponding WTP for regular sneaker, it is assumed that some respondents did not fully understand the question and indicated the total amount they would be willing to pay for the shoes made from recycled plastic and not the extra amount.

[image: ]            Graph 1: Histogram of subject’s willingness to pay extra (€)

The amounts of subjects who indicated to be willing to pay more than 100% of their general WTP extra, were corrected by subtracting the general amount they are willing to pay for regular sneakers from the amount they indicated to be willing to pay extra for the sneakers made from recycled plastic. After the correction, 34 out of 49 people are willing to pay between 1€ and 25€ extra for the shoes, seven to pay between 26€ and 50€ extra and the remaining six between 51€ and 250€. The corrected amounts will be used for the further analysis.
Mann-Whitney U tests performed to detect differences in the distributions between the treatment and control group generated one significant z statistic of 0.045 for the WTP category 51€ to 75€. This result most likely stems from the zero observations of this category in the costly signalling treatment. Further a low z-score of 0.11 for the dummy variable indicating whether people are willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic and a score of 0.22 for the dummy of the 1€ to 25€ category suggest that there is a difference between the control and treatment group, however in the opposite direction as hypothesized. Therefore, close attention will be paid to the sign and significance of the estimated coefficient in the following regression analysis.

[image: ] Table 3: Summary: Willingness to Pay
 Note: Standard deviation of the mean values in squared brackets Mann-Whitney U teste found a significant 
 difference (p<0.05) for the WTP category 51€ to 75€ between the control and treatment group. 



[bookmark: _Toc14610550]Regression and Correlation Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc14610551]Correlation Analysis

Before running the regression analysis, the correlation coefficients of all dependent and independent variables of interest were computed. While the correlations are not sufficient to accept or reject the hypothesis, they help get a general understanding of the relationship between each variable pair and are used to specify the regression models (the full correlation matrices as well as the corresponding p-values can be found in Appendix III). 
The correlation estimates show that each of the dependent variables is significantly correlated with either the CFC immediate or future subscale score, supporting the use of the two-factor CFC construct. Moreover, in support of hypothesis 4, the CFC immediate subscale is negatively correlated (p<0.05) with the consideration to buy the green sneakers and the willingness to pay dummy, while the CFC future subscale is positively correlated (p<0.05) with the willingness to pay dummy. The CFC total score and CFC dummy variable are negatively correlated (p<0.05) with either one or both of the dependent dummy variables consideration to buy and willingness to pay extra.
Against expectations, the NEP score and social value orientation dummy are not significantly correlated with either of the three main dependent variables. Supporting hypothesis 5, social value orientation is significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the CFC future subscale and the CFC total dummy variable. The every-day green behaviour dummy is positively correlated (p<0.05) with the dependent variable consideration to buy and the willingness to pay dummy. Further it is significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the independent variables of the CFC future score and the NEP score. This measure of observed behaviour was included as a means to validate subjects stated preferences and the four significant correlation estimates including two of the dependent variables give an indication for the consistency of subject’s answers and support for the validity of the research design. 

[bookmark: _Toc14610552]Regression Analysis

For each of the three general regressions, the personality traits were first individually regressed on the dependent variable (Model 1 to 3) and later in a joint regression (Model 4). A fifth and sixth model were estimated testing the interaction term of the CFC future sub-scale and SVO and the interaction term of the CFC total score dummy and SVO. Both models did not produce any meaningful results and will therefore be disregarded in the following tables.
Table 4 presents the results obtained from the first logit regression. Individually regressed on subjects’ stated consideration to buy the sneakers made from recycled plastic (Yes =1; No=0), neither of the independent variables is significant at p<0.1. However, when regressed in a joint model both subjects social value orientation (p<0.1) and the consideration of future consequences dummy (p<0.1) are significant[footnoteRef:5]. The SVO coefficient estimate provides support for hypothesis 3, stating that being pro-social has a positive effect on preferences for the green good, as compared to being pro-self. Contrary to what was expected, the CFC dummy shows a negative coefficient estimate, meaning that being above the median of the CFC score has a negative effect on the consideration to buy the “green” sneakers, relative to being below the median CFC score. This result is surprising but not backed by the results of the second and third regression whose results are presented in table 5 and 6. All models of this regression (Model 1 through 6) were additionally run with the CFC future and immediate subscale scores. The results were insignificant. [5:  A Wald-test for the joint significance of the variables SVO, CFC dummy and NEP rejects the null hypothesis that they are not jointly significant with p>0.07.] 

 Further, neither the NEP score nor the costly signalling dummy or interaction term are significant, failing to provide evidence in support of hypothesis 1 and 2 and 5. Also included in the table is the control variable education, which in this regression is significant at p<0.1 in every model. The coefficient estimate suggests that the more educated subjects are the more often they consider buying the sneakers made from recycled plastic.

[image: ] Table 4: Logit regression subject’s consideration to buy the sneakers made from recycled plastic 
 (N=119)
 Note: Std. Errors are reported in brackets below the coefficients. P-values are reported in square brackets. **p<0.05
 * p<0.1. Only significant control variables are reported in the table. (SVO = social value orientation; CFC   
 = consideration of future consequences; NEP = new environmental paradigm)

Next, the independent variables are regressed on subject’s willingness to pay extra (Yes =1; No=0) in a second logit regression. As can be seen in table 5 none of the personality variables are significant in any of the models. The closest to being significant is subjects social value orientation in the first and fourth model with a p-value of 0.14 and 0.16, respectively. This result does not provide statistically sufficient evidence in favour of hypothesis 3 but supports the findings of the first logit regression. Interestingly, in this regression the coefficient estimate of the costly signalling dummy is negative and significant (p<0.1) in every model. This suggests that an added label displaying to others that the shoe is made from recycled plastic has a negative effect on subjects’ willingness to pay extra, which is the opposite effect to what was expected. These results are somewhat supported by the Mann-Whitney U test performed prior to running the regression. The test was performed to test for differences in the distribution of yes and no answers between the treatment and control group. It failed to reach p<0.1 but was very close to being significant with p=0.11. 
Moreover, being Dutch has a significant positive effect on subject’s willingness to pay in all models and making ends meet is significant in model three. Making ends meet is coded such that making ends meet easily is equal to one and making ends meet with great difficulty is equal to four. Therefore, the negative coefficient estimate means that with an increase in the difficulty subjects have to make ends meet, their willingness to pay for the sneakers decreases.

[image: ]             Table 5: Logit regression on subject’s willingness to pay extra (0/1) for the sneakers 
             made from recycled plastic. (N=119)
              Note: Std. Errors are reported in brackets below the coefficients. P-values are reported in square 
              brackets. ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Only significant control variables are reported in the table. (SVO = 
              social value orientation; CFC = consideration of future consequences; NEP = new environment-
              tal paradigm) * The nationality significant in this model is Dutch. Being German is significant in 
              Model 1 & 3 at p<0.1.


Table 6 reports the results of the first OLS regression on subject’s willingness to pay (€) using all answers ranging from 0€ to 250€. As can be seen in the table, none of the results are significant. The standard errors are extremely high and the goodness of fit measure of the model is low. Referring back to the distribution of the WTP responses (Graph 1; Table 3), a second OLS regression using only responses ranging from 0€ to 50€ is estimated to test the sensitivity of the results to outliers. 

[image: ]             Table 6: OLS regression on subjects’ willingness to pay extra (€) for sneakers made from 
            recycled plastic (N=66)
              Note: Std. Errors are reported in brackets below the coefficients. P-values are reported in brackets 
              below the coefficients. ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. (SVO = social value orientation; CFC = consideration 
              of future consequences; NEP = new environ-mental paradigm) 
              * The nationality reported in this model is German.

Table 7 reports the results of the second OLS on all willingness to pay responses between 0€ and 50€. The new coefficient estimates, and corresponding p-values display that the results are very sensitive to outliers. All R-square have drastically increased, and the standard errors have decreased in this regression. Opposite to the previous regressions, this model fails to support hypothesis 3 as all of the SVO coefficients are insignificant and two of them even negative. The costly signalling coefficient estimate in this model is positive which is in line with costly signalling theory and hypothesis 2. Nevertheless, the p-values fail to come close to being significant and therefore do not provide evidence in favour of hypothesis 2. In this regression the CFC future subscale score is positive and significant in all models. In model 2 and 4 the coefficient estimate is significant at the 0.05 level, providing support for hypothesis 4 that being future oriented has a positive effect on subject’s preferences for the green good. Additionally, it promotes Joireman et al.’s (2012) argument that the two-factor CFC scale generates more meaningful results as it helps distinguish what subscale score (future or immediate) drives the choices of the decision maker.
[image: ]                                 Graph 2: Scatterplot of subjects Willingness to Pay (0€ to 50€) and the
                                 corresponding future subscale score

Again, only nationality of the control variables is significant in this regression. This time being German has a large positive effect of subject’s willingness to pay. The regression does not provide any evidence in favour of hypothesis 1 and 5. 
For this regression an additional RESET test for omitted variable bias was performed. The result was positive, implying that there is omitted variable bias and/or that there are other measures that are better suited to explain and predict subject’s willingness to pay.

[image: ]          Table 7: OLS regression on subject’s willingness to pay extra (0€ to 50€) for the sneakers 
         made from recycled plastic. (N=53)
           Note: p-values are reported in brackets below the coefficients. ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Only significant 
           control variables are re-ported in the table. (SVO = social value orientation; CFC = consideration of 
           future consequences; NEP = new environ-mental paradigm). Models marked with an Asterix have a   
           significant constant.
           * The nationality significant in this model is German. Some other nationalities with only one response 
           in the sample reach a significant level.
Overall the four regression models fail to provide enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis of any of the five hypotheses. The first and second regression produce some support for the influence of subject’s social value orientation, but the results couldn’t be replicated in the last regression. The last regression then provides some support for the fourth hypothesis, namely the positive effect that being future oriented has on subjects’ preferences for the “green” sneaker. No results to support hypothesis 1, 2 and 5 were generated by the regression analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc11408932][bookmark: _Toc14610553]Discussion, Conclusion & Limitations
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The goal of this thesis was to establish how peoples’ social value orientation and consideration of future consequences influence their willingness to pay for sneakers made from recycled plastic. Reviewing previous literature on green consumption and behaviour in social dilemma situations, five hypotheses regarding the impact of subject’s social value orientation, consideration of future consequences and costly signaling theory were derived and tested. The conducted survey and following regression analysis produced mixed results. 
While the analysis failed to provide sufficient support to fully accept any of the five hypotheses, it confirmed the existence of an attitude-behaviour gap and produced some evidence for the influence of subject’s consideration of future consequences and social value orientation on their purchase decision. Somewhat contrary to predictions, being future oriented had a slightly negative or no effect on respondents’ overall intentions to buy the sneakers, suggesting that other factors play a larger role when developing general preferences for sneakers made from recycled plastic. Yet, when it came to the willingness to pay for the sneakers (0€ to 50€), the future subscale score had a significant positive effect on subjects stated amount. This confirms the predictions that people who care about the future implication of their actions are more inclined and able to forego some immediate benefit and pay extra for environmentally friendly products that benefit them in the long-run. Further, the results of the correlation and regression analysis contribute to the literature advocating for the use of the two factor CFC scale. The sign of the coefficient estimates of the future and immediate subscale were in line with previous research and significance level supported the relevancy of the future sub-scale in the presented decision scenario. Nevertheless, these results have to be viewed with caution as for the WTP analysis protest zeros are excluded, which reduced the sample size (and increases the average WTP amount) as compared to the general consideration to buy analysis. With regards to subject’s consideration of future consequences, it would be interesting to see how the influence of promotion versus prevention orientation, as suggested by Joireman et al. (2012), factors into subjects’ choices in this decision scenario.
Subject’s social value orientation had a positive, yet only barely significant effect on their consideration to purchase the sneaker made from recycled plastic and it did not influence their actual willingness to pay (€). These results are in line with previous research by Joireman et. al. (2001), Joireman et al. (2004) and Gärling et al. (2013), who found a positive or no effect of SVO on subjects’ intention to perform, or attitude towards, pro-environmental behaviour. Contrary to predictions, the interaction of being future oriented and pro-social did not have any influence on either subject’s intention to buy or actual willingness to pay (€). There are a couple of reasons that might help explain these results. 
First, the collected data could only distinguish between a pro-social and pro-self value orientation. Most of the calculated SVO scores were close to the cut-off point between the two orientations rather than to the more extreme ends of the spectrum, which might have caused the differences of the answers between the two groups not to be pronounced enough. To keep the survey at a reasonable length only the six primary SVO sliders were used. Using all 15 sliders (primary and secondary) might have helped obtain results that are spread wider across the SVO spectrum.
Second, social value orientation captures the preferences an individual has for the distribution of a resource between him or herself and another person. The purchase of sneakers made from recycled plastic does not relate to that concept in a very straight forward manner. In the long run the purchase of the sneakers would help promote a healthier environment for oneself and others, but it is not the respondent who directly allocates a good. Depending on subjects’ engagement with the survey topic and the time they allocated to answer the survey, the aforementioned indirect relation was more or less apparent to the subject. Further, research by Auger & Devinney (2007) highlights that it makes sense to differentiate between ethical and environmental attributes of a product. In light of their findings, SVO as it is measured in the present survey might find more meaningful results for sneakers promoting ethical attributes of the production process such as working conditions and salary of the factory workers.
Contrary to expectations, the results of the analysis showed that respondents in the costly signaling treatment were no different, or as in the second logit regression, even less inclined to pay for the sneakers made from recycled plastic. These results might be due to the hypothetical nature of the question and the fact that no pictures of the shoes or the label were provided to respondents. Additionally, the set-up of the question might have not been ideal to test the costly signaling hypothesis. Rather than being confronted with a higher price for the sneakers made from recycled plastic subjects were asked if they were willing to pay extra. Consequently, subjects most likely did not internalize the extra cost associate with the “green” sneaker and the “sacrifice” they would be making for the greater good.
The negative coefficient of the NEP in the WTP (0/1) regression was unanticipated but may be caused by the high amount of protest zeros. 52 of 70 respondents who indicated not to be willing to pay extra for the sneakers made from recycled plastic were categorized as “protest” zero. For these subjects it is not clear whether they value the environmentally friendly produced sneakers above 0, but for some other reason are not willing to pay for them, or if they actually do not assign any additional value to them. They indicated for example that they think the company producing the sneakers or the government should pay the additional cost, or that they would rather spend the money on something else to help the environment (Rankin, & Robinson, 2018). It might therefore be the case that subjects who score high in the NEP do not see sneakers as the best investments to protect the environment and their score on the NEP scale does not translate into action in this scenario.
The significance of the control variables education, making ends meet and nationality is not surprising. A further analysis (see Appendix IV) showed that all three are significantly correlated with both subjects’ consideration to buy and willingness to pay for the sneakers, as well as either one or both of their CFC future subscale score and/or NEP score. The control variables may serve as a mediation or restriction to subjects’ ability to develop or act on their beliefs of what is important regarding the environment, they live in (Joireman et al., 2001). On the one hand, nationality and education may mediate the understanding of environmental consequences, concern for sustainability, and the ability to see consequences of current actions far in the future. Income on the other hand, restricts subjects to act on their beliefs, especially if green products are more expensive than the regular ones.
Green consumerism in general is a specific kind of social dilemma, where a higher cost incurred by the individual now, benefits all in the long run. What is tricky about it, is that there are many different green products including consumer goods such as sneakers but also goods in the sector of food, transportation, finance and energy (Steinemann, Schwegler, Spescha, 2014). These goods require different kinds of “sacrifices” in the form of investment, performance and/or taste. Following, it would be wrong to generalize the results of research in one specific product category/social dilemma and assume that they apply to all. Nevertheless, it is striking that within the limited range of this research, the more general concepts like social value orientation and consideration of future consequences seem to have a larger impact on subjects’ decision in this specific social dilemma than their stated concern for the environment. Overall the results stress the importance of future research into this topic in order to better understand consumers motivation to buy or not buy green products and to use these insights for policy design and business strategies

[bookmark: _Toc14610555]Limitations

The present study was subject to limitations that should be addressed in future research. Some of the limitations related to the specific set-up of individual questions have already been discussed in section 5.1. The remaining limitations include the hypothetical nature of the survey and the incentive structure, the sample size and representativeness, the willingness to pay question design and the true and protest zero responses.
For this research, subjects answered questions regarding their preferences and willingness to pay for sneakers made from recycled plastic in an online distributed survey. Moreover, this research was part of a master’s thesis, which means that there was no budget to create an incentive structure imitating a real-life scenario. As a result, the presented purchase decision was hypothetical and with no actual consequences (i.e. having to pay for a product and receiving it in return) for the respondent. Subjects may not have made the same choices when faced with the decision in a real store. The same is true for the allocations made by the subjects for the social value orientation assessment. Further, subjects self-report on their concern for the environment, their consideration of future consequences and every-day behaviour. The possibilities to validate the reported answers are limited, but an effort was made to check for consistency between stated preferences to buy and observed preferences of the everyday behaviour questions. Past research has found that concern for the environment is often overstated due to the experimenter effect and social desirability (Carrigan & Attalla, 2001; Carrington, Neville & Whitwell, 2010). Future research should aim to provide subjects with salient incentives close to actual conditions in the market or collect data in a field experiment.
Next, future research should aim at a larger samples size and more balanced sample composition with regards to nationality, age and income groups to improve the representativeness of the sample and increase the validity and robustness of the results. The present sample includes 119 responses from subjects representing 26 different nationalities. Close to half of the respondents were Malaysian, which had no significant effect on the results, as compared to the second and third largest representing nationalities Dutch and German. 90 % of the respondents are students between the age of 17 and 27. Students often have tighter budget constraints, which has most likely affected some of the results of the present study. 
Lastly, a different set-up of the willingness to pay question in the first part of the survey might help to produce more meaningful results. There are several things that can be improved. First, as discussed in section 4.1.3, not all subjects seemed to have correctly understood the question asking how much they would be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic. A different wording should be tried here to increase the number of “correct” answers. Second, for reasons mentioned in section 3.2 no pictures of the shoes made from recycled plastic were presented to the subject. In a future survey this should be considered as it might help subjects engage with the question on a deeper level. Third, future research should spend more time on follow-up question to differentiate between “true” and “protest” zeros and consider more advanced statistical estimations to deal with them (for suggestions see Rankin, & Robinson, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc14610556]Conclusion

Considering the discussed limitations, the present research has found that most people decide not to act on their intentions to buy, when asked to pay a higher price for the “green” sneaker. In an attempt to shed light on the causes of the attitude-behaviour gap and subjects’ sensitivity to the price, the results showed that social value orientation effects subjects’ consideration to buy (attitude) a green product, while the consideration of future consequences influences their willingness to pay for it (behaviour). Additionally, demographic factors like education, nationality and income played a significant role in acting or not acting on the intentions to buy the green sneaker. 
More research into this topic is necessary to fully understand people’s decisions and their underlying motives to buy green products in general. Especially within the sustainable fashion industry, conducting research that differentiates between various ethical and sustainable attributes of the products will be of importance (Auger & Devinney, 2007). For the sports sector, a further exploration into the prevention versus promotion orientation of people might be of use, as it has shown to predict health related behaviour (Joireman et al., 2012).
The results of this and future research are of practical use to companies and governments alike. Knowing what matters to the consumer and what drives their decision will aid marketers to personalize products, messages and pricing strategies. In turn this will help increase the purchase of green products and make investments in new environmentally friendly production processes worthwhile (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). Governments can make use of the same results to develop policies, campaigns and related marketing aimed to promote sustainable consumption behaviour and the protection of the environment. 
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Please select the distribution you prefer most.
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 76€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 68€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 59€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 50€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 41€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 33€
O You receive 85€ & The other receives 24€

O You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€
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Variable Total Sample Costly Signaling Control
total (avg.) [%] total (avg.) [%] total (avg.) [%]
N 119 59 60
Age (23.18) (23.10) (23.27)
Gender
Male 45 [38.14] 23 [39.66] 22 [36.67]
Female 64 [54.24] 30 (L7 34 [56.67]
Prefer not to say 9 [7.63] 5 [8.62] 4 [6.67]
Education
High School 51 [42.86] 25 [42.37) 26 [43.33]
Bachelor’s Degree 41 [34.45) 22 [37.29] 19 [31.67]
Others 27 [22.69] 12 [20.33] 15 [24.99]
Making Ends Meet
Easily 15 [12.61] 8 [13.56] 7 [11.67]
Fairly Easily 44 [36.97] 20 [33.90] 24 [40]
With some difficulty 51 [42.86) 28 [47.46] 23 [38.33]
With great difficulty 9 [7.56] 3 [5.08] [ [10]
Nationality
Malaysian 58 [49.57] 32 [54.24] 26 [44.83]
Dutch 18 [15.38] 9 [15.25] 9 [15.52]
German 14 [11.97] [ [10.17] 8 [13.79]
Other 29 [23.08] 12 [20.34] 17 [26.06]
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Variable Total Sample Costly Signaling Control
(mean) (min.) (max.) (mean) (min.) (max.) (mean) (min.) (max.)
[S.d] [S.d.] [S.d.]
N % N % N %
svo
Prosocial 80 67.23 37 62.71 43 71.67
Proself 39 32.77 22 37.29 17 28.34
CFC
Total (4.32) (1.64) (6)  (434) (293) (5.86) (4.31) (1.64)  (6)
[.68] [.62] [.73]
Dummy
=1 if score >= 4.21(median) 59 49.58 28 47.46 31 51.67
=0 if score < 4.21(median) 60 50.42 31 52.54 29 48.33
Future Sub-Scale (491) (7)) (7)  (492) (214) (7)  (490) (L71) (6.57)
[-.89] [-89] [.89]
Immediate Sub-scale (3.74)  (1.57) (6) (3.76) (1.86) (5.71) (3.72) (1.57) (6)
[.95] [-90] [1.01]
Environmental Concern
New Environmental Paradigm  (4.10) (1) (6.1) (4.04) (2.22) (6) (4.17) 1) (6.11)
[.97] [.94] [1.00]
Dummy
=1 if score >= 4.11(median) 62 52.10 28 47.46 34 56.67
=0 if score < 4.11(median) 57 47.90 31 52.54 26 43.33
Observed Behaviour
=1 if >=3 perf. frequently 59 49.58 31 52.54 28 46.67
=0 if < 3 perf. frequently 60 50.42 28 47.46 32 53.33
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Variable Total Sample Costly Signaling Control
(mean) (min.) (max.) (mean) (min.) (max.) (mean) (min.) (max.)
[S.d] [S.d] [S.d]
N % N % N %

Frequency

<Once a year 35 29.41 13 22.03 22 36.67

Once a year 44 36.97 26 44.07 18 30

Twice a year 26 21.85 14 23.73 12 20

> Twice a year 14 11.76 6 10.17 8 13.33
General WTP for sneaker(€) (130.47) (1) (500)  (134.27)  (30) (460)  (126.73) (1) (500)

[62.87] [64.42] [61.62]

Consider to buy green

=1 if Yes 93 78.15 44 74.58 49 81.67

=0 if No 26 21.85 15 25.43 11 18.33
‘WTP for green sneaker

=1 if Yes 49 41.18 20 33.90 29 48.33

=0 if No 70 58.82 39 66.10 31 51.66

[protest zero) [52] [43.70] [29] [49.15] [23] [38.33]
‘WTP for green sneaker

0 [true zero] 18 15.13 10 16.90 8 13.33

1 to 25 Euros 34 28.57 14 23.73 20 33.33

26 to 50 Euros 7 5.88 4 6.78 3 5.00

51 to 75 Euros 4 3.36 0 0 4 6.67

76 to 100 Euros 1 0.84 1 1.69 0 0

>100 Euros 3 2.52 1 1.69 2 3.33
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Model 1 Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 3 Model 4

SVO 0.92 [0.19] 1.39%* [0.05]

(0.70) (0.71)
CFC total -0.49 [0.21]
(0.40)

CFC (0/1) -0.85 [0.16] -1.15% [0.09]
(0.61) (0.68)

NEP 0.28 [0.35] 0.26 [0.38]
(0.30) (0.29)

Costly Sig. -0.63 [0.28] -0.64 [0.27] -0.66 [0.25] -0.52 [0.38] -0.82 [0.20]
(0.58) (0.58) (0.58) (0.59) (0.64)

Education 0.44%* [0.05] 0.39*% [0.07] 0.37* [0.07] 0.43* [0.10] 0.53** [0.02]
(0.23) (0.21) (0.21) (0.26) (0.23)
Pseudo R2 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.18
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

SVO 0.94 [0.14] 0.92 [0.16]
(0.64) (0.66)

CFC1 -0.23 [0.54] -0.28 [0.47]
(0.38) (0.39)

CFCF 0.45 [0.28] 0.28 [0.49]
(0.61) (0.41)

NEP -0.20 [0.43] -0.18 [0.54]
(0.26) (0.29)

Costly Sig. -0.88* [0.10] -1.03* [0.07]  -0.99*  [0.06] -1.05% [0.08]
(0.53) (0.57) (0.53) (0.60)

Nationality* 2377 [0.01]  2.03%*  [0.04] 227%%  [0.01]] 207  [0.02]
(0.87) (0.98) (0.91) (0.92)

Make ends meet -0.71 [0.12] -0.67 [0.15] -0.75% [0.09] -0.68 [0.13]
(0.45) (0.46) (0.44) (0.45)
Pseudo R2 0.31 0.30 0.29 0.32
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

SVO 1.42 [0.94] 10.79 [0.50]
(18.27) (15.86)

CFC1 20.70 [0.28] 23.94 [0.23]
(18.85) (19.60)

CFCF -3.42 [0.71] -7.48 [0.44]
(9.01) (9.67)

NEP -7.38 [0.53] -11.99 [0.27]
(11.53) (10.64)

Costly Sig. -7.06 [0.63] -8.09 [0.59] -8.38 [0.58] -9.67 [0.54]
(14.29) (14.72) (15.00) (15.61)

Nationality* 29.30 [0.21] -4.49 [0.80] 30.69 [0.18] -7.45 [0.69]
(23.14) (17.34) (22.75) (18.63)
R2 0.17 0.26 0.19 0.30
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Model 1** Model 2 Model 3** Model 4

SVO -0.76 [0.77] -2.28 [0.36]
(2.60) (2.45)

CFCIT 018 [0.93] 121 [0.52]
(2.02) (1.86)

CFCF 2.59*% [0.04 3.21%* [0.03]
(1.23) (1.38)

NEP 1.04 [0.47 189  [0.20]
(1.43) (1.45)

Costly Sig. 0.98 [0.68] 0.45 [0.85] 1.50 [0.58] 0.99 [0.69]
(2.33) (2.29) (2.64) (2.46)

Nationality* 6.36%* [0.04] 8.58%* [0.03] 6.25%* [0.03] 9.37%* [0.2]
(3.04) (3.86) (2.83) (3.90)
R2 0.68 0.72 0.69 0.74
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Master Thesis

Dear Participant,

Thank you for taking part in this survey.

| am a student at the Erasmus University in Rotterdam and the present survey is part of my master’s
thesis research. The survey consists of 4 parts. It will take you approximately 12 minutes to complete the
survey.

After completing the survey you have the opportunity to be entered into a lottery. Two winners will be
randomly selected to win a 15€ gift card of your choice. If you would like the chance to win, please enter

your email address at the end of the survey. This information will not be used for any other purposes.

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You can decide not to participate or stop
participating at any time. Your data will be treated confidentially and only used for scientific purposes.

In case you have any questions, please contact me via email: k.ehntholt93@googlemail.com

Q1
Imagine that you need to buy a new pair of sport shoes or sneakers. The ones you have are already old
and the sole has worn through.
What purpose are you buying them for?
Working out (Gym, Soccer, Basketball, etc.)

Running or Hiking

Lifestyle/Fashion
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Master Thesis 

 

 

Start of Block: Intro & WTP - Part 1 

 

Dear Participant, 

    

Thank you for taking part in this survey.  

  

I am a student at the Erasmus University in Rotterdam and the present survey is part of my master’s 

thesis research. The survey consists of 4 parts. It will take you approximately 12 minutes to complete the 

survey.    

    

After completing the survey you have the opportunity to be entered into a lottery. Two winners will be 

randomly selected to win a 15€ gift card of your choice. If you would like the chance to win, please enter 

your email address at the end of the survey. This information will not be used for any other purposes.  

     

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You can decide not to participate or stop 

participating at any time. Your data will be treated confidentially and only used for scientific purposes. 

  

 In case you have any questions, please contact me via email: k.ehntholt93@googlemail.com   

 

 

Page Break 

 

Q1  

Imagine that you need to buy a new pair of sport shoes or sneakers. The ones you have are already old 

and the sole has worn through.    

    

What purpose are you buying them for?

 

o

 

Working out (Gym, Soccer, Basketball, etc.)  

o

 

Running or Hiking 

o

 

Lifestyle/Fashion 

 

 


image14.emf
How often do you buy new sport shoes or sneakers?
More than twice every year
About twice a year
About once year

Less than once a year

Q2
Below you see two sliders:

Starting from the left, please move the first slider to the amount you would always be willing to
spend on a pair of new sport shoes or sneakers.

Starting from the right, please move the second slider to the highest amount you would still
consider spending on a pair of new sport shoes or sneakers.

Q4
Within the range you just indicated (${Q2/ChoiceNumericEntryValue/13}-
${Q3/ChoiceNumericEntryValue/14}) what is the maximum amount you would definitely spend on a new

pair of sport shoes or sneakers?
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 How often do you buy new sport shoes or sneakers? 

o

 

More than twice every year  

o

 

About twice a year 

o

 

About once year 

o

 

Less than once a year 

 

Page Break 

 

Q2  

Below you see two sliders: 

 

Starting from the left, please move the first slider to the amount you would always be willing to 

spend on a pair of new sport shoes or sneakers. 

 

 

Starting from the right, please move the second slider to the highest amount you would still 

consider spending on a pair of new sport shoes or sneakers

.   

Page Break 

 

 

Q4 

Within the range you just indicated (${Q2/ChoiceNumericEntryValue/13}-

${Q3/ChoiceNumericEntryValue/14}) what is the maximum amount you would definitely spend on a new 

pair of sport shoes or sneakers? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Page Break 
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Display This Question:

If Below you see two sliders. Starting from the left, please move the first slider to the amount yo... [
= 250

Q4.1
Please indicate the amount (above 250€) that you are willing to pay for a new pair of sport shoes
or sneakers.

Display This Question:

If Starting from the right, please move the second slider to the highest amount you would still cons... [

Q4.2
You indicated that you are not willing to pay anything for a new pair of sport shoes or sneakers.
Please explain your choice briefly.

A new pair of sneakers is worth €0 to me.
| don’t need a new pair of sneakers.

| don’t want to buy a new pair of sneakers.
Sneakers are too expensive.

Other.

Q5.1
Now suppose you are at the store and have chosen a new pair of shoes,
costing ${Q37/ChoiceTextEntryValue}

Imagine that the salesperson offers you the same shoes you chose but made from recycled plastic. They
are identical in looks and performance but produced more environmentally friendly. If you did not know
that the shoes are made from recycled plastic, you could not see or feel the difference.

Would you consider buying the shoes that are made from recycled plastic?

Yes

No
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Display This Question: 

If Below you see two sliders.  Starting from the left, please move the first slider to the amount yo... [ 

13 ]  = 250 

 

Q4.1  

Please indicate the amount (above 250€) that you are willing to pay for a new pair of sport shoes 

or sneakers.  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Starting from the right, please move the second slider to the highest amount you would still cons... [ 

14 ]  = 0 

 

Q4.2 

You indicated that you are not willing to pay anything for a new pair of sport shoes or sneakers. 

Please explain your choice briefly. 

o

 

A new pair of sneakers is worth €0 to me.  

o

 

I don’t need a new pair of sneakers.  

o

 

I don’t want to buy a new pair of sneakers.  

o

 

Sneakers are too expensive.  

o

 

Other.   

 

End of Block: Intro & WTP - Part 1 

 

Start of Block: WTP Scenarios 1 

 

Q5.1 

Now suppose you are at the store and have chosen a new pair of shoes, 

costing ${Q37/ChoiceTextEntryValue} 

 

Imagine that the salesperson offers you the same shoes you chose but made from recycled plastic. They 

are identical in looks and performance but produced more environmentally friendly. If you did not know 

that the shoes are made from recycled plastic, you could not see or feel the difference. 

  

 

Would you consider buying the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? 

o

 

Yes 

o

 

No 
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Q6.1
Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic?

Yes

No

Display This Question:

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = Yes

Q7.1
What amount would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic?

Display This Question:

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = No

Q8.1

You are not willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic. Please explain your
choice briefly.

The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me.
| do not see why | am the one having to pay for more environmentally friendly products.
| think the company producing the shoes should be paying the extra cost.

| would rather spend the money on something else to help the environment.

Other.
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Q6.1 

Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? 

o

 

Yes  

o

 

No  

 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = Yes 

 

Q7.1 

What amount would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = No 

 

Q8.1  

You are not willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic. Please explain your 

choice briefly. 

o

 

The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me.  

o

 

I do not see why I am the one having to pay for more environmentally friendly products.   

o

 

I think the company producing the shoes should be paying the extra cost.   

o

 

I would rather spend the money on something else to help the environment.  

o

 

Other.  

 

End of Block: WTP Scenarios 1 

 

Start of Block: WTP Scenario 2 
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Q5.2
Now suppose you are at the store and have chosen a new pair of shoes,
costing ${Q37/ChoiceTextEntryValue}

Imagine that the salesperson offers you the same shoes you chose but made from recycled plastic. They
are identical in looks and performance but produced more environmentally friendly. The only thing that is
different is that the pair made from recycled plastic has a clearly visible label indicating that these shoes
are produced more environmentally friendly.

Would you consider buying the shoes that are made from recycled plastic?

Yes
No
Q6.2
Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic?
Yes
No

Display This Question:

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = Yes

Q7.2
What amount would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic?
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Q5.2 

Now suppose you are at the store and have chosen a new pair of shoes, 

costing ${Q37/ChoiceTextEntryValue} 

  

Imagine that the salesperson offers you the same shoes you chose but made from recycled plastic. They 

are identical in looks and performance but produced more environmentally friendly. The only thing that is 

different is that the pair made from recycled plastic has a clearly visible label indicating that these shoes 

are produced more environmentally friendly.   

    

Would you consider buying the shoes that are made from recycled plastic?  

o

 

Yes 

o

 

No 

 

Q6.2 

Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? 

o

 

Yes  

o

 

No 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = Yes 

 

Q7.2 

What amount would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break 
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Display This Question:

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = No

Q8.2

You are not willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic. Please explain your
choice briefly.

The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me.
| do not see why | am the one having to pay for more environmentally friendly products.
| think the company producing the shoes should be paying the extra cost.

| would rather spend the money on something else to help the environment

Other.
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Display This Question: 

If Would you be willing to pay extra for the shoes that are made from recycled plastic? = No 

 

Q8.2  

You are not willing to pay extra for the shoes made from recycled plastic. Please explain your 

choice briefly. 

o

 

The shoes being made from recycled plastic does not add any additional value for me. 

o

 

I do not see why I am the one having to pay for more environmentally friendly products. 

o

 

I think the company producing the shoes should be paying the extra cost. 

o

 

I would rather spend the money on something else to help the environment 

o

 

Other. 

 

End of Block: WTP Scenario 2 

 

Start of Block: CFC14 


image19.emf
Q9
In the next part you will presented with 14 statements. For each of the statements, please indicate
whether or not the statement is characteristic of you.

| consider how things might be in the future, and try to influence those things with my day to day behaviour /\

O Extremely uncharacteristic of me
O Uncharacteristic of me
Somewhat uncharacteristic of me
Uncertain

Somewhat characteristic of me

Characteristic of me

O O O O O

Extremely characteristic of me

Often | engage in a particular behaviour in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for many years. A4
| only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself. v
My behaviour is only influenced by the immediate (i.e. a matter of days or weeks) outcomes of my actions. A4
My convenience is a big factor in the decision | make or the actions | take. A4
I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve future outcomes. AV 4

| think it is important to take warnings about negative outcomes seriously even if the negative outcomes will not occur for
many years. A4

| think it is more important to perform a behaviour with important distant consequences than a behaviour with less
important immediate consequences. A4

| generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because | think the problems will be resolved before they
reach crisis level. A4

| think that sacrificing now is usually unnecessary since future outcomes can be dealt with at a later time. A4
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Q9 

In the next part you will presented with 14 statements. For each of the statements, please indicate 

whether or not the statement is characteristic of you.  

   


image20.emf
| only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring that | will take care of future problems that may occur at a later date.

Since my day to day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behaviour that has distant outcomes.

When | make a decision, | think about how it might affect me in the future.

My behaviour is generally influenced by future consequences.

Q10
In this part you will be asked to make 6 decisions regarding the distribution of money between you and

another person.

Imagine that you have been randomly paired with another person, whom we will refer to as the other. This
other person is someone you do not know and will remain mutually anonymous. All of your choices will be
completely confidential.

You will be making a series of decisions about allocating money between you and this other person. For

each of the following questions, please select the distribution you prefer most. You can only make one
selection for each question.
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End of Block: CFC14 

 

Start of Block: Social Value Orientation - Part 3 

 

Q10  

In this part you will be asked to make 6 decisions regarding the distribution of money between you and 

another person.  

   

Imagine that you have been randomly paired with another person, whom we will refer to as the other. This 

other person is someone you do not know and will remain mutually anonymous. All of your choices will be 

completely confidential.   

    

You will be making a series of decisions about allocating money between you and this other person. For 

each of the following questions, please select the distribution you prefer most. You can only make one 

selection for each question.     
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Q11
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 76€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 68€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 59€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 50€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 41€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 33€
You receive 85€ & The other receives 24€

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€

Q12
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€
You receive 87€ & The other receives 19

You receive 89€ & The other receives 24€
You receive 91€ & The other receives 28€
You receive 93€ & The other receives 33€
You receive 94€ & The other receives 37€
You receive 96€ & The other receives 41€
You receive 98€ & The other receives 46€

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€
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Q11  

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€ 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 76€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 68€ 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 59€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 50€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 41€ 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 33€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 24€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€ 

 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Q12

 

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€ 

o

 

You receive 87€ & The other receives 19 

o

 

You receive 89€ & The other receives 24€ 

o

 

You receive 91€ & The other receives 28€ 

o

 

You receive 93€ & The other receives 33€ 

o

 

You receive 94€ & The other receives 37€ 

o

 

You receive 96€ & The other receives 41€ 

o

 

You receive 98€ & The other receives 46€ 

o

 

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€ 

 

 

Page Break 

 

 


image22.emf
Q13
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€
You receive 54€ & The other receives 98€
You receive 59€ & The other receives 96€
You receive 63€ & The other receives 94€
You receive 68€ & The other receives 93€
You receive 72€ & The other receives 91€
You receive 76€ & The other receives 89€
You receive 81€ & The other receives 87€

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€

Q14
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€
You receive 54€ & The other receives 89€
You receive 59€ & The other receives 79€
You receive 63€ & The other receives 68€
You receive 68€ & The other receives 58€
You receive 72€ & The other receives 47€
You receive 76€ & The other receives 36€
You receive 81€ & The other receives 26€

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€
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Q13 

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€ 

o

 

You receive 54€ & The other receives 98€ 

o

 

You receive 59€ & The other receives 96€ 

o

 

You receive 63€ & The other receives 94€ 

o

 

You receive 68€ & The other receives 93€ 

o

 

You receive 72€ & The other receives 91€ 

o

 

You receive 76€ & The other receives 89€  

o

 

You receive 81€ & The other receives 87€ 

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€  

 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Q14 

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€  

o

 

You receive 54€ & The other receives 89€  

o

 

You receive 59€ & The other receives 79€  

o

 

You receive 63€ & The other receives 68€ 

o

 

You receive 68€ & The other receives 58€  

o

 

You receive 72€ & The other receives 47€ 

o

 

You receive 76€ & The other receives 36€  

o

 

You receive 81€ & The other receives 26€  

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 15€  

 

 

Page Break 
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Q15
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€
You receive 94€ & The other receives 56€
You receive 88€ & The other receives 63€
You receive 81€ & The other receives 69€
You receive 75€ & The other receives 75€
You receive 69€ & The other receives 81€
You receive 63€ & The other receives 88€
You receive 56€ & The other receives 94€

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€

Q16
Please select the distribution you prefer most.

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€
You receive 98€ & The other receives 54€
You receive 96€ & The other receives 59€
You receive 94€ & The other receives 63€
You receive 93€ & The other receives 68€
You receive 91€ & The other receives 72€
You receive 89€ & The other receives 76€
You receive 87€ & The other receives 81€

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€
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Q15 

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€  

o

 

You receive 94€ & The other receives 56€  

o

 

You receive 88€ & The other receives 63€  

o

 

You receive 81€ & The other receives 69€  

o

 

You receive 75€ & The other receives 75€  

o

 

You receive 69€ & The other receives 81€  

o

 

You receive 63€ & The other receives 88€  

o

 

You receive 56€ & The other receives 94€  

o

 

You receive 50€ & The other receives 100€  

 

 

Page Break 

 

 

Q16 

Please select the distribution you prefer most. 

o

 

You receive 100€ & The other receives 50€ 

o

 

You receive 98€ & The other receives 54€  

o

 

You receive 96€ & The other receives 59€   

o

 

You receive 94€ & The other receives 63€   

o

 

You receive 93€ & The other receives 68€  

o

 

You receive 91€ & The other receives 72€  

o

 

You receive 89€ & The other receives 76€  

o

 

You receive 87€ & The other receives 81€   

o

 

You receive 85€ & The other receives 85€  

 

 

Page Break 
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Q17
In this part of the survey you will be presented with 9 statements regarding your attitude towards
the environment.
For each statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree.
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. /\
Agree

Strongly agree
Agree

Somewhat agree
Uncertain
Somewhat disagree

Disagree

O O O O O @ O

Strongly disagree

Humans have the right to modify the natural environmental to suit their needs. A\ Vg
Strongly agree

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature. v
When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. AV g
Plants and animals exist primarily to be used by humans. A\ Vg
Humans are severely abusing the environment. v
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial nations. N
The so-called “ecological crisis” facing humankind has been greatly exaggerated. A4
If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological catastrophe. AV g
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End of Block: Social Value Orientation - Part 3 

 

Start of Block: Environmental Concerns 

 

Q17 

In this part of the survey you will be presented with 9 statements regarding your attitude towards 

the environment. 

For each statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree.  
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Q18
Now you will be presented with 4 statements about things you may do in your day-to-day life.
Please indicate how often you engage in them.

| take short showers to conserve water (less than 5 minutes) /\

Never

Almost never

Occasionally

Frequently

Usually

Almost Always

O O O O O O O

Always
| turn off the lights when leaving a room. AV g
| buy most of my groceries from the organic section. N
| bring reusable bags to the store when | do my groceries. AV 4
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End of Block: Environmental Concerns 

 

Start of Block: Observed Behaviour 

 

Q18 

Now you will be presented with 4 statements about things you may do in your day-to-day life. 

Please indicate how often you engage in them. 

 

End of Block: Observed Behaviour 

 

Start of Block: Demographics 
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Lastly, you are asked to answer a few demographic questions.

Q19

What is your gender?
Male
Female

Other. Please specify

| prefer not to say

Q20
What is your age in years?

Q21
What is your nationality?

Q22
What is your country of residence?

Q23
Please indicate the highest level of education completed.

High School or equivalent
Vocational/Technical School
Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree

Doctoral Degree

Page 14 of 15









  Page 14 of 15 

Lastly, you are asked to answer a few demographic questions. 

 

Q19 

What is your gender? 

o

 

Male 

o

 

Female 

o

 

Other. Please specify________________________________________________ 

o

 

I prefer not to say 

 

 

 

Q20 

What is your age in years? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q21 

What is your nationality? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q22  

What is your country of residence? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q23  

Please indicate the highest level of education completed. 

o

 

High School or equivalent  

o

 

Vocational/Technical School  

o

 

Bachelor's Degree 

o

 

Master's Degree 

o

 

Doctoral Degree  
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Q24

Thinking of your household's monthly income, would you say that your household is able to make
ends meet?

With great difficulty
With some difficulty
Fairly easily

Easily

Q24

Thank you for participating in this survey!

If you wish to enter the lottery to win a 15€ gift card, please enter your email address below. This
information will not be used for any other purposes.
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Q24 

Thinking of your household's monthly income, would you say that your household is able to make 

ends meet? 

   

o

 

With great difficulty  

o

 

With some difficulty 

o

 

Fairly easily 

o

 

Easily 

 

End of Block: Demographics 

 

Start of Block: Block 8 

 

Q24 

Thank you for participating in this survey! 

If you wish to enter the lottery to win a 15€ gift card, please enter your email address below. This 

information will not be used for any other purposes. 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Block 8 
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