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Executive Summary

All companies seem to find it important to do business with good practice, nowadays. This is very noble, but whether this is commercially a good choice is less clear. This research sheds light on this subject, and finds out whether consumers are willing to pay more for fair-trade and green products. This is found to be true. 76,07 % of the people are willing to pay a premium for at least one type of green or fair-trade products. This is the total market for green and fair-trade products, but this market differs for each category. 

This markets for each category is ranked in the following table:

	Rank
	Green and fair-trade grouped product type
	% of population

	1
	Wooden products
	52

	2
	Food
	45

	3
	Coffee
	44,3

	4
	Cars
	38,25

	5
	Cleaning products
	35,55

	6
	Electronics
	45,45

	7
	Clothing
	34,1

	8
	Products applied to the body
	35,35

	9
	Drinks
	32,3

	Average
	
	39,03


On average, these people are willing to pay a 7,9 % premium. This premium depends, however, on which product category the product is in, for which the different premiums can be seen in the following table:
	Rank
	Green and fair-trade grouped product type
	Premium %

	1
	Coffee
	10,86

	2
	Food
	10,39

	3
	Wooden products
	8,85

	4
	Drinks
	8,79

	5
	Products applied to the body
	7,75

	6
	Cleaning products
	7,18

	7
	Electronics
	6,04

	8
	Clothing
	5,80

	9
	Cars
	5,49

	Average
	
	7,9


It does not seem to matter whether the product is green or fair-trade. This means that both green and fair-trade products can be successful.

The factors determining whether a person pays a premium at all were found being politically left and valuing universalism as important. The positive influences on the amount people are willing to pay for green and fair-trade products were found to be a high income, being younger, being politically left and valuing tradition and universalism as important. These values are taken from the Schwartz Value Survey, for which information is readily available in the European Social Survey (ESS). Other values showed to be of no significant influence. Demographics such as gender, being married or living in a city did not show to be of an influence, a sign that green and fair-trade products are attractive to a more diverse group than before.
31 Introduction


31.1 Introduction


31.2 Relevance


31.3 Goal


31.4 Research Question


31.5 Conclusion


32 Theoretical and Conceptual Framework


32.1 Introduction


32.2 Defining willingness to pay


32.3 Defining green and fair-trade products


32.4 Theoretical framework


32.5 Conceptual framework


32.6 Literature review and Theory


32.6 Willingness to pay


32.7 Green products and fair trade products


32.8 Multiple product types


32.9 Demographics


32.10 Knowledge


32.11 Behavior


32.12 Attitudes


32.13 Values


32.14 The Schwartz Value Inventory


32.15 Political influence


32.16 Conclusion


33 Data and Research Analysis


33.1 Introduction


33.2 Data collection


33.3 Data measurement


33.4 Willingness to pay


33.5 Demographics


33.6 Values


33.7 Political preference


33.8 Research method


33.9 Conclusion


34 Empirical results


34.1 Introduction


34.2 Descriptive statistics


34.3 Willingness to pay green & fair-trade product types simple sample results


34.4 The overall willingness to pay scale


34.5 Variables influencing willingness to pay simple sample results


34.6 Regression results


34.7 Correlation matrix.


34.8 variables influencing willingness to pay regression results


34.9 The difference between green and fair-trade versions


34.10 The difference between product types regression results


34.11 Conclusion


35 Discussion and Conclusion


35.1 Introduction


35.2 Discussion of general findings and limitations


35.3 Limitations


35.4 Managerial and policy implications


35.5 Further research


3References


3Appendixes


3Appendix 1


3Appendix 2


3Appendix 3


3Appendix 4


3Appendix 5


3Appendix 6


3Appendix 7


3Appendix 8


3Appendix 9


3Appendix 10


3Appendix 11




1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Companies of today are said to be missing the boat if they are not, in one way or another, “going green”; investments in green technology are booming. The eco industry is one of the hardest growing industries in the world and is estimated to be worth around $600 billion worldwide in 2010. In 2008 for example, total investments in clean energy companies and projects was an estimated $155 billion (UN 2009) worldwide, following several years of over 50% growth. Although in some sectors such as the energy sector this is economically a logical step, considering the diminishing traditional energy resources as oil and gas and it’s rising prices, a lot of investments do not seem logical at first sight. Examples of these are the increasing popularity of sustainable and “green” products such as the “innocent” pure fruit smoothies (100% natural smoothies, compensating all their CO2-emissions and giving 10% of their profits to charity) (Innocent 2010) and BCC’s provident on earth campaign (all stores are environmentally neutral and the whole organization CO2 neutral in 2012) (BCC 2010). The economic returns of such investments are not directly visible or measurable and seem unclear. The rise of green products is not only limited to the western culture, as countries such as India, China and Brazil also show a rise in green businesses (Media Newsline 2009). 
A lot of companies are no longer doing their business focused on getting the lowest price for their resources no matter the resource, but want their suppliers not to exploit people and conduct a fair trade policy. An example of this is Unilever’s campaign for Lipton tea: Lipton cooperates with the Rainforest Alliance, and Lipton emphasizes that they pay attention to social, economical and environmental aspects of the production of their teas (Lipton 2010) in their marketing campaigns. This means that the tea farmers get a fair price for their work, instead of exploiting them. Other major companies that have rainforest alliance certified production processes are Kraft, Chiquita, McDonalds and Ikea. When producing these products, attention is not only given to minimizing natural impact but also on social factors. Other labels even more so provide the guarantee that worker conditions are good and that farmers get fair prices. These labels are categorized as fair-trade labels. Although the market of these products is smaller than these of green products, the market for fair-trade products is showing higher percentage growth than green products in some product types and fair-trade products could follow the growth of the organic food and drink industry. According to some authors, it will become a multi billion industry (Wright and McCrea 2007).

When looking at the marketing machine fiercely working behind such initiatives, however, one begins to wonder whether these initiatives seek to make the world a better place or if they begin such initiatives because green products sell better. Green and fair-trade products are sometimes very popular. In 2001 for example, Toyota introduced the Prius in the USA: a hybrid car working both on electricity and petrol. 
Although the Prius drove only mildly more fuel efficient than other cars (1:17) (GroenOpWeg 2010), the car was smartly marketed (much better than the earlier introduced hybrid Honda Insight, for example) as the big example for greener living, and sales topped 1,4 million in 2009 (Toyota 2009).
There are, thus, reasons aside from doing good for the world when producing goods in a green or fair-trade way. Specifically, companies hop on the green or fair-trade bandwagon because of three reasons; because they can gain a competitive advantage from it, because of legislation or because they actually feel ecologically responsible (Bansal & Roth, 2000). Although legislation and the actual feeling of responsibility from managers has its influences, the consensus among researchers is that the green boom of the last decades in a the largest part has to do with the changing consumer preferences for green products (Vandermerwe & OIliff, 1990) and the companies reacting on this. That green marketing may attract consumers may be clear (Peattie, 2001), but how much consumers are actually willing to pay more for green or fair-trade products and what influences this is less so. 

In this thesis, I will therefore conduct research among Dutch consumers. The main goal of this research will be to find out if consumers in the Netherlands are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products. If so, I want to find out which consumers are those which are willing to pay more, looking at demographics amongst other things. Age, income, gender, family status and urbanity are variables which will be looked at. 

Also, political preference will be researched: are left or right winged people more or less inclined to buy green products? A more psychological profile of the consumer who is willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products will also be interesting, especially looking at which values these consumers have.

Such research has, to my knowledge, never been done in the Netherlands before. About 80% of previous research has been done in the United States (Diamantopoulos et al, 2003). Aside from the country of origine a part at which the literature is not diverse enough is the product type. Willingness to pay for green or fair-trade product research either focused on very general product types (willing to pay more for “groceries”, e.g. Laroche et al, 2001) or very specific product types (food: Gil et al, 2000, Fotopoulos & Krystallis 2002, electricity: Roe et al, 2001) but has never compared different product types with each other. It is, however, very interesting to see on which type of green or fair-trade product consumers are willing to spend more than others. Do people tend to pay relatively more when the product is more expensive or (perceived as) more damaging to the environment (a pack of juice versus cars for example). Are there product types for which consumers are not willing to pay a premium for a green or fair-trade version?

The fact that I take green and fair-trade into account is another point that sets this research apart. Until now, only a few studies have included both green and fair-trade products in one research. Comparing these could lead to interesting results. Are consumers willing to pay more for green than for fair-trade products, or vice versa? If so, are the influences on the decision to buy green and fair-trade different?
1.2 Relevance

As I have already shown in the introduction, knowing the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products is highly relevant for businesses. Aside from the green ‘trend’ in which they are all very eager to partake, businesses are very eager to know whether consumers are willing to pay a premium for green and fair-trade products over the price of non green and non fair-trade products. If they know this, the producer can not only adjust their price of such products accordingly, it might also give an incentive for companies to actually start making these green and fair-trade products, since they see that this does not have to cost them money but can even increase their profits. Each company can investigate for themselves how much extra the production costs (if they exist at all) of green or fair-trade products are, by comparing them to the willingness to pay figures according to product type, make their own decision on whether to take them into production. The division between product types and between green and fair-trade is an extra addition to the previous literature: companies can specifically see the willingness to pay for a green or fair-trade version of that product type. Knowing the willingness to pay for different product types is not only useful for businesses, however. Governmental organizations can use them to determine which companies to subsidize in order to stay profitable and in order to get the largest benefit for the environment, by comparing the damage to the environment of certain products to the amount people are willing to pay extra and the extra costs of the green version.

These are the benefits of this research, and gives meaning to the findings of the dependent variable. The independent variables, however, will hopefully also provide results which have a large usability and relevance. First of all, the demographics will show me which people have the highest willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products and for which product types this differs. Grouping these people demographically can be useful for the specific targeting of marketing campaigns of green or fair-trade products. Knowing the values which people have who are willing to pay relatively more for green or fair-trade products can also prove quite useful when profiling and targeting these customers on a more psychological level. Including political preferences of people will give an idea of the political orientation of the people who are willing to pay a premium for green and fair-trade products. 

As an extra, the interrelation between the variables is researched. Do, for example, the values people have change when they get older?

All in all, the relevance of the subject is very high. While currently environmental issues are getting more and more important, the number of green and fair-trade products is rising. While just years ago people had to go through a fair amount of trouble to buy green or fair-trade products, these are available massively these days, and they are popular. In the Netherlands for example, the country where this research takes place, the biggest supermarket Albert Heijn has recently introduced a new line of “Puur & Eerlijk” (pure and fair) products, which comprises 340 biological, fair-trade, sustainable caught, free-range and ecological products (Ahold, 2010). In order to know beforehand if these initiatives should take place and what price to ask for different kinds of products, the willingness to pay is needed, and profiling customers who are willing to pay a premium for such products is needed to position the marketing and availability of such product with maximum effect.
1.3 Goal

The goal of this research will be to determine the willingness to pay of consumers for different types of green and fair-trade products, as well as understand how these consumers are profiled according to demographic, psychographic and political factors.
1.4 Research Question

The research question is:

What is consumers’ willingness to pay for different types of green and fair-trade products and what are the determinants of this?

1.5 Conclusion

The willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products is a very interesting subject and is becoming more and more relevant. With the changing mentality of people considering these products the research results could be changing too. The time of the study, but also the country and the multiple new insights as used in my research will make a good addition to the current body of literature.
2 Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
2.1 Introduction

In order to start working on the actual research, a framework is needed. The first step is defining exactly what the research is about and this means clearly defining the different terms used. The primary goal of the research is finding out the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. Therefore I will start with defining willingness to pay. After this I will define the concept of green and fair-trade and explain what is actually meant with “green” and “fair-trade” products.

When there is more clarity on the exact definitions, I will propose the theoretical and the conceptual framework, after which I will form hypotheses based on this theoretical and conceptual framework and a thorough review of previous literature. 

2.2 Defining willingness to pay

The term willingness to pay has become widespread and widely used and therefore often used in different contexts. Willingness to pay (WTP) became a concept that did not only describe actual monetary willingness to pay but also described other demand based approaches, and the meaning has often been misinterpreted. 

When looking at willingness to pay in combination with environmental issues the term is often used when contingent valuation is the method of analysis. In this type of research, of which I will further refer to in the methodology part, the willingness to pay for large collective environmental problems is being measured. 

Because of this contingent valuation research the term willingness to pay is defined by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (O.E.C.D.) as 

“The stated price that an individual would accept to pay for avoiding the loss or the diminution of an environmental service” (O.E.C.D. 2010)

This definition is quite surprising since it automatically makes it coherent with environmental issues. This seems illogical since willingness to pay is also often used in cases which have nothing to do with the environment. It does, however, makes clear that willingness to pay is often used in relation with environmental issues. 

The definition used by the World Bank and the UK government as defined in the late 1990’s is 

“WTP is the maximum amount that an individual states he or she is willing to pay for a good or service” (DFID 1997)

This definition is a basic one explaining the pure function of the term and the one I choose to follow this.
2.3 Defining green and fair-trade products

It is not easy to define the concepts of “green” and “fair-trade” exactly. These two concepts are clearly very distinctive as the former influences the environment and the latter influences people. Some recent literature, however, suggest that fair-trade is a feature of actual sustainability and thus of the concept “green” (Tanner 2003, Abramovitz et al 2001). I do not agree with this, but that there is no consent about these terms is understandable; there is no consistent definition of “green” and it is not defined in any international regulation. It is thus left to each specific company, organization or person to define it. Therefore, the term green has become an umbrella term for everything environmentally friendly in recent years, and this might exactly be the reason why the term is not definable; the “environment” is in its turn a term which has different definitions (Shrum et al 1995). 
The first association of the color green with the environment comes from the early 1970’s West Germany, where the Grüne Aktion Zukunft (Green Action Future) campaign and the Grüne Listen (green lists of ecological election candidates) has found it roots originating from campaigns against nuclear power stations (OED 1989). In the Oxford English dictionary of 1989 the meaning of green which comes closest to the environmentalism we know today is the 11th meaning of green: 

“Of, pertaining to, or supporting environmentalism (esp. as a political issue); that belongs to or supports an ecological party; loosely, environmentalist, ecological.”(OED 1989)

This definition shows that the meaning of “green” used to be more politically oriented than currently is the case. In these days, people to whom the environment was important were quickly labeled as environmentalists. The recent decades of increasing environmental knowledge, consciousness and importance has made the meaning of “green” less extreme. 
As said before, there is no official definition of green. Multiple attempts have been made, however, ranging from general definitions for green such as “activities that have a direct and positive impact on the environment” (Manget et al 2009) to more specific ones focusing on the products themselves: “Green products are those that have less of an impact on the environment or are less detrimental to human health than traditional equivalents. Green products might, typically, be formed or part-formed from recycled components, be manufactured in a more energy-conservative way, or be supplied to the market with less packaging (or all three).” (Enviro-News International 2010). I choose not to follow a strict definition, I prefer the broader term for the purpose of my study. Thus, I consider green to be “activities that have a direct and positive impact on the environment”.

This meaning of green is very broad. When talking about green products however, it is narrower. I define green products as: 
“Products that guarantee that they are produced in a way which has a minimal impact on the environment, as opposed to their non-green equivalents.” 
In the remaining part of the research, this type of product is meant when I talk about a ‘green product’. This means that the product might indeed be formed or part-formed from recycled components, be manufactured in a more energy-conservative way or be supplied to the market with less packaging, but also that the product is ecologically grown (without the use of chemicals or other additives) in the case of food or that the use is less damaging to the environment, in the case of cars. In my literature view I therefore also include willingness to pay for ecological food research. 

There are multiple independent green labels in the world which provide the guarantee that green products are actually green. For the survey used in this research I use one of these labels. In the survey, a green products is a product which is accredited with the ISO 14001:2004 standard which requires that the organization implements an environmental management system and guarantees that the organization constantly takes a hard look at all areas where its activities have an environmental impact and take action if possible to achieve the following goals: reduced cost of waste management, savings in consumption of energy and materials, lower distribution costs, improved corporate image among regulators, customers and the public, and framework for continual improvement of environmental performance (IOS 2010). 

Defining fair-trade and fair-trade products is easier. Labeling and defining fair-trade is much more straightforward than green products, for which multiple standards, labels and interpretations exist. There still is not, however, one clear definition for fair-trade as well.
The definition most consistent is the one from the informal association of the four big international fair-trade networks called FINE (consisting of Fairtrade Labeling Organizations International, World Fair Trade Organization, Network of European Worldshops and European Fair Trade), which agrees on the following definition: 

“Fair Trade is a trading partnership, based on dialogue, transparency and respect, that seeks greater equity in international trade. It contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions to, and securing the rights of, marginalized producers and workers – especially in the South. Fair Trade Organizations, backed by consumer, are engaged actively in supporting producers, awareness raising and in campaigning for changes in the rules and practice of conventional international trade.” (EFTA 2006)

In this research, fair-trade products are products that follow this definition. Fair-trade products are defined as: 

”Products that carry a label from an independent fair-trade organization which guarantee that good working conditions and rights apply to the workers used to produce the product, as opposed to the variant that is not fair-trade label, for which working conditions and worker’s rights situations are unknown. It means that producers and traders have met fair-trade standards for that products, and guarantees that fairer trading conditions are used and producers are empowered to combat poverty, working by strict criteria and minimum prices.”
In the remaining part of the research, these type of products are meant when I talk about fair-trade products.

In the survey, the label which makes the products fair-trade is given by the Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International (FLO) and indeed guarantees the statements in the definition.
2.4 Theoretical framework

Because the approach on the subjects of this research is pragmatic, it is only loosely based on known theory. I look at the influence of political preference, values and demographics on the willingness to pay for different types of green and fair-trade products. These influences are best described by a construct based on Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (Ajzen 1991). In this theory, Ajzen proposes that intentions to perform certain behavior can be predicted from attitudes toward the particular behavior, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control. Because these attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control are shown to be related to beliefs about the behavior, Ajzen also refers to them as behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs, respectively. 

The three items are the building blocks of the intention to show certain behavior and in turn explain why people behave in a certain way. I will describe each shortly. 
The attitudes towards the behavior or behavioral beliefs are the degrees to which a person has a favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the behavior in question formed by their own evaluation. If a person has a certain set of set beliefs about a behavior and regard it in a certain way favorable or unfavorable, this influences whether the person will show this behavior or not.

The second factor which influences behavior are subjective norms. Subjective norms are the social pressures to perform or not to perform certain behavior. The way in which other people will think of you after behaving in a certain way influences whether people will show the behavior or not. 
The third factor influencing behavior is perceived behavioral control. Perceived behavioral control represents the ability to show certain behavior. This can for example be determined by time, money, a person’s skills etc. Perceived behavioral control refers to people’s perception of the ease or difficulty of performing a certain behavior. This does not mean that it is in fact that hard or easy to do. A person will evaluate how difficult or easy he thinks showing certain behavior will be before he will or will not show this behavior. This is influenced by past experiences as well as anticipated impediments and obstacles.

As a general rule the more favorable the attitude and subjective norm with respect to a behavior and the greater the perceived behavioral control the stronger should be an individual’s intention to perform the behavior under consideration. As said, these three items influence the intention to perform a certain behavior. This intention is assumed to capture the motivational factors that influence a behavior and intention indicates the extent to which people are willing to perform a behavior.

2.5 Conceptual framework

In my particular research, the willingness to pay for the different types of green and fair-trade products serves as the intention to perform a certain behavior, namely the actual buying of these products. The respondents indicate how much they intent to pay for such products. The intention and the actual behavior might differ, because people tend to give socially desirable answers in favor of paying more for green and fair-trade products, while in fact they are not doing so in real life. This is called the attitude-behavior gap, which I minimize by the survey construct, which is explained later. 

While the willingness to pay measures the intention, the other variables I measure serve as an extension of one the three items explaining the intention in Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior; attitudes towards the behavior, subjective norms and the perceived behavioral control. The attitudes which influence the intention of willing to pay more are measured in my survey by the values. Attitudes are formed by values people have, and it can be said that the underlying factors of attitudes towards behavior are values. Political preference is a different form of attitude, which is influenced by values. 
Income serves as a behavioral control variable, since this determines the ability a person has in buying products. The other demographic variables I measure are control variables which influence the attitudes people have, the political preference and thus the intention or willingness to pay. An exception to this is family status. Family status influences the intention by the subjective norms; being married means taking into account your partner when making choices, acting as a subjective norm. Figure 1 shows the variables used in this research as an addition to Ajzen’s theory of behavior. Figure 2 shows the variables as a party of Ajzen’s theory, and is a new model including the hypotheses factually used in this research, with corresponding theses numbers, as hypothesized in the next part.
Figure 1 – Ajzen’s theory of behavior expanded by this research
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Figure 2 – Ajzen’s theory of behavior with this research integrated
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2.6 Literature review and Theory

The environmentally friendly behavior of consumers has been widely studied. As early as the 1970’s the first studies were conducted on profiling the socially responsible consumer (Anderson et al, 1972, Berkowitz et al, 1968,). In these early studies, it was found that the socially responsible consumer was female, middle aged, has a high income and is highly education. Although these findings were generally supported, as Roberts has shown in his summary of relevant demographic research concerning environmental consciousness (Roberts, 1990) some studies in these early years, such as the first on actual willingness to pay for an environmental aspect (reizenstein 1974) have found different results (for example Mitchell, 1983 on age, Reizenstein, Hills and Philpot 1974 on gender, Sandahl and Roberteson 1989 on education). 

The literature, however, may differ too much in nature to be comparable. In most literature reviews, such as Roberts’ summary, studies that look at the environmental behavior of people are grouped together, while the actual content these studies may differ. Recycle behavior (Vining and Ebreo 1990,Schwepker and Cornwell 1991, Guagnano et al 1995, Mobley et al 1995, Nixon and Saphores 2007), pollution (Gallarotti 1995, Manrai et al 1997, Wang and Mallahony 2006) and conserving behavior (Pickett, Kangun and Grove 1993, Welte and Anastasio 2009) are grouped together but are behaviors which are not unlikely to be shown by consumers differing in demographic characteristics, values or knowledge. In other examples, researches that look at green products and fair-trade products, distinctively different features, are grouped together as they were equal (e.g. Saphores 2007). Which and to what extent attitudes, values, demographics and other factors influence a person’s willingness to pay may differ a lot among the different types of subjects researched. Therefore, literature research should be more specific, instead of giving an overview of the general subject of environmental consciousness and behavior and grouping all kinds of research together. The subject is too diverse for that and this can give way to misinterpretations. For this review, I only look at actual willingness to pay research, and differentiate between those that look at green products and those that look at fair-trade products. As will be shown, the amount of research done in the former area is much bigger than in the latter.

This literature review is based mostly on research of the past decade. There are two reasons for this. The first is the fact that for the period before the millennium, excellent literature reviews on this subject have been written. In particular Roberts (1996), Kilbourne and Beckmann (1998) and Laroche et al (2001) for environmentally sustainable ‘green’ products and McCluskey and Loureiro (2003) and De Pelsmacker et al (2005) for fair-trade products provide very thorough literature reviews. The second and most important reason is that the population who is willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products seems to be changing and has changed in past decades. This is proven by Aquilar and Vlosky (2005) who find that people had a higher willingness to pay for environmentally friendly wooden products in 2005 than in 1995. Unfortunately, the research comparing time periods on this subject is scarce.
It is clear, however, that where green and fair-trade products used to be attractive only to a small group of environmental activists these products are now widespread and some argue that these products are even becoming the socially accepted norm (Schwepker and Cornwell 1991). The knowledge, attitudes and behavior towards environmental issues have undergone substantial changes, and this has been noticed as early as the 1990’s (Roberts 1996, Kilbourne and Beckmann 1998). Because of the changing characteristics of people who are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products, especially in recent years where environmental consciousness has risen a lot, I choose only to review literature from the past 10 years. Older research might have results which are not applicable anymore to the changed mindset of the population. 

When looking at research on actual willingness to pay for fair-trade and green products over the last decade, the difference in findings is reduced. Focusing on willingness to pay studies, there are three types of researches. The first type are researches in which consumer segments are created; the authors use the results of their findings on demographics, attitudes, behavior, knowledge and values of environmental issues to place consumers in a group high or low in willingness to pay for green or fair trade products. Examples are Didier and Lucie (2008) for organic and fair-trade chocolate, De Pelsmacker et al (2005) for fair-trade coffee, Vlosky et al (1999) for environmentally friendly wood and Gil et al (2000) for organic food. The goal of the analysis here is to make profiles of the consumer who is willing to pay a high premium, and the consumer who is not willing to do so. 

The second type of research are articles in which the consumer is asked “are you willing to pay more yes/no” or a similar abstract scale (e.g. Chan 2000 on general products, Barber et al 2009 on wine, Roozen 1997 on water detergents, Ferran and Grunert 2007 on fair-trade coffee). In these types of research, the authors try to find out which factors influence whether a person is willing to pay some premium at all for a green or fair-trade version of a product. 

The third type asks respondents to name concrete amounts of how much they are willing to pay more for the addition of green or fair-trade to a product. The authors try to find out what the factors are which influence the height of the premium which the consumer is willing to pay.

For consistency reasons, I focus on the latter two, since this research will follow the same route of questioning. On the one hand I will try to find out what the factors are which influence whether a consumer is willing to pay some premium for a green or fair-trade product as opposed to their normal equivalent, on the other hand I try to figure out what the factors are which determine the height of the premium consumers are willing to pay. When I hypothesize that some factor influence the “willingness to pay” I mean both that in influences the decision to pay more yes or no, as well as the amount. This is also shown in the hypotheses, which are divided between corresponding a and b version. 
The current body of research reasons that factors influencing the willingness to pay for green and fair trade products can basically be grouped in five types: demographic characteristics, knowledge of environmental issues, attitudes toward the environment, individual values and actual environmental behaviors (Laroche et al 2001). In my research, a sixth influence is added, namely political orientation.

In the following section, I will provide a literature review of the dependent variable and thus review the willingness to pay outcomes from multiple researches. Subsequently I will provide a literature review on how the five mentioned factors influence this willingness to pay, one after another. I put an emphasis on the variables which will also take place in this research. If a discussed subject will take place in this research, I will form a hypothesis after each part. 
2.6 Willingness to pay

The dependent variable is the willingness to pay for different types of green and fair-trade products. 

As written before, there is little research which takes into account the difference between product types and the difference between green and fair-trade. The main body of research is done on just one type.

For green electronics for example, Saphores (2007) found an average willingness to pay premium of 1%. Barber et al (2009) found a willingness to pay a premium of 16% of consumers for wine. Jensen et al (2003) found a 13% premium for a $28,80 wooden shelf, a 8% premium for a $199 wooden chair and a 5,64% premium for a $799 table. Aguilar and Vlosky (2007) found that for 3 out of the 4 wooden products in their research, respondents were willing to pay at least a 10% premium. It seems that the relative premium people are willing to pay is lower when the price of the item rises. Gil et al (2000) found willingness to pay premiums ranging from 8% to 25% for different types of organic food
. When looking at non-durables, Krystallis and Chryssohoidis (2005) find a surprising U shaped willingness to pay curve for 14 out of 16 researched organic products, in increments from 45 to 120 percent. Loureiro et al (2002) found that consumers were willing to pay a 5% premium for eco-certified apples.

For fair-trade items, the body of literature is far more limited. Elliot and Freeman (2004) find that consumers are willing to pay more for products made under good conditions and, again, that the relative premium is lower the higher the price of the item. They found that for $10 items, consumer are willing to pay 28% more but that for $ 100 dollar items, they are willing to pay 15%. De Pelsmacker et al (2005) found that the average price premium for a fair-trade label was 10%.

Loreiro and Lotade (2005) look at organic and fair-trade coffee and find that people are willing to pay 3,33% more for fair-trade coffee, 3,08% for shade grown coffee and 2,5% for organic coffee. Didier and Lucie (2008) also compare organic and fair-trade labeled products, in this case chocolate. They find a premium of 13% and 20% for these labels, respectively. Again, the fair-trade product is valued higher than the organic product.

The literature finds a lot of mixed results, as the above overview shows. An element that have to be looked at are the scales which are used in the various literature. Results will differ a lot whether respondents can fill in a premium of 0/5/10% (Saphores et al 2007) or can loosely fill in the number (De Pelsmacker 2005). In some research, the exact scales used are not even mentioned (e.g. Vlosky et al 1999). This lowers the reliability of these figures and makes comparing the different outcomes more difficult. For example, the willingness to pay which Saphores et al (2007) found (1%) for green electronics may be that low because of the lack of options for respondents to fill in premiums higher than 10%. The difference in type of product makes comparing these figures even more difficult. Different products result in different premiums for green or fair-trade products. Also, I have to keep in mind that the vast majority of these researches were conducted in the United States, of which the population may have a lower willingness to pay than in Europe (Kenyon in press (2009). All in all, I can say that the literature has found average willingness to pay figures for green and fair-trade products that range from 1 to 25%. Fair-trade products are generally valued higher than green products. When looking at the literature as a whole, the average premium people are willing to pay for green products is 10%, while for fair-trade products this is a higher 15%. This depends, however, very much so on the product type and might be too generalized. Thus, taking into account multiple product types in one research will be a welcome addition.

2.7 Green products and fair trade products

As said before, most research looks at whether people are willing to pay for either green or fair-trade products, and not at both. There is only limited research available which compares the willingness to pay for true green and fair-trade products at the same time. If at all, Loreiro and Lotade (2005) compare organic and fair-trade coffee, and find that consumers are willing to pay a premium for fair-trade coffee and that this premium is higher than that for organic coffee (3,33% versus 2,5%). They argue that health benefits for organic coffee are lower than that for other types of food, and that thus the willingness to pay for organic coffee is lower than for other product types of non-durables. Didier and Lucie (2008) show similar results for chocolate as Loreiro and Lotade for coffee, but the difference between both willingness to pay numbers is not significant. 

Poelman et al (2008) look at the information about organic or fair-trade production on the product and how this effects preferences of consumers for pineapple. This research, however, focuses on attitude and not on actual behavior or willingness to pay. It should be clear that there is a great lack of research on the difference between willingness to pay for fair-trade and green products and that this is a field in which much research can still be done.

I hypothesize that there is a difference between the willingness to pay for green and the willingness to pay for fair-trade products.

H1: The amount consumers’ are willing to pay for green products is different from the amount they are willing to pay for fair-trade products.
2.8 Multiple product types
The body of research on willingness to pay for green or fair-trade products which looks at multiple product types simultaneously is limited. Auger (2003) makes a distinction between shoes and soap and Saphores et al 2007) between computers and cell-phones. Within the product type of food, Krystallis and Chryssohoidis (2005) make the distinction between multiple basic foods (fruits, vegetables, milk, pasta, bread, feta cheese, poultry and legumes, red meats, eggs, fish, yellow cheese and olive oil) and non-basic foods (cured meats, biscuits and tinned foods). Gil et al (2000) take a similar approach and also look at the willingness to pay for multiple organic products (vegetables, potatoes, cereals, fruits, eggs, chicken and red meat). Jensen et al (2004) and Aguilar and Vlosky (2006) both research different product types of wood products (a shelf, chair and table and a ready-to-assemble chair, dining room set, kitchen remodeling job and new home). The exact findings of these researches have been mentioned in part 2.6. It should be clear, however, that research on truly different types of products is absent and it is therefore unclear if the difference in findings of these researches is due to the different product types or due to the different types of research. I do expect, however, that the product type indeed makes a difference. I therefore hypothesize:

H2.1: Consumers’ actual willingness to pay amounts for green and fair-trade products differs among product types. 

Following the findings in 2.6, I also expect that the relative premium people are willing to pay for a green or fair-trade product is lower as the price of a product is higher.

H2.2: The higher the price of the product, the lower the relative amount consumers are willing to pay for green and fair-trade products. 

2.9 Demographics

The demographic characteristics shown to be of influence on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products in previous literature are age, education, income, gender and household size. There are, however, contradicting findings, and some studies even find all demographic influence to be non significant (e.g. Krystallis and chryssohoidis 2005). The largest contradiction occurs when looking at the influence of age. Laroche’s (2001) suggests that early research identifies the green consumer as being younger than average, but some previous research identifies the green consumer as being older than average. Research conducted in the past decade still find contradicting results. A selection of studies which find that younger adults tend to be willing to pay more for green products than their older counterparts  are Gil et al (2000) for organic food, Zarnikau (2003) and Gosslin et al (2005) for electricity and  Saphores et al (2007) for electronics. Other authors find exactly the opposing result; that the elderly are willing to pay more (Jensen et al 2003 for wood products, Radman 2005 for organic food). Additionally there is a group which find a non significant effect of age (Krystallis and Chryssohoidis 2005 on organic food, Aquilar and Vlosky 2007 on wood products). Saphores et al (2007) argue that the contradictions in findings might be because safety and health concerns are commonly cited a reason for purchasing organics; this means that the influence of age on willingness to pay might depend on the type of product. This is because for organic food products older people might be more interested in buying this than in other product types, because they see the organic product as healthier and safer and are more concerned with this than younger people. My research which is looking at these different product types might show if this is true. 

To conclude, the effect of age on willingness to pay for green products is still unclear. Although the body of research on fair-trade products is much smaller, I see similar mixed effects of this effect of age; Auger (2003) finds a mixed age effect on willingness to pay for fair-trade sneakers and soap, Loureiro and Lotade (2005) find age to be positively related to the willingness to pay for fair-trade coffee and Loureiro and McCluskey (2003) find age to be negatively related to the willingness to pay for fair-trade apples. The mixed effect might occur because of the differences in products looked at. Perhaps the age effect on certain products is different than on others. It is too simple to group all types of products together; it could be true that age has a different effect on the willingness to pay for green power than on the willingness to pay on organic food. This research will be the first to look at more than five product types at once and the possible differences between these product types, to the knowledge of the author.
When looking at the influence age has on willingness to pay for green or fair-trade products, I have seen mixed results. Since I take into account multiple types of products, I have to consider that for organic products the effect of increasing age can be positive and for other products negative. Although younger people generally have a higher willingness to pay for green and fair trade products, research has shown that for food the opposite might be true, since green (and perhaps fair-trade) food is considered as healthier. Therefore, I hypothesize that
H3.1: For food and drinks, age has a positive effect on
a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
and
 For other product types, age has a negative effect on
c) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

d) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
When looking at how education influences the willingness to pay for green products, the image is more consistent. Most literature finds that more education leads to a higher willingness to pay (Zarnikau 2003, Roe et al 2001 for electricity, Radman 2005, Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002 for food and Mourato et al for cars and Jensen et al 2003 for wooden products). Although limited, there are some findings indicating a negative effect of education (Gil et al 2000 for organic food) or a non significance (Aquilar and Vlosky 2006 on different wood products and Krystallis and Chryssohoidis 2005 on different food products). When concentrating on fair-trade products I see similar results, more education usually finds a higher willingness to pay (Loureiro and Lotade 2005, De Pelsmacker et al 2005 for coffee) although some mixed results are also found (Auger et al 2003 for soap and sneakers). 

The effect of income on willingness to pay for green products is consistent throughout the literature. Although a few finds it to be non significant (Krystallis and Chryssohoidis 2005, Tanner 2003 on food) the vast majority finds that when income rises, the willingness to pay for green products (Roe et al 2001, Zarnikau 2003 for electricity, Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002 for food, Saphores et al 2007 for electronics) and fair trade products (Aquilar and Vlosky 2006 on wooden products, Loureiro and Lotade 2005 on coffee) also rises.

This leads me to hypothesize that

H3.2: Income will have a positive effect on:

3.2a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

3.2b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
Gender is a demographic influence on willingness to pay that has a very consistent sign in previous literature. Although some research finds that gender seems to be non significant (Krystallis and Chryssohoidis 2005 on food, Saphores et al 2007 on electronics) most research finds that females generally have a higher willingness to pay for green products than men (Gil et al 2000, Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002 for organic food, Roe et al 2001 for electricity) and also a higher willingness to pay for fair-trade products (Jensen and Jakus 2004, Aquilar and Vlosky 2006 for wooden products, Loureiro and Lotade 2005 on coffee). 

Because of this, I hypothesize that

H3.3: Women are:
3.3a) more likely to pay a premium for green and fair-trade products 

3.3b) willing to pay a higher amount for green and fair-trade products
Another demographic studied is household size. Although this demographic variable has not been widely studied in this context, the studies that do take household size into account find that the more children the higher the willingness to pay (Gil et al 2000, Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002 on organic food). I will not include household size in my research, for reasons made clear when discussing the survey results.

Aside from the demographic variables discussed above, in this research I choose to include urbanity. Urbanity is a subject which has not been taken researched much in willingness to pay studies for green products and not at all in fair-trade studies. Jensen and Jakus (2004) is the only source available to my knowledge. They find that residents living in urban counties were more willing to pay a premium for environmentally friendly wooden products compared to residents of rural counties. I therefore hypothesize

H3.4: Urbanity has a positive effect on 
a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
The last demographic character which I will look at is family status, i.e. being married or unmarried. The effect of this has not been researched yet. I hypothesis that married people are more inclined to buy green products because of the previously mentioned subjective norms: they will do so because their partner will think more of them if they do so. This will especially matter for people who do not have a high regard for green or fair-trade products but have a partner who does. I therefore hypothesize

H 3.5: Being married has a positive effect on 
a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
The influence of demographic characteristics and willingness to pay is complex and often unclear. A big part of past research looking at the demographic influence on willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products finds this effect to be significant, Diamantopoulos (2003) finds that other factors have a bigger influence on environmental consciousness than demographics. For willingness to pay this might not be any different. As have been mentioned, demographics is only one of five factors which has been research which influences the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products.

One explanation for the possibly diminishing influence of demographics might be the fact that green and fair-trade products are more widespread and are becoming the socially accepted norm, as first mentioned by Schwepker and Cornwell as early as 1991. Today, this is even more so the case and this means that throughout the population people have a higher concern for the environment and worker circumstances, while in the past these concerns may only be held by a certain group of people, with a more specific demographic profile. As said before, this changing landscape of environmental consciousness is one reason not to include research older than a decade in this literature review. However, even in such a small timeframe the characteristics of the population who are willing to pay more for environmentally friendly and fair-trade products could have changed (Roberts 1996, Kilbourne and Beckmann 1998, Diamantopoulos 2003).
2.10 Knowledge 

When looking at knowledge of environmental issues and how this influences willingness to pay, previous research has tried to find out whether more knowledge about environmental issues increases the willingness to pay for environmentally friendly products. For an excellent literature review and empirical investigation on which factors influence the knowledge itself, see Diamantopoulos et al (2003). The research looking at knowledge generally finds a positive effect of knowledge about the environment on the willingness to pay for more environmentally friendly products (Nomura and Akai 2004 on electricity, Mourato et al 2004 on cars Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002 on food, Tanner and Kast 2003). Vlosky and Ozanne (1999) find a positive relationship between environmental consciousness and willingness to pay for environmentally certified wood products. Gil et al (2000) also finds that people have a higher willingness to pay when they are more involved with environmental concerns: those variables showing consumer awareness about the negative effect of development on the environment. In my research knowledge or awareness has not been taken into account. Previous research has had a clear conclusion, the effect is positive and bluntly thinking this is logical; people with more knowledge about environmental damage and those who are more involved with environmental issues logically are willing to pay more to battle this effect.

2.11 Behavior
Research on the effect of other types of behavior on willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products is limited. Fotopoulos and Krystallis (2002) find that a higher willingness to pay for organic food is related to a higher frequency of food purchase at supermarkets and a higher newspaper purchase frequency. Laroche et al (2001) find that people who think about environmental issues when making a purchase also have a higher willingness to pay for environmental friendly products. Jensen and Jakus (2004) find that people who bought environmentally friendly wooden products before are more likely to do so in the future. These behavioral items all seem to have a clear and understandable relationship with willingness to pay for green and fair-trade items.
2.12 Attitudes

A lot of research looks at the influence of attitudes on the willingness to pay for environmental or fair trade products. Although it is valuable that the influence of attitudes on the willingness to pay has been proven, most conclusions seem very logical; Loureiro and McCluskey’s (2003) find that people with a higher level of concern for environmental issues also have a higher willingness to pay for green products and Fotopoulos and Krystallis’ (2002) find that people who are concerned with following a natural diet have a higher willingness to pay for organic food products. Gil et al (2000) find similar effects; consumers who score high on having an active interest in reducing the effect of environmental degradation by recycling products and using recycled products (environmental conservation) also have a high willingness to pay for organic food. Auger (2003) shows that people are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade sneakers and soap when their attitude towards animal abuse and child labor is negative, when they have high valuations to the ethical components of products. Furthermore, Tanner (2003) finds that green food purchases are facilitated by positive attitudes of consumers toward environmental protection, fair-trade and local products. 

When having an overview of the literature, one clearly sees that a positive attitude towards environmental issues result in a higher willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. These results, however, must be handled with care since it has been shown that there is a clear attitude behavior gap in this matter (Schlegelmilch et al 1996, Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002, Vantomme et al 2004, De Pelsmacker 2005, Vermeir and Verbeke 2005). This attitude behavior gap stipulates that people do not automatically act upon their attitudes, especially concerning green or fair-trade products. Because I have reviewed literature which measures direct behavior (i.e. willingness to pay) this effect should be minimal. The influence of both environmental knowledge and attitude is direct and has been made sufficiently clear in previous research. I therefore choose not to look into this in my research.

2.13 Values

Although it is good that the effect of attitudes has been shown, the results are as were expected and seem logical. Research on this subject becomes a lot more interesting when I also include values, which are much less directly linked to willingness to pay. The literature is, however, limited compared to literature on attitudes. 

In one of the few good researches looking at the influence of values of consumers on willingness to pay for fair-trade products, de Pelsmacker et al (2005) examine the connection between the Rockeach’s values and the willingness to pay for fair-trade coffee. The Rockeach Value Survey (RVS) (Rockeach, 1973) is a list of 18 terminal and 18 instrumental values (e.g. Freedom, Equality, Forgiving, Polite) of which respondent have to indicate how important these are to them. With factor analysis De Pelsmacker et al found that people with a higher willingness to pay for fair-trade products were less conventional, more idealistic and more motivated by personal gratification. Laroche et al (2001) used the same Rokeach Value Survey and found that a higher value of collectivism and security results in a higher willingness to pay for environmentally friendly products. Other approaches have also been taken; Krystallis and Chryssohoidis (2005) found by using a more direct questionnaire that willingness to pay increased when the respondents showed to have a higher value of senses, trust, quality and security and convenience. These values all showed a high significance, where demographics did not proved to be significant at all in their study. Wiser et al (2001) show that altruism is more important than financial aspects in participating in green energy programs. Ferran & Grunert (2007) found that a desire for equality between humans and in human relationships through the participation in alternative economy, a desire for hedonism by the consumption of good products and a wish to protect oneself and the environment where the main motives and values for purchasing green products. 

All in all, values seem to have a less clear influence on the willingness to pay than the often more logical influence of attitudes. The number of research on values is, however, limited. To shed more light on how values influence willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products I choose to look into the influence of values with the Schwartz Value Inventory (Schwartz, 1992, 1994, 2005 Schwartz and Bilsky 1990).

Shalom Schwartz set up the Schwartz Value Inventory – a list of ten ‘value types’, which acted as guiding principles for one’s life.

With his construct, Schwartz tries to find out how common experiences people have influence their value priorities and how these value priorities affect their behavioral orientations and choices, so how do these values influence ideologies, attitudes and actions in politics, religion, environment etc. In the next section, I will dive into the Schwart Value Inventory.

2.14 The Schwartz Value Inventory

Values are the criteria people use to evaluate actions, people and events. Values are consequently the criteria which consumers use to evaluate whether they will buy a green of fair-trade product, and at which price. It is therefore very interesting to profile consumers’ green and fair-trade purchasing behavior according to their values. The Schwartz Value Inventory is a concrete version of the value theory, which starts with the assumption that each person holds a set of values with varying degrees of importance to him or her. Schwartz has looked at how common experiences people have influence their value priorities and how these value priorities in turn affect their behavioral orientations and choices. It looks at how the values people have influence peoples’ ideologies, attitudes and actions in politics, religion, environment etc. 

Schwartz distinguishes the main concept of values by five hierarchical features (cited from Schwartz 2006). First of all, values are beliefs. They are, however, the beliefs tied inextricably to emotion and not the objective, cold ideas. Second, values are a motivational construct. They refer to the desirable goals people strive to attain. Third, values transcend specific actions and situation. They are abstract goals and the abstract nature of values distinguishes them from concepts like norms and attitudes, which usually refer to specific actions, object or situations. Fourth, values guide the selection or evaluation of actions, policies, people and events. That is, they serve as standards or criteria. Fifth and last, values are ordered by importance relative to one another. People’s values form an ordered system of value priorities that characterize them as individuals. This hierarchical feature of values also distinguishes them from norms and attitudes. These are five elements which all values hold, according to Schwartz.

Schwartz furthermore proposes that the reasons underlying these values, the motivational goals which the value expresses, are which make them really matter. Schwartz argues that there are three sources for the universal needs that humans have: needs coming from humans as biological organisms, needs coming from humans’ coordinated social interaction and survival and welfare needs of groups. Or, as might be more clear, natural needs, social needs and survival needs. These three categories of needs form the values people have and thus the basis for the definitive structure of Schwartz Value Inventory: ten motivationally distinct, broad and basic values. These ten values are meant to form a definitive list of values, across all cultures. Every value in every religion, philosophy or ideology can be assigned to one of these ten values:

1. Self-Direction. Independent thought and action; choosing, creating, exploring.

2. Stimulation. Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life.

3. Hedonism. Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself.

4. Achievement. Personal success through demonstrating competence according to

social standards.

5. Power. Social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources
.

6. Security. Safety, harmony, and stability of society, of relationships, and of self.

7. Conformity. Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm

others and violate social expectations or norms. Seek obedience and gaining a sense of control through doing what they are told.

8. Tradition. Respect, commitment, and acceptance of the customs and ideas that

traditional culture or religion provide the self
.

9. Benevolence. Preserving and enhancing the welfare of those with whom one is in

frequent personal contact (the ‘in-group’)
.

10. Universalism. Understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature
.

These values were all carefully derived from the three types of basic needs. For example, the self-direction value was derived from organismic needs for mastery and from the interaction needs of autonomy and independence (Schwartz 1992, 2005). These values cannot be seen as completely separate from each other. Pursuing a certain value can influence the pursuit of other values. One can imagine, for example, that pursuing the power value can conflict with pursuing the benevolence value; pursuing an increase of power for oneself can harm others around you instead of enhancing their welfare. Figure 3 shows the relationships between the values and the possible conflicts among them. The closer two values are to each other the more similar their underlying motivations are. 

Figure 3 – The Schwartz values chart (source: European Social Survey)
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As is shown the values are divided between two axes: the self-enhancement (achievement and power values) versus self-transcendence (universalism and benevolence) axis and the openness to change (stimulation and self direction) versus conservation (conformity and security) axis. Hedonism is a value which has some openness and self-enhancement elements. All people have these values. People differ only in the importance they give to each value. Schwartz extended this theory by also looking at intercultural differences, but because this research is focused on the Netherlands only, I will not apply these.

In this research, I will look at which values are important to people who are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products. Previous research and the nature of the environmental problem give way to some hunches on the basis of which I set up some hypotheses. Self direction is in my view not directly related to a higher or lower willingness to pay for green or fair-trade products. Although choosing such products over others may be a sign of some independence, I do not expect this effect to be very large or significant. Although it might be true for the first purchase, I don’t expect having a higher willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products also means valuing excitement more than others. I do expect hedonism (pleasure and gratification for oneself) to be related with purchasing green and fair-trade products. Buying such a product might make a person think better of himself and think of himself of doing good for the world. Therefore I hypothesize that

H4.1 Valuing hedonism high has a positive influence on

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
The achievement value is meant in such a way that people find it important to show his or her achievements in life. This means showing off how much you have achieved in a financial way is important to oneself. Willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products also means having less money for other items which can be used for showing your achievements. However, some people also use green and fair-trade products as a way of showing off, therefore I do not expect an especially strong positive or negative effect. Furthermore, I do not expect significance for the power value, since buying green or fair-trade products does not mean having power over people or events. I do, however, think the security value will be related to buying green products in my opinion, since environmental problems decreases the safety and security of people. Therefore, I hypothesize that

H4.2 Valuing security high has a positive influence on

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
The direct influence of the conformity value on willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products I do not expect to be significant. Obedience to others is not typically something which is gained from buying green or fair-trade products. Tradition might play a role. Because green and fair-trade products are typically made with less chemicals and artificial ingredients, those people valuing traditions very high might also value the more traditional way of how these products are made.

H4.3 Valuing tradition high has a positive influence on

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
Universalism is as I expect of high influence on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products; universalism is by definition caring for the nature and welfare of all people, things which are directly achieved by buying green and fair-trade products. I therefore hypothesize that

H4.4 Valuing universalism high has a positive influence on

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
Benevolence might also be of an influence, since it is about caring about the people in your direct environment, which can indirectly be achieved when the environment is better, a consequence of buying green products. I therefore hypothesize:

H4.5 Valuing benevolence high has a positive influence on

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
2.15 Political influence

The body of research on how political orientation or the like influences the willingness to pay for green and/or fair-trade products is very limited. This influence has been mainly overlooked, but there are some findings which has to do with political preference. Saphores et al (2007) provide the most interesting findings, wherein political ideology did show to be an important factor. The authors asked whether respondents believed the government to play an important role in protecting the environment and those who believed so were more likely to oppose higher prices for green cell phones. As the authors suggest, this might be because respondent may have assumed that manufacturers of the electronics would be required by law to reduce the environmental damage of the material in the electronics. The same research, however, also finds that political affiliation does not significantly influence the willingness to pay for green electronics. Diamantopoulos et al (2003) did research on political activities in relation with environmental consciousness, but not in relation to willingness to pay for green or fair-trade products. Because the literature is so limited, I have to expand my view and include some older and more general research. Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) found some support that in the US, democrats are more environmentally concerned than republicans. The coefficients are not large, however, and they conclude that party is not a crucial variable in explaining variation in environmental concern among the general public. The authors do find a substantial support for their hypothesis that in the United States, liberals are more environmentally concerned than conservatives. Roberts (1996) finds similar results. 
These results must be handled with care because liberalism in different parts of the world has slightly different meanings. In the US, where these researches have been conducted, the emphasis of liberal is on equality and freedom whereas in for example the Netherlands the emphasis is less so on equality. Political parties which are called liberal parties in the Netherlands would not be named liberal in the United States. Straughan and Roberts (1999) look at the effect of liberalism on diverse ecologically conscious consumer behaviors. 
The results show that a left of center political agenda is generally positively related with pro environmental attitudes and behavior and also that liberalism has a positive effect on pro environmental behavior, although non significant. These findings, however, do not relate to willingness to pay but to environmentally friendly behavior. When focusing on willingness to pay, Vlosky et al (1999) comes closest to political orientation and find that the cluster who is willing to pay the most for environmentally certified wooden products can be described as most likely a member of the Democratic Party, and a political liberal. Obviously, these researches originate in the United States and thus the specific political situation there serve as the independent variables. All this literature is older than a decade and thus, for reasons stated above, should be handled with care. 

When looking at how political preference influences the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products, there has not been any research that is internationally comparable. The best construct for this goal is to place people along a left – right scale. Without exactly defining it, I can say that the concept of the left and right side of politics is in broad terms similar across countries. I do expect that people at the left end of the political spectrum are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products than the people on the right side. 
H5 Having a political preference on the left side of the left-right spectrum has a positive influence on:

a) the choice of a consumer to pay more and 

b) the amount consumers’ are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products.
The economic crisis has been around for some years but until now no academic research has looked at if the crisis has influenced the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. Some surveys do shed some light on this issue, but give opposing results. A survey conducted by the Harris Interactive market research firm for example gives as a result that in the U.S., people are still willing to pay more for green product and services (Environmental Leader 2008). Another consumer survey, however, does say that the growth of people who are willing to do this stopped because of the economic crisis (Environmental Leader 2009). I think that people do buy less green and fair-trade products because of the economic crisis. Since this research is conducted at one point in time I cannot compare data from before and after the crisis. Therefore this research cannot reliably research this and I will not make a hypothesis on this.

2.16 Conclusion

Several authors have researched the subject of willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. The research constructs, green and fair-trade definitions, variables influencing willingness to pay, products used are just a few factors in which these researches all differ a lot which makes it hard to compare them to each other. The influences of environmental knowledge, behavior and attitudes on willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products are fields in which previous research does show consistency. These influences have been made clear. There has been too little research, however, on green and fair-trade products and different product types simultaneously. My research will look at this, and will also look at how demographics, values and political preference influence this willingness to pay as practical examples of the factors which influence this willingness to pay according to Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior. Demographics, values and political preference thus serves as examples of attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control.

I have formed multiple hypotheses. The first is that there is a difference in willingness to pay between green and fair-trade products (H1) and between different types of products (H2). The influences of demographics on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products is, however, not perfectly clear as research has found opposing signs. With theory and previous literature in mind, I hypothesize that age has a negative influence except for food and drinks (H3.1a & 3.1b), that women have a higher willingness to pay (H3.3) and that urbanity and being married have positive effects (H3.4 & H3.5). Furthermore, I use the Schwartz Value Survey and reason that valuing hedonism, security, tradition, benevolence and universalism as high has a positive influence on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products (H4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4 & 4.5). Finally, I hypothesize that being politically left will also increase the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products (H5). The hypotheses H2, H3, H4 and H5 have been divided between the influence on the choice to pay more for at least one product type (version a of the hypotheses) and the amount people are willing to pay more for the green and fair-trade product (version b of the hypotheses).
3 Data and Research Analysis
3.1 Introduction

In the following section, I will explain how I have collected and constructed the data needed for the research. Furthermore, I will explain the research method.

3.2 Data collection

The data used in this research comes from a survey conducted in July and August 2010 in the Netherlands. This survey can be seen in appendix 11. The distribution of the survey is merely done through the internet, respondents were asked to fill in each question or could not continue with the rest of the survey, this to minimize missing answers. In total 350 respondents started the survey, and 280 have completed it. In the research, I only include completed surveys as the incomplete ones show that the respondent was not motivated enough to complete the survey and thus might also not be motivated enough to have thought thoroughly about the question he or she did fill in. The survey was fully translated in Dutch so that respondents had a better understanding what was meant with certain questions, particularly needed for those questions measuring respondents’ values.
3.3 Data measurement

In the following section I will describe how the survey was set up. The survey was in fact more comprehensive than described here, but not all data was used. I choose only to elaborate on the measures actually used. 

3.4 Willingness to pay

The willingness to pay for multiple product types is asked directly to the respondent. In willingness to pay research for green and fair-trade products, however, there exists a social desirability bias resulting in a large behavior attitude gap. The social desirability bias is a problem to validity which is often underestimated in marketing research (King et al 2000). It is particularly large in green and fair-trade consumer research. This gap means that people often say they will pay a higher price for green and fair-trade products while this is not or less so their actual behavior. This has caused trouble in research but also in practice, British supermarkets were overstocked on green food for example in the 80s, because peoples initial responses were different than their behavior (Pearce 1990). There is a chance that in this research the gap will also exist. 

There are luckily multiple methods of limiting this gap. I have chosen an elicitation format, referred to as the dissonance-minimizing (DM) format (Blamey et al 1999). This format is especially constructed for environmental questions where a social desirability bias is present, and has been proven to be more effective when compared to for instance the more conventional dichotomous-choice format or the ambivalence-reducing polychotomous choice (PC) format. This DM format recognizes that when people are directly asked their willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products they are given the choice between paying more or not, resulting in a bad (self) image if they choose not to do so, while they often don’t want to pay more but also don’t want to have this bad image and therefore do say that they pay more. Using the DM format this problem is reduced by adding a question before each single actual willingness to pay question. This question asks the respondent to which statement they agree more: I support green/fair-trade product X and are willing to pay more for it when it is green/fair-trade, I support green/fair-trade product X but am not willing to pay more for it when it is green/fair-trade and I do not support green/fair-trade product X regardless of the price. By offering people the second option a respondent can choose to support the green/fair-trade product, thus not getting a bad (self) image but still not pay more, which will reflect their actual behavior. In this way, I hope to minimize the social desirability bias and get responses that reflect actual behavior. 
After the dissonance minimizing question I ask the respondent directly how much they are willing to pay for certain green or fair-trade products. The digital nature of the survey allowed me only to ask this question to those respondents who answered that they support a certain green or fair-trade product type and are willing to pay extra for it. The respondents who answered that they were not willing to pay extra automatically skipped the question. 
I choose nine types of durables and non durables based on previous research and theory, as well as the  big diversity of these product types. The product types are food, drinks, coffee, electronics, clothes, wooden products, cleaning products, products applied to the body and cars. For each separate product type first the DM format question was asked. If the respondent was willing to pay extra, a specific example of such a product was given (steak, bottle of soda, pack of coffee, dvd-player, pair of jeans, wooden chair, a pack of water detergent, a bottle of shower gel and a car) with a certain price. This price was set by doing a pre-test among 20 respondents in which was asked how much the respondent thought such a typical product would cost. The respondents were asked how much they were willing to pay for the green or fair-trade variant of the product in euro’s, since this is closest to the real life situation of choosing the product. The amounts represented premiums of 1, 5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 and 60% above the normal price. As the bottom premium 1% was chosen because similar research has shown that such a low outcome is a possibility (e.g. Saphores et al 2007). 
Choosing these percentage steps is important since it can influence the eventual outcome. Some research has found for instance a 10% average willingness to pay for green products, but giving the respondents a minimum premium of 10% to choose from might have caused the average to be higher (e.g. Aquilar and Vlosky 2007). As a top premium 60% was chosen
 because this was the highest premium which I have found in research on willingness to pay for green products, specifically 56% for certified tropical logs (Kollert and Lagan 2007). 
For all product types the respondents could choose between prices corresponding to these percentage premiums. First the willingness to pay for the different green versions of the products was asked, subsequently the fair-trade versions.

Finding concrete answers for our hypotheses is done by measuring the independent variables by use of the survey. All the demographic, psychographic and political information are measured by the survey. In the next section, I will describe how the data of these independent variables was collected in the survey.

3.5 Demographics
Demographic data was gathered through standard survey questions as used by large statistic gathering organizations such as the Dutch CBS. Age, gender, household size, income, urbanity and family status were all measured using the standard formats. The respondents were directly asked which age they were and what their gender was. Household size was asked with options 1,2,3,4 or 5 or more persons. Education was measured by asking respondents what their highest finished or currently finishing education is according to the current Dutch educational system, less than high school being the lowest and PhD being the highest. Urbanity was measured by a 5 point urbanity scale where a big city was the most urban living environment and a farm or house on the countryside was the least urban living environment. Income was asked on a 5 point scale, with steps of less than €30.000, between €30.000 and €60.000, between €60.000 and €90.000 and above €90.000. An answer ‘rather not say’ was also included
3.6 Values

Considering psychographics, I choose to focus on values and more specifically by using the Schwartz values, for the reasons stated above. In it’s most broad form, the Schwartz values inventory consists of seven cultural level values and the ten mentioned value types. I do not measure the cultural level values since I do not do any intercultural or international comparisons. The ten value types were originally measured by asking respondents to comment on how they valued the importance of 57 items underlying the broader values (Schwartz 1994). I choose to use the narrowed down version which can be seen as a improvement as is developed with the cooperation of Schwartz himself and used in the acknowledged European Social Survey, a European wide survey measuring attitudes, beliefs and behaviors of the European population and originally initiated by the European Science Foundation (ESS 2010). In this survey, the ten values are measured by 21 questions, two for each value and three for the value universalism. In appendix 1 I show which survey questions were asked to measure which value. As can be seen in the survey, the method is such that certain people are described and the respondents have to indicate on a 7 point scale whether that person is similar to them. After I have the results of all these questions I take the mean of the questions belong to each specific variable. From this mean I detract the mean of all questions grouped together. In this way a centered score for each value is created and this is used in regression analysis. This is the correct way to implement the Schwartz values in a regression, as explained by the European Social Survey (Schwartz 2010).

3.7 Political preference

There are several different ways to measure political preference and see how this influences the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. The most used method of measuring political preference and as used in the hypothesis is a measurement on the left/right spectrum. Therefore respondents filled in how they see themselves on this spectrum ranging from 0 for extreme left and 10 for extreme right. Although the meaning of being politically left or right differs among countries, the general line is the same and therefore the division between left/right is the most suitable for interpretation by non Dutch.

3.8 Research method

The research is best described as exploratory because no research has looked at how willingness to pay for this many product types of green and fair-trade products is influenced by human values, political preference and demographic factors. First I asked myself what it was what I actually wanted to find out, and formed the first hypotheses. After this, a very solid understanding of the subject was created by an extensive literature review, after which with the knowledge of past research the theses were mildly adjusted and the theoretical and conceptual construct was created. The survey was also made with the knowledge of past research in mind. Although the actual surveys used in research are hardly ever published, I tried to combine all the information in these researches to get a as good as possible construct. This was also based on general literature on survey constructs and theories, for example the use of the dissonance-minimizing method. 

The standard (Regression model) in its easiest form uses the equation 

yi* = β1*Xi + εi
In this equation, the yi* represents an unobserved (latent) dependent variable, which is influenced by the observed independent variable Xi. The β is a vector of unknown parameters β. It is a vector because in this case, it is not possible to identify all parameters, intercepts and thresholds that influence this model. It displays the effect in regression coefficients of Xi on yi*. 

For this research, a more complex model is needed. There are a large number of dependent an independent variables. This leads to the more complex equation:

yi* = β1*X1i + β2*X2i + … + βn*Xki + εi
The dependent variables denoted by yi* are the willingness to pay responses for the different types of products and in a green and fair-trade variant. These were gathered in the survey when the respondents were asked about how much people were willing to pay for the specific products in a green and fair-trade variant, for example the DVD-player. 

The demographic traits of the respondent, as well as the Schwartz human values and political preference of the respondent are represented by the independent variables Xi. The i reflects the respondents i’s response to a particular question belonging to a variable. Thus the respondent’s i demographics, values and political orientation is summarized by the vector Xi.

As final addition to the equation an error term εi is added, which captures all other factors except the independent variables Xi which influence the dependent variable yi*. The error term is independent and identically distributed with mean 0 and a variance of 1.

Integrating all variables in this model results in the following equation:

WTP G/FTProductsij = β1*Familystatusi + β2*Incomei + β3*Politicalpreferencei + β4*Agei + β5*Genderi + β6*Urbanityi + β7*Hedonismi + β8*Stimulationi + β9*Selfdirectioni + β10*Universalismi + β11* Benevolencei + β12*Traditioni + β13*Conformityi + β14*Securityi + εi.

The j of the dependent variable stands for the different types of green and fair-trade products, in effect the Willingness to pay for green food, green drinks, green coffee, green electronics, green clothing, green wooden products, green cleaning products, green products applied to the body, green cars, fair-trade food, fair-trade drinks, fair-trade coffee, fair-trade electronics, fair-trade clothing, fair-trade wooden products, fair-trade cleaning products, fair-trade products applied to the body and fair-trade cars with j = 1, …. j. 
This is the general model as used in the regression. This model, however, has two versions with a different dependent variable. I use two models because there are two different effects I research with this research. First, the question is asked what influences whether people are willing to pay a premium for a green or fair-trade products yes or no. The dependent variable in the first model is a binary variable which indicates whether a person is willing to pay a premium for at least one product type, or the respondent is not willing to pay an extra for even one product. 

This is interesting because there is a big psychological barrier among these two groups; one group has decided to find green and fair-trade products worthwhile to pay extra for them and the other has not. Because the dependent variable, described in the model above as WTP-G/FTPij is a binary variable and the independent variables are continuous variables which are not always distributed nicely, I will use binary logistic regression for the first model.

The second model sheds light on what determines the actual amount the people who are in the group which is willing to pay a premium are willing to pay. In this model, the people who are not willing to pay a premium are left out and it is researched what the factors are that influence the amount people are willing to pay extra for different types of green and fair-trade products. In this second model, the dependent variable as noted as G/FTPij above is a continuous scale, thus a linear regression is used. 

The dependent variable for model 2 must be created first. The results as given by the survey outcomes cannot directly be used as dependent variables since these are all differentiated according to product type and version. The results of how demographics, values and political preference influences for instance fair-trade water detergents can be found by running linear regression on this specific category. Because I think that looking at the influences of the independent variables on each of the 18 product types and versions is too complex, I choose to construct a new overall willingness to pay scale combining all 9 product categories and of these both the green and fair-trade version. I perform a principal component analysis on all the variables which represent the willingness to pay answers of the respondents on all the different green and fair-trade product types. A new variable, representing the overall willingness to pay, is created. The results of a reliability test on this new scale can be found in appendix 2. As can be seen, the overall internal consistency (reliability), measured by the Cronbach’s Alpha, is a high 0,96 and the highest Alpha if item deleted is this same figure, which means that it is not necessary to delete any of the items to improve the reliability score of this scale. The new variable can be created with no change after the reliability test. This variable will be used in the models where I want to look at what determines the amount of the premium people are willing to pay for green and fair-trade products. In the regression I do not use all information this variable gives me. I delete the minimum points, which represent the people who are not willing to pay a premium for at least one green or fair-trade product type. There are 67 such respondents, which is 23,93 % of the total. These methods do not show whether the difference in willingness to pay between green and fair-trade and the nine product categories is significant. In order to do this, I do not use one of the two models but reconstruct the dataset. The multiple willingness to pay answers from all product types and the two version are put underneath each other, and on the same way dummy variables are created I create new variables on green and fair-trade, as well as one variable for each product type. These variables take the value of 1 when the willingness to pay response is about the variable subject and a zero if not. Subsequently, I can compare green products with fair-trade product and I can compare the product types with each other, by using linear regression.
3.9 Conclusion

A survey was used to measure all the information needed for my hypotheses. An equation was made with the dependent an independent variables included. I will use two models in this research. The first will find out what influences whether people are willing to pay more for at least one green or fair-trade product type or are not willing to pay a premium at all. This model has a binary dependent variable. The second model tells me what influences the question what amount people are willing to spend on green and fair-trade products. This second model has a continuous dependent variable, for which a new scale is created out of the different willingness to pay questions. Product types and green and fair-trade are compared by reconstructing the dataset.

4 Empirical results
4.1 Introduction
In the next section, the empirical results will be discussed. I will begin with giving an overview of the descriptive statistics, after which the simple sample results are presented. Finally, the regression analysis results are discussed.

4.2 Descriptive statistics

58,2% of the respondents were male (N=163) and 41,8% female (N=117). The average age of respondents was 35,8 years. Respondents had high levels of education with 87,1% currently completing or having completed a bachelor or a higher degree. 44,6% of the respondents had an income under €30.000, probably because of the large proportion of students. Opposed to this, 16,3% of the respondents had incomes above €90.000. 50,4% of the respondents live in a big city while 33,6% live in a small city or village. 61,4% was never married, and 32,1% is married. 25,4% live alone. The description of the survey question outcomes are shown in appendix 3. Overall, the sociodemographic background of the respondents seem to be a good representative of the overall population of the Netherlands, differing in age, living environment and income. It seems out of place that the sample seems to be rightly political orientated, but the general population of the Netherlands has a mean political orientation which is center-right, thus this seems to represent the population as well. The only figure which is problematic is the fact that sample is highly educated (a mean higher than bachelor degree), which is not representative for the population. 
4.3 Willingness to pay green & fair-trade product types simple sample results
The simple sample results describe the results which are immediately visible and do not require any statistical regression or calculation of some sort. This, however, does not mean that these outcomes are less important than the results who do need calculation or complicated mathematics. The most important results are the direct answers to the willingness to pay questions. In the following two diagrams, an overview of these are given. Figure 4 visualizes the percentage of people who are willing to pay at least a 1% premium for a green or fair-trade version of a product, for each product type. This visualizes people’s attitudes towards these products and which percentage of the population is willing to pay more for each product type. The ranking and exact figures are displayed in figure 6. Figure 5 visualizes the average percentage people are willing to spend on each product type. 

Figure 7 shows the ranking of these same figures as figure 5; the average percentage people are willing to spend on each product type and version, including their base prices, as well as both the green and fair-trade version together. 

Figure 4 – The % of people who are willing to pay a premium
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Figure 5 - The average % premium people are willing to pay extra for each product type.
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Figure 6 – Ranking the product types on the people who are willing to pay extra yes/no
	Rank
	Green product type:
	 %
	€ prod.
	Fair-trade product type:
	%
	 € prod. 

	1
	Wooden products
	55,4
	150
	Food
	54,3
	3

	2
	Cars
	45,4
	20.000
	Coffee
	48,6
	1,50

	3
	Cleaning products
	40,7
	5
	Wooden products
	48,6
	150

	4
	Coffee
	40
	1,50
	Clothing
	39,6
	100

	5
	Products applied to the body
	36,8
	2,50
	Drinks
	36,4
	1

	6
	Food
	35,7
	3
	Electronics
	34,3
	90

	7
	Electronics
	34,6
	90
	Product applied to the body
	33,9
	2,50

	8
	Clothing
	28,6
	100
	Cars
	31,1
	20.000

	9
	Drinks
	28,2
	1
	Cleaning products
	30,4
	5

	Average
	
	38,38
	
	
	39,69
	


	Rank
	Green and fair-trade grouped product type
	 %
	€ prod.

	1
	Wooden products
	52
	150

	2
	Food
	45
	3

	3
	Coffee
	44,3
	1,50

	4
	Cars
	38,25
	20.000

	5
	Cleaning products
	35,55
	5

	6
	Electronics
	45,45
	90

	7
	Clothing
	34,1
	100

	8
	Products applied to the body
	35,35
	2,50

	9
	Drinks
	32,3
	1

	Average
	
	39,03
	


Figure 7 - Ranking the product types on the premium people are willing to pay:

	Rank
	Green product type:
	 %
	€ prod.
	Fair-trade product type:
	%
	 € prod. 

	1
	Coffee
	10,50
	1,50
	Food
	11,25
	3

	2
	Wooden products
	9,74
	150
	Coffee
	11,22
	1,50

	3
	Food
	9,52
	3
	Drinks
	9,59
	1

	4
	Cleaning products
	8,70
	5
	Wooden products
	7,95
	150

	5
	Products applied to the body
	8,49
	2,50
	Products applied to the body
	7,01
	2,50

	6
	Drinks
	7,99
	1
	Clothing
	6,52
	100

	7
	Cars
	6,59
	20.000
	Electronics
	6,09
	90

	8
	Electronics
	5,99
	90
	Cleaning Products
	5,65
	5

	9
	Clothing
	5,07
	100
	Cars
	4,39
	20.000

	Average
	
	8,06
	
	
	7,74
	


	Rank
	Green and fair-trade grouped product type
	 %
	€ prod.

	1
	Coffee
	10,86
	1,50

	2
	Food
	10,39
	3

	3
	Wooden products
	8,85
	150

	4
	Drinks
	8,79
	1

	5
	Products applied to the body
	7,75
	2,50

	6
	Cleaning products
	7,18
	5

	7
	Electronics
	6,04
	90

	8
	Clothing
	5,80
	100

	9
	Cars
	5,49
	20.000

	Average
	
	7,9
	


Some interesting conclusion can be drawn from these results. When looking at green products, the results show that the product type for which the biggest share of people are willing to pay a premium are wooden products, followed by cars, cleaning products, coffee, products applied to the body, food, electronics, clothing and drinks. When looking at the average percentage people are willing to pay more, I see that people are willing to pay the highest average premium for coffee (10,50%) followed by wooden products (9,74%), food (9,52%), cleaning products (8,70%), products applied to the body (8,49%), drinks (7,99%), cars (6,59%), electronics (5,99%) and clothing (5,07%). I can conclude that the products for which the biggest group is willing to pay more are not automatically the products which has the biggest average premium that people are willing to pay.
When looking at fair-trade products, the results show that the product type for which the biggest share of people are willing to pay a premium is food, followed by coffee and wooden products, clothing, drinks, electronics, products applied to the body, cars and cleaning products. When looking at the average percentage people are willing to pay more, I see that people are willing to pay the highest average premium for food (11,25%), coffee (11,22%), drinks (9,59%), wooden products (7,95%), products applied to the body (7,01%), clothing (6,52%), electronics (6,09%), cleaning products (5,65) and cars (4,39%). Although a fair-trade premium is the highest (11,25% for food), on average people are willing to pay more for green products (8,06%). 
As I can see, the differences in the amount people are willing to pay as a premium for green and fair-trade products can be large. For green coffee, people are willing to pay a 10,5% premium, but only a 5,07% premium for green coffee. For fair-trade food, people are willing to pay 11,25% while for cars, they are only willing to pay 4,39%. These differences are substantial. It seem to matter a lot which product type is researched. As previous research has mostly researched only one product type, for instance fair-trade coffee (DePelsmacker 2005, Ferran and Grunert 2007, Loureiro and Lotade 2005), the results of these previous studies can be only used for the particular product type researched, and cannot, as has been done, used to provide an answer to the question how much people are willing to pay extra for green or fair-trade products as a whole. 
The current research provides a better fundament to answer the questions about willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products as a whole. For all our types of green products grouped together, on average 38,38% of the people are willing to pay more. People are willing to pay an average premium of 8,06% for green products. For all the types of fair-trade products grouped together, on average 39,69% of the people are willing to pay more. People are willing to pay an average premium of 7,74% for fair-trade products. The average premium for green and fair-trade products do not differ much. 
The only product type for which this has been researched before is coffee, for which the results are consistent with this previous literature (Loureiro and Lotade 2005) as people are willing to pay slightly more for the fair-trade version as opposed to the green version. 
Looking at individual product types, I do see a larger difference, but the largest difference is for food, for which the difference is 1,73% in favor of the fair-trade version. This means differences between product types are larger than differences between green and fair-trade versions of the same product type. 
Interpreting these results lead to some interesting findings. When looking at the percentage of people which are willing to pay more for green products as shown in figure 6, the parameters of the product types show for which product type people find it most and least important that they are produced in a green way. Images of deforestation and gaps in the ozone layer due to CO2 are among the first which is associated with non green products, which is probably the reason for which most people are willing to pay a premium for wooden products (55,4%) and cars (45,4%). The chemicals in cleaning products are also deemed bad; 40,7% is willing to pay extra for a green version. Surprising is that a high percentage of people (40%) is willing to pay for green coffee. 

Considering green products, the natural products coffee, wooden products and food score highest on the average amount people are willing to pay as a premium. It does not seem that people are exactly willing to pay a relatively higher premium for the cheaper products, as hypothesized. It is, however, not a completely strange statement. People do find it important for cars to be green, given the fact that a lot of people are willing to pay more for cars, but because of the high price for a car are willing to pay relatively little. Other product types do not show this, however, as for example wooden products are ranked 2, while the price of it was €150,- in the survey. 
As for fair-trade products, more people are willing to pay a premium for labor-intensive products which are mostly produced in low-wage countries such as food and coffee (54,3% and 48,6%), and wooden products again score high. Cleaning products and cars score low (30,4% and 31,1%), probably because these products are not typically associated with bad worker conditions. 

As for the amount people are willing to pay, the same products score high in the fair-trade type as do in the green type; food, coffee, drinks and wooden products. Cleaning products and cars are ranked last, similar to the figures of which percentage of people are willing to pay a premium. The reasons are probably the same. As can be seen in figure 4, the order of willingness to pay amounts are again not exactly decreasing when price is increasing. 
When looking at the data and determining what divides the people in this dataset from each other there are roughly two approaches. One is determining what divide the people who do not want to pay more for green or fair-trade products from the people who are willing to pay more for one product or another. Although in this way I am putting people who are willing to pay 1% more in the same group as those who are willing to pay 50% more, the big similarity is that these people all have broken a big psychological barrier to pay more for a green or fair-trade product. This puts them in another group than the people who are not willing to pay more for even one green or fair-trade product. In a second stage, I look at the group who do pay more and especially what determines how much the people are willing to pay more. 
4.4 The overall willingness to pay scale

As mentioned in section 3.8, I have constructed a new scale to group responses on different green and fair-trade versions together as a single overall willingness to pay.

The distribution of the scale is visualized in figure 8, once with all respondents and once without the respondents who are not willing to pay a premium.

Figure 8 – the distribution of the WTP scale, with and without the respondents not willing to pay at all
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These figures give a good visual overview of the respondents answers to the willingness to pay questions grouped together. As can be see, the histogram is generally declining, except for the first and second bar charts on the second histogram, which tells me that people on average tend to pay a little more than the minimum (1% in my survey) but most of them show declining amounts in willingness to pay.

4.5 Variables influencing willingness to pay simple sample results
After the actual willingness to pay responses, I can look further and take a view at the variables influencing the willingness to pay. I start again by looking at the simple results of the division between the people who are not willing to pay more and those that are willing to pay more, the first model. In total, 67 of the 280 respondents (23,93%) are not willing to pay more at all for green or fair-trade products. The other 76,07% are willing to pay some premium for at least one green or fair-trade product. It is interesting to look at how these two groups are divided demographically. When testing for significance, a 10% level is acceptable due to the exploratory character of this research and the relatively low sample size.
Therefore, I recalculate the different dependent variables (the questions in the survey differentiated by product and by green or fair-trade) so that I only differentiate between people who want to pay more and people who don’t want to pay more for a certain green or fair-trade product. I create a new binary variable which put the people who do not want to pay more for any green or fair-trade product in group 0 and the people who are willing to pay more for at least one green or fair-trade product in group 1. 

 In order to put this binary dependent variable in a useful model with independent variables and to make these independent variables clear, these independent variables are also recoded into more clear figures. The left/right measures are recoded into three options (left, middle, right) instead of the scale of 12 options, the age variable is recoded into 12 age product types and the family status is recoded to married/unmarried.

Having recoded the dataset in more workable variables, I look at the cross tabulations of these recoded independent variables (left/right orientation, gender, age, income, education, family status, household status) and the binned dependent variable of the overall willingness to pay. Since the value variables are all scored in a specific way useful for regression only, I leave these out of the simple descriptives.

When looking at what divides the people who are willing to pay more from those who are not, I look at the Pearson Chi-Square test to see if the difference between these two groups is significant for the different independent variables. In appendix 4 the different Chi-Square tests are shown as well as bar charts which show counts of how the people are divided on the binary willingness to pay scale and on the other side the different independent variables. These figures are visualizations for model 1; the willingness to pay is thus the choice to pay a premium for at least one product category or to not pay a premium at all.

First of all, I produce bar charts to see how the independent variable which measures if a person has a left or right political orientation is distributed according to if respondents are willing to pay extra (0) or do not (1). 
It can be seen that people who do not pay a premium, for example, have a slightly righter orientation that those that do want a premium; the tops of both lines are different. 
The Pearson Chi-Square of 0,008 (<0,10) shows that the difference between left and right matters on the willingness to pay. This figure means that there is indeed a difference between left and right people in this model, it does not say that the influence of this on willingness to pay is significant. It measures whether people from a different gender differ in whether they pay a premium for green and fair-trade products yes or no. These are nice descriptive statistics because they give an overview of the distribution among the willingness to pay. All variables are seen separately instead of in one full model. 

When looking at the bar charts, it can be seen that he variable household size is weirdly distributed. There is an unlikely high proportion in households of 1 and in households of 5 or more. This is probably due to the many students in the sample which often live in student homes and of which some answer to live a household of 5 or more and some answer that they live in a household of 1. This was not made clear in the survey, and therefore I do not know what proportion of such students has given which answer. I therefore decide to leave the variable household size out of the regression model.
These bar charts represent counts, which can be misleading; means of percentages can be interesting as well. The mean political orientation of people who do not want to pay more is category 8, and for those who do want to pay more 7. People who do not want to pay more thus have an average political orientation slightly more to the right than the group who do want to pay more. 
A final variable which I am interested in on how it influences the willingness to pay is the economic crisis. As already mentioned this research does not lend itself to reliable measurement of the influence of the economic crisis on green and fair-trade willingness to pay. I have only asked respondents if their consumption has changed because of the crisis. 22,4% of the people have in some degree lowered their consumption of green products due to the economic crisis, and 20,6% has done this for fair-trade products. All these figures are interesting, but the real influence of these variables on willingness to pay and on the amount can only be given by the regression results, with which I will continue.
4.6 Regression results

In this section, I present the results of the regressions on the dataset. I will look at what differentiates the people who are not willing to pay more from those that are willing to pay more for one or more type of green or fair-trade products first. In order to see what determines whether a person is willing to pay more for a green or fair-trade products or is not willing to do so I have constructed a binary dependent variable which divide the respondent in two groups. In the first group the respondents take place who have answered that they were not willing to pay a premium for all the product types of green and fair-trade products. If a respondent has answered that he or she was willing to pay a premium for at least one product type of green or fair-trade products, he or she takes place in the second group. This binary variable is the dependent variable in the first model. In this regression model, the different demographic variables, the value variables and the political orientation variable serve as independent variables. After this, I look at what differentiates people according to how much they are willing to pay more. Therefore, two regression models are needed and consequently the regression results are divided in two parts. 
4.7 Correlation matrix.

Before running the regressions, I test for multicollinearity among the independent variables. This is done by a correlation matrix on all the independent variables, which can be found in appendix 5.
Because of the nature and diversity of the independent variables, this matrix shows me some interesting results, aside from finding out whether multicollinearity exists in our models and thus if some variables should be deleted. In this section, I discuss these results. The correlation matrix is a very basic method for measuring these interrelations of the independent variables. Because these relations are not the main goal of this research, however, I find it sufficient to look at these relations exclusively with this matrix.
There are numerous significant correlations between variables. I will only discuss those who are theoretically interesting, significant (a sign. value of < 0,10, thus below the 10% level) and sufficiently large. For example, I do not discuss the small correlation between gender and urbanity, since this has no theoretical grounds. The relation is measured by the Pearson r, the standard correlation coefficient named after Karl Pearson. I will only discuss the significant values. When there is no correlation between two variables the Pearson r is 0, when there is perfect positive correlation it is 1 and when there is perfect negative correlation -1. The model is in danger of multicollinearity when a value is higher than at least 0,7.  

When looking at the significant variables in the correlation matrix one by one, the first is the correlation between age and income. 
The statistically significant Pearson r is 0,497; people who are older generally also have a higher income. The variable age is also correlated with family status, i.e. being married. The statically significant Pearson r is 0,603. Both these figures are logical, people who are older tend to have higher jobs which are better paid and older people are also married more often. Furthermore, urbanity is also correlated with age; the statistically significant Pearson r is 0,457. Older people thus seem to live in less urban areas as younger people do, apparently young people tend to choose to live in rural areas more often.
More surprising are the correlations between age and the different values taken into account with this research. Age is positively related to self direction, universalism and benevolence, and negatively to hedonism, with statistically significant Pearson r’s of 0,234, 0,385, 0,137 and -0,251 respectively. This shows that the older people are the higher they value self direction, universalism and benevolence. They put less value on hedonism (the pleasure and enjoying of life). This gives way to interesting psychological profiles; it could be said that older people become milder and change their view on the world, they place more value on the world itself and on happiness of others instead of their own pleasures. They want to decide how they live their lives by themselves, a consequence of becoming an adult and an explanation for the significant self direction parameter. The correlation between benevolence and universalism, which was expected because these are two values that show the same sort of mentality, indeed exists; the correlation between benevolence and universalism has a statistically significant Pearson r is ,314. Although this is an also theoretically explainable correlation, I choose not to delete one of these values from the regression because 0,314 is fairly low.

The gender variable is also related statistically significant with values, more specifically with universalism and benevolence, with corresponding Pearson r’s of 0,238 and 0,3. Although these parameters are not huge, it seems women have higher values of benevolence and universalism than men, which is in line with the belief that women are softer and less egocentric than men. Furthermore, the statistically significant value of -0,136 for leftright political orientation tells me that women are slightly more left winged than men.

People with a higher income show to have a higher education with a Pearson r of 0,173, which is logical and together with the very high mean a reason to exclude education in the further models, since with this sample the education influence cannot correctly be found. The people with higher incomes also seem to be married more often, live in cities less often, value hedonism lower and universalism higher as compared to their lower income counterparts, so it seems (Pearson r’s 0,637, 0,433, -0,140 and 0,173 respectively). These values are all quite low. The higher parameters are for family status and urbanity, it seems. People with higher incomes tend to live just outside the city in the expensive suburbs, which can be an explanation. 

Education is only correlated with one value: hedonism. People who are higher educated seem to be less hedonistic (Pearson r -0,124). An explanation for this is difficult, but could lie somewhere around the idea that higher educated people find pursuing their own pleasure too shallow as a true value.

Other interesting results can be seen when looking at the difference between married people and those who are not married. The married seem to live in less urban areas than their non married counterparts (Pearson r 0,533), which can be a consequence of the fact that families and married people often want a bigger house which are available more in less urban areas. Looking at the Schwartz values, more or less the same correlations exist as with age.

People who live in more urban areas seem to value universalism and benevolence (significant Pearson r 0,313 and 0,171) more and hedonism less (significant Pearson r -0,143). Especially the higher number for universalism seems logical, since urban areas seem to be more international and open to different cultures; it seems logical that people who experience this also value universalism higher.
Considering the political orientation of the respondents, both universalism and benevolence show significant negative values (-0,394 and -0,238). This means that people value these less the more right winged they are. This could be because the values universalism and benevolence typically house ideas assigned more to the left wing than the right wing, such as equality among all people and providing general welfare for the whole population.

Looking at the relation among the Schwartz values, the matrix shows that hedonism is negatively related to universalism and tradition (significant Pearson r’s of -0,25 and -0,178 respectively). A possible explanation can be that people who value hedonism seek for their own pleasure and not for that of others (universalism). 

Universalism is significantly related to security with a Pearson r of 0,200 and to benevolence, as mentioned above. The people who seek more security of their health and safety also value universalism more. Universalists find peace in the world as very important. With peace, the security of people goes up as well, which might just be the explanation of this correlation. Benevolence is also significantly related to security (Pearson r -0,204). A world full of benevolence would give a more secure world, which can be one explanation of these values correlating.
Although there seem to be a lot of correlations in this model, the parameters itself are not very high. Apart from some obvious demographic figures, most figures are below 0,3 which is fairly low, and none rise above 0,7 or below -0,7. The above statements have to be seen in light of these facts, since a higher Pearson r square means a bigger influence of the variables on each other. On theoretical grounds some high correlation variables should not be excluded. It is, for example, interesting to see what the influence of being married and the influence of age is on willingness to pay separately, instead of deleting one because of their correlation. The only direct linkage on theoretical grounds is the significant correlation between education and income. People with high incomes mostly have a high education as well. For this reason and because education has a very high mean I choose to delete the variable education in the regression models. 

4.8 variables influencing willingness to pay regression results
As written earlier, I will first start with regressing the binary dependent variable of willing to pay extra for one type of green or fair-trade product or not willing to do so. This means that the dependent variable is a binary variable which can take on the values 0 or 1. The people who have a value of 0 are not willing to pay extra for any kind of green or fair-trade products, the ones belonging to the value of 1 answered that they were willing to pay extra for at least one type of product. This is a very interesting division between people: there is a big psychological barrier between people who believe in either green or fair-trade products and decide to pay more and people who do not believe in these kind of products and thus are not willing to pay more. 

I use the recalculated independent variables as described in section 4.4. The output of the analysis can be found in appendix 6. The model fit information tells me that the significance of the regression with 14 degrees of freedom is a highly significant 0,002, which is below the 10% level and thus these variables in combination significantly predict willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. In other words, the full model is statistically significant. 

The fourth table in appendix 6 illustrates the parameter estimates of the first linear regression model. The variables Left/right and Universalism are significant on the 10% level, with a significance of 0,036 and 0,002 respectively. The parameter results indicate that respondents who have a political orientation more to the left have a higher chance to choose to pay more for green and fair-trade products. This parameter is -0,717, which means that if a person has a political orientation one point to the left on a 3 point scale, he has a 71,7% higher chance of wanting to pay more for at least one green or fair-trade product. This can be explained when considering that politically left values include environmentalism (a reason for buying green product) and equality for all people (a reason for buying fair-trade products) more so than right values. 
The parameters generally show me that when the independent variable goes up with one (in model 1 going from not paying a premium to paying a premium for at least one product type of green and fair-trade products, in model 2 going up 1 in the created willingness to pay amount scale), the dependent variable goes up or down by the parameter amount. This has to be remembered when I mention parameter results, since these are mostly not directly interpretable because of the different scales used.

The other value which is significant is Universalism with a parameter of 0,836. Values do not lend themselves to concrete interpretation, but I can deduct that people who value universalism higher also tend to be willing to pay a premium for green or fair-trade products. This also seems explainable, because the universalist value include social justice and tolerance for all and understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and nature. These are typically goals which are possibly achieved by buying green and fair-trade products. 
The first model has answered the question what separates the people who do decide they want to pay a premium for some product type of green or fair-trade product and thus believe in these types of products from those people who do not believe in these products and thus are not willing to pay extra. This second model, however, looks at what determines the amount which people are willing to pay extra for a green or fair-trade product. For the dependent variable I therefore take only those people who have answered positively to one of the questions question whether they are willing to pay a premium for a green or fair-trade product. In appendix 7 the results of this regression is found, and in the third table the parameters are displayed.

The R square is 0,292, which means that 29,2% of the variance in the dependent variable is explained by the used independent variables, which again is quite low. The adjusted R square is 0,238.
The model fit information tells me that the significance of the regression with 14 degrees of freedom is a highly significant 0,0, which is below the 10% level and thus these variables in combination significantly predict willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. In other words, the full model is statistically significant.

Again, the variables Left/right and Universalism are significant on the 10% level, with significance levels of 0,096 and 0,0 and parameters of -0,202 and 0,588. I have already established that people who have a political orientation to the left and universalists are more likely to be willing to pay a premium for green and fair-trade products. The second model, however, tells me that these people are also the ones who pay a higher amount, probably for similar reasons. I can therefore accept the complete hypotheses 4.4 and 5.

Interestingly, the variables income, age and tradition are also significant, as opposed to model 1. They have significance levels of 0,0, 0,012 and 0,57 and parameters of 0,348, -0,516 and 0,164 respectively. Age, income and valuing tradition as important have no influence on people when they decide if they want to pay more for a green or fair-trade product yes or no. I must therefore reject 3.1c, 3.2a and 4.3a.

These variables do influence, however, the amount consumers are willing to pay extra. Therefore I can accept 3.1d, 3.2b and 4.3b.

Since gender, urbanity and family status are not significant in either model 1 or model 2, I cannot accept the hypotheses 3.3a, 3.3b, 3.4a, 3.4b, 3.5a and 3.5b. People with a higher income are also willing to pay a higher premium, as well as younger people and people who value tradition as important. 

Because hedonism, security and benevolence did not show any significant influence in either models, I must reject 4.1a, 4.1b, 4.2a, 4.2b, 4.4a and 4.4b. There is a clear significance of universalism in both models, however, and therefore I accept hypothesis 4.5a and 4.5b. I also accept hypothesis 4.3b since tradition does seem to play a role determining the amount people are willing to spend on green and fair-trade products but not on their choice to spend more for at least one product. 

Political preference does show a significant influence, with consumers on the left side of the political spectrum having a higher willingness to pay a premium for green and fair-trade products, both for choosing to pay a premium and for the amount of the premium. Therefore, hypothesis 5 is accepted.
I can establish that in general the age of people has a negative effect on the amount they are willing to pay extra for green and fair-trade products. In hypothesis 3.1a and 3.1b I hypothesize however, based on previous research, that the effect of age is positive for green and fair-trade food and drinks but is negative for green and fair-trade products in general. The two models are not enough to prove this, since they have been run on all products grouped together. To check this hypothesis, I run separate regressions on these product types, for which the results are shown in appendix 8. 
The age parameters do not differ from model 2, and are thus not positive but negative, which means age has a negative relation to green and fair-trade food and drinks, people who are older tend to be willing to pay less for all product, and in the case of drinks it is not significant at all. I must reject hypothesis 3.1a and 3.1b. Some other signs and significances differ from all product groups together.

 Looking at the differences between product groups on how demographic, political and value variables influence the willingness to pay is complex; this would require 18 different regressions and a huge number of different influences. I do not see the possibly collected information as an useful addition to my thesis, and therefore choose not to run these regressions.
4.9 The difference between green and fair-trade versions

I have now found what the influences of multiple variables are on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products in general. It is also very interesting, however, to see if the product version makes a difference i.e. if the product is green or fair-trade. I have already shown with the simple statistics that there is a difference between the version considering whether people are willing to pay extra and in the amount people are willing to pay for the green and fair-trade version. In order to accept or reject hypothesis 1, however, I have to reliably make statements about these possible differences with taking statistical significance into account. The two models as used before are not fit for this hypothesis. Instead, all separate answers for each product group and version (green or fair-trade) are put underneath each other in one general willingness to pay column. For both green and fair-trade products a dummy-like variable is created. The linear regression is ran, after which I can see in what way green is significantly different from fair-trade, considering the amount of willingness to pay. The full output of the model with as a reference group fair-trade products is displayed in appendix 9. Product groups or the version of a product can by definition not be researched in relation with if people are willing to pay more for green or fair-trade products or not, since with this I mean all product types and versions grouped together. Therefore I only research if the product group or version has influence on the amount people are willing to pay extra.
The model has a very high significant number, 0,971, which is far above the 0,10 (10%) level. This means that I cannot say that there is a difference for green and fair trade products, considering the amount people are willing to pay. The parameter of the model is -0,017, which means that if the model was significant that I could say that people are paying less for green products than for fair-trade products. The insignificance makes the part where the I make a difference between green and fair-trade of figures 4, 5, 6 and 7 less useful, and leads me to reject hypothesis 1.

4.10 The difference between product types regression results
Now that I know that I cannot say that there is a significant difference between green and fair-trade I take a look at the difference between the product types, in order to answer hypothesis 2.1 and 2.2. As the difference between green and fair-trade cannot be proven, the difference between product types can be seen separately from being green or fair-trade. If the difference between green and fair-trade as seen in model would have been statistically significant, I would have looked at the product types within green products and within fair-trade products separately. 

The method is the same as used for the difference between green and fair-trade, but dummy-like variables are created for the product types instead of the version. In order to compare the different product types, one dummy-like variable which is left out serves as the reference type, the type to which the other product groups are compared. In the third table of appendix 10 the first regression is ran, with food serving as the reference product group.

The product type food is the reference product type in this regression. The significance levels are all below the 10% level (below 0,10) except for coffee, which has a significance of 0,488. The parameters show me the willingness to pay of each product type in relation to the food product type. This makes the product type hierarchy from highest to lowest willingness to pay without taking the difference between green and fair-trade into account: coffee, food, wooden products, products applied to the body, cleaning products, electronics, clothing and cars. Now that I can say that there is a significantly different willingness to pay from food than for the other product types except for coffee, I look at the other product types. Therefore, I run the same regression with each time a different product left out which serves as the referent product type. The results of these regressions are displayed as from the third table in appendix 10.
In this case, not the variables which are significant are interesting but those that are not, since these tell me that I cannot say there is actually a difference between the reference product type and the product type represented by that dummy variable. As the figures in the appendix show, I cannot say there is a difference between the willingness to pay between the following product types: food & coffee,  drinks & wooden products, drinks & products applied to the body, electronics & clothing, electronics & cleaning products, electronics & cars, clothing & cars, wooden products & products applied to the body and cleaning products & products applied to the body. Of the 36 possible relations between these product types, these are the 9 of which I cannot say that the willingness to pay differs. This can be said for the 27 other combinations of product types possible, however. Therefore, I can accept hypothesis 2.1 because indeed difference can be shown. 
The hierarchy of the product types is, as also shown in figure 6 and 7, not directly ranked according to price. Wooden products, of which the base price was € 150,- in the survey, has a higher willingness to pay than cleaning products for which the base price was € 5,-. For these, I must reject hypothesis 2.2. When looking of which products it cannot be said there is a difference, a pattern emerges. It seems that there is a difference between three groups: group one are drinks & wooden products, group two coffee & food and group three cars, clothes, electronics & cleaning products. These three groups thus show similar willingness to pay within the group, which is interesting. People seem to show the same willingness to pay within these three groups.
4.11 Conclusion

Because of the amount and diversity of the information given by the survey, many influences and results were discussed in this chapter. All are very interesting but I am mainly interested in the hypotheses. When focused on these hypotheses , the results were mainly given by the second model regression results. I have shown that I cannot say that the willingness to pay for green products is significantly different from that for fair-trade products, and therefore I rejected H1. I can say, however, that consumers actual willingness to pay differs among product types, although there were some exceptions. The product types differing from each other were basically grouped in three: the group drinks & wooden products differs from the group coffee & food and these two in turn differ from the group cars, clothes, electronics & cleaning products. The ranking of the amount of willingness to pay from highest to lowest is coffee, food, wooden products, drinks, products applied to the body, cleaning products, electronic, clothing and cars. I have accepted H2.1 but H2.2 was rejected, because the price did not show to determine the ranking of the product types. 
Considering demographics, age and income showed to be of importance in determining the amount consumers are willing to pay more for all green and fair-trade products but not for determining whether they pay more or not, and thus 3.1d and 3.2b were accepted but 3.1a, 3.1b, 3.1c and 3.2a were rejected. Gender, family status and urbanity were however not significant and thus 3.3a, 3.3b, 3.4a, 3.4b, 3.5a and 3.5b were rejected.

Because hedonism, security and benevolence did not show any significant influence in either models, I must reject 4.1a, 4.1b, 4.2a, 4.2b, 4.4a and 4.4b. 

There is a clear significance of universalism in both models, however, and therefore I accept hypothesis 4.5a and 4.5b. I also accepted hypothesis 4.3b, since tradition does seem to play a role determining the amount people are willing to spend on green and fair-trade products but not on their choice to spend more for at least one product. The fact that a left political orientation is positively related to a more frequent choice to choose to pay more and also to pay more for green and fair-trade products led me to accept H5a and H5b.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

5.1 Introduction

In the next section, I will discuss how the general findings and results as presented in the previous pages can be interpreted and what their implications are. Furthermore, the limitations of this research is discussed as well as the possibilities of future research.

5.2 Discussion of general findings and limitations


As can be read in chapter 1.3, the goal of this research is to determine the willingness to pay of consumers for different types of green and fair-trade products, as well as understanding how these consumers are profiled according to demographic and psychographic factors. 
As the literature review shows, the findings of the percentages of willingness to pay of previous research differs a lot. I did conclude, that the from previous results on average people were willing to pay a premium of 10% for green products and 15% for fair-trade products but that this was different among product types. 

At first sight, the results of this research seem to not fully comply with these previous findings. I have found an average willingness to pay for green products of 8,06% and 7,74% for fair-trade products. This seems to be low compared to a lot of previous research. Reasons for this could be the used dissonance minimizing method (which reduces the attitude behavior gap) and the scale of willingness to pay used in other research (which, as mentioned before, stimulates high answers). Apparently when put in a single research, there is only a small difference between the premium for fair-trade and green products, as I have found. When looking at the fair-trade non-durable products (food, coffee, drinks) from which the workers are expected to benefit from the most from fair-trade measures show to be the product types for which the people are willing to pay the highest premium. For green and fair-trade alike, the natural products of coffee, food and wooden products rank in the top four, the 8-12% range, while the typical factory products of clothing, cars and electronics rank in the last four, in the 4-8% range. It seems that the manufacturing method and origin of a product is thus a stronger determinant of this ranking that the price of the product. In figure 6 and 7 it can be seen what the ordering of the different products of consumers are, for the choice to pay more ye/no and the amount. In determining the amount, the difference between product types indeed was found to be significant, but the difference between green and fair-trade was not. I hope to have shown that future research should not focus merely on one product to find out a populations willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. It does apparently matter to a consumer what type of product he or she is buying when deciding what amount he or she is willing to pay extra. 

Whether that product is green or fair-trade doesn’t seem to matter, surprisingly so taking into account the different natures of these products. This is in line with the scarce previous literature (Didier and Lucie 2008). An explanation can lie in the fact that consumers are not informed enough on the differences between green and fair-trade.

Not all people are willing to pay a premium. Approximately one third of the people are not willing to pay a premium at all, no matter what the product type. The other 2/3 is willing to pay a premium for one or more of the types of products. It can thus be said that the green and fair-trade market is on average 2/3 of the total population. When looking at the product types separately, on average 40% of people are willing to pay more. 

As can be read in the literature review in chapter 1, previous research has found mixed influences of demographics and psychographics on the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products. Considering demographics, previous findings were generally that a higher age was a of a negative influence while being a woman and having a high income was found to be a positive influence on the willingness to pay amount. 
This research makes a division in willingness to pay. There are two different willingness to pay results that have been research and each hypothesis was therefore split into two parts: one describing what influences whether a person want to pay more for a green or fair-trade product or whether a person doesn’t want to pay more, and one describing what influences the amount a person is willing to pay as a premium for green and fair-trade products. 

It was found that age has an influence on making the choice to pay extra but not on the amount to pay. Gender was not found to be of a significance and there were also no significant findings on urbanity and family status. Income was found to be of an influence on the amount one pays extra but not on the choice to do so. A person doesn’t make the choice whether to pay extra for green and fair-trade products based on his (perceived) possibility to do so, the perceived behavioral control in Ajzen’s model of planned behavior, but on other grounds than the available money. When a person has to decide the amount to pay more, income does show to be of an influence. Being married and urbanity does not show to be of an importance. 

Demographically, I have found less significant influences than previous research. The explanation for this can lie in the fact that green and fair-trade products are becoming more and more widespread. More people than ever find buying green products important. This also means that the group which chooses to indeed buy these products is bigger than before, and more diverse. This means that the traditional consumers of these products, which previous research had shown to be married women in big cities, is not the dominant group anymore and thus gender, family status and urbanity do not show to be of any importance. 

Because of green and fair-trade products are becoming more widespread, demographics show to be of less importance than in research from previous years. 


Since this research is the first, to the knowledge of the author, which uses the Schwartz values in combination with the willingness to pay for green and fair-trade products it is not possible to compare directly with findings of previous literature. The research that has been done has found people high on willingness to pay for fair-trade products as less conventional, more idealistic and motivated by personal gratification (De Pelsmacker 2005) and as valuing collectivism and security as high (Laroche et al 2001). For green and fair-trade products together, I have found that a high willingness to pay is determined by valuing universalism highly. Since universalism is the understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature. For determining the amount, I have found tradition to be significant as well. Hedonism, security and benevolence did not show to be of significant influence. These results are not the same as previous literature, although the different value constructs make even general comparing difficult. 
A variable which was not looked at by previous research is political preference. I this research, I found that people on the left side of the political spectrum have a higher chance to pay a premium and are willing to pay a higher amount for green and fair-trade products. In figure 9, an overview is given of al researched hypotheses and findings. 

Figure 9 – hypotheses findings overview

	Hypothesis
	 
	 
	Finding

	H1
	The amount consumers’ are willing to pay for green products is different from the amount they are willing to pay for fair-trade products.
	rejected

	H2.1
	Consumers’ actual willingness to pay amounts for green and fair-trade products differs among product types. 
	accepted

	 
	 
	
	

	Hypothesis
	Variable
	expected influence on WTP yes/no
	Finding

	H3.1a
	age
	on food and drinks, positive
	rejected

	H3.1c
	age
	on other categories, negative
	rejected

	H3.2a
	income
	higher income, positive
	rejected

	H3.3a
	gender
	being a woman, positive
	rejected

	H3.4a
	urbanity
	more urban, positive
	rejected

	H3.5a
	family status
	being married, positive
	rejected

	H4.1a
	hedonism
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.2a
	security
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.3a
	tradition
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.4a
	universalism
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.5a
	benevolence
	valuing higher, positive
	accepted

	H5
	political preference
	having a left preference, positive
	accepted

	 
	
	
	

	Hypothesis
	Variable
	expected influence on WTP amount
	finding

	H2.2
	higher relative price of product type
	negative
	rejected

	H3.1b
	age
	on food and drinks, positive
	rejected

	H3.1d
	age
	on other categories, negative
	accepted

	H3.2b
	income
	higher income, positive
	accepted

	H3.3b
	gender
	being a woman, positive
	rejected

	H3.4b
	urbanity
	more urban, positive
	rejected

	H3.5b
	family status
	being married, positive
	rejected

	H4.1b
	hedonism
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.2b
	security
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.3b
	tradition
	valuing higher, positive
	accepted

	H4.4b
	universalism
	valuing higher, positive
	rejected

	H4.5b
	benevolence
	valuing higher, positive
	accepted

	H5
	political preference
	having a left preference, positive
	accepted


5.3 Limitations

For this research, a few limitations have to be mentioned. As said before, the sample group is somewhat a limitation. Although in most aspects representative of its population, the level of education was very high and the household size distribution was also distorted, a reason not to use these variables in the research any further. A second limitations is the attitude behavior gap. The survey is just a way to measure peoples expected behavior, and is not a way to measure their actual behavior. With the dissonance minimizing method I have tried to reduce this gap, but it could still exist. The survey asks respondents to answer their willingness to pay a product and I use this product to represent its product type. Although the products have been picked carefully so that they are common products in the product type, a limitation could be that all products in a product type result in a different willingness to pay than the one product used in my survey, and thus the used product is not representative for the product type.

Another limitation, although probably very small, is the fact that I have given the respondents as a last option to the willingness to pay question a ‘more than 50%’ choice, while I have treated this answer as being 60% in order to be able to do regression analysis. 

A final limitation is that although I have researched both green and fair-trade products, I have not looked at how these influence each other or situations in which consumers have to make a choice between green and fair-trade. I have also not looked at what the effect is of a product which is both green and fair-trade. 

5.4 Managerial and policy implications

In this part, I look what possible implications of these results are for managers and policy makers. 

First of all, this research has confirmed that going green or fair-trade does not need to cost money but can actually make money. People are willing to spend more on green or fair-trade products. If companies can make a product meet the ISO 14001:2004 standard or the standard of a fair-trade label at a cost per product which is less than the premium given in figure 4, a green or fair-trade product will make a higher profit than their non green or fair-trade equivalent. Furthermore, it does  indeed matter for a manager what the type of product it is that he sells in order to set a price level for a green or fair-trade version of his product, as consumers are willing to pay different premium for different types of products. Companies producing non durables with a more natural production process and a natural origin have higher gains from introducing green and fair-trade versions of their product than companies producing more factory made and industrial origin products such as clothes, electronics or cars.

The results are, however, not only of use for companies. Governments are increasingly putting an emphasis on the environment and most governments have signed agreements to reduce global warming, such as the 1997 Kyoto protocol. In order to do this, they are taxing CO2 output and subsidizing green practices. Governments can do the same calculations as companies in order to determine for which sectors it is not profitable to go green and can take this into account whenever subsidizing green or fair-trade projects. 

Furthermore, the figures tell us something about the perception people have on how much damage a certain product type has to the environment, since they are willing to spend more on green product who in their eyes are more damaging than others. The ranking can thus also be seen as a ranking of how much people think a product type is damaging the environment as compared to other product types. The government or environmental groups can use this in order to see if this is correct, and determine if they need to educate the population about these damage levels so that their willingness to pay for a certain green product type changes. The same reasoning holds for fair-trade products: the highest willingness to pay for fair-trade products are for those product types of which people think that people are exploited more than for other product types. If these people are right in their ordering is something else.
Consumers do not make a big difference between fair-trade and green products. They seem to be willing to pay fairly similar amounts for both. This means that companies can profit from producing a fair-trade and a green version separately. What the effect of offering a product which is both green and fair-trade, or what consumers choose if given this choice, is something for future research. 
When looking at what influences the willingness to pay, two concepts have to be divided. The first is whether a person is willing to pay more or he or she isn’t. This is influenced by being politically left and valuing universalism as high and not by other demographic characteristics. Younger people are willing to pay more for green and fair-trade products while older people are less willing to do so. Other demographic factors, however, were not found to be significant. While previous research did find for example gender to matter, the importance of green and fair-trade products is so widespread nowadays that more demographically more diverse people are willing to pay for such products. 

The amount people are willing to pay is also found to be influenced by age, and also by income. Marketeers who are promoting a green or fair-trade product should focus on younger people with a high income, since these are the people who have a higher willingness to pay for both fair-trade and green products. A psychological profile as well as the findings on political preference which have been made are useful for a number of reasons. First of all, marketeers can focus their marketing efforts on events or channels which have a high participation of people on the left of the political spectrum and people who value universalism and tradition as high. Marketeers can focus their green and fair-trade activities on countries where tradition and universalism is regarded highly, which is measured by the European Social Survey (ESS).
Aside from targeting, marketeers can also use this psychographic information when designing their marketing efforts; they can for example design commercials for green and fair-trade products which use universalism and tradition as values connected to the product. 

Special interest groups can focus their efforts of convincing people of the importance of green and fair-trade products on the right and non universalistic side of the political body or on the politically right and non universalistic side of the population, since these factors influences whether a person is willing to pay a premium at all for green or fair-trade products. 
5.5 Further research

A few factors has made this research stand apart from others. First of all, there is the fact that this research, as opposed to most previous research, does take into account multiple product types as well as looking at fair-trade and green products. Although the difference between green and fair-trade proved insignificant in determining willingness to pay, these are two vastly different concepts what should be recognized by future research. Future research can also look at the in this research overlooked effect of a product being fair-trade and green at the same time, as well as the influence on each other; what is a consumer has the choice? The division between product types is very useful addition, as I have found. Future research should look at multiple product types, and can no longer make conclusions of the whole area of green and fair-trade products based on research on one product. Even more product types should be taken into account so that eventually there is a full overview of the rank order of how much people are willing to spend on fair-trade and green products. I have established that there indeed are differences between certain product types. As the results showed, however, for some product types I could not say that there is a significant difference. A good research following the present one would define which product types actually fit together and which differ from each other looking at more products. Another extension would be taking into account more demographic variables. Furthermore, political orientation is factor which has been overlooked in this field, although it is of an influence as has been shown. Future research could extend the previous by further looking at political preference indicators. 
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Appendixes

Appendix 1

	Value and central goal
	Items that measure each value with their ESS labels (SPSS variable name)
	
	Value and central goal
	Items that measure each value with their ESS labels (SPSS variable name)
	
	Value and central goal
	Items that measure each value with their ESS labels (SPSS variable name)

	Power
	Imprich: It is important to him to be rich. He wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.
	 
	Stimulation
	Impdiff: He likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. He thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life.
	
	Tradition
	Ipmodst: It is important to him to be humble and modest. He tries not to draw attention to himself.

	Social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources.
	Iprspot: It is important to him to get respect from others. He wants people to do what he says
	 
	Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life.
	Ipadvnt: He looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He wants to have an exciting life.
	
	Respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and ideas that one's culture or religion impose on the individual.
	Imptrad: Tradition is important to him. He tries to follow the custom handed down by his religion or his family.

	Achievement
	Ipshabt: It is important to him to show his abilities. He wants people to admire what he does.
	 
	Self direction
	Ipcrtiv: Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to him. He likes to do things in his own original way.
	
	Conformity
	Ipbhprp: It is important to him always to behave properly. He wants to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong.

	Personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards.
	Ipsuces: Being very successful is important to him. He hopes people will recognize his achievements.
	 
	Independent thought and action choosing, creating, exploring.
	Impfree: It is important to him to make his own decisions about what he does. He likes to be free and not depend on others.
	
	Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations or norms.
	Ipfrule: He believes that people should do what they are told. He thinks people should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watching.

	Hedonism
	Impfun: He seeks every chance he can to have fun. It is important to him to do things that give him pleasure.
	 
	Universalism
	Ipeqopt: He thinks it is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. He believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life.
	
	Security
	Impsafe: It is important to him to live in secure surroundings. He avoids anything that might endanger his safety.

	Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself.
	Ipgdtim: Having a good time is important to him. He likes to "spoil" himself.
	 
	Understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature.
	Ipudrst: It is important to him to listen to people who are different from him. Even when he disagrees with them, he still wants to understand them.
	
	Safety, harmony and stability of society, of relationships, and of self.
	Ipstrgv: It is important to him that the government ensures his safety against all threats. He wants the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.

	Stimulation
	Impdiff: He likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. He thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life.
	 
	 
	Impenv: He strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the environment is important to him.
	
	Self direction
	Ipcrtiv: Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to him. He likes to do things in his own original way.

	Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life.
	Ipadvnt: He looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He wants to have an exciting life.
	 
	Benevolence
	Iphlppl: It is very important to him to help the people around him. He wants to care for their well-being.
	
	Independent thought and action choosing, creating, exploring.
	Impfree: It is important to him to make his own decisions about what he does. He likes to be free and not depend on others.

	 
	 
	 
	Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact.
	Iplylfr: It is important to him to be loyal to his friends. He wants to devote himself to people close to him.
	
	
	


Appendix 2

	Case Processing Summary

	
	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	280
	99,6

	
	Excludeda
	1
	,4

	
	Total
	281
	100,0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,960
	18


	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	WTPgfoodprct
	132,7207
	29445,013
	,757
	,957

	WTPgsodaprct
	134,2529
	29735,720
	,739
	,958

	WTPgcoffeprct
	131,7386
	29269,770
	,763
	,957

	WTPgdvdplayerprct
	136,2529
	30688,339
	,692
	,958

	WTPgjeansprct
	137,1671
	31135,137
	,688
	,958

	WTPgwoodenchairprct
	132,4993
	30481,983
	,692
	,958

	WTPgwaterdetergentprct
	133,5421
	29757,792
	,780
	,957

	WTPgshowergelprct
	133,7464
	29723,677
	,753
	,957

	WTPgcarprct
	135,6493
	31580,051
	,534
	,960

	WTPftfoodprct
	130,9886
	29564,475
	,789
	,957

	WTPftsodaprct
	132,6493
	29049,727
	,818
	,956

	WTPftcoffeeprct
	131,0207
	29101,337
	,815
	,956

	WTPftdvdplayerprct
	136,1457
	30423,042
	,783
	,957

	WTPftjeansprct
	135,7171
	30648,122
	,776
	,957

	WTPftwoodenchairprct
	134,2921
	30444,465
	,762
	,957

	WTPftwaterdetergentprct
	136,5921
	30450,808
	,809
	,957

	WTPftshowergelprct
	135,2279
	29894,399
	,807
	,956

	WTPftcarprct
	137,8529
	31561,765
	,649
	,959


Appendix 3
	Descriptive Statistics
	N
	Mean
	Median
	Variance
	St. Deviation

	What is your gender (1=male, 2=female)?
	280
	1,42
	1
	0,244
	0,494

	To what extend did you change your consumption of green products because of the economic crisis?①
	280
	3,7
	4
	0,376
	0,613

	To what extend did you change your consumption of fair-trade products because of the economic crisis?①
	280
	3,73
	4
	0,333
	0,577

	In the political scale of left right, where would you place yourself?②
	269
	7,27
	8
	3,324
	1,823

	What is your age?
	280
	35,89
	26
	248,496
	15,764

	What is your yearly household income after tax deduction?③
	247
	1,98
	2
	1,341
	1,158

	What is you highest completed education?④
	279
	4,29
	4
	0,949
	0,974

	Which phrase best describes the area where you live?⑥
	280
	1,94
	1
	1,137
	1,066

	What is your family status?⑦
	280
	1,46
	1
	0,436
	0,66

	what is your householdsize?⑧
	280
	2,82
	2
	2,291
	1,513

	Centered Power value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Power")⑨
	280
	-0,579
	-0,500
	0,910
	0,954

	Centered Achievement value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Achievement")⑨
	280
	-0,010
	0,119
	0,966
	0,983

	Centered Hedonism value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Hedonism")⑨
	280
	0,292
	0,381
	0,743
	0,862

	Centered Stimulation value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Stimulation")⑨
	280
	0,005
	0,071
	0,985
	0,993

	Centered Selfdirection value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Selfdirection")⑨
	280
	0,671
	0,667
	0,565
	0,752

	Centered Universalism value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Universalism")⑨
	280
	0,393
	0,333
	0,689
	0,830

	Centered Benevolence value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Benevolence")⑨
	280
	0,738
	0,786
	0,560
	0,748

	Centered Tradition value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Tradition")⑨
	280
	-0,624
	-0,548
	0,771
	0,878

	Centered Conformity value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Conformity")⑨
	280
	-0,576
	-0,500
	1,158
	1,076

	Centered Security value score (questions which determine the Schwartz value "Security")⑨
	280
	-0,506
	-0,429
	0,964
	0,982

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green steak.⑩
	280
	9,5179
	0,00
	243,046
	15,58994

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green soft drink.⑩
	280
	7,9857
	0,00
	220,322
	14,84326

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green coffee.⑩
	280
	10,5000
	0,00
	259,785
	16,11785

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green DVD player.⑩
	280
	5,9857
	0,00
	143,634
	11,98475

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green jeans.⑩
	280
	5,0714
	0,00
	105,730
	10,28249

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green wooden chair.⑩
	280
	9,7393
	5,00
	163,684
	12,79392

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green water detergent.⑩
	280
	8,6964
	0,00
	197,667
	14,05942

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green shower gel.⑩
	280
	8,4921
	0,00
	214,164
	14,63434

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the green car.⑩
	280
	6,5893
	0,00
	115,870
	10,76430

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade steak.⑩
	280
	11,2500
	5,00
	213,127
	14,59888

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade soft drink.⑩
	280
	9,5893
	0,00
	252,967
	15,90493

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade coffee.⑩
	280
	11,2179
	0,00
	248,981
	15,77913

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade DVD player.⑩
	280
	6,0929
	0,00
	135,597
	11,64462

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade jeans.⑩
	280
	6,5214
	0,00
	119,598
	10,93609

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade wooden chair.⑩
	280
	7,9464
	0,00
	140,589
	11,85700

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade water detergent.⑩
	280
	5,6464
	0,00
	125,355
	11,19620

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade shower gel.⑩
	280
	7,0107
	0,00
	172,793
	13,14509

	Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade car.⑩
	280
	4,3857
	0,00
	82,338
	9,07404

	① Ranging on a 5 point scale from "very much" to "not at all"
	
	
	
	
	

	② Ranging from 0 to 10 on a 11 point scale
	
	
	
	
	

	③ On a 4 point scale with the answers <€30.000, €30.000-€60.000, €60.000-€90.000 and higher than €90.000
	
	
	
	
	

	④ On a 6 point scale ranging from "less than high school" to "doctoral degree"
	
	
	
	
	

	⑥ On a 5 point scale ranging from "a big city" to "a farm or home in the countryside"
	
	
	
	
	

	⑦ Possible answers were Single, never marriede married, seperated, divorced and widowed
	
	
	
	
	

	⑧ On a 5 point scale ranging from 1 to 5 or more
	
	
	
	
	

	⑨ The questions belonging to these values are recalculated to a centered score around 0; higher means more value lower mean lower value
	
	

	⑩ Including responses from all respondents, the people who did not want to pay a premium are included as willing to pay a 0 premium. 
	
	


Appendix 4
[image: image7.emf]
	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	22,378a
	9
	,008

	Likelihood Ratio
	24,613
	9
	,003

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	11,874
	1
	,001

	N of Valid Cases
	269
	
	

	a. 8 cells (40,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,74.
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	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5,157a
	1
	,023
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	4,533
	1
	,033
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	5,302
	1
	,021
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	,024
	,016

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	5,139
	1
	,023
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	280
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 28,00.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


[image: image9.emf]
	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8,642a
	11
	,655

	Likelihood Ratio
	9,483
	11
	,577

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1,738
	1
	,187

	N of Valid Cases
	280
	
	

	a. 9 cells (37,5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,72.


[image: image10.emf]
	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3,536a
	3
	,316

	Likelihood Ratio
	3,515
	3
	,319

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	,048
	1
	,827

	N of Valid Cases
	279
	
	

	a. 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6,96.


[image: image11.emf]
	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4,375a
	4
	,358

	Likelihood Ratio
	4,706
	4
	,319

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	,670
	1
	,413

	N of Valid Cases
	279
	
	

	a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,36.
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	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1,851a
	1
	,174
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	1,465
	1
	,226
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	1,907
	1
	,167
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	,230
	,112

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1,844
	1
	,174
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	280
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21,54.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
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	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3,956a
	4
	,412

	Likelihood Ratio
	4,014
	4
	,404

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	,305
	1
	,581

	N of Valid Cases
	280
	
	

	a. 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6,70.


Appendix 5
	Correlations

	
	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	Gender
	binnedincome
	Education
	binnedfamily
	Urbanity
	Leftright (Binned)
	Hedonismctrd
	Stimulationctrd
	Selfdirectionctrd
	Universalismctrd
	Benevolencectrd
	Traditionctrd
	Conformityctrd
	Securityctrd

	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	,060
	,497**
	-,015
	,603**
	,457**
	-,096
	-,251**
	-,010
	,234**
	,385**
	,137*
	,059
	,036
	-,032

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	,318
	,000
	,808
	,000
	,000
	,117
	,000
	,866
	,000
	,000
	,022
	,326
	,549
	,589

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Gender
	Pearson Correlation
	,060
	1
	,102
	-,061
	,115
	,216**
	-,136*
	,065
	-,001
	,042
	,238**
	,300**
	,020
	-,103
	,041

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,318
	
	,088
	,314
	,055
	,000
	,026
	,281
	,983
	,479
	,000
	,000
	,744
	,086
	,492

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	binnedincome
	Pearson Correlation
	,497**
	,102
	1
	,160**
	,652**
	,443**
	,051
	-,176**
	-,093
	,228**
	,181**
	,098
	-,064
	,059
	-,030

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,088
	
	,007
	,000
	,000
	,405
	,003
	,123
	,000
	,002
	,101
	,287
	,322
	,620

	
	N
	279
	279
	279
	278
	279
	279
	268
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279

	Education
	Pearson Correlation
	-,015
	-,061
	,160**
	1
	,038
	-,073
	-,065
	-,124*
	,005
	,033
	,015
	-,049
	,000
	-,034
	-,092

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,808
	,314
	,007
	
	,524
	,226
	,289
	,038
	,936
	,581
	,808
	,414
	,999
	,571
	,126

	
	N
	279
	279
	278
	279
	279
	279
	268
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279
	279

	binnedfamily
	Pearson Correlation
	,603**
	,115
	,652**
	,038
	1
	,533**
	,020
	-,192**
	-,164**
	,217**
	,270**
	,176**
	-,010
	,043
	,029

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,055
	,000
	,524
	
	,000
	,747
	,001
	,006
	,000
	,000
	,003
	,865
	,477
	,628

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Urbanity
	Pearson Correlation
	,457**
	,216**
	,443**
	-,073
	,533**
	1
	-,044
	-,143*
	-,118*
	,138*
	,313**
	,171**
	,033
	,014
	,002

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,000
	,000
	,226
	,000
	
	,471
	,017
	,049
	,021
	,000
	,004
	,580
	,817
	,974

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Leftright (Binned)
	Pearson Correlation
	-,096
	-,136*
	,051
	-,065
	,020
	-,044
	1
	,055
	-,080
	-,129*
	-,394**
	-,238**
	-,006
	,129*
	,119

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,117
	,026
	,405
	,289
	,747
	,471
	
	,368
	,191
	,034
	,000
	,000
	,925
	,034
	,052

	
	N
	269
	269
	268
	268
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269
	269

	Hedonismctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	-,251**
	,065
	-,176**
	-,124*
	-,192**
	-,143*
	,055
	1
	,147*
	-,030
	-,250**
	-,001
	-,178**
	-,378**
	-,057

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,281
	,003
	,038
	,001
	,017
	,368
	
	,014
	,617
	,000
	,983
	,003
	,000
	,340

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Stimulationctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	-,010
	-,001
	-,093
	,005
	-,164**
	-,118*
	-,080
	,147*
	1
	,247**
	-,036
	-,057
	-,153*
	-,434**
	-,433**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,866
	,983
	,123
	,936
	,006
	,049
	,191
	,014
	
	,000
	,552
	,339
	,010
	,000
	,000

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Selfdirectionctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	,234**
	,042
	,228**
	,033
	,217**
	,138*
	-,129*
	-,030
	,247**
	1
	,223**
	,192**
	-,268**
	-,340**
	-,361**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,479
	,000
	,581
	,000
	,021
	,034
	,617
	,000
	
	,000
	,001
	,000
	,000
	,000

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Universalismctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	,385**
	,238**
	,181**
	,015
	,270**
	,313**
	-,394**
	-,250**
	-,036
	,223**
	1
	,314**
	-,098
	-,189**
	-,200**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,000
	,000
	,002
	,808
	,000
	,000
	,000
	,000
	,552
	,000
	
	,000
	,103
	,002
	,001

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Benevolencectrd
	Pearson Correlation
	,137*
	,300**
	,098
	-,049
	,176**
	,171**
	-,238**
	-,001
	-,057
	,192**
	,314**
	1
	-,094
	-,142*
	-,204**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,022
	,000
	,101
	,414
	,003
	,004
	,000
	,983
	,339
	,001
	,000
	
	,116
	,017
	,001

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Traditionctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	,059
	,020
	-,064
	,000
	-,010
	,033
	-,006
	-,178**
	-,153*
	-,268**
	-,098
	-,094
	1
	,142*
	,074

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,326
	,744
	,287
	,999
	,865
	,580
	,925
	,003
	,010
	,000
	,103
	,116
	
	,018
	,219

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Conformityctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	,036
	-,103
	,059
	-,034
	,043
	,014
	,129*
	-,378**
	-,434**
	-,340**
	-,189**
	-,142*
	,142*
	1
	,189**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,549
	,086
	,322
	,571
	,477
	,817
	,034
	,000
	,000
	,000
	,002
	,017
	,018
	
	,001

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	Securityctrd
	Pearson Correlation
	-,032
	,041
	-,030
	-,092
	,029
	,002
	,119
	-,057
	-,433**
	-,361**
	-,200**
	-,204**
	,074
	,189**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	,589
	,492
	,620
	,126
	,628
	,974
	,052
	,340
	,000
	,000
	,001
	,001
	,219
	,001
	

	
	N
	280
	280
	279
	279
	280
	280
	269
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280
	280

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Appendix 6
	Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

	
	
	Chi-square
	df
	Sig.

	Step 1
	Step
	34,676
	14
	,002

	
	Block
	34,676
	14
	,002

	
	Model
	34,676
	14
	,002


	Model Summary

	Step
	-2 Log likelihood
	Cox & Snell R Square
	Nagelkerke R Square

	1
	264,519a
	,121
	,180

	a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.


	Classification Tablea

	
	Observed
	Predicted

	
	
	Overall WTP (Binned)
	Percentage Correct

	
	
	0
	1
	

	Step 1
	Overall WTP (Binned)
	0
	13
	53
	19,7

	
	
	1
	7
	195
	96,5

	
	Overall Percentage
	
	
	77,6

	a. The cut value is ,500


	Variables in the Equation

	
	
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)

	Step 1a
	Gender
	,294
	,358
	,677
	1
	,411
	1,342

	
	Urbanity
	-,168
	,182
	,847
	1
	,357
	,846

	
	Hedonismctrd
	,054
	,226
	,057
	1
	,811
	1,056

	
	Stimulationctrd
	-,227
	,219
	1,071
	1
	,301
	,797

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,212
	,264
	,647
	1
	,421
	1,237

	
	Universalismctrd
	,836
	,269
	9,616
	1
	,002
	2,306

	
	Benevolencectrd
	-,312
	,248
	1,575
	1
	,210
	,732

	
	Traditionctrd
	,051
	,201
	,066
	1
	,798
	1,053

	
	Conformityctrd
	,090
	,212
	,180
	1
	,671
	1,094

	
	Securityctrd
	,109
	,198
	,299
	1
	,584
	1,115

	
	binnedleftright
	-,717
	,341
	4,407
	1
	,036
	,488

	
	binnedincome
	-,119
	,174
	,462
	1
	,497
	,888

	
	binnedfamily
	,357
	,531
	,452
	1
	,501
	1,430

	
	binnedage2
	,007
	,519
	,000
	1
	,989
	1,007

	
	Constant
	2,679
	1,147
	5,458
	1
	,019
	14,575

	a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Gender, Urbanity, Hedonismctrd, Stimulationctrd, Selfdirectionctrd, Universalismctrd, Benevolencectrd, Traditionctrd, Conformityctrd, Securityctrd, binnedleftright, binnedincome, binnedfamily, binnedage2.


Appendix 7
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,540a
	,292
	,238
	,91610443

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Securityctrd, Urbanity, Traditionctrd, Leftright (Binned), Gender, Conformityctrd, Benevolencectrd, Selfdirectionctrd, Age (Binned) (Binned), Hedonismctrd, binnedincome, Universalismctrd, Stimulationctrd, binnedfamily


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	64,581
	14
	4,613
	5,497
	,000a

	
	Residual
	156,939
	187
	,839
	
	

	
	Total
	221,520
	201
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Securityctrd, Urbanity, Traditionctrd, Leftright (Binned), Gender, Conformityctrd, Benevolencectrd, Selfdirectionctrd, Age (Binned) (Binned), Hedonismctrd, binnedincome, Universalismctrd, Stimulationctrd, binnedfamily

	b. Dependent Variable: Positive WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,642
	,438
	
	1,466
	,144

	
	binnedfamily
	-,105
	,211
	-,048
	-,498
	,619

	
	binnedincome
	,348
	,077
	,403
	4,548
	,000

	
	Leftright (Binned)
	-,202
	,121
	-,115
	-1,675
	,096

	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	-,516
	,203
	-,225
	-2,546
	,012

	
	Gender
	,114
	,145
	,054
	,784
	,434

	
	Urbanity
	-,076
	,080
	-,077
	-,950
	,343

	
	Hedonismctrd
	,061
	,096
	,052
	,637
	,525

	
	Stimulationctrd
	-,026
	,094
	-,025
	-,281
	,779

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,157
	,106
	,113
	1,483
	,140

	
	Universalismctrd
	,588
	,116
	,427
	5,079
	,000

	
	Benevolencectrd
	-,080
	,101
	-,057
	-,790
	,431

	
	Traditionctrd
	,164
	,085
	,134
	1,914
	,057

	
	Conformityctrd
	,110
	,092
	,115
	1,205
	,230

	
	Securityctrd
	,051
	,088
	,046
	,583
	,561

	a. Dependent Variable: Positive WTP


Appendix 8

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,448a
	,200
	,173
	14,589

	a. Predictors: (Constant), binnedage2, Gender, Securityctrd, Traditionctrd, binnedleftright, Hedonismctrd, Benevolencectrd, Selfdirectionctrd, Urbanity, Stimulationctrd, Universalismctrd, binnedincome, Conformityctrd, binnedfamily

	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	21615,370
	14
	1543,955
	7,254
	,000a

	
	Residual
	86202,427
	405
	212,845
	
	

	
	Total
	107817,798
	419
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), binnedage2, Gender, Securityctrd, Traditionctrd, binnedleftright, Hedonismctrd, Benevolencectrd, Selfdirectionctrd, Urbanity, Stimulationctrd, Universalismctrd, binnedincome, Conformityctrd, binnedfamily

	b. Dependent Variable: WTPfood

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,775
	,335
	
	11,276
	,000

	
	binnedfamily
	-,140
	,144
	-,153
	-,977
	,331

	
	binnedincome
	,091
	,052
	,245
	1,753
	,083

	
	Leftright (Binned)
	,006
	,086
	,009
	,075
	,940

	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	-,290
	,136
	-,306
	-2,129
	,036

	
	Gender
	,118
	,112
	,129
	1,055
	,294

	
	Urbanity
	,035
	,053
	,087
	,659
	,512

	
	Hedonismctrd
	-,026
	,070
	-,050
	-,380
	,705

	
	Stimulationctrd
	,068
	,069
	,151
	,976
	,332

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,094
	,076
	,156
	1,240
	,218

	
	Universalismctrd
	,179
	,084
	,285
	2,121
	,037

	
	Benevolencectrd
	,003
	,086
	,005
	,037
	,971

	
	Traditionctrd
	-,025
	,060
	-,049
	-,420
	,675

	
	Conformityctrd
	,114
	,065
	,282
	1,752
	,084

	
	Securityctrd
	,017
	,062
	,036
	,273
	,786

	a. Dependent Variable: WTPsteakPos


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,554
	,220
	
	16,135
	,000

	
	binnedfamily
	-,165
	,102
	-,190
	-1,620
	,108

	
	binnedincome
	,121
	,038
	,342
	3,215
	,002

	
	Leftright (Binned)
	,022
	,062
	,032
	,349
	,727

	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	-,192
	,100
	-,210
	-1,925
	,056

	
	Gender
	,193
	,076
	,226
	2,530
	,013

	
	Urbanity
	-,057
	,040
	-,149
	-1,413
	,160

	
	Hedonismctrd
	-,020
	,049
	-,042
	-,414
	,679

	
	Stimulationctrd
	,017
	,046
	,041
	,360
	,719

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,069
	,056
	,116
	1,234
	,220

	
	Universalismctrd
	,159
	,061
	,276
	2,611
	,010

	
	Benevolencectrd
	-,008
	,057
	-,012
	-,133
	,894

	
	Traditionctrd
	-,004
	,044
	-,009
	-,099
	,921

	
	Conformityctrd
	,080
	,045
	,214
	1,779
	,078

	
	Securityctrd
	,034
	,043
	,080
	,798
	,426

	a. Dependent Variable: wtpftsteakPOS


	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,419a
	,175
	,147
	15,462

	a. Predictors: (Constant), binnedage2, Gender, Securityctrd, Traditionctrd, binnedleftright, Conformityctrd, Benevolencectrd, Urbanity, Selfdirectionctrd, Universalismctrd, Hedonismctrd, binnedincome, Stimulationctrd, binnedfamily


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	20813,639
	14
	1486,688
	6,218
	,000a

	
	Residual
	97786,887
	409
	239,088
	
	

	
	Total
	118600,526
	423
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), binnedage2, Gender, Securityctrd, Traditionctrd, binnedleftright, Conformityctrd, Benevolencectrd, Urbanity, Selfdirectionctrd, Universalismctrd, Hedonismctrd, binnedincome, Stimulationctrd, binnedfamily

	b. Dependent Variable: WTPdrinks


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,242
	,118
	
	10,497
	,000

	
	binnedfamily
	-,069
	,053
	-,235
	-1,317
	,193

	
	binnedincome
	,002
	,020
	,017
	,098
	,922

	
	Leftright (Binned)
	,011
	,031
	,046
	,343
	,733

	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	-,005
	,051
	-,018
	-,108
	,914

	
	Gender
	,037
	,040
	,125
	,916
	,363

	
	Urbanity
	6,560E-5
	,019
	,001
	,004
	,997

	
	Hedonismctrd
	-,007
	,026
	-,041
	-,262
	,794

	
	Stimulationctrd
	,009
	,026
	,055
	,329
	,743

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,012
	,030
	,063
	,410
	,683

	
	Universalismctrd
	,065
	,033
	,304
	2,000
	,050

	
	Benevolencectrd
	,039
	,034
	,170
	1,141
	,258

	
	Traditionctrd
	,009
	,023
	,057
	,417
	,678

	
	Conformityctrd
	,033
	,024
	,262
	1,394
	,168

	
	Securityctrd
	,009
	,022
	,059
	,409
	,684

	a. Dependent Variable: WTPgsodaPos


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,187
	,103
	
	11,502
	,000

	
	binnedfamily
	-,053
	,050
	-,166
	-1,058
	,293

	
	binnedincome
	,006
	,018
	,044
	,313
	,755

	
	Leftright (Binned)
	,041
	,028
	,164
	1,425
	,158

	
	Age (Binned) (Binned)
	-,068
	,048
	-,205
	-1,413
	,161

	
	Gender
	,074
	,036
	,231
	2,030
	,046

	
	Urbanity
	-,003
	,021
	-,022
	-,157
	,875

	
	Hedonismctrd
	,021
	,024
	,119
	,888
	,377

	
	Stimulationctrd
	-,004
	,023
	-,024
	-,159
	,874

	
	Selfdirectionctrd
	,037
	,028
	,166
	1,312
	,193

	
	Universalismctrd
	,076
	,027
	,363
	2,819
	,006

	
	Benevolencectrd
	-,015
	,032
	-,061
	-,484
	,630

	
	Traditionctrd
	,010
	,020
	,055
	,486
	,628

	
	Conformityctrd
	,038
	,023
	,276
	1,675
	,098

	
	Securityctrd
	,013
	,022
	,074
	,578
	,565

	a. Dependent Variable: wtpftsodaPos


Appendix 9
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,001a
	,000
	,000
	14,487

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Dummygreen


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,284
	1
	,284
	,001
	,971a

	
	Residual
	800834,476
	3816
	209,862
	
	

	
	Total
	800834,760
	3817
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Dummygreen

	b. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	10,439
	,331
	
	31,492
	,000

	
	Dummygreen
	-,017
	,469
	,000
	-,037
	,971

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


Appendix 10
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,169a
	,029
	,027
	14,292

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Dummyfood, Dummycleaningprdcts, Dummyclothing, Dummyelectronics, Dummycoffee, Dummywoodenproducts, Dummyprdctsbody, Dummycars


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	22930,739
	8
	2866,342
	14,033
	,000a

	
	Residual
	777795,207
	3808
	204,253
	
	

	
	Total
	800725,946
	3816
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Dummyfood, Dummycleaningprdcts, Dummyclothing, Dummyelectronics, Dummycoffee, Dummywoodenproducts, Dummyprdctsbody, Dummycars

	b. Dependent Variable: WTP

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	13,715
	,694
	
	19,760
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	-2,108
	,982
	-,046
	-2,148
	,032

	
	Dummycoffee
	,627
	,982
	,014
	,639
	,523

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-5,738
	,982
	-,124
	-5,846
	,000

	
	Dummyclothing
	-6,059
	,982
	-,131
	-6,173
	,000

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	-2,047
	,982
	-,044
	-2,086
	,037

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	-4,221
	,982
	-,091
	-4,297
	,000

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	-3,477
	,982
	-,075
	-3,542
	,000

	
	Dummycars
	-6,501
	,980
	-,141
	-6,631
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	11,599
	,692
	
	16,750
	,000

	
	Dummycoffee
	2,743
	,980
	,060
	2,798
	,005

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-3,622
	,980
	-,079
	-3,695
	,000

	
	Dummyclothing
	-3,943
	,980
	-,086
	-4,022
	,000

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	,069
	,980
	,001
	,070
	,944

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	-2,105
	,981
	-,046
	-2,145
	,032

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	-1,361
	,980
	-,030
	-1,388
	,165

	
	Dummycars
	-4,385
	,979
	-,095
	-4,478
	,000

	
	Dummyfood
	2,134
	,982
	,046
	2,174
	,030

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	14,322
	,692
	
	20,682
	,000

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-6,345
	,980
	-,138
	-6,472
	,000

	
	Dummyclothing
	-6,666
	,980
	-,145
	-6,799
	,000

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	-2,654
	,980
	-,058
	-2,707
	,007

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	-4,828
	,981
	-,105
	-4,921
	,000

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	-4,084
	,980
	-,089
	-4,165
	,000

	
	Dummycars
	-7,108
	,979
	-,155
	-7,258
	,000

	
	Dummyfood
	-,589
	,982
	-,013
	-,600
	,548

	
	Dummydrinks
	-2,715
	,980
	-,059
	-2,770
	,006

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	7,986
	,692
	
	11,533
	,000

	
	Dummyclothing
	-,330
	,980
	-,007
	-,337
	,736

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	3,682
	,980
	,080
	3,755
	,000

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	1,508
	,981
	,033
	1,537
	,124

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	2,252
	,980
	,049
	2,297
	,022

	
	Dummycars
	-,772
	,979
	-,017
	-,789
	,430

	
	Dummyfood
	5,746
	,982
	,124
	5,854
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	3,620
	,980
	,079
	3,693
	,000

	
	Dummycoffee
	6,356
	,980
	,138
	6,483
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	7,667
	,692
	
	11,072
	,000

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	4,001
	,980
	,087
	4,081
	,000

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	1,827
	,981
	,040
	1,863
	,063

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	2,571
	,980
	,056
	2,622
	,009

	
	Dummycars
	-,453
	,979
	-,010
	-,463
	,644

	
	Dummyfood
	6,066
	,982
	,131
	6,179
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	3,939
	,980
	,085
	4,018
	,000

	
	Dummycoffee
	6,675
	,980
	,145
	6,809
	,000

	
	Dummyelectronics
	,310
	,980
	,007
	,316
	,752

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	11,660
	,692
	
	16,839
	,000

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	-2,166
	,981
	-,047
	-2,208
	,027

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	-1,422
	,980
	-,031
	-1,450
	,147

	
	Dummycars
	-4,446
	,979
	-,097
	-4,540
	,000

	
	Dummyfood
	2,073
	,982
	,045
	2,112
	,035

	
	Dummydrinks
	-,053
	,980
	-,001
	-,055
	,956

	
	Dummycoffee
	2,682
	,980
	,058
	2,736
	,006

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-3,683
	,980
	-,080
	-3,757
	,000

	
	Dummyclothing
	-4,004
	,980
	-,087
	-4,084
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	9,474
	,692
	
	13,683
	,000

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	,764
	,980
	,017
	,779
	,436

	
	Dummycars
	-2,261
	,979
	-,049
	-2,309
	,021

	
	Dummyfood
	4,258
	,981
	,092
	4,338
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	2,132
	,980
	,046
	2,175
	,030

	
	Dummycoffee
	4,868
	,980
	,106
	4,965
	,000

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-1,498
	,980
	-,032
	-1,528
	,127

	
	Dummyclothing
	-1,819
	,980
	-,039
	-1,855
	,064

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	2,193
	,980
	,048
	2,237
	,025

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP

b. 

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	10,237
	,692
	
	14,784
	,000

	
	Dummycars
	-3,023
	,979
	-,066
	-3,087
	,002

	
	Dummyfood
	3,496
	,982
	,076
	3,561
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	1,370
	,980
	,030
	1,397
	,163

	
	Dummycoffee
	4,105
	,980
	,089
	4,187
	,000

	
	Dummyelectronics
	-2,260
	,980
	-,049
	-2,305
	,021

	
	Dummyclothing
	-2,581
	,980
	-,056
	-2,633
	,009

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	1,431
	,980
	,031
	1,459
	,145

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	-,743
	,981
	-,016
	-,757
	,449

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	7,227
	,691
	
	10,461
	,000

	
	Dummyfood
	6,506
	,980
	,141
	6,635
	,000

	
	Dummydrinks
	4,379
	,979
	,095
	4,472
	,000

	
	Dummycoffee
	7,115
	,979
	,154
	7,266
	,000

	
	Dummyelectronics
	,750
	,979
	,016
	,766
	,444

	
	Dummyclothing
	,429
	,979
	,009
	,438
	,661

	
	Dummywoodenproducts
	4,441
	,979
	,096
	4,535
	,000

	
	Dummycleaningprdcts
	2,267
	,980
	,049
	2,314
	,021

	
	Dummyprdctsbody
	3,011
	,979
	,065
	3,075
	,002

	a. Dependent Variable: WTP


Appendix 11
First of all, thank you very much for helping me with my research. Underneath are a number of questions. Please fill them out completely and honestly. The survey is completely anonymous and strictly confidential. Your responses will not be used in any other way than my research. 

Answering the questionnaire will take approximately X minutes of your time.

Peter-Paul de Leeuw

This study is about “green” products and fair-trade products. When answering the questions, please keep in mind:

When asked to evaluate environmentally friendly (“green”) products, you can assume that environmentally friendly products are products that guarantee that they are produced in a way which has a minimal impact on the environment, as opposed to their non-green equivalents. The product is accredited with the ISO 14000:2004 standard which guarantees that the organization constantly takes a hard look at all areas where its activities have an environmental impact and take action if possible to achieve the following goals: reduced cost of waste management, savings in consumption of energy and materials, lower distribution costs, improved corporate image among regulators, customers and the public, and framework for continual improvement of environmental performance
.

When asked to evaluate fair-trade products you can assume that fair-trade products are products that guarantee that good working conditions and rights apply to the workers used to produce the product, as opposed to the variant that is not fair-trade label, for which working conditions and worker’s rights situations are unknown. The product carries the fair-trade label
, which means the producers and traders have met Fair-trade standards for that products, and guarantees that fairer trading conditions are used and producers are empowered to combat poverty, working by strict criteria and minimum prices.

Q1 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly food and would pay a higher price for food if it is green.

b) I support environmentally friendly food but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly food.

d) I do not support environmentally friendly food regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q2 Suppose you are buying a steak of beef today, priced at €3,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly produced steak.
a) € 3,03 

b) € 3,15

c) € 3,30

d) € 3,60

e) € 3,90

f) € 4,20

g) € 4,50

h) more than € 4,50

Q3 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly drinks and would pay a higher price for drinks if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly drinks but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly drinks.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly drinks regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q4 Suppose you are buying a 1 liter bottle of soft drink today, priced at €1,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly produced soft drink.
a) € 1,01 

b) € 1,05

c) € 1,10

d) € 1,20

e) € 1,30

f) € 1,40

g) € 1,50

h) more than € 1,50

Q5 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly coffee and would pay a higher price for coffee if it is environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly coffee but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly coffee.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly coffee regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q6 Suppose you are buying a 250 gr pack of coffee today, priced at €1,50. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly coffee.
a) € 1,515 

b) € 1,575

c) € 1,65

d) € 1,80

e) € 1,95

f) € 2,10

g) € 2,25

h) more than € 2,25
Q7 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly electronics and would pay a higher price for electronics if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly electronics but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly electronics.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly electronics regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q8 Suppose you are buying a DVD-player today, priced at €90,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly DVD-player.
a) € 90,90 

b) € 94,50

c) € 99

d) € 108

e) € 117

f) € 126

g) € 135

h) more than € 135,-

Q9 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly clothes and would pay a higher price for clothes if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly clothes but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly clothes.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly clothes regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q10 Suppose you are buying a pair of jeans, priced at €100,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay extra for the environmentally friendly produced jeans.

a) € 101 

b) € 105

c) € 110

d) € 120

e) € 130

f) € 140

g) € 150

h) more than € 150
Q11 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly wooden products and would pay a higher price for wooden products if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally wooden products but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly wooden products.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly wooden products regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q12 Suppose you are buying a wooden chair, priced at €150,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly wooden chair.
a) € 151,50 

b) € 157,50

c) € 165

d) € 180

e) € 195

f) € 210

g) € 225

h) more than € 225,-
Q13 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly cleaning products and would pay a higher price for cleaning products if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly cleaning products but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly cleaning products.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly cleaning products regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q14 Suppose you are buying a 1,5 kg pack of water detergent, priced at €5,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly water detergent.
a) € 5,05 

b) € 5,25

c) € 5,50

d) € 6

e) € 6,50

f) € 7

g) € 7,50

h) more than € 7,50

Q15 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly products applied to the body and would pay a higher price for products applied to the body if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly products applied to the body but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly products applied to the body.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly products applied to the body regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q16 Suppose you are buying a 250 ml bottle of shower gel, priced at €2,50. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally shower gel.
a) € 2,525 

b) € 2,63

c) € 2,75

d) € 3

e) € 3,25

f) € 3,50

g) € 3,75

h) more than € 3,75

Q17 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support environmentally friendly cars and would pay a higher price for cars if they are environmentally friendly.

b) I support environmentally friendly cars but not if it requires paying a higher price for environmentally friendly cars.

c) I do not support environmentally friendly cars regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q18 Suppose you are buying a car today, priced at €20.000,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the environmentally friendly car. The environmentally friendly car does not lower your petrol use, but is more environmentally friendly in its use. 
a) € 20.200,- 

b) € 21.000.

c) € 22.000

d) € 24.000

e) € 26.000

f) € 28.000

g) € 30.000

h) more than € 30.000
When asked to evaluate fair-trade products you can assume that fair-trade products are products that guarantee that good working conditions and rights apply to the workers used to produce the product, as opposed to the variant that is not fair-trade label, for which working conditions and worker’s rights situations are unknown. The product carries the fair-trade label
, which means the producers and traders have met Fair-trade standards for that products, and guarantees that fairer trading conditions are used and producers are empowered to combat poverty, working by strict criteria and minimum prices.

Q19 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade food and would pay a higher price for food if it is fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade food but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade food.

c) I do not support fair-trade food regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q20 Suppose you are buying a steak of beef today, priced at €3,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade steak.
a) € 3,03 

b) € 3,15

c) € 3,30

d) € 3,60

e) € 3,90

f) € 4,20

g) € 4,50

h) more than € 4,50

Q21 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade drinks and would pay a higher price for drinks if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade drinks but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade drinks.

c) I do not support fair-trade drinks regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q22 Suppose you are buying a 1 l bottle of soft drink today, priced at €1,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade soft drink.
a) € 1,01 

b) € 1,05

c) € 1,10

d) € 1,20

e) € 1,30

f) € 1,40

g) € 1,50

Q23 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade coffee and would pay a higher price for coffee if it is fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade coffee but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade coffee.

c) I do not support fair-trade coffee regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q24 Suppose you are buying a 250 gr pack of coffee today, priced at €1,50. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade coffee.
a) € 1,515 

b) € 1,575

c) € 1,65

d) € 1,80

e) € 1,95

f) € 2,10

g) € 2,25

h) more than € 2,25

Q25 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade electronics and would pay a higher price for electronics if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade electronics but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade electronics.

c) I do not support fair-trade electronics regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q26 Suppose you are buying a DVD-player today, priced at €90,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade DVD-player.
a) € 90,90 

b) € 94,50

c) € 99

d) € 108

e) € 117

f) € 126

g) € 135

h) more than € 135,-

Q27 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade clothes and would pay a higher price for clothes if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade clothes but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade clothes.

c) I do not support fair-trade clothes regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q28 Suppose you are buying a pair of jeans, priced at €100,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay extra for the fair-trade jeans.
a) € 101
b) € 105

c) € 110

d) € 120

e) € 130

f) € 140

g) € 150

h) more than € 150

Q29 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade wooden products and would pay a higher price for wooden products if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade wooden products but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade wooden products.

c) I do not support fair-trade wooden products regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q30 Suppose you are buying a wooden chair, priced at €150,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade wooden chair.
a) € 151,50 

b) € 157,50

c) € 165

d) € 180

e) € 195

f) € 210

g) € 225

h) more than € 225,-

Q31 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade cleaning products and would pay a higher price for cleaning products if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade cleaning products but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade cleaning products.

c) I do not support fair-trade cleaning products regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q32 Suppose you are buying a 1,5 kg pack of water detergent, priced at €5,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade coffee.

a) € 5,05 

b) € 5,25

c) € 5,50

d) € 6

e) € 6,50

f) € 7

g) € 7,50

h) more than € 7,50

Q33 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.
a) I support fair-trade products applied to the body and would pay a higher price for products applied to the body if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade products applied to the body but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade products applied to the body.

c) I do not support fair-trade products applied to the body regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q34 Suppose you are buying a 250 ml bottle of shower gel, priced at €2,50. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade shower gel.

a) € 2,525 

b) € 2,63

c) € 2,75

d) € 3

e) € 3,25

f) € 3,50

g) € 3,75

h) more than € 3,75

Q35 Please provide the answer most applicable to you.

a) I support fair-trade cars and would pay a higher price for cars if they are fair-trade.

b) I support fair-trade cars but not if it requires paying a higher price for fair-trade cars.

c) I do not support fair-trade cars regardless of whether it costs me anything.

Q36 Suppose you are buying a car today, priced at €20.000,-. Please specify the maximum of how much you are willing to pay for the fair-trade car. 

a) € 20.200,- 

b) € 21.000.

c) € 22.000

d) € 24.000

e) € 26.000

f) € 28.000

g) € 30.000

h) more than € 30.000

	Here we briefly describe some people.  Please read each description tick the box on each line

	that shows how much each person is or is not like you.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Very much like me
	Like me
	Some-what like me
	Not much but not little like me
	A little like me
	Not like me
	Not like me at all

	Q37 Thinking up new ideas[1] and being creative is important to him/her. He/She likes to do things in his/her own original way.  
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	Q38 It is important to him/her to be rich. He/she wants 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	to have a lot of money and expensive[2] things.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q39 He/She thinks it is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. He/She believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q40 It's important to him/her to show[3] his abilities. He/She wants people to admire[4] what he/she does.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q41 It is important to him/her to live in secure[5] surroundings. He/She avoids anything that 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	might endanger his/her safety.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q42 He/She likes surprises and is always looking 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	for new things to do. He/She thinks it is 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	important to do lots of different things in 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	life[6].   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q43 He/She believes that people should do what they're told[7]. He/She thinks people should 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	follow rules[8] at all times, even when 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	no-one is watching.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q44 It is important to him/her to listen to people 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	who are different[9] from him/her. Even when 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	he/she disagrees with them, he/she still wants to understand them.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q45 It is important to him/her to be humble and modest. He/She tries not to draw attention to him/herself.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q46 Having a good time is important to him/her. He/She likes to “spoil”[10] him/herself.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q47 It is important to him/her to make his/her own decisions about what he/she does. He/She likes to be free and not depend[11] on others.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q48 It's very important to him/her to help the people around him/her. He/She wants to care for[12] their well-being.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q49 Being very successful is important to him/her. He/She hopes people will recognise his/her achievements.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q50 It is important to him/her that the government ensures[13] his/her safety against all threats. He/She wants the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q51 He/She looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He/She wants to have an exciting[14] life.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q52 It is important to him/her always to behave properly. He/She wants to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q53 It is important to him/her to get[15] respect from others. He/She wants people to do what he/she says.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q54 It is important to him/her to be loyal to his/her friends. He/She wants to devote[16] him/herself to people close to him/her.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q55 He/She strongly believes that people should care for[17] nature. Looking after the environment is important to him/her.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q56 Tradition is important to him/her. He/She tries to follow the customs handed down by his/her religion or his/her family.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q57 He/She seeks every chance[18] he/she can to have fun. It is important to him/her to do things that give him/her pleasure.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[1] Having new ideas, with an emphasis on the creative side of having them through generating them himself.

	
[2] “Expensive”: in the sense of costing a lot rather than their being ‘luxury’ items.
	
	

	
[3] The idea is to show whatever abilities he has, with no assumption that he actually has great abilities.

	 It is important to him to be perceived as being able.
	
	
	
	
	

	
[4] He wants his actions to be admired, not his person.
	
	
	
	
	

	
[5] In the sense of the surroundings actually being secure, and not that he feels secure.
	

	
[6] Important for himself (his life) is the focus.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[7] The idea here is that when someone else tells you what to do in actual interpersonal interaction,

	 It is important to him to be perceived as being able.
	
	
	
	
	

	
[8] “Rules” in the sense of ‘rules and regulations’.
	
	
	
	
	

	
[9] “Different” in almost any way.  The key idea is that he sees difference/diversity positively and as

	something worth learning about.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[10] “Spoil himself”: “treat himself” is another idiom.  Strongly negative ‘self-indulgence’ is not intended.

	
[11] In the sense of not to have to  depend on people
	
	
	
	
	

	
[12] “care for”: here in the sense of actively promote their well-being.
	
	
	

	
[13] “Ensures” in the sense of ‘guarantees’.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[14] “Exciting” more in the sense of ‘exhilarating’ than ‘dangerous’.
	
	
	

	
[15] Get/have this respect, not deserve respect
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[16] “Devote”: is intended to covey deep concern for these people and readiness to invest his time,

	resources and energy in their welfare.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
[17] “care for”: look after, basically synonymous with ‘looking after’ in the second sentence.
	

	
[18] Seeks: active pursuit rather than ‘taking every’ chance.
	
	
	
	


Q79 Who is, in your opinion, responsible for the protection of the environment?

a) the government
b) Companies and thus ultimately the consumer

Q80 To what extend did the economic crisis lower your yearly income?

1) very much
2) much
3) moderately
4) A little
5) Not at all

Q81 To what extend did you change your consumption of green/fair-trade products because of the economic crisis?

1) very much
2) much
3) moderately
4) A little
5) Not at all

Q83 Is there a particular political party you feel closer
 to than all the other parties?

a) Yes (go to Q84)
b) No (go to Q85)
Q84 Which One?

a) Christen Democratisch Appél (CDA)

b) Christen Unie (CU)

c) Democraten ’66 (D66)

d) Groenlinks (GL)

e) Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA)

f) Partij voor de Dieren (PvdD)

g) Partij Voor de Vrijheid (PVV)

h) Socialistische Partij (SP)

i) Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij (SGP)

j) Trots op Nederland (ToN)

k) Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (VVD)

Q85 In politics people sometimes talk of “left” and “right”.

Using this scale, where would you place yourself on this scale,

where 0 means the left and 10 means the right?

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
Rather not say

In the next section, a selection of principles is given. Please state, how important the principles are to you in your life?

Q86 Equality






brotherhood and equal opportunity for all

1) not important at all

2) not very important

3) indifferent

4) very important

5) extremely important

Q87 Freedom






independence and free choice

1) not important at all

2) not very important

3) indifferent

4) very important

5) extremely important

Demographics

Q88 Are you a male of female?

a) male

b) female

Q89 What is your age?

…

Q90 What is you yearly household income, including all earners in your household (after tax deduction)?

a) < € 30.000

b) € 30.000 – € 60.000

c) € 60.000 - € 90.000

d) > € 90.000

e) Rather not say

Q91 What is your highest completed education (or currently completing)?

a) Less than high school

b) High School

c) MBO

d) Bachelor (college/HBO)

e) Master’s Degree (University)

f) Doctoral degree or more

Q92 Which phrase on this card best describes the

area where you live?

a) A big city

b) The suburbs or outskirts of a big city

c) A town or a small city

d) A country village

e) A farm or home in the countryside

Q93 What is your family status?

a) Single, never married

b) Married

c) Separated

d) Divorced

e) widowed

Q94 What is your household size?

a) 1

b) 2

c) 3

d) 4

e) 5 or more
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� For comparison purposes, the sample average willingness to pay for different products in


Navarra and Madrid are respectively: vegetables (13%, 12%); potatoes (9%, 9%);


cereals (10%, 8%); fruits (13%, 13%); eggs (10%, 11%); chicken (13%, 9%); and


red meat (14%, 11%) (Gil et al 2000)








� Both power and achievement values focus on social esteem. However, achievement values emphasize actively demonstrating successful performance in concrete interaction, whereas power values emphasize attaining or preserving a dominant position within the more general social system.


� Tradition and conformity values are especially close motivationally because they share the goal of


subordinating the self in favor of socially imposed expectations. They differ primarily in the objects to which one subordinates the self. Conformity entails subordination to persons with whom one is in


frequent interaction – parents, teachers or bosses. Tradition entails subordination to more abstract objects – religious and cultural customs and ideas. As a corollary, conformity values exhort responsiveness to current, possibly changing expectations. Tradition values demand responsiveness to immutable expectations set down in the past. The theory retains the distinction between these two values based on empirical findings.


� Benevolence and conformity values both promote cooperative and supportive social relations. However, benevolence values provide an internalized motivational base for such behavior. In contrast, conformity values promote cooperation in order to avoid negative outcomes for self.


� This contrasts with the in-group focus of benevolence values


� Originally in the survey, the respondents could answer as a last option >50%.  I assume the respondents who have chosen >50% would have also chosen 60%, as I tread the answers of >50% as +60%, necessary for some simple results and the regression. Although the assumption is probable and only a very limited number of persons has answered this highest premium, this is a limitation worth mentioning.   


� International Organization for Standardization, Business benefits of ISO 14000


� Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International (FLO)


� Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International (FLO)








































































































� “Feel closer to”: in the sense of the party one most identifies or sympathises with or is most attached to, regardless of how one votes.
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