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Abstract: 
In this paper a novel research is conducted to explain inter group relationships between green 
and non-green consumers. This research explains part of the lack of green consumerism, despite 
the positive attitude of the average consumer concerning green consumerism. These inter group 
relationships between green and non-green consumers can partially be explained by perceived 
pretentiousness and moral superior attitude amongst green consumers. Moreover, this study 
suggests that the higher prices of sustainable products is an important factor for the lack of green 
purchasing behavior. Finally, the findings of this paper suggests that a lack of supply of 
sustainable products leads to lower green purchasing behavior. The results of this study 
contribute to interesting marketing insights for green companies.  
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Climate change, income inequalities, air and water pollution and the extinction of biodiversity 
are becoming a harsh reality nowadays (Burk and Emerick, 2016). Unfortunately, these factors 
are expected to become even worse than they are if we continue to walk on the path of non-
sustainable consumerism. This leads us to the next point that our governments, companies and 
we as consumers face the responsibility to make a transition towards a sustainable economy so 
that our future generations do not have to suffer from the actions that we are taking nowadays. 
This means that we are now facing the choice to act and reverse the climate change and all the 
other harmful side effects that come with the current system we are living in. By acting now we 
can make sure that the future of humanity will be safer, more comfortable, and that on the long 
term we will have a higher chance of survival on this planet.   

The sustainable economy involves for example the use of fair trade products, recycling materials, 
biological food, organic materials, green energy, cautious use of non-renewable resources and 
carbon taxes. The question however remains: even now that we have scientific evidence of the 
harmful side effects our economy has nowadays (Burk and Emerick, 2016), why does non-
sustainable consumerism continue to exist? This topic is investigated further by going into depth 
on the apparent attitude-behavior gap among consumers. According to the United Nations 
Environment Program (2005), 40% of the consumers announce that they are willing to buy 
sustainable products. However, only 4% of the consumers buy sustainable products. Luchs et al 
(2010) stress that there can be many reasons for the low market share of sustainable products. 
The reasons for this attitude-behavior gap are investigated further in this paper.  

The main questions which are investigated in this paper is: How come a big part of society 
claims they are willing to buy more sustainable products but a big part of them don’t buy 
sustainable products? This main question could be divided into several different subquestions: 
What drives the consumer to buy sustainable products? Are there inter-group relationships 
between green consumers and non-green consumers, and what are the dynamics between these 
groups? What are the main factors which lead to less sustainable purchasing behavior? Does a 
consumer look in a different way towards sustainable products than to non-sustainable products 
in terms of emotional affection, sharing with peers, quality perception?    

This paper tries to answer all of these questions by a thorough literature review, in-depth 
interviews, an online survey, regression results of the survey and a new framework for describing 
the inter-group dynamics between green and non-green consumers and their implications on 
sustainable consumerism.  
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Literature Review 

1.General 

A common theme across many marketing studies in this area is the attempt to define the characteris- tics of green consumers for segmentation purposes. This research has ‘not always yielded strongly indicative results, and the results produced in one study have been repeatedly contradicted in another’ (Wagner, 1997, p. 23). The main segmentation tools that have been used include demographics and/or socio-demographics with a view to aligning consumers’ characteristics with their propensity to purchase green products and services. Studies have found the green consumer to be educated/not educated, older/younger, female/male, or found no relationship at all between such factors and green consumer behaviour (Straughan and Roberts, 1999). A common theme across many marketing studies in this area is the attempt to define the characteris- tics of green consumers for segmentation purposes. This research has ‘not always yielded strongly indicative results, and the results produced in one study have been repeatedly contradicted in another’ (Wagner, 1997, p. 23). The main segmentation tools that have been used include demographics and/or socio-demographics with a view to aligning consumers’ characteristics with their propensity to purchase green products and services. Studies have found the green consumer to be educated/not educated, older/younger, female/male, or found no relationship at all between such factors and green consumer behaviour (Straughan and Roberts, 1999). Many articles exist in the marketing field where characteristics of sustainable consumers are 
defined for segmentation purposes. According to Wagner (1997) most of the results of these kind 
of studies are not coherent and are often contradicting each other. According to McDonald and 
Oates (2006), most of these studies focus on the socio-demographic characteristics of the 
sustainable consumer. Therefore, this paper focusses on the psychological and physical factors 
which influence green consumerism.  

The Bruntland commission defines sustainable development as the “development that meets the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs,” (WCED 1987). Elkington (1997) explored the triple bottom approach, which states that 
environmental, social and economic factors should all be considered when looking at sustainable 
development. He found that all three factors are highly interlinked. Therefore, all these factors 
should, ideally, be met simultaneously (Balderjahn et. al, 2013). 

As mentioned previously, according to Vining and Ebreo (1992) and Minton and Rose (1997) a 
big part of society verbally claims to care about the environment and to seek to improve their 
consumer behavior. However, they found that this does not mean those consumers also transform 
their words into actions. It is also interesting to see that in some sectors there are way more 
sustainable products than in other sectors. For example, the household electronics sector has way 
less sustainable products than the cosmetic sector (Luchs, 2010). 

2.1 Driving factors for sustainable consumption 

According to Ginsberg and Bloom (2004), green marketing has not fulfilled the goals of many 
mangers and activists. Although surveys consistently reveal that the consumer would choose a 
green product over a less environmentally friendly product keeping all the product attributes 
equal, these product attributes are rarely equal in the minds of consumers. In a 2002 Roper 
survey, 42% of consumers stressed that they did not buy environmentally friendly products 
because they were worried that the quality of the green products is inferior to that of other 
products.  

Furthermore, for high quality products, sustainability practices of the related firm or the product 
can even lead to lower purchase intentions (Sen and Battacharya, 2001). Moreover, for firms that 
are less innovative, sustainability can also lead to lower financial returns (Luo and Battacharya, 
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2006). The marketing implications of the new framework of this paper shed new light on these 
findings.  

Interestingly, according to Luchs et al (2010), consumers relate higher ethicality products (thus 
sustainable products) with gentleness (such as safe and caring products) and lower ethicality with 
strength (such as robustness of the product). Accordingly, sustainability is of more value when it 
concerns gentleness related products and less when it concerns strength related products.  They 
even found that when a product is expected to have strength related attributes, sustainability can 
lead to lower purchase intentions in comparison to a non-sustainable product. However, this 
negative impact can be attenuated by providing the consumer with information about the strength 
attributes of the product. Moreover, consumers are more inclined to choose for sustainable 
products when their purchasing behavior is observed, than when it is not observed.  

2.2 Subjective and objective knowledge 

According to Kumar, K. Manrai and A. Manrai (2016) the conceptual framework for purchasing 
behavior for environmentally sustainable products mainly depends on environmental knowledge. 
The most important finding of this study is that environmental knowledge has a positive effect 
on the purchase intention of sustainable products. Moreover, this study suggests that the 
subjective norm (the norm of society) does not influence the relationship between attitude 
towards environmentally sustainable products and purchase intention. (Kumar et. al 2016). 
However, this finding is contradicted by the findings of this paper.  

According to Ellen (1994), a consumer may think he or she has a well-based knowledge about 
the environment and about sustainability, however, in fact they might be wrong. She found that 
there is no correlation between objective knowledge and perceived knowledge. This finding 
might implicate that consumers need to be educated better concerning economic, social and 
environmental sustainability by the government or corporates.  

Peschel, Grebitus, Steiner and Veeman (2016) also found that high subjective and objective 
environmental knowledge levels have a significant positive effect on environmentally sustainable 
food purchasing choices. They stress that subjective knowledge has more effect on the 
consumer’s choice than objective knowledge. Usage experience, on the other hand, had little 
effect on the environmentally sustainable choices. 

2.3 Different reasons for sustainable consumption 

Carvalo et al. (2015) found that there are five important drivers among sustainable consumers: 
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1) Health Reasons: This factor is considered as one of the “what is helping me” factors. 
When consumers become more aware of their health they would buy more organic and 
non-toxic products.  

2) Information: Peer reviews is the first source of information for sustainable consumers. 
However, once they start looking for more information this increases their willingness to 
buy sustainable products. Particularly providing the consumers with labels such as 
“Organic”, “Recycled” and “Fairtrade” for example helps improving the amount of sales.  

3) Crisis Scenarios: Once a consumer is faced with a personal financial crisis, he or she is 
more bound to buy sustainable products. Since the consumer is forced to buy only what is 
truly necessary and more often buys local products.  

4) Connection to nature: The more environmental awareness one has, the more he or she is 
prone to buy sustainable products. They are more interested in organic products, 
renewable energy and in products that have not been tested on animals. 

5) Sense of responsibility: Social responsibility is also an important factor for buying 
sustainable products. Social factors such as supporting local communities and an equal 
economic development are part of this driving factor.  

2.4 Sustainability and corporates  

In their study, Choi and Ng (2010) distinguish between two kinds of sustainability. Namely, 
economic and environmental sustainability. They found that firms with a lower level of 
environmental sustainability have a more negative company evaluation than firms with a lower 
level of economic sustainability.  

Moreover, they found that information about the sustainability practices of a company has a 
positive effect on the amount of sales and the evaluation of the company. In their analysis they 
found that there is a higher correlation between consumers reaction, in the form of company 
evaluation and amount of purchases, towards a firm that has a negative impact on the 
environment than towards a sustainable firm.  This finding suggest that it is worse for a company 
to not be sustainable than it is better for a company to be sustainable.  

2.5 Frameworks for defining green consumerism 

Peattie (1998) started with expanding the research on green consumerism based on socio-
demographic factors towards a framework based on the act of the purchase itself. He built this 
framework based on Kardsah’s (1976) findings. According to Kardash (1976), all the consumers 
are in fact green consumers because if one has the choice between choosing between two equal 
products, with the only difference that one product is sustainable and the other is not, consumers 
will always choose the sustainable product. However, this finding contradicts the contemporary 
literature as mentioned previously. Therefore Peattie (1998) focusses on the extent to which 
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things are not equal concerning purchasing behavior. To define how ‘equal’ sustainable 
purchases are perceived, he considers two different factors: 

The degree of compromise 

Compromise we can define as how much effort or sacrifice a consumer is willing to give to buy a 
sustainable product. This can be in the form of having to travel further for a green product or 
sacrificing more money or having a lower quality of the product.  

The degree of confidence 

This concept is based on the perceived consumer effectiveness of Straughan and Roberts (1999). 
It is defined as the trust a consumer has in the effect their purchase has on the environment. 
Straughan and Roberts (1999) found that perceived consumer effectiveness (PCE) has a very 
high correlation with green consumerism. According to their study environmentally responsible 
respondents are only to act on buying green products if they believe that they can individually 
have an influence on the environment by their actions. This finding is supported by the findings 
from this paper. 

!  
Figure 1: Green purchase perception framework based on Peattie (1998) 

New version of Peattie (1998) Framework 

McDonald and Oates (2006) take this framework to a new level by taking more factors into 
account. According to them this framework is limited because, in the degree of compromise also 
product usage and disposal should be considered. Moreover, in the degree of confidence one 
should not only focus on the environmental impact but also on the social and ethical effects.  
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They find there is no difference in green purchasing behavior and other sustainable activities 
such as waste management and recycling for example. Therefore they took into account all kinds 
of sustainable activities and correlate these with green purchasing behavior. They came up with 
the following framework: 

!  

Figure 2: McDonald and Oates (2006) green consumerism matrix 

They found that both compromise and confidence levels are very important elements for how 
activities are seen by the consumers.  The way the respondents perceive different activities 
according to this matrix varies a lot and there is not much correlation in this perception. 
However, there is a high correlation in the perception of activities which make a lot of difference 
with low effort (McDonald and Oates, 2006).  

2.6 Gap between consumer perceptions and actions 

A substantial gap exists between consumer pro-environmental perceptions and their purchasing 
behavior (Davari and Strutton, 2014). According to social scientists this is because in the 
decision making process, consumers pursue their self interest. Usually this is in the way of 
avoiding personal costs or attracting personal benefits. This pursuit of self interests usually leads 
to a conflict in the beliefs of the consumers and their actions (Lewin, Strutton and Paswan, 
2011).  

In their study, Davaria and Strutton (2014) extinguish between four different kinds of green 
product attributes and four different kinds of brand equity. The four different kinds of green 
product attributes are; green products, green prices, green promotions and green places. The four 
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dimensions of brand equity are; brand associations, brand loyalty, perceived brand quality and 
brand trust.  

Green products are the production practices in which the green products are made, for example 
recycled, organic etc. Green prices refer to the price premium on green products because 
production costs are higher for sustainable products. Green promotions are the marketing 
activities of the green firms, given that they satisfy at least one of the following criteria; 1) they 
refer to the relationship between the green product and the environment, 2) they refer to green 
lifestyles without mentioning the product, 3) present sustainable corporate images. Green places 
in turn refer to the distribution channels of the green products from the point of their origin to the 
consumer (Davaria and Strutton, 2014).  

Brand associations refer to anything that comes up in the mind of the consumer when thinking of 
a brand. Brand loyalty is the willingness of a consumer to repeatedly buy products from the same 
brand. Perceived brand quality refers to the extent to which the consumer qualifies the brand. 
Brand trust is the consumers perception as to the extent to which the brand fulfills its promises 
(Davaria and Strutton, 2014).  

Davaria and Strutton (2014) found that all four green factors were related to brand loyalty. For 
brand association, only green product was related. On perceived brand quality, both green 
product and green place had a positive impact. Green product and green price were the only two 
factors that had an influence on brand trust. Only green product had an influence on all four 
brand equity attributes. By contrast, green promotion and green place had the least influence on 
the brand equity attributes. Green price was negatively related to brand loyalty and brand trust.  

Several other insights emerge from this study. One is that consumers do perceive green products 
differently as from normal products. Moreover, a green firm needs to distinguish between two 
types of consumers 1) environmentally conscious consumers and 2) non- environmentally 
conscious consumers. The green marketing strategies may not have impact, or very little, on the 
non-green consumers (Davaria and Strutton, 2014).  This finding is also supported by this paper. 

The conclusion is that the main attribute which leads to the gap between consumers perceptions 
about green products and their purchasing behaviors are the higher prices for the green products 
(Davaria and Strutton, 2014).  

Rettie, Barnham and Burchell (2011) found that consumers see green products, initiatives and 
behaviours with respect to what is perceived as normal and what everyone else does. Also, 
consumer behaviors concerning sustainability are based on the perception of normality. 
Therefore, some sustainable consumerism behaviors are not being pursued because they are not 
perceived as being normal and only for a niche group of “green consumers”. Moreover, Rettie et 
al. (2011) found that consumers understand that what is perceived as normal and not normal 
changes over time. This paper finds evidence for this conclusion.  
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Rettie et. al (2012) found that the perception of consumers about what is green, complies with 
the research done so far about sustainability. This means that the gap between the green attitudes 
of consumers and their behaviors can not be allocated towards the deficit of the correct 
knowledge. They also found that consumers don’t assess their behaviors on a case to case basis, 
but instead rely on socially shared connotations.  

2.7 Conclusion Literature Review 

There are five main conclusions that arise from the preliminary research about the question as to 
how consumers perceive sustainable products.  The first one is that subjective knowledge about 
sustainability, society, economics and the environment is an important driver for consumers to 
buy a sustainable product. Second, there must be low effort to acquire the product. Third, the 
product must have a high sustainable impact. Moreover, sustainable corporate practices have a 
positive impact on consumer intent to purchase. Finally, consumers care more about 
environmental sustainable practices than economic sustainability.  

This means that the ultimate way to sell a sustainable product is to do it in a market where people 
think they know a lot about the consequences of their purchase. Moreover, the product must be 
easily available, and it must be clear what the direct sustainable impact is from buying the 
product. Also, the product must be perceived as gentle. Products that are associated with strength 
are less likely to be bought when they are sustainable. 

We can conclude that there quite a lot of  existing literature about the drivers for purchasing 
sustainable products. Moreover, we can conclude that most of the consumers say they would buy 
a sustainable product over a non-sustainable product if the product attributes are the same. 
However, the sustainable product market is still very small compared to the non-sustainable 
product market. This is an interesting gap between what consumers say they would do and what 
consumers actually do. This leads us to the question: what are the main drivers for the attitude-
behavior gap concerning the purchase behavior of sustainable products?  

The conclusion of the literature review concerning the gap between consumer perceptions about 
sustainable products and their actions to buy green products.  Davaria and Strutton (2014) 
conclude that the main attribute which leads to the gap between consumers perceptions about 
green products and their purchasing behaviors are the higher prices for the green products. 
Moreover, Rettie, Barnham and Burchell (2011) found that consumers see green products, 
initiatives and behaviours with respect to what is perceived as normal and what everyone else 
does. Also, consumer behaviors concerning sustainability are based on the perception of 
normality. Therefore, some sustainable consumerism behaviors are not being pursued because 
they are not perceived as being normal and only for a niche group of “green consumers”. In this 
paper this issue is investigated further.  
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3.Conclusions Preliminary Interviews 

The preliminary in-depth interviews were conducted on four students from age 19 to 28 with a 
minimal education of HBO (Appendix A). According to the answers, all the respondents are 
aware of the climate change and negative effects of consumerism on the environment. Also, they 
spent an average of 7 EURO a week on sustainable products.  

Three of the four respondents say they believe that their sustainable consumption actions can 
only have an impact if a big part of society also does follows their actions of sustainable 
consumerism.  Also, three of the four respondents believe that a sustainable lifestyle must be 
implemented from top-down instead of bottom-up, for example by governmental institutions.  

On the question of how the respondents perceive other sustainable consumers, two of the four 
respondents suggested that they perceive these people often as pretentious and that they have a 
negative morally superior attitude.  

Moreover, all the respondents confirmed that they often don’t buy sustainable products because it 
is more expensive. Also, two of the four respondents answered that they don’t buy sustainable 
products because often their demand is not matched by the supply of sustainable products, 
suggesting that there should be more sustainable products to be able to choose from.  

4. Research hypotheses  

From the conclusions of the preliminary literature review and the preliminary interviews 
severalnew hypotheses can be researched. All of these hypotheses can fill the research gap on 
literature that is already done on the gap between consumers positive perceptions on sustainable 
products and their lack of action on buying sustainable products.  

The hypotheses are as follows: 
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1. Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they believe that their sustainable 
consumption actions can only have an impact if a big part of society also does follows 
their actions of sustainable consumerism.   

2. Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they perceive other sustainable  
consumers as pretentious.  

3. Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they relate other sustainable  
consumers with negatively morally superior attitude. 

4. Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because often their demand is not matched by 
the supply of sustainable products. 

The first three hypotheses can all be based on the already confirmed hypothesis of Rettie, 
Barnham and Burchell (2011). They found that consumers see green products, initiatives and 
behaviours with respect to what is perceived as normal and what everyone else does. Also, 
consumer behaviors concerning sustainability are based on the perception of normality. 
Therefore, some sustainable consumerism behaviors are not being pursued because they are not 
perceived as being normal and only for a niche group of “green consumers”. 
  
For the first hypothesis, this is highly relevant, because when sustainable consumerism is not 
perceived as normal, other consumers will not tend to take action in buying sustainable products. 
This is because they will only do it if a big group also does it, because only then it will have a 
big impact according to their perception. This line of thought is confirmed by the in-depth 
interviews by Johnstone and Tan (2015). One quote of their interviews is: “You don’t actually 
feel the effects if you buy… [products that do not use environmentally-friendly processes], you 
don’t feel the effects on a daily basis.” According to their study, Johnstone and Tan (2015) 
stress this could be because of the normalization norm studied by Rettie et al. (2011). 
  
For the second and third hypotheses the conclusion of Rettie, Barnham and Burchell (2011) is 
also relevant because according to their findings, this leads to an inter-group dynamic between 
non-sustainable consumers and sustainable consumers. Therefore, these two groups can be 
distinguished and the dynamics between these groups can lead to negative perceptions between 
them, as found by Tauber and Zomeren (2012). Moreover, Johnstone and Tan (2015) found that a 
group of consumers don’t pursue to green buying behavior because of the ‘green stigma’. These 
stigma’s are concluded in the following four quotes of their respondents: “I don’t mind doing the 
odd thing and helping out the environment…but I don’t want to get grouped into that big ‘‘we’re 
hippies and we dance and we clap our hands around XX Street and stuff’’ “Another barrier could 
be the social stigma. Like you might not want to be seen as a green… ,I wouldn’t want people to 
think I’m like preachy..”,  ‘‘Green consumers inherently think that they are better than everyone 
else because of what they do”. A little bit of a nutcase sometimes.” (Johnstone and Tan, 2015). 
These findings are in line with the preliminary interviews and the hypothesis formulation of 
hypotheses three and four. 
  
Hypothesis three can be further explained by the reactance theory (Johnstone and Tan, 2015). 
According to the reactance theory, people with a high sensibility for freedom, feel reluctant to 
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take action when someone or something says they need to do it. Therefore, when a “morally 
superior” consumer tries to convince their peers to buy sustainable products, it will lead to 
reluctance and less action in buying sustainable products. 
  
Hypotheses three can be further explained by the study of Tauber and Zomeren (2012). They 
found that inter group relationships are negatively related to moral superiority. Specifically, when 
a group is conceived as morally superior, other groups will tend to not ask them for help. 
Moreover, threats to one group’s moral status leads to group-based anger and a motivation to 
reaffirm the group’s moral status. This is an important indicator for aversion against morally 
superior groups. In the notion of sustainable consumption, this could be related to the hypothesis 
of that consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they relate other 
sustainable  consumers with negatively morally superior attitude. This leads to an inter-group 
dynamic where the non-sustainable consumers are prone to reaffirm their moral status by not 
buying sustainable products. 
  
Moreover, the hypothesis that consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they perceive 
other sustainable  consumers as pretentious can be further developed by the conclusion of Tauber 
and Zomeren (2012) that inter group relationships are negatively related to moral superiority . 
This is because the anger the non-sustainable group feels towards the sustainable group can be 
explained in the form of perceiving the sustainable group as fake or pretentious. Also, for the 
need for non-sustainable consumers to reaffirm their moral group status can be explained by 
perceiving the group of sustainable consumers as pretentious and fake. By perceiving them as 
such, their own moral group status can be reaffirmed and explained. 
  
Hypothesis four can be based on the study of Vermeir and Verbeke (2006). They found that a 
particular brand of organic food (Le Fermier, Belgium) is perceived as not easily accessible. 
They stress that this perception could be because of the overall perception of consumers that 
sustainable products are not easily available. According to Vermeir and Verbeke (2006), a higher 
perceived availability of sustainable products leads to higher purchasing behavior of such 
products.  Accordingly, they found that a lower perceived availability leads to lower buying 
behavior of sustainable products.  

5.Methodology 

The hypotheses mentioned previously can be tested through an online survey. The dependent 
variable of the survey is how much money the respondents spend on average in the last year on 
sustainable products relatively to normal products. It is necessary to make this a relative 
percentage, since some people may have higher or lower budget. If this is the case, a percentage 
shows the relative consumption of sustainable products. Moreover, a question about how much 
the respondent thinks he or she spends on sustainable products compared to his or her peers is 
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implemented to have a second dependent variable. This is because the relative amount of 
sustainable consumption is sometimes hard to calculate.  

5.1 Section A: Social Media Posts 

The survey starts with a set of social media posts. In this posts both the hypothesis about 
prentiousness and about moral superiority among sustainable consumers are tested. To account 
for any bias concerning the respondents attitude towards social media in general, the following 
question is asked: What kind of emotions do you feel in general towards social media such as 
Facebook, Instagram and Twitter? The options the respondent has are: Interest, Joy, Sadness, 
Anger, Disgust, Hapiness or “other”. According to Izard (2007), these are the natural basic 
emotions of a human being. This question functions as a control variable in the regression. 
However, we can see in the regression that this control variable leads to new interesting insights. 

The first social media post is an example of a pretentious woman who bought a sustainable dress 
for the first time and is bragging about it (See appendix B for the survey). This question rises 
from the finding of the preliminary interviews and from Johnstone and Tan (2015). They found 
that some people see other sustainable consumers as: “I don’t mind doing the odd thing and 
helping out the environment…but I don’t want to get grouped into that big ‘‘we’re hippies and 
we dance and we clap our hands around XX Street and stuff.’  

The first question which is asked about this post is: Imagine a friend of you posts this on her 
Facebook timeline. What kind of emotions do you feel when looking at this post? This question 
refers to the hypothesis that people buy less sustainable products because sustainable consumers 
are acting pretentious. The options the respondent has are: Interest, Joy, Sadness, Anger, Disgust, 
Hapiness or “other” (Izard, 2007). The second question is: Imagine a friend behaves like this in 
real life. Would this behavior make you buy less or more sustainable products? The respondents 
can answer through a linear scale from one to five. Where a score of one is much less, two is 
less, three is neutral, four is more and five is much more. With this question we can see whether 
the respondent is negatively, neutrally or positively affected by this kind of behavior by 
sustainable consumers.  
   

The second social media post is an example of a morally superior man who bought a fairtrade 
coat with no child labor in the production process. He is trying to tell other people to also buy 
sustainable products. This refers to the hypothesis that people are consuming less sustainable 
products because sustainable consumers are acting morally superior and preachy (Johnstone and 
Tan (2015). They found that the believes of non-green consumers are as follows: “Another 
barrier could be the social stigma. Like you might not want to be seen as a green… ,I wouldn’t 
want people to think I’m like preachy..”,  ‘‘Green consumers inherently think that they are better 
than everyone else because of what they do”. The questions are the same as for the first social 
media post. 
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The third social media post is an example of a man who is acting pretentious about making a 
vegan and organic meal. He does this by sharing it with his peers and making very clear it 
concerns a sustainable meal. The same scientific reasoning counts as for the first social media 
post.The questions are the same as for the first social media post. 

The fourth social media post is an example of a woman who just made an organic and vegan 
soup and is acting morally superior. She does this by making clear she made a sustainable soup 
and is contributing to less greenhouse gas emissions. After this she says her peers should also do 
this.  The same scientific reasoning counts as for the second social media post.The questions are 
the same as for the first social media posts. 

To reduce any bias concerning the social media posts, the genders of the people on the social 
media pictures are cross-mixed. This means that for the morally superior attitude there is one 
man as well as one female. The same counts for the pretentious attitude. Moreover, the 
sustainable products on the pictures are differentiated between clothing and food. Since here 
there might be bias as well concerning the kind of product which is displayed on the social media 
post. This is also cross mixed between the social media posts. As for both the pretentious and the 
morally superior attitude there is one post with clothing and one with food. This might lead to 
different results in the regression. Also, this might lead to new insights about whether there is a 
difference between the respondent’s attitude towards sustainable clothing and sustainable food.  

5.2 Section B: Sharing with peers 

The second section of the survey involves the following statement: Did anyone share with you 
that they bought sustainable products in the last year? This question refers to offline as well as 
online sharing. The options the respondent has are yes or no. This question is an introduction 
question towards the following statements as to why the respondent believes the people share the 
fact that they bought a sustainable product.  

After this section, in the fourth section a couple of statements are set concerning the reasons for 
people sharing their sustainable consumption if the answer to the previous question was “yes”. 
The first statement is as follows: I believe they share it because they want attention. The 
respondent can answer on this statement with a liquid scale from one to five. A score of one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. This 
statement is to find out if people believe that sustainable consumers are acting pretentious and 
are sharing just because they want attention. This question is also based on the findings of 
Johnstone and Tan (2015), Tauber and Zomeren (2012), and on the prelimaniry interviews of this 
paper. Tauber and Zomeren (2012) found that moral superior attitude can lead to negative inter 
group dynamics. Therefore, we can conclude that seeing the other group as pretentious might be 
an outcome of the negative inter group relationships between green and non-green consumers. 
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The second statement is as follows: I believe they share it because they are proud of themselves. 
Also here the respondent can answer whether they agree or disagree on a scale from one to five. 
This statement is also about the pretentious hypothesis. This statement is also supported by the 
findings of the interviews of Johnstone and Tan (2015), Tauber and Zomeren (2012), and by the 
findings of the preliminary interviews of this paper. 

The third statement is stated as: I believe they share it because they are trying to convince me. 
This statement concerns the morally superior attitude of sustainable consumers. If someone tries 
to convince another to do something this is often because they think they are right and have a 
moral high ground. This statement is also supported by the findings of the interviews of 
Johnstone and Tan (2015), Tauber and Zomeren (2012), and by the findings of the preliminary 
interviews of this paper. 

The following statements is: I believe they share it because they think they are better than other 
people. This statement is self-evident for morally superior behavior. This statement is also 
supported by the findings of the interviews of Johnstone and Tan (2015), Tauber and Zomeren 
(2012) and by the findings of the preliminary interviews of this paper. 

5.3 Section C: Different Hypotheses 

Next, the following section is a section with general statements about the other two hypotheses: 
the hypotheses that people don’t buy sustainable products because they believe they only have an 
impact if a big group also does it and the hypotheses that people don’t buy sustainable products 
because their demand of sustainable products is not matched with their supply. Moreover, in this 
section a statement about the expensiveness is added since this is already found to be a 
significant factor as to why people don’t buy sustainable products according to Davaria and 
Strutton (2014).  

The first statement is as follows: I believe I have an impact with buying sustainable products. 
This is a control question concerning the hypothesis that people don’t buy sustainable products 
because they believe they only have an impact if a big group also does it. . This line of thought is 
confirmed by the in-depth interviews by Johnstone and Tan (2015). One quote of their interviews 
is: “You don’t actually feel the effects if you buy… [products that do not use environmentally-
friendly processes], you don’t feel the effects on a daily basis.” According to their study, 
Johnstone and Tan (2015) stress this could be because of the normalization norm studied by 
Rettie et al. (2011). Moreover, this hypothesis is found by the preliminary interviews (Appendix 
A). 

The following statement reads: I believe I only have an impact if everybody buys sustainable 
products. This statement is exactly the hypothesis that people don’t buy sustainable products 
because they believe they only have an impact if a big group also does it. The same scientific 
reasoning counts as for the previous statement.  
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The next statement is as follows: I am satisfied with the supply of sustainable products versus my 
demands. This statement also exactly fits with the hypothesis that people don’t buy sustainable 
products because the availability of sustainable products is too low. This is based on the findings 
from Vermeir and Verbeke (2006), which states that a higher perceived availability of sustainable 
products leads to higher purchasing behavior of such products. Moreover, this hypothesis is 
formulated by the preliminary interviews (see Appendix A). 

As mentioned before, the last statement is a control statement since this hypothesis has already 
been validated in previous research on the gap between consumers attitude and behavior 
concerning sustainable consumption. The statement is as follows: I think sustainable products are 
more expensive than normal products. This hypothesis has been validated by Davaria and 
Strutton (2014), who found that people buy less sustainable products because of the higher 
perceived prices.  

5.4 Section D: Independent Variables and Background Questions 

The last section contains a set of control questions such as educational background, age, country 
and gender. Moreover, the questions mentioned earlier concerning the dependent variable of the 
survey are asked.  

The two control questions are as follows: 1. Compared to my peers, I believe I spend a lot of 
money on sustainable products. A score of one is strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is 
neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Sustainable products can be seen in the broadest 
sense in this question. It can be for example organic or vegan products, recycled or second hand 
products, fairtrade products, products with a good cause (Happy Socks for example). Moreover, 
it can be anything like food, clothing, a car, drinks, using a sustainable bank account, living 
accesoires, laundry detergent etc. 2. How much money did you spend on sustainable products 
relatively to normal products in the last year? Please state a percentage between 0%-100%.  

These two control questions serve as the dependent variable, where the relative percentage of 
sustainable consumption is the most important. However, this might be difficult for the 
respondent to calculate without having any tools. Therefore, the first question serves as a back-
up dependent variable in case the relative sustainable consumption does not lead to significant 
results.  

Furthermore, the following question is asked: What kind of sustainable products did you 
consume the most? This question might lead to relevant insights as to which kind of sustainable 
products are purchased most often. Moreover, there might be a difference between the 
sustainable consumption behavior of someone who buys a lot of sustainable clothes compared to 
someone who buys more sustainable food, as found by Luchs et. al (2010). This reasoning is also 
relevant for the social media posts.  
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Finally, the following background control questions are asked: What is your age? What is your 
educational background? Which country are you from? What is your gender? These questions 
serve as control question to make the regression more significant and to avoid any bias among 
different demographic groups.  

After having conducted the survey, four different linear multiple regressions are made. The 
explanation and regressions can be found in the following section and in Appendix C.  

6.Regression 

We distinguish the results of the survey in four different regressions. In the first two regressions 
we take peers_money as the dependent variable and in the last two regressions we take 
ln(relative_money) as the dependent variable (Appendix C). The explanation of the variables can 
also be found in Appendix C.  

6.1 Regression 1 

In this regression we take the first set of social media posts (post one and post two) as the main 
variables together with the variables; expensive, impact, impact_everybody and supply. The 
control variables of this regression are: social media, age, gender, education, country and kind of 
products. The sample size for this regression is 131. 

__________________________________________________  

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics Regression 1

Mea
n

Std. 
Deviation N

peers_money 2,49 1,040 131

gender_dummy ,
5115

,50179 131

age 23,3
5

5,522 131

impact 3,65 ,968 131

  19



impact_everybody 2,95 1,261 131

supply 2,89 ,979 131

expensive 4,15 ,779 131

socialmedia_interestdum ,
7481

,43578 131

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

,
1832

,38832 131

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,
1527

,36105 131

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

,
0458

,20986 131

socialmedia_neutraldum ,
0763

,26655 131

socialmedia_anxietydum ,
0153

,12308 131

socialmedia_joydum ,
4046

,49269 131

socialmedia_disgustdum ,
1145

,31964 131

socialmedia_angerdum ,
0458

,20986 131

education=HBO/College ,
1298

,33734 131

education=High School ,
0382

,19234 131

education=MBO ,
0076

,08737 131

education=WO/
University

,
8244

,38192 131

post1_interestdum ,
3130

,46549 131
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post1_sadnessdum ,
0611

,24038 131

post1_hapinessdum ,
1145

,31964 131

post1_disgustdum ,
2901

,45554 131

post1_neutraldum ,
1145

,31964 131

post1_annoyeddum ,
1069

,31013 131

post1_joydum ,
1985

,40038 131

post1_angerdum ,
0305

,17271 131

post2_interestdum ,
5649

,49768 131

post2_annoyeddum ,
1221

,32870 131

post2_sadnessdum ,
0229

,15016 131

post2_hapinessdum ,
1298

,33734 131

post2_disgustdum ,
1603

,36830 131

post2_neutraldum ,
0458

,20986 131

post2_joydum ,
1527

,36105 131

post2_angerdum ,
0229

,15016 131

Fooddum ,
6718

,47138 131
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The Standard Deviation from the country dummies is very low. Therefore, we do not take them 
into account in the analysis.  

____________________________________________________  

clothesdum ,
2748

,44813 131

recycleddum ,
0458

,20986 131

bankdum ,
0076

,08737 131

livingaccdum ,
1221

,32870 131

Table 2. Coefficients Regression 1

                                                                                     
Model R R Square

Adjusted R 
Square

Std. Error of 
the Estimate

1 ,775a ,601 ,317 ,860

Standardize
d 

Coefficients

t Sig.Beta

(Constant) 2,200 ,031

Fooddum ,233 1,937 ,056

clothesdum ,209 1,964 ,053

recycleddum ,149 1,076 ,285

bankdum ,068 ,684 ,496

livingaccdum ,241* 2,267 ,026

education=HBO/
College

,018 ,189 ,851

education=High School ,011 ,099 ,922
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age ,078 ,887 ,378

impact ,102 1,061 ,292

impact_everybody -,027 -,246 ,806

supply -,058 -,638 ,526

expensive -,180 -1,835 ,070

gender_dummy ,006 ,058 ,954

socialmedia_interestdu
m

,230 1,976 ,052

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

-,047 -,495 ,622

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

-,003 -,031 ,975

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

-,144 -1,314 ,193

socialmedia_neutraldum ,216 1,984 ,051

socialmedia_anxietydu
m

-,089 -1,021 ,310

socialmedia_joydum -,111 -1,048 ,298

socialmedia_disgustdum ,206* 2,301 ,024

socialmedia_angerdum ,067 ,643 ,522

post1_interestdum -,271 -1,881 ,064

post1_sadnessdum ,207 1,771 ,081

post1_hapinessdum ,010 ,086 ,932

post1_disgustdum -,263 -1,636 ,106

post1_neutraldum -,224 -1,770 ,081

post1_annoyeddum -,243 -1,954 ,054

post1_joydum ,047 ,367 ,715

post1_angerdum ,290** 2,902 ,005

post2_interestdum -,029 -,184 ,855

post2_annoyeddum ,018 ,124 ,901
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Excluded Variables: 

post2_sadnessdum -,027 -,267 ,790

post2_hapinessdum ,152 1,305 ,196

post2_disgustdum -,111 -,862 ,391

post2_neutraldum -,160 -1,537 ,129

post2_joydum -,127 -1,113 ,269

post2_angerdum -,180 -1,877 ,064

Country dummies

education=MBO

education=WO/University

country=The Netherlands 
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An R squared of 0,601 means that the variables we implemented in the regression explain the 
dependent variable quite significantly 

From this regression we find that the hypothesis from Davaria and Strutton (2014), which states 
that the main attribute which leads to the gap between consumers perceptions about green 
products and their purchasing behaviors are the higher prices for the green products, is validated 
by the results of this study. More specifically: if someone believes sustainable products are more 
expensive by one point on the liquid scale, we would expect peer_money to decrease by 0,18 
points, ceteris paribus. This is found on a 7% confidence level.  

From the kind of products control variable, we see that people who buy sustainable food (p-value 
of 0,056) , clothes (p-value of 0,053) and living accessories (p-value of 0,026) in general are 
expected to believe they spend more money on sustainable products compared to their peers. 
More specifically, if someone consumes sustainable food he or she is expected to believe he or 

Table 3: Correlations Main Variables Regression 1 
 socialmedia_interestdum socialmedia_neutraldum socialmedia_disgustdum 

post1_annoyeddum post1_angerdum 
socialmedia_interestdum  1     
socialmedia_neutraldum  -,363** 1    
socialmedia_disgustdum  -,012 -,103 1   

post1_annoyeddum  ,087 -,099 -,047 1  
post1_angerdum  -,101 -,051 ,215* ,082 1 

Note: ***= p-value<0,001 **=0,001<p-value<0,01 *=0,01<p-value<0,05. However, in the 
analysis we take into account every β coefficient with a conficence level of <10%. However, 
these variables should be treated with some care in the analysis.   

As described in the correlation table, the variables socialmedia_interest and 
socialmedia_neutral are correlated. Nevertheless, the VIF factors in Appendix C show that the 
factors are all below 6, therefore there is no need to change the regression (O’Brien, 2007).. 
Moreover, when we regress without these variables, the results do not change significantly.  

Furthermore, the post1_anger and social_media disgust variables are significantly correlated 
with each other. However, since we include the social media dummies as control variables for 
the social media post dummy variables, a correlation is already expected. Therefore, we 
continue with both variables in the regression. Moreover, the VIF factors in Appendix C show 
that the factors are all below 6. Therefore, we continue with the proposed regression 
(O’Brien, 2007). 
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she consumes more sustainable products compared to his or her peers by 0,24 points, ceteris 
paribus. For clothes and living accessories this is a 0,29 and 0,24 points increase respectively, 
ceteris paribus.  

The social media emotion dummy variables show that interest (p-value of 0,052), neutral (p-
value of 0,051) and disgust (p-value of 0,024) emotions are statistically significant. All three 
dummy variables show a positive correlation with peer_money. Interest, neutral and disgust 
show that the respondent is expected to believe he or she spends more money compared to his or 
her peers on sustainable products by 0,23, 0,26 and 0,2 points respectively on the liquid scale 
from one to five, ceteris paribus.  

Also, the post1 emotion dummy variables show significance, namely; interest (p-value of 0,064), 
sadness (p-value of 0,081), neutral (p-value of 0,081), annoyed (p-value of 0,054) and anger (p-
value of 0,005). Interest, neutral and annoyed are negatively correlated with peer_money. 
Sadness and anger are positively correlated with peer_money. Interest, neutral and annoyed show 
that the respondent is expected to believe he or she spends less money compared to his or her 
peers on sustainable products by 0,27, 0,22 and 0,24 points respectively, ceteris paribus. 
Moreover, sadness and anger show that the respondent is expected to believe he or she spends 
more money compared to his or her peers on sustainable products by 0,2 and 0,29 points 
respectively, ceteris paribus.  

The post 2 anger emotion shows that the respondent is expected to believe he or she spends less 
money on sustainable products compared to his or her peers by 0,18 points, ceteris paribus. This 
variable is significant on a 6,4% confidence level.  

The remaining variables are insignificant at a 10% confidence level.  

6.2 Regression 2 
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In the second regression we take the second set of social media posts (post three and post four) 
and run the regression with the same variables and control variables.  

________________________________________________
_  

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics Regression 2 

Mea
n

Std. 
Deviation N

peers_money 2,49 1,040 131

Fooddum ,
6718

,47138 131

clothesdum ,
2748

,44813 131

recycleddum ,
0458

,20986 131

bankdum ,
0076

,08737 131

livingaccdum ,
1221

,32870 131

education=HBO/College ,
1298

,33734 131

education=High School ,
0382

,19234 131

education=MBO ,
0076

,08737 131

education=WO/
University

,
8244

,38192 131

age 23,3
5

5,522 131

impact 3,65 ,968 131

impact_everybody 2,95 1,261 131

supply 2,89 ,979 131
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expensive 4,15 ,779 131

gender_dummy ,
5115

,50179 131

socialmedia_interestdum ,
7481

,43578 131

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

,
1832

,38832 131

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,
1527

,36105 131

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

,
0458

,20986 131

socialmedia_neutraldum ,
0763

,26655 131

socialmedia_anxietydum ,
0153

,12308 131

socialmedia_joydum ,
4046

,49269 131

socialmedia_disgustdum ,
1145

,31964 131

socialmedia_angerdum ,
0458

,20986 131

post3_interestdum ,
3664

,48367 131

post3_sadnessdum ,
0687

,25392 131

post3_hapinessdum ,
1756

,38192 131

post3_disgustdum ,
2824

,45192 131

post3_neutraldum ,
0840

,27841 131
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The Standard Deviation from the country dummies is very low. Therefore, we do not take them 
into account in the analysis.  

____________________________________________________________________ 

                               Table 5. Coefficients Regression 2  

post3_annoyeddum ,
1221

,32870 131

post3_joydum ,
1221

,32870 131

post3_angerdum ,
0305

,17271 131

post4_interestdum ,
3893

,48947 131

post4_sadnessdum ,
0916

,28957 131

post4_hapinessdum ,
0992

,30013 131

post4_disgustdum ,
2214

,41677 131

post4_neutraldum ,
1374

,34560 131

post4_annoyeddum ,
1069

,31013 131

post4_joydum ,
1145

,31964 131

post4_angerdum ,
0305

,17271 131

Model R
R 

Square

Adjust
ed R 

Square
Std. Error of 
the Estimate

2 ,753a ,566 ,258 ,896
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Model

Standardi
zed 

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.Beta

2 (Constant) 1,991 ,050

Fooddum ,321* 2,609 ,011

clothesdum ,257* 2,255 ,027

recycleddum ,225 1,620 ,109

bankdum -,018 -,175 ,861

livingaccdum ,047 ,410 ,683

education=HBO/
College

,104 1,059 ,293

education=High School ,058 ,512 ,610

age ,038 ,407 ,685

impact ,061 ,595 ,553

impact_everybody -,088 -,809 ,421

supply ,032 ,324 ,747

expensive -,148 -1,502 ,137

gender_dummy ,055 ,512 ,610

socialmedia_interestdu
m

,054 ,466 ,643

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

-,048 -,485 ,629

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,135 1,292 ,200

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

-,135 -1,216 ,228

socialmedia_neutraldum ,166 1,522 ,132

socialmedia_anxietydu
m

-,057 -,630 ,531
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Excluded Variables: 

socialmedia_joydum -,093 -,847 ,400

socialmedia_disgustdu
m

,134 1,481 ,143

socialmedia_angerdum ,050 ,502 ,617

post3_interestdum -,132 -,758 ,451

post3_sadnessdum -,165 -1,264 ,210

post3_hapinessdum -,103 -,738 ,463

post3_disgustdum -,133 -,723 ,472

post3_neutraldum -,172 -1,161 ,249

post3_annoyeddum -,257 -1,574 ,120

post3_joydum ,115 ,956 ,342

post3_angerdum ,212* 2,018 ,047

post4_interestdum ,132 ,734 ,465

post4_sadnessdum ,009 ,069 ,945

post4_hapinessdum ,245 1,824 ,072

post4_disgustdum -,149 -,912 ,365

post4_neutraldum -,071 -,447 ,656

post4_annoyeddum -,013 -,080 ,937

post4_joydum -,132 -1,217 ,227

 post4_angerdum -,108 -,989 ,326

countries dummies

education=MBO

education=WO/University

country=The Netherlands 
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Note: ***= p-value<0,001 **=0,001<p-value<0,01 *=0,01<p-value<0,05. However, in the 
analysis we take into account every β coefficient with a conficence level of <10%.  

As described in the correlation table, the variables socialmedia_interest and 
socialmedia_neutral are correlated. Nevertheless, the VIF factors in Appendix C show that the 
factors are all below 6, therefore there is no need to change the regression (O’Brien, 2007). 
Moreover, when we regress without these variables, the results do not change significantly.  

An R squared of 0,566 means that the variables we implemented in the regression explain the 
dependent variable quite significantly.  

In this regression we find the food (p-value of 0,011) and clothes (p-value of 0,027) dummy 
variables to be significant and positively correlated with peer_money again. More specifically, if 
someone consumes sustainable food he or she is expected to believe he or she consumes more 
sustainable products compared to his or her peers by 0,32 points, ceteris paribus. The same 
counts for clothes with 0,26 points, ceteris paribus. 

From the post3 anger (p-value of 0,047) dummy we can derive that if someone feels anger 
towards post3, he or she is expected to believe he or she consumes more sustainable products 
compared to his or her peers by 0,212 points, ceteris paribus.  

The post4 happiness dummy variable (p-value of 0,072) also shows a positive correlation with 
peer_money. If someone feels happiness when looking at post4, he or she is expected to believe 
he or she consumes more sustainable products compared to his or her peers by 0,245 points, 
ceteris paribus.   

All other variables are insignificant at a 10% confidence level.  

Table 6: Correlations Main Variables Regression 2 
 socialmedia_interestdum socialmedia_neutraldum socialmedia_disgustdum 

post3_angerdum 
socialmedia_interestdum  1    
socialmedia_neutraldum  -,363** 1   
socialmedia_disgustdum  -,012 -,103 1  

post3_angerdum  ,001 ,116 -,064 1 
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6.3 Regression 3 

In the third regression we only regress the variables of the “I believe” statements. This means we 
do not include the social media posts variables or the social media control variable. The variables 
in this regression are: better, proud, convince, conversation, expensive, impact, 
impact_everybody. Moreover, the control variables are: age, gender, education, country and kind 
of product (see Appendix C). The sample size is 81.  

_________________________________________________
_  

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics Regression 3 

Mean
Std. 

Deviation N

ln_money -1,7635 ,97027 81

Fooddum ,7407 ,44096 81

clothesdum ,2593 ,44096 81

recycleddum ,0370 ,19003 81

bankdum ,0123 ,11111 81

livingaccdum ,1358 ,34471 81

education=HBO/
College

,1481 ,35746 81

education=High 
School

,0494 ,21802 81

education=MBO ,0123 ,11111 81

education=WO/
University

,7901 ,40976 81

age 22,52 2,465 81

impact 3,83 ,905 81

impact_everybody 2,73 1,265 81

supply 2,80 ,993 81

expensive 4,12 ,827 81
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The Standard Deviation from the country dummies is very low. Therefore, we do not take them 
into account in the analysis.  

_____________________________________________________________________  

gender_dummy ,4198 ,49659 81

attention 2,98 1,193 81

proud 3,99 ,915 81

convince 3,19 ,963 81

better 2,42 1,223 81

conversation 2,99 1,006 81

Table 8. Coefficients Regression 3

Model R

R 
Squar

e

Adjust
ed R 

Square
Std. Error of 
the Estimate

3 ,708a ,501 ,232 ,85024

Model

Standardiz
ed 

Coefficient
s

t Sig.Beta

3 (Constant) -1,862 ,068

Fooddum -,256 -1,586 ,119

clothesdum -,262 -1,917 ,061

recycleddum -,004 -,028 ,978

bankdum -,042 -,358 ,721

livingaccdum -,055 -,381 ,705
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Excluded Variables: 

education=HBO/
College

,123 ,942 ,351

education=High School ,093 ,681 ,499

age ,002 ,012 ,991

impact ,238 1,818 ,075

impact_everybody ,131 ,998 ,323

supply ,194 1,652 ,105

expensive -,177 -1,390 ,170

gender_dummy -,329* -2,591 ,012

attention ,058 ,393 ,696

proud ,320* 2,639 ,011

convince -,009 -,074 ,941

better -,247 -1,888 ,065

conversation ,076 ,583 ,562

country dummies

education=MBO

education=WO/University

country= Netherlands 

Table 9: Correlations Main Variables Regression 3

gender_dummy proud
bett
er

impa
ct

gender_dummy 1

proud -,006 1
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Note: ***= p-value<0,001 **=0,001<p-value<0,01 *=0,01<p-value<0,05. However, in the 
analysis we take into account every β coefficient with a conficence level of <10%.  

Non of the main variables are correlated with each other. Moreover, the R squared is less than 
the first two regressions. Therefore, the results should be interpreted with some care, since an R 
squared of 0,501 is not very high.  

From the gender dummy (significance at 1,2% confidence level), we can see that if someone is a 
male we would expect relative_money to be 32,9% lower, ceteris paribus.  

Moreover, if someone believes he or she has an impact with buying sustainable products by one 
point increase on the liquid scale from one to five, relative_money is expected to be 23,8% 
higher, ceteris paribus.  

Clothes (significance on 6,2% confidence level) is found to be negatively correlated with 
ln(relative_money). More specifically, if someone mainly consumes sustainable clothes, 
relative_money is expected to decrease by 26,2%, ceteris paribus.  

Proud and better are also found to be statistically significant (1,1% and 6,5% confidence level, 
respectively). If someone believes other sustainable consumers share the fact that they buy 
sustainable products because they are proud by one point increase on the liquid scale, 
relative_money is expected to increase by 32%, ceteris paribus. Moreover, if someone believes 
other sustainable consumers share the fact that they buy sustainable products because they think 
they are better than other by one point increase on the liquid scale from on to five, 
relative_money is expected to decrease by 24,7%, ceteris paribus. 

better ,035 ,140 1

impact -,071 ,148 -,
061

1
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6.4 Regression 4 

The fourth and final regression is the same as the previous one, only the control variable social 
media is added. This leads to interesting insights. As we can see the R squared is significantly 
higher than the previous regression with 10 percentage points. Moreover, the sample size is 81.  

_________________________________________________
_  

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics Regression 4 

Mean
Std. 

Deviation N

ln_money -1,76
35

,97027 81

Fooddum ,7407 ,44096 81

clothesdum ,2593 ,44096 81

recycleddum ,0370 ,19003 81

bankdum ,0123 ,11111 81

livingaccdum ,1358 ,34471 81

education=HBO/College ,1481 ,35746 81

education=High School ,0494 ,21802 81

education=MBO ,0123 ,11111 81

education=WO/
University

,7901 ,40976 81

age 22,52 2,465 81

impact 3,83 ,905 81

impact_everybody 2,73 1,265 81

supply 2,80 ,993 81

expensive 4,12 ,827 81
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The Standard Deviation from the country dummies is very low. Therefore, we do not take them 
into account in the analysis.  
_____________________________________________________________________  

gender_dummy ,4198 ,49659 81

attention 2,98 1,193 81

proud 3,99 ,915 81

convince 3,19 ,963 81

better 2,42 1,223 81

conversation 2,99 1,006 81

socialmedia_interestdum ,7037 ,45947 81

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

,2222 ,41833 81

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,1728 ,38046 81

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

,0494 ,21802 81

socialmedia_neutraldum ,0741 ,26352 81

socialmedia_anxietydum ,0247 ,15615 81

socialmedia_joydum ,3951 ,49191 81

socialmedia_disgustdum ,0864 ,28273 81

socialmedia_angerdum ,0617 ,24216 81

Table 11. Coefficients Regression 4

Model R

R 
Squa

re

Adjust
ed R 

Square
Std. Error of 
the Estimate

4 ,779a ,607 ,268 ,83014
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Model

Standardiz
ed 

Coefficient
s

t Sig.Beta

4 (Constant) -1,9
78

,054

Fooddum -,267 -1,4
81

,146

clothesdum -,358* -2,5
07

,016

recycleddum -,072 -,
435

,666

bankdum -,114 -,
832

,410

livingaccdum -,171 -,
960

,342

education=High School ,119 ,726 ,472

education=WO/
University

-,188 -1,2
41

,221

age ,135 ,867 ,391

impact ,363* 2,36
7

,023

impact_everybody ,193 1,22
9

,226

supply ,227 1,77
8

,083

expensive -,231 -1,7
30

,091

gender_dummy -,321* -2,2
81

,028

attention ,065 ,423 ,674
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Excluded Variables: 

proud ,324* 2,59
6

,013

convince ,001 ,011 ,991

better -,345* -2,4
17

,020

conversation -,037 -,
255

,800

socialmedia_interestdum -,020 -,
136

,892

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

-,089 -,
666

,509

socialmedia_sadnessdum ,112 ,722 ,474

socialmedia_annoyeddum ,029 ,224 ,824

socialmedia_neutraldum ,290 1,84
8

,071

socialmedia_anxietydum ,152 1,31
0

,197

socialmedia_joydum ,210 1,35
5

,183

socialmedia_disgustdum ,262* 2,07
2

,044

socialmedia_angerdum ,047 ,336 ,739

country dummies

education=MBO

education=WO/University

country=The Netherlands 

Table 12: Correlations Main Variables Regression 4

gender_dummy proud
bett
er

impa
ct

socialmedia_disgustd
um
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Note: ***= p-value<0,001 **=0,001<p-value<0,01 *=0,01<p-value<0,05. However, in the 
analysis we take into account every β coefficient with a conficence level of <10%.  

An R squared of 0,566 means that the variables we implemented in the regression explain the 
dependent variable quite significantly. Moreover, non of the main variables are correlated with 
each other.  

From the gender dummy (significance at 2,8% confidence level), we can see that if someone is a 
male we would expect relative_money to be 32,1% lower.  

In this regression we again see proof of the finding of Davaria and Strutton (2014), stating that 
people buy less sustainable products because of the higher prices. Expensive (significance at 
9,1% confidence level) is found to lead to an expected decrease in relative_money by 23,1%. 

Another interesting finding is that people who believe the supply (significance at 2,3% 
confidence level) of sustainable products meets their demand by one point increase on a scale 
from 1 to 5, leads to an expected increase in relative_money by 22,7%.  

Moreover, people who believe they have an impact with buying sustainable products 
(significance at 2,3% confidence level) are expected to have an increase in relative money by 
36,3%.  

We also find that the emotions concerning social media have a correlation with relative_money. 
More specifically, with neutral emotions (significance at 7,1% confidence level) we are expected 
to see an increase in relative_money by 29%. Furthermore, with disgust emotions (significance 
at 4,4% confidence level), we are expected to see an increase in relative_money by 26,2%. 

Again, clothes (significance on 1,6% confidence level) is found to be negatively correlated with 
ln(relative_money). More specifically, if someone mainly consumes sustainable clothes, 
relative_money is expected to decrease by 35,8%.  

gender_dummy 1

proud -,006 1

better ,035 ,140 1

impact -,071 ,148 -,
061

1

socialmedia_disgust
dum

,064 ,060 -,
009

-,068 1
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Proud and better are also found to be statistically significant (1,3% and 2% confidence level, 
respectively). If someone believes other sustainable consumers share the fact that they buy 
sustainable products because they are proud by one point increase on the liquid scale, 
relative_money is expected to increase by 32,4%. Moreover, if someone believes other 
sustainable consumers share the fact that they buy sustainable products because they think they 
are better than other by one point increase on the liquid scale from 1 to 5, relative_money is 
expected to decrease by 34,5%. 

6.5 Correlation Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables: peers_money and ln(relative_money) are significantly 
positively correlated with each other (Appendix C). This can be interpreted in the 
sense that people who are pretentious say or think they buy more sustainable 
products compared to their peers. However, the fact that they are highly correlated 
with each other shows that the dependent variables both can be seen as reliable for 
finding a correlation between the independent variables and how much money the 
respondent spends on sustainable products. Nevertheless, the dependent variables 
still are not perfect predictors for the amount of money a respondent spends on 
sustainable products relative to their total budget since it is hard for a respondent to 
know the exact amount of money spent on green products while filling in the survey.  

7. Discussion  

7.1 Hypotheses 
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Hypothesis 1: Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they believe that their 
sustainable consumption actions can only have an impact if a big part of society also does 
follows their actions of sustainable consumerism.   

We found no significance for this hypothesis since impact_everybody is insignificant in all four 
regressions. We did find however, that people who believe they have an impact with buying 
sustainable products also buy more sustainable products (β impact>0). This result indicates that 
marketing firms or the government could best inform consumers that they indeed have an impact 
with buying sustainable products. This result is also supported by Peattie (1998) and McDonald 
and Oates (2006) which state that people who believe they have an impact with buying 
sustainable products also consume more sustainable products. 

Hypothesis 2: Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they perceive other 
sustainable  consumers as pretentious 

β(annoyed1)<0 and β(neutral1)<0 concern the non-green consumers. Non-green consumers see 
pretentious behavior as a negative attitude from the green consumers. Therefore, they tend to buy 
less sustainable products because they do not want to be part of the pretentious green consumer 
group. This finding is supported by Johnstone and Tan (2015). They found that a group of 
consumers don’t pursue to green buying behavior because of the ‘green stigma’. These stigma’s 
are concluded in the following four quotes of their respondents: “I don’t mind doing the odd 
thing and helping out the environment…but I don’t want to get grouped into that big ‘‘we’re 
hippies and we dance and we clap our hands around XX Street and stuff.’ This finding can be 
further supported by Tauber and Zomeren (2012). They found that inter group relationships are 
negatively related to moral superiority . This is because the anger the non-sustainable group feels 
towards the sustainable group can be explained in the form of perceiving the sustainable group as 
fake or pretentious. Also, for the need for non-sustainable consumers to reaffirm their moral 
group status can be explained by perceiving the group of sustainable consumers as pretentious 
and fake. By perceiving them as such, their own moral group status can be reaffirmed and 
explained. 

Therefore, we can conclude that the evidence suggest that indeed consumers don’t buy 
sustainable products because they perceive other consumers as pretentious.  
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Hypothesis 3: Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they relate other sustainable  
consumers with negatively morally superior attitude 

We can conclude that the correlation between “I believe people who share the fact that they buy 
sustainable products because they think that they are better than others” with ln(relative_money) 
is negative (β(better*)<0). 

In this analysis we can also distinguish between green consumers and non-green consumers. As 
Davaria and Strutton (2014) also stress, these groups can be treated as two separate groups. This 
framework shows the inter-group dynamics and their effect on sustainable consumption.  

We can interpret the  β(better*)<0 as follows:  When someone believes that the green consumers 
share that they buy sustainable products because they believe they are better than others, the non-
green consumer perceives this group in a negative way. This negative group perception in turn 
has a negative effect on sustainable consumption by the non-green consumer. This finding is 
supported by Tauber and Zomeren (2012). They found that inter group relationships are 
negatively related to moral superiority. Specifically, when a group is conceived as morally 
superior, other groups will tend to not ask them for help. Moreover, threats to one group’s moral 
status leads to group-based anger and a motivation to reaffirm the group’s moral status. 
This finding is also supported by Johnstone and Tan (2015). According to their interviews a 
couple of respondents answered: “Another barrier could be the social stigma. Like you might not 
want to be seen as a green… ,I wouldn’t want people to think I’m like preachy..”,  ‘‘Green 
consumers inherently think that they are better than everyone else because of what they do”. A 
little bit of a nutcase sometimes.”  

The β(anger2*)<0 shows that non-green consumers who are angry at moral superior attitude by 
green consumers, tend to consume less sustainable products. Also this finding can be explained 
by the findings of Johnstone and Tan (2015). According to the reactance theory, people with a 
high sensibility for freedom, feel reluctant to take action when someone or something says they 
need to do it. Therefore, when a “morally superior” consumer tries to convince their peers to buy 
sustainable products, it will lead to reluctance and less action in buying sustainable products. 
This finding is also supported by their interviews.  

From these findings we can conclude that the hypothesis that consumers indeed don’t buy 
sustainable products because they perceive other sustainable consumers as moral superior. 
Therefore, this hypothesis can be validated based on our findings.  
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Hypothesis 4: Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because often their demand is not 
matched by the supply of sustainable products. 

We found β supply to be bigger than zero. This means that people who believe that their 
demands is matched by the supply of sustainable products indeed buy more sustainable products. 
Moreover, the mean of the variable supply is smaller than three. This means that on average 
consumers think the supply of sustainable products does not match their demands. Therefore, we 
can conclude that this hypothesis is validated, which is also supported by the findings of Vermeir 
and Verbeke (2006), which state that a higher perceived availability of sustainable products leads 
to higher purchasing behavior of such products.  

7.2 Further findings 

Pretentiousness 

In this analysis we can distinguish between green and non-green consumers based on 
the findings of Davaria and Strutton (2014). 

Table 13: Coeffecients Pretentious Attitude 

Moreover, we can conclude that the correlation between “I believe people who share the fact that 
they buy sustainable products because they are proud of themselves with ln(relative_money) is 
positive (β(proud)>0). 

We can interpret the β(proud*)>0 as follows: the green consumer sees the fact that green 
consumers share that they buy sustainable products because they are proud of themselves as a 
positive and genuine feeling. Therefore, the variable is correlated with the dependent variable 
ln(relative_money) with reverse causality.  

Effect/emotion Positive Neutral Negative

β>0 Post1_sadness, 
Post1_anger**, 
Post2_anger

β<0 Post1_interest Post1_neutral Post1_annoyed
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However, real pretentious behavior like posting online that you just bought your first sustainable 
product and you are bragging about it perceived as negative behavior according to the green 
consumers. We see this from the β(sadness1)>0, β(anger1**)>0 and β(anger2*)>0 variables. 
However, again there is reverse causality, but this time with the peers_money as the dependent 
variable. Green consumers see this behavior as negative behavior and do not want to be 
associated with this behavior.  

Finally, β(interest1)<0 shows that people who are interested in pretentious behavior consume less 
sustainable products. This could be explained by the fact that non-green consumers who belong 
to the group of pretentiousness (bragging about being a green consumer without buying a lot of 
sustainable products) see pretentiousness as a positive attitude. Therefore, there is reverse 
causality for the non-green consumers with the peer_money dependent variable.  

Moral Superiority 

β(happiness4)>0 can be interpreted that sustainable consumers who are happy about morally 
superior attitude because they are acting this way themselves and perceive this attitude as the 
right attitude. Therefore, this has a reverse positive causality on the dependent variable. 

Social Media  

From β socialmedia_disgust>0 and β socialmedia_neutral>0 we see that overall the green 
consumers do not have a positive attitude towards social media. Another way to interpret this is 
because people who are less active on social media buy less sustainable products because they 
are encountered less with advertisements for buying sustainable products.  

Expensive 

Moreover, the conclusion from Davaria and Strutton (2014) that consumers buy less sustainable 
products because they believe these are too expensive is validated by our regressions (β 
expensive>0).  

7.3 Marketing Implications 

Since moral superior or pretentious attitude is seen as a negative attitude amongst the non-green 
consumer group, sustainable companies should be careful with advertising in a moral superior or 
pretentious manner. Moreover, we found that the sustainable consumer group does like moral 
superior attitude but has negative emotions concerning pretentious attitude. There is a group of 
non-green consumers that like pretentious sustainable attitude since they want to be part of that 
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group. Therefore, the sustainable company should choose which target group to serve before 
advertising.  

If the sustainable company chooses to target only the green consumer group, then moral superior 
advertisement would be a good strategy. However, by doing this, the company excludes the non-
green consumer group. If the sustainable company chooses to target the non-green consumer 
group, it is advised to not have a moral superior attitude. However, a certain group of non-green 
consumers, do like a pretentious attitude, therefore this marketing strategy might be a solution. 
Nevertheless, further research should indicate how big this group is compared to the non-green 
consumer group which do not like pretentious attitude among sustainable consumers.  

Moreover, advertising via social media is not advised if the company wishes to only target the 
green consumers. If the company wishes to target non-green consumers, this is not a problem via 
social media. Finally, marketing campaigns should show that the consumer indeed has an impact 
with buying the green product. This accounts for green as well as non-green consumers.  

7.4 Future Research and Limitations 

Future research should indicate whether the causal relationships from the regressions are indeed 
as mentioned in the discussion of this paper. This can be achieved by conducting experiments. 
Moreover, the sample consists mainly of students at the Utrecht University, which could be seen 
as a homogeneous group. Further research could expand the sample to multiple societal groups 
like older people, less educated people, working people, jobless people, people with children etc. 
Also, the sample consists of 131 respondents, this could be expanded to a bigger sample for more 
statistically significant results.  

Furthermore, the dependent variables peer_money and relative_money may not be the perfect 
indicators for the money people spend on sustainable products relative to their total budget. 
Since it is hard to know how much money your peers spend on sustainable products and what 
percentage you spend over your total budget on sustainable products for a respondent, further 
research could find a better indicator for the total amount of money spent on sustainable products 
compared to the total budget. Also, pretentious green consumers may think they consume more 
sustainable products than their peers, or may say they do. Therefore, this dependent variable 
might also not be a perfect estimator.  
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8.Conclusion 

According to the findings of the study we find supportive evidence for three of the four 
hypotheses. Below an overview of the hypotheses and the outcomes.   

Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they perceive other sustainable  consumers 
as pretentious.  

Non-green consumers perceive pretentious attitude among sustainable consumers as annoying 
and therefore also consume less sustainable products. This is supported by the studies of 
Johnstone and Tan (2015), which conclude that some consumers do not want to be part of the 
pretentious green consumer group. Moreover, the green consumers do not want to be associated 
with this kind of pretentious attitude. Also Tauber and Zomeren (2012) found that inter group 
relationships are negatively related to moral superiority . This in turn can be explained by the fact 
that the anger of the non-sustainable group towards the sustainable group can be expressed in the 
form of perceiving the sustainable group as fake or pretentious 

Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they relate other sustainable  consumers 
with negatively morally superior attitude. 

We found that non-green consumers see moral superior attitude among green consumers as a 
negative attitude and therefore also consume less sustainable products. This outcome is also 
supported by Johnstone and Tan (2015) who found that the green consumers are often seen as 
morally superior by the non-green consumer group. Moreover, Tauber and Zomeren (2012) 
found that the inter group relationships between a moral superior group and another group are 
often expressed in a negative way.  
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Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because often their demand is not matched by the 
supply of sustainable products. 

The results show that there is indeed a correlation between supply of sustainable products on the 
amount of sustainable consumption. People who believe that their demand is matched by the 
overall supply of sustainable products also consume more sustainable products. Moreover, 
overall people believe the supply is not matched by their demand. Therefore, we can deduct that 
consumers buy less sustainable products because often their demand is not matched by the 
supply of sustainable products. This finding is also supported by Vermeir and Verbeeke (2006), 
which state that a higher perceived availability of sustainable products leads to higher purchasing 
behavior of such products, and the other way around.  

The hypothesis that: Consumers don’t buy sustainable products because they believe that their 
sustainable consumption actions can only have an impact if a big part of society also does 
follows their actions of sustainable consumerism is not supported by our research. We did 
however find that consumers who believe they have an impact by buying sustainable products 
indeed buy more sustainable products. This finding is also consistent with the findings of Peattie 
(1998) and McDonald and Oates (2006) which state that the belief of the impact a consumer has 
has a positive effect on green purchasing behavior.  

The finding by Davaria and Strutton (2014) that consumers buy less sustainable products 
because they are more expensive is supported by our findings.  

Moreover, this research shows that people who have negative or neutral emotions concerning 
social media, are prone to buy less sustainable products. This finding suggests that social media 
marketing campaigns targeted specifically at green consumers are less likely to work than on 
non-green consumers. 

Finally, we can learn from these new insights in terms of marketing for green and social 
enterprises. Sustainable companies should be careful with advertising in a moral superior or 
pretentious manner. Moral superior attitude is only effective if the company wants to target only 
the green consumers. A certain group of non-green consumers does like a pretentious attitude, 
however we do not know how big this group is. Furthermore, green firms should make sure they 
make clear that the consumer indeed has an impact with buying their green product.  
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Appendix A: Preliminary interviews 

Name: Jan Santing 
Age: 28 
Education: WO/University  
Sector:HR branche 
Nationality: Dutch 

“How much money did you spend last week on green products?” 

0 euro 

“How much money do you spend on average on green products a week?” 
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1 euro 

“How do you think about the environment?” 

Dutch government needs to have a leading part in this because people on their own are not 
always capable in taking the rights decisions. Because they are pushed towards less sustainable 
options because it is often cheaper and easier and more on the top of their mind.  

“And specifically how do you conceive the environment?” 

If we continue down this road the environment will be damaged for good. It will be less 
biodiverse and this is a petty because we are destroying life which never can be restored again. 
“And is this something we should take action in?” First we should divide it in smaller problems 
and see what problems can still be solved. And maybe we should document what are all the 
problems. Sometimes I have the feeling that we cant grasp the problems because it is too much. 
It is too huge and then I think that people are restrained from taking action.  

“Do you believe that your actions can have an impact?” 

Yes I think so, often it will be a small impact. And we should think about constructions where 
you collaborate more easily with people. If you think about recycling garbage. If you make a 
agreement with 1000 people, you need to have pact with people that everybody should behave 
sustainably. For example if you shower 2 hours or throw everything on the ground this does not 
have much influence but instead you need to behave in groups. You could think of that with the 
whole neighboorhoud you can measure the amount of electricity and you can give an award of 
money to the household with the least electricity. Make it more transparent how other people 
behave and push towards social control. For example also social media.  

“How do you perceive green products?” 

Green products I think that somehow they don’t always match my needs. I think a lot of people 
are willing to pay a little extra because sustainability. But I also think they don’t match the of 
normal products. “What kind of needs are you thinking about”? For instance gasoline cars they 
are very flexible, you can put your gas in everywhere. Compared to electric cars there are already 
fight over who gets to use the electricity cable. It is just harder to use it in this case. If you look at 
clothing there is just less choice. So you think Im wearing something environmental friendly and 
it should be as fashionable as normal clothes but just priced a little higher because they are 
sustainable. But right now sustainable clothes are often quite different in their style from normal 
fashion.  
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“Why do you think you don’t always buy green products?” 

I think because it is a bit the same of earlier what I said that you are on your own and you still 
don’t feel you have enough impact if you buy on your own. It still feels like you are taking one 
for the team. And they are also less accessible. You simply don’t have a sustainable counterpart 
for every sustainable product. “Can you elaborate, for example if you are in the supermarket” 
Yeah for example if you have the organic department, I don’t know if it is sustainable but lets say 
it is, then it is still very small. The supply is relatively small. “Do you buy milk sometimes” 
More and more yoghurt. “what kind of yoghurt do you buy?” That’s a good example, you know 
some yoghurt you like, you try different kinds and then find something you like. Now I have 
something I like and i stay with this one. I am not willing to take the gamble, why would I buy 
the organic. And it doesn’t feel like im a bad person or Im damaging the environment, it’s just 
yoghurt. “” How do you compare the normal product with the organic” I think Im not sure the 
organic yoghurt is as tasty, Im not sure what the price difference is but in my perspective its 
fairly high and it doesn’t weigh up against the amount of damage im doing for the environment. I 
am not even considering buying the organic yoghurt. I think maybe that’s the main problem. 
When Im going through the supermarket I am not even looking on how sustainable the things 
are, it just needs to satisfy my needs.  
“Why you think you don’t consider it?” I think the problem is that when you are living in the 
Netherlands you are just not confronted with the trouble the environment is in. You just don’t 
think about the environment all the time.  

“When would you buy a sustainable product?” 

I think a few factors are in play. I need to have somehow the insurance that other people are 
taking action as well. And it really needs to make a difference with a normal product. Yeah when 
is something bad for the environment? What is the difference between a normal apple and a 
sustainable apple? I think I just don’t know enough about the subject. Simply the fact that it is 
organic doesn’t trigger me. Sometimes I think like oh its organic Im paying more, but then I 
think is it really organic or is it just another marketing strategy? Maybe it could work you scan 
some kind of qr code and you see the information about the sustainability. Then you can see 
some transparent insight in the differences. “In the case of yoghurt when would you buy 
organic?” So if I know that other people are buying it as well and if I know that.. because I 
always have the belief that it is less tasty and that it is more expensive.  

“What do you think of the quality of sustainable products?” 
I think the quality needs to be proven first. “why?” Because I am not that familiar with 
sustainable products. For example clothing you already know the quality of certain brands but 
not of new brands.  

“What do you think about people that buy sustainable products?” 

  55



I think the question you should ask yourself first if you see them as a homogenous group. I think 
they are, in my perception they have common features like they are concerned about the 
environment and that admirable. They are progressive and want to change things about the status 
quo. But also a bit pretentious like look at me I am sustainable and everyone else should be 
doing this. Like they always seem to have the moral highground in their perspective according to 
my opinion.  

Name: Fleur Kleinhuis 
Age: 19 
Education: HBO/College 
Sector: Journalism 
Nationality: Dutch 

“How much money did you spend last week on green products?” 

0 

“How much money do you spend on average on green products a week?” 

10 euro 

“How do you think about the environment?” 

I think we should take care of our own environment and when people say they think it is the big 
bosses job I disagree because I think that everybody can have a big impact if everybody does it.  

“Do you believe that your actions can have an impact?” 

Yes, I do.  

“How do you perceive green products?” 

I think it is important but most of the time I find it sad that it is so basic. The most of the stuff 
that is green are normal things. If you want something special then it is not available in the 
sustainable variant. “What is the difference between green producat and normal product?”When 
it is something organic I feel less pressure to buy something green. But when it is something like 
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clothing or meat or eggs I feel more pressure. “How come?” Because other people or animals 
pay the price. Otherwise its just the nature.  

“Why do you think you don’t always buy green products?” 

Because it is more expensive. This is the only reason.  

“When would you buy a sustainable product?” 

When I like the sustainable product more, like the taste. When the price is not too much I buy the 
green product. When it is too much I am not buying the green product.  

“Which associations come to mind when I say the word “sustainable product”?” 

Green, environment.  

“What do you think about people that buy sustainable products?” 

Mainly that they are doing very good and I admire them. Because I want it myself but I can not 
afford it.  

Name: Mette Veldhuis 
Age: 21 
Education: WO 
Sector: Antropology 
Nationality: Dutch 

“How much money did you spend last week on green products?” 

Well I bought some second hand kitchen supplies. 30 euros. 

“How much money do you spend on average on green products a week?” 

Not that much, I guess around 10 euros a week. Mostly because of the second hand stuff I buy.  

“How do you think about the environment?” 

Well, I am aware that it is not going well, but I am not sure how much I am adapting to it. The 
most that I am doing is that I am vegetarian. “So it is important to you?” Yes it really is.  

“Do you believe that your actions can have an impact?” 
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Hmm, I think that through bottom up activism for the environment we can change some things at 
the top. It is a hard question. That is what makes it the most difficult because you don’t have 
much voice. But if everybody does it it can change some things at the top. I cant say that I have a 
big impact with my vegetarian food but by talking about it it helps to make people aware. But I 
feel that in the end the government needs to take action instead of bottom up. They have the 
really impactful decisions to make.  

“How do you perceive green products?” 

Yeah, I don’t know. It is difficult. It is something good when people buy it but on the other hand I 
think by being a student I don’t have much money so the people that have more money need to 
invest more in this. So that there will be more sustainable products.  

“Why do you think you don’t always buy green products?” 

Mostly because of money issues. If it would be the same price I would buy the sustainable 
products. If you buy fashion you would choose for the pants of 5 euros which holds it a year 
instead of the 100 euro pants for 5 years.  

“You are in the supermarket and can choose between normal yoghurt and sustainable yoghurt”. 
What kind of yoghurt do you buy?” Normal yoghurt. “why the normal one?” In the supermarket 
I just always buy the cheapest products. “Its only 10 cents, so how do you think about that?” All 
small amounts help. People with little money can not buy such kind of products. My priorities 
don’t lie there.  

“When would you buy a sustainable product?” 

I don’t really think, I don’t know if it does something if the product is well designed. I don’t 
consciounsly choose products that look nicer, so I don’t think that is something. But it would 
probably change if someone I know buys it and they say it tastes better, or maybe if I tried it and 
I would think yeah why not. Or of course if it would be the same price. 

“What do you think of the quality of sustainable products?” 
I think it is high quality. More tasty, but maybe because you can feel better about it. 

“What do you think about people that buy sustainable products?” 

Good associations, I think it is good. I would wish it would be more normal. But maybe it is 
being abused, for example that people use it  or certain products use the term sustainability but it 
isn’t really sustainable and more for marketing intentions instead of really wanting a more 
sustainable product. And people use it in the same way so they can tell others that they buy 
sustainable products. Just how I think when I go to the supermarket and the cassiere and I only 
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have fruit and vegetables because I don’t eat meat and its not like I think of myself better 
because of this but it has become some kind of identity for some people. But its fine because the 
more people buy sustainable the better so I think it is a good thing.   

“Which associations come to mind when I say the word “sustainable product”?” 

Second hand products. Its trendy. New generation. Vegeterian. Production process is interesting 
to have a close look at, we went further from that, so I think this is most important that we don’t 
know where the products come from anymore.  

Name: Dennis Rochat 
Age: 21 
Education: HBO 
Sector: Financial Services 
Nationality: Netherlands 

“How much money did you spend last week on green products?” 

Maybe 5 euros. I bought biological eggs and a fairtrade smoothie.  

“How much money do you spend on average on green products a week?” 

Around the same, between 5-10 euros.  

“How do you think about the environment?” 

It is about time we should make environment a bigger focus in our economy. But it should be 
done logical and I am for more environmental friendly rules and guidelines but it should be 
implemented properly and well researched. You shouldn’t have to make rules because they feel 
good. Like the thing you got with the “grazers” it is a group of wild animals and they starve 20% 
a year. And a activist group helps them feeding, but I think this is stupid because it should be 
natural selection.  

“Do you believe that your actions can have an impact?” 

No I don’t. “Why not?” Because I think it should start at the top. If I see how much food gets 
thrown away, if you start there it would already have a big environment. But my organic eggs 
don’t have an impact. If you look at the supermarket they only add sustainable products but don’t 
replace them with existing products.  
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“How do you perceive green products?” 

I think it is good that there are sustainable products. But most of the time they are so expensive 
compared to non green products and sometimes they aren’t. And when they aren’t so expensive 
most of the time I will buy them. Not because I believe I have an impact but because I can make 
a choice, so why not.  

“Why do you think you don’t always buy green products?” 

Because most of the time they are way more expensive. And the thing about luxury products, I 
categorize them as luxury products for this interview. You pay for it for the name and the story 
behind it, and there is not really a story behind green products. I know it is sustainable but I don’t 
know what is behind it. It could be better for green companies to sell them on a story driven 
basis. Tell why they are green and why more expensive. Why is organic cheese more expensive 
than normal cheese. If you explain the tought process behind the pricing, people will be more 
willing to buy it. I am not buying because it is good but I need a story.  

“When would you buy a sustainable product?” 

When it isn’t that much more expensive that the normal product and when I got the feeling that it 
is worth the extra price. By having a good story.  

“What do you think about people that buy sustainable products?” 

Good for them. Each one on his own. “Why is it good for them?” I really don’t mind what they 
buy but it is their choice.  

“How do you perceive these people?” 

Not much, I really don’t mind if someone eats meat the entire week or does anything else, it 
doesn’t touch me on a personal level.  

“How do you perceive yourself when buying a sustainable product?” 

I don’t know. I probably buy it with the thought in mind that it is better than a non green product. 
Maybe it gives a bit of a good feeling but nothing spectacular.  

“Which associations come to mind when I say the word “sustainable product”?” 

• Green 
• Environment 
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• World 
• Rainforest 
• More like the big things and not like the small things like cows or chickens, more like the 

WWF and that kind of size of things.  

Appendix B: Improvement process of the survey 

B.1 First Survey Version  

Sustainable consumption thesis Tal 

1. In what proportion have you purchased sustainable products in the past year? Mark only one 
oval. Nothing, A bit, Reasonable amount, a lot 
2. What is your age? 
3. What is your level of education? Mark only one oval. Secondary school MBO HBO WO 
4. What is your origin? 
5. What is your gender? Mark only one oval. Man Woman 

If you have purchased sustainable products, you can answer the following questions. If not, go to 
the next section. 
6. Why did you buy sustainable products? 
7. Did you share it with someone that you bought a sustainable product?. Mark only one oval. 
Yes No 
8. If so, what was your approach in the discussion of the parts of the sustainable purchase? Mark 
only one oval. Informing, Pride, Being persuading, Other: 
9. Has anyone ever shared with you that he / she has purchased a sustainable product? Mark 
only one oval. Yes No 
10. Has anyone ever tried to convince you to buy a sustainable product? Mark only one oval. Yes 
No 
11. Has anyone ever responded with disappointment because you did not purchase a sustainable 
product? Mark only one oval. Yes No 
12. Do you believe that you have had an impact with buying sustainable products? Please 
provide a brief explanation of your argument. 
13. Are you satisfied with the supply of sustainable products in the market v.s. your wishes? Mark 
only one oval. Yes No 

If you have not consumed sustainable products, you can fill in this section. 

14. Have you considered to consume sustainable clothing? Please give a brief explanation with 
why or why not. 
15. Has anyone ever shared with you that he / she has purchased a sustainable product? Mark 
only one oval. Yes No 
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16. Has anyone ever tried to persuade you to buy a sustainable product? Mark only one oval. Yes 
No 
17. Has anyone ever acted disappointed because you have not purchased a sustainable product? 
Mark only one oval. Yes No 
18. Do you think you have an impact when you buy a sustainable product? Please give a brief 
explanation 
19. Are you satisfied with the supply of sustainable products in the market v.s. your wishes? Mark 
only one oval. Yes No 

Figure 3: Social media posts Post # 1 

 

20. What do you feel when you see this post? Mark only one oval. Happy Angry Uncomfortable 
Irritated Enthusiasm Excited Optimistic Pessimistic Other: 
21. Would you like to consume more or less sustainably because of this post? Mark only one 
oval. More Less Neither 
22. Has the idea behind this post affected your consumption of the last year? For example, give a 
brief explanation 
 
Figure 4: Social Media Post #2 
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What do you feel when you see this item? Mark only one oval. Happy Angry Uncomfortable 
Irritated Enthusiasm Excited Optimistic Pessimistic Other:  
24. Would you like to consume more or less sustainable products because this post? Mark only 
one oval. More Less Neither  
25. Has the idea behind this post influenced your consumption of the last year? For example, 
give a brief explanation     

Figure 5: Social Media Post #3     

    

26. What happens to you as soon as you see this post? Mark only one oval. Happy Angry 
Uncomfortable Irritated Enthusiasm Excited Optimistic Pessimistic Other:  
27. Would you like to consume more or less sustainably through this post? Mark only one oval. 
More Less Neither 
28.Has the idea behind this post influenced your consumption of the last year? For example, give 
a brief explanation 
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Figure 6: Social Media Post#4 

 

26. What happens to you as soon as you see this post? Mark only one oval. Happy Angry 
Uncomfortable Irritated Enthusiasm Excited Optimistic Pessimistic Other:  
27. Would you like to consume more or less sustainably through this post? Mark only one oval. 
More Less Neither 
28.Has the idea behind this post influenced your consumption of the last year? For example, give 
a brief explanation 

B.2 Improvements 

First, the order of the survey is changed in the next version. With the social media posts in the 
beginning. This is because this is the most interesting part of the survey, and to convince people 
to continue with the survey it has been put first.  

Finally, the posts are focused only on the moral superiority and pretentious hypothesis. This is 
because the other hypotheses are easily testable with the statements from the next version. 
Moreover, the posts are cross mixed with gender and kind of sustainable product between clothes 
and food. This way we avoid any gender and product related bias. Moreover, we added the 
sentence: Imagine a friend posts this on his or her Facebook timeline. This is to make the 
question more relatable and personal for the respondent.  

B.3 New version after test survey and feedback round: 

Social media posts 

  64



Figure 7: Social Media Post #1 

!  
1. Imagine a friend of you posts this on her Facebook timeline, what kind of emotions come to 
you when looking at this post? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Positive emotions Negative emotions 
Indifference 
2. Would this post influence your sustainable consumption patterns? Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
Yes, postively Yes, negatively No 
3. Imagine a friend of you posts this on his Facebook timeline, what kind of emotions come to 
you when looking at this post? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Positive emotions Negative emotions 
Indifference 

Figure 8: Social Media Post #2 

!  
4. Would this post influence your sustainable consumption patterns? Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
Yes, postively Yes, negatively No 
5. Imagine a friend of you posts this on her Facebook timeline, what kind of emotions come to 
you when looking at this post? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Positive emotions Negative emotions 
Indifference 
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Figure 9: Social Media Post #3 

!  
6. Would this post influence your sustainable consumption patterns? Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
Yes, postively Yes, negatively No 
7. Imagine a friend of you posts this on his Facebook timeline, what kind of emotions come to 
you when looking at this post? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Positive emotions Negative emotions 
Indifference 

Figure 10: Social Media Post #4 

!  

8. Would this post influence your sustainable consumption patterns? Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
Yes, postively Yes, negatively No 
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9. Imagine a friend of you posts this on his Facebook timeline, what kind of emotions come to 
you when looking at this post? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Positive emotions Negative emotions 
Indifference 
10. Would this post influence your sustainable consumption patterns? Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
Yes, postively Yes, negatively No 

Small survey 

11. Did anyone share with you that they bought sustainable products in the last year? Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. Yes No 
12. If yes, why did they share it? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. To inform Because they are 
proud of it Because they want to have attention Because they are trying to convince me Because 
they think they are better than other people Just because they want to make a conversation 
Anders:  
13. Did this influence your pattern of sustainble consumption? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Yes, 
negatively Yes, positively No 
14. Did this influence your pattern of sustainble consumption? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Yes, 
negatively Yes, positively No 
15. Do you believe you have an impact with buying sustainable products? Markeer slechts één 
ovaal. Yes No 
16. If yes, what kind of impact do you believe you have? If no, why do you believe you do not 
have an impact? 
17. Does this influence your consumption pattern of sustainable products? Markeer slechts één 
ovaal. Yes, positively Yes, negatively No 
18. Are you satisfied with the supply of sustainable products versus your demand? Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. Yes No 
19. Does this influence your consumption pattern of sustainable products? Markeer slechts één 
ovaal. Yes, positively Yes, negatively No 
20. Do you think sustainable products are more expensive than normal products? Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. Yes No 

Last questions 

21. How much money did you spent approximately in the last year on sustainable products? 
22. What kind of sustainable products did you consume the most? 
23. How old are you? 
24. What is your educational background? Markeer slechts één ovaal. High School MBO HBO/
College WO/University 
25. Where are you from? 
26. What is your gender? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Male Female 
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Voucher Bol.com worth 25 Euro 
27. Please enter your e-mail adress if you want to make a chance in winning the voucher for this 
survey. 

B.4 Improvements for final version 

For the final version, there are a few main differences. First, for the social media posts we added 
different kind of emotions. Since Izora (2007), states the natural basic kind of emotions of human 
beings are : Interest, Joy, Sadness, Anger, Disgust, Hapiness, we implemented these emotions in 
the first questions for every social media post.  

Moreover, in the “small survey section”, for each question we made a statement starting with “I 
believe”. The respond has the option to answer with a liquid scale from one to five. Where one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. This 
makes it easier for the respondent to answer the question and makes it more insightfull for the 
regression since this answer is quantifiable.  

Furthermore, the questions with: Do you think this reasoning makes you buy less or more 
sustainable products? Is left out of the questionnaire. Since, we want to investigate this directly 
by the liquid scale with the relative amount of sustainable purchases as dependent variable. Also 
we added a control question about how people feel in general towards social media. This is to 
prevent any bias from the social media posts.  

B.5 Final survey version 

Consumerism Dear respondent, Thank you very much for filling in this survey. With this survey 
we are trying to investigate and gain insights into consumerism. You contribute to gaining this 
knowledge by participating in this survey. Therefore, your answers are very valuable. The survey 
will take approximately 5 minutes. At the end of this survey you have the option to submit your e-
mail adress. If you do this, you enter a lottery for a 25 euro bol.com voucher. This voucher will 
be raffled among the respondents for this particular survey. Note: this lottery only counts if you 
answered every question. Thank you again and good luck! Kind regards, Tal Daniel (MSc 
Business Development and Entrepreneurship, Utrecht University) 

Social media 
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1. What kind of emotions do you feel in general towards social media such as Facebook, 
Instagram and Twitter? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. Interest Joy Sadness Anger Disgust 
Hapiness Anders:  
Figure 11: Social media posts Post #1 

!  

2. Imagine a friend of you posts this on her Facebook timeline. What kind of emotions do you feel 
when looking at this post? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. Interest Joy Sadness Anger Disgust 
Hapiness Anders:  
3. Imagine a friend behaves like this in real life. Would this behavior make you buy less or more 
sustainable products? A score of one is much less, two is less, three is neutral, four is more and 
five is much more. Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Figure 12: Social Media Post #2 
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!  
4. Imagine a friend of you posts this on his Facebook timeline. What kind of emotions do you feel 
when looking at this post? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. Interest Joy Sadness Anger Disgust 
Hapiness Anders:  
5. Imagine a friend behaves like this in real life. Would this behavior make you buy less or more 
sustainable products? A score of one is much less, two is less, three is neutral, four is more and 
five is much more. Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Figure 13: Social Media Post #3 

!  

6. Imagine a friend of you posts this on his Facebook timeline. What kind of emotions do you feel 
when looking at this post? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. Interest Joy Sadness Anger Disgust 
Hapiness Anders:  
7. Imagine a friend behaves like this in real life. Would this behavior make you buy less or more 
sustainable products? A score of one is much less, two is less, three is neutral, four is more and 
five is much more. Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Much less Much more 
Figure 14: Social Media Post #4 

!  
8. Imagine a friend of you posts this on her Facebook timeline. What kind of emotions do you feel 
when looking at this post? Vink alle toepasselijke opties aan. Interest Joy Sadness Anger Disgust 
Hapiness Anders:  
9. Imagine a friend behaves like this in real life. Would this behavior make you buy less or more 
sustainable products? A score of one is much less, two is less, three is neutral, four is more and 
five is much more. Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Much less Much more 

Sharing 
10. Did anyone share with you that they bought sustainable products in the last year? This 
question refers to offline (by talking about it in real life) as well as online sharing (via social 
media for example). Markeer slechts één ovaal. Yes No Ga naar vraag 16. 
Why do they share it?  

You answered yes on the previous question: "Did anyone share with you that they bought 
sustainable products in the last year?" Please state how much you agree or disagree with the 
following statements on a scale from one to five.  
11. I believe they share it because they want attention. A score of one is strongly disagree, two is 
disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
12. I believe they share it because they are proud of themselves. A score of one is strongly 
disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
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13. I believe they share it because they are trying to convince me. A score of one is strongly 
disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
14. I believe they share it because they think they are better than other people A score of one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. 
Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
6-6-2018 Consumerism 
15. I believe they share it because they just want to make conversation. A score of one is strongly 
disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 

Statements  

Please state how much you agree or disgree with the following statements on a scale from one to 
five.  
16. I believe I have an impact with buying sustainable products. A score of one is strongly 
disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
17. I believe I only have an impact if everybody buys sustainable products. A score of one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. 
Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
18. I am satisfied with the supply of sustainable products versus my demands. A score of one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. 
Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
19. I think sustainable products are more expensive than normal products. A score of one is 
strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. 
Markeer slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
Final questions 
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20. Compared to my peers, I believe I spend a lot of money on sustainable products. A score of 
one is strongly disagree, two is disagree, three is neutral, four is agree and five is strongly agree. 
Sustainable products can be seen in the broadest sense in this question. It can be for example 
organic or vegan products, recycled or second hand products, fairtrade products, products with a 
good cause (Happy Socks for example). Moreover, it can be anything like food, clothing, a car, 
drinks, using a sustainable bank account, living accesoires, laundry detergent etc. Markeer 
slechts één ovaal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I strongly disagree I strongly agree 
21. How much money did you spend on sustainable products relatively to normal products in the 
last year? Please state a percentage between 0%-100%. Sustainable products can be seen in the 
broadest sense in this question. It can be for example organic or vegan products, recycled or 
second hand products, fairtrade products, products with a good cause (Happy Socks for 
example). Moreover, it can be anything like food, clothing, a car, drinks, using a sustainable 
bank account, living accesoires, laundry detergent etc. 
22. What kind of sustainable products did you consume the most? 
23. What is your age? 
24. What is your educational background? Markeer slechts één ovaal. High School MBO HBO/
College WO/University 
25. Which country are you from? 
26. What is your gender? Markeer slechts één ovaal. Male Female 

Voucher Bol.com worth 25 Euro 

27. Please enter your e-mail adress if you want to participate in the lottery for the voucher. The 
e-mails will serve for the sole purpose of the lottery for this survey. Your e-mail adress will not 
be shared with third parties and will be deleted once the lottery has taken place. You can only 
participate in the lottery if you answered all the questions 
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Appendix C: Regression Analysis 

C.1 Dependent Variable 

In the following plots the residuals of the dependent variable were plot according to the normal 
distribution. As we can see from the last two  plots, the dependent variable was not normally 
distributed. Therefore, we take the ln(relative_money) as the dependent variable.  

Figure 15: Regression 1 Residual Plot 

!  

Figure 16: Regression 2 Residual Plot 
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!  

Both the residuals of the dependent variable of first two regressions are close to being normally 
distributed. Therefore, we keep peers_money as the dependent variable.  

Figure 17: Regression 3 Residual Plot (relative_money) 

!  
Figure 18: Regression 4 Residual Plot (relative_money) 
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!  

Both the residuals of the dependent variable relative_money of the third and fourth regression are 
too far from being normally distributed. Therefore we take the ln(relative_money) as the 
dependent variable. Leading to the following distribution of the residuals: 

Figure 19: Regression 3 Residual Plot (ln_relative_money) 

!  

Figure 20: Regression 4 Residual Plot (ln_relative_money) 
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!  

C.2 Variables 

As for the social media control variable the answers consisted out of the following emotions: 
interest, disgust, anger, annoyed, neutral, anxiety, happiness and joy. As for the emotions post 
1,2,3 and 4 variables, the emotions consisted out of: interest, disgust, anger, annoyed, neutral, 
happiness and joy. These were all implemented as separate dummy variables, since this was a 
multiple choice question.  

The attention (I believe people share it because they want attention), proud (“”because they are 
proud), convince (“” because they want to convince me), better (“” because they think they are 
better than others) and conversation (“” just because they want to make conversation) variables 
are scale variables from 1 to 5 which are directly related to the “I believe” statements. Moreover, 
the expensive (I believe sustainable products are more expensive), impact (I believe I have an 
impact with buying sustainable products), impact_everybody  (I only believe I have an impact if 
everybody buys sustainable products) and supply (I am satisfied with the supply of sustainable 
products versus my demands) variables can be directly related to the “I believe” statements on a 
scale from 1 to 5. With 1 strongly disagree and 5 strongly agree. 

The relative_money dependent variable is a percentage  between 0-100 which states how much 
budget the respondent spent relatively on sustainable products compared to normal products.  

The peers_money dependent variable is a variable which relates directly to the “I believe I spend 
a lot of money on sustainable products compared to my peers” statement on a scale from 1 to 5. 

The following variables are included as dummy variables: country, education, gender and kind of 
product. Kind of products is  grouped into the following categories: food, clothes, recycled, bank 
and living accessories. 
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Age is included as a scale variable.  

C.3 Regression groupdummies 

In this regression we grouped the emotions variables in the following emotions: positive 
emotions, negative emotions, neutral emotions and interest emotions. Moreover, we grouped the 
country variables into Netherlands, Rest of Europe, Asia, USA, Australia and Africa. However, 
this leads to a significantly lower R squared. Therefore, we did not include this regression in the 
paper.  

Regression country group dummies 

__________________________________________________
__  

Table 14. Model Summery Regression 1 Groupdummy 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

1 ,572a ,328 ,117 ,978

a. Predictors: (Constant), post2_interest1dum, Asiadum, 
socialmedia_negativedum, Australiadum, rest_europedum, 
USAdum, education=MBO, impact, education=HBO/
College, bankdum, post1_neutral1dum, 
socialmedia_interest1dum, post2_neutral1dum, age, 
Fooddum, supply, impact_everybody, post2_positivedum, 
livingaccdum, socialmedia_positivedum, expensive, 
post1_interest1dum, gender_dummy, education=High 
School, post1_positivedum, clothesdum, 
socialmedia_neutral1dum, recycleddum, Africadum, 
post2_negativedum, post1_negativedum
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The same lower R squared counts when we only regress the group country dummy variables. 
Therefore we decide not to include this regression in the paper.  

__________________________________________________
__  

Table 15. Model Summary Regression 1 Country Group 
Dummies 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

1 ,669a ,448 ,165 ,951

a. Predictors: (Constant), post2_angerdum, impact, 
post2_sadnessdum, USAdum, education=MBO, 
education=High School, socialmedia_anxietydum, 
post2_neutraldum, socialmedia_annoyeddum, bankdum, 
socialmedia_disgustdum, education=HBO/College, Asiadum, 
socialmedia_joydum, post1_interestdum, post1_joydum, 
supply, socialmedia_sadnessdum, age, clothesdum, 
post1_angerdum, expensive, rest_europedum, 
post1_annoyeddum, socialmedia_neutraldum, 
socialmedia_hapinessdum, gender_dummy, Australiadum, 
post1_hapinessdum, post2_disgustdum, post1_neutraldum, 
post2_joydum, livingaccdum, impact_everybody, 
socialmedia_angerdum, socialmedia_interestdum, 
recycleddum, post2_hapinessdum, post2_annoyeddum, 
post1_sadnessdum, Fooddum, Africadum, post1_disgustdum, 
post2_interestdum
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C.4 Dependent variables regressions 

First regression with dependent variable ln(relative_money) 

__________________________________________________
__ 

Table 16: Model Summary Regression 1 
(ln(relative_money) 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

1 ,715a ,512 ,135 ,92545

a. Predictors: (Constant), post2_angerdum, impact, 
post2_sadnessdum, country=Zambia, country=USA, 
country=Turkey, country=Thailand, country=Poland, 
country=Philippines, country=China, country=Singapore, 
socialmedia_anxietydum, country=Cyprus, country=Norway, 
country=Germany, country=Australia, post2_neutraldum, 
country=France, country=Zimbabwe, bankdum, 
country=Japan, country=Taiwan, age, post1_neutraldum, 
post2_disgustdum, socialmedia_sadnessdum, 
socialmedia_hapinessdum, post1_annoyeddum, 
socialmedia_disgustdum, clothesdum, expensive, supply, 
gender_dummy, socialmedia_interestdum, education=HBO/
College, post1_joydum, socialmedia_angerdum, 
livingaccdum, post2_joydum, post1_angerdum, 
socialmedia_joydum, post1_interestdum, 
socialmedia_neutraldum, post1_hapinessdum, 
impact_everybody, socialmedia_annoyeddum, 
education=High School, post2_annoyeddum, 
post2_hapinessdum, post1_sadnessdum, Fooddum, 
recycleddum, post2_interestdum, post1_disgustdum

  80



The dependent variable ln(relative_money) leads to a lower R squared of 
0,566 from the dependent variable peers_money. Therefore, we run the first regression with the 
dependent variable peers_money.  

Second regression with dependent variable ln(relative_money) 

__________________________________________________  
Table 17: Model Summary Regression 2 

ln(relative_money) 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

2 ,737a ,543 ,191 ,89522

a. Predictors: (Constant), post4_angerdum, 
socialmedia_interestdum, expensive, country=Germany, 
country=Zambia, country=Turkey, country=Taiwan, 
country=Philippines, country=Norway, 
socialmedia_anxietydum, country=Singapore, 
country=Australia, country=USA, country=Japan, 
country=Cyprus, bankdum, country=France, 
country=Thailand, country=China, country=Poland, 
post4_sadnessdum, age, post4_disgustdum, 
socialmedia_disgustdum, education=HBO/College, 
socialmedia_hapinessdum, socialmedia_sadnessdum, 
clothesdum, post3_neutraldum, supply, socialmedia_joydum, 
post3_hapinessdum, impact_everybody, post4_joydum, 
post4_annoyeddum, gender_dummy, impact, 
socialmedia_angerdum, post3_angerdum, post3_interestdum, 
country=Zimbabwe, socialmedia_neutraldum, post3_joydum, 
post4_neutraldum, livingaccdum, socialmedia_annoyeddum, 
education=High School, Fooddum, post4_hapinessdum, 
post3_annoyeddum, post3_sadnessdum, recycleddum, 
post4_interestdum, post3_disgustdum
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The dependent variable ln(relative_money) leads to a lower R squared of 0,61 from the 
dependent variable peers_money. Therefore, we run the second regression with the dependent 
variable peers_money.  

Third regression with dependent variable peers_money 

__________________________________________________
__  

Table 18: Model Summary Regression 3 peers_money 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

3 ,581a ,337 -,006 1,038

a. Predictors: (Constant), conversation, country=USA, 
country=Singapore, country=Poland, education=High 
School, country=Zimbabwe, country=Turkey, bankdum, 
country=Zambia, country=China, country=Germany, proud, 
expensive, gender_dummy, country=Australia, 
impact_everybody, supply, clothesdum, education=HBO/
College, convince, livingaccdum, better, 
country=Philippines, impact, age, Fooddum, attention, 
recycleddum
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The dependent variable peers_money leads to a lower R squared of ,501 from the dependent 
variable ln(relative_money). Therefore, we run the third regression with the dependent variable 
ln(relative_money).  

Fourth regression with dependent variable peers_money 

The dependent variable peers_money leads to a lower R squared of ,607 from to the dependent 
variable ln(relative_money). Therefore, we run the fourth regression with the dependent variable 
ln(relative_money).  

C.5 Multi-Collinearity (VIF) test 

________________________________________________________________  

__________________________________________________  
Table 19. Model Summary Regression 4 peers_money 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

4 ,698a ,487 ,065 1,001

a. Predictors: (Constant), conversation, country=USA, 
country=Singapore, country=Poland, socialmedia_angerdum, 
education=High School, country=Zimbabwe, 
country=Turkey, country=Zambia, country=China, 
socialmedia_disgustdum, socialmedia_anxietydum, 
country=Germany, impact, socialmedia_neutraldum, 
country=Australia, gender_dummy, proud, 
socialmedia_hapinessdum, socialmedia_sadnessdum, 
education=HBO/College, bankdum, clothesdum, supply, 
socialmedia_annoyeddum, expensive, convince, better, 
country=Philippines, socialmedia_joydum, 
socialmedia_interestdum, age, impact_everybody, Fooddum, 
attention, recycleddum, livingaccdum
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Table 20. Regression 1 VIF Test

Model

Standardized 
Coefficients

t
Sig

.

Collinearity 
Statistics

Beta
Toleranc

e VIF

1 (Constant) 2,2
00

,
031

Fooddum ,233 1,9
37

,
056

,363 2,7
55

clothesdum ,209 1,9
64

,
053

,465 2,1
52

recycleddum ,149 1,0
76

,
285

,275 3,6
37

bankdum ,068 ,
684

,
496

,536 1,8
66

livingaccdum ,241 2,2
67

,
026

,464 2,1
56

education=HBO/College ,018 ,
189

,
851

,609 1,6
42

education=High School ,011 ,
099

,
922

,442 2,2
60

age ,078 ,
887

,
378

,678 1,4
74

impact ,102 1,0
61

,
292

,573 1,7
45

impact_everybody -,027 -,
246

,
806

,432 2,3
16

supply -,058 -,
638

,
526

,640 1,5
62

expensive -,180 -1,
835

,
070

,546 1,8
30
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gender_dummy ,006 ,
058

,
954

,530 1,8
88

socialmedia_interestdum ,230 1,9
76

,
052

,389 2,5
69

socialmedia_hapinessdum -,047 -,
495

,
622

,579 1,7
26

socialmedia_sadnessdum -,003 -,
031

,
975

,623 1,6
04

socialmedia_annoyeddum -,144 -1,
314

,
193

,436 2,2
91

socialmedia_neutraldum ,216 1,9
84

,
051

,441 2,2
66

socialmedia_anxietydum -,089 -1,
021

,
310

,686 1,4
59

socialmedia_joydum -,111 -1,
048

,
298

,466 2,1
44

socialmedia_disgustdum ,206 2,3
01

,
024

,657 1,5
23

socialmedia_angerdum ,067 ,
643

,
522

,481 2,0
79

post1_interestdum -,271 -1,
881

,
064

,253 3,9
58

post1_sadnessdum ,207 1,7
71

,
081

,385 2,5
99

post1_hapinessdum ,010 ,
086

,
932

,407 2,4
60

post1_disgustdum -,263 -1,
636

,
106

,203 4,9
27

post1_neutraldum -,224 -1,
770

,
081

,329 3,0
41

post1_annoyeddum -,243 -1,
954

,
054

,339 2,9
46
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All the VIF values are between 1-10. Therefore there is no multicollinearity to worry about 
(O’brien, 2007). 

______________________________________________________________  

post1_joydum ,047 ,
367

,
715

,322 3,1
04

post1_angerdum ,290 2,9
02

,
005

,525 1,9
06

post2_interestdum -,029 -,
184

,
855

,212 4,7
26

post2_annoyeddum ,018 ,
124

,
901

,254 3,9
44

post2_sadnessdum -,027 -,
267

,
790

,524 1,9
07

post2_hapinessdum ,152 1,3
05

,
196

,387 2,5
86

post2_disgustdum -,111 -,
862

,
391

,317 3,1
60

post2_neutraldum -,160 -1,
537

,
129

,485 2,0
60

post2_joydum -,127 -1,1
13

,
269

,401 2,4
96

post2_angerdum -,180 -1,
877

,
064

,574 1,7
41

country dummies

Table 21. Regression 2 VIF Test

Model

Standardiz
ed 

Coefficien
ts

t
Sig

.

Collinearity 
Statistics

Beta
Toleran

ce VIF
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2 (Constant) 1,9
91

,
050

Fooddum ,321 2,6
09

,
011

,378 2,64
8

clothesdum ,257 2,2
55

,
027

,440 2,27
0

recycleddum ,225 1,6
20

,
109

,296 3,37
3

bankdum -,018 -,
175

,
861

,522 1,91
8

livingaccdum ,047 ,
410

,
683

,438 2,28
1

education=HBO/
College

,104 1,0
59

,
293

,592 1,69
0

education=High School ,058 ,
512

,
610

,451 2,21
9

education=MBO -,262 -2,
766

,
007

,637 1,56
9

age ,038 ,
407

,
685

,671 1,49
0

impact ,061 ,
595

,
553

,550 1,81
7

impact_everybody -,088 -,
809

,
421

,486 2,05
7

supply ,032 ,
324

,
747

,590 1,69
6

expensive -,148 -1,
502

,
137

,590 1,69
4

gender_dummy ,055 ,
512

,
610

,487 2,05
2

socialmedia_interestdu
m

,054 ,
466

,
643

,432 2,31
3
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socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

-,048 -,
485

,
629

,577 1,73
3

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,135 1,2
92

,
200

,524 1,90
7

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

-,135 -1,
216

,
228

,460 2,17
2

socialmedia_neutraldu
m

,166 1,5
22

,
132

,477 2,09
8

socialmedia_anxietydu
m

-,057 -,
630

,
531

,695 1,44
0

socialmedia_joydum -,093 -,
847

,
400

,474 2,10
9

socialmedia_disgustdu
m

,134 1,4
81

,
143

,700 1,42
8

socialmedia_angerdum ,050 ,
502

,
617

,569 1,75
8

post3_interestdum -,132 -,
758

,
451

,189 5,28
0

post3_sadnessdum -,165 -1,
264

,
210

,336 2,97
2

post3_hapinessdum -,103 -,
738

,
463

,291 3,44
0

post3_disgustdum -,133 -,
723

,
472

,168 5,95
7

post3_neutraldum -,172 -1,
161

,
249

,259 3,86
8

post3_annoyeddum -,257 -1,
574

,
120

,214 4,67
4

post3_joydum ,115 ,
956

,
342

,392 2,55
4

post3_angerdum ,212 2,0
18

,
047

,519 1,92
8
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As we can see most of the VIF values are between 1-10. Therefore, there is no multicollinearity 
to worry about (O’brien, 2007). 

_____________________________________________________________  

post4_interestdum ,132 ,
734

,
465

,177 5,65
2

post4_sadnessdum ,009 ,
069

,
945

,312 3,20
7

post4_hapinessdum ,245 1,8
24

,
072

,317 3,15
7

post4_disgustdum -,149 -,
912

,
365

,214 4,68
4

post4_neutraldum -,071 -,
447

,
656

,225 4,44
7

post4_annoyeddum -,013 -,
080

,
937

,219 4,55
9

post4_joydum -,132 -1,
217

,
227

,483 2,07
0

post4_angerdum -,108 -,
989

,
326

,480 2,08
4

country dummies

Table 22. Regression 3 VIF Test

Model

Standardiz
ed 

Coefficien
ts

t
Sig

.

Collinearity 
Statistics

Beta
Toleran

ce VIF

3 (Constant) -1,
862

,
068
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Fooddum -,256 -1,
586

,
119

,369 2,71
3

clothesdum -,262 -1,
917

,
061

,514 1,94
4

recycleddum -,004 -,
028

,
978

,390 2,56
5

bankdum -,042 -,
358

,
721

,702 1,42
4

livingaccdum -,055 -,
381

,
705

,460 2,17
3

education=HBO/
College

,123 ,
942

,
351

,559 1,79
0

education=High 
School

,093 ,
681

,
499

,516 1,93
7

education=MBO ,073 ,
671

,
505

,807 1,24
0

age ,002 ,
012

,
991

,515 1,94
0

impact ,238 1,8
18

,
075

,561 1,78
3

impact_everybody ,131 ,
998

,
323

,561 1,78
3

supply ,194 1,6
52

,
105

,694 1,44
0

expensive -,177 -1,
390

,
170

,592 1,68
8

gender_dummy -,329 -2,
591

,
012

,595 1,68
0

attention ,058 ,
393

,
696

,444 2,25
5

proud ,320 2,6
39

,
011

,653 1,53
1
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All the VIF values are between 1-10. Therefore, there is no multicollinearity to worry about 
(O’brien, 2007). 

______________________________________________________________  

convince -,009 -,
074

,
941

,667 1,49
9

better -,247 -1,
888

,
065

,560 1,78
7

conversation ,076 ,
583

,
562

,561 1,78
2

country dummies

Table 22. Regression 4 VIF Test

Model

Standardiz
ed 

Coefficien
ts

t
Sig

.

Collinearity 
Statistics

Beta
Toleran

ce VIF

4 (Constant) -2,
291

,
027

Fooddum -,267 -1,
481

,
146

,282 3,54
3

clothesdum -,358 -2,
507

,
016

,450 2,22
4

recycleddum -,072 -,
435

,
666

,336 2,97
8

bankdum -,114 -,
832

,
410

,490 2,04
1

livingaccdum -,171 -,
960

,
342

,288 3,47
5

education=HBO/
College

,164 1,2
41

,
221

,522 1,91
4
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education=High School ,219 1,5
49

,
129

,456 2,19
3

education=MBO ,139 1,2
11

,
232

,697 1,43
4

age ,135 ,
867

,
391

,379 2,63
5

impact ,363 2,3
67

,
023

,388 2,57
5

impact_everybody ,193 1,2
29

,
226

,371 2,69
6

supply ,227 1,7
78

,
083

,562 1,77
8

expensive -,231 -1,
730

,
091

,515 1,94
3

gender_dummy -,321 -2,
281

,
028

,461 2,16
8

socialmedia_interestdu
m

-,020 -,
136

,
892

,412 2,42
9

socialmedia_hapinessdu
m

-,089 -,
666

,
509

,511 1,95
7

socialmedia_sadnessdu
m

,112 ,
722

,
474

,381 2,62
4

socialmedia_annoyeddu
m

,029 ,
224

,
824

,536 1,86
6

socialmedia_neutraldu
m

,290 1,8
48

,
071

,372 2,69
1

socialmedia_anxietydu
m

,152 1,3
10

,
197

,677 1,47
6

socialmedia_joydum ,210 1,3
55

,
183

,379 2,63
8

socialmedia_disgustdu
m

,262 2,0
72

,
044

,571 1,75
2
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All the VIF values are between 1-10. Therefore, there is no multicollinearity to consider 
(O’brien, 2007). 

C.6 ANOVA Test 

socialmedia_angerdum ,047 ,
336

,
739

,477 2,09
8

attention ,065 ,
423

,
674

,383 2,60
9

proud ,324 2,5
96

,
013

,588 1,70
2

convince ,001 ,
011

,
991

,555 1,80
2

better -,345 -2,
417

,
020

,450 2,22
2

conversation -,037 -,
255

,
800

,433 2,31
1

country dummies

____________________________________________________________________
_ 

Table 23. ANOVA Regression 1 

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 84,539 54 1,566 2,117 ,001b
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1

Residual 56,194 76 ,739

Total 140,733 130

a. Dependent Variable: peers_money

There was a statistically significant difference between the variables as we can see 
from the significance: 0,001. Therefore, we can reject the H0 that there is no 
significant difference between the variables in this regression.  

___________________________________________________________________
__  

Table 24. ANOVA Regression 2 

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

2 Regression 79,701 54 1,476 1,838 ,007b

Residual 61,032 76 ,803

Total 140,733 130
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a. Dependent Variable: peers_money 

There was a statistically significant difference between the variables as we can see 
from the significance: 0,007. Therefore, we can reject the H0 that there is no 
significant difference between the variables in this regression.  

___________________________________________________________________
__  

Table 25. ANOVA Regression 3 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 37,722 28 1,347 1,864 ,026b 

 Residual 37,592 52 ,723   
 Total 75,314 80    
a. Dependent Variable: ln_money 

There was a statistically significant difference between the variables as we can see 
from the significance: 0,026. Therefore, we can reject the H0 that there is no 
significant difference between the variables in this regression.  

___________________________________________________________________
__  

Table 26. ANOVA Regression 4 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 45,681 37 1,235 1,792 ,033b 

 Residual 29,633 43 ,689   
 Total 75,314 80    
a. Dependent Variable: ln_money 

There was a statistically significant difference between the variables as we can see 
from the significance: 0,033. Therefore, we can reject the H0 that there is no 
significant difference between the variables in this regression.  
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C.7 Correlations Dependent Variables (peers_money and ln(relative_money) 

Table 27: Correlations Dependent Variables

peers_mone
y ln_money

peers_money Correlation 1

ln_money Correlation ,409** 1
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