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Abstract

Addressing the environmental crisis is arguably the greatest challenge we are facing
nowadays. To cope with this challenge, effective and well-tailored solutions should be
detected and implemented. It necessitates an extensive comprehension of the context in which

one will operate.

This study seeks to unravel the complexities of Norway's sustainability attributes by focusing
on two domains, namely, consumers' willingness to pay (WTP) for sustainable products and
sustainability as a talent acquisition tool.

Conducting a quantitative research technique, this study will address several research

questions regarding the above mentioned dimensions.

The purpose is to provide useful information that may assist businesses, organisations, and
other entities better understand how to best encounter sustainability issues in Norway. Finally,
the aim of this thesis is to contribute to the larger debate of environmental sustainability and

to facilitate the implementation of effective green initiatives in Norway.
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Resumo

Abordar a crise ambiental ¢, sem diivida, o maior desafio que enfrentamos atualmente. Para
lidar com esse desafio, € necessario detectar e implementar solug¢des eficazes e bem ajustadas.

Isso requer uma compreensao ampla do contexto em que se vai operar.

Este estudo procura desvendar as complexidades das caracteristicas de sustentabilidade da
Noruega, focando em dois dominios, a saber, a disposi¢do dos consumidores em pagar (WTP)
por produtos sustentaveis e a sustentabilidade como uma ferramenta de atragdo de talentos.
Utilizando uma técnica de pesquisa quantitativa, este estudo abordara varias questdes de

pesquisa relacionadas com as dimensdes mencionadas.

O objetivo ¢ fornecer informagdes Uteis que possam ajudar empresas, organizagdes € outras
entidades a entender melhor como enfrentar os problemas de sustentabilidade na Noruega.
Por fim, o objetivo desta tese ¢ contribuir para o debate mais amplo sobre a sustentabilidade

ambiental e facilitar a implementacdo de iniciativas verdes eficazes na Noruega.

Titulo: Compreendendo a Sustentabilidade na Noruega, explorando duas dimensdes:
Disposi¢ao do Consumidor para Pagar e Atragao de Talentos
Autor: Tobias Espolin Rosenberg

Palavras-chave: Sustentabilidade, credibilidade, aquisi¢do de talentos, disposi¢ao a pagar
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Background

Loss of biodiversity, a breakdown of ecological communities, a constantly increasing
temperature and an increased number of natural disasters like storms, droughts, and wildfires.
These are just a few of the consequences of human-induced climate change that we —
inhabitants of the earth - are already encountering, as outlined in a report by the Natural
Resources Defence Council (Lindwall, 2022). These consequences have an impact on most
people’s lives, to some extent. Some people lose their homes as a result of heavy storms,
while others have to leave their village because their sources of food have disappeared due to
a drought. It is not without good reason that the concern for climate change has significantly
escalated in recent times — more profoundly outlined in chapter 2.4 (Faelli et al., 2023). There
are also huge financial damage caused by the environmental changes. For instance, a study
conducted by Dr. Oliver Schenker at Frankfurt School of Finance and Management shows
that heat waves typically cause around 360 million US dollars in global losses, largely due to
their impact on imports (Forbes, 2023). The big question therefore is: What can be done to

counteract these negative impacts?

In 2015 United Nations stated in their “Transforming our world: The agenda for sustainable

development” report that in order to insure a continuing global health and well-being of



society, sustainable business operations are pivotal. Sustainable business operations are more
deeply described in chapter 2.1. There are currently over 8 billion people, thus the consumer
patterns of all those individuals make a huge total impact (United Nations, 2022). An essential
prerequisite for sustainable operations is that companies achieve profitability while adhering
to sustainable practices. A lot of companies find it difficult to figure out a balance between the
competitive structure of the markets they are targeting, profitability, and the concerns of
consumers for the environment (D’Souza et al., 2006). Thus, being aware of the WTP of one’s
target group is valuable knowledge for a company when preparing profitability calculations,
deciding strategy, and otherwise making informed operational decisions. The fact that the
price of a product or service affects the demand, which in turn affects the supply (Gale, 1955),
also highlights the importance of this knowledge — both for companies and to the

advancement of sustainable offerings.

Not only being aware of the willingness to pay (WTP) is important, but it is also important to
convey the consumer that the product or service is indeed sustainable. Trust leads to change in

behaviour, which in turn influences consumer decisions (Reichheld et al., 2023).

1.2 Problem Statement

This thesis will be composed in order to get an understanding of how sustainability has been
introduced into the decision-making of Norwegians both as consumers and employees for the
future. In a few decades, sustainability has moved from an issue on the margins to a non-
dispensable foundation of job choice and consumer behaviour. While Norway has the status
of a leader in the environmental field and is therefore dedicated to sustainable development,
there is still no clarity about what actually motivates individual behaviour in these specific
areas. Thus, this thesis tries to contribute to giving a better explanation to the WTP of
consumers for sustainable products and the sustainability profile as a talent-attracting tool in

the Norwegian context. The problem statement is noted as follows:

PS: How do Norwegians value sustainability in their consumer and employment decisions?

From the problem statement, the following research questions can be derived:



RQ1: Are Norwegian consumers willing to pay a higher price premium for sustainable

products than the global average?

RQ2: How does willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products vary across different

product categories and price points in Norway?

RQ3: Which factors are most effective in credibly convincing Norwegian consumers of a

product's sustainability?

RQ4: How important is a company's sustainability profile to Norwegian employees when

selecting a workplace?

RQS5: Among various factors considered for employment decisions, where does a company's

sustainability profile rank for Norwegians?

RQ6: How important are different aspects of corporate sustainability to Norwegian job

seekers when considering a potential workplace?

RQ7: How do demographic factors such as gender, age, income level, and educational
attainment influence the value placed on sustainability in consumer and employment

decisions among Norwegians?

1.3 Relevance

This research study aims to contribute valuable insights to both academic discussions and

managerial decision-making

Academically, while there is extensive literature on sustainability, this study fills a notable gap
by examining specific aspects like credibility, willingness to pay (WTP), and the influence of
sustainability on employment decisions within Norway. Despite global research in these areas,
the Norwegian market has been relatively understudied. Already by the late 1980s, it was
evident that strategies focused on differentiation or low-cost leadership were insufficient to
offer companies a competitive advantage in the long run (D’Souza et al., 2006). This study

provides new insights into how sustainability is valued by Norwegian consumers and job
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seekers, offering a basis for further research, particularly in areas like cross-cultural analysis

and long-term trend observation.

From a managerial standpoint, the findings deliver actionable insights for businesses in
Norway. The clear preference of Norwegian consumers for paying more for sustainable
products indicates a strategic opportunity for companies to introduce premium pricing
models. Furthermore, the study emphasizes the importance of certifications and third-party
validation in building consumer trust regarding sustainability. For employers, even though
sustainability might not be the most critical factor in job selection, it remains influential,
particularly for older and more educated candidates. Thus, underlining the necessity of
communication by companies in employer branding to be very focused if they are going to

attract and retain the best workforce.

These insights provide the managers with knowledge for making strategic informed decisions,
hence companies stay competitive within a market which is now increasingly valuing

sustainability.

1.4 Research Methods

This was mainly primary quantitative research on the influence of sustainability in the
Norwegian consumer's willingness to pay for green products, with relevance also in talent
acquisition. It used an online survey to collect data from a diversified group of Norwegian
respondents. For this reason, the survey design is mixed and includes questions on the Likert

scale, multiple-choice, and some open-ended questions to harvest a wide range of insights.

Then the data that was to be gathered needed to be analysed using different statistical tools.
Descriptive statistics directed toward understanding what is at stake in the response trends; on
the other hand, techniques more advanced such as regression analysis and ANOVA were used
to go into further detail of the interrelation existing among the various variables. To make the
survey results reliable, Cronbach's alpha was computed. Besides, the research attempted to
determine how factors such as age, gender, income, and education might influence the
willingness of individuals to pay and job preference regarding sustainability. This particular
methodology was chosen so as to provide solid evidence that might have some use for

business and policymakers in Norway.
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1.5 Dissertation Outline

The dissertation is structured such that it will lead the reader through the process of the
research step by step. It has introduced the reader to the topic of the research: importance and
the methodology used. Chapter two took a deep view into theoretical backgrounds such as
sustainability, consumer behavior, and how sustainability can shape talent acquisition in
Norway. The third chapter gives the research methodology, detailing data collection and
analysis. Chapter four presents and discusses findings in relation to the research questions.
This final chapter concludes some findings, elaborates on their implications, and is finished

with the limitations of the study and suggestions for future research.

Chapter 2: Theoretical Discussion

This section of the thesis aims to deepen the understanding of the field of sustainability,
specifically within the context of Norway, by exploring relevant literature and characteristics
unique to the Norwegian setting. Thus, a number of topics related to the RQ’s will be

discussed.

2.1 Sustainable products, services, and companies

Sustainability, a multifaceted concept with varying definitions, is fundamental to
understanding its application within Norway's economic and social landscape. This thesis will
delve into the various types of sustainable products and services and examine the nature of
sustainable companies and institutions. Consequently, it is essential that both categories are
clearly defined. As of now, there is not any established consensus on the definition of a
sustainable or “green” product, service, or company (Reddy et al., 2023). Consumers also find
it challenging to determine whether a product is more sustainable. About 75% of the time,
customers were incorrect or lacked knowledge when asked to choose which of two goods

produced larger carbon emissions (Faelli et al., 2023).
However, an effective and arguably accurate method of differentiation include determining

whether a product or service has been classified as sustainable by an independent institution

that specialises in sustainability certification. In 2007, D’Souza et al., established a framework

12



for environmental labels. Type I labelling relies on a system in which third-party
environmental institutions offer an assessment. Various stakeholders agree on certain
thresholds in relation to different product groups, that the relevant company has to exceed or
reach to gain a certification. In contrast, Type II labels are issued by the provider itself and
relates to various claims, often printed directly on the product or communicated through their
own marketing channels. “Container made of recycled material” or “Less environmental
impact” serve as examples. Lastly, a Type III label is to some extent similar to Type 1.
However, whereas Type I labelling offers environmental verification for any product, Type III
labelling relies on independent third parties to evaluate products based on comprehensive life-
cycle data and environmental performance across multiple indices such as for instance

material input and chemical consumption.

"The Nordic Swan" is the official eco-label for products and services available in the Nordic
countries. This is equivalent to the official EU certification called “EU Ecolabel”. The
requirements to obtain the certification vary between different product groups. To illustrate,
specific instances comprise energy effective production, prohibition against PVC, and a high
proportion of renewable and/or recycled materials used. Equally important are the
requirements pertaining social conditions. The Nordic Swan requires that the production of
various ecolabel-certified products occur in factories adhering to the core conventions of the
International Labour Organization (ILO), in which exclude discrimination, child labour and
forced labour. There is a requirement for comprehensive documentation, as well as they
conduct on site visitations (Svanemerket, n.d.). According to D’Souza et al.’s framework,

Svanemerket would be categorized as a Type III label.

Establishing a distinct split between sustainable and not sustainable companies and
institutions proves difficult. Nonetheless, The United Nations defines sustainable
development in three different dimensions, in which provides a guiding framework. The first
pertains to climate and environment, which covers emissions and degradation that come as a
result of human activities. The second dimension resolves around the economy and how to
protect the financial stability for individual and societal welfare in general, therefore within
the limits of environmental tolerance. The last aspect is premised over the social settings and
touches on critical parts of education, quality employment, equality, cultural diversity, among

other sections, including the delivery of general health services (Forente Nasjoner, 2023). The
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three dimensions align with the “Triple Bottom Line theory of sustainability”, brought to light
by Elkington (1998), where he refers to planet, people, and profit.

The benefits of adopting sustainable business practices extend beyond ethical considerations,
there are also corporate rewards to gain. According to Forte & Lamont (1998), choosing a
green business practice comes with great advantages. To begin with, it promotes profitability,
as well as enhancing the motivation and commitment of employees. On top of that, green

business practice boosts customer loyalty (Forte & Lamont, 1998).

2.2 Communicating sustainability and its credibility

As illustrated in chapter 2.3 and 2.5, the consumers of the present have an intention to choose
more sustainably. Hence, the first step for a business to reap this opportunity is to actually
engage in more sustainable operations, like for instance reducing water consumption or
choosing recycled material of packaging. However, it is crucial to convey to the consumer
that they are making a sustainable choice in a trustworthy and effective way. When addressing
talent acquisition, the same argument holds true. In this context, companies also need to be
aware of greenwashing. The imbalance between environmentally conscious rhetoric and real
actions is commonly referred to as "greenwashing" (Walker & Wan, 2012). In recent years,
customers have become less convinced that company environmental promises are credible
(Lyon & Montgomery, 2013). Given the present circumstances marked by intense scrutiny
and doubt, engaging in greenwashing likely leads to a harmed reputation, consequently

leading to a weakened legitimacy (Gatti et al., 2019).

Within the domain of sustainable communication, various channels exist for distributing
information to consumers and potential employees. These channels encompass both direct
messaging from companies themselves and external sources, including institutional bodies. In
terms of direct messaging, product descriptions, sustainability reports, and information on
websites serve as examples. Among external sources we find certifications, media coverage,

third-party reviews, and consumer ratings.

Previous studies have investigated the credibility of some of the factors mentioned above. A

joint study conducted by McKinsey and Nielsen 1Q suggests that multiple certifications, in

14



contrast to a single one, enhance the perceived credibility of consumers (McKinsey, 2023).
Despite that, the study did not measure the credibility of certifications seen in isolation.
Furthermore, product descriptions on sustainability influence consumer perceptions of quality.
The credibility is however dependent on how an individual see the broader corporate
sustainable strategy (Borin et al., 2011). A study published in 2022, conducted by Stutz et al.
came to the conclusion that external stakeholders might doubt the accuracy of the information
that organizations voluntarily share about their sustainability practices (i.e. sustainability
reports). This credibility gap can be affected by the organizational governance structure (Stutz
et al., 2022). More concretely, the study clarifies that family firms have an advantage over
non-family firms regarding the credibility of sustainability reports sees from an external
stakeholder’s perspective. When it comes to media coverage, there is, not surprisingly, proof
that negative publicity on sustainability matters harm the overall perceived sustainability level

of the company mentioned (Cho et al., 2012).

Another interesting point to mention is that sustainability initiatives are often poorly
communicated, leading to potential employees and recruiters being unaware of a company’s
true sustainability profile (Klingenberg & Kochanowski, 2015). This lack of clear
communication may have undesirable consequences, such as worse talent attraction and
reputation. This underscores the importance of taking advantage of credible sources to
communicate sustainability initiatives to various stakeholders.

Despite finding some studies looking at the relation between credibility and some of the
factors, any research comparing these factors in contrast to one another, and their credibility
could not be found. In addition, none of them were aimed at the Norwegian population

specifically.

2.3 Sustainability in Norway

In order to make sustainable and competent business decisions in Norway, a general overview
of its sustainability characteristics is beneficial to outline. In terms of sustainability, Norway is
an excellent focal point, but it's crucial to consider this from a global perspective as well. How

does Norway's sustainability strategy compare against that of other nations?

The acknowledged university “Massachusetts Institute of Technology” annually a

comprehensive ranking that assesses the environmental performance of countries globally.
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The ranking, entitled “The Green Future Index” (GFI), evaluates countries based on a
thorough methodology that involves five pillars, namely carbon emissions, energy transition,
green society, clean innovation, and climate policy. The GFI ranks Norway as number 3,
following Iceland and Finland, number 1 and 2 respectively. In Pillar 2, energy transition,
Norway is currently ranked third, having ascended 23 positions on the leaderboard since last
year. This means that renewable energy contributes to a high share of the total energy mix, in
addition to a high paced growth on the area. Furthermore, Norway is ranked 7% in Pillar 5,
climate policy, in which is evaluated on carbon pricing, suitable agriculture and pandemic
pivot indicators. A high rank (6") is also obtained in pillar 4, clean innovation. This indicates
a high number of green patents, investment in cross-border clean energy initiatives, and
investment in sustainable food tech. However, in pillar 1 (carbon emissions), and pillar 3
(green society), Norway falls short of making the top 10. Consequently, there is room for
improvement on recycling, meat and dairy consumption, and curbing carbon dioxide

emissions (O’Brien, 2023).

To point out a couple of specific aspects contributing to the strong position, electrical vehicles
(EVs) and financial aid for sustainable projects are among them. As of 2023, Norway is the
world's leading consumer of electric vehicles (EVs) on a per capita basis (O’Brien, 2023).
Furthermore, in 2022, it came to light that Norway will pay Indonesia 56 million USD under a
climate agreement for its effective reduction of carbon dioxide emissions through the
preservation of its extensive tropical rainforests (Jong, 2022).

A 2022 study conducted by GreenMatch analysed the greenest countries in the world. They
combined different well-known reports, including the abovementioned GFI, to make the
ranking. The other reports taken into account were the Environmental Performance Index by
Yale University, a report from EU’s Joint Research Centre, and the IQ Air information
platform. Based on a weighted calculation on the 4 reports, Norway was ranked 9"

(McClelland, 2022).

On the behalf of Boston Consulting Group, Presch & Ziesler conducted a survey on
Norwegian consumer behaviour during the COVID pandemic. First of all, 25 to 30% of the
respondents stated an increased importance of sustainability during the pandemic. 20% made
it clear that, during the pandemic, they started buying more sustainable — and expect to do the
same after its end. Lastly, over 40% claimed that it is either important or very important that a

product/service is a sustainable choice. During the first 16 months of the pandemic, rating of
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household savings doubled (Prosch & Ziesler, 2021). Considering that the WTP depends on
the financial situation of a consumer (Breidert, 2005), a higher level of saving might have

biased the abovementioned results. Thus, research of a non-pandemic context will come

helpful.

As has been noted, Norway is among the most sustainable countries in the world. Whether
this is reflected in Norwegian consumers’ WTP and as a way to attract talent remains

unanswered.

2.4 Cost of sustainable products

Unfortunately, producing products and offering services sustainably often incurs higher costs.
For perspective, products marketed as sustainable in the U.S. typically carry an average

premium of 28%, according to Faelli et al. (2023). This is due to a variety of reasons.

One of the main reasons is due to higher material cost. For instance, the average price of
Sustainable Aviation Fuel throughout 2022 were around 2.5 times more expensive than
conventional jet fuel in the same period, according to International Air Transport Association
(2023), thus making sustainable flights more costly per se. Given the fact that the aviation
industry is characterized by many players, thus high competition, their margins are not
particularly high (Merkert & Swidan, 2019). The relatively low margins imply that the
companies would be forced to put the additional cost of the sustainable fuel on the customer
price. This mechanism — that higher material costs increase the price offered to consumers - is
transferrable to most industries. Other examples include organic cotton versus conventional

cotton and organic food versus conventional food (Brown & Sperow, 2005).

Secondly, there is an additional cost related to research and development (R&D). To create
sustainable products in novel ways that minimise harm to the environment, more

innovation and creativity are often necessary. R&D activities commonly requires financial
funding for a company to conduct (Hall, 2002). Hence, developing new sustainable methods
of production, discovering less harmful raw material, and enhancing the knowledge level on
sustainability comes with a cost premium in terms of both monetary investments and time

consumption.

17



Similarly, certification and regulation contribute to additional cost. To prove that a product is
eco-friendly and sustainable, products or services have to fulfil various standards and
principles. Often the institutions that provide such certificates are third-party organizations
that have either prepared internal guidelines and/or put governmental frameworks into
practice. In chapter 2.1, some of the specific requirements are mentioned. Even if excluding
the cost premium assignable to more expensive material input and R&D activities, there is a
cost of preparing the documentation needed. On top of that, the third-party organization
usually charges an amount for their work. The price often depends on the size of the company
requesting the certification. To illustrate, imagine a company that sells furniture and would
like to get one of their sofa’s svanemerket certified. If their turnover of the product is

10 000 000 EUR and the production location is outside the Nordics, the price required for one
year of certification is approximately 31 500 EUR (Svanemerket, n.d.).

Collectively, all these factors contribute to the premium pricing of sustainable products,

making them more expensive compared to their non-sustainable counterparts.

2.5 Concern about sustainability and willingness to pay

WTP can be characterised as the maximum price a particular customer is willing to accept for
a good or service (Le Gall-Ely, 2009). Various empirical studies have demonstrated that even
small changes in prices and the corresponding purchasing patterns of consumers can have a
significant impact on profits and revenues (Marn et al., 2003). This advocates for companies
to pay great attention to the matter. Thus, when measuring the turnover of a product or a

service, being aware of the consumers WTP is crucial.

There have been conducted several studies on consumers’ WTP for sustainable products. As
stated in chapter 2.3, buying green products usually comes with a price premium. With regard
to Wasik’s paper (1992), consumers are not willing to pay this premium. In addition,
consumers are price-sensitive when considering to choose a sustainable alternative (Mandese,
1991). Rather than sustainability being one of the most essential attributes of a product,
customers prioritise price, convenience, and value as the most important purchase factors
(Roberts, 1996). However, the international consulting company Bain & Company conducted
a survey with more than 23 000 participants in 2023 which gave an up-to-date insight on

some of this matter (Faelli et al., 2023). First of all, the report concluded that 64% of
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consumers worldwide are highly concerned around climate concerns, at the same moment as
the concerns have elevated significantly the last two years with 60% experiencing a growing
fear. Perhaps surprising to some, the difference across generations is quite small. On average
68% of boomers (people born between 1946 and 1964) are worried, compared to 72% of gen-
Zs (people born between 1997 and 2012). In the context of consumers WTP, the global
average is on a 12% premium. Among those with the highest WTP we find India (20%) and
Indonesia (19%). At the opposite end of the scale, UK (8%) and Japan (6%) can be found. It
is worth noting that this corresponds well with the level of concerned people of the
population. Consumers in fast-growing markets are more than 20 percentage points more
concerned about environmental sustainability than those in developed markets (Faelli et al.,
2023).

A contrast to Roberts’ (1996) finding is that 50% of the consumers surveyed stated that
sustainability is among the 4 most important purchase criteria when acquiring a product or
service. This aligns well with more recent research, that have come to the conclusion that
people in general constantly become more and more aware of the environmental footprint of
their actions (Close, 2021).

Other institutions have conducted research resulting in similar outcome. According to a 2019
online survey, 50% of participants worldwide claimed they changed goods or services
considering a business went against their ethical standards. The primary justification given

for the change was to promote goods or services that "protect the environment" (WWF, 2020).

In essence, the literature indicates that consumers are more sustainable aware than ever
before. Seen in isolation, this aspect implicitly indicates a greater WTP. On the other hand, the
results are, to a certain extent, inconsistent. Another crucial point is that there is a lack of

studies like the abovementioned focused on the Norwegian market specifically.

2.6 Sustainability as a driver in talent acquisition

The recruiting procedures employed by organisations have received attention recently, due to
the widespread recognition of humans as valuable assets that organisations can utilise to
achieve competitive advantage, and thus experiencing a higher likelihood of organisational
success (Deakins & Bensemann, 2019; Hiltrop, 1999). Notably, Ghavidel et al. (2020)
emphasized the need for more research from the perspective of firms to understand the

matching patterns and factors that attract high-quality talent, suggesting that this area remains
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underexplored. Already in the late 1990s, numerous researchers conducted a thorough review
of publications on environmental management and related topics. They highlighted an
important link between sustainability and human resources management (Ehnert & Harry,
2012). In human resources management, talent acquisition is an essential part. A precise
definition has been widely discussed over the years. Regardless the absence of a standard
definition, it is commonly understood as the process of identifying and hiring the most

suitable and competent applicant for a position in one's company (Rozario et al., 2020).

Already in 1997, Turban & Greening investigated both the correlation between corporate
social performance (CSP) - a subcategory of CSR which measures a company’s performance
on environmental and social actions going beyond the mere compliance with legal
requirements - and competitive advantage, as well as the link between CSP and the ability to
attract quality employees. Findings from the study showed that companies with elevated CSP
scores were viewed as more desirable by potential employees and had a greater chance of
achieving a competitive advantage. These advantages encompass a cut above financial
performance, improved reputation as well as increased employee motivation. This aligns well
with the findings from Forte & Lamont’s research (1998), mentioned in chapter 2.1. It is
important to emphasize that this study specifically targeted undergraduate business students
(Turban & Greening, 1997). Furthermore, a research conducted by Students for Responsible
Business, as reported by Forbes, found that more than 50% of 2100 MBA student surveyees
were willing to take a pay cut to work for a socially responsible company (Albinger &
Freeman, 2000). Consistent with the results of Turban and Greening, another study discovered
that CSP is more crucial for well-educated candidates who have numerous job opportunities
(referred to as “high choice group”). Thus, the most attractive job seekers are those whose
employment choices are strongly affected by an employer's CSP. Part of this disparities
between the low- and high-chocice group might arise from the absence of choice by the low-
choice group, which prioritizes securing any job over considering CSP. Another theory
possibly accoungting for the difference could be access to information. Higher-choice job
seekers often encounter CSP information through various media, academic resources, and
recruitment efforts, which may not be as targeted towards lower-choice groups (Albinger &
Freeman, 2000). Lastly, a qualitative study conducted by Hanson-Rasmussen et al. (2014)
reached the conclusion that those who place significant importance on a range of sustainable

environmental practices and demand high levels of environmental accountability from
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businesses are more likely to have a positive perception of and intentions toward companies

with a strong environmental reputation during their job search.

Norway’s labor market today is characterised by a low level of unemplyment (2% in April
2024), in which people with more than 4 years of education is representing the smallest
percentage (Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration, 2024). This indicates intense
competition for highly educated employees, highlighting the importance of having a profile

that attracts this scarce resource.

2.7 Hypotheses & Data Analysis

Some of the RQ’s - that can be found in chapter 1.2 - will be answered by conducting
statistical testing of hypothesis (H), while others will be answered with exploratory data
analysis (DA).

Based on the theoretical discussion the following hypothesis and data analysis have been

chosen to answer the RQ’s:

RQ1

H1: Norwegian consumers are willing to pay a higher price premium than 12% for
sustainable products compared to identical non-sustainable alternatives

H1o: Norwegian consumers are willing to pay a price premium of 12% or lower for

sustainable products compared to identical non-sustainable alternatives

RQ2

H2: Consumers are willing to pay a higher premium for sustainable products at lower price
points (<1 000 NOK) compared to higher price points (>1 000 NOK)

H2¢: There is no difference in the willingness to pay a higher premium for sustainable

products between lower price points (<1 000 NOK) and higher price points (>1 000 NOK)

DAZ2: The distribution of average willingness to pay premiums across the chosen product

categories

RQ3
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DA3: Data analysis identifying which sustainability factors are most strongly associated with

a credibly consumer perception of sustainability

RQ4

H4: A company's sustainability profile is important when choosing a workplace, i.e. a score
higher than 5 on the 10-Point Likert scale

H4o: A company's sustainability profile is not important when choosing a workplace, i.e., the

score is less than or equal to 5 on the 10-point Likert scale

RQ5

HS: A company's sustainability profile is a top-two factor for a majority of Norwegian
employees when selecting a workplace

HSo: A company's sustainability profile is not a top-two factor for a majority of Norwegian

employees when selecting a workplace

RQ6
DAG6: Data analysis identifying which corporate sustainability aspects are most important for

Norwegian job seekers when evaluating potential workplaces

RQ7

H7a: Higher income levels i.e. above 499 999 NOK, are associated with a greater willingness
to pay for sustainable products

H7a¢: Higher income levels (i.e., above 499,999 NOK) are not associated with a greater

willingness to pay for sustainable products

H7b: Younger age groups (18-34) place higher value on a company’s sustainability profile in
employment decisions compared to older age groups (35 and above)

H7bo: Younger age groups (18-34) do not place higher value on a company’s sustainability

profile in employment decisions compared to older age groups (35 and above)

DA7: Subgroup data analysis of perceived value placed on sustainability
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Chapter 3: Methodology

In this chapter, the research methods implemented in the study are described, focusing on
creating a solid scientific foundation to obtain a dataset fit for assessing the hypotheses and

create exploratory data analysis. Furthermore, the process of acquiring the primary date is
described.

3.1 Research Approach

The main objective of this study is to gain insight on how Norwegians value sustainability in
their consumer and employment decisions, in addition to a number of factors’ perceived
credibility. To accomplish this, exploratory, descriptive and explanatory research methods

were adapted.

The exploratory method involves a theoretical discussion aimed at deepening the
understanding of areas related to the problem statement, as well as data analysis. The
theoretical discussion maps out existing knowledge and identifies areas requiring further
examination. The following aspects were studied; the definition of sustainability, the
credibility of sustainability, sustainability in Norway, the cost of sustainability, concern for
sustainability and willingness to pay and lastly Sustainability as a driver in talent acquisition.

The data analysation will be used to answer some of the RQ’s.

The ensuing step involved creating a clearer picture through an online survey, utilizing the
descriptive research method. The next chapter will offer a more comprehensive analysis of

this part.

An explanatory research method will be utilized to thoroughly examine the hypotheses.

3.2 Primary Data — Online Questionnaire

An online survey was conducted to create a dataset suitable for testing the hypotheses. A
quantitative method was desirable to get data across different demographics, as the thesis
seeks to get a better understanding of the Norwegian population. The benefits of this approach

include the ability to reach a diverse and extensive population, efficiency in terms of time, and
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minimal costs. However, it also comes with some liabilities. First, self-selection bias. People
who choose to respond to a certain survey may have stronger opinions or be more engaged in
the topic, which might skew the results. Besides, clarification issues may arise due to the lack

of opportunity to clarify questions (Wright, 2017).

To cope with the latter issue, a test study with 10 participants was undertaken. The
participants selected represented a variety of genders, ages, educational backgrounds, and
levels of digital comprehension to ensure the questionnaire was understandable and with the
least amount of ambiguity to a broad demographic. Following the test study the participants
were interviewed, with the aim of mapping out potential misleading questions, technical

difficulties or other problems. The feedback led to several alterations.

The questionnaire aimed at reaching at least 200 valid responses. 200 responses make the
findings more reliable and increase the likelihood of detecting true effects or differences in the
chosen population. It also mitigates the impact of noise and variability in the data (Hibberts et
al., 2012). To process the data, STATA SE 18.5, a programming software for statistics, data

management and, and graphics was utilized.

3.2.1 Data Collection

Created in Qualtrics, the survey was published on April 24, 2024, and remained open for one
month. The language available for the survey was English only (Appendix 1). It was
distributed across several communication channels, including WhatsApp-groups, Facebook,
Instagram, personal network as well as in-person “recruiting”. Hence, the data collection is
conducted in a non-random manner. At the time of the closing, 313 participants had
responded. All responses with a completion percentage less than 100 were removed (111).
Additionally, 2 responses were left out due to not fulfilling the requirement of being

Norwegian. As a result, the goal of 200 valid responses was met.

3.2.2 Research Design

The abovementioned main data collection is composed of six different blocks (in which all of
them can be seen in Appendix 1). Block 1 simply served as an introduction containing general

information to the participant, including the estimated time, contact information, anonymity,
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as well as a thank you for participating. In the second block the participant had to state
whether they were Norwegian or not. Block 3 focused on evaluating participants’ willingness
to pay for sustainable products across diverse production categories and their assessment of
the credibility of different sustainability indicators. The next block was about sustainability as
a talent attracting tool. Participant demographics were addressed in Block 5, with a simple

thank you and notice that the survey was ending in the final block, Block 6.

3.2.3 Measurement/Indicators

When it comes to examining consumers’ WTP, the best techniques to observe real purchase
behaviour is either market data analysation or experiments (Breidert et al., 2006). However,
this research, focused on consumers' willingness to pay more for sustainable products,
encountered difficulties in locating two identical products, with one being sustainable and the
other non-sustainable. Thus, utilizing the market data approach was ruled out. When it comes
to the experiment approach, it was not possible due to constraints on both time and resources.
With these to techniques ruled out, the better suited method is a direct approach. A direct
approach to measuring WTP is one that asks respondents directly about acceptable prices
(Breidert et al., 2006). A direct approach was chosen to answer the RQ’s regarding WTP.
First, a question about the premium participants were willing to pay for a sustainable product
compared to an identical non-sustainable product was asked. To facilitate the comparison
between the results of the Norwegian consumer market against the global market (Faelli et al.,
2023), a percentage-based scale was utilized on this particular question. For the remaining
WTP questions, participants were asked to specify the premium they would be willing to pay
for a sustainable product compared to an identical non-sustainable version across various
product segments. A starting price was provided, and participants could choose from 20 price
points, ranging from no premium (i.e., the same price as the non-sustainable product) up to
double the price. Due to the number of price points, the method is defined as the open-ended
approach rather than the discrete choice experiment (Marjon van der Pol et al., 2008). The
open-ended approach is valuable for generating valid WTP estimates at a low cost. It also
provides a higher finesse compared to the discrete choice experiment (Donaldson et al.,
1997). In addition, an image of the specified product was included for reference in this section
of the survey questions (figure 1 serves as an example). The use of visual representation in

WTP surveys reduces biases, ensuring that the stated WTP more closely aligns with actual
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purchasing behavior, thus improving the reliability of the survey results (Schmidt & Bijmolt,

2019).

Figure 1: Example of product image

The next section aimed at measuring the credibility of different aspects of sustainability
factors. To measure the credibility, a Likert scale was used. Likert scales are thoroughly tested
for its effectiveness in capturing attitudes and perceptions. The method also facilitates
statistical analyzation. In addition, the scale is easy to understand and well-known for
participants (Kusmaryono et al., 2022). More precisely, a 10-point Likert scale, where 0
means “Not at all credible/important” and 10 means “Extremely credible important”, was
utilized due to several advantages. A 10-point Likert scale can minimize central tendency bias
(where respondents might avoid extreme options). It also leads to more accurate and detailed
data compared to the 5- or 7-point Likert scale. Lastly, the 10-point Likert scale improves the
reliability (Cummins & Gullone, 2000). As the mentioned method also serves well in
measuring the perceived importance of participants, it was also used for the last section
(Lanctot & Duxbury, 2022). In many of these survey questions, a specific example is
provided to clarify the context. For instance, when asking respondents to rate the importance
of various sustainability aspects in evaluating a potential workplace, the item "positive efforts
abroad" is accompanied by an example, such as “reforestation of Amazonas”. See figure 2 for
additional examples. Specific examples come with a number of advantages. In the first place,
it enhances comprehension and reduces ambiguity by clarifying the intent and context.
Furthermore, examples can make the questions more relatable and engaging, which
encourages respondents to participate thoughtfully and seriously. Lastly, it can trigger
memories of the participants, enabling them to answer more accurately (Alessi & Martin,

2010).
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Positive effort
locally (e.g.
community clean- o
ups or local wildlife
conservation)

CSR - Corporate
Social

Responsibility (e.g. .
avoiding child
labor)

Figure 2: lllustration of items accompanied by an example

The final section of the survey focused on collecting demographic information from the
participants, such as age, gender, and income. All questions were designed to ensure that
every participant could find an applicable option. For example, the income question began
with an "under" option, followed by various income brackets, and concluded with an "or
above" option, to ensure this. While an open-ended "state your..." question might yield more
precise responses, the chosen method offers several advantages when processing the data.
Using multiple-choice questions provides a standardised approach, facilitating easy
categorisation and analysis of the data. Additionally, this method simplifies comparisons

between different demographic segments.

To summarise, the chosen methods/scales for each topic is illustrated in the table below (table

).

Operational Model

Measures Scale/Method Number of Items Literature
‘ (Donaldson et al.,
. Direct approach ‘
Willingness to Pay 8 1997; Marjon van der

open-ended
(op ) Pol et al., 2008)

(Kusmaryono et al.,
Credibility 10-point Likert Scale 7 2022; Cummins &
Gullone, 2000)

(Kusmaryono et al.,
Importance 10-point Likert Scale 7 2022; Lanctot &
Duxbury, 2022)

Demographics Multiple choice 5 N/A
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Table 1: Operational Model

Chapter 4: Analysis and Results

In this chapter, the results derived from the comprehensive analysis of the quantitative data
collected through the survey will be covered. This section aims to provide a profound
examination of the statistical findings emerged from the dataset through detailed charts,

tables, and statistical tests.

4.1 Sample description

This research is based on Norwegian consumers, as earlier mentioned. Thus, all of the 200
respondents are valid, and there is no need to present nationality representation. Gender is
spread very equally: 53.5% are men and 46% are women. The greatest part of the surveyed
population is at the age of 25-34 years old, in which constitutes 26%. As for the level of
education, it is given for 39% of them having a bachelor's degree as the highest completed
education level, closely followed by 35.5% holding a master's degree. Additionally, 61% of
the respondents are employed full-time. The most common range of income in respondents is
between 550,000 and 699,999 NOK, with 22% of the respondents. That accounts for the mean
annual salary of a Norwegian, which is 676,000 NOK (SSB, 2024). More profound details

can be seen below (table 2).
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Frequency Percent

18 -24 36 18
25 -34 52 26
35-44 14 7
45 - 54 44 22
Age
55-64 37 18,5
65 -74 5 2.8
75 or older o 2.5
Under 18 7 3,5
Female 92 46
Gender Male 107 53,5
Prefer not to say 1 0,5
Bachelor's degree 78 39
High school 39 19,5
Education |Master's degree 7:1 35,5
PhD / Doctorate 6 3
Primary school 6 3
Other 1 0,5
Retired 8 4
Employment |Student / pupil 37 18,5
Status Unemployed 1 0,5
Working full-time 122 61
Working part-time 31 15,5
1 000 000 NOK or above 27 13,5
100 000 - 249 999 NOK 33 16,5
250 000 - 399 999 NOK 15 75
400 000 - 549 999 NOK 17 8,5
Income 550 000 - 699 999 NOK 44 22
700 000 - 849 999 NOK 33 16,5
850 000 - 999 999 NOK 13 6,5
Do not want to disclose 7 3,5
Under 100 000 NOK 11 5,5

Table 2: Sample description of demographics

4.2 Reliability of Scales

To ensure internal consistency and thus validity, before conducting the statistical tests, the
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each scale/method — except demographics, as the output
did not contain numerical values and thus were not computable. According to Tavakol &
Dennick (2011); “Internal consistency describes the extent to which all the items in a test
measure the same concept or construct and hence it is connected to the interrelatedness of the

items within the test”.

Although, as the academic literature offers different benchmarks for what is considered

acceptable levels of the coefficient of Cronbach's Alpha, a consensus exists regarding the
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classification of these levels: Questionable (0.5-0.6), Acceptable (0.6-0.7), Good (0.7-0.9),
and Excellent (> 0.9) (Nunnally, 1967; Peterson, 1994; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). STATA SE

was used to compute the alphas. The derivations of the results are systematically presented in

“Table 3 below.

Measures Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha Quality Level
Willingness to Pay 8 0,6534 Acceptable

Credibility 7 0,8135 Good

Importance 7 0,9241 Excellent

Table 3: Cronbach’s Alpha output

As can be seen in “Table 37, all the alphas are at an acceptable level. Albeit “Willingness to

Pay”, preferably could have been a bit higher.

4.3 Results

In this section, the data analyses and hypothesis testing of the research questions that can be
found in chapter 2.7 are presented. To reject the null hypothesis, a significance level of 5% (p-

value < 0.05) is used as the threshold. All the null hypotheses can be observed in chapter 2.7.

4.3.1 Research Question 1

H1: Norwegian consumers are willing to pay a higher price premium than 12% for

sustainable products compared to identical non-sustainable alternatives

A Shapiro-Wilk Test was performed to check whether the variable “PercentagelncreaseWTP”
(results from Q3.2 in the survey [Appendix 1]) was normally distributed. The test yielded a
We-value of 0,8227 (Appendix 4). Values significantly differing from 1 indicated non-
normality (Razali & Wah, 2011). The null hypothesis - which is that the data is normally
distributed - is rejected as the p-value is 0,0000, which is significantly less than the chosen
significance level of 0,05. Given the significant deviation from normality, a Wilcoxon Signed-
Rank test was chosen, as it is a non-parametric test that does not assume normality (Wilcoxon,
1945). It is apparent by the results of the test that the median percentage increase in WTP to
sustainable products, z = 9,521, p < 0,0001(Appendix 4), is significantly larger than the
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hypothesized value of 12%. In other words, we reject the null hypothesis (H1o). To conclude,

H1 was confirmed.

4.3.2 Research Question 2

H2: Consumers are willing to pay a higher premium for sustainable products at lower price

points (<1 000 NOK) compared to higher price points (>=1 000 NOK)

Enabling a basis of comparison, a calculation of the percentage premiums was completed on
the output from Q3.4-Q3.11 (Appendix 1), and new variables were generated accordingly.
Thereafter, the variables were assigned to two categories — “under 1000 and “1000 and
above”. Following the procedure from chapter 4.5.1, the Shapiro-Wilk Test was conducted to
check the relevant variables for normality. The output from STATA presented W-values in the
range between 0,806 and 0,92, none of which confirming normality (Appendix 5). A Q-plot
and histogram was also created to confirm the conclusion, in which they did. As a result, the
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was used to compare the two abovementioned categories. The

result yielded z = 10,429, p < 0,0001. Thus, the H2¢ was rejected and H2 confirmed.

DA2: The distribution of average willingness to pay premiums across the chosen product

categories

The variables required for the data analysis were pre-generated for hypothesis testing. Thus,
the primary task was to input the appropriate commands into STATA. A bar chart was chosen
for easier comparison. In the chart below, products are sorted from the lowest to the highest
price, allowing visualization of the trend line that confirms hypothesis H2. Also, it is
interesting to see the variating percentage premium among products with the same original

price, such as “Food” and “Delivery.
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Percentage price premium by product category
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000NOK) 000NOK) (10 000NOK)

Figure 3: Bar chart of percentage price premium by product category

4.3.3 Research Question 3

DA3: Data analysis identifying which sustainability factors are most strongly associated with

a credibly consumer perception of sustainability

Data preparation and computation of the average and median were conducted using STATA.
The results were then imported into Excel for layout adjustments. For instance, the upper
bound was changed from 8,0 to 10,0 to highlight the use of a 10-point Likert Scale, and to
avoid artificially amplifying the perceived credibility. Further, the colours on the two bars
showcasing the median and average was chosen to be in sharp contrast to one another in order
to enhance readability. A bar chart was chosen to effectively present the two statistics per

variable, as presented below in figure 4.

Credibility of sustainability factors

REVIEWS/RATINGS

MEDIA COVERAGE
WEBSITE INFORMATION
SUSTAINABILITY REPORT
PRODUCT DESCRIPTION
SUSTAINABLE PACKAGING

CERTIFICATIONS

8,0 90 10,0

w Median = Average
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Figure 4: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of credibility for various sustainability factors

4.3.4 Research Question 4

HA4: A company's sustainability profile is important when choosing a workplace, i.e. a score

higher than 5 on the 10-Point Likert scale

The Shapiro-Wilk test yielded a W-value of 0,989 and a p-value of 0,163 (Appendix 6). The p-
value of 0,163 is greater than the chosen significance level of 0,05. Therefore, we fail to reject
the null hypothesis (that the data is normally distributed). Thus, the variable derived from Q4.1
(Appendix 1) was indicated to be normally distributed. A visual check using a Q-plot and a
histogram confirmed this (Appendix 6). Given the normality of the data, a t-test was applicable.
Since the hypotheses involve testing whether the mean score is greater than a specific value, a
one-sample one-tailed t-test was conducted, focusing on the null hypothesis that the mean score
is less than or equal to 5. The test provided a p-value of 0,213. 0,213 is greater than the
significance level of 0,05, and therefore the null hypothesis (H40) could not be rejected. Thus,
the alternative hypothesis (H4) could not be validated.

4.3.5 Research Question 5

H5: A company's sustainability profile is a top-two factor for a majority of Norwegian

employees when selecting a workplace

To test the hypothesis, a binomial probability test was conducted. First, a variable derived
from Q4.2 was used to capture the rankings. From this, a new binary variable was generated.
This new variable assigned a value of 1 to all respondents who ranked a company’s
sustainability factor as either 1st or 2nd (i.e., top-two), and 0 otherwise. The binomial
probability test then examined whether the probability of a majority (greater than 50%) of
respondents ranking the sustainability factor as top-two is statistically significant. The results
were as follows: Observed k (respondents who ranked sustainability top-two) was 44.
Expected k (given an assumed probability (p) of 0.5, the expected number of respondents
ranking sustainability top-two) was 100. Observed p (proportion of respondents ranking

sustainability as top-two) was 0,22 (Appendix 7). Further, Pr(k >= 44) = 1 (one-sided test).
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Since the observed proportion (22%) is much lower than 50%, and the p-value for the one-
sided test where k>44 is 1, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Accordingly, HS could not
be validated.

4.3.6 Research Question 6

DAG6: Data analysis identifying which corporate sustainability aspects are most important for

Norwegian job seekers when evaluating potential workplaces

Correspondingly to chapter 4.5.3, data preparation and computations of the average and
median were conducted utilizing STATA. Furthermore, Excel was used to create the bar chart,
as well as making aesthetic and informative adjustments. The bar chart effectively ensures a
high level of readability when presenting two statistics on one variable. Two distinctly
different colours on the average- and median bar also contributes to this. The upper bound
was set to 10,0, aligning with the 10-point Likert scale, to prevent visually exaggerating the

perceived results. The results are presented on the bar chart below (figure 5).

Importance of corporate sustainabiliy aspects to job
seekers

TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING 579

NATURE OF BUSINESS 551

CSR 6.68

EFFORT LOCALLY
EFFORT ABROAD
REDUCTION OF EMISSIONS

SUSTAINABILITY PROFILE
[ [ [ ]
0,0 1,0 2,0 30 4,0 5.0 6,0 7,0 8,0 9.0 10,0

=Median = Average

Figure 5: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of various corporate sustainability aspects
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4.3.7 Research Question 7

H7a: Higher income levels i.e. above 499 999 NOK, are associated with a greater willingness

to pay for sustainable products

First, each response was categorized as either "1" for high-income (above 499 999 NOK) or
"0" for low-income (below 499 999 NOK) to create a clear distinction for statistical analysis.
Additionally, the "drop if"' command was used to remove responses from participants who
selected "do not want to disclose" for their income, ensuring the dataset was free from
incomplete information.

To check whether the data followed a normal distribution - a requirement for conducting a t-
test - a Shapiro-Wilk test on the willingness to pay (WTP) variable, because this is the
dependent variable, was performed. The test came back with a p-value of 0,000 and a W-value
of 0,82, both indicating that the WTP data does not fit the normality assumption (Appendix

8). This conclusion was further supported by a Q-plot and histogram, which also

demonstrated deviations from normality (Appendix 8).

Given the non-normality, regression analysis was chosen as the more appropriate method.
Although the WTP variable is technically discrete, with values ranging from 0% to 100% in
5% increments, it was treated as continuous for this analysis. To address potential non-
normality and possible heteroskedasticity, a linear regression with robust standard errors was
used.

The initial regression, which included only high income as an explanatory variable, yielded a
very low R-squared value. To improve the model’s explanatory power, additional
demographic variables were included. Since these demographic variables were initially stored
as string data (i.e., containing text), they were first converted to numerical form using the
encode command. The inclusion of these variables increased the R-squared from 2,6% to
7,37%, although it remained relatively low (Appendix 8).

The low R-squared can be partly explained by the fact that only three variables - high income
(p=0,002), gender (p=0,02), and occupation (p=0,012) - were statistically significant at the
95% confidence level. The positive and statistically significant coefficient for high income
(9,03) suggests that we should reject the null hypothesis (H7a0). However, the low R-

squared value indicates that caution should be exercised before drawing definitive
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conclusions. Worth noting, the coefficient indicates that respondents with high income are

willing to pay a premium that is 9,03 percentage points higher than those with low income.

H7b: Younger age groups (18-44) place higher value on a company s sustainability profile in

employment decisions compared to older age groups (44 and older)

First, each response was categorized as either "1" for young age group (44 and younger) or
"0" for old age group (45 and older) to create a clear distinction for statistical analysis. A
Shapiro-Wilk test ran on the dependant variable “importance on a company’s sustainability
profile” indicates normal distribution, with a W-value and a p-value of 0,99 and 0,16
respectively (Appendix 9). A visual inspection of a Q-plot and a histogram confirmed the
same (Appendix 9). Due to equal variance on a 95% confidence interval (Appendix 9), a
normal t-test was performed. The one-tailed p-value is 0,0055, which indicates that the
difference between the two groups is statistically significant. However, looking at the average
value of each group (old age group 5,65; young age group 4,72 [Appendix 9]), tells that the
difference is the opposite direction of the alternative hypothesis. Therefore, Hi could not be

validated.

DA7: Subgroup data analysis of perceived value placed on sustainability

To gather information on each subgroup of the dataset, STATA-commands were used
(Appendix 9). The two main variables of interest were percentage WTP for sustainable
products and the perceived importance of a company’s sustainability profile in employment
decisions. Both the average and median were calculated and is presented on each of the
demographic factors. On the demographic “gender”, “prefer not to say” was removed. The
same applies to the demographic factor “occupation” for the “unemployment” and “other”
responses. These answers were only chosen by 1 respondent each, thus an average and
median does not offer any valuable insight.

As explained in some of the chapters above, the scale of importance is presented as 0 to 10,
although none of the bars exceed 8,0. Since the WTP-variable is not a fixed scale per se and

none of the bars exceed 40 it was chosen to go from 0 to 40 for an easier interpretation and

comparison. All of the results are presented in the charts below.
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Figure 6: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of a company’s sustainability and WTP premium for
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Figure 7: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of a company’s sustainability and WTP premium
for sustainable products by gender
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Figure 8: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of a company'’s sustainability and WTP premium
for sustainable products by education
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Percentage WTP premium for sustainable products by Importance of a company's sustainability profile in
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Figure 9: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of a company’s sustainability and WTP premium
for sustainable products by occupation
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Figure 10: Bar chart displaying the median and average scores of importance of a company’s sustainability and WTP premium for sustainable products
by income

Chapter 5: General Discussion

The final chapter of this study presents a conclusion of the main results. In addition, the
managerial and academic implications are mentioned along with limitations and future

research.

5.1 Main Findings (Conclusion)
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RQI1:

The statistical analysis of the hypothesis for this question was clear and was validated at a 1%
significance level. The average willingness to pay (WTP) among Norwegian consumers is
25.68%. Both the average and the statistical analysis of H1 indicates that Norwegian
consumers are willing to pay a higher price premium for sustainable products compared to the

global average of 12%.

RQ2:

Hypothesis 2, confirmed at a 1% significance level, indicates a greater willingness to pay
premium for products at lower price points. This finding is further supported by Data Analysis
2, which demonstrates a clear trendline. DA2 also allows for a comparison of product
categories within the same price range. Specifically, there is a higher willingness to pay for
food over delivery in the 100 NOK category, a higher willingness to pay for transportation
services compared to other transportation options in the 1,000 NOK category, and a slightly
higher willingness to pay for personal transportation over electronics in the 10,000 NOK

category.

RQ3:

Certifications represent both the highest average and median score, 6,07 and 7 respectively.
Reviews/ratings followed closely with an average of 5,8. On the lower end, website
information scores an average score of 4,05 and a median of 4. Hence, certifications and
reviews/ratings serve as the most effective factors in credibly convincing Norwegian
consumers of a product’s sustainability. A commonality of these two factors is that both are

provided by external stakeholders of the producing company.

RQ4:

The t-test conducted on hypothesis 4 delivered a p-value of 0,213, which is quite clearly
higher than the chosen significance level of 5%. The average score of 5,1 on the relevant
variable further supports this conclusion. Therefore, we cannot conclude that a company’s

sustainability profile is important for Norwegian employees when selecting a workplace.

RQ5:
With a p-value of 1 from the binomial probability test, Hypothesis 5S—which proposed that a

company’s sustainability profile would rank among the top two on a top-five list—was not
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confirmed. The average position of 3,7 on the list aligns with the statistical analysis results.
As aresult, a company’s sustainability profile ranks in the lower half compared to other

factors influencing employment decisions.

RQ6:

“CSR’ and ‘Effort Locally” are distinguished for having both the highest average and median
scores, with CSR representing the top spot, achieving an average of 6,68 and a median of 7.
“Nature of Business” rounds out the top three. On the other end, “Effort Abroad” has the
lowest scores, with an average of 4.9 and a median of 5. “Reduction of Emissions” and

“Sustainability Profile” finish the bottom three. More detail can be seen in figure 5.

RQ7:

Due to the very low R-squared value in the statistical analysis for Hypothesis 7a, no
conclusions will be drawn directly from it. Additionally, Hypothesis 7b was not validated.
However, the p-value indicated that the difference between the younger group (under 45) and
the older group (45 and older) was significant at the 1% level. Although this finding was in
the opposite direction of the hypothesis, it confirmed that the older age group places a higher
value on sustainability in employment decisions compared to the younger group.
Furthermore, data analysis 7 revealed that the demographic group placing the highest value on
sustainability in consumer decisions (i.e., willingness to pay) consisted of individuals aged
45-54, female, holding a master’s degree, working full-time, and earning between 700,000
and 849,999 NOK. In terms of the value placed on sustainability in employment decisions,
the highest scores were found among those aged 65-74, female, with a primary school
education, retired, and earning between 850,000 and 999,999 NOK. The rest of the details can
be seen on the charts in chapter 4.5.7.

5.2 Managerial Implications

It is possible to derive several recommendations from these findings. First of all, the
significant higher WTP among Norwegian consumers on sustainable products emphasises the
opportunity Norwegian companies have in the future. They can leverage this by strategically
pricing their sustainable products and services at a premium. Especially, this applies to
companies offering products at lower-priced products. As the factors certification and review

ratings by third parties proved to be the most credible factors in convincing consumers that
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the products offered are indeed sustainable, significant effort and resources should be

allocated to these areas.

Although H4 and H5 were rejected, still 22% ranked a company’s sustainability profile
among the top-two places out of a 5 places list, 33% of whom women. This suggests that
some attention should be put on the matter. When communicating this to potential employees,
CSR and local effort are the two areas proved to have the highest importance of Norwegian

consumers.

In an economy where obtaining highly skilled and highly educated employees continues to
become more critical to an organization’s ability to compete, the implication of these findings

is significant (Albinger & Freeman, 2000).

5.3 Academic Implications

As highlighted in the theoretical discussion, while extensive research exists in the field of
sustainability, there is less focus on the three specific dimensions of credibility, willingness to
pay, and employment decisions. This thesis contributes to the broader fields of consumer
behavior, communication, and talent management through the lens of sustainability. In the
Norwegian context, research on these dimensions is particularly limited, making this study a
valuable addition. Additionally, since similar research has been conducted outside Norway,
this study provides an opportunity for comparative analysis. The methodology employed in
this thesis, including the use of Likert scales and direct WTP measurements, serves as a useful
foundation for future research. Furthermore, the findings related to demographic variations

can be contextualized and compared with insights from other academic disciplines.

5.4 Limitations

While this thesis serves as a starting point for exploring sustainability in Norway across the
mentioned dimensions, it has several limitations. Firstly, the sample size could have been
larger to obtain a more representative sample. The survey was primarily distributed through
the author's network, which likely influenced the selection process. For example, the network
mainly covers the central eastern region of Norway, which could skew the results.

Additionally, even when consumers express their true valuations of a product, these
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valuations do not always translate into actual purchasing behaviour (Breidert et al., 2006).
The method of distributing the survey through personal networks may have led to a non-
response bias, where individuals less interested or informed about sustainability chose not to
participate. This could skew the results towards more sustainability-conscious individuals,

thereby not accurately representing the general population.

Moreover, the author's statistical analysis skills are limited, as this is not the author’s primary
academic field. This suggests that more advanced analyses could have been conducted,
potentially leading to more robust results. Additionally, the study's quality may have been
affected by the limited resources and time available, which could have influenced the
findings. For instance, the use of Likert scales and direct questions to measure complex
constructs like credibility and willingness to pay might have oversimplified these concepts,
failing to capture the full nuances of consumer behaviour and attitudes. Employing more

sophisticated measurement tools could have provided richer, more detailed data."

There are also inherent disadvantages to using an online survey. Respondents may struggle to
accurately imagine themselves in hypothetical scenarios. For instance, retired individuals
ranked a company’s sustainability as highly important when asked to imagine applying for a
new job. It is likely easier to claim that sustainability is a priority in employment decisions
when it is not a realistic concern. This is just one example of the potential discrepancies that
can arise in such surveys. Further, the survey should also have been offered in Norwegian.
Even though Norwegians in general obtain a high level of English, some respondents may

have encountered problems in that regard.

Lastly, the study is cross-sectional, capturing responses at a single point in time. This design
limits the ability to observe changes in attitudes or behaviours over time, which could provide

deeper insights into trends in sustainability preferences.

5.5 Future Research

It has been observed that when responding to environmental issues, consumers may
sometimes exaggerate their intentions to buy or amplify their emotional commitment to
socially responsible behaviour (McGougall, 1993). This indicates that practical experiments,

such as observing in-store purchases or analysing actual purchase data, could be valuable for
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validating and refining the results of this study. Additionally, employing qualitative methods
like in-depth interviews could provide deeper insights into these behaviours. Future research
might also explore how various corporate strategies for promoting sustainability—such as
marketing, employee engagement, or corporate governance—impact consumer and employee
perceptions. This could help identify the most effective approaches for enhancing a

company’s sustainability profile.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Online Questionnaire

BLOCK 1: Introduction

- Introduction
Q11
Dear Participant,
Thank you for considering participation in this survey.

| am a Master's student at Catélica Lisbon School of Business & Economics, currently engaged in a research study focusing on sustainability practices in Norway as part
of my thesis work.

Your input is invaluable to this study. The survey is designed to take less than 5 minutes of your time. Please be assured that your participation is entirely voluntary and
all responses will remain confidential and anonymous. We seek your honest opinions and there are no right or wrong answers.

Should you have any questions, comments, or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at s-trosenberg@ucp.pt.
Thank you once again for your valuable time and contribution to this important research.

By clicking the 'Next Page' button, you consent to the collection and use of your data for the purposes of this project

BLOCK 2: Norwegian or not

- Norwegian or not?

Q21 *
Are you a Norwegian National, and/or do you live in Norway?

Yes

No
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BLOCK 3: Willingness to pay and credibility

Willingness to pay and credibility

Q3.1
Important information!

For all questions with a slider: To leave the slider at its initial position of 0, you must first move it and then return it back to the
starting point

Q3.2 ®

Imagine two completely identical products in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that one product is considered sustainable, while the
other is not. How much more, if at all, are you willing to pay for the sustainable product? Please select the percentage increase you are willing to pay.

o 100

Percentage @ - : : : : : - : : : : : : - : : 5 . : 0

Q3.3 *

Below are various factors that people might consider when evaluating the sustainability of a product or service. Please rate how credible you find each of these
elements on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means "Not at all credible" and 10 means "Extremely credible"

(o} 10

Certifications

(eg @ Z 5 z z 5 7 2 . @ o
Svanemerket)

Recycled
and/or
sustainable
packaging

Product
descriptions
claiming
reduced
environmental
impact (e.g.,
‘produced
with less
water
consumption’)

Sustainability

reportby @ . . = 5 = = . . . 0
provider

General
sustainability
information @ v v . v 5 . . . " 0
on provider's
website

Media
coverage,
including |@ 2 = = 2 2 2 . . . 0
articles and
news reports

Third-party
reviews or
consumer |g@ 5 ” . . 7 ? . 2 . o
ratings on
sustainability
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Q3.4 *
These two products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A
is not. Imagine product A costs 500 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

500 1000

Price in NOK @

A e

(o

These products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A is
not. Imagine product A costs 100 NOK/kg. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

100 200

Price @

A B

D <

These two services are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and service level. The only difference is that service B is more sustainable while service A is
not. Imagine service A costs 1 000 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for service B

1000 2000

Price |g@
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Q3.7 *

These two services are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that service B is more sustainable while service A is
not. Imagine service A costs 100 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for service B

100 200

Price @

These two products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A
is not. Imagine product A costs 10 000 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

10000 20000

Price @

These two products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A
is not. Imagine product A costs 200 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

200 400

Price @
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Q3.10 *

@10 000

These two products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A
is not. Imagine product A costs 10 000 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

10000 20000

Price @ - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10000

These two products are completely identical in terms of quality, functionality, and appearance. The only difference is that product B is more sustainable while product A
is not. Imagine product A costs 1 000 NOK. Please select the price you are willing to pay for product B

1000 2000

Price @ . . ¢ . . ¢ . . ¢ . . ¢ . . " . . " . 1000
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BLOCK 4: Sustainability profile as talent acquisition

Q4.1 *

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 'Not at all important’ and 10 means 'Extremely important,” how significant is a company’s sustainability profile in your decision
to choose it as a workplace? If you are currently not working (such as being unemployed or retired), please imagine you are considering a new workplace.

o 10

Importance @ = z z @ 2 n 5 2 z 0

Q4.2 * 24

Please rank the following factors in order of importance when you choose your workplace, where 1 is the most important and 5 is the least important
The company's sustainability profile
Salary
Work-life balance

The company's reputation

BEoRRDE

Opportunities for internal advancement

Q4.3 *
Please consider the following aspects of sustainability when evaluating potential workplaces. Rate the importance of each aspect using a scale from 0 to 10, where 0
means 'Not important at all' and 10 means 'Extremely important". If you are currently not working (such as being unemployed or retired), please imagine you are
considering a new workplace.

o 10

Reduction of
emissions
(e.g.
proportion of @ 3 5 2 C 2 2 ’ 5 . 0
energy from
renewable
sources)

Positive effort
abroad (e.g.
reforestation

of Amazonas}

Positive effort
locally (e.g.
community
clean-ups or
local wildlife
conservation}

CSR -
Corporate
Social
Responsibility
(e.g. avoiding
child labor)

The nature of
the
company's
business
activities (e.g.
co2
reduction
consultation)

Transparency
and
Reporting
(eg.
frequency
and detail of
sustainability
reporting,
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BLOCK 5: Information about participant
~  Information about participant

Q5.1

How old are you?

Under 18
18- 24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55 - 64
65-74

75 or older

Q5.2

What is your gender?

Male
Female
Other

Prefer not to say

0O o053

What is your highest completed education?

Primary school
High school
Bachelor's degree
Master's degree
PhD / Doctorate

O Q54

What is your current employment status?

Working part-time
Working full-time
Student / pupil
Unemployed
Retired

Other

Q5.5

What is your total annual income? (Please include all types of income, such as social security, dividends, school grants, and any other sources.)

Under 100 000 NOK
100 000 - 249 999 NOK
250 000 - 399 999 NOK
400 000 - 549 999 NOK
550 000 - 699 999 NOK
700 000 - 849 999 NOK
850 000 - 999 999 NOK
1000 000 NOK or above

Do not want to disclose



BLOCK 6: End of survey

End of Survey

We thank you for your time spent taking this survey.

Your response has been recorded.

Appendix 2: Sample Description Output

. tabulate Age, missing

18
25
35
45
55
65

24
34
44
54
64
74

75 or older
Under 18

Freq. Percent

* Frequency and percentage for Gender

. tabulate Gender, missing

Gender Freq. Percent

Female 46.00
Male 99.50

Prefer not to say 100.00
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. * Frequency and percentage for Education

. tabulate Education, missing

Education Freq. Percent

Bachelor's degree
High school
Master's degree
PhD / Doctorate
Primary school

. * Frequency and percentage for Occupation

. tabulate Occupation, missing

Occupation Percent

Other @.50

Retired 4.50

Student / pupil 23.00
Unemployed 23.50
Working full-time 84.50
Working part-time 100.00

. tabulate Income, missing

Income Percent

1 000 000 NOK or above 13.50
1900 900 - 249 999 NOK 30.00
250 @00 - 399 999 NOK 37.50
490 900 - 549 999 NOK 46.00
550 @900 - 699 999 NOK 68.00
700 000 - 849 999 NOK 84.50
850 900 - 999 999 NOK 91.00

Do not want to disclose 94.50
Under 100 200 NOK 100.00




Appendix 3: Cronbach’s Alpha Test Results

. alpha WTPClothes WTPFood WTPTransportation WTPDelivery WTPElectronics WTPSelfCare WTPPersonalTransportation WTPFurniture
Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)
Average interitem covariance: 161703.5

Number of items in the scale: 8
Scale reliability coefficient: 0.6534

. alpha CertificationsCred RecycledCred ReducedEnvironmentalImpactcre SustainabilityRepCred WebsiteCred MediaCoverageCred ReviewsRatingsCred

Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)

Average interitem covariance: 2.151828
Number of items in the scale: 7
Scale reliability coefficient: 0.8135

. alpha ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl ReductionofEmissionsImp EffortAbroadImp EffortLocallyImp CSRImp NatureofBusinessImp TransparencyandReporti|
> ng

Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)
Average interitem covariance: 4.438678

Number of items in the scale: o
Scale reliability coefficient: 0.9241

Appendix 4: Research Question 1

Wilcoxon signed-rank test
Sum ranks Expected
Positive
Negative
Zero
200 20100
Unadjusted variance 671675.00

Adjustment for ties -3621.12
Adjustment for zeros 0.00

Adjusted variance 668053.88

H@: PercentageIncreaseWTP = 12
z 9.521
Prob > |z| 0.0000
Exact prob 0.0000
. swilk PercentageIncreaseWTP
Shapiro—-Wilk W test for normal data

Variable Obs W Prob=>z

Percentage~P 200 0.82269 26.451 7.536 0.00000
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Appendix 5: Research Question 2

. swilk Clothes5@0Prem Foodl@0Prem Trans100@Prem Deliveryl@@Prem Electronics10000Prem SelfCare20@Prem PersTransl@00@Prem Furniturel@@@Prem
Shapiro-Wilk W test for normal data

Variable Obs W v

Clothes500~m

Food1@@Prem
Trans1@@0P~m - 89467
Deliveryl@~m -88458

0.91847
]
]
(]
Electronic~m 0.80639
(]
o
]

.91285

SelfCare20~m -87959
PersTransl~m -81063
. 82252

Furniturel~m 200

. swilk Mean100@ Meanl@@@andAbove

Shapiro-Wilk W test for normal data

Variable Obs w v z Prob>z

Meanl1000@ 200 0.92070 11.831 5.685 0.00000
Meanl0@@an~e 200 0.83977 23.904 7.303 0.00000

. histogram Clothes50@0Prem, normal
(bin=14, start=0, width=7.1428571)

. summarize Meanl@@@ Meanl@@@andAbove

Variable Obs Mean Std. dev.

Meanle@® 200 28.93125 18.30498
Meanl@@@an~e 200 20.16875 17.2677

. signrank Meanl@@® = Meanl@@@andAbove, exact
Wilcoxon signed-rank test

Sign Obs Sum ranks Expected

Positive 173 18568.5 10022.5
Negative 17 1476.5 10022.5
Zero 10 55 55

All 200 20100 20100

Unadjusted variance 671675.00
Adjustment for ties -40.12
Adjustment for zeros -96.25

Adjusted variance 671538.62

H@: Meanl@@®@ = Meanl@@@andAbove
z 10.429

Prob > |z| = 0.0000

Exact prob 9.0000




Appendix 6: Research Question 4

ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl
o
f

. swilk ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl

Shapiro-Wilk W test for normal data

Variable w \' z Prob>z

Inverse normal

. ttest centered_var = @

One-sample t test

Variable

center~r

mean(cente red_var)

0

Ha: mean < @
Pr(T < t) = 0.7870

15 Importance~1 2] 0.98973 1 0.981 0.16334

Std. dev. [95% conf. intervall
.1817555 2.57041 -.2134139 .5034139

t 0.7978
Degrees of freedom 199

Ha: mean != @ Ha: mean > @

Pr{|T| > |t|) = 0.4260 Pr(T > t) = 0.2130

. summarize ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl

Variable

Importance~1l

Appendix 7: Research Question 5

2.57041
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. gen Sustainability_top_two = (Sustainability == 1) | (Sustainability == 2)

. tabulate Sustainability_top_two

Sustainabil
ity _top_two Percent

: bitest Sustainability_top_two == 0.5
Binomial probability test
Variable Observed k Expected k Assumed p Observed p
Sustainabi~o 44 1e0 @.50000 0.22000
Pr(k >= 44) 1.000000 (one-sided test)

Pr(k <= 44) 0.000000 (one-sided test)
Pr(k <= 44 or k >= 156) 0.000000 (two-sided test)

Appendix 8: Research Question 7 (Hypothesis 7a)

Variable Obs W Prob>z

Percentage~P 0.82085 25.911 0.00000
Income -

100+

50

Density
PercentagelncreaseWTP

50
40 60 . ) y ;

-50 0 50 100
PercentagelncreaseWTP Inverse normal

regress PercentageIncreaseWTP high_income, robust

Linear regression Number of obs 193
F(1, 191) 5.79
Prob > F 0.0171
R-squared 0.0260
Root MSE 21.269

Robust
Percentage~P Coefficient std. err. P>|t] [95% conf. intervall

high_income 7.07996 2.942164 0.017 1.276653 12.88327
_cons 21.38158 1.98531 0.000 17.46563 25.29753
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. regress PercentageIncreaseWTP high_income Age_num Education_num Gender_num Occupation_num, robust

Linear regression Number of obs 193
F(5, 187) 4.50
Preb > F 0.0007
R-squared 0.0737
Root MSE 20.963

Robust
PercentageIn~P Coefficient std. err. [95% conf. interval]

high_income 9.02549 2.8160886 3.4701809 14.58087
Age_num .0645694 643772 -1.20542 1.334558
Education_num 4310067 1.474874 -2.478524 3.340537
Gender_num -7.849897 3.345237 -14.44835 -1.249844
Occupation_num -2.629326 1.832724 -4.666612 -.5920395
_cons 40.81799 7.557794 25.90849 55.72748

Appendix 9: Research Question 7 (Hypothesis 7b)

Density

ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl
o
L

T T T T T

-5 0 5 10 15 4 6
Inverse normal ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl

. swilk ImportanceSustainabilityWorkpl
Shapiro-Wilk W test for normal data
Variable Obs ] v Prob>z

Importance~1 200 0.98973 0.981 0.16334

Variance ratio test

[95% conf. interval]

5.648352 .2583755 2.464745 5.135044 6.16166
4.724771 .2482941 2.592266 4.232609 5.216933

-1817555 2.57841 4.786586 5.503414

ratio sd(@) / sd(1) f 0.9040
HOB: ratio £ Degrees of freedom 90, 108

Ha: ratio < 1 Ha: ratio !=1 Ha: ratio > 1
Pr(F < f) = 0.3115 2+#Pr(F < f) = 0.6230 Pr(F > f) = 0.6885
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Two-sample t test with equal variances

Group Obs

91
1@9

Combined 200

diff

diff mean(@)

Mean

5.648352
4.724771

5.145

.923581

— mean(1)

Std. err.

.2583755
.2482941

«1817555

. 3599778

Std. dev. [95% conf
5.135044

4.232609

2.464745
2.592266

2.57041 4.786586
»2136985

t

HB: diff ) Degrees of freedom

diff
1t]) =

1= 0
0.0110

Ha:
Pr(T >

Ha:
Pr(T < t) =

diff < @
0.9945

Ha:
B eI

Appendix 10: Research Question 7 (Data analysis 7)

preserve

collapse (mean) Average_WTP=PercentageWTP (median) Median_WTP=PercentageWTP
(mean) Average_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl (median) Median_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl,

putexcel set "Demographic_Statistics.xlsx", sheet("Age") modify

putexcel Al=matrix(r(table)), names

restore

*Gender

(mean) Average WTP=PercentageWTP (median) Median_WTP=PercentageWTP
(mean) Average_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl (median) Median_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl,
set "Demographic_Statistics.xlsx", sheet("Gender") modify
Al=matrix(r(table)), names

*Education

preserve

collapse (mean) Average WTP=PercentageWTP (median) Median_WTP=PercentageWTP
{median) Median_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl,
', sheet("Education") modify

(mean) Average_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl

putexcel set "Demographic_Statistics. (
putexcel Al=matrix(r(table)), names
restore

*0ccupation

preserve

collapse (mean) Average_WTP=PercentageWTP (median) Median_WTP=PercentageWTP
(mean) Average_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl (median) Median_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl,
set "Demographic_Statistics.xlsx™, sheet("Occupation") modify
Al=matrix(r(table)), names

*Income
preserve
collapse (mean) Average_WTP=PercentageWTP (median) Median_WTP=PercentageWTP
(mean) Average_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl (median) Median_SusWorkpl=SusWorkpl,
set "Demographic_Statistics "', sheet("Income") modify
Al=matrix(r(table)), names

. intervall

6.16166
5.216933

5.503414

1.633464

2.5657
198

diff > @
t) = 0.0055

by (Age)

by (Gender)

by(Education)

by (Occupation)

by(Income)
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