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Abstract 

Title: Are sustainability initiatives a waste of money? A study on the effectiveness of 

sustainability initiatives in the beer industry 

Author: Annika Krug 

 

The following thesis will investigate the impact of sustainability initiatives on consumers’ 

purchase intention in the beer industry. Awareness of sustainability topics has been increasing, 

and its measurable effect has been questioned. Especially in the context of the beer industry, 

current literature has been lacking to fill in gaps on the effect of purchase intention, mediated 

by brand image and willingness to pay. Additionally, consumers' sustainability consciousness 

has been tested as a moderator in the context. This paper aims to clarify if sustainability 

initiatives are a waste of resources or an effective marketing strategy. In addition to literature 

research, quantitative research in the form of an online survey has been conducted. Results 

show that the implementation of sustainability initiatives increases purchase intention and that 

environmental initiatives are the most effective. Brand Image and Willingness to Pay were 

found to be partial mediators individually. However, no interaction between them was found. 

Moreover, sustainability consciousness was not found to be an appropriate moderator. Findings 

attempt to close the research gap on the interaction of the variables of sustainability initiatives 

and purchase intention and the mediators Brand Image and Willingness to pay.  Managerial 

recommendations based on the results are the implementation of sustainability initiatives to 

increase purchase intention. The focus should lie mostly on environmental and social initiatives 

to maximize effectiveness.  
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Sumário 

Título: As iniciativas de sustentabilidade são um desperdício de dinheiro? Um estudo sobre a 

eficácia das iniciativas de sustentabilidade na indústria da cerveja 

Autor: Annika Krug 

 

A tese que se segue investigará o impacto das iniciativas de sustentabilidade na intenção de 

compra dos consumidores no sector da cerveja. A consciencialização para os temas da 

sustentabilidade tem vindo a aumentar e o seu efeito mensurável tem sido questionado. 

Especialmente no contexto da indústria da cerveja, a literatura atual tem faltado para preencher 

as lacunas sobre o efeito na intenção de compra, mediado pela imagem da marca e pela 

disponibilidade para pagar. Para além disso, a consciência de sustentabilidade dos 

consumidores foi testada como um moderador no contexto. Este artigo tem como objetivo 

esclarecer se as iniciativas de sustentabilidade são um desperdício de recursos. Para além da 

pesquisa bibliográfica, foi realizada uma pesquisa quantitativa sob a forma de um inquérito em 

linha. Os resultados mostram que a implementação de iniciativas de sustentabilidade aumenta 

a intenção de compra e que as iniciativas ambientais são as mais eficazes. A imagem da marca 

e a disponibilidade para pagar foram considerados mediadores parciais individualmente, mas 

não foi encontrada qualquer interação entre eles. Além disso, a consciência da sustentabilidade 

não foi considerada um moderador adequado. Os resultados tentam colmatar a lacuna de 

investigação sobre a interação das variáveis iniciativas de sustentabilidade e intenção de 

compra, e os mediadores Imagem da Marca e Disponibilidade para Pagar.  As recomendações 

de gestão baseadas nos resultados são a implementação de iniciativas de sustentabilidade para 

aumentar a intenção de compra. A tónica deve ser colocada sobretudo nas iniciativas ambientais 

e sociais para maximizar a eficácia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Palavras-chave: Iniciativas de Sustentabilidade, Intenção de Compra, Disposição a Pagar, 

Imagem de Marca, Indústria da Cerveja 

  



 iv 

 

Table of Content 

Abstract ..................................................................................................................................... ii 

Sumário .................................................................................................................................... iii 

Table of Figures ...................................................................................................................... vii 

Table of Tables ....................................................................................................................... viii 

Table of Appendices ................................................................................................................. ix 

Table of Acronyms .................................................................................................................... x 

Chapter 1: Introduction ........................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Background ....................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Problem Statement ........................................................................................................... 2 

1.3 Relevance of Topic ............................................................................................................ 2 

1.4 Research Methods ............................................................................................................ 3 

1.5 Dissertation Outline ......................................................................................................... 3 

Chapter 2: Literature Review and Conceptual Framework ................................................ 4 

2.1 Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 4 

2.2 Sustainability Initiatives .................................................................................................. 4 

2.2.1 Sustainability in the Corporate World ................................................................... 4 

2.2.2 Effect of Sustainability on Brand Image ................................................................ 6 

2.2.3 Effect of Sustainability on Purchase Intention ...................................................... 6 

2.2.4 Effect of Sustainability on Willingness to Pay ....................................................... 7 

2.3 Purchase Intention ........................................................................................................... 8 

2.3.1 Purchase Intention in General ................................................................................ 8 

2.3.2 Green Purchase Behavior ........................................................................................ 9 

2.4 Brand Image ..................................................................................................................... 9 

2.4.1 Brand Image in General .......................................................................................... 9 

2.4.2 Brand Image’s Effect on Purchase Intention ....................................................... 10 

2.4.3 Brand Image’s Effect on Willingness to Pay ........................................................ 11 

2.5 Willingness to Pay .......................................................................................................... 11 

2.5.1 Willingness to Pay’s Effect on Purchase Intention .............................................. 11 

2.6 Marketing in the Beer Industry .................................................................................... 12 

2.7 Sustainability Consciousness ......................................................................................... 12 

2.8 Conceptual Framework ................................................................................................. 14 

Chapter 3: Methodology ........................................................................................................ 15 

3.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................... 15 



 v 

 

3.2 Research Questions and Hypotheses ............................................................................ 15 

3.3. Research Approach ........................................................................................................ 15 

3.4 Primary Data .................................................................................................................. 16 

3.5 Data Collection ............................................................................................................... 16 

3.6 Research Design .............................................................................................................. 17 

3.6.1 Stimuli Development .............................................................................................. 17 

3.6.2 Measurements ......................................................................................................... 20 

3.6.3 Measurement of Brand Image ............................................................................... 20 

3.6.4 Measurement WTP ................................................................................................ 21 

3.6.5 Measurement Sustainability Consciousness ........................................................ 21 

3.6.6 Measurement Purchase Intention ......................................................................... 21 

3.6.7 Screening and Manipulation Questions ............................................................... 21 

3.7 Data Analysis .................................................................................................................. 22 

Chapter 4: Results and Discussion ........................................................................................ 23 

4.1 Results ............................................................................................................................. 23 

4.1.1 Preparing the Data ................................................................................................. 23 

4.1.1.1 Missing Data and Outliers Analysis ...................................................................... 23 

4.1.1.2 Measure Reliability ................................................................................................ 23 

4.1.1.3 Manipulation Check ............................................................................................... 25 

4.1.2 Descriptive Statistics .............................................................................................. 26 

4.1.2.1 Sample Characterization ....................................................................................... 26 

4.1.2.2 Key Variables .......................................................................................................... 28 

4.1.3 Hypothesis Testing .................................................................................................. 33 

4.1.3.1 Hypothesis 1 ............................................................................................................ 33 

4.1.3.2 Hypothesis 2 ............................................................................................................ 35 

4.1.3.3 Hypothesis 3 ............................................................................................................ 36 

4.1.3.4 Hypothesis 4 ............................................................................................................ 37 

4.1.3.5 Hypothesis 5 ............................................................................................................ 38 

4.1.3.6 Hypothesis 6 ............................................................................................................ 39 

4.1.3.7 Hypothesis 7 ............................................................................................................ 40 

4.1.4 Hypothesis Testing Overview ................................................................................ 42 

4.1.5 Full Model Test ....................................................................................................... 42 

4.1.6 Further analysis ...................................................................................................... 44 

4.2 Discussion ........................................................................................................................ 48 



 vi 

 

Chapter 5: Conclusions and Limitations .............................................................................. 50 

5.1 Main Findings and Conclusions .................................................................................... 50 

5.2 Managerial and Academic Implications ....................................................................... 51 

5.3 Limitations and Possible Further Research ................................................................. 52 

References .................................................................................................................................. I 

Appendix .............................................................................................................................. VIII 

  



 vii 

 

Table of Figures 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework ......................................................................................... 14 

Figure 2: Research Question Overview ................................................................................ 15 

Figure 3: Hypothesis Overview ............................................................................................. 15 

Figure 4: Stimuli Development Process ................................................................................ 19 

Figure 5: Gender .................................................................................................................... 26 

Figure 6: Age ........................................................................................................................... 27 

Figure 7: Educational Level .................................................................................................. 27 

Figure 8: Current Diet ........................................................................................................... 28 

Figure 9: Taste Brand Image ................................................................................................. 29 

Figure 10: Taste Purchase Intention ..................................................................................... 29 

Figure 11: Brand Image Environmental Sustainability ...................................................... 30 

Figure 12: Purchase Intention Environmental Sustainability ............................................ 30 

Figure 13: Brand Image Social Sustainability ..................................................................... 31 

Figure 14: Purchase Intention Social Sustainability ........................................................... 31 

Figure 15: Brand Image Economic Sustainability .............................................................. 32 

Figure 16: Purchase Intention Economic Sustainability .................................................... 32 

Figure 17: Conceptual Framework ....................................................................................... 33 

Figure 18: Hypothesis 1 ......................................................................................................... 34 

Figure 19: Hypothesis 2 ......................................................................................................... 36 

Figure 20: Mean Comparison WTP ..................................................................................... 37 

Figure 21: Hypothesis 4 ......................................................................................................... 38 

Figure 22: Hypothesis 5 ......................................................................................................... 39 

Figure 23: Hypothesis 6 ......................................................................................................... 40 

Figure 24: Hypothesis 7 ......................................................................................................... 41 

Figure 25: Full Model Test ..................................................................................................... 43 

Figure 26: Hypothesis 2b ....................................................................................................... 46 

Figure 27: Hypothesis 4b ....................................................................................................... 47 

Figure 28: Full Model Test B ................................................................................................. 48 

 

  



 viii 

 

Table of Tables 

Table  1: Stimuli Development .............................................................................................. 17 

Table  2: Operational Model .................................................................................................. 20 

Table  3: Cronbach's alpha test ............................................................................................. 24 

Table  4: Hypothesis Testing Overview ................................................................................. 42 

Table  5: ANOVA Mean Comparison .................................................................................... 44 

 



 ix 

 

Table of Appendices  

1. Background Information ............................................................................................ VIII 

2. Structure Questionnaire ............................................................................................. VIII 

1. Analysis ......................................................................................................................... XV 

1.1 Measure Reliability ...................................................................................................... XV 

1.2 Manipulation Check ..................................................................................................... XX 

2. Descriptives ................................................................................................................... XX 

3. Key Variables ............................................................................................................. XXII 

4. Hypothesis 1 .............................................................................................................. XXIV 

5. Hypothesis 2 ............................................................................................................... XXV 

6. Hypothesis 3 .............................................................................................................. XXVI 

7. Hypothesis 4 ............................................................................................................ XXVII 

8. Hypothesis 5 ........................................................................................................... XXVIII 

9. Hypothesis 6 .............................................................................................................. XXIX 

10. Hypothesis 7 .............................................................................................................. XXIX 

11. Full Model test ........................................................................................................... XXX 

12. Further Analysis ....................................................................................................... XXXI 

12.1 Hypothesis 1 – Further Analysis ............................................................................. XXXI 

12.2 Hypothesis 2 – Further Analysis .......................................................................... XXXIV 

12.3 Hypothesis 4 – Further Analysis ............................................................................ XXXV 

12.4 Hypothesis 6 – Further Analysis .......................................................................... XXXVI 

12.5 Hypothesis 7 – Further Analysis .......................................................................... XXXVI 

12.6 Full Model – Further Analysis ........................................................................... XXXVII 

  



 x 

 

Table of Acronyms 

 

BI Brand Image 

CRC Composite Reliability Coefficient 

CRM Cause-Related Marketing 

CS Customer Satisfaction 

CSR Corporate Social Responsibility 

DV Dependent Variable 

e.g. For example 

GPB Green Purchase Behavior 

GPI Green Purchase Intention 

IV Independent Variable 

NGO Non-Governmental Organization 

PBC  Perceived Behavioral Control 

PI Purchase Intention 

RQ Research Question 

WTP Willingness to pay 

 

 

 

 

  



 1 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Sustainability has been a trending topic for several years and is expected to become increasingly 

important. A lot of firms invest in sustainability initiatives, but the question arises if it is a must-

have or just a nice-to-have. Especially for fast-moving products, the question arises if 

consumers put much mental effort into the purchase since these ‘investments’ are more habits 

than conscious thoughts. 

Furthermore, a topic in this research will be the impact of brand image (BI) on purchase 

intention (PI). Do sustainability initiatives just have a positive impact on BI but no effect on 

PI? Is it then worth spending so much money on these initiatives? The resources could 

potentially be better invested in other, more effective areas.  

There has been a lot of research up until now which investigates the factors that are important 

for the consumer when making green purchases (McDonald & Oates, 2006; Zimmer et al., 

1994)  and also if environmental concerns actually lead to green behavior (Minton & Rose, 

1997; Vining & Ebreo, 1992). However, there are no conclusive studies on the effect of 

sustainability mediation between BI and PI in the beer industry. 

On the topic of purchase intention, also in the context of sustainability, there has been quite a 

bit of research (ElHaffar et al., 2020; Joshi & Rahman, 2015; Morwitz et al., 2007; Wijekoon 

& Sabri, 2021). This thesis aims to combine these overall topics and investigate the (purchase) 

behavior of consumers in the beer industry in relation to sustainability efforts.  

The beer industry is an interesting field of study for several reasons. Firstly, huge investments 

are at stake, and the effective use of resources for marketing in this industry is extremely 

relevant. Competition is high, and therefore it is essential for brands to differentiate themselves 

through their marketing (Shaked & Sutton, 1982). 

Furthermore, beer is a fast-moving product which has its own implications as consumers tend 

to spend less conscious thought on the purchase (Stankevich, 2017). The question arises if 

expensive campaigns pay off for firms in the end or if resources are just wasted. As less 

conscious effort is used by consumers for the purchase of fast-moving products, it could be the 

case that consumers are indifferent to sustainability initiatives. Beer is perceived as a fun, 

hedonic product (Vecchio & Annunziata, 2015) therefore, consumers might act less responsibly 

and consequently don’t care about their impact on the environment. 
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Moreover, many beer brands evoke strong feelings and opinions in consumers, as many people 

seem to be very opinionated about their favorite beer. Consequently, it is important to 

investigate if sustainability initiatives even impact PI or if consumers care more about other 

factors being promoted. 

 

1.2 Problem Statement 

After extensive literature research, it became obvious that even though Brand Image, Purchase 

Intention, and Willingness to Pay have been the focus of many academic papers and research, 

there is little knowledge about the interaction of these variables and even fewer in the beer 

industry.  As previously mentioned, the beer industry is very distinct due to its nature and is, 

therefore, an interesting field of study.  

Especially the combination of beer and sustainability has not been sufficiently investigated and 

poses the interesting question if these initiatives actually have a measurable impact or are just 

a waste of resources, which could be better invested in other initiatives.  

The following research questions have been developed and will be answered in the following 

thesis.  

 

RQ1: How effective are sustainability initiatives compared to non-sustainability initiatives on 

consumers’ purchase intentions in the beer industry?  

 

RQ2: How do BI and WTP impact the relationship between sustainability initiatives and PI?  

 

RQ3: How does the consumers’ sustainability consciousness affect brand image and willingness 

to pay in the beer industry?  

1.3 Relevance of Topic 

Managers might be tempted to jump on the trend of sustainability solely out of the reasons that 

‘everyone is doing it’ and because they think it will always pay off. However, it is essential to 

first measure the actual effect to see if the investment pays off or if it’s a lost investment. By 

investigating this, managers can focus the sustainability efforts on those initiatives that are the 

most impactful and effective. Consequently, there is potential for cost savings and improved 

BI, a possibly higher WTP, and PI.  
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Furthermore, this research provides a better understanding of the impact of sustainability on PI 

in general, as there is unclear literature on the impact of BI and WTP on PI and no studies on 

the beer industry and sustainability initiatives. 

1.4 Research Methods 

To answer the research questions, primary data was collected. Before anything else, a literature 

review was conducted on all variables, namely sustainability initiatives, BI, WTP, PI, 

sustainability consciousness, and their interrelation with each other. Moreover, an online 

survey, a way of gathering quantitative data, was developed, and distributed. This will be 

described in detail in the methodology chapter as well as the advantages and disadvantages of 

this method of data collection. Subsequently, statistical analyses using IBM’s SPSS were 

conducted. Firstly, the data was cleaned, and with the valid responses, several analyses were 

carried out, including descriptive analysis, ANOVA, and linear regression (including the use of 

PROCESS). Based on those results, several conclusions could be drawn, and the research 

questions will be answered.  

1.5 Dissertation Outline 

Before all else, the current status quo of relevant literature is described. It is followed by a 

detailed description of the methodology, where data collection is presented, and the 

measurement for the variables in the conducted survey is explained. The next chapter provides 

an overview of the results and gives a discussion of their meaning. In Chapter 5, the results are 

analyzed, main conclusions are drawn, and potential limitations are discussed. Furthermore, 

managerial, and academic implications are described. In the appendix, the survey structure, data 

analysis results, and further background information can be found. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter covers the most relevant existing literature on the variables and their effect on each 

other. The goal is to provide an extensive understanding of the topic before conducting further 

research. 

2.2 Sustainability Initiatives 

2.2.1 Sustainability in the Corporate World 

The topic of sustainability has been researched for several decades. In this thesis, the term 

‘sustainability’ will be used synonymously with ‘sustainable development’. A common 

definition of sustainable development, which is also used by the United Nations (United 

Nations, 1987), has been formulated: “meeting the needs of the present without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Kumar Verma, 2019, p. 1). The 

majority of research agrees that the three most important dimensions of sustainability are: 

environmental, social, and economic sustainability. This is based on extensive literature review 

which shows a consensus of these three dimensions (other dimensions are sporadically used by 

one or the other initiative, but the three named dimensions were used in all of them) (Delai & 

Takahashi, 2011; Kumar Verma, 2019). This ‘triangle’ is also represented in the triple bottom 

line model (Księżak & Fischbach, 2018). The three dimensions are profit, people, and planet, 

which stand for economic, social, and environmental sustainability, respectively. In the 

following thesis, these dimensions will be called economic, social, and environmental 

sustainability, however, they will refer to a similar construct.  

The study of McDonald & Oates (2006) investigates the effect of sustainability initiatives on 

PI regarding low and high effort. A problem that was detected in this study is that consumers 

perceive the respective effort and impact very differently, and therefore an overall marketing 

strategy can be quite difficult. If one is aware of the initiative's perceived effort vs. impact, one 

can use communication to increase the impact of the initiative (McDonald & Oates, 2006, pp. 

164-167).  

The market for sustainability-branded products has been growing substantially in consumer-

packaged goods. Products that were marketed as sustainable have moved from niche products 

(>5% dollar share market) to products that target a bigger percentage of consumers. Especially 
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around edible products (i.e., food and drinks), this trend has been prevalent. In the food 

category, these sustainably branded products drove 72% of the growth from 2013-2018 

(Kronthal-Sacco et al., 2019, p. 11). The message that proved to be most effective was found to 

be the term “organic”, followed by “non-GMO”. According to the researchers, even simple 

claims were effective, as more complex claims are usually quite inappropriate due to lack of 

space on the packaging (Kronthal-Sacco et al., 2019). 

 

Green consumerism is a result of an individual with positive values and attitudes toward the 

environment, which leads to socially responsible behavior (Anderson & Cunningham, 1972). 

As stated by Rahman & Reynolds (2017), climate change, overuse of natural resources, and 

other environmental trends have created the need for humans to counteract thus, green 

consumerism is on the rise. Consumers are becoming increasingly concerned with 

environmental topics. According to a study by The McKinsey Quarterly (2008) including more 

than 7,000 participants, it was shown that nearly 87% are worried about the impact of their 

purchases on the environment and society.  

Especially, Generation X increasingly wants to shop for sustainable brands (raised by 25% 

compared to 2020). Three-quarters of participants stated that sustainability was somewhat or 

very important to them (Forbes, 2022). 

According to a study, most participants generally expressed environmental concerns but only a 

weak correlation to their attitude towards specific environmental initiatives was found (e.g., 

recycling). Furthermore, the respondent’s perceived responsibility for producing waste was 

more impacted by their own previous experiences rather than their broad environmental beliefs 

and concerns. Similarly, concern for resource scarcity did not cause the own reduction in 

resource consumption (Vining & Ebreo, 1992). 

This is supported by Minton & Rose (1997) who found that an attitude of environmental 

concern does predict the intentions to behave more sustainably however, the strongest factor in 

acting this way was “personal moral obligation (Minton & Rose, 1997, p. 44). 

These studies could lead to a potential hypothesis:  

 

H1: The implementation of sustainability initiatives leads to an increased purchase intention.  
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2.2.2 Effect of Sustainability on Brand Image 

 

Research suggests that there is a (significant) positive relationship between advertisements 

regarding sustainability on brand awareness and the satisfaction of consumers (Tariq & Feroz, 

2014). 

This is supported by Zhu (2012) who additionally demonstrated that if marketing and 

advertising strategy are aligned with the true claims, (potential) consumers are more likely to 

purchase. Therefore, brands should focus on advertising only true claims that fit the context and 

culture of the consumers and set the price in accordance with the purchasing power of the 

respective consumers. If serious attempts at sustainability are undertaken, environmental 

advantages can be achieved as well as an increased market share of the respective company. 

Consumers who demonstrate environmental concerns are willing to pay more for green-

marketed products (Zhu, 2012).  

In contrast, Wu & Lin (2016) argue that these initiatives don’t impact performance directly but 

rather affect product quality and improve the corporate image with an effect on performance. 

Similarly, it was found that sustainability initiatives positively influence corporate image and 

business performance. The authors recommend implementing sustainability initiatives to 

achieve (and keep) a competitive advantage (Mukonza & Swarts, 2020). A coinciding result is 

found by both, Chen (2008) and Polonsky (2011), who show in their research that sustainability 

programs have a strong, positive effect on the corporate image.  

 Mukonza & Swarts (2020) show an increase in sales due to increased demand from consumers 

for products that are environmentally beneficial.  

It can be seen as relatively proven that sustainability initiatives have a positive impact on BI in 

general. As a hypothesis, one can transfer this to the beer industry. 

 

H2 Sustainability initiatives have a positive impact on PI mediated by BI 

 

2.2.3 Effect of Sustainability on Purchase Intention 

Zhang et al. (2020) found that cause-related marketing (CRM) has greater effectiveness than 

regular marketing promotions (e.g., discounts). CRM is defined as an initiative where a firm 

donates a certain amount to an NGO or a social initiative (Rajan Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). 
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Zhang et al. (2020) reviewed several studies and concluded that CRM practices were effective 

and PI for the product was increased. Most studies showed a positive outcome, but the effects 

were partly mixed. Thus, firms must tread carefully and align their campaigns to specific target 

groups' characteristics. 

In the context of the fashion industry, Rausch & Kopplin (2021) found consumers’ concern 

about greenwashing has an influence on PI. This is moderated through the relationship between 

consumers’ attitude and their PI. Consequently, firms need to take action to minimize 

greenwashing concerns and deliver high transparency in order not to reduce PI. Even though 

this research was conducted in a different industry, it can potentially be applied to the beer 

industry. 

Lee et al. (2020) showed that the highest PI could be reached if both a sustainable label and 

information that can be traced are provided. Consequently, PI can be enhanced by providing 

more transparency and diverse environmental cues and by enhancing the consumers’ 

knowledge regarding labels (more information on this research can be found in the appendix). 

Zhu (2012) discovered in his research that customers’ attitudes toward green products and 

advertising had an influence on their respective PI of those products. This is in accordance with 

Ajzen (1991) who stated that a higher positive attitude leads to a stronger PI. This can also be 

applied to ‘green’ products.  

2.2.4 Effect of Sustainability on Willingness to Pay 

 

Boronat-Navarro & Pérez-Aranda (2020) conducted a study in the hotel context. Higher WTP 

for consumers who were more experienced (i.e., stayed in sustainable hotels before, who see 

certifications as important, and who have a higher level of awareness for sustainability) was 

found. 

This is supported by another study where consumers expressing environmental concerns were 

shown to have a higher WTP for green-marketed products (Zhu, 2012). Environmental concerns 

refer in this context to sustainability consciousness. 

The research found that several socio-demographic factors can be used to predict a consumer’s 

WTP for sustainable chocolate. Results show that overall age, gender, and household income 

played a role; namely, older, female individuals with higher household incomes demonstrated 

a higher WTP (Vecchio & Annunziata, 2015). As beer is a hedonic product, similar to chocolate 
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(Coelho & Duarte, 2013; Voss et al., 2003), these findings could also be relevant to the beer 

industry.  

Likewise, Grunert et al. (2014) found that females and consumers from a higher social class 

care more about sustainability (labels). Another factor that played a major role was the level of 

trust in the sustainability labels. 

Nonetheless, consumers tend to show a gap between their attitude and their actual buying 

behavior, especially when it comes to sustainability (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). 

Overall, a big group of consumers indicates a higher WTP for more sustainable products (or 

fair trade) compared to non-sustainability products (Arnot et al., 2006; Bougherara & Combris, 

2009; Loureiro & Lotade, 2005). 

According to Rahman & Reynolds (2017), some consumers are willing to pay more for organic 

beverages (which are seen as more environmentally friendly). In the case of organic wines, the 

difference between organic and non-organic is 25-30% more. In a study by Forbes et al. (2009) 

almost three quarters (73%) stated a higher WTP for sustainable wine.  

 

2.3 Purchase Intention 

2.3.1 Purchase Intention in General 

Purchase Intention (PI) „is an individual’s conscious plan to make an effort to purchase a brand“ 

(Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56). This concept is used in many advertising areas and a well-studied 

area in the field of marketing (many studies conducted by the top marketing journals). 

Crosno et al., (2009) state that PI is the likelihood of a consumer purchasing the respective 

brand when buying something from this category of products. As an extension, Yoo et al., 

(2000) describe PI as a measure of a consumer buying a brand without switching to another 

brand. 

Ajzen (1991) states that intentions can be measured relatively accurately and based on these 

(with the consideration of some variations) can predict behavior reliably. 

According to theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), intentions are the best measure to predict 

behavior (if the measurement is correct). On this basis, PI is an appropriate measure to 

investigate the effect of sustainability initiatives on consumers.  

PI has a stronger correlation with actual sales in the following circumstances: 
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For already existing products (as opposed to new products), for longer-lasting products, when 

consumers have to indicate an actual brand (instead of just product category), when trial rates 

are measured (not total market sales), for a short time (rather long time period) and when the 

data about the intentions is collected in a comparative way (not monadically) (Morwitz et al., 

2007, p. 361). 

2.3.2 Green Purchase Behavior  

The most important aspects causing an impact on green purchase intention (GPI) and green 

purchase behavior (GPB) were “attitudes, environmental concerns, environmental knowledge, 

PBC [perceived behavioral control], subjective norms, perceived consumer effectiveness, and 

awareness” (Wijekoon & Sabri, 2021, p. 20).  

All of these aspects showed a positive effect on GPB and GPI. Consumers being health 

conscious, having green trust and the price were all factors with a positive impact on GPI, 

whereas for a positive effect on GPB were the intention, involvement in the topic of 

environment, and consumer’s norms. Barriers on both aspects were if consumers showed 

skepticism towards green advertising, they did not care about environmental concerns or 

demonstrated egoistic values (Wijekoon & Sabri, 2021). 

Similar results were found in other studies where, “Environmental concerns, product attributes, 

environmental knowledge, and subjective norms emerged as major drivers whereas high price, 

low availability and lack of consumer trust in green products emerged as major barriers towards 

the purchase of green products” (Joshi & Rahman, 2015, p. 140). 

Similarly, “personal norms, self-efficacy and willingness to pay” (ElHaffar et al., 2020, p. 14) 

have the biggest impact on green buying behavior.  

 

2.4 Brand Image 

2.4.1 Brand Image in General 

BI plays an important role in a brand’s reputation and trustworthiness which consequently has 

an impact on consumers’ buying behavior. The BI consists of the following points: brand 

identity, brand personality, brand association, brand attitude/behavior, and brand 

benefit/competence (Wijaya, 2013, pp. 62–63). The author’s model is based (among others) on 

previous research (Aaker, 1991; Aaker, 1997; Brexendorf & Kernstock, 2007; Keller, 1993). 
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According to Wijaya (2013), BI is based on several personal factors which stem from either the 

consumer himself or external, environmental factors.  

Moreover, consumers who are users of a certain product tend to have the most favorable attitude 

towards it, compared to previous users and never-users (who have the lowest favorability) (Bird 

et al., 1970). 

Even though it is a widely used concept, there have been ambiguities and misleading definitions 

of BI in the previous literature. The biggest problem was the lack of considering BI as a mix of 

cognition, affection, and evaluation of the brand, as they were investigated separately. A clear 

definition of the concept leads to higher effectiveness among researchers and less confusion 

about the term (Lee et al., 2014). The new proposed definition of BI is: “The sum of a 

customer’s perceptions about a brand generated by the interaction of the cognitive, affective, 

and evaluative processes in a customer’s mind.” (Lee et al., 2014, p. 8).  

There is a consensus among researchers that BI is an essential part of brand equity (Aaker & 

Biel, 1993; Lee et al., 2014). 

As the end goal of marketing is to achieve high brand equity, a favorable BI is essential. This 

leads to positive attitudes toward a brand which consequently increases the chance of high brand 

equity (Lee et al., 2014). 

2.4.2 Brand Image’s Effect on Purchase Intention 

Research shows that brands with higher advertising spend have a significantly higher level of 

brand equity, which then leads to higher preference and PI among consumers (Cobb-Walgren 

et al., 1995).  

As previously stated, “brand image is a critical component of brand equity” (Lee et al., 2014, 

p. 2). 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) on the corporate level has a direct and positive effect on 

consumers’ PI. Furthermore, it positively affects the corporate image and therefore the BI. The 

CSR activities on the brand level do not show a direct effect on PI but affect the corporate image 

and, consequently PI. Generally, it was found that the effect of CSR on the corporate level was 

higher than on the brand level (Lee & Lee, 2018). This supports the establishment of H2. 
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2.4.3 Brand Image’s Effect on Willingness to Pay  

The factor that shows the highest impact on consumers’ WTP was the perceived uniqueness of 

the brand, followed by its social image and CSR. In contrast, awareness of the brand and its 

perceived quality and the country of the participants had a comparatively lower impact on WTP 

(Commer et al., 2017).  

Bondesson (2012) investigated in his study how it affects brand loyalty and the consumers’ 

WTP. The factors that mostly affect brand loyalty (which is part of BI) are brand reputation, 

perception of the brand's service relationship, and product solution. Brand loyalty is related to 

the consumer’s PI and recommendation. On the other hand, WTP is more affected by 

impressions of the firms’ community (how much they feel connected to the brand). 

The following hypothesis is developed:  

 

H5 Increased BI leads to higher PI, mediated by WTP 

2.5 Willingness to Pay 

Literature defines WTP as the maximum price a consumer accepts to acquire a certain good 

(Kalish et al., 1991; Le Gall-Ely, 2009; Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002). 

Kalish et al. (1991) add that WTP is similar to a reservation price, which is the highest price a 

consumer is willing to pay and is sure he/she will purchase the product. 

Homburg et al. (2005) investigate which factors are relevant to consumers’ WTP, including the 

relationship between customer satisfaction (CS) and WTP. CS seems to have a positive impact 

on WTP. The impact is the highest on the extreme ends of the satisfaction scale of consumers. 

In accordance, a higher WTP stems from loyal consumers who perceive the brand to have a 

superior quality, compared to non-loyal customers (Naeini et al., 2015, p. 618). 

2.5.1 Willingness to Pay’s Effect on Purchase Intention 

WTP seems to have a significant effect on PI, in the sense that an increased WTP can predict a 

higher PI. This was studied in the context of organic food, which could potentially be applied 

to sustainability in the beer industry (Ghorai et al., 2021). 

Research indicates that consumers show a higher WTP when there is high involvement with the 

product and they are loyal to the brand (Goldsmith et al., 2010; Ramirez & Goldsmith, 2009). 

In this sense, it was found that if a product has a symbolic value to the consumer, the WTP 

increases, and consequently so does the PI (Rucker & Galinsky, 2008). This is supported by De 
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Toni et al. (2017) who state that there is a generally higher WTP for products associated with 

symbolic value. 

Another study in the field of wine by De Toni et al. (2022) demonstrates that high involvement 

leads to a higher WTP, and this consequently leads to a higher PI.  

These studies suggest the following: 

 

H4 Implemented sustainability initiatives lead to higher PI, mediated by consumers’ WTP 

2.6 Marketing in the Beer Industry 

Between 1975-2003 the shipments of beer increased by 5.8%, the real price (adjusted to 

economic measures) increased by 5.3% whereas the ad spending increased by 26.4% (Nelson, 

2005). This demonstrates that even though the beer industry is growing, the ad spend in the 

industry is doing so over proportionately. This shows the need to identify effective marketing 

strategies to keep up with the increasing competition in the sector.  

Craft beer firms have implemented more sustainable initiatives in their production, for example 

by trying to reduce the use of water and energy and use more organic or local ingredients. 

Furthermore, it was detected that more firms adopted a sustainability-promoting culture 

(Hoalst-Pullen et al., 2014). This shows that firms adapt to the trend of sustainability and the 

goal of this thesis is to find out if promoting sustainability has a positive effect on consumers’ 

PI. 

Furthermore, an increase in the purchase of organic wine was detected, which is seen by 

consumers as more environmentally friendly, compared to non-organic wine (Rahman & 

Reynolds, 2017). As both, beer and wine, are alcoholic beverages, it seems obvious that the 

same is valid for beer. 

 

2.7 Sustainability Consciousness  

According to Stern (2000), an individual’s green behavior is among others influenced by their 

biospheric values. This is defined by de Groot & Steg (2008) as a consumer’s worry for the 

environment of the biosphere (hence the term “biospheric value”).  

A study by Brugarolas Mollá-Bauzá et al. (2005) found that consumers who intend to live a 

healthy lifestyle have a higher WTP for organic wine than consumers who demonstrate a high 

sustainability consciousness but do not explicitly want to live a healthy lifestyle.  
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On the other hand, several studies found environmental consciousness to be a major factor in 

purchasing organic food and beverages (Grunert & Juhl, 1995; Hutchins & Greenhalgh, 1997). 

This leads to the conclusion, that consumers demonstrating biospheric values buy an organic 

product because they are sustainable. 

According to Rahman & Reynolds (2017), participants who demonstrated higher biospheric 

attitudes had a higher WTP and PI for organic wines. This is supported by other research, which 

found a higher WTP of 20-25% for organic products (Brugarolas Mollá-Bauzá et al., 2005; 

Remaud et al., 2008).  

As wine and beer are both alcoholic beverages, this could lead to the following hypothesis: 

 

H3: If consumers demonstrate a high level of sustainability consciousness, their WTP is 

higher 

 

As this previous research focuses on biospheric values, which could be mostly transferred to 

environmental sustainability, it could be hypothesized that this area leads to the highest WTP.  

According to research by Izzat Alhalalmeh et al. (2020), PI is in some cases moderated by 

‘environmental concern’ (which is similar to sustainability consciousness) in the context of 

purchasing green products. Hence, the following hypothesis can be developed:  

 

H6: Sustainability Consciousness moderates the relationship between Sustainability 

initiatives and PI 

 

Similarly, sustainability consciousness was found the be a moderating factor between the ‘green 

practices’ of a company and the consumer's attachment and loyalty to the store or brand. 

Consumers demonstrating higher sustainability consciousness showed greater loyalty than 

those with lower sustainability consciousness (Jang et al., 2015). Thus, the following hypothesis 

will be tested in this research:  

 

H7: Sustainability Consciousness moderates the relationship between Sustainability 

initiatives and BI 
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2.8 Conceptual Framework 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

In the following chapters, the methodology and the chosen research approach will be explained. 

First, the research approach and data collection are explained in detail. Subsequently, the 

research design, including the stimuli development and measurements of the variables, is 

presented. 

3.2 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 

Figure 2: Research Question Overview 

 

 

Figure 3: Hypothesis Overview 

 

3.3. Research Approach 

To answer the research questions exploratory and confirmatory approaches will be used 

(Saunders et al., 2009). By using existing literature, a general understanding of the topic and 

gaining insights will be achieved (exploratory approach). To understand the causal relationship 

and be able to explain it, statistical analysis to understand the cause-effect relationship will be 

conducted (confirmatory approach). 
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 A mix of qualitative and quantitative research is applied, with a focus on the quantitative aspect. 

Existing research and literature review is used to develop a general understanding and develop 

hypotheses. To test these hypotheses, the quantitative approach is applied as it aims at testing 

the hypothesis by investigating the relationship between certain variables (Creswell, 2009, pp. 

22–23). 

A postpositivist worldview is employed which states that causes are likely to produce some sort 

of effect. It also expresses the idea that reality can be reduced to smaller parts to be able to test 

them. Quantifying these ideas and results is part of Postpositivism. As stated by this theory, the 

process of starting with an existing theory, collecting data that either supports or disproves the 

theory, and then making adjustments before testing it again will be applied in this thesis 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 25).  

This idea is also supported by Saunders et al. (2009) according to whom (post)positivism is 

concerned with observable occurrences and its focus on the respective cause and effect. Ideas 

are reduced as much as possible to be able to investigate them. 

3.4 Primary Data  

For this thesis, primary data will be conducted. The process will be described in the following 

sub-chapters. Primary data is defined as “data that are collected for the specific research 

problem at hand, using procedures that fit the research problem best” (Hox & Boeije, 2005, p. 

593).  

3.5 Data Collection 

The data that will be described and analyzed in the following chapters were conducted via an 

online survey, gathering a non-random convenience sample.  

(Online) Surveys represent a deductive research approach, where a theory (in this case, a 

research question) is developed and tested through data collection. 

The advantage of using standardized data is low cost and ease of use. It can be analyzed 

statistically by using descriptive and inferential statistical analysis to try to find causes for the 

relationship of variables (Saunders et al., 2009). 

As stated by Acharya et al. (2013) there are several advantages and disadvantages of non-

random convenience sampling. It is the most used technique where the sample consists of 

people who were conveniently available for research. It is less costly than other methods and 

one does not need to crosscheck every element of the population. However, one cannot 
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counteract possibly existing variability or biases. The collected data cannot simply be 

generalized for the whole population (Acharya et al., 2013, p. 332). 

This is supported by Duffy et al. (2005) who highlights the advantages of an online survey as 

being much faster and much cheaper than alternative sampling methods. Furthermore, it is 

noted that interview biases can be avoided (because no physical presence is needed). However, 

sampling problems might arise as there is controversial research on the effect of an online 

survey on the use of scales. Some research suggests an increased use of the middle option 

(indicating indifference). Other studies found a tendency to choose more extreme answers. This 

is confirmed by Evans & Mathur (2005) who add potential weaknesses which can include 

privacy concerns, potentially misunderstood instructions, and the technical versatility of 

respondents. 

Nonetheless, due to the two major advantages (speed and ease of use), an online survey will be 

conducted. The disadvantages and potential threats (mainly sample bias) will be considered and 

will be minimized as much as possible.  

The online tool to conduct the survey will be Qualtrics. The goal is to be able to analyze the 

data with at least 30 participants per stimulus to apply the Central Limit Theorem (Kwak & 

Kim, 2017).  

3.6 Research Design 

The research design is of between-subject nature, as all participants were only exposed to one 

of the four stimuli. Furthermore, the widely scientifically accepted significance level of 5% was 

adapted to determine statistical significance (Curran-Everett, 2009).  

 

3.6.1 Stimuli Development 

Table  1: Stimuli Overview 
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The term ‘sustainability’ comes from the verb ‘to sustain’ which means “to keep up, maintain, 

continue” (Thesaurus, 2023). 

In this context, it refers to ‘sustainable development’, as a human society cannot be kept the 

same over a long period of time (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). 

As previously mentioned, sustainable development has the aim “to ensure that it meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs” (United Nations, 1987, p. 15). This thesis will measure the different impacts of the three 

most agreed-upon dimensions of sustainability (environmental, social, and economic 

sustainability) (Choi & Ng, 2011; Delai & Takahashi, 2011). The following model is based on 

the combination of eight different initiatives for the development of a comprehensive model 

(Delai & Takahashi, 2011, pp. 440–441). 

 

The environmental dimension is concerned with the well-being of the ecosystem. Though it is 

controversial in the existing literature which topics should be included, most agree on the 

following topics: water, air, land, energy, and materials (Delai & Takahashi, 2011). 

The social dimension is concerned with human equality and quality of life, regarding the 

companies’ stakeholders. Stakeholders are groups affected by a firm's activities (Bourne et al., 

2002; Neely et al., 2002). It has been defined as dealing with “the well-being of people and 

communities as a non-economic form of wealth” (Choi & Ng, 2011, p. 270). 

A problem that arises in literature is the clear separation of social vs. economic issues. The 

following is suggested: “social dimension was defined to evaluate the direct impact of the 

relationship company-stakeholders (employees, customers, suppliers, governments, society and 

NGO’s) while the economic to concentrate on the connection company-shareholders.” (Delai 

& Takahashi, 2011, p. 456). 

The economic dimension deals with the short and long-term value of an organization and the 

relationship between the company and its shareholders. The issue that most initiatives agreed 

on was corporate governance where transparency is the overall goal. Corporate governance 

deals with how an organization handles the relationship with investors and shareholders (Delai 

& Takahashi, 2011). Furthermore, economic sustainability can be described as “protecting and 

preserving favorable economic environments” (Choi & Ng, 2011, p. 269). It has been argued 

that after the economic crisis in 2008, firms and society have become more sensitive to this 

dimension to avoid mass layoffs, general insecurity, and increased financial risk (Choi & Ng, 

2011). 
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There are advantages and disadvantages to presenting the stimuli verbally or graphically and it 

oftentimes depends on the personal preference and characteristics of the participant (Sojka & 

Giese, 2006). In this thesis, a combined approach of the graphic and verbal presentation will be 

used as it minimizes the risk of biasing the participants through unwanted stimulation through 

graphic design aspects such as color, font, design, etc. but also addresses participants who 

respond better to graphic cues. The goal is to present the stimuli in the clearest way possible.  

 

 

 

Figure 4: Stimuli Development Process 

 

To develop the stimuli, literature research was conducted where existing constructs were 

compared and the most appropriate one was chosen. Based on this research, the stimuli were 

created and then tested by conducting several 1on1 interviews, where the effectiveness and 

comprehensibility were checked. After adapting accordingly, the stimuli were finalized and 

implemented in the survey.  
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3.6.2 Measurements 

 

Table  2: Operational Model 

 

 

The exact items can be found in the appendix (Structure Questionnaire). 

3.6.3 Measurement of Brand Image 

Plumeyer et al. (2019) reviewed several methods to measure BI and it was concluded that the 

Likert Scale was the most used in recent years. In this scale, there are statements where the 

participants indicate their (dis)agreement on a five- or seven-point scale. The answers are 

converted into respective numbers to allow statistical analysis. 

According to Aaker (1996), BI consists of three dimensions: functional image (related to a 

brand's benefit and tangible aspects), affective image (intangible aspects), and reputation 

(global attitude towards a certain brand). 

Martínez et al. (2009) developed the statements used to measure BI. 
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The items deliver a satisfactory level of reliability, as the composite reliability coefficient 

(CRC) is at 0.78 (for the functional dimension), at 0.76 (for the affective dimension) and 0.81 

(for reputation) (coefficients should be above 0.5, according to Jöreskog & Sörbom (1998). 

3.6.4 Measurement WTP 

There are different methods of measuring WTP. They will be further described in the appendix. 

Considering the scope of this research and the goal behind measuring WTP, a direct approach 

(where the participant is directly asked to indicate their WTP) will be used. Even though this 

approach has been criticized for various reasons (Brown et al., 1996; Nagle & Holden, 2002; 

Nessim & Dodge, 1995), it still produces useful outcomes (Miller et al., 2011). This measure 

was found to produce a similar demand curve and price decisions, as other approaches (like 

indirect surveys and experiments). Statistically, the pricing decisions that are based on the 

calculated WTP are similar to other tests.  

Furthermore, in this thesis, the focus is rather on comparing different WTPs than defining the 

exact WTP. Therefore, a direct approach is appropriate. 

3.6.5 Measurement Sustainability Consciousness 

In this research, a scale based on research by Gericke et al. (2019) will be used. Due to the 

scope and purpose of this thesis, the proposed questionnaire will be shortened and only 

sustainability attitudes will be measured. Cronbach alpha lies at 0.78, therefore being an 

appropriate construct (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). 

3.6.6 Measurement Purchase Intention 

To measure PI, the construct will be used which was previously utilized by De Toni et al. (2022). 

The construct is based on previous research (Mittal et al., 1998; L. Y. Wu et al., 2014). 

Cronbach’s alpha is above 0.7 (α = 0.73) therefore the construct is useful (Tavakol & Dennick, 

2011). 

3.6.7 Screening and Manipulation Questions 

To ensure that the participants were legible for the survey two screening questions were asked 

at the beginning of the survey. The goal was to ensure that the minimum age of 18 years was 

reached and that participants had consumed any type of alcoholic beverage in the last 6 months.  
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Furthermore, the survey included two manipulation questions to check if participants 

remembered and understood the stimuli manipulation. One of the questions controlled if the 

participants knew the brand. As a fictional brand was used for the survey, participants should 

indicate no knowledge of the brand. However, if the participants indicated that they did know 

the brand they might be confusing the fictional brand with an existing one, and therefore results 

could be biased. The second manipulation question was aimed at whether the participants 

remembered and understood which stimuli had been presented to them (focus on taste, 

environmental, economic, or social sustainability).                         

3.7 Data Analysis 

For the data analysis, IBM’s SPSS Version 28.0.0.0 will be used. For further analysis, the SPSS 

add-on tool PROCESS is used to analyze the mediator and moderation effect of certain 

variables.  
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Chapter 4: Results and Discussion 

4.1 Results  

4.1.1 Preparing the Data 

4.1.1.1 Missing Data and Outliers Analysis  

After closing the survey, 283 participants were registered via Qualtrics. The following 

participants were excluded from the analysis: participants with duplicated IP addresses (6 

participants), participants who did not finish the survey (38 participants), candidates who didn’t 

answer screening questions correctly (21 participants), and anyone who did not answer the 

manipulation questions correctly (82 participants). The following analysis was conducted with 

136 participants. 

An outlier analysis using the Mahalanobis Distance test was conducted, using the IP address as 

the dependent variable and the variables BI, WTP, PI, sustainability consciousness, income, 

age, gender, marital status, highest education level, current diet and habits of alcohol 

consumption as independent variables. No value was below .001 so therefore no outlier had to 

be removed (“Statistics Solutions,” 2023). 

 

4.1.1.2 Measure Reliability  

To confirm the reliability of the survey scales, Cronbach’s alpha was used. Even though the 

survey was constructed based on existing constructs with satisfactory values, it is still necessary 

to confirm those values in the survey. All Cronbach alpha values were in a satisfactory range 

between 0.7 and 0.9 (Terwee et al., 2007).  
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Table  3: Cronbach's alpha test 

 
 

For the stimuli taste, Cronbach’s alpha for BI was .857. This value could only be increased by 

removing the item “consolidated brand in the market” to .880. For PI, the alpha is .861. If the 

item “I will buy larger quantities of this brand in the coming months” is deleted, this value could 

be increased to .917.  

For the stimuli environmental sustainability, the scale for BI demonstrated a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .964 and could not be increased by deleting an item. For PI, the alpha was .966 and could 

also not be increased by deleting an item.  

For social sustainability, the BI had a value of .847 and could not be increased by deleting an 

item. For PI, the alpha was .877 and cannot be increased. 
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For the last stimuli, economic sustainability, BI had a value of .853 and could be slightly 

increased to .855 by removing the item “the brand has a personality that distinguishes itself 

from competitors’ brands”. For PI, the alpha was .877 and could not be increased.  

Sustainability Consciousness has a Cronbach’s alpha of .843 and could only be increased to 

.884 by removing the first item. 

As all values have a very good scale reliability, no items were removed even if the alpha could 

have been increased slightly.  

 

In the following analysis the constructs, consisting of several items, were summarized into a 

single item per construct by taking the mean of all statements. The stimuli groups were 

separated in two different ways to allow for comparison. In the first variable, only two groups 

are coded where 1 signifies the no-initiative scenario (focus on taste; control group) and 2 

signifies any type of initiative (environmental, social, or economic sustainability). In the second 

variable, each initiative was recorded separately, where 1 still stands for the no-initiative 

scenario, 2 for environmental sustainability, 3 for social sustainability, and 4 for economic 

sustainability.  

4.1.1.3 Manipulation Check  

 

As there are more than two stimuli groups, either an ANOVA or a Kruskal-Wallis test can be 

used to confirm if the manipulation of stimuli was successful. An ANOVA would be used if the 

data is parametric and the Kruskal-Wallis test if it is not parametric. Parametric data must meet 

the following criteria: Normal distribution of data, the linearity of residuals, independence of 

observations, normal distribution of residuals, and lastly, homoscedasticity of residuals.  

The independence of observations is ensured as data was collected only once through an online 

survey. The Shapiro-Wilk test investigates if the data were normally distributed. As the p-value 

is below 0.05, the requirements for parametric data are not met and therefore will be treated as 

non-parametric data.  

The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to determine if the difference between the different stimuli 

(independent variable) is statistically significant. This can be confirmed as all p-values are 

below .05.  This means that the difference between the stimuli has statistical significance and 

can be used to draw conclusions. 
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4.1.2 Descriptive Statistics  

4.1.2.1 Sample Characterization  

The sample that was used for the data analysis consisted of 136 participants. For the stimuli 

taste and environmental sustainability, 36 participants respectively are valid and for the 

remaining stimuli, social and economic sustainability 32 respectively could be included. Almost 

45% of the participants are working (paid employees) and 47.8% are students. 60% were female 

and 40% were male.  

Most participants (52.2%) were 25-34 years old, followed by the age group ranging from 18-

24 years (24.3%). 34.6% earned more than 2,500 Euros per month, followed by participants 

who earned less than 500 Euros (27.9%). The majority is in a partnership (47.8%), followed by 

single participants (33.8%). Most participants indicated having a bachelor’s degree as the 

highest education level (53.7%), followed by a master’s degree (25%). 34.6% currently are 

vegetarian, 23.5% do not have any restrictions and 14% are flexitarian. 44.1% consume 

alcoholic beverages once a week and 22.8% two to three times a week. The vast majority of 

participants indicated Germany as their country of origin (69.9%) followed by ‘Other’ (26.5%).  

 

 

Figure 5: Gender 
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Figure 6: Age 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Educational Level 
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Figure 8: Current Diet 

 

 

4.1.2.2 Key Variables 

In this chapter, the key descriptive statistics will be briefly summarized. The exact values can 

be seen in the appendix. All items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale (with 1 indicating 

‘strongly disagree’ and 7 ‘strongly agree). Starting with the first stimulus (control group i.e. the 

no-sustainability initiative), participants showed moderate disagreement with the statements on 

BI, with the means ranging between 2.97 and 3.58. The overall mean for BI was 3.22. WTP 

was indicated at 1.69 Euros per bottle. Accordingly, the PI was also relatively low, with a mean 

ranging from 2.42 to 3.03. The overall mean was 2.69.  
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Figure 9: Taste Brand Image  

 

 

Figure 10: Taste Purchase Intention  

 

For environmental sustainability, the means were significantly higher, ranging from 5.69 to 

6.44, with an overall mean of 6.19. The WTP mean was 2.68 Euro and the averages for PI 

ranged from 5.67 to 5.78, indicating a rather high PI with a mean of 5.73. 
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Figure 11: Brand Image Environmental Sustainability 

 

 

Figure 12: Purchase Intention Environmental Sustainability 

 

  

Participants who were exposed to social sustainability also indicated moderate agreement with 

the statements for BI (the overall mean is 5.34), indicating a relatively high BI, ranging from 

means from 5.16 to 5.5. The values are slightly lower than for environmental sustainability, 

however, clearly higher than for the first stimuli (taste). The average for WTP lies at 2.2 Euros 

per bottle. PI was also relatively high, ranging from 5.37 to 5.66 (overall mean 5.52). 
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Figure 13: Brand Image Social Sustainability 

 

Figure 14: Purchase Intention Social Sustainability 
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The last stimuli, economic sustainability, demonstrated relative disagreement with the 

statements, ranging from 2.78 to 3.38 (overall 3.03) and a WTP of 1.62 euros. Accordingly, the 

PI was relatively low with values from 2.72 to 2.94 and an overall mean of 2.87.  

  

 

Figure 15: Brand Image Economic Sustainability 

 

 

Figure 16: Purchase Intention Economic Sustainability 

 

The statements measuring sustainability consciousness showed in general relatively high values 

indicating that most participants are very sustainability conscious. All statements had a mean 
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ranging between 5.67 and 5.91, except for the statement “I think that using more natural 

resources than we need does not threaten the health and well-being of people in the future” 

which had a mean of 2.74. However, this item has a reversed scale, therefore indicating general 

disagreement with the statement and consequently a high level of sustainability consciousness.  

The overall mean for BI for all stimuli is 4.46. For PI a mean of 4.2 was calculated and the 

average WTP was 2.05 Euro per bottle.  

 

4.1.3 Hypothesis Testing 

In this chapter, the developed hypotheses are tested.  

 
Figure 17: Conceptual Framework 

4.1.3.1 Hypothesis 1 

H1: The implementation of sustainability initiatives leads to an increased purchase intention 

H0: The implementation of sustainability initiatives leads to a similar purchase intention as the 

implementation of a no-sustainability initiative. 

 

To investigate this hypothesis, a linear regression was conducted (as there is only one IV with 

four stimuli). To ensure the data is parametric the five criteria requirements (normal distribution, 

linearity of residuals, independence of observations, normal distribution of residuals, and 

homoscedasticity of residuals) need to be checked by using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The test of 

normality indicates that the data is not parametric as the p-value is below 0.05.  
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However, as the central theorem states, when having more than 30 valid participants, normality 

can be assumed (Kwak & Kim, 2017). Furthermore, independence of observation is ensured as 

the data was collected only at one point in time. The other criteria have been investigated and 

confirmed. Hence, the data is assumed to be parametric.  

A linear regression will be conducted, where the independent variable (categorical) is the 

manipulated stimuli. A dummy variable has been coded where 1 signifies the no-initiative 

(focus on taste) and all other stimuli (environmental, economic, and social sustainability) have 

the value 2.  The dependent variable, PI, is a metric scale. 

As the Pearson correlation coefficient is positive (.509), a positive relationship between the 

sustainability initiatives and PI is indicated. By increasing the value of the initiative (from 1 to 

2), the outcome also increases, meaning the PI is higher for any type of initiative compared to 

having no sustainability initiative. The p-value is below 0.05 which suggests a statistically 

significant result. This means that any type of initiative positively correlates to the PI and 

therefore H1 cannot be rejected. The R-square has a value of .259 which suggests that 25.9% of 

the variation in PI can be explained by the variation of the independent variable, in this case, 

the no initiative vs any of the three sustainability initiative scenario. The result of the Durbin-

Watson test has a value of 2.117 which is close to 2 and therefore suggests no autocorrelation. 

The unstandardized Beta shows how much the dependent variable changes with an increase of 

1 in the independent variable. By implementing any sustainability initiative, an increase of 

2.053 in PI can be demonstrated.  

To sum up, these findings suggest that H0 can be rejected as sustainability initiatives have a 

positive, significant effect on PI.  

 

 

Figure 18: Hypothesis 1 
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4.1.3.2 Hypothesis 2 

H2: Sustainability initiatives have a positive impact on PI mediated by BI  

H0: BI has no mediating effect on the relationship between sustainability initiatives and PI 

 

As H2 includes a mediator variable, the tool PROCESS in SPSS was used (model 4, which can 

be used for simple mediation) with the sustainability initiatives as the independent initiative 

and PI as the dependent variable. BI served as the mediator and was recoded into a metric 

variable. 

 

In the first step, the independent variable will only be categorized into two groups. Group 1 is 

the taste (no-sustainability initiative) and group 2 is any type of sustainability initiative 

(environmental, social, or economic). The goal is to confirm if the implementation of any 

initiative has a positive effect on PI, mediated through BI. 

The R-square for the outcome variable BI has the value .2272 hence the implementation of any 

type of initiative explains 22.72% of variation in BI. This finding is significant as p=0. By 

implementing any initiative BI can be increased by 1.685. As the bootstrap value does not 

include 0, we can conclude that the coefficient value is significant. 

For the outcome variable PI, 79.65% of variation can be explained through the implementation 

of sustainability initiatives (independent variable). The p-value is also 0, therefore, confirming 

that statistical significance is given. When implementing an initiative, PI would increase by 

.4504 (with a given p-value of .0133) when holding BI constant, and for every unit increase in 

BI, PI increases by .9512 (with a p-value of 0). Both results are hence statistically significant. 

For both results, we can conclude that the coefficients are significant as the bootstrap values do 

not include 0.  

The direct effect of the independent variable on PI has a value of .4504 with a p-value of 0.0133. 

The bootstrap confidence interval does not include 0 therefore, these results are significant. 

Thus, BI is confirmed to serve as a partial mediator between the implementation of 

sustainability initiatives and PI. Hence, H2 is confirmed. 
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Figure 19: Hypothesis 2 

4.1.3.3 Hypothesis 3 

H3: If consumers demonstrate a high level of sustainability consciousness, their WTP is higher 

H0: WTP is equal for consumers with high and low levels of sustainability consciousness 

 

An ANOVA to compare the means for WTP was used to investigate H3 with sustainability 

consciousness as the independent (categorical) variable and WTP as the dependent (metric) 

variable. It was necessary to group participants into two groups (high/low level of sustainability 

consciousness). This was coded by using the mean of answers of sustainability consciousness 

questions. The higher the value, the higher the level of sustainability consciousness. As the 

overall mean was relatively high it suggested that all participants were somewhat sustainability 

conscious. To divide them into two equal groups the 50th percentile was calculated (at a mean 

of 5.44). Every value below was categorized as low sustainability consciousness (label 1) and 

every value of 5.44 and above as high sustainability consciousness (label 2). As several 

participants had a mean of 5.44, the whole group indicating 5.44 was counted as having high 

sustainability consciousness. 

For the group with ‘low sustainability consciousness’, the mean WTP was 1.99 Euro per bottle, 

and for the group who indicated high sustainability consciousness the WTP was 2.10 Euro.  

Even though the means were slightly different, H0 cannot be rejected as the p-value was higher 

than 0.005 (p=0.37). To conclude, sustainability consciousness is not a good predictor for WTP 

and H3 can be rejected. This is also supported by using the Welch and Brown-Forsythe test, as 

no strong evidence can be found for differences between WTP for the different stimuli 

manipulations. 
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Figure 20: Mean Comparison WTP 

4.1.3.4 Hypothesis 4 

H4: Implemented sustainability initiatives lead to higher PI, mediated by consumers’ WTP  

H0: WTP has no mediating effect on the relationship between sustainability initiatives and PI 

 

H4 is another hypothesis that includes a mediator therefore the tool PROCESS is used by (model 

4). The same variables are used as in H2, except that BI is exchanged for WTP (metric scale). 

In the first step, the independent variable is again categorized into two groups (taste initiative 

vs any sustainability initiative) 

For the outcome variable WTP, R-square is .0951. Only 9.5% of variations in WTP can be 

explained by the independent variable. The p-value suggests statistical significance (p=.0003). 

By implementing any initiative, PI can be increased by .4993. As the bootstrap interval does 

not include 0, the coefficient is significant.  

For the outcome variable PI, the model explains 54.39% of the variation. This result is 

statistically significant (p=0). The coefficient for the relationship of WTP and PI has a value of 

1.3968 and a p-value of 0. The bootstrap interval does not include 0.  

The direct effect of X on Y is 1.3556 with a p-value of 0 and the bootstrap interval not including 

0. The indirect effect of WTP has a value of .6974 with a bootstrap interval not including 0 

hence with statistical significance. Therefore, the H0 can be rejected, and we can assume that 

WTP is a partial mediator for the relationship between the implementation of any sustainability 

initiative and PI.  
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Figure 21: Hypothesis 4 

4.1.3.5 Hypothesis 5 

H5: Increased BI leads to higher PI, mediated by WTP 

H0: WTP has no mediating effect on the relationship between BI and PI 

 

In this hypothesis, BI serves as the independent variable where WTP serves as the mediator and 

PI again as the dependent variable. Again, the tool PROCESS with model 4 is used.  

WTP as the outcome variable has an R-square of .4871 and hence explains a variation of 48% 

in PI and is statistically significant (p-value = 0). The coefficient is .3197, therefore, indicating 

that an increase in BI leads to an increase of .3197 in WTP. The bootstrap interval does not 

include 0 and therefore the result is significant.  

For the outcome variable PI, the R-square of .7908 demonstrates that 79% of the variation of 

PI can be explained by the variables. WTP has a coefficient of .2207 which indicates that a one-

unit increase in WTP leads to an increase of .2207 in PI. However, this result has a p-value of 

.1119 and the bootstrap interval includes a 0 and therefore has no statistical significance.  

The direct effect of X on Y has the value .0414 indicating a positive relationship of BI on PI. 

The indirect effect of WTP is also positive but appears weak as the coefficient has a value of 

.0705 and the bootstrap interval includes a 0. The indirect effect is therefore not significant. In 

this case, we cannot reject H0 and must assume that WTP is not an appropriate mediator for the 

relationship between BI and PI. 
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Figure 22: Hypothesis 5 

 

4.1.3.6 Hypothesis 6 

H6: Sustainability Consciousness moderates the relationship between Sustainability initiatives 

and PI 

H0: There is no significant interaction of sustainability consciousness on the relationship 

between sustainability initiatives and PI 

 

In this hypothesis, sustainability consciousness serves as the moderator of the relationship 

between the sustainability initiatives and PI. To analyze its impact, model 1 was used as it 

calculates the effect of a single moderator. Again, the construct sustainability consciousness 

was recoded into two groups (high and low sustainability consciousness). In the first step, the 

two group variables of sustainability initiatives are used (no sustainability initiative vs. any type 

of sustainability initiative). 

The outcome variable PI has an R-square of .2721 and therefore, 27% of variations are 

explained by the model. With a p-value of 0, statistical significance is assumed. The results 

indicate that when implementing a sustainability initiative, PI increases by 1.1199 (holding all 

other variables constant). Increasing the value of sustainability consciousness (in this case going 

from low sustainability consciousness to high consciousness), PI would decrease by .7103. 

However, these results both show a p-value above 0.05 and are therefore not statistically 
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significant. The results also include the combined effect of sustainability initiatives and 

sustainability consciousness on PI. The coefficient is .5926, meaning that when sustainability 

consciousness increases by one unit, the effect of sustainability initiative on PI is higher by a 

value of .5926. However, this result has a p-value of .3274, so no statistical significance can be 

assumed.  

Based on these results, H0 cannot be rejected. 

 

 

 

Figure 23: Hypothesis 6 

 

The analysis was repeated by exchanging the independent variable (including two groups) for 

a variable including the four groups (taste, environmental, social, and economic sustainability). 

The results also indicate that there is no statistical significance for the hypothesis and therefore 

H0 cannot be rejected. The exact results can be seen in the appendix. 

 

4.1.3.7 Hypothesis 7 

H7: Sustainability Consciousness moderates the relationship between Sustainability initiatives 

and BI 

H0: Sustainability Consciousness has no moderating effect on the relationship between 

Sustainability initiatives and BI 

 

In H7 the effect of sustainability consciousness (moderator) on the relationship between 

sustainability initiatives (independent variable) and BI (dependent variable) is investigated by 

using PROCESS (model 1). The independent variable is categorized into two groups (no-

sustainability initiative vs any sustainability initiative).  
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For the outcome variable BI, the model explains about 28% of the variation (R-square = .2827) 

with a p-value of 0. The coefficient for the effect of sustainability initiatives on BI is positive 

(1.3880) indicating a positive relationship. However, the p-value is 0.0980 therefore no 

statistical significance is found. The effect of sustainability consciousness also demonstrates a 

positive relationship (.5117), however, also shows no statistical significance. None of the 

coefficients in the model show a p-value below 0.05 therefore H7 must be rejected, and 

sustainability consciousness cannot be assumed as an appropriate moderator.  

 

 

 

Figure 24: Hypothesis 7 

 

The analysis has been repeated with the four sustainability initiatives and results appear similar 

as no statistical significance is demonstrated in the new model. The exact results can be found 

in the appendix.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 42 

 

4.1.4 Hypothesis Testing Overview 

 

Table  4: Hypothesis Testing Overview 

 
 

4.1.5 Full Model Test 

For conducting the full model test, PROCESS was used with the model 8 setting. Sustainability 

initiatives (categorized into the two groups: no initiative vs. any sustainability initiative) served 

as the independent variables, PI as the dependent variables, BI and WTP as the mediators, and 

sustainability consciousness (categorized into two groups: high and low sustainability 

consciousness) as the moderator.  

For the outcome variable BI, the model was able to explain 28.27% of the variation. This value 

demonstrates a p-value of 0. The individual variables sustainability consciousness and the 

sustainability initiatives however are both not statistically significant.  

For the outcome variable WTP, the given model predicts about 9.74% of variation with a p-

value of .0035 (statistical significance). Similarly, as for BI, neither sustainability consciousness 

nor sustainability initiatives have a p-value below .05.  
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The model predicts 81.5% of the variation in PI with a p-value of 0. The only two statistically 

significant variables on PI are BI (with a coefficient of .9281 and a p-value of 0) and 

Sustainability Consciousness with a negative coefficient (-1,2182) and a p-value of .0277.  

The conditional direct effect of sustainability initiatives on PI is moderated through 

sustainability consciousness with the following effect: for low sustainability consciousness 

(value 1) the value lies at .2054 with a p-value of .3763. As the bootstrap interval includes 0, 

no statistical significance can be assumed. For the group ‘high sustainability consciousness’ the 

effect lies at .6864 and demonstrates statistical significance (p-value = .0036). 

The indirect effect of sustainability initiatives on PI, mediated through BI demonstrates that for 

low sustainability initiatives, the effect lies at 1.4125 (with the bootstrap interval not including 

0). For the group with high sustainability consciousness, the effect has a value of 1.5369 and is 

also statistically significant (bootstrap not including 0).  

The indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, mediated through 

WTP shows no statistical significance for either low or high sustainability consciousness.  

 

 

Figure 25: Full Model Test 

 

 

 

 



 44 

 

4.1.6 Further analysis  

 

Effect of different sustainability initiatives on PI 

 

After carefully testing the hypotheses, further research will be conducted. Continuing the idea 

of H1, it will be investigated which of the sustainability initiatives has the biggest effect on PI. 

The independent variables are categorical and as there are more than two groups an ANOVA 

will be conducted to find out if there are significant differences between the four groups. In 

this case, 1 still stands for the taste initiative, 2 for environmental sustainability, 3 for social 

sustainability, and 4 for economic sustainability.  

As Table 5 shows the means differ substantially, with environmental sustainability and social 

sustainability having relatively high means (5.73 and 5.52 respectively) and economic 

sustainability and tase low means (2.87 and 2.69 respectively).  

 

Table  5: ANOVA Mean Comparison 

 
 

The tests of homogeneity of variances show that in contrast to H0, the variances between the 

means of each group are different and significant (p<0.001) (Levene’s test). This means H0 can 

be rejected, and that PI is influenced by sustainability initiatives. Environmental initiatives have 

the biggest impact, followed by social initiatives whereas taste and economic sustainability do 

have a positive impact, however, it is rather small comparatively.  

 

Even though the data is assumed to be parametric, a further analysis using the Kruskal-Wallis 

test was conducted which assumes the data to be non-parametric. The results and analysis can 

be found in the appendix.  
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Effect of different sustainability initiatives on PI, with mediator BI 

 

H2 showed that the implementation of any type of sustainability initiative has a significant effect 

on PI, with the mediator BI. As a second step, the independent variable now contains the 

differentiation between the three sustainability initiatives and the control group (taste).  

For the outcome variable BI, the R-squared had a value of .0062 so only a very small portion 

of BI is explained by sustainability initiatives. Furthermore, the p-value is .3616 which implies 

that these results are not statistically significant. The value of the t-statistic is -.9155 which is 

close to 0. As the t-tests investigate if the coefficient is zero (tests the H0), the H0 cannot be 

rejected in this case. The coefficient has a value of -.1101 and therefore indicates a negative 

impact. However, these results are not statistically significant as p = .3616 and is therefore 

higher than the scientifically recognized p-value of .05. The bootstrap interval includes 0 and 

therefore, has no statistical significance.  

For the outcome variable PI, the R-Squared had a value of .7992 which means that almost 80% 

of the variance in the dependent variable (PI) can be explained by manipulation of the 

independent variable. The p-value = 0 and the results are therefore statistically significant. The 

effect of BI has a coefficient of 1.0219 (increasing BI by one unit leads to an increase of 1.0219 

in PI), with a p-value of 0. 0 is not included in the bootstrap interval and therefore statistical 

significance for the coefficients can be assumed.  

The direct effect of sustainability initiatives on PI is .1775 (a positive coefficient indicates a 

positive relationship; if the independent variable increases by one, the dependent variable 

increases by .1775) and a p-value of .005. is statistically significant.  

The bootstrap method is a statistical test used to determine uncertainty around given results by 

repeating the analysis many times (in this case 5000) and calculating the result. The outcome 

provides variability in the results. As the indirect effect of sustainability initiatives on PI, 

mediated through BI is -.1125, it indicates a negative relationship. The bootstrap value in this 

case gives the estimated effect of BI (the mediator) on the relationship of the initiatives on PI. 

For the indirect effect of BI, the bootstrap interval includes 0, and therefore BI is not a good 

mediator in this model.  

Generally, there is a significant effect of sustainability initiative and PI, and also for the effect 

of BI on PI, but the relationship of the initiatives and BI has no significant effect. We therefore 

cannot reject H0. 
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Figure 26: Hypothesis 2b 

Concluding, it can be assumed that implementing any type of sustainability initiative has a 

positive impact on PI, however, it does not matter which type is implemented.  

 

Effect of different sustainability initiatives on PI, with mediator WTP 

 

In the following paragraph, the findings of H4 will be further investigated, as it will be discussed 

how the result changes with changing the independent variable from H4 to the categorization 

into four groups (the three sustainability initiatives and the no-sustainability initiative). The 

outcome variable WTP has a R-square of .0086 thus only a very small part of the variation of 

WTP can be explained by the stimuli manipulations (0.86%). The p-value is .2821 hence not 

statistically significant. The coefficient is negative (-.0594) indicating a negative relationship.  

For the dependent variable PI as the outcome variable, the R-square indicates that 45.22% of 

variation can be explained through the independent variable. As the p-value = 0, these results 

are statistically significant. The effect of WTP on PI is 1.6789 with a p-value of 0 and the 

bootstrap interval not including a 0. Hence, the results are significant. 

The direct effect of sustainability initiatives on PI is positive (.1647) however has a p-value 

above .05 (p= .1111) and is therefore not statistically significant. The indirect effect of WTP is 

negative (-.0998) indicating a negative effect on the relationship between sustainability 

initiatives and PI. The bootstrap interval includes a 0 therefore statistically these results are not 

significant. We cannot reject H0 and must assume that WTP has no mediating effect on the 

variables.  

These results confirm the assumption, that implementing any type of initiative has a positive 

effect on PI, however, it is not relevant which type is implemented.  
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Figure 27: Hypothesis 4b 

 

 

Further Full Model Testing  

Repeating the full model test with the four types of stimuli as the independent variable provides 

slightly different results. For the outcome variable BI, the model has an R-square of .0869 and 

hence 8.69% of the variation in the dependent variable (PI) can be explained through the 

variables. With a p-value of .0072, these findings are significant. None of the variables have a 

significant coefficient on BI (all bootstrap intervals include 0).  For the outcome variable WTP, 

the model explains 2.32% of the variation, however as the p-value is equal to .7560, this finding 

is not significant. Neither of the coefficients is statistically significant.  

The outcome variables PI (dependent variable) provide a high R-square, indicating that 81.85% 

of variation can be explained through the model (p-value=0). The two statistically significant 

coefficients are BI (coefficient = .9930) and sustainability consciousness (-.9096). For both 

variables, the bootstrap interval does not include 0.  

Only the high level of sustainability consciousness has a statistically significant effect (.2924) 

with a p-value of .0012.  

All indirect effects seem to not be statistically significant as all bootstrap intervals include 0.  

The mediators BI and WTP consequently do not seem appropriate for the model. 
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Figure 28: Full Model Test B 

 

4.2 Discussion 

As the results from H1 suggest, the implementation of any type of sustainability initiative has 

a positive effect on PI. Furthermore, environmental sustainability was found to have the 

biggest positive impact. It is recommended to confirm those findings in further research. 

Nonetheless, the results reflect previous research which found that environmental issues had 

the biggest impact on the intention to behave more sustainably (Minton & Rose, 1997; Vining 

& Ebreo, 1992).  

As H2 can be confirmed, BI is an appropriate mediator in the relationship between 

sustainability initiatives and PI. However, when looking at each initiative individually, this 

could not be proven. These results can also be partially found in existing literature, where 

results show that BI is generally a good mediator in this context (Chen, 2008; Mukonza & 

Swarts, 2020; Polonsky, 2011; Wu & Lin, 2016).  

H3 was developed based on research that demonstrated a higher WTP for participants with a 

higher level of sustainability consciousness (Brugarolas Mollá-Bauzá et al., 2005; Rahman & 

Reynolds, 2017; Remaud et al., 2008). The results of this thesis show a slightly higher WTP 

for the high level of sustainability consciousness, however, no statistical significance was 

found. Consequently, this could be subject to further research to confirm or reject the 

hypothesis.  
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H4 was confirmed as a significant relationship and mediator of WTP for sustainability 

initiatives and PI was found. Similar to the results of H1, further investigation (looking at each 

type of sustainability initiative) proved not to be of statistical significance. However, as the 

implementation of any sustainability initiative does lead to a higher PI, previous research is 

confirmed (De Toni et al., 2022; Ghorai et al., 2021; Rucker & Galinsky, 2008). Further 

research is suggested to determine which type of sustainability initiative has the highest 

impact on PI, mediated by WTP. 

The results of H5 suggest that WTP is not an appropriate variable in the relationship between 

BI and PI, as no statistical significance can be found. This contradicts previous research 

(Bondesson, 2012), hence further research should be conducted to find conclusive results in 

the beer industry.  

Both hypotheses H6 and H7 need to be rejected as no statistical significance was found. 

Consequently, sustainability consciousness can generally be rejected as an appropriate 

moderator in this thesis. This contradicts previous research which suggests this variable to be 

an appropriate moderator (Izzat Alhalalmeh et al., 2020; Jang et al., 2015). Due to several 

limitations (which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5.3), it is still recommended to 

conduct further research in the beer industry.  

The results of the full model test suggest no overall statistical significance, as H3, H4, H5, H6, 

and H7 all had a p-value above 0.05. The concept of statistical significance is, for some 

researchers, controversial (Carver, 1978; McShane et al., 2019). There are some limitations in 

the data collection and analysis which could cause the results to provide a p-value above the 

confidence level of 5%. Consequently, the hypotheses should not be assumed to be generally 

untrue, however, need to be investigated further.  

To sum up, these results demonstrate that sustainability consciousness does not have a 

moderating effect on the model, as it is not statistically significant. Furthermore, both 

mediator BI and WTP do not have significant interaction with each other as only the models 

including either BI or WTP have statistical significance. Potential reasons will be discussed in 

the following chapter.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Limitations 

5.1 Main Findings and Conclusions 

In this chapter, the three research questions will be answered based on the gathered data. 

Furthermore, the main findings will be summarized, and managerial and academic 

implications will be described. Lastly, the limitations of the thesis and possible further 

research will be discussed.  

 

How effective are sustainability initiatives compared to non-sustainability initiatives on 

consumers’ purchase intentions in the beer industry?  

 

Based on this research, sustainability initiatives seem to be very effective in the sense that they 

increase PI. By implementing any sustainability initiatives (environmental, social, or economic) 

PI can be raised significantly (unstandardized beta = 2.053). It shows that even though the 

impact of environmental initiatives is the biggest, even implementing economic initiatives 

(which were shown to have the least impact among the three dimensions) can be beneficial for 

PI. Consequently, it can be concluded that sustainability initiatives are not a waste of money 

but have a measurable impact on business performance.  

Environmental initiatives show the highest mean; hence this should be the focus when 

implementing a sustainability initiative.  

 

How do BI and WTP impact the relationship between sustainability initiatives and PI?  

 

The results show that both BI and WTP are appropriate mediators in the model of the 

relationship between sustainability initiatives and PI. By implementing a sustainability 

initiative, BI is increased (by 1.685) and for every unit increase of BI, PI would increase (by 

.9512) (as shown in H2). BI helps consequently in explaining the relationship between the 

initiatives and PI. Similarly, WTP increases by .4993 when implementing any sustainability 

initiative and for every unit increase in WTP, PI is increased by 1.3968, suggesting that WTP is 

also an appropriate mediator.  

H5 shows no statistical significance, hence WTP does not serve as a mediator in the relationship 

between BI and PI. Consequently, WTP does not explain their relationship.  
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Both variables BI and WTP hence only explain the relationship between the implementation of 

sustainability initiative and PI, but not the relationship between BI and PI. 

 

How does the consumers’ sustainability consciousness affect brand image and willingness to 

pay in the beer industry?  

 

In this research, the effect of sustainability consciousness shows no statistical significance and 

can therefore not satisfactorily explain the moderating effect on the other variables. For H6 and 

H7 the positive coefficients (.5926 and .1340 respectively) could suggest a positive impact of 

increasing the level of sustainability initiatives, however as the results for H6 and H7 are both 

not of statistical significance the expressive power is very limited.  

 

As described in Chapter 2, the hypotheses and the full model has been based on previous 

research. The findings previously described, however, suggest that there is no statistical 

significance. A potential explanation could be the distinct features of the investigated beer 

industry. It could be hypothesized that sustainability does not have a big impact in this industry 

and consumers do not consider sustainability initiatives in the context of beer purchase. In the 

future, it could be interesting to test the model in a different industry, which demonstrates a 

higher level of association with sustainability in consumers. Moreover, a new model could 

replace the moderator sustainability consciousness with sustainability associations.  

 

5.2 Managerial and Academic Implications 

One main finding concludes that managers should implement sustainability initiatives to 

increase BI and ultimately PI. The question, which was posed in the beginning, if the 

implementation would be a waste of money (and resources) can thereby be negated. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that these initiatives focus on environmental sustainability to 

maximize the impact. Even though the beer industry seems to be a distinct industry for 

various reasons (as explained in Chapter 1), sustainability seems to also have an impact and 

can help in developing a competitive advantage in the future.  

 

In the context of academic research, this study has attempted to close the research gap by 

combining the variables BI, WTP, and PI as they have not been sufficiently researched in this 

combination. Moreover, the relationship between the implementation of sustainability 
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initiatives and PI and consequently the measurable effect has been investigated in the context 

of the beer industry. The beer industry in the marketing context is yet an interesting field to 

investigate and leaves space for further groundbreaking research.  

5.3 Limitations and Possible Further Research 

Several limitations need to be kept in mind when generalizing the results and drawing 

conclusions. Firstly, it is controversial in research how meaningful the variable of PI is in 

measuring actual behavior. Some research suggests that measuring intentions can be a reliable 

manner in predicting behavior whereas others criticize that consumers behave (very) 

differently to their indicated intentions (for various reasons, like not wanting to indicate or not 

knowing how one would behave) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kalwani et al., 1982).  

The variable PI was nevertheless chosen, as real-life experiments are very costly and time-

consuming and simply would not have been feasible for the scope of this study.  

Secondly, WTP is a measure that is difficult to measure in a survey. Similar to the problem 

above, consumers might not know exactly how much they would pay in a real-life situation 

and consequently over- or underestimate the amount. Still, it can be a good measure to 

compare different amounts between the stimuli groups and take the indicated amount as a 

comparison (in the sense that respondents of stimulus X would pay more than those exposed 

to stimulus Y).  

However, it is still important to keep in mind that PI and WTP cannot be directly transferred 

to consumers’ real-life behavior.  

Another possible limitation is the non-random convenience sampling method to gather 

respondents for the survey. The survey was mostly distributed by friends and family and 

therefore did not pose as a correct representation of society. It is recommended to confirm 

results in a more generalizable sample.  

Another limitation was the stimuli development and manipulation check in the survey. In 

previous chapters, the stimuli development was described in detail, as well as the purpose of 

manipulation questions. A large number of participants had to be excluded from the analysis 

as they did not correctly answer the manipulation question. It is not fully clear as to the reason 

why, it might be that the stimuli were misunderstood, or participants were simply inattentive. 

In future research, it would be recommended to conduct even more 1on1 interviews to 

confirm the stimuli and also include a pretest (which was not done in this thesis). That way, it 
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would likely be possible to significantly reduce the number of excluded participants due to 

incorrectly answering the manipulation questions.  

In the context of data analysis and interpretation, one should tread carefully with a 

generalization of results. As the gathered data seemed to be parametric due to the Central 

Limit Theory (more than 30 participants per stimuli), this could not be confirmed by the test 

of normality. For non-parametric data it is usually not recommended to use IBM’s SPSS for 

analysis. Due to the limited scope of this thesis, this was done, nonetheless. Results may vary 

as normality of distribution could not be guaranteed. Consequently, further research is highly 

recommended.  

In addition, further research could be done on how these sustainability initiatives should be 

implemented to be most effective. Especially, in times of rising concern towards 

greenwashing practices, the implementation should be carefully investigated and tested. 

 

 

 

 

  



 I 

 

References 

Aaker, D. A. (1991). Managing Brand Equity. 

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Measuring Brand Equity Across Products and Markets. California 

Management Review, 38(3), 102–120. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41165845 

Aaker, D., & Biel, A. (1993). Brand Equity & Advertising Advertising’s Role in Building 

Strong Brands. Psychology Press. https://www.routledge.com/Brand-Equity--

Advertising-Advertisings-Role-in-Building-Strong-Brands/Aaker-Aaker-Biel-Aaker-

Biel/p/book/9780805812848 

Aaker, J. L. (1997). Dimensions of Brand Personality. Journal of Marketing Research, 

XXXIV, 347–356. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2307/3151897 

Acharya, A. S., Prakash, A., Saxena, P., & Nigam, A. (2013). Sampling: why and how of it? 

Indian Journal of Medical Specialities, 4(2). https://doi.org/10.7713/ijms.2013.0032 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The Theory of Planned Behavior. 

Anderson, W. T., & Cunningham, W. H. (1972). The Socially Conscious Consumer. Journal 

of Marketing, 36, 23–31. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/002224297203600305 

Arnot, C., Boxall, P. C., & Cash, S. B. (2006). Do Ethical Consumers Care About Price? A 

Revealed Preference Analysis of Fair Trade Coffee Purchases. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7976.2006.00066.x 

Bird, M., Channon, C., & Ehrenberg, A. S. C. (1970). Brand Image and Brand Usage. Journal 

of Marketing Research, VII, 307–314. 

Bondesson, N. (2012). Brand Image Antecedents of Loyalty and Price Premium in Business 

Markets. Business and Management Research, 1(1). 

https://doi.org/10.5430/bmr.v1n1p32 

Boronat-Navarro, M., & Pérez-Aranda, J. A. (2020). Analyzing willingness to pay more to 

stay in a sustainable hotel. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(9). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093730 

Bougherara, D., & Combris, P. (2009). Eco-labelled food products: What are consumers 

paying for? European Review of Agricultural Economics, 36(3), 321–341. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/erae/jbp023 

Bourne, M., Neely, A., Platts, K., & Mills, J. (2002). The success and failure of performance 

measurement initiatives: Perceptions of participating managers. International Journal of 

Operations and Production Management, 22(11), 1288–1310. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/01443570210450329 

Breidert, C., Hahsler, M., & Reutterer, T. (2006). A REVIEW OF METHODS FOR 

MEASURING WILLINGNESS-TO-PAY. In Innovative Marketing (Vol. 2, Issue 4). 

Brexendorf, T. O., & Kernstock, J. (2007). Corporate behaviour vs brand behaviour: Towards 

an integrated view? Journal of Brand Management, 15(1), 32–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550108 

Brown, T. C., Champ, P. A., Bishop, R. C., & Mccollum, D. W. (1996). Which Response 

Format Reveals the Truth about Donations to a Public Good? Source: Land Economics, 

72(2), 152–166. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2307/3146963 

Brugarolas Mollá-Bauzá, M., Martínez-Carrasco Martínez, L., Martínez Poveda, A., & Rico 

Pérez, M. (2005). Determination of the surplus that consumers are willing to pay for an 

organic wine. Spanish Journal of Agricultural Research, 3(1), 43–51. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2005031-123 

Carver, R. P. (1978). The Case Against Statistical Significance Testing. Harvard Educational 

Review, 48(3), 378–399. 



 II 

 

Chen, Y. S. (2008). The driver of green innovation and green image - Green core competence. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 81(3), 531–543. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9522-1 

Choi, S., & Ng, A. (2011). Environmental and Economic Dimensions of Sustainability and 

Price Effects on Consumer Responses. Journal of Business Ethics, 104(2), 269–282. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0908-8 

Cobb-Walgren, C. J., Ruble, C. A., & Donthu, N. (1995). Brand equity, brand preference, and 

purchase intent. Journal of Advertising, 24(3), 25–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1995.10673481 

Coelho, R., & Duarte, V. J. (2013). Classification of FMCG Product Macro-Categories on the 

Utilitarian vs. Hedonic Dimensions. 11(1), 29–36. https://doi.org/10.14417/S1645-

7927201300010003 

Commer, P. J., Sci, S., Munir, S., Humayon, A. A., Ahmed, M., Haider, S., & Jehan, N. 

(2017). Brand Image and Customers’ Willingness to Pay a Price Premium for Female’s 

Stitched Clothing. In Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social Sciences (Vol. 11, Issue 

3). 

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Approaches 54 

(3rd Edition). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods 

Approaches. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2307/1523157 

Crosno, J. L., Freling, T. H., & Skinner, S. J. (2009). Does brand social power mean market 

might? exploring the influence of brand social power on brand evaluations. Psychology 

and Marketing, 26(2), 91–121. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20263 

Curran-Everett, D. (2009). Staying Current Explorations in statistics: hypothesis tests and P 

values. Advances in Physiology Education, 33, 81–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1152/advan.90218.2008.-Learning 

de Groot, J. I. M., & Steg, L. (2008). Value orientations to explain beliefs related to 

environmental significant behavior: How to measure egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric 

value orientations. Environment and Behavior, 40(3), 330–354. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831 

De Toni, D., Eberle, L., Larentis, F., & Milan, G. S. (2017). Antecedents of Perceived Value 

and Repurchase Intention of Organic Food. Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(4), 

456–475. https://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2017.1314231 

De Toni, D., Pompermayer, R., Lazzari, F., & Milan, G. S. (2022). The symbolic value of 

wine, moderating and mediating factors and their relationship to consumer purchase 

intention. International Journal of Wine Business Research, 34(2), 190–211. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWBR-01-2021-0006 

Delai, I., & Takahashi, S. (2011). Sustainability measurement system: A reference model 

proposal. Social Responsibility Journal, 7(3), 438–471. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/17471111111154563 

Duffy, B., Mori, K. S., Terhanian, O. G., & Bremer, J. (2005). Comparing data from online 

and face-to-face surveys. In International Journal of Market Research (Vol. 47, Issue 6). 

ElHaffar, G., Durif, F., & Dubé, L. (2020). Towards closing the attitude-intention-behavior 

gap in green consumption: A narrative review of the literature and an overview of future 

research directions. In Journal of Cleaner Production (Vol. 275). Elsevier Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122556 

Evans, J. R., & Mathur, A. (2005). The value of online surveys. Internet Research, 15(2), 

195–219. https://doi.org/10.1108/10662240510590360 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to 

Theory and Research. 



 III 

 

Forbes. (2022). Consumers Demand Sustainable Products And Shopping Formats. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/gregpetro/2022/03/11/consumers-demand-sustainable-

products-and-shopping-formats/?sh=4d90fb436a06 

Forbes, S. L., Cohen, D. A., Cullen, R., Wratten, S. D., & Fountain, J. (2009). Consumer 

attitudes regarding environmentally sustainable wine: an exploratory study of the New 

Zealand marketplace. Journal of Cleaner Production, 17(13), 1195–1199. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2009.04.008 

Gericke, N., Boeve-de Pauw, J., Berglund, T., & Olsson, D. (2019). The Sustainability 

Consciousness Questionnaire: The theoretical development and empirical validation of 

an evaluation instrument for stakeholders working with sustainable development. 

Sustainable Development, 27(1), 35–49. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1859 

Ghorai, S., Sinha, A., & Bag, S. (2021). Exploring the Relationship between Attitude and 

Purchase Intention Towards Organic Food-does “Willingness to Pay” Mediate the 

Effect? IITM Journal of Management and IT, 12(2), 48–58. chrome-

extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://mcc-

idr.l2c2academy.co.in/xmlui/bitstream/handle/123456789/361/Exploring%20the%20Rel

ationship%20between%20Attitude%20and%20Purchase%20Intention%20Towards%20

Organic%20Food-

does%20%e2%80%98Willingness%20to%20Pay%e2%80%99%20Mediate%20the%20

Effect.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

Goldsmith, R. E., Flynn, L. R., & Kim, D. (2010). Status Consumption and Price Sensitivity 

Marketing Information Products View project Market Mavenism View project. Article in 

The Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice. https://doi.org/10.2307/25764772 

Grunert, K. G., Hieke, S., & Wills, J. (2014). Sustainability labels on food products: 

Consumer motivation, understanding and use. Food Policy, 44, 177–189. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2013.12.001 

Grunert, S. C., & Juhl, H. J. (1995). Values, environmental attitudes, and buying of organic 

foods. In ELSEVIER Journal of Economic Psychology (Vol. 16). 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-4870(94)00034-8 

Hoalst-Pullen, N., Patterson, M. W., Mattord, R. A., & Vest, M. D. (2014). Sustainability 

trends in the regional craft beer industry. In The Geography of Beer: Regions, 

Environment, and Societies (Vol. 9789400777873, pp. 109–116). Springer Netherlands. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7787-3_11 

Homburg, C., Koschate, N., & Hoyer, W. D. (2005). Do Satisfied Customers Really 

PayMore? A Study of the RelationshipBetween Customer Satisfaction andWillingness to 

Pay. In Journal of Marketing (Vol. 84). 

Hox, J. J., & Boeije, H. R. (2005). Data Collection, Primary vs. Secondary. Encyclopedia of 

Social Measurement, 1, 593–599. 

https://dspace.library.uu.nl/bitstream/handle/1874/23634/hox_05_data+collection,primar

y+versus+secondary.pdf?sequence=1 

Hutchins, R. K., & Greenhalgh, L. A. (1997). Organic confusion: sustaining competitive 

advantage. In British Food Journal (Vol. 99, Issue 9). 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/00070709710193998 

Izzat Alhalalmeh, M., Alhawary, S., Zakariya Al-Quran, A., Mousa Eldahamsheh, M., 

Abraheem Shlash Mohammad, A., Saed Hijjawi, G., Mohammad Almomani, H., & 

Ibraheem Shelash Al-Hawary, S. (2020). Determinants of the Green Purchase Intention 

in Jordan: The Moderating Effect of Environmental Concern. International Journal of 

Supply Chain Management, 9(5). http://excelingtech.co.uk/ 

Jang, Y. J., Kim, W. G., & Lee, H. Y. (2015). Coffee shop consumers’ emotional attachment 

and loyalty to green stores: The moderating role of green consciousness. International 



 IV 

 

Journal of Hospitality Management, 44, 146–156. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2014.10.001 

Jöreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. (1998). LISREL 8 : structural equation modeling with the 

SIMPLIS command language. 

Joshi, Y., & Rahman, Z. (2015). Factors Affecting Green Purchase Behaviour and Future 

Research Directions. International Strategic Management Review, 3(1–2), 128–143. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ism.2015.04.001 

Kalish, S., Recanati, L., Nelson, P., & Simon Graduate, W. E. (1991). A Comparison of 

Ranking, Rating and Reservation Price Measurement in Conjoint Analysis. 

Kalwani, M. U., Silk, A. J., Kalwanit, M. U., & Silkt, A. J. (1982). On the Reliability and 

Predictive Validity of Purchase Intention Measures. Marketing Science, 1(3), 243–286. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/183929 

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand 

Equity. 

Kronthal-Sacco, R., Whelan, T., Van Holt, T., & Atz, U. (2019). Sustainable Purchasing 

Patterns and Consumer Responsiveness to Sustainability Marketing. NYU Stern School 

of Business. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3465669 

Księżak, P., & Fischbach, B. (2018). Triple Bottom Line: The Pillars of CSR. Journal of 

Corporate Responsibility and Leadership, 4(3), 95. 

https://doi.org/10.12775/jcrl.2017.018 

Kumar Verma, A. (2019). SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

ETHICS. International Journal on Environmental Sciences, 10(1). chrome-

extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://deliverypdf.ssrn.com/delivery.php

?ID=9191021021251150840161150820030000241250110380430270561001131170241

02122028094080119017122037004103000001022067086110125101110001014042028

06507808511708200112001012303105300707002111602900308503001512208307006

5011115077110106105120019114107118001101083&EXT=pdf&INDEX=TRUE 

Kwak, S. G., & Kim, J. H. (2017). Central limit theorem: The cornerstone of modern 

statistics. Korean Journal of Anesthesiology, 70(2), 144–156. 

https://doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2017.70.2.144 

Le Gall-Ely, M. (2009). Definition, Measurement and Determinants of the Consumer’s 

Willingness to Pay: a Critical Synthesis and Directions for Further Research. 24(2), 91–

113. https://hal.science/hal-00522828 

Lee, E. J., Bae, J., & Kim, K. H. (2020). The effect of environmental cues on the purchase 

intention of sustainable products. Journal of Business Research, 120, 425–433. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.10.048 

Lee, J. L., James, J. D., & Kim, Y. K. (2014). A Reconceptualization of Brand Image. 

International Journal of Business Administration, 5(4), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.5430/ijba.v5n4p1 

Lee, J., & Lee, Y. (2018). Effects of multi-brand company’s CSR activities on purchase 

intention through a mediating role of corporate image and brand image. Journal of 

Fashion Marketing and Management, 22(3), 387–403. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-

08-2017-0087 

Loureiro, M. L., & Lotade, J. (2005). Do fair trade and eco-labels in coffee wake up the 

consumer conscience? Ecological Economics, 53(1), 129–138. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2004.11.002 

Martínez, E., Montaner, T., & Pina, J. M. (2009). Brand extension feedback: The role of 

advertising. Journal of Business Research, 62(3), 305–313. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.05.009 



 V 

 

McDonald, S., & Oates, C. J. (2006). Sustainability: Consumer perceptions and marketing 

strategies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 15(3), 157–170. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.524 

McShane, B. B., Gal, D., Gelman, A., Robert, C., & Tackett, J. L. (2019). Abandon Statistical 

Significance. American Statistician, 73(sup1), 235–245. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2018.1527253 

Miller, K. M., Hofstetter, R., Krohmer, H., & Zhang, Z. J. (2011). How Should Consumers’ 

Willingness to Pay Be Measured? An Empirical Comparison of State-of-the-Art 

Approaches. Journal of Marketing Research, XLVIII, 172–184. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.48.1.172 

Minton, A. P., & Rose, R. L. (1997). The Effects of Environmental Concern on 

Environmentally Friendly Consumer Behavior: An Exploratory Study. 

Mittal, V., Ross, W. T., & Baldasare, P. M. (1998). The Asymmetric Impact of Negative and 

Positive Attribute-Level Performance on Overall Satisfaction and Repurchase Intentions. 

Journal of Marketing, 62, 33–47. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299806200104 

Morwitz, V. G., Steckel, J. H., & Gupta, A. (2007). When do purchase intentions predict 

sales? International Journal of Forecasting, 23(3), 347–364. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2007.05.015 

Mukonza, C., & Swarts, I. (2020). The influence of green marketing strategies on business 

performance and corporate image in the retail sector. Business Strategy and the 

Environment, 29(3), 838–845. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2401 

Naeini, A. B., Bonyadi Naeini, A., Roshanpanah Azali, P., & Tamaddoni, K. S. (2015). Impact 

of Brand Equity on Purchase Intention and Development, Brand Preference and 

Customer Willingness to Pay Higher Prices. www.absronline.org/journals 

Nagle, T. T., & Holden, R. K. (2002). The strategy and tactics of pricing. Upper Saddle River 

(N.J.) : Prentice-Hall, 2002. 

Neely, A. D. (Andy D. ), Adams, C., & Kennerley, Mike. (2002). The performance prism : the 

scorecard for measuring and managing business success. Financial Times/Prentice Hall. 

Nelson, J. P. (2005). Beer advertising and marketing update: Structure, conduct, and social 

costs. In Review of Industrial Organization (Vol. 26, Issue 3, pp. 269–306). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11151-004-8113-x 

Nessim, H., & Dodge, R. (1995). Pricing : policies and procedures. Macmillan, Basingstoke. 

Plumeyer, A., Kottemann, P., Böger, D., & Decker, R. (2019). Measuring brand image: a 

systematic review, practical guidance, and future research directions. In Review of 

Managerial Science (Vol. 13, Issue 2, pp. 227–265). Springer Verlag. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0251-2 

Polonsky, M. J. (2011). Transformative green marketing: Impediments and opportunities. 

Journal of Business Research, 64(12), 1311–1319. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.01.016 

Rahman, I., & Reynolds, D. (2017). Organic Wine: The Influence of Biospheric, Altruistic, 

and Egoistic Values on Purchase Intention, Willingness to Pay More, and Values on 

Purchase Intention, Willingness to Pay More, and Willingness to Sacrifice Willingness to 

Sacrifice. International Journal of Hospitality Beverage Management, 1(1). 

https://doi.org/10.34051/j/2019.1 

Rajan Varadarajan, P., & Menon, A. (1988). Cause-Related Marketing: A Coalignment of 

Marketing Strategy and Corporate Philanthropy. 

Ramirez, E., & Goldsmith, R. (2009). Some antecedents of price sensitivity. Journal of 

Marketing Theory and Practice, 17(3), 199–214. https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-

6679170301 



 VI 

 

Rausch, T. M., & Kopplin, C. S. (2021). Bridge the gap: Consumers’ purchase intention and 

behavior regarding sustainable clothing. Journal of Cleaner Production, 278. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123882 

Remaud, H., Mueller, S., Chvyl, P., & Lockshin, L. (2008). DO AUSTRALIAN WINE 

CONSUMERS VALUE ORGANIC WINE? chrome-

extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/http://academyofwinebusiness.com/wp-

content/uploads/2010/04/Do-Australian-wine-consumers-value-organic-wine_paper.pdf 

Rucker, D. D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Desire to acquire: Powerlessness and compensatory 

consumption. Journal of Consumer Research, 35(2), 257–267. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/588569 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research Methods for Business Students. 

www.pearsoned.co.uk/saunders 

Shaked, A., & Sutton, J. (1982). Relaxing Price Competition Through Product Differentiation. 

Review of Economic Studies, 49(1), 3–13. https://about.jstor.org/terms 

Sojka, J. Z., & Giese, J. L. (2006). Communicating through pictures and words: 

Understanding the role of affect and cognition in processing visual and verbal 

information. Psychology and Marketing, 23(12), 995–1014. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20143 

Spears, N., & Singh, S. N. (2004). Measuring attitude toward the brand and purchase 

intentions. Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 26(2), 53–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2004.10505164 

Stankevich, A. (2017). Explaining the Consumer Decision-Making Process: Critical Literature 

Review. Journal of International Business Research and Marketing, 2(6), 7–14. 

https://doi.org/10.18775/jibrm.1849-8558.2015.26.3001 

Statistics Solutions. (2023). Https://Www.Statisticssolutions.Com/. 

https://www.statisticssolutions.com/ 

Stern, P. C. (2000). Toward a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior. In 

Journal of Social Issues (Vol. 56, Issue 3). 

Tariq, M. Z., & Feroz, M. (2014). Impact of Green Advertisement and Green Brand 

Awareness on Green Satisfaction with Mediating Effect of Buying Behavior. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301780191 

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of Cronbach’s alpha. International Journal 

of Medical Education, 2, 53–55. https://doi.org/10.5116/ijme.4dfb.8dfd 

Terwee, C. B., Bot, S. D. M., de Boer, M. R., van der Windt, D. A. W. M., Knol, D. L., 

Dekker, J., Bouter, L. M., & de Vet, H. C. W. (2007). Quality criteria were proposed for 

measurement properties of health status questionnaires. Journal of Clinical 

Epidemiology, 60(1), 34–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2006.03.012 

The McKinsey Quarterly. (2008). Helping “green” products grow. 1–9. chrome-

extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://acervo-

digital.espm.br/clipping/20081110/helping_green_products_grow-1.pdf 

Thesaurus. (2023, March 8). Thesaurus. https://www.thesaurus.com/browse/sustain 

United Nations. (1987). Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development. 

Vecchio, R., & Annunziata, A. (2015). Willingness-to-pay for sustainability-labelled 

chocolate: An experimental auction approach. Journal of Cleaner Production, 86, 335–

342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.08.006 

Vermeir, I., & Verbeke, W. (2006). Sustainable food consumption: Exploring the consumer 

“attitude - Behavioral intention” gap. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 

19(2), 169–194. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-005-5485-3 

Vining, J., & Ebreo, A. (1992). Predicting Recycling Behavior from Global and Specific 

Environmental Attitudes and Changes in Recycling Opportunities’. Journal of Applied 



 VII 

 

Social Psychology, 1580–1607. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-

1816.1992.tb01758.x 

Voss, K. E., Spangenberg, E. R., & Grohmann, B. (2003). Measuring the Hedonic and 

Utilitarian Dimensions of Consumer Attitude. Journal of Marketing Research, 40(3), 

310–320. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.40.3.310.19238 

Wertenbroch, K., & Skiera, B. (2002). Measuring Consumers’ Willingness to Pay at the Point 

of Purchase. Journal of Marketing Research, XXXIX, 228–241. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.39.2.228.19086 

Wijaya, B. S. (2013). Dimensions of Brand Image: A Conceptual Review from the 

Perspective of Brand Communication. European Journal of Business and Management. 

www.iiste.org 

Wijekoon, R., & Sabri, M. F. (2021). Determinants that influence green product purchase 

intention and behavior: A literature review and guiding framework. In Sustainability 

(Switzerland) (Vol. 13, Issue 11). MDPI AG. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13116219 

Wu, L. Y., Chen, K. Y., Chen, P. Y., & Cheng, S. L. (2014). Perceived value, transaction cost, 

and repurchase-intention in online shopping: A relational exchange perspective. Journal 

of Business Research, 67(1), 2768–2776. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.09.007 

Wu, S. I., & Lin, S. R. (2016). The effect of green marketing strategy on business 

performance: a study of organic farms in Taiwan. Total Quality Management and 

Business Excellence, 27(1–2), 141–156. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2014.959256 

Yoo, B., Donthu, N., & Lee, S. (2000). An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix Elements 

and Brand Equity. 

Zhang, A., Saleme, P., Pang, B., Durl, J., & Xu, Z. (2020). A systematic review of 

experimental studies investigating the effect of cause-related marketing on consumer 

purchase intention. In Sustainability (Switzerland) (Vol. 12, Issue 22, pp. 1–23). MDPI. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12229609 

Zhu, B. (2012). The Impact of Green Advertising on Consumer Purchase Intention of Green 

Products. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2182906 

Zimmer, M. R., Stafford, T. F., & Stafford, M. R. (1994). Green Issues: Dimensions of 

Environmental Concern. 

 



 VIII 

 

Appendix 

1. Background Information  

E. J. Lee et al. (2020) showed in their research that the highest PI can be reached if both a 

sustainable label and information that can be traced are provided. More traceability reduces the 

risk when third-party information is provided. If a consumer is very knowledgeable in the area, 

the PI is only improved when a sustainable label is shown, as it has a positive effect on product 

efficacy which consequently reduces the risk. On the contrary, when the consumer has little 

knowledge, PI is increased when a non-sustainable label is provided. Consequently, PI can be 

enhanced by providing more transparency and diverse environmental cues and by enhancing 

the consumers’ knowledge regarding labels. 

 

Measurement WTP  

One method is using existing market data. The underlying assumption is that past behavior can 

predict how consumers act in the future. The advantages are the high validity, real purchase 

behavior, and observable choice behavior. This method has strong disadvantages as no new 

products can be observed. 

Experiments have the advantage of being able to test new products, however, they are very 

costly and time-consuming. Direct Surveys, where the consumer is directly asked how much 

they would be willing to pay, are very cost-effective, require little time, and have individual-

level estimations. However, they demonstrate lower validity and don’t measure real purchase 

behavior or observed choice behavior. Indirect surveys demonstrate high flexibility when it 

comes to new products, but low real purchase behavior. It is often used as it demonstrates higher 

internal and external validity (Breidert et al., 2006; Miller et al., 2011). 

 

2. Structure Questionnaire 

a. Intro 

b. Screening questions 

c. Stimuli 

a. No-initiative stimuli (all participants) 

b. Environmental sustainability stimulus 

c. Social sustainability stimulus 

d. Economic sustainability stimulus 
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(b, c, and d are randomized and each participant sees only one of the three) 

 

d. Main questions 

a. BI 

b. WTP 

c. PI 

e. Manipulation question 

f. Sustainability Consciousness 

g. Demographics 
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1. Analysis  

1.1 Measure Reliability 

Cronbachs Alpha Taste 
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Cronbach Alpha Social sustainability 

   

 



 XVII 

 

 
 

Cronbach’s alpha Economic Sustainability 

 

 

 
 



 XVIII 

 

Sustainability Consciousness 
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1.2 Manipulation Check 

 

Shapiro-Wilk 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Kruskal Wallis Test 

 

 
 

2. Descriptives 
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3. Key Variables 

Stimuli Taste: 

 

Stimuli Environment: 

 

 

Stimuli Social: 
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Stimuli economic: 
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Overall means 

 

 

 

4. Hypothesis 1 

 
 

Linear regression 
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5. Hypothesis 2 

Independent variable: no initiatives vs any initiative 
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6. Hypothesis 3 

Grouping into high and low sustainability consciousness 

 
 

ANOVA 
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7. Hypothesis 4 
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8. Hypothesis 5 
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9. Hypothesis 6 

 
 

10. Hypothesis 7 
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11. Full Model test 
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12. Further Analysis 

12.1 Hypothesis 1 – Further Analysis 

ANOVA 
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Kruskal Wallis 

As a next step, it will be investigated which of the sustainability initiatives has the biggest effect 

on PI. The independent variables are categorical and as there are more than 2 groups an Kruskal-

Wallis will be conducted (since the data is non-parametric) with the goal to find out if there are 

significant differences between the four groups. 

The test statistics indicate a statistical significance (p-value < .001). As environmental 

sustainability demonstrates the highest mean rank, it suggests that this stimulus has the biggest 

positive impact on PI, followed by social sustainability. Economic sustainability and taste have 

the least impact on PI. 

As these results are statistically significant, a follow-up test (Mann-Whitney U test) is necessary 

to test pairwise comparison. When comparing the stimuli taste and environmental sustainability, 

it is indicated that environment has a statistically significant higher mean rank and consequently 

has a bigger impact on PI. When comparing taste and social sustainability, the second stimulus 

has a significantly higher mean rank. Looking at taste and economic sustainability, the mean 

rank is relatively similar, and the difference is not statistically significant, as the p-value is .447. 

The difference in the mean rank between environmental and social sustainability is statistically 

significant with a p-value of .003, indicating that environmental sustainability has a bigger 

impact on PI. Comparing environmental and economic sustainability, the mean rank in 

environmental sustainability is significantly higher (p-value < .001). The last comparison 

indicates that social sustainability is more important than economic with statistical significance 

(p-value < .001) 

To conclude, it can be seen that environmental sustainability has the highest impact on PI, 

whereas taste (the no sustainability initiative) has the lowest impact. 
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Mann-Whitney pairwise comparison 
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12.2 Hypothesis 2 – Further Analysis 

Independent variable: each type of initiative 
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12.3 Hypothesis 4 – Further Analysis 
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12.4 Hypothesis 6 – Further Analysis 

 

4 types of initiatives: 

 

12.5 Hypothesis 7 – Further Analysis 

 

Independent variable with 4 groups 
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12.6 Full Model – Further Analysis 

PROCESS with 4 types of stimuli 
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