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Abstract
The emergence of a corporate culture of investments in sustainability has presented many
opportunities and challenges in understanding consumer behavior. In a world of choices, the
reasons consumers purchase one product over another can be driven by a multitude of factors.
One central tenet affecting the environmentally conscious consumers’ Purchase Intent (PI)
towards a company that may or may not demonstrate the same environmental ideas as them
lies in the company’s Brand Equity. The assumption is that strong relationships between
consumers and the brand equity they place on companies help create stronger, more favorable
brand associations, improving brand preference and consequently influencing levels of
consumer acceptance. So even though, there is a growing evidence that consumers’ PI are
highly correlated with companies that demonstrate a sustainability component, by integrating
the literature on Brand Equity and Brand Preferences, this paper hopes to investigate how
then does Brand Equity affect consumers’ PI towards companies with a demonstrated
commitment to sustainability?
Keywords: sustainability, branding, brand equity, green marketing, purchase intent, green
audience, corporate social responsibility
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Introduction
Let us start with an illustrative example. Imagine that an environmentally conscious consumer
named Harvey who also happens to be an active member in his university’s sustainability
council, is having orange juice from his favorite brand called Suave Farms. Harvey has been
drinking this brand of juice for the longest time based on its unique taste and brand promise of
premium orange juice “fresh from the grove.” Suave Farms’ story is that the orange juice is
fresh, never frozen, and never from concentrate. Harvey has judged the taste of other orange
juice brands by the taste of Suave Farms and is convinced that other brands couldn’t match its
fresh taste. In this way, Suave Farms are successful in highlighting unique, authentic elements of
their brand that are meaningful to consumers like Harvey, giving him no reason to switch to
another brand. But as he reads about the brand on the label, he sees that they grow their oranges
using pesticides and to his surprise the juice contains artificial flavors. It turns out that the reality
of Suave Farms’ product is very different from the story told by the company’s slogans. As
Harvey sips his orange juice, he is likely not only forming a judgment about Suave Farms’
orange juice, he is also forming judgments about the brand’s exemption from a commitment to
sustainability and environmental awareness (Gürhan‐Canli, 2003). However, because of
Harvey’s long term brand preference towards Suave Farms he may have developed strong
emotional ties with this brand, and values that more than their poor commitment to sustainability.
Then it may very well be the case that Suave Farms branding has a stronger effect on Harvey’s
preference despite its lack of commitment towards sustainability. Sustainability may not always
be an asset, even if most consumers like Harvey care about social and environmental issues. The
degree to which Suave Farm’s unsustainable practices could potentially diminish Harvey’s brand
preference depends on the type of benefit consumers like him most value for this product
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category. For this reason, it is uncertain whether Harvey will switch to a sustainable juice brand
or continue purchasing from Suave Farms.
In general, while consumers report caring about sustainability, there exists a wide gap
between their attitudes and actual behavior as we saw from Harvey’s example (Auger &
Devinney, 2007; White & Simpson, 2013). So despite strong evidence suggesting that people
favor those companies with a demonstrated a commitment to sustainability, why is it then that
consumers continue purchasing from unsustainable brands? One central tenet explaining this gap
lies in the company’s Brand Equity. Consumers often tend to resist engaging in activities if their
preference towards a particular brand is low despite its goal of promoting a more societal good
(Nolan, 2008; White & Peloza, 2009).
That being said, there is not much academic literature on how brand equity affects a
consumer’s PI from brands who demonstrate a strong commitment to sustainability. I address
two main questions in this research: First, does the presence of a positive sustainable attribute
result in the expectation of an overall higher (lower) brand preference (disfavor) towards that
brand? Second, as a consequence of this association, would there be a positive (negative) effect
of a brand’s investment in sustainability on consumer’s PI if brand equity is taken into account?
We answer these questions by conducting a survey on 2 competing smartphone brands
that differ by their sustainable (unsustainable) component. By analyzing the result from the
survey, I hope to test the framework on how then does consumers’ PI from sustainable
companies change if we account for brand equity. Specifically, using different conditions in the
questionnaire, I show that brand equity affects the purchasing decision of consumers like Harvey
who may not be willing to change from unsustainable Suave Farms to an alternative sustainable
brand of orange juice.
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Scattered empirical studies have recently shifted focus on the nature of brand equity and
on its role in improving the market performance and financial success of products whose
names influence their levels of consumers’ PI (Aaker, 1991; Leuthesser, 1988; Maltz ,1991).
The assumption is that strong relationships between consumers and the brand equity they place
on companies help create stronger, more favorable brand associations, improving brand
preference, and consequently influencing levels of consumer acceptance. So even though,
there is a growing evidence that consumers’ PI and are highly correlated with companies that
demonstrate a sustainability component, by integrating the literature on brand equity and
brand preferences, my thesis hopes to investigate how then does brand equity affect
consumers’ PI towards companies with a demonstrated commitment to sustainability?
As reflected in our example of Harvey, consumers like him who elicit a positive
emotional response with a brand as a result of its use have some degree of predispositional
commitment toward that brand (Aaker, 1991; Assael, 1998; Beatty & Kahle, 1988; Jacoby &
Chestnut, 1978). Brand Preference is one of the measurements of Brand Equity via consumer
perception (e.g. awareness, brand associations, perceived quality) (Keller, 1993). For the
nature of my study, this will be later explored in the methodology section where I measure
brand equity by a by a consumer-behavior approach that will include brand preference on
paying a price differential
It should come as no surprise that sustainability is transforming the minds of most
consumers who do in fact consider environmental factors when purchasing products (Barr &
Gilg, 2006). As will be developed in the literature review portion of this paper, this is
consistent with research on the concept of green consumerism by viewing each individual’s
consumption behavior as a series of purchase decisions (Peattie, 1999). Similarly, Amyx
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(1994) found that individuals who were highly knowledgeable about environmental issues
were more willing to pay a premium price for green products and purchase from companies
with a strong commitment to sustainability than those individuals who lacked such knowledge.
Environmental concern has become a socially accepted norm for a large segment of American
society (Crimmins, 1991; Freeman, 1989; Shwepker & Cornwell, 1991). 90% of American
consumers say that they are concerned about the environmental consequences of their
purchases, and 75% say they include environmental considerations in their purchasing
decisions (Kleiner, 1991) or call themselves ‘green’. Prior research looks into the impact of
general environmental concern on consumer PI. When encouraging consumers to engage in
sustainable behaviors, marketers and public policy advocates often capitalize on the persuasive
power of social norms (e.g., Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren ,1990; Goldstein, Cialdini, &
Griskevicius, 2008). For this reason, marketers have called for additional research regarding
the (a) predictors of sustainable, prosocial consumers to behave in a sustainable manner
(Costanzo,1986), and (b) how one should act on the gap between voiced attitudes and
behaviors in regards to sustainable (unsustainable) consumption.
This research therefore makes several important theoretical and practical contributions.
First, individuals’ concern about the environment is measurably growing and showing the extent
to which consumers are willing and able to differentiate between products and brands on the
basis of social and environmental performance provides corroborating evidence to this
theoretical area. Second, this research carries important implications for branding theorists as
well as marketers by showing that brand equity affects actual consumer PI regardless of whether
that individual is environmentally conscious and is predicted to make environmentally conscious
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decisions. Third, it also demonstrates that ethnicity and economic diversity of consumers can
affect their PI towards companies with sustainability.
Finally, this research also explores brand marketing that has been used to satisfy multiple
objectives. Goals for companies who implement successful sustainable programs through
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) i.e. sustainability, environmental policies are able to
“create a differential advantage through an enhanced corporate image with consumers”
(Lichtenstein, Drumwright, & Braig, 2000) and successfully “differentiate themselves from the
competition by building an emotional, even spiritual, bond with consumers” (Meyer ,1999). In
this way, we are able to examine how companies with CSR can affect consumer perceptions of
how sustainable the company is, and how this perception drives consumers’ actual green
behavior.
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Literature Review
This section presents the theoretical background and conceptual development in trying to explain
how does brand equity affect consumers’ PI from sustainable brands. First, I will explore the
relationship between consumers and the brand equity they place on companies and how this help
creates strong, favorable brand associations, improving brand preference, and consequently
influencing levels of consumer acceptance. Second, I will show corroborating evidence on the
findings of how consumers’ concern about the environment is positively correlated with their
willingness to pay a price premium for sustainably produced goods. Lastly, I will look into what
happens to consumers’ PI towards companies that have a demonstrated commitment towards
sustainability, if brand equity is taken into account.

Measuring Brand Equity through Consumer Brand Preference
Creating a strong brand equity is the goal of many companies because of the array of
possible benefits that may result. To better understand how to build brand equity, a number of
different models and viewpoints of brand building have been put forth (Farquhar 1989; Aaker
and Joachimsthaler 2000). Essentially all the theoretical approaches one way or another interpret
branding effects in terms of consumer knowledge about the brand and how that knowledge
affects consumer behavior. Keller (2001) depicts customer-based brand equity as a way of
showing just how powerful a consumer’s attitude toward a brand can be to that brand’s success.
Usually designed as a pyramid, customer-based brand equity shows companies how to lay the
foundation that creates a positive attitude toward a brand, and how to capitalize on attitudes and
loyalties of their consumers. In other words, the brand equity is in what resides in the minds of
consumers.
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That is, the power of a brand lies in what consumers have learned, felt, seen, and heard about the
brand resulting to a strong brand preference.
If growing brand equity is the key to future business success, it makes sense that one
should have a way to quantify and measure such equity. One of the common ways of measuring
brand equity is through consumer’s preference towards the brand (Keller 1998). While that
preference could be determined in various ways, in this paper I have defined brand preference to
include brand recognition its perception, and consumer satisfaction with the overall brand
features. This will be measured by a consumer-behavior approach that will include brand
preference on paying a price differential (Myers, 2003). It is well documented that attitudes alone
are generally a poor predictor of marketplace behavior. On the other hand, consumer perceptions
are clearly a precursor to behavioral manifestations of brand equity. And, as Biel (1992)
observed “Consumer behavior is, at root, driven by perceptions of a brand. While behavioral
measures of purchase describe the existence of equity, they fail to reveal what is in the hearts and
minds of consumers that is actually driving equity.”
That being said, there does exist a large number of alternatives to measure brand equity,
but no single measure is ideal. According to Lipman (1989), there is not even agreement on the
relative strengths and weakness of each measure. Financial theorists, such as Simon and
Sullivan, argue that the best techniques for measuring brand equity rely on objective, marketbased data which allow comparisons over time and across companies. To them, the use of
consumer attitudes and preferences is flawed due to their inherent subjectivity. Many marketers
argue, on the other hand, that while brands do have value to various constituencies, it is the
consumer who first determines brand equity (Farquhar, 1989; Crimmins, 1992). The present
study relies on a consumer-based, perceptual measure of brand equity.
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Sustainability Marketing Tools’ effect on Consumers’ Brand Preference
Over the past years concern about the environment and sustainability have become not
only a significant public issue but also a crucial topic in academic literature. A positive change
within consumers’ behavior towards environmental related products can be seen due to the
increased level of environmental awareness since the 1970s (Alwit & Pitts, 1996). This change
has contributed to the start of companies incorporating sustainable and environmental practices
as part of their Corporate Social Responsibility. According to Hartmann and Ibanez (2006)
investment in sustainability as part of marketing efforts generally focuses on the efficiency of
cognitive persuasion strategies, and believes that the consumer’s high involvement concerning
environmental issues is an effect of growing environmental knowledge. That being said,
marketers experienced a specific backlash (Wong, 1996) when they apprehended that consumers
concern, their positive attitude towards environment and sustainable products did not quite
translate into positive brand preference resulting into purchasing behavior (Schrum, 1995). For
example, one study suggests that through 40% of consumers’ report that they are willing to buy
“green products,” only 4% actually do so (United Nations Environment Programme 2005, p.15).
The challenge for marketers has been in understanding predictors of sustainable, prosocial
consumer behaviors (Menon & Menon, 1997; Mick, 2006), in part because. it is often difficult to
encourage consumers to behave in a sustainable manner (Costanzo, 1986; Luchs, 2010). An issue
that arises in contexts of sustainable consumption behaviors is that consumers often tend to resist
purchasing from sustainable brands, and there appears to be a significant gap between
consumers’ explicit attitudes toward sustainable products and their brand preference.
I propose that though sustainability may be valued in and of itself, it doesn’t matter if consumers
undervalue the overall brand equity of that product. This can idea can be related to the concept of
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sustainability liability. Sustainability liability is not a new concept; it happens when having a
sustainable attribute does not give consumers enough reason to influence their preferences and
evaluations of the product (Luchs, 2010). For example, in our example of Harvey and his
dilemma in continuing to buy from the unsustainable brand, Suave Farms, he may likely
continue buying from them:
1. The benefit of sustainability in an alternative orange juice brand is offset by its strong brand
equity to such an extent that he will prefer the unsustainable, Suave Farms even though he may
care about sustainability issues.
2. He values brand equity of Suave Farms more than he values sustainability.

I will explore a question that naturally follows from this proposition: What can marketers do to
overcome the sustainability liability (when it exists) when brand equity of that brand and the
alternative brand is considered, thus, to increase the appeal of sustainable products?

Theory and Hypothesis
There is evidence from the literature review, consumers view sustainable products
positively. Similarly, brands that incorporate sustainability as part of their CSR tend to have
favorable ratings than those brands who don’t. For example, the findings from a recent survey
revealed that sustainability initiatives impacted the fortunes of a brand as suggested from a
variety of different experimental studies done by academic researchers. These studies have used
controlled laboratory studies to ask consumers to evaluate brands that have beneficial CSR
initiatives (under treatment-group conditions) versus no such features (under control-group
conditions). The experimental results show that consumers will respond to brands with certain
CSR initiatives with more favorable ratings and a higher likelihood of choice. Echoing these
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findings, in another survey (Trudel & Cotte, 2008), consumers reported being willing to pay a
price premium for sustainably produced goods. Thus, sustainably seems to be a benefit for most
consumers.
Conversely, there is evidence that incorporating sustainability onto brands may not
always increase consumer brand preference. Although people value sustainability, it may not
necessarily follow that they prefer sustainable products. Or that sustainability is not enough to
counter balance a specific product’s other attributes. For example, researchers have found that
improving CSR, which refers to the ways a firm addresses societal and stakeholder obligations
(Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006), does not translate into benefits for the company (Luo &
Bhattacharya, 2001). It is also found that, when products are high quality, a positive CSR record
can lower purchase intentions, because people believe that CSR could be used as a marketing
technique to outweigh the product’s low rated attributes. (Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001).
This prior literature on CSR has primarily explored how a brand’s overall investment in
sustainability interacts with other firm-level attributes and consumer-level individual difference
variables (Luo &Bhattacharya, 2006) to influence evaluation of the company’s product lines that
show either an increase or decrease in brand preference.
The current research aim is broadly related to this prior work because I also consider
ways sustainable superiority might or might not result into an increase or decrease in consumer
preference for that brand. I propose a new factor that also influences consumers’ preferences for
sustainable products but results in a more complex relationship between sustainability and
preference-namely, the strength(weakness) of that company’s brand equity. Brand equity is in
what resides in the minds of consumers. The power of the brand lies in what consumers have
learned, seen, and perceived about the brand resulting to a strong brand preference. I argue that
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brand equity can positively or negatively affect consumers’ preference towards a brand with a
demonstrated commitment to sustainability. For this reason, if consumers like Harvey value
brand equity more than they value sustainability, they would inevitably consider buying from
brands including unsustainable brands if they have a stronger brand equity towards them. In the
current research, because of consumers’ associations with the relationship between brand equity
and sustainability, they may assume that products can be sustainable or have a high brand equity,
but not both.
Hypothesis
Documenting evidence in support of the proposed relationship between branding, brand
equity and sustainability not only is theoretically worthwhile but also has important practical
implications. For example, consumers are especially likely to value sustainability component and
forgo their brand equity in categories related to food and health and they are especially likely to
value brand equity and forego the sustainability component in electronic categories such as
smartphones and laptops. I propose that brand equity and sustainability should be incorporated
collectively allowing consumers to make purchasing decisions based on both these equally
important factors and not only have them choose one over the other. Similarly, what has been
lacking from previous academic research has been looking at how brand equity affects the
relationship between consumers who have a strong purchase intent from companies with a
demonstrated commitment to sustainability. Drawing on branding, sustainability marketing,
sociological theories, and using data from an online survey we attempt to test the following
hypothesis.

H1 Consumer Brand Preference towards a sustainable brand decreases if the alternative brand’s
BE outweighs its sustainability component.
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H2 Consumer Brand Preference towards a sustainable brand increases if the alternative brand’s
BE does not outweigh its sustainability component.
H3 When brands have both a strong brand equity and sustainability component, consumer
preference for that brand becomes stronger

Building on the relationship on how brand equity can affect the relationship between
consumer’s who have a strong PI from companies with a demonstrated commitment to
sustainability, it is also worthwhile to look at how consumers’ psychological valuation can play a
role in this. “Value” is defined as the importance individuals place on an issue or concern, which
can result in either moving towards or away from familiar consumption patterns (Dietz T,
Fitzgerald A & Shwom R, 2005). Accordingly, my focus will be on the influence these
psychological valuations have on individual’s judgement and choices like switching from their
former favorite brands to new brands as part of their adaptation to a new lifestyle (Gromet,
Kunreuther & Larrick, 2012).

As a secondary analysis, I will also be examining the importance individuals place on
sustainable brands as a function of their political ideology and the consequences these differing
psychological valuations have for consumer choices from switching from an unsustainable to a
sustainable brand- an extension to the research conducted by Gromet, Kunreuther & Larrick
(2012) on how promoting environment can negatively affect adoption of energy efficiency in the
United States because of political polarization surrounding environmental issues. I propose that
because of the two-political party system in the United States, the divergence on environmental
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issues produces a salient in-group/out group distinction in which value-based concerns are likely
to play an important role (Seyle DC & Newman ML, 2006). Thus,

H4 Left-leaning individuals are more likely to switch from an unsustainable brand to a
sustainable brand while they make a potential purchase than Right leaning individuals.
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Method
In this section, we describe our data, which were specifically collected for this study,
define our measures, and present the models used to test our hypotheses. Consumers’ intention to
buy from either a sustainable brand or an unsustainable brand were assessed with Likert type
scales, and questions based on consumer brand preference derived from the Behavioral
Intentions Battery (Zeithaml, 1996). The survey consisted of reading and answering questions on
two competing smartphone brands (British Telecommunications (BT) and SIEMENS) followed
by a questionnaire about themselves. After showing the description for the 2 brands that differed
by their sustainability component, and ratings for each of their product attributes, participants
were instructed by the following question: ‘Which smartphone brand would you potentially buy?
BT was depicted as the unsustainable brand and SIEMENS was depicted as the sustainable
brand. Explain your choice of product.’ The ideal context to test the framework on how
consumers’ Purchase Intention (PI) from sustainable companies change if we account for brand
equity and brand preference, three conditions were set up in the survey—(1) control and (2) Two
varying in brand equity for each smartphone. From here on, the conditions will be abbreviated as
follows:
1: Control – Equal BE,
2: Unsustainable Higher BE
3: Sustainable higher BE
For the control survey, we had same high ratings of 7 for each smartphone product attributes. For
the second condition, unsustainable brand smartphone had higher ratings leveraging its higher
brand equity than the sustainable brand smartphone that had a mix of medium-low ratings. For
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the third condition, sustainable brand smartphone had higher ratings than the unsustainable brand
smartphone that had a mix of medium-low ratings.
Participants
Participants (n = 478 individuals who reside in the USA; 256 males and 222 females; age
range 19-84 y: M = 36.78, SD = 12.53) were recruited via Amazon MTurk (whose research
panels meet the Code of Standards of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations)
and participated in this survey in exchange for monetary compensation. Participants were 76%
White/Caucasian, 4% Hispanic/Latino or Spanish Origin, 12% Asian, 7% Black or African
American and 1% American Indian/Alaska Native.
Procedure
At the beginning of the study, participants completed an instructional attention check
(adapted from ref. 41). Differing from previous uses of these attention checks, participants were
not excluded if they failed to answer the question correctly. Instead, they were informed their
answer was incorrect and were not allowed to continue to the study until they responded
correctly. Participants then were provided with a short description of two competing brands
(British Telecommunications (BT) and SIEMENS and were asked if they recognized i) either of
these brands ii) both or ii) none. I chose to ask this question, to see if consumers already had a
brand familiarity with the selected brand(s).
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Valuation
After reading the descriptions for each brand, one of the three conditions were shown
(presented in a random assignment order, but equally distributed among participants).
Participants were randomly assigned to see one of three conditions. This included a list of
5 features in the order of display screen, water resistant feature, battery, Augmented
Reality(AR), glass protection and phone using sustainable materials.
As mentioned earlier, to manipulate brand equity the survey consisted of 3 conditions:
Condition 1: Equal BE showed features that were equally highly ranked for both
smartphones.
Condition 2: Unsustainable Higher BE showed higher ratings for BT and mixed ratings
for SIEMENS.
Condition 3: Sustainable Higher BE showed higher ratings for SIEMENS and mixed
ratings for BT.
Ratings on a scale of 1 (Low Rating), 4 (Medium Rating) or 7 (High Rating) were
given for each feature as seen in Appendix 1.
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It was important to hide the actual purpose of the study through a good cover story and
making sure that the descriptions for each smartphone brand were fairly innocuous to
minimize the potential demand effects. It was important to make a distinction between
which of the two phones were sustainable. For the purpose of the study, I chose
SIEMENS as the sustainable phone brand. Experimenter demand effects refer to changes
in behavior by experimental subjects due to cues about what constitutes appropriate
behavior. They are usually a potential problem only when they are positively correlated
with the true experimental objectives' predictions. For this reason, it was crucial not to
give away instantly that the purpose of the study was to test consumers’ purchase
intention based on the sustainable feature of SIEMENS, but rather mask that component
with other features of the brand.
Based on the features and corresponding ratings for each phone, participants were asked
to decide which of the two phones they would potentially buy and give a reason for their
choice. The price for each smartphone was deliberately marked the same - approximately
$359 USD such that consumers would not make their choice of purchase based on price.
For measuring brand equity and purchase intention, participants indicated “how strongly
they preferred either of these phones” and “what would they expect to pay and what was
the most they would pay for each smartphones” respectively. The scale for brand equity
was anchored at 1(Preferred BT-unsustainable phone) to 7(Preferred SIMIENSsustainable phone) whereas participants could decide any arbitrary cost value for the
price premium.
1.1.1

Disclosure of sustainable brand information. After making their choice, this part

of the survey disclosed information on SIEMENS being a sustainable brand and BT
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not showing much progress in sustainability efforts. Based on this new information,
participants were asked if they wanted to change their choice of phone from the initial
response.
1.1.2

Support for sustainability. After completing these questions, participants were

asked about the extent to which they were “an environmentally conscious person
(Yes/No)” and following up with questions relating to “excessive packaging”,
“environmental degradation”, and “brands social responsibility beyond making
profit”. The scales were anchored at 1(strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).
1.1.3

Political Ideology. Participants indicated the extent to which they identified with

three political groups: Democrats, Independents, Republicans, on a scale from 1(very
liberal) to 3(very conservative). The midpoint of the scale was labeled as moderate.
The study concluded with participants answering questions about their demographics (age, sex,
race/ethnicity, work department, education level, and income level). For the purpose of the study,
I excluded Race/Ethnicity and Work Department from data analysis.
Measures
Dependent Variable
The key dependent variable, Brand Preference, is one of the measurements of Brand
Equity via consumer perception (e.g. awareness, brand associations, perceived quality) (Keller,
1993). As explained thoroughly in the literature review, this is measured by a consumer-behavior
approach that will include brand preference on paying a price differential consumer perception
rather than considering customer expectation as well (Lee & Hing, 1995; Parasuraman, Zeithml,
& Berry, 1985; Fick & Ritchie, 1991; Bojanic & Rosen, 1993; Bolton & Drew, 1991; Cronin &
Taylor, 1992;Saleh & Ryan, 1991). It is measured on a scale of 1 to 7 where BT and SIEMENS
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were on either sides of the spectrum respectively, such as 1 for ‘‘strongly prefer BT’’ and 7 for
‘‘strongly prefer SIEMENS’’.
Independent Variables and Controls
Similarly, independent variables included 3 conditions (To show varying Brand Equity)
— Condition 1: Equal BE, Condition 2: Unsustainable Higher BE, Condition 3:
Sustainable Higher BE —and several control variables.
1.1.4

Condition 1 (Control Condition: Equal BE). In this condition, the ratings for the
phones were set to be equal and allowed us to use this condition as a control group to
provide a baseline that allowed us to see the effect of branding on consumers’
purchase intention (PI) from sustainable companies (In this case, SIEMENS). In this
form of simplest controlled experiment, often referred to as an A/B test, participants
were randomly exposed to one of three conditions: Condition 1: Control (A), or
Condition 2 or Condition 3: Treatment (B) (Mason,1989; Keppel,1992). The key here
is ‘random’.

1.1.5

Condition 2 (Unsustainable Higher BE). In this condition, the ratings for the phones
were such that BT had higher ratings than SIEMENS. The BT ratings for this
condition was given the same ‘high’ ratings like the BT ratings in the control
condition, whereas SIEMENS was shown to rank ‘low’ in two features
only. Condition 2 is part of the Treatment(B) group. In this way, all other factors in
this condition are kept constant while manipulating only the experimental treatment,
allowing for potential establishment of a cause-effect relationship.

1.1.6

Condition 3 (Sustainable Higher BE). In this condition, the ratings for the phones
were such that SIEMENS had higher ratings than BT. The SIEMENS ratings for this
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condition was given the same ‘high’ ratings like the SIEMENS ratings in the control
condition, whereas BT was shown to rank ‘low’ in two features only. It was important
to make sure that the features that were ranked low were the same features that was
reflected to show similar low ratings from Condition 2. Condition 3 is also part of the
Treatment(B) group. In this way, all other factors in this condition are kept constant
while manipulating only the experimental treatment, allowing for potential
establishment of a cause-effect relationship.
1.1.7

Control variables. In addition, we measure several control variables including the
extent to how environmentally conscious a person is, their political ideology, and
some questions on participants’ demographics. We discuss each variable next.

1.1.8

Consumers’ attitude on environment. One way that Suchard and Polonski (1991)
stipulate that ecologically conscious will try to protect the environment would be
buying from sustainable brands. I measure consumer’s attitude on environment with a
question— “Are you an environmentally conscious person?” and code it 1 for yes and
0 otherwise. However, it is not clear how consumers’ willingness to buy from
sustainable brands will be correlated with other ecologically favorable behaviors.
Marketers must exercise caution when attempting to extend environmental initiatives
from one ecologically conscious behavior to another (Pickett, 1993).

1.1.9

Support for sustainability. The scales were anchored at 7-point scales ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” on the statements “I will not buy products
which have excessive packaging”, “When there is a choice, I always choose that
product which contributes to the least amount of environmental degradation” and
“Companies/Brands have a social responsibility beyond making profit” (Aaker, 1993)
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Note that I will be treating these as a single scale rather than three separate variables.
Webster (1975) found that the socially conscious consumer feels strongly that he/she
can do something about sustainability, environment and CSR and may try to consider
the social impact of his/her buying behavior.
1.1.10 Demographics an individual’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics can
influence how important he or she thinks about a brand’s investment in sustainability
when making a purchase. For this reason, questions relating to age, gender,
race/ethnicity, education level, income, and political ideologies are asked.

ANALYSIS & RESULTS
Models
Main Model I am interested in seeing how consumers who are willing to buy from brands with a
demonstrated commitment to sustainability (SIEMENS) changes if we account for their brand
equity. A multiple regression using OLS is used to assess this relationship.
The dependent variable is consumers’ preference for the sustainable smartphone brand. We
include 3 conditions that were created as Brand Equity variables—Condition 1 (Equal BE),
Condition 2 (unsustainable high BE), Condition 3 (sustainable high BE) —as our independent
variables. I also control for consumers’ attitude on the environment, their support for
sustainability issues using the above mentioned 3 questions, political affiliation, and
demographics.
Therefore, our main model is:
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(1)
𝐵𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑖
= 𝐵0 + 𝛽1(𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ 𝐵𝐸 _𝐵𝑇) + 𝛽2(𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ 𝐵𝐸_𝑆𝐼𝑀) + 𝛽3(𝐸𝑉𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒)
+ 𝛽4(𝑃𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑔) + 𝛽5(𝐸𝑉 𝑑𝑒𝑔) − 𝛽6(𝐶𝑆𝑅) + 𝛽7(𝐴𝑔𝑒) − 𝛽8(𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛)
+ 𝛽9(𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟) + 𝛽10(𝑊𝑎𝑔𝑒) + 𝛽11(𝐷𝑒𝑚) − 𝛽12(𝑅𝑒𝑝)
Where,
i: Brand Preference i = 1, 2,…,I;
High BE_BT: Condition 2 where unsustainable brand, BT ranks higher than sustainable
brand, SIEMENS;
High BE_SIM: Condition 3 where sustainable brand, SIEMENS ranks higher than
unsustainable brand, BT;
EV attitude: Whether consumer is environmentally conscious; 1 for yes and 0 otherwise;
Packaging: How important is it to buy products which have excessive packaging (1-7) ;
EV deg: How important is it to choose that product which contributes to the least amount
of environmental degradation (1-7) ;
CSR: How important is it for companies/brands have a social responsibility beyond
making Profit (1-7);
Age: 18 >
Education: The number of years of education
Gender: 1 for male and 0 otherwise;
Wage: Household income;
Democrat: Participants indicated the extent to which they identified as a democrat;
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Republican: Participants indicated the extent to which they identified as a
republican
Equation 1 is an indicator function and the 𝜺, error term, has a normal distribution.
______________
Results
We begin by presenting descriptive results on how consumers’ brand preference compares across
the three conditions. Then we evaluate the impacts of brand equity, consumers’ attitude on the
environment and consumer demographics on brand preference using model results.

Main Model Results.
Brand Preference. Among the 473 respondents, 28.3% of people preferred BT, 15.93% were
neutral towards the brands, and 55.76% preferred SIEMENS. Without running regression, these
results show a surprisingly large percent of people preferring the sustainable brand, SIEMENS
over the unsustainable brand, BT. When tabulated across the 3 conditions (Control, High Brand
Equity for BT and High Brand Equity for SIEMENS), the results were as follow:
Graph 1 Brand Preference against 3 Conditions
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Impact of Brand Equity on Brand Preference. Table 4 presents model results for main effects of
the varying three conditions used to describe Brand Equity including all control variables. It is
seen that the model is statistically significant with a p value < 0.05 showing a statistically
significant relationship between Brand Preference and Brand Equity. It is note mentioning that
Brand Equity explains 33.6% of the variance in Brand Preference. As mentioned in the data
section, to measure the strengths of brand equity, 3 conditions were created - Condition 1
(Control Group) is automatically accounted as the reference category to which Conditions 2 and
3 are compared to. Here we see consistent and significant results for both Conditions 2 and 3
showing that Brand Equity is stastically significant in explaining Brand Preference with p < 0.05.
Condition 2. When Brand Equity for unsustainable brand, BT is high, that is, when overall
ratings of the features of BT score higher than that of the sustainable brand, SIEMENS, the
preference for buying from a sustainable brand (SIEMENS) becomes -1.63 lower than those in
Condition 1, control group. It is statistically significant with p < 0.05 and t = -9.16. This is
suggesting that preferences shift to prefer BT now despite BT not having a sustainability
component. Consequently, for Condition 3. When Brand Equity for sustainable brand,
SIEMENS is high, that is, when overall ratings of the features of SIEMENS score higher than
that of the unsustainable brand, BT, the preference for buying from a sustainable brand
(SIEMENS) becomes +0.79 higher than those in Condition 1, control group. It is also
statistically significant with p < 0.05 and t = 5.17. This is suggesting that brands that have both a
strong brand equity and sustainability component, consumer preference for that brand becomes
stronger.
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In other words, from Condition 2 it was seen that, more people chose the unsustainable brand,
BT over the sustainable brand, SIEMENS. It is evident from this result that consumer brand
preference increases if a consumer’s brand equity outweighs its sustainability and vice versa.
Similarly, if brands have both a sustainable component as well as a strong brand equity as seen
from Condition 3, consumer preference for that brand becomes stronger. Looking at the 95%
confidence interval, we contrast a comparison to show that this is in fact consistent with the
results. I hypothesized in H1 that Consumer Brand Preference towards sustainable product
decreases if a consumer’s brand equity outweighs its sustainability component and my results
showed that for Condition 1 consumer preference did in fact decrease by -1.63 showing
consistency with H1. Similarly, I hypothesized in H2 that Consumer Brand Preference towards
sustainable product increases if a consumer’s brand equity does not outweighs its sustainability
component and my results showed that for Condition 2 consumer preference did in fact increase
by 0.79 showing consistency with H2. H3 When brands have both a strong brand equity and
sustainability component, consumer preference for that brand becomes stronger is also
supported by this result.
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Table 1: Main Model Summary
Model

R

R
square

1

.594

.343

Table 2: OLS regression result
Model 1
Cond (ref: control)
HighBE_BT
HighBE_SIM

-1.63 *** (.000)
.794 *** (.000)

Age

.0004*** (.000)

Education

-.097*** (.061)

Wage

.053*** (.0149)

Gender (ref: female)
Male

-.112*** (.413)

Consumer Attitudes

.116*** (.008)

Constant

5.295*** (.000)

Notes: Standard errors are presented in parentheses. * p < .05,** p < .01, *** p < .001

To illustrate this result, let’s go back to our initial example of Harvey. According to this finding,
Harvey will continue repurchasing from Suave Farms regardless of their poor commitment to
sustainability. Harvey’s long term loyalty to Suave Farms in the form of brand equity hold
stronger than his commitment to sustainability.
Secondary Model.
I was also interested to see how many people changed their willingness to buy from
unsustainable brand, BT to sustainable brand, SIEMENS after disclosing information on how
one brand was more sustainable than the other. Furthermore, I wanted to examine the importance
individuals place on sustainability concerns as a function of their political ideology. A Probit
model is used to assess this relationship.
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In this case, the dependent variable becomes the consumer’s willingness to change from
unsustainable brand, BT to sustainable brand, SIEMENS. A dummy variable was generated to
code this response - 1 for “wanting to change to SIEMENS” and 0 otherwise. We include
people’s political ideology that was captured on a likert scale of 1 (democrat), 2 (independent)
and 3 (republican) as our independent variable. I also control for consumers’ brand preference
and demographics. Therefore, our secondary model is:
(2)
𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑆𝐼𝐸𝑀𝐸𝑁𝑆𝑖
= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1(𝐷𝑒𝑚) − 𝛽2(𝑅𝑒𝑝) + 𝛽3(𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓) + 𝛽4(𝐴𝑔𝑒) + 𝛽5(𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ𝐸𝑑𝑢)
− 𝛽6(𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟) + 𝛽7(𝑊𝑎𝑔𝑒)
Where,
i: Change to SIEMENS i = 1 for “yes” and 0 otherwise;
Democrat: Participants indicated the extent to which they identified as a democrat;
Republican: Participants indicated the extent to which they identified as a
republican;
Brand Preference: How much they preferred either of the smartphones (BT:1 Neutral: 4
SIEMENS:7);
Age: 18 > ;
Gender: 1 for male and 0 otherwise;
Wage: Household income;
HighEdu: More than 4 years of education is characterized as 1 and 0 otherwise
Equation 2 is an indicator function and the 𝜀, error term, has a standard normal distribution.
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Secondary Model Results.
Consumers’ willingness to change to SIEMENS. After giving respondents information on
sustainability, the question “Which phone will you potentially buy?” was prompted again.
Amongst the 464 respondents that answered the question, 70.47% were willing to change to
SIEMENS, while only 29.37% remained to stick with BT.
Table 3 Consumers’ willingness to change to SIEMENS

Impact of political ideology on consumer’s willingness to change to SIEMENS. Political
ideology provides a shared belief and value system through which people view and react to the
world around them. In the United States, ideology is likely to be a major determinant of the value
that people place on issues related to sustainability and the environment. To see this effect, I
conducted a probit regression model to calculate the predicted probability of consumer’s
willingness to switch to SIEMENS, the sustainable brand. The overall model is statistically
significant with p< 0.05 and Political Ideology explains 37.5% variance in consumer’s
willingness to change to a sustainable brand. From the regression results below, it is seen that,
the coefficient for democrats is positive. Consistent with H4, this means that democrats are likely
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to switch to a sustainable brand, SIEMENS. Looking at the marginal effects (dy/dx), it is seen
that a one unit change in the democrat variable, increases the probability of switching to
sustainable brand by 0.036. Consistent with H4, the coefficient for republicans is negative. This
means that a decrease in republicans decreases the predicted probability of switching to a
sustainable brand. Looking at the marginal effects (dy/dx), it is seen that a one unit change in the
republican variable, decreases the probability of switching to sustainable brand by 0.020.
Table 4 Average marginal effects for consumer’s willingness to change to SIEMENS
dy/dx
Polit (ref: Indep)
Democrat
Republican

Model 2

Age

.0002*** (.001)

Education

.002*** (.051)

Wage

-.010*** (.008)

Gender (ref: female)
Male

-.042*** (.031)

Consumer Attitudes

.116*** (.008)

Constant

5.295*** (.000)

.035 *** (.037)
-.018 *** (.044)

Notes: Standard errors are presented in parentheses. * p < .05,** p < .01, *** p < .001

Impact of Demographic variables on consumer’s willingness to change to SIEMENS. From the
analysis, it was interesting to see the demographics of consumers that were willing to change to a
sustainable brand. As expected, people who had more than 4 years of education (More than
college), increased the predicted probability of wanting to switch to a sustainable brand than
those with less than 4 years of education (Less than college). Looking at the marginal effects
(dy/dx), it is seen that a one unit change in the attaining higher education variable, increases the
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probability of switching to sustainable brand by 0.113 more than those who did not attain higher
education. Consequently being a male and having a higher wage decreased the predicted
probability of wanting to switch to a sustainable brand in comparison to women and lower wage
respectively.
Discussion
To continue with the main model results, although brand preference is not the only highly loaded
variable in the factor of brand equity, it was found to be the most important element affecting
consumers’ Purchase Intention (PI) on sustainable brand (SIEMENS) considering all potential
co-variables as controls in this specific survey. From this finding, it shows us that it doesn’t
matter how environmentally conscious consumers are, if they continue buying from a
unsustainable brand over a sustainable brand. From our results, it can be inferred that consumers
value brand equity more than they value a brand’s commitment to sustainability as we saw from
Condition 2.
To illustrate this, let us go back to Harvey’s dilemma on whether he should continue buying
from Suave Farms after disclosing information that Suave Farms was unsustainable. From what
our analysis can tell, Harvey may likely continue buying from Suave Farms as his brand
preference holds a stronger effect in his purchasing decision than his view on overall brands’
commitment to sustainability. For this reason, sustainability may not always be an asset, even if
most consumers like Harvey care about social and environmental issues. The degree to which
sustainability enhances preference depends on the type of benefit consumers most value for the
product category in question.
In this research, it was demonstrated that even though SIEMENS clearly had a higher rating in
sustainability in all 3 conditions, ceteris paribus, showing that it was superior in this attribute,
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than BT, when considering potentially buying a phone. I am speculating that consumers may
have viewed Siemens as relatively inferior in other attributes of the phone which is why
consumers picked BT despite being unsustainable in comparison to SIEMENS. This implies that
the presence of a positive sustainable attribute could result in the expectation of an overall lower
brand preference towards that brand. As a consequence of these associations, the positive effect
of SIEMENS’ sustainability on consumer purchase intent is reduced when consumers’ brand
equity is valued, resulting in purchase intent and brand preference for BT, the less sustainable
smartphone alternative.
So what does this mean in the marketing world? From this finding, it can be suggested that it
isn't just enough for brands to say that they are sustainable in the hopes of capturing a larger
market segmentation. Brands should aim most of its advertising efforts at explicitly enhancing
consumer awareness on sustainable attributes so that consumers at least consider that brand in
the evoked set of choice alternatives. However, it is also equally important to explicitly provide
information in that brand’s product strengths. This information could be used to reassure
consumers that sustainable products like SIEMENS also perform well, even when consumers
may have a stronger brand equity towards unsustainable brands like BT.
In addition, this research was also able to demonstrate how political polarization has an effect on
consumer’s willingness to change from an unsustainable (BT) to a sustainable (SIEMENS)
brand. Research on political ideology affecting sustainable attitudes and choices (Gromet,
Larrick Kunreuther, 2012) suggest that the importance consumers place on sustainability and
environmental related issues is a function of their political ideologies potentially resulting in
unsustainable consumption as we saw from Model 2 results. Compared with those on the
political left, right-leaning individuals are more likely to dismiss concerns about climate change
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and to favor policies that protect free market opportunities for businesses by minimizing
environmental regulation (McCright AM & Dunlap RE, 2011). Going forward, more research is
needed to examine how the relationship between political ideology and the valuation of
environmental and sustainability issues varied cross culturally and influences attitudes towards
the choices about switching from unsustainable to sustainable brands. These results also speak to
the importance of understanding that people’s brad preference can be based on noneconomic
sources of value. My research results complement previous research in demonstrating the
influence of identity related concerns on people’s economic decision (Akerlof GA & Kranton
RE, 2010).
Conclusion
Growing concerns about a variety of social and environmental issues may be ushering in
an era in which concern about sustainability crosses the chasm (Moore 1991) from a fringe
movement espoused by a segment of consumers to a broader trend that influences the
consumption patterns of the mainstream market. Issues such as sustainability and resource usage
present real threats that society must confront, and they also present significant opportunities for
marketers to incorporate this into their branding business model further strengthening their brand
equity. Brands that successfully respond to these concerns by developing and promoting
products that appeal to consumers’ environmental values can benefit society. How to
strategically promote that should be considered as we saw from our result that many people did
not choose a sustainable brand because their value on brand equity was stronger. The goal of this
research was to demonstrate that product sustainability, though appealing as a virtue on its own,
can be either a liability or an asset with respect to consumer preferences and choice if brand
equity is taken into consideration. The effect of sustainability on preference is not uniformly
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positive (or negative) because the presence of brand equity affects consumers’ purchase intent
from companies with a demonstrated commitment to sustainability.
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Appendix
Survey Questionnaire
Survey Method
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(Maybe a question on a simple mathematics problem to check whether participant is following
instructions)
Introduction
Dear participant,
Thank you for participating in this study. Before getting started we just have two simple
questions for you to answer.
Do you recognize either of these brands (both, either or none)?

British Telecommunication(BT) is one
of the world’s leading
communications services
companies, serving the needs of
customers in the UK and across the
world

SIEMENS is a German
company and the largest
manufacturing and
electronics company in
Europe with branch offices
abroad.

STEP 2 (Introduce the new phones for each brand)
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BT
British Telecommunications PLC provides communications solutions and services. The
Company offers networked IT services, telecommunications, national and international
telecommunications services, broadband and internet products and services. British
Telecommunications serves customers worldwide.
In 2018, BT will mark its 30th anniversary being in the USA and it has something major planned
to celebrate the occasion. They are more than a year away from the launch of this new
smartphone, but because of BT's ambitious plans for the device, there are already an abundance
of rumors hinting at the impressive features coming in the 2018 BT smartphone.
The 2018 smartphone release will showcase a phone that uses Augmented Reality (AR). That’s
right, using just the camera on your phone, you can point it somewhere ‘live’ to get an
information overlay of where you can find the nearest cafes or dining places, for example. In
doing so, BT sure is moving on to bigger and bolder design, shaking up the smartphone industry.
Simply put, AR makes available more information for us users by combining computer data to
what we see in real life.
Using this feature will most likely make the BT phone release will most definitely outcompete
the Apple and Samsung Galaxys of the world.

SIEMENS
SIEMENS is a German company and the largest manufacturing and electronics company in
Europe with branch offices abroad
In 2018, SIEMENS will mark its 30th anniversary being in the USA and it has something major
planned to celebrate the occasion. They are more than a year away from the launch of their new
smartphone, but because of SIEMENS's ambitious plans for the device, there are already an
abundance of rumors hinting at the impressive features coming in the 2018 SIEMENS
smartphone.
The 2018 smartphone release will showcase a phone that uses Augmented Reality (AR). That’s
right, using just the camera on your phone, you can point it somewhere ‘live’ to get an
information overlay of where you can find the nearest cafes or dining places, for example. In
doing so, BT sure is moving on to bigger and bolder design, shaking up the smartphone industry.
Simply put, AR makes available more information for us users by combining computer data to
what we see in real life.
Using this feature will most likely make the BT phone release will most definitely outcompete
the Apple and Samsung Galaxys of the world.
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STEP 3 (Characteristics of each brand, which one are you likely to buy)
CONDITION 1
Which Telecommunication (BT or SIEMENS) smartphone would you buy given the following
characteristics and how they rank (High (10), Low (1), Medium (5))?

OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
Wireless charging will be introduced with the
new BT smartphone. Markos Barry, an
analyst at BT-Ireland, claims the new feature
– a first for the smartphone industry – was
revealed by BT’s mobile supply chain

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
With the 2018 smartphone release, SIEMENS
will finally reach its goal to “achieve a netzero impact on the world’s supply of
sustainable virgin fiber” — in other words, by
2018 it will reach its goal to achieve a
worldwide net-zero carbon footprint by 2030.

CONDITION 2

Which Telecommunication (BT or SIEMENS) smartphone would you buy given the following
characteristics and how they rank (High (10), Low (1), Medium (5))?
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OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (5)

OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Augmented Reality feature (5)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
Wireless charging will be introduced with the
new BT smartphone. Markos Barry, an
analyst at BT-Ireland, claims the new feature
– a first for the smartphone industry – was
revealed by BT’s mobile supply chain

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
With the 2018 smartphone release, SIEMENS
will finally reach its goal to “achieve a netzero impact on the world’s supply of
sustainable virgin fiber” — in other words, by
2018 it will reach its goal to achieve a
worldwide net-zero carbon footprint by 2030.

CONDITION 3

Which Telecommunication (BT or SIEMENS) smartphone would you buy given the following
characteristics and how they rank (High (10), Low (1), Medium (5))?
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OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (5)

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
Wireless charging will be introduced with the
new BT smartphone. Markos Barry, an
analyst at BT-Ireland, claims the new feature
– a first for the smartphone industry – was
revealed by BT’s mobile supply chain

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (5)
With the 2018 smartphone release, SIEMENS
will finally reach its goal to “achieve a netzero impact on the world’s supply of
sustainable virgin fiber” — in other words, by
2018 it will reach its goal to achieve a
worldwide net-zero carbon footprint by 2030.

CONDITION 4

Which Telecommunication (BT or SIEMENS) smartphone would you buy given the following
characteristics and how they rank (High (10), Low (1), Medium (5))?
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OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (5)

OLED displays instead of the traditional
liquid crystal display (LCD) screens. (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (10)

Feature an advanced Artificial Intelligence
including two personalities (5)

Augmented Reality feature (5)
Water and Dust Proofing (10)
Wireless charging will be introduced with the
new BT smartphone. Markos Barry, an
analyst at BT-Ireland, claims the new feature
– a first for the smartphone industry – was
revealed by BT’s mobile supply chain

Augmented Reality feature (10)
Water and Dust Proofing (5)
With the 2018 smartphone release, SIEMENS
will finally reach its goal to “achieve a netzero impact on the world’s supply of
sustainable virgin fiber” — in other words, by
2018 it will reach its goal to achieve a
worldwide net-zero carbon footprint by 2030.

STEP 4 Purchase Intention & Price Premium
(Using a slider scale)
Which Phone would you potentially buy?
BT
What do you expect to pay for the BT phone?
What is the most you will pay?
SIEMENS
What do you expect to pay for the SIEMENS phone?
What is the most you will pay?
STEP 5 Are you EV conscious?
(Using a slider scale)
I will not buy products which have excessive packaging.
When there is a choice, I always choose that product which contributes to the least amount of
environmental degradation.
I buy high efficiency light bulbs to save energy.
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STEP 5 Who you are
The following questions ask about you. The information below is strictly confidential and will
only be used for research purposes.
Gender
Male
Female
Other
Please indicate your age group
18-25
26-35
36-45
46 or above
What best describes your level of education?
Some high school
High school graduate or equivalent
Trade or vocational degree
Some college
Associate degree
Bachelor’s degree
Graduate or professional degree
Area of employment
Political Affiliation
Which one of the following ranges includes your total yearly household income before taxes?
Under $20,000
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $69,999
$70,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $149,999
$150,000 or more
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