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Abstract

Sustainability has moved from a point of differentiation to a baseline expectation in
the United Kingdom consumer market, yet firms continue to price sustainable ranges
without reliable evidence on whether consumers will pay more for them. However,
although some previous research has found that the perceptions of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) do increase purchase intention, it is largely carried out in
non-UK contexts and has measured intention not monetary sacrifice, and no work
has modelled green trust and perceived greenwashing in the same framework of

willingness to pay premium. This dissertation addresses those gaps.

Grounded in signalling theory, the study explores the effect of CSR on consumers'
willingness to pay for a premium sustainable product in the UK, with the hypothesis
that green trust acts as a mediator and perceived greenwashing as a moderator. The
study was of quantitative nature with positivist, deductive and mono method design.
The cross sectional self-administered online questionnaire using validated
seven-point scales resulted in 100 responses, with 82 subsequently being included
after screening. Reliability and factor analysis, hierarchical regression, bootstrapped
mediation and moderation analysis were used for data analysis with IBM SPSS

Statistics.

Perceived CSR had a significant positive total effect on willingness to pay a premium
(B = .489, p <.001) and a very strong effect on green trust (B = .796, p <.001), which
in turn predicted premium willingness (B = .614, p < .001). The mediation of green
trust was complete; that is, the indirect pathway was significant (95% CI [0.211,
0.726]) while the direct path became null. The conditional effects were as
hypothesised although the perceived greenwashing did not significantly moderate
the relationship (p = .071) and greenwashing perception was close to universal in the
sample (M = 6.54 on seven-point scale). Uncorrelated attitudinal and monetary
measures of the premium (r = .076), and a finding that was not hypothesised, proved
to be the most consequential, as perceived CSR predicted the stated monetary

premium (p = .029) whereas green trust did not.



The study makes a contribution to signalling theory by demonstrating that CSR is not
a standalone purchasing power in a mature market but is only credible on the
receiver side, and by revealing a two-stage process whereby trust is established to
make the premium credible, and a separate valuation takes place for the size of the
premium. For managers, it means that investment should not be focused on volume
of claims, but on evidence; communications should be based on scepticism, and
premium should be accepted and premium size must be handled differently. These
results are limited by the small non-probability sample, by the fact that they are
stated rather than revealed preference, by acquiescence bias and the
cross-sectional design, and are not generalisable to the UK population as the

relationships investigated are just indicative.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility; willingness to pay a premium; green trust;
perceived greenwashing; signalling theory; sustainable consumption; United

Kingdom.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Rationale

1.1 Research Background

Sustainability is no longer a fringe issue but has become a major focus of consumer
market competition in the United Kingdom (UK). Corporate social responsibility
(CSR) has become less of a differentiator and more of a baseline expectation for
British consumers (Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024), which is the case for most consumers
globally. Retailers and FMCG manufacturers and fashion brands are now competing
on carbon footprint, ethical sourcing and packaging, and with greater disclosure
requirements and increasing scrutiny of green claims, the need to communicate
sustainability credibly is becoming more important (Duong, 2024). The competition
has thus shifted away from the behaviour of the firms to whether consumers
perceive it and reward it in the marketplace. This is a particular feature of the UK
context: high inflationary pressures on the cost of living, and the emergence of a
more regulated advertising landscape where spurious green claims are under
scrutiny for enforcement, such that a firm's credibility over their CSR stance has a
direct impact on their pricing space (Duong, 2024). Sustainability has become a
commercial variable as a result, for managers, that is no longer a reputational

overlay, it's a variable that impacts margin, positioning and consumer loyalty.

This change is reflected in consumer spending intentions. According to PwC's Voice
of the Consumer Survey in 2024, which included over 20,000 consumers from 31
territories, four out of five consumers indicated that they would pay a higher price for
products that are produced sustainably, with an average price premium of 9.7%
(PwC, 2024). However, this hope is dampened by the fact that UK evidence shows
that sustainable consumer behaviour is not yet widespread; according to Deloitte's
2024 Sustainable Consumer study, which surveyed more than 2,000 UK adults, 62
per cent of them cite cost as a reason for not making greener choices, while 36 per
cent are willing to pay more, with the rest undecided or unwilling (Deloitte, 2024).
This is a tension between expressed excitement and price pressure as depicted in
Figure 1.1 and indicates that willingness to pay is not unconditional. The disparity

between a premium stated globally and the far lower percentages of consumers in



the UK who state a willingness to pay one highlights the need to explore factors that
influence such behaviour (PwC, 2024; Deloitte, 2024).

80%

80 1

Percentage of consumers

Willing to pay Average stated UK: cite cost as UK: willing to
more, global premium % barrier pay more
(PwC 2024) (PwC 2024) (Deloitte 2024) (Deloitte 2024)

Figure 1.1: Consumer willingness to pay for sustainable products: global and UK
evidence (Source: author’s own, compiled from PwC, 2024 and Deloitte, 2024).

The phenomenon is important because a manager is required to establish prices and
to design the communication for sustainable lines in the absence of reliable
information on the willingness to pay a premium. In the era of escalating cost of living
and growing mistrust of green product claims, mispricing can result in a loss of
margin or unsold products (Deloitte, 2024). The dissertation title thus presents what
is an important strategic question: When does CSR turn into a WTP? It has direct
consequences for the pricing strategy, corporate environment commitments and
brand communication. Although the subject is dealt with in a relevant way it has not
been explored in all the dimensions in the UK context — in particular the
psychological mechanisms of trust and scepticism which can either lead to an uptake
of the premium or the rejection of it and evidence tends to be less clear in
determining at what point the premium is genuinely accepted. There is a gap in

understanding that leads to the following rationale.



1.2 Research Rationale

1.2.1 Theoretical Justification

There is a considerable amount of research that proves that perceptions of CSR lead
to positive consumer responses. Recent evidence demonstrates that CSR
perceptions can increase the intention to buy by triggering the engagement of
consumers in the brand, their image of the brand, and their admiration of the brand
(Cuesta-Valifio et al.,, 2024; Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh, 2024). Green marketing
studies indicate that green brand image is a mediating link between sustainability
initiatives and buying intentions (Simangunsong and Nuvriasari, 2026), and research
based on theory of planned behaviour (TPB) connects attitudes, subjective norms
and perceived control with green buying intentions, in different countries (Duong,
2024; Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh, 2024). A parallel stream of premium WTP theorises
that green perceived value, innovation perceptions and stakeholder orientation can
be used to explain consumers' willingness to pay higher prices (Borah, Dogbe and
Marwa, 2024; Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). This literature indicates that CSR can
be viewed as a reliable market signal and as a legitimate source of a higher price, if
it is perceived as 'true' and 'fit' to the firm. Much of this work is based on the
signalling logic, which suggests that since the environmental attributes of a product
are intangible, a CSR can serve as a tangible signal of intangible quality, and the
efficacy of such a signal relies on its credibility (Borah, Dogbe and Marwa, 2024).
This puts the perception of authenticity of CSR, not the mere fact of CSR activity, at

the centre of premium acceptance.

However, there are significant questions yet to be answered or even disputed.
Consumers' reactions to CSR are not consistent; strong or weak perceived fit
between the initiative and the firm can lead to support or scepticism, and once price
is considered in the decision, the impact on behaviour often diminishes
(Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024; Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). Trust seems to be a
crucial element, and while green trust boosts younger consumers' green intentions,
perceived greenwashing undermines trust and inhibits purchase (Borah, Dogbe and
Marwa, 2024; Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). This ties into the well-documented

attitude-behaviour gap where a positive attitude toward the environment does not
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necessarily result in purchase, due to price and credibility limitations (Duong, 2024).
However, much of this evidence is from Asian or Latin American or food-specific
contexts, and focuses on purchase intent, rather than the monetary premium itself,
limiting the transferability of this evidence to the wider UK market (Borah, Dogbe and

Marwa, 2024; Simangunsong and Nuvriasari, 2026).

Based on these observations, there are threefold research gaps. First, there is a lack
of UK market testing of the premium WTP for the broader market of sustainable
products, where cost sensitivity and green scepticism is particularly high (Deloitte,
2024). Second, only a few studies have investigated the interplay of both green trust
and perceived greenwashing in a single CSR-WTP model, leaving the mechanism of
how CSR translates to a premium under-developed (Borah, Dogbe and Marwa,
2024; Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). Third, recent research favours the intention
over the monetary premium, which can be of limited value for pricing decisions
(Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024). This gap is also important from a theoretical perspective
as it limits the knowledge about the "boundary conditions" in which CSR signals are
credible, and some authors explicitly request integrated, context-sensitive
approaches that can model both green trust and greenwashing (Duong, 2024; Di
Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025).

1.2.2 Practical Justification

There is a practical significance to the gap. UK managers are setting prices and
communicating with sustainable ranges without having any solid evidence as to
whether the customers are willing to pay a premium, and it is starting to have an
impact. Cost is repeatedly identified as the top barrier to sustainable purchasing, with
62% of consumers in the UK saying that they cannot afford it, and just 36% willing to
pay a premium for it (Deloitte, 2024). The difference, which is summarised in Figure
1.1, represents a gap between intention and spend that, directly, jeopardises the
commercial viability of sustainable product lines, in the light of PwC's (2024) reported
stated 9.7% premium globally. This means that choices around pricing and
marketing (commercial) decisions with large revenue potential are being made

based on aspirational survey data, which might enable firms to over-price



sustainable ranges and negatively affect their competitiveness with conventional
alternatives (Deloitte, 2024).

The problem is pervasive and strategically significant in UK retail, fashion and
consumer goods, where companies invest heavily in CSR but do not see the pay-off.
The problem is exacerbated by perceived greenwashing: the increasing number of
environmental claims can lead to the consumers' distrust and the loss of otherwise
credible CSR signals, which can lower WTP (Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). As a
result, managers experience pressing pain points, such as pricing sustainable
products and communicating about CSR without raising scepticism and predicting
which segments will accept a premium and which will not (Borah, Dogbe and Marwa,
2024). In the absence of evidence of the mechanism through which CSR is linked to
the acceptance of a premium, communication budgets might be spent on messages
that do not generate the level of trust necessary for premium acceptance, or that
could even raise greenwashing concerns (Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). However,
the potential higher input and compliance costs can make sustainable production
strategies not commercially viable, thus not incentivising further investments in
sustainability if a premium is not accepted (Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). The
opportunity cost is high as companies that cannot credibly transform CSR into WTP
lose out on margins and on having a competitive edge in a market where
sustainability has become the norm instead of a benefit (Deloitte, 2024). This
evidence-based guidance on the CSR-WTP relationship is thus opportune for
marketers, pricing managers and policymakers facing the dual challenge of cost of
living and credibility. Getting this right would allow companies to move towards
sustainability investment as a defensible pricing strategy, not the cost of unrecovered
investment, and to the broader policy aim of promoting sustainable consumption

within a price-sensitive economy (Deloitte, 2024).

1.3 Research Contribution and Motivation

This study is a focused theory-driven contribution that deals with the identified gaps.
It theoretically extends signalling-based models of CSR by examining the role of
green trust in determining the monetary premium derived from CSR perception and

perceived greenwashing as the threshold condition that undermines the monetary
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premium to CSR perception, thereby building on, rather than simply restating, the
current theory (Borah, Dogbe and Marwa, 2024; Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco, 2025). The
study brings mediation and moderation together in a single model, thus explicitly
stating the contingencies that were left implicit in previous intention-based research,
which enriches the CSR and green-consumption literature (Duong, 2024;
Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024).

In the empirical context, the quantitative, survey-based design is appropriate for
estimating the strength and direction of the CSR-WTP relationship, as well as for
testing mediation and moderation in a statistically rigorous way, which is largely
based on intention and not UK evidence (Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh, 2024,
Simangunsong and Nuvriasari, 2026). Researching the sustainable-products market
among UK consumers, as opposed to a specific food category, delivers results that
resonate on a commercially relevant and broad-based national level (Deloitte, 2024).
The relative influence of green trust and greenwashing can also be compared within
the same sample in the case of cross-sectional surveys, providing evidence on what
the managers should prioritise (Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh, 2024). In practice the
study provides managers with concrete advice about when a premium is defensible,
what it should be, and how it can be communicated credibly in the interest of
maintaining trust, and criteria for determining a price for sustainable ranges (PwC,
2024). From a policy perspective, the understanding of how greenwashing
perceptions affect WTP provides a stronger argument for introducing verifiable
environmental labels that can help consumers pay for the good effects and support
pro-environmental actions, while aligning commercial incentives and environmental
outcomes (Duong, 2024). The originality of this is two-fold: first, in modelling green
trust and greenwashing together in a UK premium-WTP setting, which has not been
tested before, and second, in its focus not on intention, but on the monetary

premium, which in turn determines commercial return.

1.4 Research Aim, Objectives and Questions

This section operationalises the rationale into the study’s aim, objectives and

questions. The objectives approved in the research proposal have been consolidated



into three focused objectives, and hypotheses have been specified in chapter 2, so

that the aim, objectives and the tested model align directly with one another.

Research Aim: This study aims to examine the role of corporate social responsibility
in influencing consumer willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products in the
UK.

Research Objectives:

1. To evaluate the extent to which consumers’ perceptions of CSR influence their

willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products in the UK.

2. To examine the mediating role of green trust in the relationship between

perceived CSR and willingness to pay a premium.

3. To assess the moderating effect of perceived greenwashing on the
relationship between perceived CSR and willingness to pay a premium, and to
derive evidence-based CSR communication and pricing recommendations for

UK firms marketing sustainable products.
Research Questions:

RQ1.To what extent do consumer perceptions of CSR influence willingness to pay

a premium for sustainable products in the UK?

RQ2.How do green trust and perceived greenwashing shape the relationship

between CSR and willingness to pay a premium?

1.5 Dissertation Structure

This dissertation is divided into five additional chapters. Chapter 2 reviews the
theoretical and empirical literature on CSR, green trust, greenwashing and premium
WTP, presents the conceptual framework and develops the five hypotheses. Chapter
3 presents the research methodology, philosophy, approach and design of the
quantitative survey to test the model using positivist philosophy. Chapter 4 includes
the results of the statistical analysis of the data collected. These findings are
examined and discussed in Chapter 5 in the context of the literature and the

research questions, interpreting the roles of green trust and greenwashing. Chapter
7



6 concludes with the theoretical and managerial contributions, recommendations for

UK firms, the limitations of the study and directions for future research.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

The literature review in this chapter aims to set up the theoretical foundations of the
model that will be tested in the following chapters, namely corporate social
responsibility (CSR) and consumer willingness to pay a premium (WTP) for
sustainable products. Chapter 1 revealed that consumers in the United Kingdom
(UK) signify their preference for responsible companies, yet lines positioned
sustainably do not necessarily command a price premium. The review does not stop
at considering the question of whether CSR has any impact on WTP but also

whether and how.

The focus is deliberately narrow. The review prioritises consumer-perception studies
of CSR, the attitude—behaviour gap literature, research on greenwashing perception,
and studies in which a monetary premium is the outcome variable. Studies of CSR
perception from the perspective of employees, firm-level CSR performance and
business-to-business procurement are excluded. Peer-reviewed empirical research
published between 2021 and 2026 is prioritised, alongside seminal theory and UK

regulatory sources.

Section 2.2 consolidates the evidence thematically, Section 2.3 consolidates the
theoretical foundation, Section 2.4 consolidates the five hypotheses, Section 2.5
consolidates the conceptual framework and variables, Section 2.6 concludes, and

Section 2.7 summarises the key studies.

2.2 Thematic Overview of Literature

2.2.1 CSR Perceptions and Consumer Response

Perceived CSR is the consumer's subjective evaluation of the CSR behaviour of a
firm and not the actual CSR behaviour, but the price judgement is based on the
perception of the CSR behaviour. Carroll's (1991) pyramid supplies its
multidimensional structure and Freeman’s (2010) stakeholder theory treats the

consumer as a legitimate stakeholder, while Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) show that
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responses are conditional on perceived company—cause fit. A positive effect is

therefore a hypothesis, not a given.

Recent studies agree on direction but differ on size and mechanism: perceived CSR
raises purchase intention through brand engagement, admiration and attitude
(Cuesta-Valifo et al., 2024; Al-Haddad et al., 2022; Arachchi and Samarasinghe,
2023). Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh (2024) find attitude and CSR trust, but not perceived
behavioural control, predict intention. Boundary conditions are contested: awareness
(Zhang and Ahmad, 2021), authenticity (Afzali and Kim, 2021) and altruistic
attribution (Dai and Guo, 2024) each qualify the effect, which weakens once price
enters the decision (Chan et al., 2025; Kolling et al., 2025a, 2025b).

The evidence is almost always cross-sectional, self-report, non-UK, and almost
always measures intention: evidence that CSR creates value a consumer will pay for

cannot be shown without monetary sacrifice.

2.2.2 Willingness to Pay a Premium for Sustainable Products

“Willingness to pay a premium” is more stringent than intention, as it implies an
actual financial sacrifice on the part of the consumer and is the maximum amount

they state they would be willing to pay for an attribute of a sustainable product.

Nazarenko and Saleh (2024) link premium WTP to perceived innovation, competitive
advantage and stakeholder orientation. Empirically, green perceived value is the
most replicated antecedent across green products, organic food, green agriculture
and labelled products (Shi and Jiang, 2023; Hu et al., 2024; Yu, Han and Cui, 2022;
Zheng et al.,, 2022; Abubakari et al., 2025). Pro-environmental identity operates
similarly (Carfora, Buscicchio and Catellani, 2024), and the theory of planned
behaviour has been adapted to premium payment (Garcia-Salirrosas, Rondén-Luna
and Geraldo-Campos, 2023; Wang, Li and Luh, 2026).

The divergence is instructive: effects are category-dependent (Shi and Jiang, 2023)
and framing-dependent (Prashar and Kaushal, 2025), and cohort findings conflict
outright (Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira, 2023; Filip et al., 2025). There is a similar
range of estimates in the industry, which is as much due to question wording and

sampling as to any differences in opinion on the market (PwC, 2024; YouGov, 2024;
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Deloitte, 2024). Most importantly, few of the studies here show CSR perception as

an antecedent of the premium.

2.2.3 Green Trust as a Mediating Mechanism

Green trust is the extent to which the consumer is willing to trust the brand which has
good reputation and is environmentally competent (Chen, 2010). It's pivotal because
sustainability is a credence attribute that cannot be tested prior to purchase and trust

makes it actionable.

The evidence to support a mediating role is mostly supportive. The serial mediation
model is reported by Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo (2024) and Nguyen-Viet and Tran
(2024) for green brand image and green trust, and similarly for retailer CSR,
social-media marketing, green marketing and Generation Z behaviour (Saif et al.,
2024; Wu and Long, 2024; Jabeen et al., 2023; Majeed et al., 2022; Borah, Dogbe
and Marwa, 2024). Jgrgensen, Pedersen and Skard (2022) follow the evolution of

trusting beliefs when environmental action becomes visible.

The convergence is shallower than it appears, since trust is not specified uniformly.
Wang, Zaman and Alvi (2022) treat it as a moderator, and Abubakari et al. (2025)
find no direct path from trust in green labelling to price premiums, which operate
through green perceived value. The trust—premium relationship may therefore be
weaker than the dominant trust—intention finding, and this stream remains

predominantly cross-sectional PLS-SEM work in emerging markets.

2.2.4 Greenwashing and the Attitude—Behaviour Gap

Perceived greenwashing is the consumer belief that a firm claims more
environmentally than it does. It is here considered as a boundary condition, as it

compromises the credibility of any CSR signal.

Its corrosive effects are consistent: greenwashing perception reduces green
purchase behaviour (Hameed et al., 2021), damages green brand image (Tu et al.,
2024) and erodes green brand trust and purchase intention (Isac et al., 2024; Hung
and Chang, 2024). Rahman et al. (2025) show that the greenwashing—trust link is

itself conditional, and Lin, Kim and Kim (2026) trace poor signal quality through
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green consumer confusion to scepticism. This connects directly to the
attitude—behaviour gap, which environmental CSR narrows but does not close
(Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira, 2023; Duong, 2024; Hong et al., 2024).

The UK regulatory context sharpens the argument. The Green Claims Code (CMA,
2021), sector guidance (CMA, 2024) and enforcement powers in force from April
2025 raise the cost of false signalling and, on signalling logic, the informativeness of
green claims. Whether UK perceptions have shifted accordingly is untested, and

greenwashing is rarely modelled as a moderator of a CSR—premium path.

2.3 Theoretical Foundation and Contribution

The study is grounded principally in signalling theory. Developed by Spence (1973),
it applies wherever one party holds information about quality the other cannot
observe. Connelly et al. (2011) specify that signals work only when observable and
costly enough that low-quality firms cannot profitably imitate them. Erdem and Swait
(1998) extended the logic to consumer markets, and Berger (2019) showed
experimentally that green signalling raises WTP. Here CSR activity is the signal,
green trust the receiver-side interpretation of its credibility, and perceived

greenwashing the condition under which the signal is discounted.

Signalling theory is preferred because the phenomenon of interest is a monetary
sacrifice. The theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) explains intention but not
why a consumer would pay more for an attribute they cannot experience, and one
component performs inconsistently in CSR settings (Bianchi, Hofer and Saleh,
2024). Stakeholder theory (Freeman, 2010) explains why firms attend to consumers,
not the consumer’s inferential process. Only signalling theory endogenises

credibility; both remain complementary framing.

The contribution is threefold: green trust as the process making the CSR signal
monetary; greenwashing as a boundary condition not as an antecedent; and testing
the theory in a world where the cost of false signalling is higher and budgets in the
UK are tighter.
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2.4 Hypothesis Development

This section translates the review to five propositions that can be tested. For each of
the hypotheses, evidence on which it is based is provided preceding the hypothesis
itself, which allows for tracking of the direction and boundary conditions of the
hypothesis in the literature. The hypotheses correspond to the research objectives
set out in Section 1.4 and are represented in the conceptual framework in Section
2.5.

2.4.1 Perceived CSR and Willingness to Pay a Premium

Signalling theory suggests that when quality is not observable at the point of sale,
the buyer will look for signals that can be observed and that are costlier to the seller
(Spence, 1973; Connelly et al., 2011). If sustainability is such a credence attribute,
then a firm's CSR record is what the price judgement is based on (Erdem and Swait,
1998). Berger (2019) is the most direct study to evidence this trajectory, as he finds
experimental evidence that green signalling increases the willingness to pay. The
literature is consistent that perceived CSR leads to increased purchase intention via
brand engagement (Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024; Al-Haddad et al., 2022; Arachchi and
Samarasinghe, 2023; Munaqib et al., 2025)), and Nazarenko and Saleh (2024)
explicitly extend this logic to the monetary premium. Two qualifications matter. The
impact seems to be more related to perceived authenticity and consumer attribution
rather than to the amount of CSR activity and weakens when a price is included in
the consideration set in a market where affordability is the primary consideration
(Deloitte, 2024; Afzali and Kim, 2021; Dai and Guo, 2024; Chan et al., 2025; Kolling
et al., 2025a, 2025b). A direct positive effect, albeit modest, is thus expected.

H1: Consumers’ perceptions of CSR have a significant positive effect on their

willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products in the UK.

2.4.2 Perceived CSR and Green Trust

Because environmental attributes cannot be inspected at the point of sale, green
trust is the receiver-side judgement that determines whether a CSR signal is treated

as informative at all (Chen, 2010; Connelly et al., 2011). The empirical case is strong
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and repeatedly replicated. Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo (2024) find that CSR raises
green brand image and green trust in sequence, and Nguyen-Viet and Tran (2024)
reproduce the CSR-trust path with organisational customers. Comparable effects
appear for retailer CSR (Saif et al., 2024), social-media marketing (Wu and Long,
2024), green marketing (Jabeen et al., 2023; Majeed et al., 2022) and Generation Z
consumers (Borah, Dogbe and Marwa, 2024), while Jgrgensen, Pedersen and Skard
(2022) trace how visible environmental action builds trusting beliefs. The path is not
unconditional, since weak company—cause fit can convert CSR into scepticism rather
than trust (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001) and authenticity is the operative condition
(Afzali and Kim, 2021). The UK setting nevertheless strengthens the expected
relationship, because enforcement of the Green Claims Code raises the cost of false
signalling (CMA, 2021, 2024).

H2: Consumers’ perceptions of CSR have a significant positive effect on green

trust.

2.4.3 Green Trust and Willingness to Pay a Premium

If trust is the mechanism that renders a credence attribute actionable, it should be
visible in what consumers are prepared to pay. Borah, Dogbe and Marwa (2024)
report that green consumer trust drives green purchase behaviour directly, and
Riskos et al. (2021) show that eco-label effects operate through trust-related
evaluations. Isac et al. (2024) and Hung and Chang (2024) find, conversely, that
purchase intention falls where green brand trust is eroded. The premium literature
supports the underlying valuation logic, since green perceived value is the most
consistently replicated antecedent of premium WTP across green products, organic
food and green agriculture (Shi and Jiang, 2023; Hu et al., 2024; Zheng et al., 2022),
and trust is a precondition for value being credited to an attribute that cannot be
verified. The dissent is directly relevant: Abubakari et al. (2025) find that trust in
green labelling has no direct effect on price premiums and operates only through
green perceived value. A positive effect is therefore proposed as an empirical

question rather than a settled one.

H3: Green trust has a significant positive effect on willingness to pay a

premium for sustainable products.
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2.4.4 The Mediating Role of Green Trust

Together, H2 and H3 imply an indirect route from CSR perception to the premium,
the specification most commonly reported in recent work: green trust, usually
alongside green brand image, mediates the effect of CSR and green marketing on
consumer response (Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo, 2024; Nguyen-Viet and Tran,
2024; Majeed et al., 2022; Jabeen et al., 2023; Saif et al., 2024; Wu and Long,
2024). Theoretically, a CSR signal acts not by itself but by changing what the
receiver believes about the signaller, and only a signal surviving that credibility
assessment becomes value (Connelly et al., 2011). Two features make the
mediation worth testing rather than assuming. Trust is not modelled consistently,
since Wang, Zaman and Alvi (2022) treat it as a moderator of a structurally similar
relationship. More decisively, the mediation has been established almost exclusively
for intention, whereas the one study using a monetary premium finds a fully indirect
route through green perceived value (Abubakari et al., 2025). Partial rather than full
mediation is therefore plausible, and a non-significant indirect effect would itself be

informative.

H4: Green trust significantly mediates the relationship between perceived CSR

and willingness to pay a premium.

2.4.5 The Moderating Role of Perceived Greenwashing

Signalling theory is explicit that a signal carries information only when it would be too
costly for a low-quality signaller to imitate (Connelly et al., 2011). Perceived
greenwashing is the consumer judgement that this condition has failed, and it should
therefore weaken the CSR—premium relationship rather than simply lower the
premium. The corrosive effect is well evidenced: greenwashing perception reduces
green purchase behaviour (Hameed et al., 2021), damages green brand image (Tu
et al., 2024) and undermines green brand trust and purchase intention (Isac et al.,
2024; Hung and Chang, 2024). Lin, Kim and Kim (2026) trace the process from poor
signal quality through green consumer confusion to scepticism, while Rahman et al.
(2025) show the greenwashing—trust link is itself conditional, establishing

greenwashing as a contingency variable rather than an antecedent. The same
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reasoning can be applied to the attitude—behaviour gap which persists (Duong, 2024;
Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira, 2023). The gap is therefore one of model position
rather than direction: greenwashing is rarely modelled as a moderator of the
CSR—premium path, which is especially relevant in the post-2025 UK enforcement
context (CMA, 2024).

H5: Perceived greenwashing significantly moderates the relationship between
perceived CSR and willingness to pay a premium, such that the relationship

becomes weaker as perceived greenwashing increases.

2.5 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework combines the constructs, relationships and gaps
identified in Section 2.2 into a single testable model, specified so that it is
interpretable in a survey instrument and estimable statistically. It expresses the
central result of the review: that the CSR—premium relationship is mediated by

credibility and bounded by scepticism.

Perceived CSR is the independent variable; it is considered as a multidimensional
construct based on Carroll's (1991) theory and is defined as a consumer's evaluation
of a firm's social and environmental performance (Afzali and Kim, 2021). The
dependent variable is willingness to pay a premium, as validated scales (Nazarenko
and Saleh, 2024) are preferred over intention to purchase as this requires a
monetary trade-off. Green trust is the mediator, and perceived greenwashing
moderates the direct path, following signalling logic (Connelly et al., 2011). Age,
gender, education and product category are controlled (Shi and Jiang, 2023). The

model is shown in Figure 2.1.

The variable roles tested in this study are specified as follows:

Independent Variable (IV): Perceived CSR.

Dependent Variable (DV): Willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products.
Mediating Variable: Green trust.

Moderating Variable: Perceived greenwashing.

Control Variables: Age, gender, education and product category.
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual framework for the influence of perceived CSR on willingness
to pay a premium for sustainable products in the UK (Source: author’s own, informed
by Connelly et al., 2011; Chen, 2010; Nazarenko and Saleh, 2024).

The framework structures the remainder of the dissertation. It represents H1 (the
direct effect of perceived CSR on premium WTP), H2 (path a), H3 (path b), H4 (the
indirect effect, path a x path b) and H5 (the negative moderating effect of perceived
greenwashing). One questionnaire block per construct is developed in Chapter 3,
and Chapter 4 follows the same order: reliability and validity assessment, regression
for H1 to H3, bootstrapped mediation for H4 and moderation analysis for H5. If the
mediated effect is only partially supported, that result would itself be informative

about the boundary conditions of signalling theory in the UK.

2.6 Conclusion

Four strands of literature were reviewed. Perceived CSR is shown to have a reliable
effect on attitude and intention, but mostly for non-monetary outcomes and with
samples of non-UK respondents. The most replicated antecedent of premium WTP
is green perceived value (GPV), although its effect differs across categories and

cohorts. Green trust is a well-supported mediator of intention, but a simple
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trust—premium path is contradicted by direct evidence (Abubakari et al., 2025), and

perceived greenwashing harms credibility, but is rarely modelled as a moderator.

There are three gaps: little research on the monetary outcome compared to their
intention; green trust and perceived greenwashing have not been tested in one
premium model; and the UK market is underrepresented because it is unique in
terms of affordability pressure and enforcement. This is where signalling theory
comes in to fill these gaps: it takes credibility as an endogenous variable; this is the
logical operation of the model in Section 2.5. Chapter 3 sets out the positivist

philosophy, deductive approach and survey design used to test the five hypotheses.
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2.7 Summary Table of Key Literature

Table 2.1: Synthesis of fifteen key studies informing the conceptual framework.

premium

product type

untested

elsewhere

Author(s) & | Theory/ Key constructs Methodology | Key findings Limitations / Relevance to this
Year Framework gaps study
Nazarenko Stakeholder Innovation, Conceptual Theorises Conceptual Provides the
and Saleh orientation; competitive model psychological only; not WTP-premium
(2024) signalling advantage, WTP development | pathways to empirically construct and
premium premium WTP for tested measurement logic
sustainable products
Abubakari et | Signalling; Trust in green Survey, n = Label trust has no Single national | Direct
al. (2025) green labelling, GPV, 578, direct effect on context; counterevidence to a
perceived price premium convenience, | premium; operates convenience simple trust—premium
value PLS-SEM via green perceived | sample; path (H3)
value cross-sectional
Shi and Jiang | Reference Reference groups, | Survey, Reference-group Non-UK; Justifies product
(2023) group environmental quantitative, effects on premium product-type category as a control
influence awareness, WTP | China WTP vary by green contingency variable
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Hu et al. TPB; value Environmental Survey, Value perception and | Organic food Supports price

(2024) perception concern, price quantitative, price sensitivity only; single sensitivity as a
sensitivity, WTP China significantly shape country competing influence
premium organic WTP on premium

Munaqib et al. | TPB; Purchase Survey, WTP premium Food category; | Confirms

(2025) moderation intention, quantitative, moderates the non-UK; cross-sectional
behaviour, WTP India intention—behaviour | cross-sectional | survey design as field
premium as relationship convention
moderator

Gomes, Attitude—beha | Green values, Quantitative Gen Z willingness to | Cohort-specific; | Grounds the

Lopes and viour gap price, WTP more | survey, Gen Z | pay more is stated attitude—behaviour

Nogueira inconsistent and preference only | gap and hypothetical

(2023) price-constrained bias critique

Borah, Dogbe | Consumer Green trust, green | Survey, Green trust positively | Outcome is Source of validated

and Marwa social advertising, PLS-SEM, drives green behaviour green trust scale

(2024) responsibility | purchase Gen Z purchase behaviour | intention, not items
behaviour price premium

Nguyen-Viet, | Signalling; CSR, green brand | Survey, Green brand image | Emerging Primary empirical

Tran and Ngo | brand equity | image, green trust, | PLS-SEM, and green trust market; basis for the

(2024) behavioural Vietnam mediate intention mediation hypothesis
intentions CSR—intention link (H4)
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outcome; CMB
risk
Nguyen-Viet | Signalling CSR, green Survey, Green trust mediates | Organisational Replication evidence
and Tran advertising PLS-SEM, CSR-behavioural customers; not | for the CSR—trust
(2024) receptivity, green | B2B Vietham | intention pathway consumer path
trust pricing
Tu et al. Green brand | Perceived Survey, SEM, | Perceived Image outcome, | Establishes
(2024) image greenwashing, China greenwashing not premium; greenwashing as a
green image significantly non-UK credibility threat
damages green
brand image
Hameed et al. | Signalling; Greenwash, green | Survey, Greenwash Emerging Supports the negative
(2021) sustainability | purchase quantitative, perception market; no direction
behaviour Pakistan significantly reduces | premium hypothesised in H5
green purchase measure
behaviour
Lin, Kim and | Signalling; Signal quality, Empirical, Poor signal quality Models Explicitly links
Kim (2026) PKM; ELM confusion, quantitative drives confusion, greenwashing signalling theory to
scepticism, then scepticism, then | as outcome, not | greenwashing
greenwashing greenwashing moderator perception
perception perception
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Duong (2024) | Attitude—inten | Environmental Quantitative Environmental CSR | Non-UK; no Motivates studying
tion—behaviou | CSR, green survey narrows but does not | monetary premium rather than
r gap consumption gap close the gap outcome intention
Cuesta-Valifio | Brand CSR, consumer Survey, SEM, | CSR raises Intention Evidence for the CSR
et al. (2024) engagement | brand fashion retail | purchase intention outcome; single | main effect (H1)
engagement, through brand sector
purchase intention engagement
Bianchi, Hofer | Theory of Attitude, norms, Online Attitude and CSR Intention Justifies signalling
and Saleh planned PBC, trust in CSR, | surveys, trust predict outcome; no over TPB as the
(2024) behaviour purchase intention | SEM, Chile / | intention; PBC does | premium primary lens
Greece / not measured
Germany
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines and explains the research methodology used to pursue the aim
of the research which is to examine the role of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
in influencing consumer willingness to pay a premium (WTP) for sustainable
products in the UK. It addresses two research questions, namely: does CSR
perception matter for premium WTP (RQ1) and do green trust and perceived
greenwashing shape this relationship (RQ2)? The methodological task is that of
testing the hypotheses (H1 - H5) presented in the conceptual framework in Chapter

2 to a defensible level of rigour.

The study design is mono-method quantitative, positivist, and deductive, where the
data were collected by a cross-sectional design using the self-administered online
questionnaire and were analysed using IBM SPSS. These choices are in the context
of Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill's (2023) research onion (section 3.2). Justification
for the survey strategy, sampling and instrument design is provided in sections
3.3-3.5. The analytical procedure is outlined in Section 3.6, rigour in Section 3.7,

ethics in Section 3.8 and a summarisation in Section 3.9.

3.2 Research Philosophy, Approach and Design

Research philosophy. This study adopts positivism. Ontologically, it believes that
the constructs of interest are stable and can be measured with standardised
instruments, and epistemologically, acceptable knowledge is acquired from
observable, quantifiable regularities that are tested against theory (Saunders, Lewis
and Thornhill, 2023). This is an appropriate study for positivism as the research
questions are focused on the extent, direction and/or contingency of relations among
the variables defined in the study and not on the meanings that consumers give to
sustainability. An interpretivist approach would produce more detailed descriptions of
consumer thinking but would not allow an indirect effect to be quantified or a

moderation term to be tested. Thus, the role of the researcher is that of detached
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observer and a value neutrality is achieved by standardising the administration rather

than by claiming to have been achieved absolutely (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022).

Research approach. The approach is deductive. Theory was used first to create the
conceptual framework, which is detailed in Chapter 2, and from which H1 — H5 were
derived and operationalised prior to collecting any data (Saunders, Lewis and
Thornhill, 2023). The framework is not being developed through observation, so an
abductive approach is not suitable; the contribution of this paper is testing a specified

configuration and not the discovery of one.

Research design. This study adopts mono method quantitative and survey
technique with cross sectional time horizon. All four constructs are measured using
comparable psychometric scales and a single method is adopted as mixing would
bring an unwarranted level of complexity without adding value to the hypotheses
(Creswell and Creswell, 2023). The cross-sectional horizon reflects the time frame
within which an MBA dissertation is written and is discussed in terms of causal
inference in Section 3.7. These decisions are placed in the research onion in Figure
3.1.

Choices made in this study

Philosaphy
L Positivism

Approach
L1 Deductive

Methodological choice

L1 Mono-method quantitative
Techniques &

procedures -
Strategy

L] Survey

Time horizon

L1 Cross-sectional
Methodological choloe r
Technigues & procedures

L Questionnaire; SPSS + PROCESS

Philosophy
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Figure 3.1: The research onion applied to this study (Source: adapted from
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).

3.3 Justification for Survey Methodology

The survey method is selected because it relates directly to the nature of the
research questions. The RQ1 asks “to what extent,” and thus requires an estimate of
effect size and statistical significance that cannot be conveyed in a narrative fashion,
whereas RQ2 asks how two additional constructs affect that relationship, which
requires estimating an indirect and conditional effect. Multi-variable design is

numerically measured to support both.

Surveys have three benefits here. They allow the measurement of latent perceptual
constructs using multi-item scales that have been previously validated, thus allowing
comparison with some of the studies reviewed in Chapter 2. They offer statistical
control of demographic confounds. And they produce the covariance matrix required

to do mediation and moderation analysis (Field, 2024).

The need for primary data collection is a result of the lack of any UK based data set
that measures perceived CSR, green trust, perceived greenwashing and premium
WTP simultaneously at the individual level. The main drawback is that a survey will
elicit stated WTP, not revealed WTP, as recognised in Chapter 2 and discussed in
Section 3.7.

3.4 Population and Sampling Strategy

Sampling logic. The target population is adult consumers (aged 18+) living in the
UK who are buying consumer products. There is no sampling frame for this
population, and a probability sample would be impractical and cost prohibitive for the
dissertation time frame. A non-probability convenience sampling is thus employed,
with snowball referrals being used where initial respondents share the questionnaire
with additional respondents (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A recognised
constraint rather than a preference: this restricts the ability to generalise statistically
to the UK population and the relationships between variables are presented as

indicative.
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Sample size. The target is at least 100 "workable" answers. This is on two grounds.
Firstly, using an a priori power calculation for multiple regression with three
predictors, with a medium effect size (* = 0.15), a = 0.05 and power = 0.80,
suggests at least about 77 cases. Secondly, this level meets the rule of thumb that
there should be ten responses per estimated parameter (Memon et al., 2020). It
should be noted, however, that Memon et al. (2020) suggest much larger sample
sizes for stable correlations, and the current design is powered to detect
medium-sized correlations, but not smaller ones. Any result which is not statistically
significant will thus be viewed with some degree of suspicion and not necessarily

interpreted as a lack of relationship.

Screening. Two screening questions establish UK residency and age; respondents
failing either are excluded, as are incomplete submissions and those showing

straight-lining response patterns.

3.5 Data Collection and Instrument Design

Data are collected through a self-administered online questionnaire hosted on
Google Forms, chosen for accessibility, cost and automatic response capture. The
instrument comprises six sections: participant information and consent; screening;
demographics; and one block for each of the four constructs. All construct items use

seven-point Likert scales anchored from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.

All items are adapted from previously validated scales to preserve construct validity,
as set out in Table 3.1. Wording is adjusted only to reflect the UK context and a

general sustainable-products referent rather than a named brand.

Table 3.1: Measurement of variables and questionnaire items (Source: author’s own,

adapted from the sources cited).

Variable and Code | Questionnaire item Measurement
role in the and source
model
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Perceived CSR1 | These brands take genuine Six items,
CSR responsibility for their environmental seven-point
(Independent impact. Likert (1 =
variable, IV) CSR2 | These brands contribute to the strongly
wellbeing of society beyond their own | disagree, 7 =
profit. strongly agree).
CSR3 | These brands comply with legal and | Adapted from
ethical standards in how they operate. | Nguyen-Viet,
CSR4 | These brands source their materials | Tran and Ngo
and labour responsibly. (2024).
CSR5 | These brands support community and
social causes.
CSR6 | Overall, these brands behave in a
socially and environmentally
responsible way.
Green trust GT1 | believe the environmental claims Five items,
(Mediating made by these brands are trustworthy. | seven-point
variable) GT2 | The environmental commitments of Likert. Adapted
these brands are generally reliable. from Borah,
GT3 |l trust these brands to keep the Dogbe and
sustainability promises they make. Marwa (2024),
GT4 | These brands are competent in building on Chen
managing their environmental (2010).
responsibilities.
GT5 Overall, | have confidence in the
environmental performance of these
brands.
Perceived PG1 These brands overstate how Five items,
greenwashing environmentally friendly their products | seven-point
(Moderating are. Likert. Adapted
variable) from Tu et al.
(2024) and

27




PG2

These brands highlight one green
feature to draw attention away from

less green practices.

Rahman et al.
(2025). Higher

scores indicate

PG3 | Environmental claims on these greater
products are often vague or difficult to | perceived
verify. greenwashing;

PG4 | These brands use green imagery that | items are not
is not supported by real action. reverse-coded.

PG5 | Overall, environmental claims in this
market are exaggerated.

Willingness WTP1 | | am willing to pay more for a product | Four items,

to pay a that is produced sustainably. seven-point
premium WTP2 | | would accept a higher price for a Likert, plus one
(Dependent product from a socially responsible interval item
variable, DV) brand. (WTP5)

WTP3 | It is acceptable to me that sustainable | capturing the
products cost more than conventional | magnitude of the
ones. premium.

WTP4 | | would still choose the sustainable Adapted from
option if it were priced above the Nazarenko and
alternative. Saleh (2024)

WTP5 | The maximum extra amount | would | @nd Abubakari et
pay for a sustainable product is: 0%; | al- (2025).
1-5%; 6—10%; 11-20%; more than
20%.

Control C1 Age group (18-24; 25-34; 35-44; Categorical
variables 45-54; 55 and over). items entered as

C2 Gender. controls at step

C3 Highest level of education (secondary | one of the
school or below; bachelor; master; regression.

PhD; other; prefer not to say).
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C4 Product category purchased
sustainably most often (food and
drink; clothing; household goods;

personal care; other).

Because all data are collected from the same self-reported source at the same time,
several measures are taken to reduce common method bias based on the
recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2024): respondent anonymity is ensured;
respondents are informed that there are no right or wrong answers; intervening
blocks of items are inserted between the predictor and outcome blocks; item order is
randomised within each block. A pilot test is conducted with about 15 respondents to
test for clarity and internal consistency and further adjusted if there are reliability

issues. The procedure is summarised in Figure 3.2.

( ") " ™ 'd ) "
1. Seta 2. Engage and 3. Build 4. Execute 5. Review and 6. Learn
clear direction develop the plan and deliver evaluate and adapt
> > - - >
Define your goals Involve your Turn your strategy Implement your Measure progress Capture learnings

and priorilies people and inlo actionabla plans and stay and assess and adapt for
build capability plans focused performance improvemeant

. \ » L A ‘e A ke o \ o

Figure 3.2: Sampling and data collection procedure (Source: author’s own).

3.6 Data Analysis Approach

Analysis is done in five stages according to the conceptual framework using the IBM
SPSS Statistics software.

Data preparation. Responses are checked for missing values, univariate outliers
(standardised scores of >3.29 or < -3.29) and multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis
distance). For moderately sized samples (Field, 2024), normality is determined

based on skewness and kurtosis, not on significance tests.

Measurement quality. Cronbach's alpha is calculated to measure internal

consistency; as alpha assumes the tau-equivalence of items, it can underestimate
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internal consistency when item loadings are not equal (Hayes and Coutts, 2020) and
is therefore reported along with McDonald's omega. Exploratory factor analysis,
supported by KMO and Bartlett's tests, and confirmatory factor analysis are used to

examine whether items load on their intended constructs.

Assumption testing. Prior to hypothesis testing, linearity, homoscedasticity,
independence of residuals (Durbin-Watson) and multicollinearity (VIF below 5) are
checked (Field, 2024).

Hypothesis testing. Testing of H1, H2, H3 is done using Pearson correlation and
hierarchical regression with step one as a demographic control and the predictor in
step two. H4 is tested using PROCESS Model 4 in SPSS, with the indirect effect
estimated from 5,000 bootstrap samples with a bias-corrected 95% confidence
interval, mediation is inferred where this does not include zero (Hayes, 2022). H5 is
examined by PROCESS Model 1 using mean-centred predictors with simple slopes
at £1 SD and the Johnson—Neyman technique (Johnson and Neyman, 1936; Hayes,

2022) used to probe the interaction.

Bias assessment. The procedural remedies in Section 3.5 are regarded as the

primary safeguard, although Harman's single-factor test is also reported.

3.7 Research Quality and Rigour

Reliability is achieved by employing well-known scales, full documentation of
procedures to allow replication, internal consistency testing, and administration on

the Internet to eliminate interviewer variability.

Construct validity is based on the adaptation of the items from the instruments that
already exist and have been validated, the exploratory factor analysis that confirms
the factor structure, and the examination of discriminant validity based on
inter-construct correlation. Given that perceived CSR and green trust are
conceptually close, special consideration is given to the possibility of non-separation

between the two, which would necessitate re-specification of the mediation model.

Internal validity is inherently limited by the cross-sectional design, which

establishes association rather than causation; the hypothesised directions are
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theoretically rather than empirically grounded, and reverse causality cannot be
excluded. Demographic controls can minimise, but will not eliminate, the risk of

confounding.

External validity is constrained by non-probability sampling, which risks
over-representing younger, digitally connected and more sustainability-engaged
respondents. Thus, generalisation is not to the population of the UK but analytical, to
the theoretical relationships defined by signalling theory. A second boundary
condition is that stated premiums tend to exceed realised premiums, so estimated
behaviours should be interpreted as upper limits on actual behaviours. The
demographic composition achieved will be reported relative to the national norm to

allow the reader to determine the direction of any skews.

3.8 Ethical Considerations

The study is carried out in compliance with the research ethics policy of UWTSD and
no data are gathered until after formal ethics approval is obtained. Participation is
entirely voluntary and responses are anonymous. A mandatory acknowledgement is
included after an information sheet that precedes the questionnaire, which explains
its purpose, length and intended academic use of the data, in addition to the right to

withdraw prior to submitting the questionnaire.

Personal identifiers are not collected, nor are special category data, data relating to
vulnerable groups, except as a statistical control, in line with the data minimisation
requirements of the UK GDPR (Information Commissioner's Office, 2023).
Responses are saved on a password protected, encrypted hard drive that is
accessible only by the researcher and are destroyed once the dissertation has been

examined.

Integrity extends to reporting: All results, even non-significant results, will be
reported, no hypotheses will be added after results have been obtained, and no

"selective" reporting will be used to ensure "apparent" support for the model.
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3.9 Chapter Summary

This chapter has led to the adoption of a positivist, deductive, mono-method
quantitative design, with a cross-sectional online survey of at least 100 UK
consumers, to be analysed in SPSS regression and mediation and moderation
models. Each choice is motivated by the research questions: hypothesis testing
involves measurement; conditional and indirect effects involve the covariance
structure of a survey. The chapter has also been clear about the scope of the design
— the non-probability sampling, cross-sectional horizon and stated willingness to pay.
To state these limits in advance is a precondition of rigour, because it stipulates the
weight of interpretation which the findings can carry. The results obtained from these

procedures are presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Findings

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the analysis of the survey data according to the
plan outlined in Section 3.6. IBM SPSS Statistics with the PROCESS macro (Hayes,

2022) was used to analyse data and interpretation will be saved to Chapter 5.

4.2 Data Preparation and Response Profile

The screening protocol outlined in Section 3.4 resulted in the removal of four cases
and 14 cases for zero variance on all 20 scale items, leaving 82 usable cases (82.0
per cent). This is below the target of 100 and above the a priori requirement of

approximately 77.

4.3 Demographic Information

Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 provide a sample which is skewed relative to the UK adult
population: 82.9 per cent are between the ages of 18 and 34; there are
approximately three males to every two females; and 72.0 per cent have a master's

degree. This is due to the sampling strategy and limits generalisability.

Table 4.1: Demographic profile of the achieved sample (n = 82)

Characteristic Category Frequency @ Percentage
(n) (%)
Age group 18-24 17 20.7
25-34 51 62.2
35-44 9 11.0
45-54 4 4.9
55 or above 1 1.2
Gender Man 60 73.2
Woman 22 26.8
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Highest level of Secondary school or 7 8.5
education below
Bachelor 11 134
Master 59 72.0
PhD 1 1.2
Other 1 1.2
Prefer not to say 3 3.7
Product category Food and drink 31 37.8
purchased
sustainably most often Clothing and fashion 27 32.9
Household goods 13 15.9
Personal care and 8 9.8
beauty
Other 3 3.7
(a) Age group (b) Gender
60 i
loman
5 . 51 (62.2%) Z2i(26iB%) ——%
= 26.8%
%, 40 . Man
§ 30 Woman
;.,' 20 4 17 (20.7%)
e 9 (11.0%)
e HIT%) 1(1.2%) yg r[|73.2%)
18-24 25-34 35-44 45:54 55 or iAbvwe
(c) Highest level of education (d) Product category purchased sustainably most often
Secondary School or below 7(8.5%) ot 31 (37.8%)
Bachelor 11 (13.4%) z 30 - 27 (32.9%)
Master 59 (72.0%) ?
T 20 A
PhD 1(1.2%) 3
] 8(9.8%)
Others 4| 1 (1.2%) = 10 1 3(3.7%)
Prefer not to say 3(3.7%) o
' T T T o aAoo & eb.;\b ‘Lz@
i T P.espnndents4 c(]nJ s ba“b B @‘\ ‘\0\69" ,b\‘:i-c\ ¥
<« &’\(\qb ‘\oo”e z@"‘\v@

Figure 4.1: Composition of the achieved sample by age, gender, education and

product category (Source: author’s own).
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4.4 Descriptive Analysis and Normality Testing

The endorsement is high and the variance is compressed: the mean for 18 of the 20
items is over 6.1; the skewness ranges from -1.7 to —-3.8. The only item that
specifies an explicit trade-off between a more expensive and less expensive
alternative is WTP4, which is near the midpoint (M = 4.05) and approximately

bimodal the first hint of the attitude—behaviour gap.

Table 4.2: Item-level descriptive statistics (n = 82)

Construct Item Mean SD Skewne | Kurtosi | Min | Ma
SS s X
Perceived CSR CSR1 6.51 1.27 -3.39 11.74 1 7

CSR2 | 645 | 1.15 -3.19 11.71 1 7
CSR3 | 563 | 1.92 -1.72 1.56 1 7
CSR4 | 613 | 1.17 -3.13 11.81 1 7
CSR5 | 6.28 | 1.14 -1.92 4.92 1 7
CSR6 | 6.37 | 1.25 -2.24 4.95 1 7
Green trust GT1 6.50 1.09 -3.56 14.90 1 7
GT2 6.56 | 1.15 -3.77 15.19 1 7
GT3 6.57 | 1.02 -3.58 15.08 1 7
GT4 6.57 | 0.70 -1.80 3.21 4 7
GT5 6.45 | 1.14 -2.99 9.80 1 7
Perceived PG1 6.52 1.07 -2.93 9.83 1 7

greenwashing
PG2 6.55 | 0.88 -3.70 19.62 1
PG3 6.62 | 0.78 -2.58 7.33 3
PG4 6.57 | 0.93 -3.48 16.09 1
PG5 6.44 | 1.02 -1.77 2.00 3

N N NN~

Willingness to pay a WTP1 6.57 0.99 -3.22 12.70 1

premium
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WTP2 | 6.54 1.15 -3.70 14.79 1 7
WTP3 | 6.48 1.22 -3.21 10.85 1 7
WTP4 = 4.05 | 2.30 -0.32 -1.54 1 7

The Shapiro—Wilk is significant for each composite (all p < .001), resulting in a
rejection of the univariate normality. This is done following Field (2024) as regression
is robust to non-normal predictors with this sample size, and the bootstrapped
intervals below are distribution free, and the Spearman coefficient is reported in

addition to the Pearson coefficient.

Table 4.3: Descriptive statistics and normality tests for the composite variables (n =
82)

Variable Me SD Min Max | Skewnes @ Kurtosis @ Shapir p

an s (SE = (SE = o-Wilk
0.27) 0.53) w

Perceived 64 094 26 7.00 -2.15 4.95 .656 <
CSR 4 7 .001
Greentrust | 6.5 082 | 3.0 | 7.00 -2.45 6.75 .638 <

.001
Perceived 6.5 070 4.0 7.00 -1.46 1.41 .710 <
greenwashi | 4 0 .001
ng
Willingness | 6.5 093 23 |7.00 | -2.65 7.57 581 <
to pay a 3 3 .001
premium
Stated 12. | 768 0.0 [ 25.0 043 -0.82 874 <
premium 06 0 0 .001
(%)
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Perceived CSR Green trust Perceived greenwashing Premium WTP

50 o
50 - 50 50 4
40
40 4 40 A 40 4
30 4
= 30 1 30 A 30 4
20 204 20 20
10 10 A 10 1 10 A
0- 0- 0- 0-
3 4 5 6 7 3 4 5 6 7 4 5 6 7 3 4 5 6 7

Scale score (1-7) Scale score (1-7) Scale score (1-7) Scale score (1-7)

Figure 4.2: Distributions of the four composite scale scores (Source: author’s

own).

The item WTP5 is an interval item and is different. The modal response is 6 to 10 per
cent and 18.3 per cent would pay more than 20 per cent. The mean premium (based
on band midpoints) is 12.06 per cent (SD = 7.68, median 8.0).

35 1

31
(37.8%)

W
o
1

N
(%]
1

15 1

Respondents (n)
N
o

10
(12.2%)

0% 1-5% 6-10% 11-20% More than 20%
(nothing extra)

Maximum stated price premium over a conventional alternative

Figure 4.3: Distribution of the maximum stated price premium (Source: author’s

own).
4.5 Quality Measurement of the Main Variables

4.5.1 Reliability Test: Cronbach’s Alpha and McDonald’s Omega

Green trust (a = .853) and perceived greenwashing (a = .793) showed values above
.70 while perceived CSR (a = .377) and premium WTP (a = .408) showed values
that did not reach the .70 threshold. These low values reflect the actual response

pattern: CSR3 (legal and ethical compliance) was rated lower and far more variably
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(M = 5.63, SD = 1.92) than the other CSR items (M = 6.13-6.51) and correlated
negatively with the rest of the scale (corrected item-total r = —.016), indicating that
respondents treated legal compliance, responsible sourcing and community support
as separate CSR domains rather than one construct. Similarly, WTP4, the only item
that imposed an explicit price trade-off, sat near the scale midpoint (M = 4.05, SD =
2.30) and was unrelated to the three attitudinal premium items (corrected item-total r
= .001), so it captured behavioural choice rather than acceptance of the premium
principle. In addition, the ceiling effect (18 of the 20 item means above 6.1) restricted
item variance and depressed inter-item correlations, and because alpha assumes
equal item loadings it understated reliability, as the higher omega values for
perceived CSR (.539) and premium WTP (.730) show (Hayes and Coultts, 2020).
Alpha improved to .655 and .769 respectively when CSR3, CSR4, CSR5 and WTP4
were removed (see their low corrected item-total correlations in Table 4.4); .60 is
what Field (2024) considers tolerable.

Table 4.4: Reliability of the measurement scales before and after item purification (n
=82)

Construct Items Cronba McDon Lowest Assessme
(k) ch’sa | ald’s w corrected nt
item-total
correlation

Before purification

Perceived CSR 6 377 .539 -.016 (CSR3) | Unaccepta
ble

Green trust 5 .853 .867 541 (GT2) Good

Perceived 5 .793 .799 419 (PG2) Acceptable

greenwashing

Willingness to pay a 4 408 .730 .001 (WTP4) Unaccepta

premium ble

After purification
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Perceived CSR 3 .655 .751 .232 (CSRo6) Marginal

(CSR3, CSR4, CSR5 but
removed) acceptable
Green trust 5 .853 .867 541 (GT2) Good
(unchanged)

Perceived 5 .793 .799 419 (PG2) Acceptable
greenwashing

(unchanged)

Willingness to pay a 3 .769 .832 .383 (WTP1) Good
premium (WTP4

removed)

4.5.2 Validity Test: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Every loading is significant (p < .01) and 12 of the 16 exceed .50. Cronbach's alpha
of all four constructs is more than .70, and AVE of all constructs is greater than .50,

except .452 for perceived greenwashing which is acceptable since CR = .801.

The global fit is poor for a model with 16 indicators, however, and the skew and
inter-construct correlation are severe. The measurement model is thus interpreted as
evidence of convergence at the item level and hypothesis testing is based on

composite scores.

Table 4.5: Confirmatory factor analysis — standardised loadings, average variance

extracted and composite reliability (n = 82)

Construct Item | Standardise p AVE CR | VAVE
d loading (A)
Perceived CSR CSR1 .762 — 542 | 753 | 736
CSR2 973 <.001
CSR6 313 .005
Green trust GT1 .798 — .569 .866 .755

39



GT2 .559 <.001
GT3 .842 <.001
GT4 .684 <.001
GT5 .849 <.001
Perceived PG1 .691 — 452 .801 .673
greenwashing
PG2 463 <.001
PG3 744 <.001
PG4 .659 <.001
PG5 .763 <.001
Willingnesstopaya | WTP .505 — .629 827 793
premium 1
WTP .836 <.001
2
WTP .966 <.001
3

Note. — indicates a loading fixed at 1.0 for scale identification. Model fit: x*(98) =
529.73, p <.001; CFl =.592; TLI =.501;, RMSEA = .233.

4.5.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis

The sampling is adequate and there are 4 components with eigenvalues above 1.0
corresponding with the theorised constructs which account for 73.49 per cent of the
variance. The rotated solution is partly consistent: Premium WTP and greenwashing
are loaded in the expected direction, CSR1, CSR2 and CSR6 are loaded in the

green trust direction.
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Eigenvalue

Kaiser criterion (eigenvalue = 1)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Component number

Figure 4.4: Scree plot of the 16 retained scale items (Source: author’s own).

Table 4.6: Rotated component matrix, principal component analysis with varimax

rotation (n = 82)

Item Componen Componen  Componen  Componen Communalit
t1 t2 t3 t4 y
CSR1 .898 842
CSR2 .862 873
CSR6 .846 .760
GT1 .880 .838
GT2 794 701
GT3 503 .650 759
GT4 492 498 629
GT5 410 573 458 732
PG1 614 480 .653
PG2 631 586
PG3 .669 702
PG4 637 .556 716
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PG5 .666 .696

WTP1 .738 .665
WTP2 877 .886
WTP3 Tq77 721
Eigenvalue 7.389 1.985 1.289 1.094

Variance 19.75 21.68 17.49 14.57 73.49
explained (cumulative)
(%)

Note. KMO = .700; Bartlett’s x*(120) = 1075.41, p < .001. Loadings below .40

suppressed. Variance explained is after rotation.

4.5.4 Discriminant Validity and Correlations Between Constructs

All four Likert composites have strong inter-correlation, particularly between
perceived CSR and green trust (r = .803) and between green trust and premium
WTP (r = .597) (both p < .001). Spearman coefficients are similar, thus the pattern is

not an artefact of the non-normality.

There are two findings that extend to the hypothesis testing. First, perceived
greenwashing has a positive correlation with both premium WTP and green trust,
when theory suggests the reverse correlation should exist, most plausibly because
they were not reverse coded. Second, the Likert composites are almost unrelated to

the interval premium measure (r = .076).

The discriminant validity is equally low, with the VAVEs of perceived CSR (.736)
being lower than the correlation with green trust, and a heterotrait—-monotrait ratio of
1.060. Here, the two constructs cannot be separated empirically, rendering mediation

test below.

Table 4.7: Correlation matrix and discriminant validity of the constructs (n = 82)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Perceived CSR (.736) .803** 576** 486 .258*
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2. Green trust 728** (.755) .667** 597 155
3. Perceived 743 794 (.673) 672** 144

greenwashing

4. Willingness to pay a 672** 57 .870** (.793) .076
premium
5. Stated premium (%) .249* .148 136 .044 —

Note. Pearson coefficients above the diagonal; Spearman coefficients below the
diagonal. Values in parentheses on the diagonal are VAVE. ** p < .01, *p < .05
(two-tailed).

4.5.5 Common Method Bias

The unrotated single factor solution explains 46.18 per cent of the variance, which is
just under the 50 per cent mark which is considered a serious threat. This suggests
that common method variance and acquiescence are increasing the observed

relationships given the positive greenwashing correlations.
4.6 Regression Analysis and Hypothesis Testing

4.6.1 Assumption Testing

Multicollinearity is acceptable (the highest VIF = 3.00) and the residuals are
independent (Durbin—Watson = 2.06). Heteroscedasticity (p = .039) and non-normal
residuals (p < .001) both follow from the ceiling effect in the dependent variable.
These violations affect only the precision of the standard errors, but not the

bootstrapped intervals.

4.6.2 Hierarchical Regression: Testing H1 and H3

Table 4.8 shows a 3-step hierarchical regression. Perceived CSR adds a significant
improvement at step 2 (AR? = .231, p < .001; B = .489), supporting H1, and green
trust a further improvement at step 3 (AR? = .126, p <.001; B = .614), supporting H3.
Importantly, the coefficient for perceived CSR becomes 0 when green trust is
included (p = .999).
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Table 4.8: Hierarchical regression predicting willingness to pay a premium (n = 82)

Predictor Step1b | Step  Step2b  Step Step3b | Step
(SE) 1B (SE) 28 (SE) 3B
Age group -0.037 -.032 0.014 .012 0.119 .101
(0.140) (0.124) (0.117)
Gender (1 = 0.190 .091 0.085 .041 0.117 .056
woman) (0.239) (0.212) (0.195)
Education -0.080 -.055 -0.056 -.038 -0.063 -.044
(0.176) (0.155) (0.143)
Product category -0.068 -.036 -0.155 -.082 -0.070 -.037
(1 = food) (0.227) (0.200) (0.185)
Perceived CSR 0.483*** 489 0.000 .000
(0.100) (0.155)
Green trust 0.697*** .614
(0.180)
R2 .015 .246 372
Adjusted R? -.036 .196 321
AR? .015 231%** 126***
F for AR? 0.29 23.29*** 15.00***
Model F 0.29 4.96*** 7.39%**
Note. *** p < .001. Unstandardised coefficients b with standard errors in

parentheses; B is the standardised coefficient. Highest VIF = 3.00; Durbin—Watson =
2.06.

4.6.3 Perceived CSR and Green Trust: Testing H2

Controlling for demographics, perceived CSR is a very strong predictor of green trust
(B = .796, p < .001), explaining 66.7 per cent of the variance. However, there is
strong support for H2, and this effect needs to be juxtaposed with the

above-mentioned discriminant validity issues.
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4.6.4 Mediation Testing: H4

The indirect effect, estimated with PROCESS Model 4 and based on 5,000 bootstrap
resamples, is positive and significant (ab = 0.483, 95% CI [0.211, 0.726]) and
essentially explains the total effect. This is full mediation since the direct effect is not

significant. H4 is supported.

Table 4.9: Mediation analysis — indirect effect of perceived CSR on premium WTP

through green trust (5,000 bootstrap samples)

Effect Pat Coeffici SE 95%Cl = 95% Cl | Result

h ent (lower) | (upper)

Path a: CSR — green a 0.693 0.05 0.576 0.809 p < .001

trust 9
Path b: green trust — b 0.697 0.18 0.338 1.055 p <.001
premium WTP 0
Total effect: CSR — c 0.483 0.10 0.284 0.682 | p<.001
premium WTP 0
Direct effect: CSR — c' 0.000 0.15 | -0.309 0.309 | p=.999
premium WTP 5
Indirect effect (a x b) ab 0.483 0.13 0.211 0.726 | Significa
2 nt

Note. Bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals. Completely standardised
indirect effect = .489; ratio of indirect to total effect = 1.00; Sobel z = 3.68, p <.001.

4.6.5 Moderation Testing: H5

H5 was tested using PROCESS Model 1 with mean-centred predictors. Interestingly,
perceived greenwashing is a strong positive predictor of premium WTP (3 = .665, p <
.001) going against expectations. The interaction is negative as predicted; however,
it does not make a significant contribution (AR2 = .022, p = .071). H5 is not
supported at a = .05.

However, simple slopes also reveal the hypothesised pattern: that the effect of

perceived CSR is positive and significant at low levels of greenwashing (b = 0.249, p
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= .044), not significant at the mean, and negative at high greenwashing. 18.3 per

cent of the respondents are below the Johnson—Neyman transition at 5.91.

Table 4.10: Moderation analysis — conditional effect of perceived CSR on premium

WTP at three levels of perceived greenwashing

Model term / conditional effect b SE t p 95% CI
Perceived CSR (centred) 0.061 | 0.10 H 0.59 | .558 [-0.145,
4 0.267]

Perceived greenwashing (centred) | 0.789 @ 0.15 | 5.25 | <.001 [0.489,

0 1.088]
CSR x greenwashing -0.27 | 014 -1.8 | .071 [-0.565,
1 8 3 0.024]
Conditional effect at low 0.249 012 | 2.05 @ .044 [0.007,
greenwashing (-1 SD, 5.85) 2 0.491]
Conditional effect at mean 0.061 | 0.10 | 0.59 | .558 [-0.145,
greenwashing (6.54) 4 0.267]
Conditional effect at high -0.12 | 016 | -0.7 | .448 [-0.458,
greenwashing (+1 SD, 7.24) 7 7 6 0.2095]

Note. AR? for the interaction = .022, F(1, 74) = 3.36, p = .071. Johnson—Neyman

transition point = 5.91 on the seven-point greenwashing scale.

4.6.6 Secondary Outcome: The Stated Monetary Premium

This effect is reversed if the stated premium percentage is the dependent variable,
as perceived CSR predicts the stated premium (b = 3.35, p = .029), while green trust

does not (p = .301). The difference between the two is discussed in Section 5.6.

4.6.7 Group Comparisons

There were no significant gender or age group differences in premium WTP (all p >

.29), nor were there differences between product categories. The mean stated
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premiums were highest for respondents 25-34 years of age and for personal care

and beauty products, but the cell sizes are too small for inferences.

4.6.8 Summary of Hypothesis Testing

Table 4.11 and Figure 4.5 summarise the hypothesis tests and the standardised

result on each path.

Table 4.11: Summary of hypothesis testing results

Hypot

hesis

H1

H2

H3

H4

H5

Path tested

Perceived CSR — premium
WTP (total effect)

Perceived CSR — green

trust

Green trust — premium
WTP

Perceived CSR — green

trust — premium WTP

Perceived greenwashing
moderates CSR —
premium WTP

Standardis
ed

coefficient

B =.489

B=.796

B=.614

ab = .489
(standardise
d)

B=-.198
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Significanc

e

t=4.83,p<
.001

t=11.82, p
<.001

t=3.87,p<
.001
95% CI

[0.211,
0.726]

t=-1.83,p
= .071

Decision

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported
(full

mediation)

Not
supported



Independeﬂt Variable Mediating Variable Dependen} Variable
r Al r N\ r N\

R?*(Green trust) = .667
R?(Premium WTP) = .372

Green Trust
(Trust in firm’s
environmental
commitments)

H2 H3

Perceived CSR
(Consumers’ perception of
corporate social
responsibility)

Willingness to Pay
a Premium
for sustainable
products in the UK

H1 c = .49*** (total)

¢’ = .00, n.s. (direct)

H5
Bint = -.20, p = .071 (n.s.)

e s o

Perceived Greenwashing
(Perceived exaggeration or
misleading environmental
claims)

Figure 4.5: Tested conceptual model with hypothesis-testing results for each path

(Source: author’s own).

4.7 Chapter Summary

The perceived CSR has significant positive total effect on premium WTP, which
works entirely through green trust (H1, H2, H3, H4), and the moderation role of
perceived greenwash is directionally correct but not significant (H5). There are three
findings that qualify this: Perceived CSR and green trust cannot be empirically
separated, perceived greenwashing does not correlate negatively but positively, and

attitudinal and monetary measures behave oppositely.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

5.1 Introduction

This chapter interprets the results reported in Chapter 4 against the literature
reviewed in Chapter 2 and the two research questions set out in Section 1.4. Follows
the conceptual framework and not the order of the statistical output. The
measurement scales are discussed in Section 5.2, as the findings will be weighted
by the quality of the instrument. Section 5.3 responds to RQ1, while Sections 5.4 and
5.5 address the two components of RQ2; Section 5.6 discusses the divergence
between the attitudinal and monetary measure of the premium; and Section 5.7

presents the methodological anomalies that qualify the analysis.

5.2 Discussion of Measurement Properties

Table 5.1 provides a summary of the properties of the four multiple-item scales. Two
scales behaved as the literature indicated they should, and two did not, and the

pattern is informative rather than merely inconvenient.
Table 5.1: Measurement properties of the multiple-item scales (n = 82)

Construct # Iltems | Variation % Item Coeffi | McDo @AVE | Me
retaine @ explained @ loading @ cient @ nald’s scor an

d by first srange alpha omega e
factor

Perceived 3 (of 6) 62 0.47-0. .655 751 542 | 6.4
CSR? 92 4
Green trust’ 5 65 0.69-0. .853 .867 569 6.5

90 3
Perceived 5 55 0.59-0. .793 799 | 452 | 6.5
greenwashin 83 4

g1
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Willingness 3 (of 4) 69 0.63-0. .769 .832 .629 6.5
to pay a 96 3

premium’

Note(s): 'Seven-point scale: strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Loadings are
from a single-factor principal component solution per construct. AVE is calculated

from the four-factor confirmatory model reported in Table 4.5.

The green trust scale adapted from Borah, Dogbe and Marwa (2024) replicated well
with alpha = .853, as did the greenwashing scale adapted from Tu et al. (2024) and
Rahman et al. (2025) with alpha = .793, both of which are comparable to those found
by the original authors. The perceived CSR scale did: three of its six items (legal and
ethical compliance, responsible sourcing and community support) did not correlate
with the rest of the scale and were therefore dropped. This is not random, but
something that is theoretically interpretable. Carroll's (1991) pyramid considers legal,
ethical, economic and philanthropic responsibilities as conceptually different, and
Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) demonstrate that consumer responses differ
depending on the perceived fit of each domain. The purification indicates that the
public in the UK does not consider these dimensions as a composite construct: legal
compliance is not seen as an indicator of responsibility as forecasted in Section 1.1.
The retained items are all a general nature relating to environmental and societal
responsibility, meaning that the final scale was measuring a more limited,
one-dimensional version of environmental-CSR than the multi-dimensional one
detailed in Section 2.5.

The failure of WTP4 is more consequential. Three of the four premium items formed
a coherent scale (a = .769) while the item asking whether respondents would still
choose the sustainable option when priced above the alternative was uncorrelated
with it and had a mean of 4.05 whereas all other items had a mean of 6.5. The three
retained items ask about the acceptability in principle of paying more, while the
discarded item asks whether the respondent would pay more. The
attitude—behaviour gap in the measurements throughout Chapter 4, that is two
variables which do not correlate, is an attitude towards the premium principle and the

behavioural intention to pay a premium is the dependent variable.
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5.3 RQ1: Perceived CSR and Willingness to Pay a Premium

The first research question asked to what extent consumer perceptions of CSR
influence willingness to pay a premium in the UK. The overall effect is statistically
significant and large (B = .489, p <.001), accounting for an extra 23.1 per cent of the
variance beyond the demographic controls (Cohen's effect size f = .31, which is

considered large in Cohen's terms, 1988). H1 is supported.

This is directionally consistent with the CSR literature reviewed in Section 2.2.1,
which consistently indicates that perceived CSR leads to a positive consumer
response, and adds to the literature an outcome that was not measured by those
studies: brand engagement. The present result is an empirical test of the pathway
from stakeholder orientation to premium willingness theorised by Nazarenko and
Saleh (2024) but only tested conceptually in that study. It is also aligned with
Berger's (2019) evidence that green signaling leads to an increase in willingness to
pay, and with the signaling account used in Section 2.3 that when sustainability is a
credence attribute, an observable and costly CSR record can be used as a quality

signal on which prices can be judged (Spence, 1973; Erdem and Swait, 1998).

Two qualifications matter. First, the size is greater than might be believed from the
literature. As soon as price becomes part of the discussion, the impact of CSR
diminishes, as reported by Chan et al. (2025) and Kolling et al. (2025a, 2025b);
Deloitte (2024) states that 62 per cent of people in the UK say that price is the
biggest obstacle. There is no need to resort to unusual generosity to explain why a
UK sample should have this kind of effect, the measure taps into the attitude of
paying more, on which cost pressure is far less relevant than on actual purchase.
Second, the demographic controls were all non-significant, whereas some
category-contingent effects were found by Shi and Jiang (2023) and some cohort
differences are discussed by Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira (2023). This is better
understood as a restricted range because 82.9 per cent of the sample was between
the ages of 18-34.

Comparing the premium itself to the industry evidence which led to the study is also
helpful. The average premium rate of 12.06 per cent is higher than the global
average of 9.7 per cent (PwC, 2024) and significantly higher than the rates being

suggested by Deloitte (2024) in the UK. The genial interpretation is that the credibility
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gap is not as wide as the UK headlines suggest and there is a defensible premium
around the 8-12 per cent mark. The sceptical reading, which aligns with the
hypothetical bias literature, is that the stated premiums systematically exceed
revealed premiums, and that a sample of young, highly educated and sustainability
engaged consumers will do so even more. The second is the more defensible one
and these figures should be viewed as an upper bound rather than a recommended

price.

5.4 RQ2 (Part 1): The Mediating Role of Green Trust

The second research question was whether green trust and perceived greenwashing
influence the CSR—premium relationship. The proof on trust is clear. The results
showed that perceived CSR predicted green trust very strongly (B = .796, p <.001),
green trust predicted premium willingness (B = .614, p <.001) and the bootstrapped

indirect effect was significant (supporting H2, H3, and H4).

Table 5.2: Direct and mediation effects

Hypotheses Standardised Significant
coefficients

H1: Perceived CSR — willingness to pay a 489 Yes (p <.001)

premium (total effect)

H2: Perceived CSR — green trust (path a) .796 Yes (p <.001)

H3: Green trust — willingness to pay a .614 Yes (p <.001)

premium (path b)

Perceived CSR — willingness to pay a .000 No (p = .999)
premium (direct effect, c')

H4: Perceived CSR — green trust — 489 (indirect) Yes, 95% CI
willingness to pay a premium [0.211, 0.726]
H5: Perceived CSR x perceived -.198 No (p = .071)

greenwashing — willingness to pay a

premium

52



Perceived CSR — stated monetary 377 Yes (p =.029)

premium (%)

Green trust — stated monetary premium -.194 No (p = .301)

(%)
Note(s): Standardised coefficients from ordinary least squares regression controlling
for age, gender, education and product category (n = 82). The indirect effect is the
completely standardised effect from 5,000 bootstrap resamples with bias-corrected

95 per cent confidence intervals.

This unique finding is that the mediation was complete rather than partial, that is, the
direct effect of perceived CSR was null after green trust was included (c' = .000, p =
.999) and the indirect effect explained the total effect. It is the strongest form of
mediation that was reported by Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo (2024), and aligned with
the wider stream where green trust is the mediator between CSR and green
marketing and consumers' responses (Saif et al., 2024; Jabeen et al., 2023; Majeed
et al.,, 2022). In its purest form, as per the predictions of Signalling theory, full
mediation means that the signal itself does not have a direct effect on behaviour but
rather has an indirect effect in that a signal is firstly assessed for credibility and then,
if found credible, is converted to value and thus to an effect on behaviour (Connelly
et al., 2011). According to this interpretation, CSR activity in the UK marketplace has

no purchasing power in itself - it is only as important as the consumer believes it is.

The outcome also addresses dissent as noted in Section 2.2.3. The specification of
green trust as a moderator instead of mediator is provided by Wang, Zaman and Alvi
(2022), while the present data support the mediating specification for the attitudinal
outcome. The direct link between trust and price premiums is not found by Abubakari
et al. (2025) as they work through green perceived value. Section 5.6 shows that this
study reproduces the Abubakari finding once the outcome is measured monetarily,
which suggests the disagreement may be an artefact of how the premium is

operationalised.

There is one warning to be heeded. The heterotrait-monotrait ratio between

perceived CSR and green trust was 1.060 and the correlation between the two

constructs was .803, which indicated the two constructs were not empirically

separable in this sample. The extent of mediation is partly an artifact of construct
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overlap because a mediator cannot be distinguished from the predictor and its effect
cannot be demonstrated. The discovery should be interpreted as corroborating the
trust-mediation literature and not as a robust stand-alone corroboration of the

literature.

5.5 RQ2 (Part 2): The Moderating Role of Perceived Greenwashing

H5 predicted that perceived greenwashing would weaken the CSR—premium
relationship. The interaction was in the expected direction, but not conventionally
significant (B = -.198, p = .071). Again, the simple slopes revealed a pattern
consistent with the hypothesis, being positive and significant for those low in their
perceived greenwashing (b = 0.249, p = .044), non-significant at the mean, and
negative among those high in their perceived greenwashing with the Johnson and

Neyman transition at 5.91.

The most defensible interpretation is that the effect is present but was undetectable.
With a sample size of 82, the power for detection of interaction terms is low, and they
generally require much larger samples than main effects. More firmly, the mean for
perceived greenwashing was 6.54 with almost no variance at the bottom of the
distribution, indicating that the sample had few consumers who did not think that
greenwashing is exaggerated. Moderator can't moderate without variation. An

inconclusive finding is therefore reported instead of as evidence against the theory.

However, the substantive outcome, rather than a sterile interaction, is perhaps more
intriguing. In this sample, most consumers in the UK felt that environmental claims
were 'exaggerated' and 93.9 per cent agreed to pay more for sustainable products.
Suspicion and willingness go hand in hand. This builds on the work of Lin, Kim and
Kim (2026), which describes how poor signal quality leads to confusion and
subsequently to scepticism, and demonstrates that scepticism can become so
prevalent as to be considered a market condition, not an individual difference. It also
provides empirical support to the regulatory argument made in Section 2.2.4:
regulatory tools coming into effect from April 2025 (CMA, 2021, 2024) are
responding to a true and widespread credibility gap, and that this is a widespread

perception of greenwashing.
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There is a need for a separate comment on the direction of the greenwashing main
effect. Unlike Hameed et al. (2021), Isac et al. (2024) and Hung and Chang (2024)
which reported negative correlation with perceived greenwashing, a positive
correlation with premium willingness (r = .672) and green trust (r = .667) was found
in this study. This is most likely an artefact of measurement. There was no reverse
coding of the items, responses were in strong agreement with all the statements
presented and Harman's test revealed that 46.18 per cent of variance was due to a
single factor. Correlations yielded acquiescence bias, which means that they
represent individuals' overall tendency to agree and not the constructs themselves.
This reporting is required, the procedural remedies from Podsakoff et al. (2024) were

unsuccessful in preventing the problem.

5.6 The Divergence Between Attitudinal and Monetary Premium

The most significant result of the study was not predicted. When the outcome was
expressed as the percentage premium which respondents would be willing to pay,
instead of simply as an agreement with the statements of premium, perceived CSR
predicted the stated premium (b = 3.35, p =.029), green trust did not (p = .301), and

the two were virtually uncorrelated (r = .076).

This is the attitude—behaviour gap quantifiable and precise. Respondents who
strongly affirmed the principle of paying more were not more likely to nominate
higher premium, and vice versa. Chapter 2 suggested that willingness to pay money
(premium willingness) is a stronger measure than purchase intention, yet the present
data indicate that this stringency largely depends on the way in which the premium is
operationalised. The notion that "you would be willing to pay more" is closer to
attitude than sacrifice and acts like an attitude. This reinforces the criticism of Duong
(2024) and ElHaffar, Durif and Dube (2020), and the explanation why there are a lot
of disparities in the premium willingness estimated by different studies: PwC (2024)
reveals a premium willingness of 9.7 per cent globally, whereas Deloitte (2024) finds
that only 36 per cent of UK consumers are willing to pay more. While the present
sample reproduces both patterns at the same time, this indicates that the two figures

are not contradictory but instead measuring different things.
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The result also settles the apparent contradiction in the literature surrounding trusts
identified in Section 2.2.3. While Abubakari et al. (2025) did not directly observe the
effects of trust on price premium, the mediation stream always observed trust effects
on intentions. In the present study both hold: green trust fully mediates the effect of
CSR on attitudinal premium willingness but has no effect on the stated monetary
premium. Trust seems to permit the belief that a premium is warranted without
specifying its amount, which is what is important for the magnitude of the premium

that is important commercially, but not for the belief that it is warranted.

Another implication for the theoretical perspective selected in section 2.3 is
forthcoming. The theory of planned behaviour was rejected in favour of signalling
theory because the phenomenon itself involved some form of monetary sacrifice and
this partly confirms and partly challenges the decision. The complete mediation by
green trust is exactly what signalling theory demands as an assessment of the
presentation of the product by the receiver and the theory of planned behaviour
would not have predicted the direct path to disappear completely. However,
signalling theory also suggests that a credible signal should be followed by
willingness to pay cost, and on the monetary metric it was not followed by willingness
to pay cost through trust. The data indicates that the signalling account is the primary
driver of the formation of the belief that a premium is warranted, with the valuation
process that determines the specific amount to pay operating more like the green
perceived value mechanism described by Shi and Jiang (2023) and Hu et al. (2024).

The two processes seem to be successive not identical.

5.7 Methodological Reflections

Three features of the analysis constrain how far the findings can be pressed. The
confirmatory measurement model failed to fit well (CFI = .592, RMSEA = .233) due
to the small sample size, high inter-construct correlation and severe non-normality;
this was the risk that was anticipated in Section 3.7, where it was expected that
perceived CSR and green trust would not separate. Second, ceiling effects were
ubiquitous as means on 7-point scales >6.4 leave little room for any model to
account for and inflate correlations. Thirdly, common method variance exists. None
of these renders the substantive pattern invalid, but each suggests that the

magnitude of the coefficients needs to be considered as maximumes.
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It is worth noting what did not go wrong. The mediation result is not an artefact of the
distributional violations, because it was calculated using bootstrapping, and the
difference between the attitudinal and monetary outcomes is also not a common
method effect because common method variance would lead to a larger, not smaller,

difference between the two measures.

5.8 Chapter Summary

The answer to RQ1 is positive as there is a significant positive relationship between
perceived CSR and willingness to pay a premium among the UK consumers. There
are two steps to answering RQ2. Green trust fully mediates that relationship, which
means that CSR effects on premium willingness are only through the change in
consumers' belief in the firm which the mechanism signalling theory predicts. The
result of the non-significant moderation was directionally correct, although it is more
likely that the lack of a result was due to the high prevalence of greenwashing
perception than to the absence of any effect. The difference between attitudinal and
monetary measures indicates that green trust determines whether consumers accept
a green premium, but not what the size of that premium will be, cutting across both

questions.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

6.1 Introduction

This chapter summarises the findings of the research, outlines the theoretical
contribution and managerial implications for UK businesses marketing sustainable
products, and identifies the limitations of the research and the areas for further study
it suggests. The research used a positivist, deductive, mono-method, quantitative
research design and analysed the responses of 82 respondents using hierarchical
regression, bootstrapped mediation and moderation analysis to examine the role of
CSR in predicting consumers' willingness to pay a price premium for sustainable

products in the UK.

6.2 Brief Summary of Key Findings

Four findings, based on literature reviewed in Chapter 2, extend the argument of this

dissertation:

The perceived CSR shows a significant positive impact on willingness to pay a
premium (B = .489, p < .001), whereas the literature has only revealed a similar
relationship with purchase intention (Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024; Nazarenko and
Saleh, 2024).

The effect is completely by way of green trust. All mediation was complete, meaning
that the direct path dropped to zero when trust was added, aligning with the focus of
signalling theory on the credibility of the receiver (Connelly et al., 2011) and found by
Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo (2024).

Inspection of simple slopes revealed that the CSR—premium relationship was in the
direction we had suggested, and the lack of significance was not because of the lack
of an effect, but because the items in the sample had a near universal level of

greenwashing perception (M = 6.54).

The relationship is deviating in terms of outcome measure. The monetary premium
was correlated with perceived CSR (p = .029), but not with green trust, and the two
measures were not correlated. Whether or not a premium is endorsed depends on

trust, not the size of the premium that's accepted.
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The Pearson and Spearman coefficients yielded consistent results; however, the
magnitudes of the coefficients suffer from acquiescence bias and overlapping of

constructs and should be interpreted as upper bounds.

6.3 Theoretical Implications

The first contribution relates to the theoretical foundations. The study is grounded in
signalling theory, which holds that observable and costly signals reduce information
asymmetry where quality cannot be verified before purchase (Connelly et al., 2025),
and which has increasingly been applied to sustainability claims and greenwashing
(de Freitas Netto et al., 2020; Lin, Kim and Kim, 2026). The findings confirm a strong
version of that logic and add one refinement. Because the direct path from perceived
CSR became zero once green trust was included, CSR activity appears to have no
independent purchasing power; its whole effect passes through the receiver’s
credibility judgement. This is a stronger claim than recent intention-based studies
make, since they report green trust as one of several parallel mechanisms alongside
brand image, engagement and attribution (Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo, 2024;
Cuesta-Valifio et al., 2024; Dai and Guo, 2024). For monetary outcomes in a market
where CSR has become a baseline expectation, the evidence suggests that
credibility is not one route among many but the decisive one (Borah, Dogbe and
Marwa, 2024; Saif et al., 2024).

The second contribution concerns boundary conditions. The study addresses the
gap identified in Chapter 2, namely the lack of premium-willingness models that
examine green trust and perceived greenwashing together (Di Pillo, Petti and Prisco,
2025; Borah, Dogbe and Marwa, 2024). The result is not the clean moderation that
was hypothesised but something more informative: perceived greenwashing
behaved as a market-level condition rather than an individual-level contingency.
Scepticism was almost universal (M = 6.54), and only 18.3 per cent of respondents
fell below the Johnson—Neyman point (Hayes, 2022). This extends Lin, Kim and Kim
(2026) and Kolling et al. (2025a), who treat scepticism as a consumer-level
response, by showing that when scepticism pervades a market it no longer
differentiates consumers but sets a common discount that is applied to all green
signals (Isac et al., 2024; Hung and Chang, 2024; Rahman et al., 2025). This is

precisely the credibility problem that the Green Claims Code and the direct
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enforcement powers introduced from April 2025 by the Digital Markets, Competition
and Consumers Act 2024 are intended to correct (CMA, 2021, 2024).

The third contribution concerns mechanisms. The divergence between the attitudinal
and monetary measures reveals a two-stage process that recent literature tends to
treat as one. Green trust fully explained endorsement of the principle of paying more
but not the monetary magnitude, whereas perceived CSR predicted the magnitude.
This reconciles the finding of Abubakari et al. (2025) that trust in green labelling has
no direct effect on price premiums, operating instead through green perceived value,
with the trust effects reported in the mediation stream (Saif et al., 2024; Jabeen et
al., 2023; Wu and Long, 2024). Both are correct, but they refer to different outcomes:
a credibility assessment determines whether a premium is legitimate, and a separate
valuation process, closer to the green perceived value mechanism (Shi and Jiang,
2023; Hu et al., 2024), determines how large it should be. The divergence is also
consistent with meta-analytic evidence that hypothetical willingness to pay
systematically departs from real willingness to pay (Schmidt and Bijmolt, 2020) and
with the persistent attitude—behaviour gap in green consumption (ElHaffar, Durif and
Dube, 2020; Duong, 2024).

The fourth contribution is a refinement of the conceptual model presented in Section
2.5. The direct CSR—premium path should be dropped for attitudinal outcomes but
retained for monetary ones; the greenwashing moderator should be respecified as a
market-level condition; and the dependent variable should be disaggregated,
because endorsement of a premium and its magnitude are empirically distinct
outcomes (Nazarenko and Saleh, 2024; Abubakari et al., 2025). The perceived CSR
construct also needs narrowing. The legal-compliance, sourcing and philanthropy
items did not group with the environmental-responsibility items, suggesting that UK
consumers do not perceive the economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic domains of
CSR (Carroll, 2021) as a single construct, and that perceived fit and authenticity
determine which domains are treated as credible (Afzali and Kim, 2021; Gleim et al.,
2023).

These insights are likely to generalise to other mature, high-disclosure consumer
markets where sustainability claims are prevalent and regulated, environmental

attributes are credence attributes and cost-of-living pressure constrains discretionary
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spending (Deloitte, 2024; Filip et al., 2025). They are less likely to transfer to markets
where green claims are new, where verification is contractual, as in
business-to-business settings (Nguyen-Viet and Tran, 2024), or where sustainability
benefits are experienced directly. The concentration of the sample among younger,
highly educated consumers further limits transfer (Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira,
2023).

6.4 Managerial Recommendations

The findings translate into five recommendations for UK retailers and for fast-moving
consumer goods, fashion and personal-care brands that price sustainable ranges
above conventional alternatives. Each recommendation specifies the manager
responsible, the action required, how it should be implemented and the evidence

from this study that justifies it; they are summarised in Table 6.1.

Recommendation 1: The Head of Sustainability should replace claim volume

with verifiable proof.

Who: the Head of Sustainability (or Chief Sustainability Officer), supported by the
Procurement and Supply Chain Manager. What and how: in the next budget cycle,
part of the CSR communication budget should be moved from new campaigns and
initiatives to evidence that consumers can check. This means publishing
product-level carbon and sourcing data with a named methodology, obtaining
independent third-party certification for the best-selling sustainable lines (for
example, Fairtrade, FSC or Carbon Trust, depending on the category), and adding
supply-chain traceability such as on-pack QR codes linking to supplier and audit
information. Progress should be reported to the board every quarter using three
indicators: the percentage of environmental claims backed by documented evidence,
certification coverage of sustainable product lines, and green-trust scores from the
firm’s brand-tracking survey. Why: perceived CSR influenced premium willingness
only through green trust (full mediation; indirect effect 95% CI [0.211, 0.726]), so
CSR activity that consumers do not believe produces no premium acceptance
(Nguyen-Viet, Tran and Ngo, 2024; Connelly et al., 2025).
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Recommendation 2: The Marketing Director and the Legal and Compliance

Manager should redesign green communication for a sceptical audience.

Who: the Marketing Director or Brand Manager, with the Legal and Compliance
Manager holding final sign-off. What and how: a mandatory pre-publication claims
review should be introduced so that every environmental claim on pack, online and
in advertising is checked against the six principles of the Green Claims Code before

release (CMA, 2021). Vague terms such as “eco-friendly”, “green” or “natural”’, and
nature imagery used without supporting data, should be replaced with specific,
quantified claims that state their scope and link to evidence (for example, “made with
40 per cent recycled plastic, independently verified”). A central claims register should
record the evidence behind each claim, and marketing staff should be trained
annually on CMA sector guidance (CMA, 2024). Why: perceived greenwashing was
almost universal in the sample (M = 6.54 on a seven-point scale), so consumers
must be assumed to discount unsupported claims by default; in addition, since April
2025 the CMA can directly fine firms up to 10 per cent of global turnover for

misleading claims (Digital Markets, Competition and Consumers Act 2024).

Recommendation 3: The Pricing Manager should set a conservative initial

premium and validate it with real sales data.

Who: the Pricing or Revenue Manager, working with the Category Manager for each
product category. What and how: sustainable lines should be launched or repriced
at a premium of about 8 per cent over the conventional equivalent, which is the
median stated premium in this study, rather than at the 12.06 per cent mean. The
premium should then be tested category by category through controlled in-store or
online price tests over eight to twelve weeks, comparing sales volume, conversion
and gross margin at 8, 10 and 12 per cent, and it should be raised only where the
margin gained exceeds the volume lost. Why: stated willingness to pay
overestimates real willingness to pay, with meta-analytic evidence showing an
average hypothetical bias of around 21 per cent (Schmidt and Bijmolt, 2020), and
this sample was dominated by young, highly educated respondents. Over-pricing
makes sustainable ranges uncompetitive in a market where 62 per cent of UK
consumers cite cost as a barrier, whereas under-pricing forgoes the margin needed

to fund sustainability investment (Deloitte, 2024).
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Recommendation 4: The Marketing Director and the Product Development
Manager should run separate programmes for premium acceptance and

premium size.

Who: the Marketing Director (credibility programme) and the Product Development
or Category Manager (value programme). What and how: the credibility programme
should use the verified evidence from Recommendation 1 in brand-level
communication, such as annual impact reports, certification marks and third-party
endorsements, and should be measured through green-trust and
premium-acceptance scores. The value programme should communicate
product-level benefits that consumers experience personally, such as durability,
performance, health and cost-in-use (for example, cost per wear for clothing or cost
per wash for detergent), and should be measured through the average premium
achieved and repeat purchase rates. The two programmes should have separate
budgets and key performance indicators so that trust-building is not judged on
premium size. Why: green trust determined whether respondents accepted that a
premium was legitimate but did not predict the monetary premium (p = .301),
whereas perceived CSR did (p = .029), and the two premium measures were almost
uncorrelated (r = .076), showing that acceptance and valuation are separate
decisions (Abubakari et al., 2025; Shi and Jiang, 2023).

Recommendation 5: The Customer Insight Manager should test segment

assumptions before any differential pricing.

Who: the Customer Insight or CRM Manager, reporting to the Commercial Director.
What and how: before introducing segment-based pricing or targeting, such as
charging higher premiums to younger or more educated shoppers, loyalty-card,
e-commerce and transaction data should be analysed to establish whether actual
premium purchases differ by age, gender, education or product category. Where data
allow, a short choice-based conjoint survey of the firm’s own customers should be
used to estimate segment-level willingness to pay, and the results should be
reviewed every six months. Why: no demographic variable predicted willingness to
pay a premium in this study (all p > .29), so commonly assumed segment differences
are not supported and should be verified with behavioural data rather than assumed
(Gomes, Lopes and Nogueira, 2023; Filip et al., 2025).
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Table 6.1: Summary of managerial recommendations

Recommendati

on

1. Replace claim
volume with

verifiable proof

2. Communicate
for a sceptical

audience

3. Seta
conservative,

tested premium

4. Separate
premium
acceptance from

premium size

5. Test segment

assumptions

Responsible

manager

Head of
Sustainability;
Procurement
and Supply

Chain Manager

Marketing
Director; Legal
and Compliance

Manager

Pricing
Manager;
Category

Managers

Marketing
Director;
Product
Development

Manager

Customer

Insight Manager

Key actions

Reallocate budget to
certification, published
product-level data and

supply-chain traceability

Pre-publication review
against the Green
Claims Code; replace
vague claims with
quantified, verified
claims; keep a claims

register

Launch at about 8 per
cent; run 8—12-week
price tests at 8, 10 and

12 per cent by category

Run separate credibility
and value-articulation
programmes with
separate budgets and
KPIs

Analyse transaction data
and run conjoint studies

before differential pricing

Source: author’s own, based on the findings of this study.
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Success

indicators

Share of claims
substantiated;
certification
coverage;

green-trust score

Claims passing
review;
regulatory or
consumer
challenges;
register

completeness

Volume,
conversion and
margin at each

price point

Premium
acceptance;
average
premium
achieved; repeat

purchase

Segment-level
willingness-to-pa
y estimates,
reviewed

six-monthly



6.5 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

These conclusions are subject to four limitations. First, stated willingness to pay was
considered in the design, but Section 5.6 showed that there is a difference between
stated willingness to pay and revealed willingness to pay. Second, the sample of 82
non-probability respondents was highly skewed towards young consumers (18-34
years of age) and highly educated consumers (up to the master’'s degree level),
which makes generalisation to the UK population too speculative and the number of
consumers too small to satisfy the power requirement for the interaction test. Thirdly,
material measurement issues were identified: poor confirmatory fit, unempirical
separate nature of perceived CSR and green trust, acquiescence bias by virtue of
not reverse coding greenwashing items, and severe ceiling effects. Fourth, the

cross-sectional horizon creates an association and not a cause and effect.

There are four research directions that follow. Most importantly, the elegant
proposals need to be subjected to actual, not stated, preference and their validity
need to be assessed using choice experiments, conjoint designs or field experiments
with real price changes. Secondly, the instrument needs to be redeveloped: by
reverse-coding the greenwashing items, a more limited environmental-CSR
construct and premium behaviourally anchored measures would speak directly to the
acquiescence, discriminant validity and ceiling issues. Thirdly, the above-mentioned
two-stage process should be explicitly tested by modelling green perceived value
and green trust as Abubakari et al. (2025) have done. Fourth, the greenwashing
moderation needs to be tested for adequate power with larger and more

representative samples in the UK.

6.6 Closing Statement

The findings of this dissertation highlight the importance of building green trust as the
precondition for higher premiums for sustainable products as perceived by UK
consumers; corporate social responsibility has no commercial value if consumers do
not believe in it. It also indicates that, when it comes to premiums, it's a question of
whether they will be accepted or not, and not how big they can be. These insights
are most relevant to the more mature markets that are highly regulated and in which

environmental claims are common, cannot always be verified at the point of sale and
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are often sceptically received, where credibility is the commercial commodity in short

supply rather than action.
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Appendix A: Survey Questionnaires

P, Prifysgol Cymru
3 ¥ Drindod Dewil Sant
y' University of Wales
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CSR and Consumer Willingness To pay

a Premium For Sustainable Products in the
UK.

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

Date: 11/08/2026

Research Study Title:

The Role of CSR in Influencing Consumer Willingness to Pay a Premium for Sustainable Products in the UK
Researcher: Sheak Raisha Anjum Asha

Institution: University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD), London Campus

Introduction

My name i1s Sheak Raisha Anjum Asha, and this research 1s being conducted as part of a Master's degree at the
University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD), London Campus. This study aims to examine how consumers’
perceptions of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) influence their willingness to pay a premium for sustainable
products in the UK.

Before deciding whether to participate, please read the information below carefully. Participation is entirely voluntary.

When you submit this form, it will not automatically collect your details like name and email address unless you provide it

yourself.

Participant Information Sheet

What is the purpose of the study and how will it be carried out?
The purpose of this research is to investigate the role of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in influencing consumers’
willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products in the UK.

| The objectives of the study are:

1. To evaluate the extent to which consumers’ perceptions of CSR influence their willingness to pay a premium
for sustainable products in the UK.

2. To examine the mediating role of green trust in the relationship between perceived C5R and willingness to
pay a premium.

3. To assess the moderating effect of perceived greenwashing on the relationship between perceived CSR and
willingness to pay a premium, and to derive evidence-based CSR communication and pricing
recommendations for UK firms marketing sustainable products.

The research uses a quantitative approach. Data will be collected through an online questionnaire and analysed
statistically using SPSS. The study targets adults aged 18 or above who live in the UK and purchase consumer products.
The main constructs in the gquestionnaire will be measured using a seven-point Likert scale.

Never give out your password. Report abuse

B® Microsoft 365
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Why have | been invited to take part?

You have been invited because you are an adult consumer aged 18 or above who lives in the UK and purchases consumer
products.

Your views are valuable in understanding whether consumers’ perceptions of C5R influence their willingness to pay a
premium for sustainable products.

Do | have to take part?

Mo. Participation is entirely voluntary. You may choose not to participate without giving any reason.

If you decide to participate, you may withdraw your responses before submitting the questionnaire. Once the
questionnaire has been submitted and the data have been anonymised, it will no longer be possible to identify or
withdraw your individual response.

What will taking part involve?

If you agree to participate, you will complete one online questionnaire. It should take approximately 5=10 minutes to
complete.

The questionnaire will ask about your perceptions of CSR, your trust in companies’ environmental and sustainability
claims, your perceptions of greenwashing, and your willingness to pay a premium for sustainable products. The
questionnaire will also include some general demeographic questions.

The main research constructs will be measured using a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly
Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree.

There is no face-to-face interaction required.

Will my participation be confidential?

Yes. Your participation will be treated as confidential and anonymous.

No personally identifiable information will be intentionally collected. The results will be analysed and reported in
aggregate form so that individual participants cannot be identified.

Access to the research data will be restricted to authorized individuals where required for academic purposes.

The study follows a data-minimization approach, and personal identifiers and special-category personal data are not
intentionally collected through the questionnaire.

Never give out your password. Report abuse

B Microsoft 365

This content is created by the owner of the form. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner. Microsoft is not responsible for the
privacy or security practices of its customers, including those of this form cwner. Never give out your password.

| Al-Powered surveys, quizzes and polls Create my own form

The owner of this form has not provided a privacy statement as to how they will use your response data. Do not provide personal or sensitive
information. | Consumer Health Privacy | Terms of use
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What will you do with the results of the research?

The guestionnaire responses will be statistically analysed using 5P55 and used as part of the researcher's Master's
dissertation.

The findings may also be used in academic presentations or other academic outputs. Individual participants will not be
identifiable in the reporting of the results.

The research will report both significant and non-significant findings to maintain academic integrity.

Data Privacy and Storage

Research data will be handled in accordance with applicable UK data protection requirements, including the UK GDPR,
and the research ethics and data-management requirements of UWTSD.

The research data will be stored securely on a password-protected and encrypted device accessible only to the
researcher, where applicable, and will be securely destroyed in accordance with the approved research data-management
and retention requirements of UWTSD.

What happens next?

Thank you for your interest in participating in this research.

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to read and complete the Participant Consent section before accessing the
questionnaire.

By selecting the consent option, you confirm that you have understood the information provided and agree to participate
voluntarily.

Please keep a copy of this information sheet for your records if you wish.

Contact for further information

If you have any questions or require further information about this research, please contact:
Researcher: Sheak Raisha Anjum Asha

Email:

Mewver give out your password, Report abuse

B Microsoft 365

This content is created by the owner of the form. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner. Microsoft is not respensible for the
privacy or security practices of its customers, including those of this form owner. Mever give out your password.

| Al-Powered surveys, quizzes and polls Create my own form

The owner of this form has not provided a privacy statement as to how they will use your response data. Do not provide personal or sensitive
information. | Consumer Health Privacy | Terms of use
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* Required

PARTICIPANT CONSENT

Research Study Title:

The Role of C5R in Influencing Consumer Willingness to Pay a Premium for Sustainable Products in the UK
Name of Researcher: Sheak Raisha Anjum Asha

Please read each statement carefully:

* | confirm that | have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet.

* | understand the purpose of this research and what my participation involves.

* | understand that participation is voluntary.

* | understand that | may withdraw before submitting my questionnaire.

* | understand that once my responses have been submitted and anonymised, they cannot be withdrawn.

* | understand that my responses will be treated confidentially and used for academic research purposes.

* | understand that the anonymised research data may be reviewed by the researcher and authorised academic staff
where required.

1. Consent
Please select one option: *

(_) | agree to the above statements and confirm that | wish to participate in this research.

Never give out your password. Report abuse

B Microsoft 365

This content is created by the owner of the form. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner. Microsoft is not responsible for the
privacy or security practices of its customers, including those of this form ocwner. Never give out your password.

| Al-Powered surveys, quizzes and polls Create my own form
The owner of this form has not provided a privacy statement as to how they will use your response data. Do not provide personal or sensitive
information. | Consumer Health Privacy | Terms of use
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* Required

Section 1: Screening Question

2. Are you aged 18 or above? *

() Yes

() No

3. Have you purchased or considered purchasing a product marketed as sustainable,
environmentally friendly, or socially responsible? *

L:) Yes

O N

Never give out your password, Report abuse

| B" Microsoft 365

This content is created by the owner of the form. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner. Microsoft is not responsible for the
privacy or security practices of its customers, including those of this form owner. Never give out your password.

| Al-Powered surveys, quizzes and polls Create my own form
The owner of this form has not provided a privacy statement as to how they will use your response data. Do not provide personal or sensitive
information. | Consumer Health Privacy | Terms of use
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* Required

Section

Section 2: Demographic and Control variables
4. What is your age group? *

) 18-24

() 25-3a

) 35-44

() 45-54

(.,__‘-' 35 or Above

5. What is your Gender? *
) woman
) Man
) MNon-binary
) Prefer not to say

(“ Other

| 6. What is your Highest level of education? *

) Secondary School ar below
) master

(, _‘-' Bachelor

) PhD

) Prefer not to say

) others

1. Which Product Category do you Purchase sustainably most often?

4 .,_\-' Food and Drink

"_‘ Clothing and Fashion

C ) Household goods

(",. Personal care and beauty

) Others

Mever give out your password. Report abuse

BT Microsoft 365
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* Required

Section 3: Perceived Corporate social Responsibility (CSR)

8. These brands take genuine responsibility for their environmental impact ? *

reither

Strongly . Strongly somewhat Somewhat
Agree agree nor Dizagree : i
agrees disagree dizagresa Agree dizagres
Statement 1 O O O O O O O

9. These brands comply with legal and ethical standards in how they operate . *

Meither

strongly . strongly somewhat somewhat
agree Agree arﬁ‘ﬁgrr:\?‘r Cisagree disagree disagree agree
statement 1 O O @) ®) O O O
10. These brands source their materials and labour responsibly. *
strongly strongly aNr.ﬂtl:-h:;sr somewhat  Somewhat
Disagree disagres Agree agres g agree disagree
disagree
Statement 1 (_) (_) (_) (_) (_) (_) (_)
|
11. These brands support community and social causes. *
MNeither
i Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agree dc%-"‘:g::'-?\-r agree Disagree disagree agree disagree
Staterment 1 - ) 'S ') 'S O S

12. Overall, these brands behawve in a socially and environmentally responsible way. *

Neither
Somewhat somewhat strongly strongly _
agree nor = Agree Disagree
agree disagres disagree agres disagres
Statement 1 (] (] ) ) ) S o
13. These Brands contribute to the wellbeing of society beyond their own profit. *

Strongly Strongly - Somewhat Somewhat
| Adqgres disagres MNeutral Agree Disagree agree disagres
|

Statement 1 - D] ] (] O ] o

Mever give out your password. Beport abuse

=- Microsoft 365
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* Required

Section 4: Green Trust

14. | believe the environmental clames made by these brands are trustworthy. *

Meither

Strongly Agree agree nor Disagree Strongly somewhat Somewhat
agree disagree disagree agree disagree
Statement 1 ) ) ) » P ) »

15. The environmental commitments of these brands are generally reliable. *

Meither
Strongly Strongly _ Somewhat Somewhat
agree disagree acﬁ 2:; rr;De[ Agree Disagree Agree disagree
Statement 1 )] )] )] )] 4] @) )
16. | trust these brands to keep the sustainability promises they make. *
MNerther
Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Very
agree Agree ac?i;ggrr::: Disagree disagree agree disagree
Statement 1 [ _'_\, [ _'.‘,i [ _'.‘,i { _'.“,- i _'.‘,i [ _'.‘,i { _'.“,-
|
17. These brands are competent in managing their environmental responsibilities. *
strongly Meither Strongly Somewhat  Somewhat
agree Agree E'r‘ﬁ[_':;r':z.’ Disagree disagree agree disagree
Statement 1 @ ()] ()] )] )] ()] O
18. Owverall, | have confidence in the environmental performance of these brands. *
Meither
Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
agree Agree a{ﬁ;ggrr;%r Disagree disagree disagres agree
Statement 1 ') ') )] ) D] @) O

Mever give out your password. Report abuse

B Microsoft 365
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* Required

Section 5: Perceived Greenwashing

19. These Brands overstate how environmentally friendly their products are. *

Strongly strongly . somewhat  Somewhat
Agree disagree Agree Disagree Meutral agree disagree
setement 1 O O @ O O @ QO

20. These brands highlight one green feature to draw attention away from less green practices. *

Meither

Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agree agree nor Disagree - .
agree g disagree 9 disagree agree disagree
Statement 1 O O @ O O @ O

21. Environmental claims on these products are often vague or difficult to verify. *

MNeither
Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agrae agree nor Diisagree - ;
agree disagree disagree Disagree agree
statement 1 ) ) ) ) ) ) )

22. These brands use green imagery that is not supported by real action. *

Meither

Strongly - Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agree agree nor Disagree ; .

agree disagree disagree Agree disagree

Statement 1 ) ) ) ') ) ) ')

23. Overall, environmental claims in this market are exaggerated. *

Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
agree Disagree Agree Meutral disagree Agree disagres

Statement 1 ) ) ) (] 4] )] (]

Never give out your password. RBeport abuse

B”® Microsoft 365
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* Required

Section 6: Willingness to pay a premium (WTP)

24. | am willing to pay more for a product that is produced sustainably. *

Strongly Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree Meutral Agree Disagree
Statement 1 ) 'S ') 'S ) Y 'S

25. It is acceptable to me that sustainable products cost more than conventicnal Ones. *

MNeither
Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
Agree agree nor Disagree i i
agree 9 cﬁsaqree 9 disagree Agree Disagree
Statement 1 ) D ) &) D ) D

26. | would accept a higher price for a product from a socially responsible brand. *

Meither
Strongly . Strongly Wery Somewhat
Agrees agree nor Crsagree i i
agree disagree dizagree disagree agree
Staternent 1 D ()] ) )] () D D

27. | would still choose the sustainable option if it were priced above the alternative. *

Strongly . Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
disagree Disagree Meutral Agree agree Agree disagree
Statement 1 ) ) ) 'S 'S ) 'S

28. What is the maximum extra amount you would be willing to pay for a sustainable product
compared with a conventional alternative? *

(D 0% - 5%
) 8% -10%
) 1196-20%
) More than 20%

(_ ) 0% - | would not pay anything extra

Mever glve out your password. Beport abuse

B™ Microsoft 365
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Thank you for taking part in this research. Your participation is greatly
appreciated.

MNever give out your password. Report abuse

2" Microsoft 365

This content is created by the owner of the form. The data you submit will be sent to the form owner. Microsoft is not responsible for the
privacy or security practices of its customers, including those of this form owner, Never give out your password.

| Al-Powered surveys, quizzes and polls Create my ewn form

The owner of this form has not provided a privacy statement as to how they will use your response data. Do not provide personal or sensitive
information. | Consumer Health Privacy | Terms of use
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Appendix B: Summary of Data Preparation Decisions

Table B.1: Summary of data preparation decisions

Stage

Screening

Response-patte

rn check

Recoding

Scale

purification

Final analytic

sample

Decision

Removed respondents who declined
consent, reported being under 18, or
reported no experience of sustainable

products

Removed cases with zero variance across

all 20 scale items (straight-lining)

Verbatim Likert labels mapped to a 1-7
numeric scale; platform label variants

merged

Removed items with corrected item-total

correlations below .30

Complete cases on all retained items

88

Cases / items

affected

4 cases removed

14 cases removed

All 20 items

CSR3, CSR4,
CSRS, WTP4

n =82 (82.0%

retention)
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| T 5 BEH T BAD 5000 a3ay | 0.Fhe4 -0 Ta15 GEPET 15 5000
-] 5 155% B 0000 A.6000 AAAE -1.10F38 GOSES i) D000
H1 51553 B 4000 B.0000 [ ke -L.10KH S0ER15 QR0 D000
[ 51553 4 4000 53000 B.0400 -1.10K8 -1.3415 L4H3ET 155000

Code 4

Code 5

Code &

Total

CcsR1 a 0 o ] 1 11 64 B2 Bl
oAz 2 0 o a 1 19 B e Bi45
CcsRa g 3 o 1 2 36 n B & 63
CcoRe a [ o 1 a a4 n = 613
CSRE 1 [ 1 2 17 a B2 B2 b 28
CoRE 1 1 o 9 2 10 Bg e 67

T 2 0 o 2 2 19 &7 B2 £ 60

T2 2 1 o o a 13 82 = 656
|BTa i 1 [ 1 4 12 a2 &2 AT

T4 o 0 o | 2 4 2 55 2 BT

T 1 1 2 1 2 19 B e Bi45
PG1 1 0 1 a a 11 62 B2 B 62
P2 1 [ o 1 a 2 55 B2 i 65
Tee ] 0 1 2 a 15 61 B2 b 62
P4 1 [ o 2 4 18 B0 = E.57
PGS o 0 1 7 & 11 58 B2 B4
wTP1 1 [ o | a a 11 62 o B 67
WTPZ 2 i o o a 15 61 B2 i B
WTP2 2 1 o 2 1 15 B0 = £.48
WTPd 8 1 o 16 a 27 9 B2 406

Correlation with

Vi Decision
CoR1 Percsived O 0248 Removed
= Percsived C FETH Retaned |
CoR3 Percsived C -0.008 Removed
CoRe Percaived C 0028 Removed
CTRE Percsived O 0208 Remaved
CERE Peresived C 027 Remaved
laT1 {Ereen wus 0628 Feetained
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aT2 iGreen st 0541 Retained
3T3 iGreen st 0802 Retained |
T4 st 0637 Retained
aTs st 0756 Retained
Gl Peroeived g 0582 Retained |
G2 Peroaived g 0419 Retained
MG Peroeived g D636 Retained
G4 Peroeived g 0564 Retained
IGE Peroaived g 0689 Retained
NTPL IPremium W o217 Removed
NTP2 IPremium W 0.401 Retained
NTP2 IPremium W 0582 Retained
NTP4 IPremium W 0001 Removed

Nole: CompUind o M S, B, v and four-fem scakes a5 ongialy spooifiod, hefone any fom was dmpped. Theshold for relnntion: .30

CER_mean GT_mean PG_mean WTF_mean PremiumPct
CSA_mean 1.000 0803 0876 0.486 0258
GT_mean 0.8003 1000 O.E6T 0.887 0158
PG_mean 0578 1 0687 100 0.872 1 0144
WTP_mean 0.486 0557 DET2 1.0040 0A7E
PremiumPct 0.258 0158 0144 0.076 1.000

Critical waker Ao & AvD-iafed Ansharn = 820 | > 217 s signifcaw arp < 05 ) = 283 arf < 0L
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Feod and Drink i 7 10 i 7 11
Cicehing and Fashion o 2 T 7 ] F3]
Hotesahoid gooks 1 o 3 i 5 1%
|Porsinal care and begry [ L 2 2 5 B
Ohars ] o 0 1 0 ]
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18-24 17 10.00
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Appendix D: SPSS Analysis

%2 CSR_WTP_SPSS_Dataset (2).sav [DataSet1] - IBM $PSS Statistics Data Editor
File Edit Vview Data Transform Analyze Graphs  Utilities  Extensions  Window  Help

SHAN -~ BLEWF h BE .10

| Name || Type || Width ” Decimals ” Label ” Values || Missing || Columns ” Align ” Measure || Rale
1 ResplD Numeric 8 2 Respondent ide... MNone None 8 Right Unknown N Input
2 Age Numeric 8 2 Age group {1.00, 18-24_. None 8 Right Unknown “ Input
3 Gender Numeric g 2 Gender {1.00, Man}... Mone g Right Unknown N Input
4 Education Numeric g 2 Highest level of ... {1.00, Seco... None g Right Unknown N Input
5 ProdCat Numeric 8 2 Product catego... {1.00, Food ... None 8 Right Unknown N Input
6 CSR1 Numeric 8 2 These brands t... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
T CSR2 Numeric g 2 These brands c... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
g CSR3 Numeric g 2 These brands c... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
9 CSR4 Numeric 8 2 These brands s... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown N Input
10 CSR5 Numeric 8 2 These brands s... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
" CSR6 Numeric g 2 Overall, these b... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
12 GT1 Numeric g 2 | believe the env... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
13 GT2 Numeric 8 2 The environmen... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown N Input
14 GT3 Numeric 8 2 | trust these bra... {1.00, Stron... None 8 Right Unknown “ Input
15 GT4 Numeric g 2 These brands a... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
16 GTS Numeric g 2 Overall, | have c... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
17 PG1 Numeric 8 2 These brands o... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
18 PG2 Numeric 8 2 These brands h... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
19 PG3 Numeric g 2 Environmental ... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
20 PG4 Numeric g 2 These brands u... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
21 PG5 Numeric 8 2 Overall. environ... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
22 WTPA Numeric 8 2 | am willing to p... {1.00, Stron... None 8 Right Unknown “ Input
23 WTP2 Numeric g 2 | would accept ... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
24 WTP3 Numeric g 2 It is acceptable... {1.00, Stron... None g Right Unknown N Input
25 WTP4 Numeric 8 2 | would still cho... {1.00, Stron... Mone 8 Right Unknown “ Input
26 WTP5_Band  Mumeric 8 2 Maximum state... {1.00, 0% (n... None 8 Right Unknown “ Input
27 PremiumPet  Numeric g 2 Maximum state... None MNone g Right Unknown N Input
28 CSR_mean  Numeric g 2 Perceived CSR ... None None 8 = Right Unknown N Input
29 GT_mean Numeric 8 2 Green trust (5-it._. None None 8 Right Unknown v Input
30 PG_mean Numeric 8 2 Perceived gree... MNone None 8 Right Unknown “ Input
Kl WTP_mean  Numeric g 2 Willingness to ... Mone MNone 8 = Right Unknown N Input
32 CSR_ ¢ Numeric g 2 Perceived CSR.... None None g Right Unknown N Input
33 PG c Numeric 8 2 Perceived gree_.  MNone None 8 Right Unknown v Input
34 CSRxPG Numeric 8 2 Interaction term... Mone None 8 = Right Unknown “ Input
35 AgeN Numeric g 2 Age group (nu...  Mone MNone g Right Unknown N Input
36 GenderD Numeric g 2 Gender dummy... {00, Man}... None g Right Unknown “ Input
37 EduM Numeric 8 2 Education (num__. None None 8 = Right Unknawn v Input
R CSR_WTP_SPSS_Dataset (2).sav [DataSet1] - IBM SPSS Statistics Data Editor = -] X

File Edt Vew Data Iransform Analze Graphs Utiities Exensions Window Help

e BB A BE G99

I [visil: 38 o136 Vaiaies

#$CSR1 | & CsR2 ‘ $CSRI | F CSRa H #CSRs | HCSRE | L GTH H $cr2 | Pon | Fou | P15 | SPGI H #rc2 | PPG3 | Hroa H #re5 | SWiPt | Swir2 | SWIP3 | S Wips H $WTPE B 5 Premium,
and Pet
0 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 500 7.00 7.0 700 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.0 700 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 16.50
2 0 7.00. 7.00 1.00 6.00. 5.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 15.50
3 0 7.00 6.00 6.00. 6.00. 7.00 1.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 6.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 6.00. 7.00 4.00 7.00 6.00 6.00. 4.00 4.00 15.50
4 0 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 5.00 25.00
5 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 3.00 8.00.
6 0 7.00. 7.00 1.00 7.00. 5.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 15.50
7 0 4.00 4.00 2.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 4.00 6.00. 6.00 4.00 6.00. 6.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 5.00. 2.00 250
) 700 7.00 700 1.00 600 700 7.00 700 700 7.00 7.00 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 700 700 700 1.00 300 800
9 0 1.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 3.00 8.00.
) 7.00 700 600 600 700 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 600 7.00 600 7.00 600 700 7.00 600 600 1.00 300 800
1 0 7.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 6.00 6.00. 6.00. 6.00 6.00. 6.00 6.00, 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 5.00 25.00
2 7.00 7.00 200 500 500 7.00 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 400 1650
13 0 7.00. 5.00 7.00 7.00 4.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 6.00 5.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 4.00 15.50
14 0 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.00. 5.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.00. 6.00 6.00 6.00. 6.00 6.00. 4.00 3.00 8.00,
15 0 7.00. 7.00 1.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 1.00 00
16 0 7.00 7.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.00. 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 4.00 3.00 8.00.
17 0 7.00. 7.00 1.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 3.00 8.00.
18 0 7.00 7.00 1.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 4.00 1550 | ff
) 700 7.00 600 600 700 700 7.00 700 700 600 600 7.00 600 700 600 700 700 600 600 600 500 25.00
20 0 7.00 7.00 1.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 25.00
2o 700 7.00 600 600 700 7.00 600 700 700 7.00 7.00 7.00 700 700 600 700 600 7.00 600 600 300 800
2 0 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 4.00 15.50
23 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 5.00 25.00
24 0 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 4.00 15.50
% 0 700 7.00 200 7.00 700 700 7.0 700 700 7.00 700 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 1.00 400 1650
26 0 7.00. 7.00 1.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 15.50
27 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 3.00 8.00.
28 0 7.00. 7.00 6.00 6.00. 5.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 4.00 15.50
29 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 3.00 8.00,
30 0 7.00. 7.00 6.00. 6.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 6.00. 4.00 15.50
31 0 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.00. 5.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 4.00 15.50
2 o 1.00 100 700 7.00 700 700 1.00 700 700 700 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 700 700 7.00 700 1.00 300 800
33 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00. 5.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 00
) 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 700 7.00 7.00 700 1.00 300 800
35 0 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 15.50
36 0 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00. 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 4.00 15.50 5
i

Imuvnw Variable View
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Frequencies

FREZUCECIEE TAKIARLES ~fogd Jiiakeil DOGGhDLON PredCat Word Rl
TR -ARALEEIE.

Age

F sy Fwcem HlE PR Liamiss ot FRITHT
B34 17 T i ST
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452 i a8 EE] [~ 11
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Toisl [ ] 1 C ] 10E
Gandar

F sy Fwcem HlE PR Liamiss ot FRITHT
s [ 2] nz ax TiZ
FFETaN ix 1] Hi ]
Toisl [ 1] 10E
Education

F sy Pwcem snks P Laamint ot SNHTHT
Sy Soreand o (ko 7 [ 11 [ B3 [ H]
[ 11 114 114 ot}
ST 1] -] RO e 1]
Pril 1 iz ir =i
w1 ] 1 iz ix i
Pk rot = @ 3 iT iz p il
Toisl [ ] 1] 10E
ProdCat

F sy Fwcem HlE PR Liamiss ot FRITHT
Feod mrd Deind 1] N ] Wi NTH
Cerdhirg nrd Famnian ) 1z8 une TUT
Hrmareaid gacs 13 1L@ 15k (-1
Parmorad -are Wl by ] 1] Al N
[ 1] 3 LT 17 il
Toisl 1z L c] 10E
WTPS_Barmd

F sy Fwcem HlE PR Liamiss ot FRITHT
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] U T g Bl LT klsar P o Sl el L i
CHA_masa [ F] i T LE k] L5 i -]
GT_raar [ F] Lbb T A534T i prE L a3
Poa_rmaar [ F] 4 0 Tl LET LS f 0] Al o ard
WP _rmear [ F] 133 T L E+1 AEEE Sl .2
PraramPa [ F] o 5.0 L0 i TSR Al -~ 23
e M| L, [ F]
S Erroe of Sheemam = 358, Sd [Erroe of Buriosis = 523
CEICHIFTIVES TREIANLET-CERL TO HTPH
ETHTTIETICE-HEAN STOOEY EIE HAL FEUNTSEIY ECENHCER
Doscripiive Statistics — individual scalo Homes
L] i araami e ram bebar S Deearsor L el L L1
CER4 [ F] 1 T [ £ 4w |G -0 AiTM
CERa [ F] 1 T [ L] i S - i
CER3 [ F] 1 T 24MH &Y -1 iosh
CSR4 [ F] 1 T [ 1. ATS < L AL Ed7
CERS [ F] 1 T B . -1 4 k33
CoRs [ F] 1 T [ ] ik ] 4
GT1 [ F] 1 T [ ] S Ve i B
r [ F] 1 T [ -] i S il i} 5 Hil
GTY [ F] 1 T [ e 1T AT S Dl
T4 [ F] i T [ 1e] TN -1 B ]
GTE [ F] 1 T [ L] . el el i ¥l
PG [ F] 1 T BEM | el i ]
P [ F] 1 T [ -] JTTO T i B
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Raliability Statistics
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Factor Analysis
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