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Abstract

With today’s environmental challenges, the world demands a shift towards sustainability. Researching
behavioral intentions is essential for understanding the reasons behind sustainable practices, as
businesses are increasingly evaluated based on their intentions to make sustainable decisions.
Therefore, this study explored which sustainability incentive has the strongest influence on managers’
intention to make a decision toward sustainability. Thus, a structured literature was executed to explore
these sustainability incentives, followed by an experiment to test these possible incentives. The
exploration of what incentives can influence managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability
identified useful insights within the field of sustainability, pro-environmental behavior, and decision-
making. The structured literature review presented that financial incentives (e.g. subsidies), perceived
brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs are frequently
mentioned incentives for sustainable behavior. To further investigate these incentives, an experiment
was conducted, focusing on the sustainability practice of changing the company vehicles to all
hybrid/electric vehicles. The results of this experiment present that financial incentives (subsidies) have
the strongest influence on managers’ intention to make sustainable decisions compared to other
treatments. Moreover, the other incentives — perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage,
and personal values and beliefs do not significantly influence managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision. These insights on which incentive has the strongest influence on the intention to make a
decision toward sustainability contribute to adopting sustainable practices and the decision-making
process interconnected with this implementation. The results can therefore be used by governments or
organizations to increase the adoption of sustainable practices within organizations.

Keywords

Sustainability incentives, managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision, sustainable practices,
subsidies, perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, personal values and beliefs
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1. Introduction

With today’s environmental challenges, the world demands a shift towards sustainability. Businesses
may be best positioned to address these environmental problems (Gabler et al., 2017). “Sustainability
has become a strategic priority for many companies worldwide as consumers, shareholders, employees,
and other stakeholders shape a normative context of increasing sustainability consciousness” (Hengst
et al., 2020, p. 246). According to research by Forbes (2021), 87% of B2B buyers are more likely to
purchase a product from a company that supports an issue the buyers care about. Contrarily, if a
company supports an issue that does not match the B2B buyer's values and beliefs, 76% of them refuse
to buy a product from that company (Forbes, 2021).

As businesses are evaluated based on their sustainability practices more and more, their sustainability
positioning also becomes more critical. Casidy and Yan (2022) acknowledge that sustainability
positioning is essential, especially in highly competitive environments. Consequently, businesses are
trying to re-position themselves as ‘sustainable businesses’ to attract more (environmentally conscious)
customers and strengthen their position with existing ones (Casidy & Lie, 2023). Kapitan et al. (2019)
argue that business sustainability includes incorporating the dimensions of Environment, Society, and
Economy. Furthermore, Young and Reeves (2023) highlight that to create both social and business
value, firms must balance generating financial returns and addressing society’s biggest challenges. On
the other hand, Khan et al. (2023) state that “in practice, firms can be segregated into two types: 1) firms
that hardly engage in sustainable practices and makes profitable returns for their investors and 2) firms
that invest in sustainability efforts and may compromise on financial returns” (p. 199-200).

Sustainability investments are mainly driven by behavioral intentions to make a sustainable decision.
Individual characteristics that influence behavioral intention, along with the antecedents driving it (such
as values, norms, and attitudes), are most often used to study motivation to engage in pro-environmental
behavior (Saifulina et al., 2023). Dong et al. (2020) measured purchase intentions for electric vehicles
by examining personal norms, feelings and emotions, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control,
and cost factors. To also understand the organizational reasons behind the implementation of a
sustainable practice, behavioral intention should be researched. These intentions can be motivated by
various (sustainable) incentives. Sustainability incentives are the instruments that company
owners/managers use to guide company decision-making, especially regarding sustainability
investments (Veldman & Gaalman, 2020).

For those incentives, Lubchenco et al. (2016) suggest that they play a significant role in driving
individuals, businesses, communities, and nations' behavior. Sustainability incentives will improve
businesses' CSR which leads to even more sustainable behavior (Goetz, 2010). However, Hartikainen
et al. (2021) hypothesized that sustainable strategic goals may not be realized if sustainability targets
are not linked to compensation. Lubchenco et al. (2016) also mention that negative incentives tend to
be less effective and permanent than positive incentives. Therefore, it is important to understand which
sustainability incentive will lead to the intention to make a sustainable decision. The sustainability
incentives used in this thesis include financial incentives (subsidies), perceived brand image, perceived
competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs. These sustainability incentives were selected
based on a structured literature review and are intended to address several gaps within the current
literature. Therefore, the hypotheses are developed based on the main sustainability incentives
identified in the existing literature.

In this thesis, managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision will be tested since existing research
proved that managers play a vital role in implementing sustainability and green employee behavior.
Farrukh et al. (2022) note that stimulating employees' pro-environmental behavior, which in turn will
have an impact on outcomes such as environmental management, is influenced and formed by different
factors. One of those factors is leadership. Recently, the sustainability manager has been popularized
in businesses to tackle sustainability issues and implement sustainable practices (Borglund et al., 2023).
Sustainability managers are therefore also seen as ‘organizational professionals’ (Borglund et al., 2023)
and are occasionally referred to as change agents for sustainability. Hesselbarth and Schaltegger (2014)
define a change agent for sustainability as “an actor who deliberately tackles social and ecological
problems with entrepreneurial means to put sustainability management into organizational practice and

UNIVERSITY 5
OF TWENTE.



to contribute to a sustainable development of the economy and society” (p. 26). According to Caldwell’'s
classification of change agency models (2003), change agents integrate the roles of a manager,
consultant, team player, promotor, entrepreneur, catalyst, leader, and expert (Hesselbarth &
Schaltegger, 2014). In this thesis, the overall term ‘manager’ will be used to refer to all these roles.

According to previous literature, organizational change toward sustainability can be initiated by
confronting managers with environmental threats that they highlight as important (Kump, 2021). Kump
(2021) states that these risks do not have to be the environmental problem itself, but could also be
represented as, for example, governmental regulation toward sustainability, risk of a negative brand
image, or financial losses. Change toward sustainability starts with the intention to make a sustainable
decision within the organization. The reasons behind those sustainable decisions are still unclear and
this research aims to provide useful insights to address this gap in the literature by using the
implementation of a sustainability practice within the experiment. Sustainability practices can occur as
environmental, economic, and/or social sustainability. Examples of sustainability practices are fair
wages (Alhaddi, 2015), renewable energy (e.g. solar panels) (Sovacool et al., 2022), sustainable
mobility (Isetti et al., 2020), waste reduction (Gimenez et al., 2012), and/or green product design
(Ahmadi-Gh & Bello-Pintado, 2022).

Addressing managers’ intention to make decisions toward sustainability will respond to several gaps in
the existing literature. Firstly, a deeper understanding of non-financial incentives is needed (Buldeo Rai
et al., 2021). Both Buldeo Rai et al. (2021) and Ahmad et al. (2019) mention the importance of adopting
more consistent indicators for the social and economic dimensions. This thesis will therefore provide a
solid foundation for multiple disciplines and industries by investigating incentives that could lead to the
intention to make a decision toward sustainability. Furthermore, Stoughton and Ludema (2012) mention
that “more research needs to be performed to study how and why companies become sustainable” (p.
514). Moreover, there is still a gap in the research “on the formation mechanism of environmental
behavior” (Li et al., 2019, p. 31). This thesis will therefore provide new insights into the reasons why
businesses become more sustainable and aims to provide valuable insights into environmental behavior
by exploring the intention to make a sustainable decision.

Additionally, literature that explores managers’ personal values regarding the implementation of
sustainable practices already existed for several years. E.g. the study by Hemingway and Maclagan
(2004) presented that managers’ personal values explain the implementation of Corporate Social
Responsibility policies in businesses. Research into organizational reasons that influence managers’
intentions is still lacking. This study aims to fill this gap by exploring these possible organizational drivers;
financial incentives (subsidies), perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal
values and beliefs. This study proposes a model to explain the reasons behind managers’ intention to
make decisions toward sustainability within their company. This contribution addresses the gap
mentioned by Kump (2021) describing the need for a “better understanding of the levers that gear firms
toward more environmentally friendly practices” (p. 2722).

This leads to the following research question:

To what extent do the sustainability incentives - subsidies, perceived brand image, perceived
competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs - influence managers’ intention to make
a decision toward sustainability?

To answer the research question, an experiment was conducted. Within this experiment, the intention
to make a decision toward sustainability was measured as initiating a sustainable practice — changing
the company vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles — within the company. Hereby, the sustainability
incentives subsidies, perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal values
and beliefs were tested.

The thesis is organized as follows. The theoretical background will first explain sustainability and its
definition in general. After, the theoretical framework is developed and elaborated on. The structured
literature explored the most mentioned sustainability incentives within the existing literature. Next, the
methodology is discussed, where the research design, sample, data collection, and data analysis are
elaborated more. After the methodology chapter, the results, discussion, and conclusion are presented.
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2.Theoretical background

2.1. Changes toward sustainable practices

“Businesses and managers are increasingly considering ways to incorporate a balance among
economic, ecological, social, and cultural value creation into their business models” (Porter & Derry,
2012, p. 33). This balance shows how ‘sustainable’ a firm is, but scholars are using multiple definitions,
and therefore, sustainability is not just one concept. “The ambiguity and lack of clarity about the concept
of sustainability is a recurring obstacle to sustainability research” (Salas-Zapata & Ortiz-Mufoz, 2019,
p. 153). Additionally, the terms ‘Sustainability’ and ‘Sustainable Development’ are often used
interchangeably which blurs the lines of defining sustainability even more. Appendix 1 provides a short
overview of the definitions and key aspects of sustainability found in the existing literature, which is used
as guidelines for defining sustainability and identifying its key aspects for this thesis. Sustainable
practices in organizations, decision-making in organizations, and change toward sustainability are
background theories used to present a general basis for the main variables — intention to make a
sustainable decision and sustainability incentives — used within this thesis.

2.1.1. Sustainable practices in organizations

In today’s society, firms have many responsibilities to various external and internal stakeholders
(Svensson et al., 2010). Simply providing value is no longer enough; value must now be provided
sustainably and socially responsible (Svensson et al., 2010). To manage the climate change threats and
create value for stakeholders, there is a need for the development of business strategies that prioritize
sustainability (Khan et al., 2023). As Veldman and Gaalman (2020) point out, sustainability practices
and incentives are emerging. “As climate change poses substantial risks to society, businesses may
expect that if they are responsive to climate change risks and adopt sustainable practices, stakeholders
will embrace them” (Khan et al., 2023, p. 198). Therefore, sustainable practices are highlighted shorty
to explain the basis for implementing sustainable practices within an organization and why sustainability
incentives are important.

Recent business environment developments suggest that only focusing on economic goals, while
therefore failing on sustainability elements, is unwise when businesses are aiming for a long-term
sustainable and profitable business (Das, 2018). Gimenez et al. (2012) state that the implementation of
sustainability practices within businesses will enhance their environmental, economic, and social
performance. Porter and Derry (2012) highlight that adaptivity and resilience are used to characterize
sustainable systems and practices.

McMurray et al. (2014) note that when implementing sustainable practices, an organization’s image,
improved working conditions, transparency, and organizational efficiency allow optimal opportunities.
However, research has also identified various barriers for organizations to adopt sustainable practices.
These barriers include perceived costs or financial constraints, lack of awareness, lack of knowledge
about sustainability, time pressures, lack of top management commitment, conflicting priorities, and
conflicting economic/social factors (Islam et al., 2017; McMurray et al., 2014). Islam et al. (2017) found
that most barriers to implementing sustainable practices are likely to be internal rather than external
barriers for the organization.

Research has indicated several motivations for implementing sustainable practices, including
government legislation (Svensson et al., 2010), top management initiative (Bansal & Roth, 2000),
financial expectations (Yavuz et al., 2023), competitive advantage (Bansal & Roth, 2000), ethical
concerns/ethical aspects (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Svensson et al., 2010), and demands of stakeholders
(Yavuz et al., 2023). Khan et al. (2023) also highlight that the United Nations’ strong focus on Sustainable
Development Goals could encourage firms' intentions toward more sustainable practices. Moreover,
Svensson et al. (2010) state that customer and supplier pressure could also be a reason for businesses
to adopt sustainability practices.

2.1.2. Decision-making in organizations

“The decision-making process is one of the most important elements of management in today’s
organizations, mainly because it affects the success or failure of the entity” (Koziot-Nadolna & Beyer,
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2021, p. 2375). Laroche (1995) describes decisions and decision-making as social representations that
form the employees’ style of understanding and their behavior within organizations. These decisions
and decision-making form the organization by influencing processes, facilitating actions, and assigning
meaning to what happens in organizations (Laroche, 1995). Sutcliffe and McNamara (2001) mention
that decision-making is not only an individual choice but the process and decision are shaped by various
factors.

Koziot-Nadolna and Beyer (2021) define decision-making as the process of selecting a suitable course
of action. In contrast, Laroche (1995) argues that decisions rarely initiate actions within organizations. A
reason could be that managers are dealing with differences and conflicting demands coming from
external and internal stakeholders (Laroche, 1995). This implies that when a decision needs to be
transferred into an intention to make a sustainable decision and therefore a change within the company,
something else is needed and the decision alone will not be enough. It is therefore important to know
which incentives will transfer that decision into a real intention to make a sustainable decision.

However, the decision-making process also faces various barriers. Koziot-Nadolna & Beyer (2021)
identified information barriers due to a lack of information, time pressure, and financial barriers as the
most important barriers. To embrace sustainability practices, managers must believe that adopting those
sustainable practices will pay off (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008; Trujillo-Barrera et al., 2016). For that reason,
sustainability incentives are already often used to influence a manager’s decision (Veldman & Gaalman,
2020).

2.1.3. Change toward sustainability

“Only recently have researchers begun to investigate the underlying beliefs that may lead managers to
initiate organizational change toward sustainability” (Kump, 2021, p. 2713). According to Stoughton and
Ludema (2012), there is a lack of research focused on why and how organizations become (more)
sustainable. When the drivers or facilitators of change toward sustainability are not properly addressed,
there is a chance that they hinder this change (Tipu, 2022). Therefore, it is very important that knowledge
about these drivers, e.g. sustainability incentives, is available to boost the intention to make a
sustainable decision. Implementing organizational change toward sustainable development requires
new methods, tools, and leadership models. Therefore, Kump (2021) proposed the environmental belief
model, which “specifies managers' beliefs that give rise to organizational change toward sustainability
in the face of environmental threats” (p. 2714).

By now, it is clear that initiating a change toward sustainability is more complex than it may seem.
Struggles between fulfilling their tasks and reducing environmental damage can arise when managers
are confronted with environmental threats (Kump, 2021). To respond to environmental threats,
managers' decisions to implement change in the organization are based on economic, financial, social,
regulatory, and structural factors (Ali et al., 2022). Barriers to sustainability can arise at individual, group,
and organizational levels (Tipu, 2022). Individual-level barriers, e.g. barriers for managers, involve
unwillingness to change, fear, and a lack of awareness (Tipu, 2022). Research by Carballo-Penela and
Castroman-Diz (2015) highlights a significant relationship between the attitude of managers toward
sustainability and the adoption of proactive environmental practices. In line with the perspective of Stern
et al. (1999), “threats can be conceptualized as beliefs that a “valued object” is in danger” (Kump, 2021,
p. 2715). To trigger organizational changes toward sustainability, managers’ values being threatened
can be critical, but there is limited research available when it comes to which threats will trigger
managers (Kump, 2021). For that reason, this thesis is focused on providing insights into the reasons
influencing the intention of managers to make decisions toward sustainability within their organization.
This is done by exploring several sustainability incentives.

2.2. Theoretical framework development

“If you want a business owner to do something that benefits society, then you need to consider that
maybe society should offer something in return” (Goetz, 2010, p. 1051). An incentive can be determined
when the person acquiring the benefit senses that they received more than what they had to do to earn
that benefit (Goetz, 2010). Lozano and von Haartman (2018) state that while multiple studies tried to
identify sustainability drivers, limited research has focused on actually determining which sustainability
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drivers are most important. Moreover, further research is needed to analyze how the main sustainability
drivers influence a change toward sustainability (Lozano & von Haartman, 2018).

“Gaining benefits can mean that, by implementing certain measures, future adversity may be avoided
or reduced” (Kump, 2021, p. 2718). To gain benefits via sustainability change, Kump (2021) argues that
the threat that organizations (and thus also managers) try to avoid does not have to be the environmental
problem itself. These risks could also, for example, include potential future sustainability regulations by
the government, the risk of a negative brand image, or financial losses. Kump (2021) notes that for
organizational change toward sustainability to take place, managers must perceive that their values are
being threatened. This aligns with Verplanken and Roy (2016), who mention that when habits are
troubled, people can be more responsive to new information and are more likely to take up a more useful
mindset for behavior change.

In order to provide insights into the reasons influencing managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision within their organization, this thesis presents a theoretical model. The framework developed
illustrates the relationship between sustainability incentives and managers’ intention to make a
sustainable decision.

2.2.1. Intention to make a decision toward sustainability

It is important to realize that a sustainable future depends on individual changes that decrease
environmentally destructive behavior (Schutte & Bhullar, 2017). Information and attitude change
strategies are becoming more important due to the rising efforts to steer people’s behavior toward
sustainability (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). According to Verplanken and Orbell (2022), a change in
attitude can be an important base that can lead to behavior change. In this context, attitude can be
defined as “an individual's evaluation of behaviour and its outcomes” (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022, p.
329). Vuorio et al. (2018) note that altruism positively impacts attitudes toward sustainability, with
extrinsic and intrinsic rewards driving perceived desirability. This aligns with Zeweld et al. (2017), who
highlight that some behavior depends on external factors, and therefore, not all human behavior is
entirely under voluntary control. Moreover, altruism and extrinsic rewards are connected to
environmental, social, and economic value creation (Vuorio et al., 2018).

Extrinsic rewards and externally motivated behavior involve obtaining rewards such as approval or
money (Verplanken & Orbell, 2022). Verplanken and Orbell (2022) also state that providing financial
incentives may be a helpful tool to promote behavior change and form new habits. Nevertheless,
conflicts in underlying motivations and values can arise when combining environmental, social, and
economic value creation (Vuorio et al., 2018). Furthermore, Kump (2021) presents that managers'
values must be threatened to establish a change toward sustainability.

The intention to make a decision toward sustainability is one of the first steps for implementing a change
toward sustainability. According to the existing literature, intention can arise via multiple factors. One
frequently cited theory, often used to explain intention, is the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) by Ajzen
(1991). Ajzen (1991) states that attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavior
control are factors influencing intention, and thus behavior. The TPB is often decomposed or extended
to fit specific research (Judge et al., 2019; Nguyen & Drakou, 2021; Ricci et al., 2018; Zeweld et al.,
2017). For example, Nguyen and Drakou (2021) used the decomposed TPB and extended the
framework with climate change perception and past behavior to study farmers’ intention to adopt
sustainable practices.

2.2.2. Sustainability incentives

A comprehensive exploration of the existing literature was necessary to identify the main reasons for
businesses to implement sustainability practices. To achieve this, a structured literature review was
conducted to locate the most mentioned sustainability incentives. The following section will highlight the
main sustainability incentives identified in the existing literature. These sustainability incentives were
mentioned most and will serve as the main incentives tested as different treatments in the experiment.
The sustainability incentives are outlined in the next subsections and the proposed hypotheses are
highlighted. Then, the theoretical model is discussed and presented.
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Table 1 presents the results of the structured literature review, including a short description of the main
sustainability incentives and an overview of the literature mentioning these main sustainability

incentives.

Table 1

The most mentioned sustainability incentives found in the literature review

Sustainability incentive

Description incentive

Author (year)

Financial (subsidies)

Subsidy is used in this thesis as the
measurable financial incentive. With
a subsidy, the financial status of the
company does not change
significantly when initiating a
change toward sustainability.

Hartikainen et al. (2021), Isetti et al.
(2020), Ma et al. (2019), Truijillo-
Barrera et al. (2016), Huber et al.
(2017), Perrault and Clark (2018),
Narayanan (2022), Fuchs et al.
(2020), Molina-Azorin et al. (2009),
Lubchenco et al. (2016), Bandiera
et al. (2009), Lessard and Lucea
(2009), Hemingway and Maclagan
(2004), Hu et al. (2022), Xu et al.
(2024), Whelan and Douglas
(2021), Dong et al. (2020), Bjerkan
et al. (2016)

Perceived brand image

When not initiating a change toward
sustainability, the risk of a
weakened brand image will be
higher. A weakened brand image
can result in less sales/revenue due
to losing customers and/or
reputation.

Wei et al. (2023), Lubchenco et al.
(2016), Isetti et al. (2020), Dodds et
al. (2013), Hartikainen et al. (2021),
Buldeo Rai et al. (2021), Trudel
(2019), Trujillo-Barrera et al. (2016),
Le et al. (2022), Kump (2021),
Pineiro-Chousa et al. (2017), Muylle
et al. (2012), Osman and Nelson
(2019), Hemingway and Maclagan
(2004)

Perceived competitive
advantage

When not initiating a change toward
sustainability, the risk of a
weakened competitive advantage
will be higher. A good competitive
position can result in differentiation
or accessing new markets which
can in turn result in a better market
position/to gain market share.

Le et al. (2022), Aziz et al. (2018),
Lubchenco et al. (2016), Morone et
al. (2021), Narayanan (2022),
Trujillo-Barrera et al. (2016), Dodds
et al. (2013), Fuchs et al. (2020),
Lichtenthaler (2022), Lessard and
Lucea (2009), Carballo-Penela and
Castroman-Diz (2015)

Personal values and beliefs

The personal values and beliefs of
managers can lead to the intention
to make a decision toward
sustainability. With this incentive,
people can act in line with their
values and beliefs. Hereby, the level
of environmental concern is
highlighted.

Huber et al. (2017), Huber and
Hirsch (2017), Isetti et al. (2020),
Trujillo-Barrera et al. (2016),
Perrault and Clark (2018), Fuchs et
al. (2020), Dodds et al. (2013),
Carballo-Penela and Castroman-Diz
(2015), Hemingway and Maclagan
(2004), Ajibade and Boateng (2021),
Abrahamse (2019), Stern et al.
(1999), Dong et al. (2020), Saari et
al. (2021); Vainio and Paloniemi
(2014), Foroughi et al. (2022)

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from a structured literature review

2.2.2.1. Financial incentives (subsidies)
Executives should be rewarded appropriately based on their sustainability performance to be able to
aim for sustainable (environmental and social) goals in the same way as for economic goals (Hartikainen
et al., 2021). Research indicates that financial incentives can be used in various forms and levels. For
example, Isetti et al. (2020) and Ma et al. (2019) identified subsidies as a financial incentive, while other
studies state perceived tax benefits (Trujillo-Barrera et al., 2016), remuneration (Hartikainen et al.,
2021), and general monetary rewards (Huber et al., 2017) as financial incentives. These incentives are
often used to improve firm performance. Examples include monetary savings (Perrault & Clark, 2018),
higher willingness to pay (from a customer’s viewpoint) (Narayanan, 2022), and cost savings (Fuchs et
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al., 2020). Green management can also be used to provide an increase in revenues and to reduce costs
(Molina-Azorin et al., 2009).

However, financial incentives can in some cases weaken sustainable behavior. Lubchenco et al. (2016)
highlight that using financial incentives can impair altruistic personal motivation and Isetti et al. (2020)
briefly describe that for some already sustainable motivated individuals, financial incentives might have
an adverse effect. This aligns with Bandiera et al. (2009), who presented that only low-powered financial
incentives increase the pro-social behavior of managers. Therefore, it is critical that a clear match
between the financial incentive and the desired outcome needs to be established.

For managing risks within an organization, financial instruments remain dominant (Lessard & Lucea,
2009). Hemingway and Maclagan (2004) determine financial goals and financial performance as a
strategic reason for organizations to adopt CSR (corporate social responsibility). Furthermore, Hu et al.
(2022) present that higher government subsidies increase the level of willingness of farmers to adopt a
water-saving irrigation system, but only when the farmers are aware of the threats. Xu et al. (2024) also
presented that higher government subsidies increase purchasers’ willingness to buy remanufactured
products.

Whelan and Douglas (2021) note that financial performance can improve when sustainable practices
positively influence one of the nine ‘mediating factors’. Risk management is one of these ‘mediating
factors’ and ignoring sustainability-related risks may have a serious negative financial impact (Whelan
& Douglas, 2021).

With the sustainability practice examined in this experiment; changing the company cars to all
hybrid/electric cars, Dong et al. (2020) highlight that subsidies are already used to promote the adoption
of electric vehicles. Research by Bjerkan et al. (2016) presents that the two most important incentives
for the promotion of electric vehicle adoption are exemptions from purchase tax (83%) and VAT (81%).
As Bjerkan et al. (2016) suggest as well, these results indicate that the strongest incentive to promote
electric vehicle adoption is an up-front price reduction. This leads to the prediction of the first hypothesis;

Hypothesis 1: Financial incentives, e.g. subsidies, will positively influence managers’ intention to make
a decision toward sustainability.

2.2.2.2. Perceived brand image

“Whether on the premise of individualistic culture or collectivist culture, the importance of social
influence has been widely proven” (Wei et al., 2023, p. 3). Social norms, a broad and versatile topic, are
often cited as sustainability incentives in diverse contexts. For example, Lubchenco et al. (2016) mention
reputation and self-image as aspects of social norms. Additionally, collective behavior (or even
awareness alone) can be a social norm incentive (Lubchenco et al., 2016). Other examples of social
norms include image concerns (Isetti et al., 2020), brand reputation (Dodds et al., 2013), pressure from
the general public (Hartikainen et al., 2021), social influence (Wei et al., 2023), and in general, social
norm itself (Buldeo Rai et al., 2021). Research shows that sustainable behaviors are affected by social
influence and social norms (Trudel, 2019).

Trujillo-Barrera et al. (2016) describe social motives as the way a firm is seen by society. The societal
viewpoint can be shaped or altered by certain marketing and brand image presentations. This highlights
the importance for organizations to have a strong brand image. "Brand image helps customers identify
products and services of a supplier compared to other suppliers in the market to serve their purchasing
decision process” (Le et al., 2022, p. 2646-2647). Thus, brand image may be a reason to drive
businesses to implement sustainable practices. The risk of losing customers or reputation may be
reduced by changes toward sustainability (Kump, 2021).

Managing reputational risk is becoming more important for firms, according to Pineiro-Chousa et al.
(2017). Companies that are environmentally concerned can reduce potential losses in reputational value
from threats and can therefore also increase the probable profit from the newly existing reputational
opportunities (Pineiro-Chousa et al., 2017). While Muylle et al. (2012) state that a brand label alone
cannot reduce perceived risks (e.g. of customers), it does guarantee dependability, which is the opposite
of risk. The public is showing substantial doubt about sustainability issues (Osman & Nelson, 2019),
thus organizations must consider their brand image. A brand that engages in pro-social behavior and
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therefore sustainable improvement to society will make its customers proud of these sustainable
contributions (Le et al.,, 2022). “Doing good deeds produces a positive public relations story”
(Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004, p. 35). This leads to the prediction of the second hypothesis;

Hypothesis 2: Perceived brand image will positively influence managers’ intention to make a decision
toward sustainability.

2.2.2.3. Perceived competitive advantage

Due to various factors, the business environment is changing very quickly which leads to expanded
competition globally (Le et al., 2022). To remain competitive, many companies adopt sustainable
practices as their innovations (Aziz et al., 2018). Several scholars identify competitive advantage as a
main incentive for implementing sustainability and increasing sustainable behavior. For organizations to
survive and develop sustainably, they must improve their competitive advantage (Le et al., 2022). For
instance, organizations often adopt certification programs (E.g. sustainable seafood) to gain a
competitive advantage (Lubchenco et al., 2016). Morone et al. (2021) state that certification works as a
visible output to customers to present the sustainability of a product or service.

Making sustainable practices visible can reward businesses with a higher consumer purchase intention
and an increase in brand equity (Narayanan, 2022). Other scholars highlight that implementing
sustainability may help in shaping a better market position (Trujillo-Barrera et al., 2016), serve as a
strategic driver for differentiation (Dodds et al., 2013), and gain competitive advantage through visibility
(Fuchs et al., 2020). Moreover, Dodds et al. (2013) note that managers need to pay attention to internal
and external stakeholders and their wishes to maintain competitiveness.

Lichtenthaler (2022) presents that for organizations to keep their position in the market and gain a
competitive advantage, they need to have some opening level of economic, social, and environmental
sustainability. According to Lessard and Lucea (2009), competitive advantage for organizations can
have risk management as an important source. By adopting organizational threats, firms can create new
opportunities that offer a competitive advantage (Lessard & Lucea, 2009). Furthermore, environmental
proactive management, such as employing sustainability practices, is affiliated with a stronger
competitive position (Carballo-Penela & Castroman-Diz, 2015).

In this thesis, differentiation (Dodds et al., 2013) and the ability to access new markets will be explored
to explain competitive advantage as an incentive. Differentiation and accessing new markets can
sequentially lead to an improved market position (Trujillo-Barrera et al., 2016) and potentially gain more
market share. This leads to the prediction of the third hypothesis;

Hypothesis 3: Perceived competitive advantage will moderately influence managers’ intention to make
a decision toward sustainability.

2.2.2.4. Personal values and beliefs

Personal incentives are likewise frequently cited in the existing literature as incentives for sustainable
behavior. Huber et al. (2017) identified intrinsic motivation, explained as “the desire to do good, like pure
altruism or the value of giving per se” (p. 92), as a potential driver of pro-social behavior. Other
mentioned personal incentives include a person’s self-image or self-concept (Huber & Hirsch, 2017),
environmental values and beliefs (Isetti et al., 2020), personal (moral) values (Trujillo-Barrera et al.,
2016), environmental motivation (Perrault & Clark, 2018) and existing values and goals (Fuchs et al.,
2020). Moreover, Perrault and Clark (2018), Dodds et al. (2013), and Fuchs et al. (2020) all highlight
environmental concerns and personal responsibility as important drivers of sustainable behavior.
Personal incentives are thus considered one of the main incentives for implementing sustainability
practices and/or sustainable behavior. Notably, this incentive stands out as the only incentive that
represents an individual perspective rather than an organizational perspective. Therefore, the incentive
is used in the experiment so that people can act in line with their values and beliefs. Moreover, by
including personal values and beliefs as an incentive in the experiment, it can be determined whether
this personal ‘incentive’ alone is sufficient for managers to have the intention to make a sustainable
decision.

Managers' motivation and a positive environmental attitude will positively affect sustainability practices
(Carballo-Penela & Castroman-Diz, 2015). Hemingway and Maclagan (2004) propose that, in addition
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to organizational objectives, managers’ organizational choices are also guided by their personal values
and interests. Personal moral concerns can be a reason managers intend to make specific changes
within their organization (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004). Ajibade and Boateng (2021) state that
individuals are more likely to participate in pro-sustainable behavior when they care more about
sustainability problems. However, Abrahamse (2019) notes that even though there is concern for the
environment, it does not always convert into movement.

Stern et al. (1999) proposed the value belief norm theory, which presents pro-environmental norms as
an influence leading to pro-environmental behavior. Research by Dong et al. (2020) suggests that
subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, personal norms, and feelings and emotions may
positively influence intentions to purchase an electric vehicle. Additionally, individuals with more positive
emotions toward this electric vehicle, a stronger sense of moral obligation, and personal norms are more
likely to accept them (Dong et al., 2020). Foroughi et al. (2022) presented that environmental concern
influences the environmental emotional value and environmental social value. Environmental social
value has also been presented as the main factor in stimulating pro-environmental behavior (Foroughi
et al., 2022). This leads to the prediction of the fourth hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4: Personal values and beliefs will moderately influence managers’ intention to make a
decision toward sustainability, but will solely not be enough to genuinely make that decision toward
sustainability.

2.2.3. Theoretical model

Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical model used in this thesis. The study used the highlighted underlying
theories and the findings from a structured literature review, to shape the basis for the hypotheses and
the theoretical framework. The structured literature review identified financial incentives (subsidies),
perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs as the main
sustainability incentives.

The thesis proposes that these sustainability incentives are influenced by the control factors; age,
gender, knowledge, company size, industry, and country. These control factors may affect managers'
beliefs about environmental threats and thus affect their motivation to adopt a sustainable practice.
Therefore, the incentives, financial incentives (subsidies), perceived brand image, perceived competitive
advantage, and personal values and beliefs, as perceived benefits of change, may lead to the intention
to make a decision toward sustainability.

Incentives:

Financial incentives
(subsidies)

g &

Perceived brand image

Intention to make a
sustainable decision

Perceived competitive
advantage o

Control factors

Personal values and Individual-level variables
beliefs Age, Gender, Knowledge

]

Firm-level variables
Company size

Contextual variables
Industry, Country

Fig. 1: Theoretical model; sustainability incentives explored with a structured literature review
Reference: own model made in Canva (Canva, 2024)
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3.Methodology

The goal of the experiment is to explore the relationships between the incentives; namely, financial
incentives (subsidies), perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, personal values and
beliefs, and the intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

3.1. Research design

For this thesis, an experiment with a between-subject design was chosen because, when discussing
sustainability, answers are most likely to be ‘politically correct’. “When asked, people will generally say
that they care about environmental protection. This concern for the environment, however, does not
always translate into action” (Abrahamse, 2019, p. 11). Although all companies claim to implement
sustainability because they care about the environment, there may be other underlying reasons. This
experiment aims to gain more insights into several incentives that could drive the intention to make a
decision toward sustainability.

Within the online experiment, managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision is presented as the
dependent variable. The independent variable represents the various sustainability incentives. These
include subsidies, perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal values and
beliefs. The control factors include age, gender, knowledge, company size, industry, and country.

Using an experimental approach allows the researcher to explore more relationships between different
sustainability incentives, the intention to make a decision toward sustainability, and the control factors.
In the experiment, a ‘real life’ scenario involving a change (or not) of the company vehicles to all
hybrid/electric vehicles was chosen. According to Shepherd and Zacharakis (2018), participants must
be able to relate the experimental decision to a real-life decision.

When setting up the experiment parameters, three key principles were kept in mind: randomization,
local control (also known as blocking), and replications (Yuangyai & Nembhard, 2009). “Randomization
is a process that collects all sources of variation affecting the treatment effects except those due to
treatment itself” (Yuangyai & Nembhard, 2009, p. 209). Yuangyai and Nembhard (2009) define local
control (or blocking) as a method to “segregate an uncontrolled but known variation in an experiment
not associated with the treatment effect” (p. 210). Finally, “to estimate experimental errors and main and
interaction effects more precisely, it includes repeating an experiment, all, or part of it, in random order”
(Dangat et al., 2021, p. 11). To ensure that the principles of randomization, local control, and replications
were implemented accordingly while keeping the experiment as easy as possible for the participants,
the online software tool Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) was used to set up and carry out the experiment.
In Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT), randomization was managed manually, while local control and
replications were addressed automatically.

3.2. Variables

In the experiment, the dependent variable was managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision. The
independent variables, or sustainability incentives, that were tested for their influence on this intention
included financial (subsidies), perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal
values and beliefs. Moreover, the control factors; age, gender, knowledge, company size, industry, and
country were included to determine potential variations in participants’ responses.

The different sustainability incentives were measured and presented as follows; The financial incentive
was presented as a subsidy. Therefore, the company will receive a purchase subsidy of around 10% of
the net purchase costs of the electric car with a maximum of €5.000 per company car when making the
change toward all hybrid/electric vehicles (RVO, 2024). The perceived brand image and competitive
advantage were tested based on the given that when the company's vehicles are not changed to
hybrid/electric vehicles, the risk of a weakened brand image/competitive advantage will be higher. These
measurements are based on the environmental belief model presented by Kump (2021). Personal
values and beliefs were tested with the use of four Likert-scaled statements. First of all, an element of
the scale proposed by Stern et al. (1999) was used. Hereby, the focus was on personal normative
beliefs. Participants were asked whether they agreed with the statement, "l feel a personal obligation to
do whatever | can to prevent climate change". Furthermore, the items "We worry too much about the
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future of the environment and not enough about prices and jobs", "People worry too much about human
progress harming the environment", and "Many of the claims about environmental threats are
exaggerated" (Saari et al., 2021; Vainio & Paloniemi, 2014) were asked to examine the participants’
level of environmental concern.

3.3. Sample

The study's subjects are individuals within companies who make decisions, such as a (sustainability)
manager, change agent, CEO, owner, etc. The main focus was on the (sustainability) managers, but
especially in smaller companies, the CEO or owner is more likely to make sustainability decisions within
the company.

The sample size (N = 93) consists of 50 female participants (53.8%) and 43 male participants (46.2%).
The age groups are divided as follows; 18—-25 ( N = 21; 22.6%), 26—35 (N = 34; 36.6%), 36—45 (N = 9;
9.7%), and 46-55 (N = 11; 11.8%). Furthermore, the participants were asked about their function title,
the size of their company, the industry they are operating in, and the location of the company. An
overview of the sample characteristics, presented as frequency tables and descriptive statistics, can be
found in Appendix 4.

3.4. Experiment procedure and data analysis

The experiment consisted of five groups, all receiving the same scenario. In short, each group answered
the same general questions to generate descriptive data. Then, the control group, the financial incentive
group, the perceived brand image group, and the perceived competitive advantage group received the
same scenario.

After this initial scenario, the control group was asked what they would advise their company to do. The
financial incentive group, the perceived brand image group, and the perceived competitive advantage
group first received additional information that fit their incentive before answering the same question as
the control group. The personal values and beliefs group first answered four statements about the
environment, followed by the same scenario and question as the control group. A more detailed outline
of the experiment can be found in Appendix 3.

The experiment was distributed as a link to make it as easy as possible for the subjects to participate in
the experiment. The experiment took around 3 minutes and included a control group and four other
groups, each focused on a different incentive identified in the conducted literature review. By managing
only one incentive per group, and therefore one test per group, testing effects will be avoided (Buldeo
Rai et al., 2021). To find participants for the experiment, social media channels (e.g. LinkedIn) were
used as the main method to contact the subjects. The message was distributed on Social Media in
English, and the experiment itself was also conducted in English. The data was collected automatically
within the Qualtrics software (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). During the data collection timeframe, the already
gathered results were monitored and additional follow-up emails or social media updates were sent out
when required. Figure 2 shows a short overview of the timeline and steps considering the experiment.

| ey [ | | "
T LE]
o 2 L= .4 (B L=
1 T« mememeeeeeeee——ae—
i Before the experiment ! i During the experiment ! i_ After the experiment !
Setking up the ) Presentmg extra .
¢ Presenting the case information for the Data analysis
experiment "
different treatments

Answers control Answers financial
group incentive

Answers brand
image incentive

Answers competitive
advantage

Answers personal
values and beliefs

Presenting the
statements for the
Personal values and
beliefs incentive

Fig. 2: Timeline and steps own experiment
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Reference: own figure made in Canva (Canva, 2024)

A pretest was conducted with 22 respondents to ensure clarity and comprehension of the experiment.
This pretest verified that the incentives and the presented sustainable practice — changing the company
vehicle to all hybrid/electric vehicles — were clear. The incentives were recognizable as financial, brand
image, competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs.

Data was collected from 107 participants. To ensure data completeness, participants were excluded
based on the following principles: incomplete responses and/or no decision-maker (within the function
title category; ‘other’). Following these principles, the final dataset consists of 93 participants. The
treatments were represented as follows; control group (N = 19), financial (N = 19), brand image (N =
19), competitive advantage (N = 18), personal values and beliefs (N = 18).

To analyze the collected data, IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 29) was used. Descriptive statistics were
gathered and analyzed to understand the statistics on how the sample is constructed based on, for
example, age or gender. These descriptive statistics are important for analyzing the control factors in
the model and comparing that data to the different outcomes. Specifically, the descriptive statistics cover
the participants’ age, gender, level of knowledge, industry, company size, and country in which they are
operating.

Moreover, the different treatments used - financial incentives (subsidies), perceived brand image,
perceived competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs - were compared to the intention to
make a sustainable decision (dependent variable) to analyze the impact of each incentive. For this
analysis, Poisson regression was used. The Poisson regression is seen as the simplest count regression
model (Elhai et al., 2008). Within this thesis, linear regression does not fit the data since it has no normal
distribution. According to Elhai et al. (2008), Poisson regression has one important restriction, namely,
the count’s variable’s variance cannot be greater than its mean. When not meeting this assumption,
overdispersion occurs. In this thesis, the variable’s variance is not greater than its mean (see Table 3)
thus, overdispersion is not an issue.

Moreover, frequency tables, Pearson’s Chi-square tests, correlation, cross tables, and bar charts were
used to analyze the gathered data and provide insights into the intention to make a decision toward
sustainability and the control factors. Because the different treatments have a sample of 19 or 18
participants, which is quite a small sample, an alpha level of 0.10 is used for all statistical tests.

4.Results

4.1. Descriptive statistics

4.1.1. Treatments

An overview of the descriptives of the treatments is shown in Table 2. These initial outcomes present
the means of the treatments, where a higher mean indicates a lower intention to make a decision toward
sustainability. For example, the control group has the highest mean of 1.63 (0.496) which implies that
the option to change the company’s vehicles is chosen less frequently compared to the other treatments
(the incentives). When comparing the modes of the different treatments, the data shows that the control
group is the only group in which option 2: no change in company vehicles is chosen more often than
option 1: change in company vehicles.

Table 2

Descriptive statistics of the different treatments

Control Financial Brand image Competitive Personal
advantage
N Valid 19 19 19 18 18
Missing 0 0 0 1 1
Mean 1.63 1.1 1.32 1.44 1.44
Median 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mode 2 1 1 1 1
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Std. 0.496 0.315 0.478 0.511 0.511

Deviation

Variance 0.246 0.099 0.228 0.261 0.261
Minimum 1 1 1 1 1
Maximum 2 2 2 2 2
Sum 31 21 25 26 26

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

4 .1.2. Control factors

A short overview of the descriptive statistics and additional frequency tables for the control factors are
presented in Appendix 4, highlighting the sample characteristics. Furthermore, cross tables were used
to provide insights into the relationship between the control factors, the different treatments, and the
intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

Initially, frequency tables and Cross tables were used to gain a first insight into the experiment’s results
by comparing the different treatments. As already presented by the means of the treatments, and
illustrated in Figure 3, the control group is the only treatment where participants chose option 2: no
change in company vehicles more frequently than option 1: change the company vehicles to
hybrid/electric vehicles. Additionally, the bar chart illustrates that the financial treatment has the most
significant highest sustainable decision ‘yes’ responses. The competitive advantage and personal
values and beliefs treatments show equal scores for the sustainable decision ‘yes’ count.

Sustainable decision 'yes' * treatments
20

15

fﬁﬂﬂﬁl

Option 1: change the company vehicles to hybrid/electric vehicles

(é)]

O Control OFinancial
O Brand image @ Competitive advantage

M Personal values and beliefs

Fig. 3: Overview outcome sustainable decision ‘yes’ count per treatment
Reference: own bar chart made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

4.2. Poisson regression

Poisson regression was used to test the hypotheses. As previously discussed, linear regression is not
suitable since the treatment variables are count data (Elhai et al., 2008). The number of ‘yes’ answers
indicating a sustainable decision was counted to properly use Poisson regression. Next, to use the
control group as a basis, the ‘yes’ counts from the different treatments were subtracted from those of
the control group. This approach makes a distinction between the control group and the different
treatments. The Poisson regression analysis used the intention to make a sustainable decision as the
dependent variable, with the treatments as the predictors. The outcomes of this analysis are presented
below.

Table 3

Outcome Poisson regression analysis
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Intention to make a sustainable

decision
Financial incentive 3.333*

(0.6583)
Brand image 2.000

(0.7071)
Competitive advantage 1.000

(0.8165)
Personal values and beliefs 1.000

(0.8165)
N 93

Note: standard errors in paratheses; response options: ‘yes’ and ‘no’
*p<0.10
Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

Table 3 presents that the financial incentive has the strongest influence on managers’ intention to make
a sustainable decision compared to the other treatments (p = 0.067). Brand image is the second
strongest influence in comparison to the other treatments, while competitive advantage and personal
values and beliefs have the lowest influence of all treatments. These results suggest that the strongest
incentive for managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision is the financial incentive.

Poisson regression was used to answer the hypotheses. The results show that hypothesis 1, which
focuses on financial incentives (subsidies), is supported. The data shows that the financial incentive
(subsidies) significantly (p = 0.067) has the strongest influence on managers’ intention to make a
sustainable decision compared to the other treatments. Moreover, hypothesis 2, focussing on the brand
image incentive, is not supported. The data does indicate that brand image has the second strongest
influence on managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision compared to the other treatment, but
this result is not significant. Thus, it can be stated that hypothesis 2 is not supported.

Hypothesis 3, focussing on the competitive advantage incentive, is not supported. The Poisson
regression analysis reveals no significant influence on managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision. Along with personal values and beliefs, competitive advantage presents the weakest influence
on the managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision compared to the other treatments. Therefore,
hypothesis 4 is supported. While personal values and beliefs do not have a significant influence on the
managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision, this is in line with the proposed hypothesis that this
incentive alone would solely not be enough to really make a decision toward sustainability.

4.3. Additional insights

4.3.1. Statistics treatments and the intention to make a decision toward sustainability

As mentioned briefly in the results section, the treatments were analyzed to determine if any initial
conclusions could be made. Both the modes of the different treatments and the bar chart indicate that
the control group is the only treatment group in which option 1: change in company vehicles was selected
less often than option 2: no change in company vehicles. Converting the sustainable decision ‘yes’
counts into percentages (Table 4), the results are as follows; control (36.8%), financial (89.5%), brand
image (68.4%), competitive advantage (55.6%), and personal values and beliefs (55.6%). These
outcomes are in line with the results from the Poisson regression analysis.

Table 4

Cross-table treatments and the intention to make a decision toward sustainability; % within treatment

Control Financial Brand Competitive Personal Total
image advantage
Sustainable  Option 1: 36.8% 89.5% 68.4% 55.6% 55.6% 61.3%
decision Change the
‘yes’ company
vehicles to

UNIVERSITY 18
OF TWENTE.



hybrid/electric
vehicles

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

4.3.2. Personal values and beliefs statements

The personal values and beliefs statements; ‘I feel a personal obligation to do whatever | can to prevent
climate change’, ‘We worry too much about the future of the environment and not enough about prices
and jobs’, ‘People worry too much about human progress harming the environment’, ‘Many of the claims
about environmental threats are exaggerated’ were analyzed using correlations. Initially, the statement
‘| feel a personal obligation to do whatever | can to prevent climate change’ was reverse-coded to align
the data for analysis. An overview of the statement scores is available in Appendix 4. Moreover, there is
a significant correlation between these statement scores and the personal values and beliefs treatment
(p =0.062).

When analyzing the personal values and beliefs treatment and its statements, Table 5 shows a
significant correlation, r = -0.448, p = 0.062 (2-tailed) between the treatment and its statements. Hereby,
a 90% confidence is used based on the sample size for the variables (N = 18). The relationship between
the two variables is negative, indicating that when one variable increases, the other variable decreases.
In this case, the higher the sum of all statements, the lower the score in the option variable whereby
option 1: change in company vehicles, and option 2: no change in company vehicles.

Hereby, the sum of all statements reflects the level of environmental concern, meaning that the higher
the sum of these statements, the higher the level of environmental concern. The strength of this
relationship is 0.448, which is considered a medium-strength relationship.

Table 5

Correlation between personal values and beliefs and the statements

Sum of all statements Personal values and

outcomes beliefs

Sum of all statements Pearson Correlation 1 -0.448
outcomes

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.062

N 18 18
Personal values and Pearson Correlation -0.448 1
beliefs

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.062

N 18 18

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

When analyzing the statements individually, the statements ‘We worry too much about the future of the
environment and not enough about prices and jobs’ and ‘Many of the claims about environmental threats
are exaggerated’ show a significant correlation with personal values and beliefs. The correlations are
presented in Appendix 4. The relationship between the statement ‘We worry too much about the future
of the environment and not enough about prices and jobs’ (r = -0.484, p = 0.042) and personal values
and beliefs, as well as the relationship between ‘Many of the claims about environmental threats are
exaggerated’ (r = -0.486, p = 0.041) and personal values and beliefs, are both negative. This implies
that the higher the score on these statements (reflecting higher environmental concern), the lower the
score on personal values and beliefs. This again suggests that the higher the level of environmental
concern, the stronger the intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

4.3.3. Sustainable decision ‘yes’, treatment, and control factors

To gain insights into the intention to make a decision toward sustainability, the different treatments, and
the control factors, cross tables were used. These cross tables can be found in Appendix 4. A table was
created to identify which treatment has the highest percentage of participants choosing the sustainable
decision ‘yes’ for each control factor.
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For example, it can be seen that for the age group 18-25, the sustainable decision ‘yes’ was chosen
most often with the financial treatment. This implies that within this age group, the financial incentive
has the strongest influence on the intention to make a decision toward sustainability. However, for the
age group 46-55, the sustainable decision ‘yes’ was chosen most often with the brand image incentive.
Implying that, for this age group, the brand image incentive has the strongest influence on the intention
to make a sustainable decision. This table includes all control factors; age, gender, function title
(knowledge), company size, industry, and company location (country).

Note: When the results showed only one response in a category (as count), no conclusion was made,
and that treatment was not included in the overviews of the control factors concerning the treatments.
Therefore, all presented treatments were selected by at least two responses.

Table 6

Treatments with the strongest intention to make a decision toward sustainability for each control factor

Control Financial Brand Competitive Personal Control
factor image advantage values and group
beliefs

Age group 18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
55+
Gender Male
Female
Function Sustainability manager
title
CEO/Owner
Other type of manager
Other
Company Micro-enterprises (1-9
size employees)
Small-enterprises (10-49
employees)
Medium-sized enterprises
(50-249 employees)
Large enterprises (250+
employees)
Industry Healthcare
Government
Media, Communications,
orICT
Education, Culture, or
Science
Engineering, Production,
or Construction
Tourism, Recreation,
Catering/Hospitality, or
Services
Transport or Logistics
Consultancy
Other
Company The Netherlands
location
Germany
Spain

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

In general, it can be concluded that, when linked to the control factors, financial treatment is the incentive
most frequently associated with the strongest influence on the intention to make a decision toward
sustainability. The second most effective treatment is brand image. The control group is represented by
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only 1 count, implying that this treatment has the weakest influence on the intention to make a decision
toward sustainability when it comes to the different control factors. Therefore, it can be concluded that
sustainability incentives do in fact influence managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision. The
overview of counts is presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Overview of counts for each treatment

Treatment Count
Financial 18
Brand image 7
Personal values and beliefs 4
Competitive advantage 3
Control 1

Reference: own table made in Word with data retrieved from SPSS

5.Discussion

5.1. Hypothesis results

First, it can be concluded that, based on the Poisson regression analysis, hypotheses 1 and 4 are
supported while hypotheses 2 and 3 are not supported. Table 8 presents an overview of the hypotheses
and whether they are supported or not.

Table 8

Overview of the hypotheses; conclusion

Hypothesis Supported?
H1: financial incentive (subsidies) Supported
H2: perceived brand image Not supported
H3: perceived competitive advantage Not supported
H4: personal values and beliefs Supported

Reference: own table made in Word with the outcomes of this thesis

The results present that hypothesis 1, focussing on the financial incentive (subsidies), is supported. The
data shows that the financial incentive (subsidies) significantly has the strongest influence on managers’
intention to make a sustainable decision compared to the other treatments (p = 0.067). Subsidies have
been identified in the existing literature as a form of financial incentives (lIsetti et al., 2020; Ma et al.,
2019). Based on the results stated in the previous section, evidence suggests that subsidies have the
strongest influence on managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability. This finding aligns
with the research of Hu et al. (2022), who presented that higher government subsidies increase the
willingness of farmers to adopt sustainable practices. Moreover, research by Bjerkan et al. (2016)
presents that the strongest incentive to promote electric vehicle adoption is an up-front price reduction,
which is consistent with the conclusion made in this thesis. However, the statements of Lubchenco et
al. (2016) and Isetti et al. (2020), mentioning that financial incentives can also harm the intention to
make a decision toward sustainability, are challenged by the conclusion of this thesis.

Furthermore, hypothesis 2, focussing on the brand image incentive, is not supported. The data indicates
that brand image has the second strongest influence on managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision compared to the other treatment. On the other hand, this result is not significant. Thus, it can
be stated that hypothesis 2 is not supported. Le et al. (2022) note that brand image can help customers
during their purchasing decision process. Moreover, Kump (2021) highlighted that changes toward
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sustainability can reduce the risk of losing customers or reputation. Thus, brand image was included as
one of the sustainability incentives explored in this thesis. The experiment results suggest that perceived
brand image has the second strongest influence on managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision,
indicating the importance of managers keeping a positive brand image for their company. Brand image
being one of the main incentives for managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability lays a
foundation for the statement of Kump (2021) mentioning that changes toward sustainability may reduce
the risk of losing customers or reputation.

Hypothesis 3, focussing on the competitive advantage incentive, is not supported. The Poisson
regression analysis reveals no significant influence on managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision. Aziz et al. (2018) point out that to remain competitive, many companies adopt sustainable
practices as their innovations. Furthermore, proactive environmental management, such as employing
sustainability practices, is affiliated with a stronger competitive position (Carballo-Penela & Castroman-
Diz, 2015). However, based on the results of the experiment discussed above, perceived competitive
advantage does not significantly influence the intention to make a decision toward sustainability.
Therefore, it can be concluded that even though sustainable practices are adopted to remain competitive
(Aziz et al., 2018), and that they can lead to differentiation and accessing new markets (Trujillo-Barrera
et al., 2016), perceived competitive advantage is not one of the main sustainability incentive to influence
managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

Along with perceived competitive advantage, personal values and beliefs present the weakest influence
on the managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision compared to the other treatments. Therefore,
hypothesis 4 is supported. While personal values and beliefs do not have a significant influence on the
managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision, it is in line with the proposed hypothesis that this
incentive alone would solely not be enough to really make a decision toward sustainability. Intrinsic
motivation is identified as a potential driver of pro-social behavior (Huber et al., 2017). Additionally, the
motivation of managers and a positive environmental attitude will positively affect sustainable practices
(Carballo-Penela & Castroman-Diz, 2015). Personal moral concerns can also be a reason managers
intend to make specific changes within their organization (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004). The results
of this study do not support these statements. The outcomes of this study present that personal values
and beliefs do not significantly influence managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

In conclusion, sustainability incentives are often used to influence a manager’s decision (Veldman &
Gaalman, 2020). Existing literature already presented that such incentives are connected to the adoption
of sustainable practices within an organization. Both altruism and extrinsic rewards are connected to
environmental, social, and economic value creation (Vuorio et al., 2018). This view aligns with Zeweld
et al. (2017), who highlight that some behaviors depend on external factors, and therefore, not all human
behavior is entirely under voluntary control. Verplanken and Orbell (2022) also state that providing
financial incentives may be a helpful tool to promote behavior change and form new habits. The results
of this study show that the sustainability incentive — financial (subsidies) - positively influences
managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision. Therefore, the statements of Veldman & Gaalman
(2020), Vuorio et al. (2018), Zeweld et al. (2017), and Verplanken and Orbell (2022) are supported: the
right sustainability incentives will lead to a stronger intention to make a decision toward sustainability.

5.2. Environmental concern

Additionally, it can be concluded that environmental concern is related to the intention to make a decision
toward sustainability. The correlation presented a negative relationship, which in this case indicates that
the higher the level of environmental concern, the stronger the intention to make a decision toward
sustainability. Ajibade and Boateng (2021) state that individuals are more likely to participate in pro-
sustainable behavior when they care more about sustainability problems. Similarly, Perrault and Clark
(2018), Dodds et al. (2013), and Fuchs et al. (2020) all highlight environmental concerns and personal
responsibility as important drivers of sustainable behavior. The results of this study align with these
statements, showing that a higher level of environmental concern correlates with a stronger intention to
make a decision toward sustainability. However, Abrahamse (2019) notes that even though there is
concern for the environment, it does not always convert into movement. As discussed earlier for the
personal values and beliefs incentive, it is safe to say that also Abrahamse’s statement is supported by
this thesis.
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5.3. Practical contributions

This thesis contributes to several gaps in the existing literature on sustainability incentives as predictors
of managers’ intentions. Firstly, by exploring perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage,
and personal values and beliefs as sustainability incentives, this thesis contributes to the need for a
deeper understanding of non-financial incentives driving sustainability (Buldeo Rai et al., 2021). Findings
indicate that all non-financial incentives tested - perceived brand image, perceived competitive
advantage, and personal values and beliefs — do not significantly influence managers’ intention to make
a decision toward sustainability.

Moreover, by examining these incentives influencing managers’ intention to make a decision toward
sustainability, this research also responds to the question of Stoughton and Ludema (2012) concerning
the need to perform more research on how and why companies become more sustainable. Furthermore,
this thesis addresses the gap presented by Li et al. (2019) regarding the formation of environmental
behavior. The study enhances previous literature by presenting a separate focus on the relationship
between environmental concern, personal values and beliefs, and the intention to make a sustainable
decision. Research into organizational reasons that influence the intention of managers to make a
decision toward sustainability is still lacking. Hereby, the results expand previous research on the
influence of managers’ personal values and beliefs on sustainability, which has been examined for years
already, and change the focus more toward organizational sustainability incentives influencing
managers’ intentions.

Additionally, this thesis proposes a conceptual model to explain the reasons behind managers’ intention
to make decisions toward sustainability within their organizations. The results contribute to a broader
understanding of the influence of several sustainability incentives gaining new insights into why
companies adopt sustainable practices (Kump, 2021).

Lastly, by exploring multiple industries across different countries, this research offers a useful foundation
for further studies on sustainability incentives and the intention to make a decision toward sustainability
within various frameworks. The insights presented in this thesis on which incentive has the strongest
influence on the intention to make a decision toward sustainability will be very useful for the adoption of
sustainable practices and the decision-making process that is interconnected with this implementation.
The results can therefore be used by governments or organizations to increase the adoption of
sustainable practices within organizations.

6.Conclusion

6.1. Outcome

A structured literature was executed, followed by an experiment to explore these possible incentives.
The structured literature presented that financial incentives, perceived brand image, perceived
competitive advantage, and personal values and beliefs are frequently mentioned incentives for
sustainable behavior. To further investigate these incentives, an experiment was conducted, focusing
on the sustainability practice of changing the company vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles.

With the results of this experiment, the research question; To what extent do the sustainability
incentives - subsidies, perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal
values and beliefs - influence managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability? can
be answered. The results show that the financial incentive, subsidies, has the strongest influence on
managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision when compared to the other treatments. Moreover,
the other incentives — perceived brand image, perceived competitive advantage, and personal values
and beliefs do not significantly influence managers’ intention to make a sustainable decision.

Therefore, it can be concluded that hypothesis 1: “Financial incentives, e.g. subsidies, will positively
influence managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability” and hypothesis 4: “Personal
values and beliefs will moderately influence managers’ intention to make a decision toward sustainability,
but will solely not be enough to genuinely make that decision toward sustainability” are supported.
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6.2. Limitations

The thesis has several limitations. First, the sample size is relatively small. With a total sample of N =
93 across five different treatments, each treatment group consists of only 18 or 19 participants. Such
small samples make it difficult to generalize the findings and to draw broad conclusions about the
influence of each treatment on the intention to make a sustainable decision. This highlights the need for
further research with larger sample sizes for each treatment.

Another limitation concerns the globalization of the results. The large representation of respondents
from The Netherlands and therefore limited representation from other countries makes it difficult to
generalize the findings globally. Additionally, since the experiment was conducted online and not in
person, overall validation of responses was not fully possible. There is no assurance that all answers
given were real or completed correctly and that every respondent fully understood the scenario,
questions, and/or the treatment presented.

Additionally, although the option ‘other’ was included for the function title, and non-decision-makers were
filtered out before analysis, there is still a possibility that not all respondents were actual managers,
which could affect the results’ validity. Furthermore, the experiment focused on a single sustainable
practice: changing the company vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles. It is possible that responses were
based more on the participants’ personal thoughts on this specific sustainable practice rather than on
the information provided. This could limit the relevance of the findings to other sustainable initiatives.

Finally, the control variables in this thesis were only analyzed on a descriptive level, and not tested for
statistical significance in relationship to the sustainability incentives and managers’ intention to make a
sustainable decision. This limitation in the analysis scope means that the potential influence of these
control factors remains unexplored.

6.3. Future research suggestions

Future research could replicate this study across other countries, using various sustainable practices,
and larger sample sizes. Moreover, it would be interesting to do this type of research (experiment) in
person to see which incentives influence the intention to make a decision toward sustainability the most.
This approach would allow researchers to test the same respondents across different treatments,
providing valuable insights into sustainable decision-making processes. One helpful method for this
research could be the stated preference method. Within environmental research, this method is
becoming more frequently presented to explain participants’ choice behaviors (Joshi et al., 2013). The
choice experiment method uses a technique involving presenting various options to the participants and
asking them to choose their preferred option (Horne et al., 2005; Joshi et al., 2013).

Further studies could also focus on specific sectors or target sustainability managers specifically to
explore this topic further. While this thesis focused on the intention to make a decision toward
sustainability, further research could focus more on the reasons why companies have implemented
sustainability practices in the past. Hereby, an interesting area of study would be to examine the gap
between the intention to make a decision toward sustainability and the requirements needed to
implement this sustainable practice. A useful starting point for this direction could be the environmental
beliefs model presented by Kump (2021) for understanding reasons for organizational change toward
sustainability or the paper presented by Silvius & de Graaf (2019), which examines various factors
influencing the project managers’ intention toward sustainability.

Moreover, as mentioned in the limitations, the control factors used — age, gender, function title
(knowledge), company size, industry, and company location (country) - were not tested for statistical
significance in relationship to the sustainability incentives and managers’ intention to make a sustainable
decision. For example, Ali et al. (2022) researched whether the control factors gender, age, and
knowledge moderated the relationship between environmental beliefs and circular economy adoption
among bank managers. Further research could focus on the control factors used in this thesis as
moderators on the relationship between sustainability incentives and managers’ intention to make a
sustainable decision.
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8.Appendices

Appendix 1: Definition/key aspects of sustainability from existing

literature

Author (year)

Definition of sustainability/key aspects

Doane and MacGillivray (2001)

“Although sustainability is now generally understood to be a combination of
environmental, social and economic performance, this report finds that
economic sustainability is the most elusive component of the triple bottom
line approach”.

Key aspects:
- Focus on economic sustainability

Arevalo et al. (2011)

“Despite the significant (and increasing) amount of work on the learning
and change challenges connected to embedding sustainability in business
firms, the internal and the external dynamics that influence the ability of
firms to change themselves towards sustainability are still largely unclear”.

Key aspects:

Distinction between
- Internal dynamics
- External dynamics

Mariadoss et al. (2011)

“We define sustainability in the B2B marketing context as the
environmental initiatives that impact a firm and its supply chains for the
purpose of reducing the environmental impact of their business operations,
while also using the initiatives as a competitive advantage in their
marketing strategies”

Key aspects:
Context: B2B marketing
- Focus on environmental sustainability

Porter and Derry (2012)

“Businesses and managers are increasingly considering ways to
incorporate a balance among economic, ecological, social, and cultural
value creation into their business models”.

Key aspects:
Sustainability is seen as
- Economic
- Ecological
- Social
- Cultural
Introduces sustainability thinking

Kapitan et al. (2019)

“Sustainability in business takes a holistic approach by incorporating three
dimensions: Environment, society, and economy”.

Key aspects:
Three pillars
- Environment
- Society
- Economy
Differentiation between
- Strong sustainability
- Weak sustainability

Salas-Zapata and Ortiz-Muhoz
(2019)

This paper presents an analysis of the meanings of the concept of
sustainability

Key aspects:
Sustainability used as
- Sustainability as a set of social-ecological criteria that guide
human action
- Sustainability as a vision of humankind that is realized through the
convergence of the social and ecological objectives of a particular
reference system
- Sustainability as an object, thing, or phenomenon that happens in
certain social-ecological systems
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- Sustainability as an approach that entails the incorporation of
social and ecological variables into the study of an activity,
process, or human product

Sharma (2020)

“Sustainability is defined as “development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs” (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987)”.

Key aspects:
Focus on drivers of sustainability strategy with subareas:
- Science and the environment; the policy, regulatory, and legal
framework
- Social aspects;
- Economic aspects;
- Customer demand

Veldman and Gaalman (2020)

“Sustainability incentives are defined as the financial instruments a firm
owner uses to influence the decisions of the manager, in particular,
sustainability investments”.

Key aspects:
- Focus on sustainability incentives (Profit maximization) so,
economic sustainability

Vesal et al. (2021)

“Environmental sustainability when viewed from a business perspective
concerns pollution prevention, waste minimisation, and reduction of energy
and raw material consumption, aimed at diminishing the detrimental
consequences of firms’ activities on the environment (Antolin-Ldpez,
Delgado- Ceballos, & Montiel, 2016; Gupta & Kumar, 2013)”.

Key aspects:
Context B2B brand image
- Focus on environmental sustainability

Casidy and Yan (2022)

“We define B2B sustainability positioning as the extent to which the buyer
believes that the supplier is highly sustainable in its operations and that its
products/ services have low negative environmental impact”.

Key aspects:
- Focus on B2B sustainability positioning

Casidy and Lie (2023)

“Sustainability refers to a conscious effort to fulfill present needs while not
jeopardizing the needs of future generations (United Nations, 1987).”

Key aspects:
Focus on sustainability brand positioning

Gogia et al. (2023)

“In highly competitive environments, sustainability positioning is crucial for
firms, as they are evaluated based on their sustainable practices”

Key aspects:
- Focus on sustainability positioning

Khan et al. (2023)

“In practice, firms can be segregated into two types: 1) firms that hardly
engage in sustainable practices and makes profitable returns for their
investors and 2) firms that invest in sustainability efforts and may
compromise on financial returns”.

Key aspects:
Differentiation between
- Economical ‘sustainability’
- Social and Environmental sustainability

Young and Reeves (2023)

“We have argued that corporations should optimize for both social and
business value, using their core businesses to deliver the financial returns
expected by their owners and, in tandem, to help society meet its most
significant challenges”

Key aspects:
- Focus on social and business value
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Appendix 2: Outline and planning

Week 9
number

10

11

12

13

14 |15 |16 | 17

18 |19 |20 | 21

22

23
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Month

March

April
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-09
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Complete
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concept
(Masterclas
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Complete
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Systematic
literature
review

Ethical
approval

Register
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Online

Set up
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Find +
contact
participants

Conduct
(online)
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Rewriting
and
adapting
the thesis

Transcribe
results

Data
analysis
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25

| 26
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write abstract
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Appendix 3: Proposed outline experiment

Sustainable company vehicles
Introduction text:
Dear participant,

Thank you very much for participating in my research. This experiment will only take around 3 minutes
of your time. The research is about implementing a sustainable practice within your company. Your
answers will only be used for scientific research and will always stay anonymous. Your data and
answers will only be used for this research and will not be shared with any third party. When moving
forward to the next page, you confirm that you are 18 years or older and accept that your data will be
used for this research.

In case of questions, don't hesitate to get in touch with: .m.j.vandervalk@student.utwente.nl

Next page

General questions for every participant:

Age
o 18-25
o 26-35
e 36-45
e 46-55
° 55+

e Prefer not to say

Gender

Male

Female
Non-binary
Prefer not to say

Function title

Sustainability manager
CEO/owner

Other type of manager
Other

Company size

e Micro-enterprises (1-9 employees)

o Small-enterprises (10-49 employees)

e Medium-sized enterprises (50-249 employees)
e Large enterprises (250+ employees)

Industry

e Healthcare
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e Government

e Environment and Agricultural sector

e Media, communications, or ICT

e Education, culture, or science

e Engineering, production, or construction

o Tourism, recreation, catering/hospitality, or services
e Transport and logistics

o Consultancy

e Other

Company location (country)

e Open question

Next page
In case of answering ‘other’ with the function title question, another question will be asked:
Please fill in your function title

e Open question

Next page

Every group gets a sketch of the situation. The personal values and beliefs incentive first gets
four general questions (items) and then the scenario.

Control group + financial incentive group + Perceived brand image group + perceived
competitive advantage group:

On the next page, a scenario about implementing a sustainable practice within your company will be
presented. A question about this scenario will follow.

Next page

Sketch of the situation: The question arises within your company whether to change the company
vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles. This change will reduce CO2 emissions. On the other hand, the
change toward hybrid/electric vehicles comes with a big upfront investment.

Upfront investment:

For changing one gasoline car to an electric car, the purchasing costs will be around 25% higher
(average) when buying an electric car. This investment will be done for environmental reasons.

When the company does not have company vehicles, please answer the question as if they do.

The scenario is presented in the picture below.
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L reduction J

Question control group:

o What option would you advise your company to make?

Option 1: Change the company vehicles Option 2: No change in company
to hybrid/electric vehicles vehicles

Extra scenarios and questions incentive experimental groups + question:
Financial incentive experimental group:
o Subsidies

Additional information for the presented scenario:

Changing all of the company vehicles to hybrid/electric vehicles will require an upfront investment.
When achieving a sustainable vehicle park this year, your company will receive a purchase subsidy to
make this change. This subsidy will be around 10% of the net purchase costs of the electric car with a
maximum of €5.000 per company car.

Your company will receive a purchase subsidy.

"co®

% reduction

e What option would you advise your company to make?
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Option 1: Change the company vehicles Option 2: No change in company
to hybrid/electric vehicles vehicles

Perceived brand image incentive experimental group:

o Brand image

Additional information for the presented scenario:

Changing the company vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles will reduce the risk of a weakened brand
image. A weakened brand image can result in less sales/revenue due to losing customers and/or
reputation. A positive brand image builds credibility and trust among customers. For example, Nike’s
engagement with sustainability, durability, and innovation improves its trustworthiness, as customers
see the brand as socially responsible and innovative.

When not changing the company vehicles to hybrid/electric vehicles, the risk of a weakened brand
image will be higher.

A co®
= +25% each | |'cduct|fm

car A~ ++4

e What option would you advise your company to make?

Option 1: Change the company vehicles Option 2: No change in company
to hybrid/electric vehicles vehicles

Perceived competitive advantage incentive experimental group:

o Competitive advantage

Additional information for the presented scenario:

Changing the company vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles will reduce the risk of a weakened
competitive advantage. Competitive advantage can be achieved via, for example, differentiation within
your market. Differentiation via sustainability can make companies stand out in the market. Moreover,
companies that are focused on sustainability can access new markets. For example, Patagonia. This
designer of outdoor clothing and sports gear and their commitment to environmental sustainability has
demonstrated that sustainability can be a strong differentiator and therefore an effective source of
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competitive advantage. Without differentiation via sustainability, your company has the risk of losing its
competitive advantage within your market.

When not changing the company vehicles to hybrid/electric vehicles, the risk of a weakened
competitive advantage will be higher.

) 0=>

N
= +25% each

@ @ car
nER

e What option would you advise your company to make?

Option 1: Change the company vehicles Option 2: No change in company
to hybrid/electric vehicles vehicles

Personal values and beliefs incentive experimental group:

o Personal values and beliefs

For the personal values and beliefs group, four general questions about the environment will
be asked and afterward, the scenario will be presented.

Four general statements about the environment will be presented on the next page.

Next page

Question asked:
o | feel a personal obligation to do whatever | can to prevent climate change
Question asked:
o We worry too much about the future of the environment and not enough about prices and jobs
Question asked:
o People worry too much about human progress harming the environment
Question asked:

o Many of the claims about environmental threats are exaggerated

Item range:
(5-point Likert scale)
o Strongly agree

UNIVERSITY 38
OF TWENTE.



Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

O O O O

On the next page, a scenario about implementing a sustainable practice within your company will be
presented. A question about this scenario will follow.

Next page

Sketch of the situation: The question arises within your company whether to change the company
vehicles to all hybrid/electric vehicles. This change will reduce CO2 emissions. On the other hand, the
change toward hybrid/electric vehicles comes with a big upfront investment.

Upfront investment:

For changing one gasoline car to an electric car, the purchasing costs will be around 25% higher
(average) when buying an electric car. This investment will be done for environmental reasons.

When the company does not have company vehicles, please answer the question as if they do.

The scenario is presented in the picture below.
F Coz I

= +25';1} Eal:h .l reduction

car " ‘ l‘

o What option would you advise your company to make?

Option 1: Change the company vehicles Option 2: No change in company
to hybrid/electric vehicles vehicles

Next page
For all participants:
Thank you for participating in this experiment!

When interested in the results of this experiment, you can leave your email address below.

Next page

You can now close this Tab
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Appendix 4: Results SPSS

o Poisson regression analysis

Model Information

Dependent Variable
Frobakility Distribution
Link Function

Sustainable decision
Foisson
Log

Parameter Estimates

95% Wald Confidence Interval for

OF TWENTE.

95% Wald Confidence Interval Hypothesis Test Exp(B)
Wald Chi-
Parameter B Std. Error Lower Upper Square df Sia. ExpiB) Lower Upper
{Intercept) 1,009 5774 -,033 2,230 3,621 1 057 3,000 968 9,302
[Treatment=Brand ] 693 7071 - 693 2,079 961 1 327 2,000 500 7,997
[Treatment=CompAdy] -7,889E-31 B165 -1,600 1,600 000 1 1,000 1,000 202 4,955
[Treatment=Financia] 1,204 6583 -,086 2,494 3,345 1 067 3333 917 12,112
[Treatment=Personal] 0? 1
(Scale) 1P
Dependent Variable; Sustainable decision
Model: (Intercept), Treatment
a. Setto zero because this parameter is redundant.
b. Fixed atthe displayed value.
e Frequency tables control factors
Age Gender
I % M %

18-25 21 22,6% Male 43 46,2%

26-35 34 36,6% Female 50 53,8%

36-45 g 9,7%

4B-55 11 11,8%

Hlt 17 18,3%

Frefer natto say 1 1.1%

Function title
M %

Sustainability manager 13 14,0%

CEQfowner 16 17.2%

Other type of manager 44 47,3%

Other 20 21.5%
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Industry

Company size

[ % N %
EiRd F1ERTE . 211 &P Micro-enterprises (1-0 10 108%
Government 4 4 3% employees)
En.viru.nmentarAgricuIturaI 3 32 Small-enterprises (10-449 19 20,4%
sector employees)
Media, Communications, g 9 7% Medium-sized enterprises 24 25.8%
or [CT (50-249 employees)
Education, Culture, ar A 5,4% Large enterprises {250+ -40 43 0%
Science employees)
Engineering,F‘rnducﬁnn.nr 15 .15,1%
Construction
Tourism, Recreation, ' 7 75%
Catering/Hospitality, or
Services
Transport of Logistics g 9.7%
Consultancy 17 18,3%
Other 15 161%
Company location (country)
[+ %
The Metherlands a0 | a36,0%
G_ermaljﬁ_._r 4 _ 4,_3%
Spain 3 | 32%
_Ewiizerland 1 _ 1_,‘_1%
Belgium 1 _ 1.1%
Paland 1 | 1_,‘_1%
[Norway 1 _ 1.1%
_Arl__ma 1 | 1_,‘_1%
Sweden 1 1.1%
o Descriptive statistics control factors
Statistics
Campany
location
Age Gender Functiontitte Company size  Industry (country)
I Valid a3 | 93 93 93 93 a3
Missing 8 0 o 0 o 0
Mean 270 | 1,54 2,78 3,0 6,46 1,46
Median 2,00 2,00 300 300 7,00 1,00
Mode 47 | 2 3 4 g 1
Std. Deviation 1465 501 949 1,037 2,899 1,456
Variance 2147 251 ann 1,076 8,403 212
Minimurm 1 1 1 1 1 1
Maximum § | 2 4 4 10 9
sum 251 143 257 280 G601 136
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o Descriptive statistics statements personal values and beliefs

Descriptive Statistics

] Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

| feel a personal obligatian 18 7 5 372 Bas
to do whatever | can to
prevent climate change

We warry too much about 18 2 5 367 1,029
the future of the

environmeant and not

enaugh about prices and

jobs

Peaople worry too much 18 1 ] 3,67 1,085
about human progress

frarming the environment

Many of the claims about 18 7 . o 372

: 8495
environmental threats are
exaggerated
sum of all statements 18 a8 149 14,78 2881
outcomes
Valid M (listwise) 18
e Correlations of the personal values and beliefs statements
Correlations Correlations
We waorry too Parsanal
Fersonal much about vallias and
values and  the future afthe B
beliefs: What environment bell_efs. et M:_my ik
shiianaouid el option would claims about
P i < e you advise your — environmental
YU:O?HEE;:EQW ET’-UHL;??S gnzu company to threats are
ma]&-ﬂ E e make? exaggerated
R TEar ShaStrCaneTen 1 -.434- Persnn@\ va\ues_and Fearson Carrelation 1 - 486
beliefs: What option would (-tailed) - 042 bEths'WhatUDUMWOUI? Sig. (2-tailed) 041
you advise your companyta >0 = ; KAt aguasypuiEpiv pganyid 5
sk N 18 18 make? N 18 | 18
We worry tao much about HEBieoR CRTEAan _agd | 1 Many of the claims about Pearson Correlation - 486 1
the future of the : environmental threats are Sig. (2-talled) 041
environment and not Sig. (2-tailed) 042 exaggerated e o
enough about prices and i 18 18
Jabs 18 18 * Correlation is significant atthe 0.05 lavel (2-tailad).
* Correlation is significant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Correlations gqrrelations
- i Fersonal
va\[lr?;r;and — values and People worry
alue s
beliefs: What personal L;iltllif: v:':[]ﬁ: a;gﬂtrgﬂﬁ;n
option would  cbligation to do yc-urqdwiseynrur prograss
ol companyto harminghe
make?  climats change - — - it SR DAmEn:
- ersonal values an Fearson Correlation 1 -141
Eslrwse?sn'a‘u"v‘ldglus;tlaowwoum dipes b s ! £ beliefs. What oplion would =g, " i1 576
au ad\}ise e e Sig. (2-tailed) 362 you advise your campany to E | v
iﬂake? ¥ pany 0 = = make? N 18 18
: - Peopl 1 h i 14
|feel a personal obligation  Pearson Gorrelation -229 1 at?sst?\uwraram ;rnog}:;s ZEErs;Utn TTEIE“U” 15;16 1
tado wha_tavm lcanto Sig. (2-tailed) 362 harming the enviranment ooy .
prevent climate changs 5 Ta | 7 ] 18 18
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Sustainable decision yes or no * Company size Crosstabulation

Company size

Micro-enterprises (1-8 Small-enterprises (10-49

Medium-sized enterprises (50-

Intention to make a decision toward sustainability and the control factors

Large enterprises (250+

employees) employees) 245 employees) employees) Total
N % N % N % N % N % 3
Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the i 50,0% 11 57,9% 13 54.2% 28 70,0% 57 61.3%
or no campany vehicles to
hybridislectric veh\q\es |
Option 2: Mo change in 5 50,0% 8 421% 11 458% 12 30,0% 36 387%
company vehicles
Total 10 100,0% 19 100,0% 24 100,0% 40 100,0% 93 100,0%
Sustainable decision yes or no * Industry Crosstabulation
Industry
Environment or Agrieultural Engineering, Production, or Tourism, Reereation,
Healthcare Government Media, Communications, or ICT | Education, Culture, or Science Construction CateringHospitality, or Senices  Transport or Logistics GConsultancy Gther Total
N % H % ) N % % n
Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 5 55,6% 2 50,0% 2 66,7% - 55,6% 4 80,0% ) 60,0% 2 28,6% 6 66,7% 10 58,8% 12 80,0% 57 61,3%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielzctric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 4 44.4% 2 50,0% 1 333% 4 44.4% 1 20,0% & 40,0% 5 4% 3 333% 7 41.2% 3 20,0% 36 387%
company vehicles
Total 9 100,0% 4 100,0% 3 100,0% 9 100,0% 5 100,0% 15 100,0% 7 100,0% g 100,0% 17 100,0% 15 100,0% 93 100,0%
SUSIAINADIE OECISION YES Upunan i wnange ng 2b bU 5% A1 B U af B1,3%
e e LT SR P
Sustainable decision yes or no * Company location (¢country) Crosstabulation
Company [ocation (country)
The Netherlands Germany Spain Switzerland Belgium Foland MNorway Aruba Sweden Total
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % %
Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 46 57,5% 3 75,0% 3 100,0% i) 0,0% 1 100,0% 1 100,0% 1 100,0% 5 100,0% 1 100,0% 57 61,3%
orno company vehicles to
hybridglectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 34 425% 1 250% 0 0,0% 1 100,0% o 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 36 38,7%
company vehicles
Total 80 100,0% 4 1000% 3 1000% 1 1000% 1 100,0% 1 100,0% 1 1000% 1 1000% 1 1000% 93 100,0%
Sustainable decision yes or no * Function title Crosstabulation
Function title
Sustainability manager CEQfowner Cther type of manager Other Total
¥ % M % N % M % M %
Sustainable dacision yes Option 1: Change the 8 61,5% E 438% 27 61,4% 15 75,0% 57 61,3%
ar no company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 5 38,5% 9 56,3% 17 38,6% 5 25,0% 36 38,7%
company vehicles
Total 1d 100,0% 16 100,0% 44 100,0% 20 100,0% 93 100,0%
e Sustainable decision yes or no, treatment, and control factors
Sustainable decision yes or ho * Age * Treatment Crosstabulation
% within Age
Age
Prefer notta
Treatment 18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 G5+ say Total
Contra| Sustainable decision yes Option 1; Change the 50,0% 66,7% 100,0% 36,8%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vn_amcles
Option 2: Mo change in 50,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 333% 632%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Financial Sustainable decision yes Option 1 Change the 100,0% 80,0% 100,0% 100,0% 89,5%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Ne change in 20,0% 10,5%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Brand image Sustainable decision yes Option 1. Change the B0,0% 55,6% 100,0% 100,0% 68,4%
or no company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 20,0% 44.4% 100,0% 316%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Competitive advantage Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 75,0% 42,9% 50,0% 100,0% 55,6%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2; No change in 25,0% 57,1% 100,0% 50,0% 44.4%
company vehicles
Total 1000%  100,0%  100,0%  1000%  100,0% 100,0%
Personal values and Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 80,0% 60,0% 50,0% 333% 333% 55,6%
beliefs orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2! No change in 200% 40,0% 50,0% 66,7% 66,7% 44.4%
company vehicles
Total 1000%  100,0%  100,0%  1000%  100,0% 100,0%
Total Sustainable decision yes Option 1. Chanage the 76,2% 55,9% 44.4% 455% 70,6% 100,0% 61,3%
orng company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2! Mo change in 238% 441% 55,6% 545% 204% 387%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
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Sustainable decision yes or no * Gender " Treatment Crosstabulation

% within Gender

Gender
Treatment Male Female Tatal
Control Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 40,0% 33.3% 36,8%
or no company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Ma change in 60,0% 66,7% 632%
company vehicles
Total 100,0%  1000%  100,0%
Financial Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the B85,7% 91,7% 89,5%
orno company vehicles to
hybridizlectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 14,3% 8,3% 10,5%
company vehicles
) Total - 1000%  1000%  100,0%
Brand image Sustainable decision yes Cption 1: Change the 100,0% 62,5% 66,4%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectiic vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 37.5% 31,6%
company vehicles
Total i 1000%  100,0%  100,0%
competitive advantage Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 60,0% 50,0% 55,6%
orno company vehicles to
hybridizlectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 40,0% 50,0% 44.4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0%  100,0%
Personal values and Sustainable decision yes Option 1; Change the 53,8% 60,0% 55,6%
beliefs orno company vehicles to
hybridizlectric vehicles
Option 2! Mo change in 46,2% 40,0% 44.4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Total Sustainable decision yes Option 1; Change the £0,5% 62,0% 61,3%
or no company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2; Mo ehange in 39,5% 38,0% 38,7%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

% within Function title

Sustainable decision yes or no * Function title * Treatment Crosstabulation

Sustainability

Function title

Othertype of

Treatment manager CEOfowner manager Other Total
Contral Sustainable decisionyes  Opfion 1; Change the 25,0% 40,0% 50,0% 36,8%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 100,0% 75,0% 60,0% 50,0% 63,2%
company vehicles
Total 1000%  100,0% 100,0%  100,0%  100,0%
Financial Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 100,0% 100,0% 71.4% 100,0% 99,5%
arno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2; Mo change in 28 6% 10,5%
company vehicles
Tatal 1000%  100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Brand image Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 50,0% 50,0% 727% 68,4%
arno company vehicles to
hybridielzetric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 50,0% 50,0% 273% 31,6%
company vehicles
Total 1000% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Competitive advantage Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 100,0% 44 4% 80,0% 55,6%
orna company vehicles to
hybrid/electric vehicles
Option 2; Mo change in 1000% 556% 20,0% 44 4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Personal values and Sustainable decision yes QOption 1: Change the 100,0% 16,7% 857% 333% 55,6%
beliefs orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 833% 14,3% 66,7% 44,4%
company vehicles
Total 1000% 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  100,0%
Total Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 61,5% 438% 61,4% 75,0% 61,3%
or no company vehicles to
hybrid/electric vehicles
Option 2: Ma change in 385% 56,3% 386% 250% 38,7%
company vehicles
Total 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0%
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% within Company size

Sustainable decision yes or no * Company size * Treatment Crosstabulation

Company size

small- Medium-sized Large
Micro- enterprises enterprises enterprises
enterprises (1- (10-49 (50-249 (250+
Treatment 9 employees) employees) employees) employees) Total
Control Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Changs the 333% 50,0% 28 6% 42,9% 36,8%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2; Mo change in 66,7% 50,0% T1.4% 57,1% 63,2%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Financial Sustainable decisionyes  Opfion 1: Change the 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 81,8% 89,5%
orno company vehicles to
hyhridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Me change in 18,2% 10,5%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%  100,0%
Brand image Sustainable decision yes Option 1; Change the 50,0% 60,0% 100,0% 62,5% 68,4%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Qption 2: Mo change in 50,0% 40,0% 37,5% 31,6%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Competitive advantage Sustainahle decision yes Optian 1: Change the 66,7% 250% 62,5% 55,6%
orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 333% 750% 37.5% 44 4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%  100,0%
Personal valugs and Sustainahle decision yes Option 1: Chanae the 333% 25,0% 40,0% 100,0% 55,6%
beliefs orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 66,7% 75,0% G0,0% 44.4%
company vehicles
i Total - 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  100,0%
Total Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 50,0% 57.9% 54,2% 70,0% 61,3%
orno company vehicles to
hybrid/electiic vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 50,0% 421% 45 8% 30,0% 387%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Sustainable decision yes or no “ Industry * Treatment Crosstabulation
% within Industry
Industry
Tourism,
Recreation,
Enviranment ar Wedia, Education, Enginsering,  Catering/Hospi
Agricultural Communicatio Culture, or Production, or tality, or Transpartar
Treatment Healtheare | Government sactor ns, oriCT Science Construttion Semices Logisties  Consufancy  Other Total
Control Sustainable decisionyes  Opfion 1; Change the 33,3% 50,0% 33,3% 33,3% 66,7% 36,8%
campany vehicles to
hybridrzlectric vehicles
Option 2: Na changs in 66,7% 100,0% 50,0% 66,7% 100,0% 100,0% 66,7% 333% 632%
rompany vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% | 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  1000%  100,0%  1000%
Financial Sustainable decisionyes  Option 1: Change the 75.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 50,0% 89,5%
orno company vehicles to
hybrid/zlectric vehicles
Option 2; Na change in 25,0% 50,0% 105%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000% 100,0% 1000%  1000%  100,0%  1000%
Brand image Sustainable decisionyes  Option 1: Change the 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 50,0% 100,0% 60,0% 50,0% 68,4%
orno company vehicles to
hybridisiecic vehicles
Option 2: No change in 100,0% 100,0% 50,0% 400% 50,0% 31.6%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  100,0%  100,0%
Competitive advantage Sustainahle decisionyes  Option 1: Change the 100,0% 100,0% 80,0% 25,0% 1000%  100,0% 55,6%
company vehicles to
hybridfelectric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 100,0% 100,0% 200% 75,0% 100,0% 44,4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  1000%  100,0%  100,0%
Personal values and Sustainahle decisionyes  Option 1: Change the 25,0% 100,0% 250%  100,0% 55,6%
beligfs orno company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles ) | )
Option 2: No change in 100,0% 100,0% 75,0% 75,0% 44,4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 1000%  1000%  1000%
Total Sustainable decislonyes  Opfion 1. Changs the 55,6% 50,0% B6,7% 55,6% 80,0% 60,0% 28,6% B6,7% 58,8% 80,0% 61,3%
orno company vehicles to
nVDHWE\EC!NCV&h\ClES | |
Option 2: No change in 43,4% 50,0% 333% 444% 20,0% 40,0% 714% 333% 41,2% 200% 38.7%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 1000%  1000%  1000%
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Sustainable d

% within Company location (country)

yes or no * Comp

1y location (country) * Treatment Crosstabulation

Company location (country)

The
Treatment Metherlands Germany Spain Switzerland ~ Belgium Poland MNorway Aruba Sweden Total
Contral Sustainable dacisionyes  Optian 1: Change the 25,0% 100,0% 100,0% 36,8%
or no company vehicles to
hybridielectric vahicles
Option 2: Mo change in 75,0% 63,2%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% ~100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Financial Sustainable decisionyes  Option 1; Change the 93,8% 50,0% 100,0% 89,5%
ornog company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 6,3% 50,0% 10,5%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Brand imags Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 70,6% 100,0% 68,4%
orng company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 29,4% 100,0% 31,6%
campany vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Competitive advantage Sustainahle decision yes Option 1: Change the 46,7% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 55,6%
orng company vehicles to
hybridielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 53,3% 44,4%
company vehicles
Total ) 1000%  100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Personal values and Sustainable decision yes Option 1: Change the 50,0% 100,0% 100,0% 55,6%
heliefs orng company vehicles to
hybricielectric vehicles
Option 2: Mo change in 50,0% 44,4%
company vehicles
Total 100,0%  100,0% 100,0% | | 100,0%
Taotal Sustainable decision yes QOption 1: Change the 57,5% 75,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 61,3%
ar no company vehicles to
hyhridielectric vehicles
Option 2: No change in 425% 25,0% 100,0% 38,7%
company vehicles
Total 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
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