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A B S T R A C T

Widespread efforts are being made to mitigate environmental degradation driven by human activities. From a
supply chain management perspective, companies aim at improving their environmental and organizational
performance along their supply chain simultaneously. Since consumers are the sources of manufacturing com-
panies’ profitability, companies are interested in understanding the extent to which consumers care about their
green practices. However, while some consumers would have a higher willingness to pay a premium (WPP) or
purchase intention (PI) for environmentally differentiated products, others would not. Moreover, there is scant
evidence regarding the integrated effects of intra‐ and inter‐organizational green supply chain practices on
green consumerism. Therefore, this study adopts two psychological approaches (i.e., protected values and halo
effect) to describe this relationship based on two models that encompass mediation and moderation effects.
Data were collected from 351 Colombian university students through a behavioral experiment with three
product‐based conditions, and the hypotheses were tested using two‐instance repeated‐measures linear regres-
sions and non‐parametric tests. The results indicate that perceived product performance mediates the effect of
green supply chain practices on consumers’ WPP and PI (halo effect). Additionally, consumers’ moral orienta-
tion toward the environment (protected values) moderates the effects of green supply chain practices on con-
sumers’ WPP, PI and perceived product performance. The study found that people who hold protected values
evaluate products better not just for its green attributes, but because of their increased perception of the prod-
ucts’ performance. The contributions are centered on the role of psychological approaches in green supply
chain studies to understand consumers’ preferences.
1. Introduction

The scientific community has warned about a pathway of damage
to nature and human society resulting from environmental degrada-
tion (Ripple et al., 2017). To avoid this scenario, excess production
and waste should be avoided (Hoornweg et al., 2013). A pivotal con-
tribution toward these goals can be made from businesses’ efforts to
design green products (Maniatis, 2016) that reduce their environmen-
tal footprint (Hoekstra and Wiedmann, 2014). These initiatives have
been studied from a supply chain management perspective, which
aims to improve global sustainability (Pagell and Shevchenko, 2014).
Specifically, companies that respond to the environmental pres-
sures of their stakeholders integrate those concerns into their supply
chains (Dubey et al., 2017; Laari et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2007)
through the deployment of green supply chain practices (Green
et al., 2012; Vachon and Klassen, 2006). The concept or approach
of integrating sustainable environmental processes into the supply
chain is called Green Supply Chain Management (GSCM)
(Srivastava, 2007; Thennal VenkatesaNarayanan et al., 2021). Com-
panies base their sustainable performance on these practices (Roy
et al., 2018), while satisfying consumers’ needs and earning profits
concurrently.
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An ongoing concern of firms is understanding consumers’ decisions
when purchasing products manufactured and distributed through
green supply chains (Groening, 2019). Companies are interested in
understanding consumers’ cognitive processes when perceiving those
practices, and how those practices can influence consumers’ purchas-
ing choices (e.g., Kim et al., 2014; Kulshreshtha et al., 2019; Lee and
Lim, 2020; Smith, 2012).

The study of the effect of companies’ green supply chain practices
on consumers’ willingness to pay a premium (WPP) ─or consumers’
purchase intention (PI)─ can be framed within the paradigm of envi-
ronmental product differentiation (Reinhardt, 1998). In this paradigm,
the extra costs of enhancing companies’ environmental performance
are charged to consumers in a product’s premium price.

However, consumers are not always willing to pay more for “green”
or environmental product attributes (Usrey et al., 2020). Although
consumers supposedly favor green products, they do not always mate-
rialize their preferences (Alsmadi, 2007), or even prefer less sustain-
able alternatives when evaluating products’ characteristics associated
with power and durability (Luchs et al., 2010). Indeed, some con-
sumers do not care about the environment (Barbarossa and De
Pelsmacker, 2016), so they would neither pay more for nor buy
greener products.

Hence, it is relevant to evaluate empirically whether consumers
perceive companies’ green supply chain efforts and correspondingly
reward these efforts, and what cognitive mechanisms could describe
consumers’ WPP and PI. Behavioral research might offer valuable per-
spectives for understanding consumers’ preferences toward products
that incorporate green practices along the supply chain (Sarkis,
2018). Indeed, as Allen et al. (2021) pointed out, individual theories
play an important role in the challenges posed by the sustainability
of the supply chains and its implications at other levels of society, such
as policy implementation and governmental decisions. Therefore, this
study set out to contribute to this aim by considering two psychologi-
cal approaches that help to understand how consumers make decisions
to buy green products: The concepts of the halo effect (Nisbett and
Wilson, 1977) and protected values (Baron and Spranca, 1997).

Research on the halo effect suggests that companies’ products are
perceived differently by consumers when other attributes of the same
products are considered (e.g., quality, performance). For example,
Sörqvist et al. (2015b) found evidence of an “eco‐label effect,” which
was expressed when consumers judged “organic” products as if they
had better taste or were healthier. In the same vein, Sörqvist et al.
(2013) found that “eco‐friendly” coffee was rated to have better taste
and consumers were more willing to pay for it. Aiming to extend these
findings, this study proposes that some consumers would experience a
halo effect while assessing the performance of products that reflect
practices of green supply chains. In other words, those consumers
would have a greater perceived performance of the products manufac-
tured through green supply chains compared to traditional products,
and thus consumers’ willingness to pay a premium and their purchase
intentions would be higher for those greener products.

Consumers who perceive more performance, have higher purchase
intentions and are willing to pay more for those green products are
consumers who probably deeply care about the environment. These
consumers are expected to have a moral orientation toward the envi-
ronment, or in other words, have protected values toward the environ-
ment (Baron, 2017). These protected values are values that consumers
will not trade off for any other type of value, especially economic ones
(Tanner and Medin, 2004). Consumers with protected values toward
the environment would not fall into trade‐offs because of the moral
discomfort and awkwardness it could bring to them (Stikvoort et al.,
2016). Then, as previous studies suggested, consumers with high envi-
ronmental values would prefer environmentally friendlier products
(Bailey et al., 2016; Haws et al., 2014), or even would judge these
same products to have greater performance (Chernev and Blair,
2021; Möller and Herm, 2021).
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One of the main contributions of this study is rooted in the use of
both psychological approaches—protected values and the halo effect
— to explain consumers’ purchase intentions and willingness to pay
a premium for products manufactured under green supply chain prac-
tices. Both approaches have been barely studied at the same time in
other contexts (e.g., Dillon et al., 2012; Sheehan and Lee, 2014), and
even less in the domain of sustainability (Dahlinger and Wortmann,
2016).

Another main contribution of the study comes from the fact that
few studies in the context of the GSCM literature have focused on
green consumerism in emerging economies (e.g., Jayaram and
Avittathur, 2015; Narula and Desore, 2016), even though companies’
tendency to adopt sustainable practices is increasing in developing
countries (de Oliveira et al., 2018; Rajeev et al., 2017). In addition,
while few studies have tackled responsible consumption in Colombia
(e.g., Díaz et al., 2020; Villa Castaño et al., 2016), none addresses
responsible consumption from a GSCM perspective. Therefore, this
research increases the body of GSCM studies in emerging economies
such as the Colombian one.

Considering these contributions, this research sought to explore if
consumers would be willing to pay more or have high purchase inten-
tions for products that embody companies’ green supply chain prac-
tices, perceiving green products better than traditional products in
terms of performance. Moreover, it is expected that those differences
on consumers’ perceived product performance (PPP), willingness to
pay a premium (WPP) and purchase intention (PI) are stronger for
those consumers who hold protected values, i.e., consumers with a
moral orientation toward the environment.

In other words, this study was designed to test the mediation effects
of consumers’ perceived product performance (PPP) in the relationship
between companies’ GSCM practices –relative to companies’ tradi-
tional practices– and consumers’ WPP/PI. This mediation represents
the halo effect. Secondly, this study also tests if consumers’ moral ori-
entation toward the environment moderates the effect of companies’
GSCM on consumers’ WPP, PI and PPP. This moderation represents
the protected values.
2. Consumers’ evaluation of green supply chain practices

The emergence of Green Supply Chain Management (GSCM) has
been mainly driven by the degradation of the environment
(Srivastava, 2007), increased pollution (Persico and Johnson, 2021),
and waste generation (Lebreton and Andrady, 2019). For that reason,
and considering the environmental impacts of supply chains world-
wide (e.g., Meng et al., 2015), scholars and practitioners target supply
chains to improve global sustainability (Bakshi, 2019, p. 58; O’Rourke,
2014).

Heeding this call, companies reduce their environmental impacts
by displaying intra‐organizational practices (Sajjad, 2019). Even more,
some firms go further and deploy those practices plus other additional
inter‐organizational practices in tandem (Zhu et al., 2020), anticipat-
ing stakeholders pressure (Trapp and Sarkis, 2016) and greening their
supply chains (Sarkis et al., 2015).

Literature on GSCM practices suggests that companies’ practices are
divided into intra‐organizational practices (i.e., within the company)
(De Sousa Jabbour, 2015; Lee and Lim, 2020; Trujillo‐Gallego et al.,
2021) and inter‐organizational practices (i.e., along the supply chain)
(Zhang et al. 2018b; Zhu et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2008). Indeed, inter-
nal practices are deployed before external practices (Green et al.,
2012; Zhu et al., 2013). In other words, internal GSCM practices facil-
itate the adoption of external GSCM practices (Ahmed et al., 2020;
Laari et al., 2016).

As businesses incorporate both types of GSCM practices into their
supply chains, the question of how these practices are perceived and
can influence consumers’ purchasing decisions arises (see Sarkis,
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2018). For example, a company invests part of its budget in the design
of a product to reduce its environmental impacts (i.e., intra‐
organizational practice) or in environmental audits of the company’s
suppliers (i.e., inter‐organizational practice). In this case, it would be
useful for the company to know how consumers are perceiving those
efforts and if they would buy or would be willing to pay more for
intra‐, inter‐, or both intra‐ and inter‐organizational practices.

Kim et al. (2014) and Kim and Lee (2018) suggested that both types
of practices influence consumers’ willingness to pay a premium (WPP).
However, Lee and Lim (2020) reported high consumers’ purchase
intentions for just intra‐organizational practices, contrasting the
results of Kulshreshtha et al. (2019), who found evidence of con-
sumers’ preferences for inter‐organizational practices. Aiming to disen-
tangle these findings, the first set of hypotheses comprises:

• H1a: Companies’ GSCM practices positively influence consumers’
WPP.

• H1b: Companies’ GSCM practices positively influence consumers’
PI.

3. Halo effect in consumers’ perceived product performance

Companies that deploy GSCM practices would expect consumers’
perception of their products to be different compared to traditional
products because of a possible halo effect. The halo effect is the gener-
alization of global evaluations of an object or entity to other unrelated
attributes of the same object/entity (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). For
instance, in the personal perception domain (Hotter, 2018), so‐called
good‐looking people seem more intelligent in certain scenarios. In
the food domain, food products are perceived as more nutritious or
healthier if the product’s package depicts ethical claims (Schuldt
et al., 2012). Similarly, food is perceived environmentally friendlier
when it is thought to be healthier and produced organically/locally
(Lazzarini et al., 2016), or when it is perceived more “natural”
(Amos et al., 2021). Besides, people perceive higher comfort in indoor
environments that have “environmentally friendly” lightning (Sörqvist
et al., 2015a).

In a business‐setting scenario, reports of companies’ quality inter-
nal control may influence customers’ and employees’ perceptions of
the companies’ financial performance (Akisik and Gal, 2017). In green
markets, consumers intend to garner social status by consuming con-
spicuous green products, demonstrating environmental bona fides
(good faith) through their purchases (Sexton and Sexton, 2014). Addi-
tionally, some studies suggest an increase in consumers’ willingness to
view product advertisements of companies involved in Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) environmental activities (Dong et al.,
2017).

This study aims to extend this literature on the halo effect by
exploring if companies’ GSCM practices influence consumers’ per-
ceived product performance (PPP). As PPP is described as the subjec-
tive evaluation of superior performance of the product compared to
other products (Grewal et al., 1998; Mugge and Schoormans, 2012;
Song and Thieme, 2009), consumers may infer that products manufac-
tured through GSCM practices have better quality than traditional
products. In fact, previous studies suggest that firms’ prosocial or
pro‐environmental behaviors could produce a halo effect on con-
sumers by increasing their perceived product performance (Chernev
and Blair, 2021; Möller and Herm, 2021; Walker et al., 2020). As a
result, consumers would be willing to pay a premium─or have higher
purchase intentions─ for those specific products, which means that
consumers’ PPP would mediate the effect of companies’ GSCM prac-
tices on consumers’ WPP/PI. In fact, the halo effect is expressed in this
mediation and informs the second set of hypotheses:

• H2a: Consumers’ PPP mediates the effects of companies’ GSCM on
consumers’ WPP.
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• H2b: Consumers’ PPP mediates the effects of companies’ GSCM on
consumers’ PI.

4. Protected values: Consumers’ morality toward the
environment

The psychological approach of protected values (Baron and
Spranca, 1997) could provide valuable insights into green con-
sumerism (Maniatis, 2016). Values are often associated with sustain-
able decision‐making (Bangsa and Schlegelmilch, 2020; Haws et al.,
2014). Indeed, environmental values have been described as the first
step toward green consumerism (Groening et al., 2018), preceding
other factors in consumers’ purchasing processes (Groening, 2019).

Research on protected values suggests that certain consumers avoid
buying products when manufactured in an unethical way, even if those
products promise to provide the highest expected value or return in a
choice set according to traditional utility models. Traditional models
on decision making in economics (von Neumann and Morgenstern,
2007) suggest that consumers should maximize their utility by buying
products that equal or outmatch their expected value (Schechtman,
1976). However, the expected‐utility model typically does not describe
well how consumers form their decisions in everyday life (see Bangsa
and Schlegelmilch, 2020; Gigerenzer et al., 1999; Hoffrage and
Reimer, 2004).

For example, consumers do not buy inexpensive seafood when they
realize that it has been produced through slave labor (Marschke et al.,
2020), because it is seen as an unethical practice. Arguably, in this
case, the “slave labor free” feature of the product is a characteristic
that people are not willing to trade‐off, even if the product offers other
benefits such as a low price (Baron and Leshner, 2000).

Research on protected values suggests that they cannot be
expressed in monetary dimensions and dominate a variety of con-
sumers’ decisions. McGraw et al. (2016) found that people are not will-
ing to trade‐off a purchase when it is a symbol of love (e.g., weddings,
funerals), even when other options in the market could be less expen-
sive. Similarly, Visschers and Siegrist (2014) reported the importance
of protected values as a predictor of the acceptance of different energy
technologies.

Other studies report a combination of the importance of protected
values and economic incentives. Gibson et al. (2013) measured peo-
ple’s protected values toward truthfulness, by letting companies’ CEOs
decide if they would lie without any kind of punishment, or if they
would tell the truth and suffer the costs associated with their sincerity.
The authors found a mix of decisions, or heterogeneity of people’s pref-
erences for truthfulness, which means that people balance the eco-
nomic compensations with the costs of telling the truth.

In the sustainable domain, this study adds to this literature on pro-
tected values by testing the hypothesis that consumers with a moral
orientation toward the environment are willing to pay more and have
higher purchase intentions for products manufactured through GSCM
practices. Consumers with protected values toward the environment
are not willing to make economic trade‐offs (Visschers and Siegrist,
2014). Those consumers are expected to protect the environment
(Rottman et al., 2015) due to a sense of moral obligation (Chekima
et al., 2016). Then, companies’ GSCM practices may pay off as con-
sumers with protected values could be willing to pay more and have
higher purchase intentions for companies’ products, following the idea
of “going green pays” (Raiborn et al., 2013). Consequently, the third
set of hypotheses are:

• H3a: Consumers’ moral orientation toward the environment posi-
tively moderates the influence of GSCM practices on consumers’
WPP.

• H3b: Consumers’ moral orientation toward the environment posi-
tively moderates the influence of GSCM practices on consumers’ PI.
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If consumers would make sustainable decisions based on their pro-
tected values, they would likely be influenced by the halo effect. To
the knowledge of the authors, both psychological approaches have
not been used in the literature about sustainability and green con-
sumerism before as complementary mechanisms that explain con-
sumers’ choices of products manufactured through GSCM practices.

Previous studies such as Chernev and Blair (2021) and Möller and
Herm (2021) have documented the interaction between consumers’
moral orientation toward the environment and their positive percep-
tions of companies’ product performance. Similarly, Haws et al.
(2014) and Walker et al. (2020) have also reported the importance
of consumers’ green consumption values when evaluating environ-
mentally friendly products, which in turn impacts people’s perceived
enjoyableness (Tezer and Bodur, 2020).

Building on this literature, it is expected that consumers who hold
protected values toward the environment are willing to pay a premium
─and have higher purchase intentions─ for products manufactured
through some GSCM practices, but not for traditional products. This
preference for GSCM manufactured products is smaller for consumers
who do not hold protected values. Those consumers with protected
values toward the environment would also expect that the perfor-
mance of those specific products made through green supply chains
is higher (e.g., Chernev and Blair, 2021; Möller and Herm, 2021;
Walker et al., 2020) compared to traditional products. Considering this
rationale, the final hypothesis described in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 is:

• H4: Consumers’ moral orientation toward the environment posi-
tively moderates the influence of GSCM practices on consumers’
PPP.

Protected values and the halo effect have not been considered
simultaneously in GSCM research. These types of individual and
behavioral approaches could offer new perspectives to explore con-
sumers’ choices of companies’ products manufactured through green
supply chains (Sarkis, 2018), bounding the existing limitations
between upper levels of society and individualistic behavior (Allen
et al., 2021). Thus, this study explores an innovative approach by
deploying GSCM and psychological perspectives to understand con-
sumers’ preferences toward environmentally differentiated products.
5. Methodology

This study used a scenario‐based behavioral experiment (Davis‐
Sramek et al., 2018) with a within‐subject design. Previous studies
highlight the importance of experiments in supply chain studies
(e.g., Eckerd, 2016), because they are useful to test and build theory
Fig. 1. Proposed model with consumers’ willingness to
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(Tokar, 2010) and can provide insights into supply chain management
(Knemeyer and Naylor, 2011). Additionally, experiments’ random
assignment offers control and manipulation over the variables
involved, increasing internal validity (Davis‐Sramek et al., 2018).
5.1. Conditions: Survey of GSCM practices

In order to validate both intra‐ and inter‐organizational practices in
the Colombian context and include them in the experiment as condi-
tions, items of four GSCM dimensions were taken from Quiroga‐
Calderón et al. (2018). The mentioned study validated the dimensions
of internal environmental management, eco‐design, green supply (in-
cluding green purchasing and collaboration with suppliers), and col-
laboration with customers in Colombian companies, considering a
sample of Colombian Small‐ and Medium‐sized Enterprises (SMEs)
from the Colombian Exporting SMEs Directory 2017.

Exporting SMEs were considered valuable in terms of representing
the local context for two main reasons. Firstly, SMEs and micro compa-
nies (i.e., < 10 employees) represented 67% of the total employment,
contributed to 28% of the GDP and accounted for 94% of all compa-
nies in Colombia in 2016 (Moscoso‐Durán and Mancha‐Navarro,
2018). Secondly, exporting companies are more prone to GSCM
deployment (Geng et al., 2017), due to the necessity of adjusting to dif-
ferent governmental legislations.

With these same data, a cluster analysis classified these companies
depending on the frequency of adoption of GSCM practices. This clas-
sification was supported with ANOVA and Tukey post hoc tests. More-
over, a discriminant analysis supported the classification of companies
and informed the description of the GSCM dimensions that were
finally included in the experimental conditions.

Thus, these procedures configured three conditions that gradually
increased the deployment of GSCM practices in the Colombian context
with the data collected. The base condition was the “non‐green” pro-
duct because it depicted the implementation of no GSCM practices.
The second condition was the “partially” green product, which repre-
sented the implementation of intra‐organizational GSCM practices
(namely, eco‐design in this study). Finally, the third condition, or
the “totally” green product, represented the deployment of both
intra‐ and inter‐organizational GSCM practices (i.e., green purchasing
and collaboration with suppliers). In this way, the experimental condi-
tions represented the type of practices that previous works suggested
as complementary stages of GSCM deployment (Green et al., 2012;
Zhang et al. 2018b; Zhu et al., 2013). Despite the labels used in this
study, it is important to clarify that there are no “totally” or “partially”
green products (Zink and Geyer, 2016).
pay a premium (WPP) as the dependent variable.



Fig. 2. Proposed model with consumers’ purchase intention (PI) as the dependent variable.
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5.2. Experiment

After an introduction, the three conditions were presented to the
participants. In every product exposure, four sets of two statements
were randomly posed. Two sets of items measured consumers’ willing-
ness to pay a premium (WPP) and purchase intention (PI), the third
one measured consumers’ perceived product performance (PPP), and
the last one measured consumers’ perceived environmental friendli-
ness (PEF) of the product as a manipulation check. These items were
measured with Likert scales.

Afterward, a paired comparison task was administered (e.g.,
Kämmer et al., 2014; Reimer and Katsikopoulos, 2004; Russell and
Reimer, 2020). This task presented two out of the three conditions
at once, posing four questions related to consumers’ WPP, PI, PPP
and PEF. Participants had to choose one out of two conditions in every
question, and all combinations among the three products were ran-
domly and evenly presented.

Next, a ranking task was administered. This task followed the exact
same procedures of the paired comparison task, but all conditions were
presented simultaneously. Then, consumers’ moral orientation toward
the environment was measured with two sub‐scales, which were
adapted from Gibson et al. (2013) and validated by Tanner et al.
(2009). Finally, some demographic questions were collected. See
Appendix: Experimental Instrument for details of the experiment.
5.3. Pre-test

Before sending the experiment to the actual sample, a pre‐test was
performed. This pre‐test had the intention of assuring the conditions’
reality and assessing possible effects of logos in the conditions’ images.
The population used in this pre‐test was composed of 170 undergrad-
uate students from nine mandatory courses and one free‐choice course
of the Industrial Engineering program at Universidad Nacional de
Colombia in Bogotá.

The pre‐test was performed in two stages. In the first stage, 54 par-
ticipants reported their feedback regarding the variants of the products
in terms of their associated GSCM practices. This procedure assured
that the environmental differentiation of the products was sufficiently
clear for the participants. In fact, they reported that the three products
were differentiated by the degree of green supply chain practices
deployed. Participants stated that the non‐green product was clearly
different from the partially green product, and this one was in turn dif-
ferent from the totally green product.

In the second stage, two logos were progressively added to the con-
ditions. This means that condition one (the non‐green product: no
5

GSCM practices) had no logo, condition two (the partially green pro-
duct: intra‐organizational GSCM practices) had one logo, and condi-
tion three (the totally green product: intra‐ and inter‐organizational
GSCM practices) had two logos.

The effects of the logos in the products’ images were evaluated by
sending the instrument without logos to 38 out of 82 participants and
comparing both groups (i.e., logo and non‐logo groups). Besides, pos-
sible effects of the conditions’ positions on the paired comparison and
the ranking tasks were assessed. Through t‐tests and chi‐square tests,
the pre‐test revealed neither effects of the images’ logos on the condi-
tions, nor effects of the conditions’ positions on the paired comparison
and the ranking tasks.

Consequently, the logos were held for the participants to clearly
distinguish the products’ images. Additionally, one item of the pro-
tected values scales was excluded, as suggested by the reliability anal-
ysis of Cronbach’s alpha (Taber, 2018). Therefore, all instruments
were validated before collecting data.
5.4. Sample

This study recruited university students as research participants
(for a discussion about students as appropriate participants in supply
chain studies, see Thomas, 2011). The final sample comprised 351 par-
ticipants (18.84%, from a total of 1,863 students enrolled during the
first semester of 2020) from the Department of Systems and Industrial
Engineering of the School of Engineering, at Universidad Nacional de
Colombia in Bogotá.

This non‐probability homogeneous convenience sample produces
estimates with clearer generalizability because of its narrowness
(Jager et al., 2017). As this study is oriented toward building theory,
students could represent a population of interest due to their apparent
homogeneity (Peterson and Merunka, 2014), considering also that stu-
dent samples are often used in studies regarding green consumerism to
enhance comparability (e.g., Khare and Varshneya, 2017; Schmidt,
2020; Yadav and Pathak, 2016).

Similarly, studies with young consumers have increased since they
are considered the future of society (Zhang et al. 2018a). In fact, young
consumers play an influential role in sustainable consumption (Uddin
and Khan, 2016; Ziesemer et al., 2021), because they are concerned
about the environment (Prakash and Pathak, 2017), especially in
emerging markets (e.g., Nguyen et al., 2018). In fact, Colombian
undergraduate students care about the balance between nature and
humans (Díaz et al., 2020), focus on spending just the necessary and
consider the environmental impacts when buying products (Villa
Castaño et al., 2016).



Table 2
Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of the protected values sub-scales.

Sub-scale Item M SD

Indirect Measures Morality 5.47 1.41
Praiseworthiness 6.16 1.18
Outrightness 5.44 1.59
Acceptability 5.68 1.36

Direct Measures Sacrifice 5.14 1.78
Flexibility 4.94 1.69

Index 5.47 1.02
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6. Data analysis

Initially, 13 responses were excluded following the Mahalanobis
(D2) distance procedure for multivariate detection of outliers (Hair
et al., 2014). Afterward, the two items of each set of sentences were
averaged to obtain one measure of willingness to pay a premium
(WPP), purchase intention (PI), perceived product performance
(PPP) and perceived environmental friendliness (PEF). The basic
statistics (i.e., mean, standard deviations and frequencies) of the data
can be seen in Table 1, Table 2 and Table 3.

Next, the protected values sub‐scales –originally validated by
Tanner et al. (2009) and adapted from Gibson et al. (2013)– were val-
idated for the study’s context through a Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA). After excluding two items, the model fit indices (χ2 = 11.36,
df = 9, p‐value = 0.33, Normed χ2 = 1.26, RMSEA = 0.02,
CFI = 0.99, NFI = 0.99, GFI = 0.99), Cronbach’s alpha (α) = 0.76,
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) = 0.42 and Composite Reliability
(CR) = 0.80 suggested a good model fit (Fornell and Larcker, 1981;
Hair et al., 2014).

The manipulation of the conditions was assessed through a
repeated‐measures ANOVA with Greenhouse‐Geisser correction
applied to the items of PEF. The analysis revealed statistically signifi-
cant differences among the three conditions, F(1.81,
616.45) = 614.43, p < 0.01, η2G = 0.64. A post hoc test with a Bon-
ferroni correction determined that the totally green product
(M = 5.49, SD = 1.17) was statistically significantly different from
the partially green product (M = 4.15, SD = 1.39, p < 0.01), which
in turn was statistically significantly different from the non‐green pro-
duct (M = 2.08, SD = 1.51, p < 0.01). Consequently, the data indi-
cated that the conditions were manipulated successfully.

Subsequently, three main procedures were followed. Firstly, medi-
ation effects were evaluated with the path‐analytic framework formal-
ized in the SPSS macro MEMORE (Montoya and Hayes, 2017). This
analysis considered the two mediation models in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 in
a two‐condition within‐participant design. All possible combinations
among the non‐green, partially and totally green products were con-
sidered to calculate direct, indirect and total effects for each model.
This analysis included bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect
effects, using 10,000 bootstrap samples.

Secondly, the macro MEMORE was also used for estimating infer-
ences on the interactions between the repeated‐measures factor (i.e.,
conditions) and the between‐subject moderator (i.e., protected values)
using linear regressions (Montoya, 2019). The protected values moder-
ator was operationalized through an index, which was created averag-
ing the remaining items of both sub‐scales as suggested in Gibson et al.
(2013). This analysis described the moderation effects in Fig. 1 and
Fig. 2.

The effects considered all the possible combinations of the condi-
tions, including PPP as a dependent variable. Accordingly, the effects
of the conditions on the dependent variables (i.e., WPP, PI and PPP) at
different values of the moderator were determined. Likewise, the
effects of the moderator on every dependent variable at the three con-
ditions were calculated.

Thirdly, the paired comparison and the ranking data were analyzed
using non‐parametric tests. Friedman and Wilcoxon Signed‐Rank tests
Table 1
Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of the conditions.

Product Willingness to Pay a
Premium

Perceived
Environmental
Friendliness

M SD M

Totally Green 4.86 1.30 5.49
Partially Green 3.86 1.25 4.15
Non-Green 2.26 1.31 2.07
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were performed to determine the differences of the respondents’ fre-
quencies when choosing one condition over the others in terms of
the dependent variables. Finally, after median‐splitting the protected
values index, Mann‐Whitney U tests were performed to see if there
were differences across protected values in terms of the dependent
variables.

7. Results

The results of the mediation analysis reveal an incremental additive
effect. Partially green products (i.e., intra‐organizational GSCM prac-
tices) increase consumers’ willingness to pay (WPP) and purchase
intention (PI) compared with non‐green products (i.e., no GSCM prac-
tices). Similarly, totally green products (i.e., intra‐ and inter‐
organizational GSCM practices) have an additional influence on con-
sumers’ WPP and PI compared with partially green products. These
results support the first set of hypotheses (H1a and H1b) and can be
seen in columns c’ of Table 4. The R2 of these regressions varies from
0.18 to 0.30, and all regressions are statistically significant (p< 0.01).

As expected, the effects of companies’ GSCM on consumers’ WPP
and PI are mediated through consumers’ perceived product perfor-
mance (PPP). These results support the second set of hypotheses
(H2a and H2b) and can be evidenced by the indices of mediations, col-
umns ab in Table 4, which represent the indirect effects. These indirect
effects are higher in the comparison between the totally and the non‐
green product than in the other two comparisons.

The results of the moderation analysis can be observed in Fig. 3,
Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, which support the third set of hypotheses and the
fourth hypothesis (H3a, H3b and H4) respectively. These moderations
are statistically significant (p < 0.05) after some points known as
the transition points of significance represented in the figures as trian-
gles (for a discussion about these transition points, see Montoya,
2019). The R2 of these regressions varies from 0.03 to 0.13.

The relationships between the moderator and the dependent vari-
ables are also considered. For instance, two consumers, one‐unit differ-
ent from each other in the protected values index, are evaluating a
totally green product and state their preferences in terms of WPP.
The individual with higher protected values is expected to evaluate
the product 0.40 units above the other consumer, t(336) = 5.99,
p < 0.01.

However, if both consumers are evaluating a partially green pro-
duct, there is no statistically significant difference between them
(p > 0.05). Furthermore, if they are evaluating a non‐green product,
the individual with higher protected values is expected to evaluate
the product 0.30 units below the other consumer, t(336) = ‐4.37,
Perceived Product
Performance

Purchase Intention

SD M SD M SD

1.17 4.74 1.02 5.15 1.26
1.39 4.30 1.02 4.04 1.40
1.50 3.75 1.23 2.43 1.41



Table 3
Frequencies of the paired comparison and ranking tasks data.

Product Comparison Willingness to Pay a
Premium

Perceived Environmental
Friendliness

Perceived Product
Performance

Purchase Intention

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %

Totally vs. 315 93.20 321 94.97 268 79.29 317 93.79
Non-Green 23 6.80 17 5.03 70 20.71 21 6.21
Partially vs. 310 91.72 316 93.49 263 77.81 308 91.12
Non-Green 28 8.23 22 6.51 75 22.19 30 8.88
Totally vs. 301 89.05 312 92.31 265 78.40 299 88.46

Partially Green 37 10.96 26 7.69 73 21.60 39 11.54
Totally vs. 289 85.50 299 88.46 232 68.64 277 81.95
Partially vs. 35 10.36 25 7.40 45 13.31 47 13.91
Non-Green 14 4.14 14 4.14 61 18.05 14 4.14

Table 4
Mediation analysis with the macro MEMORE: Direct (c’) effects and indices of mediation (ab).

Product Comparison (Mediator:
Perceived Product Performance)

Willingness to Pay a Premium Purchase Intention

c’ ab c’ ab

Totally vs. Non-Green 1.89 0.72 1.98 0.74
Partially vs. Non-Green 1.30 0.30 1.24 0.37

Totally vs. Partially Green 0.71 0.29 0.80 0.31

Fig. 3. Conditional effects of GSCM practices on willingness to pay a premium
(WPP) as a linear function of protected values. Fig. 4. Conditional effects of GSCM practices on purchase intention (PI) as a

linear function of protected values.
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p<0.01. This pattern is found across all dependent variables (WPP, PI
and PPP). The R2 of these regressions varies from 0.01 to 0.10.

Finally, the Friedman tests and Wilcoxon signed‐rank post hoc tests
with Bonferroni corrections applied reveal that respondents had a
clear inclination to choose the greener option among the three
described products in terms of WPP, PI and PPP, as shown in Table 3.
Likewise, Mann‐Whitney U tests reveal statistically significant differ-
ences (p < 0.05) between the groups of high and low protected values
in 10 out of the 12 comparisons (i.e., WPP, PI and PPP in the three
paired comparisons and the ranking tasks). In other words, the group
of high protected values chose the greener product more often than the
group of low protected values.
8. Discussion and implications

This study analyzes green consumerism from a psychological per-
spective (Groening et al., 2018), considering GSCM practices (see
7

Thennal VenkatesaNarayanan et al., 2021). Other works have high-
lighted the importance of understanding different psychological mech-
anisms and theories through which consumers appraise companies’
sustainable practices and products (e.g., Meiting and Hua, 2021).
Indeed, understanding consumers’ evaluation of companies’ practices
displayed along their supply chains is relevant for academics and prac-
titioners nowadays (Sarkis, 2018), by informing upper levels of society
(e.g., regulatory policy) from individual and behavioral perspectives
(Allen et al., 2021).
8.1. Main contributions

This study has drawn from two psychological approaches that have
been associated with green consumerism (Groening et al., 2018): Pro-
tected values (Baron and Spranca, 1997) and the halo effect (Nisbett
and Wilson, 1977). These approaches were used to explain consumers’



Fig. 5. Conditional effects of GSCM practices on perceived product perfor-
mance (PPP) as a linear function of protected values.
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willingness to pay a premium (WPP) and consumers’ purchasing inten-
tion (PI). These two perspectives are useful to understand how values
are linked to green purchasing processes (Groening, 2019; Haws et al.,
2014; Zhu and Sarkis, 2016), and the effects of firms’ prosocial behav-
ior on consumers’ perception of products’ performance (Chernev and
Blair, 2021; Möller and Herm, 2021; Walker et al., 2020).

This work aims to understand the situations in which consumers
prefer companies that are immersed in green supply chains (Sarkis,
2018). Thus, this study contributes to research since few studies use
GSCM as one of the organizational theories to understand companies’
differentiation efforts and its associated consumers’ response (e.g., Kim
et al., 2014; Kulshreshtha et al., 2019; Lee and Lim, 2020; Smith,
2012). Similarly, as it may be worthwhile for companies to communi-
cate their green practices, this study also looks into companies’ efforts
to make their practices visible to consumers (Bakshi, 2019, p. 107;
O’Rourke, 2014).

Besides, this research expands the existing literature of GSCM in
Colombia. Although few studies have addressed green consumer
behavior in that country (e.g., Díaz et al., 2020; Muñetón‐Santa
et al., 2017; Villa Castaño et al., 2016), none undertakes the main-
stream of supply chain studies, and specifically a GSCM perspective.
In this way, this study increases the literature on green consumerism
in the context of an emerging economy (e.g., Jayaram and
Avittathur, 2015; Narula and Desore, 2016; Saleem et al., 2018).
8.2. Implications for theory

The first set of hypotheses (H1a and H1b), supported by the results,
accounted for the main effect of GSCM practices on consumers’ WPP
and PI as reported by Lee and Lim (2020), who found evidence of a
positive effect of internal GSCM practices on consumers’ purchasing
behavior. Similarly, Kulshreshtha et al. (2019) stated consumers’ pref-
erences for external GSCM practices (i.e., green distribution). Like-
wise, Kim et al. (2014) indicated that both internal and external
GSCM practices have an impact on consumers’WPP. This overall effect
was supported by the mediation analyses performed with the SPSS
macro MEMORE (Montoya and Hayes, 2017).

Furthermore, this study found evidence of an additive effect of the
implementation scope of GSCM practices on WPP and PI (Green et al.,
2012), from non‐green, to partially green, and finally to totally green
products. In fact, if companies are already displaying internal efforts,
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as discussed in Lee and Lim (2020), and make additional work to
deploy more externally‐oriented GSCM practices, consumers’ WPP
and PI are expected to increase (see Zhu et al., 2008 for a discussion
of external GSCM practices).

The second set of hypotheses (H2a and H2b) accounted for the indi-
rect effects of GSCM practices on consumers’ WPP and consumers’ PI
through consumers’ perceived product performance (PPP). As
Chernev and Blair (2021, 2015) and Möller and Herm (2021) dis-
cussed, a halo effect takes place when consumers evaluate the perfor-
mance of products that are manufactured through some companies’
sustainable practices, or also when the product uses energy that comes
from renewable sources (Walker et al., 2020). In the present study, the
halo effect of increased performance is finally reflected in positive
evaluations of the companies’ GSCM practices in terms of WPP and
PI. These mediation effects are also supported by the mediation anal-
yses performed with the SPSS macro MEMORE (Montoya and Hayes,
2017).

The indirect effects were statistically significant for all the regres-
sions performed, but with different particularities. In the situations
where totally green products were absent, the indirect effects were
lower. This implies that the halo effect was stronger in situations
where the greenest alternative was depicted. Then, it would be more
beneficial for companies to advertise a totally green product in com-
parison with other partially green or non‐green alternatives.

The third set of hypotheses and the fourth hypothesis (H3a, H3b and
H4) accounted for the moderation effects of protected values on the
relationship between companies’ GSCM practices and consumers’
WPP, PI and PPP, respectively. These effects are supported by the mod-
eration analyses performed with the SPSS macro MEMORE as well
(Montoya, 2019). In all regression analyses, the conditional effects
of GSCM practices on every dependent variable (WPP, PI, PPP)
increase as protected values go higher.

This finding is supported by Chernev and Blair (2021), Walker et al.
(2020) and Möller and Herm (2021), who called this positive linear
relationship between environmental values/concerns and product per-
formance the “sustainability assess” effect. Although previous studies
suggest that this interaction was difficult to replicate (e.g., Kim and
Schuldt, 2018; Sörqvist et al., 2015b), this study found evidence to
support the complementarity of consumers’ moral orientation toward
the environment, i.e., protected values (Baron and Spranca, 1997),
and consumers’ perceived product performance, expressed in the halo
effect (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977), a combination previously over-
looked in the sustainable domain to the best of the authors’
knowledge.

The final interaction to consider is the effect of the moderator on
the dependent variables at different conditions. If one consumer has
higher protected values than another (one‐unit difference), they are
willing to pay more, have higher purchase intentions, and have higher
perceived performance for the totally green product. For the partially
green product, there are no differences in WPP, PPP and PI between
both individuals.

Interestingly, for the non‐green product, individuals with low pro-
tected values are willing to pay more, have higher purchase intentions,
and perceive the product as having better performance. Similar effects
were previously acknowledged by Chernev and Blair (2021), Möller
and Herm (2021) and Walker et al. (2020), who actually stated that
the “environmental” credentials of a product could be counter‐
productive for those people with anti‐environmentalist attitudes.

8.3. Implications for practice and cleaner production policy makers

The findings that supported the first set of hypotheses imply that
consumers are in fact willing to pay more (Kim et al., 2014), or have
higher purchase intentions (Kim and Lee, 2018), for those products
differentiated through the deployment of internally oriented GSCM
practices. This could have implications for companies that are not
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deploying any type of GSCM practice. Indeed, if those companies start
to make some efforts “inside four walls” (i.e., internal practices), con-
sumers would be willing to pay more and would have a higher pur-
chase intention toward the companies’ products (Lee and Lim,
2020). This would be the first stage on the companies’ journey of going
greener throughout the whole supply chain (Green et al., 2012).

However, companies can go further and boost consumers’ positive
evaluations of the companies’ products by extending the environmen-
tal efforts to the supply chain (Vachon and Klassen, 2006), deploying
some more advanced practices (Zhu et al., 2010; Zhu et al., 2008). All
these efforts could enhance companies’ environmental and economic
performance (Ahmed et al., 2020; Laari et al., 2016; Zhu et al.,
2007), and at the same time improve global sustainability (Bakshi,
2019, p. 104; Pagell and Shevchenko, 2014).

In fact, some consumers prefer externally‐oriented GSCM practices
over internally‐oriented GSCM practices regarding WPP and PI (Kim
et al., 2014; Kulshreshtha et al., 2019). Therefore, firms that are ori-
ented toward sustainable development could be motivated to imple-
ment advanced GSCM practices, expecting a retribution from such
consumers in terms of WPP and PI.

According to previous studies that back the second set of hypothe-
ses, companies’ sustainable practices ─and its associated environmen-
tal friendly products─ could impact consumers’ evaluations of the
companies’ products or services in terms of comfort (Sörqvist et al.,
2015a), healthiness (Schuldt et al., 2012), conveniency (Bacig and
Young, 2019), post‐consumption enjoyableness (Tezer and Bodur,
2020) or perceived quality (Bae, 2021).

According to the results of this study, consumers will tend to per-
ceive products with better performance in the case that these products
are manufactured in a more sustainable way (e.g., Chernev and Blair,
2021, 2015; Möller and Herm, 2021). Thus, companies could expect
greater halo effects when the advertised product embeds both intra‐
and inter‐organizational green supply chain practices (which we have
labeled for the purposes of this study as “totally green”), in comparison
to other non‐green or partially green alternatives. In other words, if
companies are deploying some green supply chain practices and incor-
porate that information in their products, companies could anticipate
consumers’ response, assuming that their products will be perceived as
having better performance.

The results associated with the third set of hypotheses and the
fourth hypothesis show the complementarity of both psychological
approaches, which supports the overall models depicted in Fig. 1
and Fig. 2. Similarly to previous research (e.g., Groening et al.,
2018; Rausch and Kopplin, 2021; Schmidt, 2020), both models aimed
to describe green consumerism. Adding to that literature, this study
found that people with high protected values are willing to pay a pre-
mium and have higher purchase intentions compared to people with
low protected values. Moreover, consumers with high protected values
are not likely to pay more for products (or have high purchase inten-
tions) just because they are manufactured under GSCM practices, but
also because those consumers perceive green products as better in
terms of performance.

These results suggest that values precede other factors of green con-
sumerism (Bangsa and Schlegelmilch, 2020; Groening et al., 2018),
influencing consumers’ purchasing processes (Groening, 2019; Haws
et al., 2014). These results also encourage companies and society in
general to modify consumers’ values and foster more sustainable pur-
chasing decisions (Hüttel et al., 2018). Thus, this study highlights the
importance of consumers’ moral orientation toward the environment
as a moderator in product evaluation. The moderation effects found
in this study echo those reported in previous studies (e.g., Chernev
and Blair, 2021; Möller and Herm, 2021; Walker et al., 2020), con-
trasting the results of Kim and Schuldt (2018), who found no evidence
of that relationship.
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The last findings of this study refer to relationships between pro-
tected values and consumers’ willingness to pay a premium and pur-
chase intentions, considering the different variants of the products
presented (i.e., totally, partially and non‐green products). These last
results can have serious implications on the way companies under-
stand their markets, because of the trade‐offs that consumers could
potentially face (for a discussion about trade‐offs of products’ sustain-
ability attributes, see Bangsa and Schlegelmilch, 2020).

For example, if a company advertises a totally green product to a
segment of the population that cares none or little about the environ-
ment, the effects of companies’ GSCM practices on consumers’ WPP, PI
and PPP will be small or non‐existent. Likewise, if a company adver-
tises a non‐green product to a segment of the population that does care
more about the environment, consumers’WPP, PI and PPP will be neg-
atively impacted.

In both situations, companies' communicational efforts would not
have the expected impact on consumers’ WPP, PI and PPP, either
because the green market segment would not pay more for a non‐
green product, or because the non‐green market segment would not
pay more for a green product. Consequently, the lack of monetary
retributions in the case of the green market could lead to a misunder-
standing of the effectiveness of the GSCM contributions to a company,
creating a barrier for GSCM adoption (for a discussion about GSCM
barriers, see Tumpa et al., 2019). Therefore, communicating the ade-
quate product to the respective population segment is a determining
factor for generating the desired impact of the GSCM practices on con-
sumers’ sustainable choices, as discussed by Saleem et al. (2018).
8.4. Limitations of the research

One limitation of this research refers to the expressed preferences
of participants. As participants were not asked to give real money
for the products, their revealed preferences could defer from their
expressed preferences. If participants could actually pay for the prod-
ucts, the issue of expressed preferences could be overcome and actual
behavior could be measured, as suggested by Bangsa and
Schlegelmilch (2020).

Another limitation of the study is the product used. The products
depicted in the conditions were toothpastes. This kind of product
was selected because it is purchased with regularity and familiarity
by the general population (Saini and Sahay, 2014). Furthermore,
toothpastes are goods frequently appraised, rapidly replaced, and are
not targets of extreme brand switching (McGuinness et al., 1995).
However, future research could replicate this study with other types
of products to see if the results still hold.

Finally, another limitation refers to the specific GSCM practices
considered in the product variants. For this study, certain intra‐ and
inter‐organizational practices were derived from an analysis of
Small‐ and Medium‐sized Enterprises (SMEs) companies in the Colom-
bian context. Future research should analyze the development of local
companies in terms of GSCM practices before deciding which specific
practices should be included in the conditions of any experiment.
9. Conclusions

The motivation of this research is grounded on the role of psycho-
logical research to understand consumers’ motivations (Bangsa and
Schlegelmilch, 2020; Kerber et al., 2021; Maniatis, 2016), specifically
in the selection of products manufactured by companies engaged in
green supply chains (Sarkis, 2018). Along the same lines, this study
also considers the importance of making companies’ sustainable efforts
visible (O’Rourke, 2014), using communication tools to improve glo-
bal sustainability (Bakshi, 2019, p. 104).
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Considering this necessity, the study was designed to test if con-
sumers’ perceived product performance (PPP) mediates the effects of
companies’ GSCM practices on consumers’ willingness to pay a pre-
mium (WPP) and consumers’ purchase intention (PI). These mediation
effects represent one of the two psychological approaches considered,
the halo effect (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977), which was supported by
the study. Furthermore, this study tests if consumers’moral orientation
toward the environment moderates the effect of companies’ GSCM
practices on consumers’ WPP, PI and PPP. These moderation effects
represent the second psychological approach, the protected values
(Baron and Spranca, 1997), which were supported by the study as
well.

Future research can explore other psychological theories to explain
green consumerism in order to enrich the findings presented here.
Similarly, researchers can investigate the phenomena described in this
study in other contexts, such as developed economies, to critically
assess the robustness of the results. Finally, this research aims to con-
tribute to the gap of studies that link behavioral theories to upper
levels of society (e.g., organizational processes, regulatory policy)
(Allen et al., 2021), expecting that future works complement the
insights proposed here.
10
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Appendix. Experimental instrument

Conditions

Non‐Green Product Partially Green Product Totally Green Product
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Likert measures

Construct Item Source Operationalization

Willingness to
pay a premium

Buying this product seems a good idea to me even if it
costs more than other brands.

Wei et al. (2018) Strongly disagree
(1) – Strongly agree
(7)I would still buy this product even if other brands

reduced their prices.
Perceived
environmental
friendliness

This is an environmentally friendly product. Mohd Noor et al. (2016); Venhoeven
et al. (2016)This product is not harmful to the environment.

Perceived
product

performance

This is a product of high quality. Grewal et al. (1998); Leroi‐Werelds
et al. (2017); Mugge and Schoormans
(2012)

This product cleans and protects the teeth effectively.

Purchase
intention

How likely is that you would buy this product? Wei et al. (2018) Very unlikely (1) –
Very likely (7)Given the information shown, how likely is it that you

would purchase this product if you needed a new
toothpaste?

Paired comparison and ranking tasks

Construct Question Source

Willingness to pay a premium Which product would you buy, even if it costs more? Wei et al. (2018)
Perceived environmental friendliness Which product is environmentally friendlier? Venhoeven et al. (2016)

Perceived product performance Which product would clean and protect your teeth more effectively? Leroi‐Werelds et al. (2017)
Purchase intention Which product would you consider purchasing? Wei et al. (2018)

Protected values sub‐scale

Feature Item Operationalization

Indirect sub‐scale: Due to the fact that the companies’ production depends on the use of environmental goods and services, companies have an
incentive to affect the environment. What is your opinion about companies using manufacturing process that have a negative impact on the
environment? Please choose the appropriate category as follows:
Morality Not Applicable Very immoral (1) – Very moral

(7)
Praiseworthiness Not Applicable Not at all praiseworthy (1) –

Very praiseworthy (7)
Outrightness Not Applicable Not at all outrageous (1) – Very

outrageous (7)
Acceptability Not Applicable Not at all acceptable (1) – Very

acceptable (7)
Direct sub‐scale: Companies can affect the environment to achieve their goals. Some people view such actions as a violation of the intrinsic rights

of the environment; other people regard it as the right that companies have to accomplish their objectives. What do you think of the value of
the environment in such situation? The environment is something…
Sacrifice … that one should not sacrifice, no matter what the (material or other) benefits. Strongly disagree (1) – Strongly

agree (7)Cost‐Benefit
Analysis

… for which I think it is right to compare the economic benefits and costs of different
policies or initiatives to choose the best alternative.

Monetary Terms … that cannot be measured in monetary terms.
Flexibility … about which I can be flexible if the situation demands it.

J.P. Loaiza-Ramírez et al. Cleaner Logistics and Supply Chain 3 (2022) 100027
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