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Eco Friendly Products Attitude towards Pricing

Dipti Shankar Barge*
Dr. Dinkar Khashaba More**
Dr. Sarang Shankar Bhola***

ABSTRACT:

A common thread has been observed through rigorous review of literature about high price of eco friendly products. Researchers
attempted to study attitude of customers towards pricing of eco friendly products and similar aspects of pricing of eco-friendly
products.Effort has been made to study attitude of the users of eco-friendly products and non-users of eco-friendly products,
towards pricing of eco-friendly products. It has observed that, users of eco-friendly products have shown favorable attitude
towards pricing of eco-friendly products. However non-users of eco-friendly productshave unfavorable attitude towards pricing of
eco friendly products, as samples believe that the price of environmentally safe product is usually more than the other products.
This unfavorable attitude about pricing is one of reason that these samples do not buy eco friendly products despite being aware of-

Keywords: Eco Friendly, Price, Attitude, Socio Economic Class.

Introduction

L ast two decadesthe environmental issuesare the most discussed
matters in al the summits and conferences. The end result is
increased awareness of buying of environment friendly products
popularly known as 'Eco- friendly Products’. The research in
eco-friendly products has gained tremendous attention. But the
major cause of concern for majority consumersisthe price of the
eco-friendly products. It has observed that, theeco-friendly
products are highly priced. Customers though attracted towards
these products don't get converted asthe money factor iscrucial .
An attempt has been made to study the price effect on buying the
eco-friendly product.

Review of Literature

With the zest of ascertaining the attitudes of buyers towards
pricing of eco-friendly products, researchers have studied
articles across the globe that focused on studying the buyer
behavior of customers with respect to price of eco-friendly
products.

(Hae Jin Gam, 2010),the results showed that consumers are less
likely to purchase organic cotton clothing(OCC) when it has a
60% higher price so it can be assumed that the consumers
consider the available organic cotton clothing (OCC) too
expensive. Similar results were observed in a research(Afzaal
Ali, 2012), where consumerswill purchase green products more
often, if businesses offer competitive green productsin terms of
price and quality as compared to traditiona products to those
customers who are willing to give preference to environment
friendly businesses.(Christopher Gan, 2008)Observed that, the
higher price hasanegative effect on the probability of consumers
purchasing green products. Consumersarelesslikely to purchase

green products if the products are more expensive.(Durif,
2012)Also found that, consumers feel that they are getting less
for their money (financial loss) since they perceive that green
productscost morethan traditional products.

Contradictory results were observed in a research of (Dr.H.C.
Purohit, 2011), it has observed that an overwhelming majority
(92%) of the respondents are agreeing with the statement that 'l
am ready to pay more prices of eco-friendly products. Parallel
results were observed in a research of (K. P. V. Ramanakumar,
2012), where, amagjority (81%) of the respondents agree to the
statement that 'l would liketo purchase those productswhich are
costlier but causing less environmental pollution’. In aresearch
of (Magai Morel, 2012), it was found that, the majority of
sample was willing to pay extra for green products price (in a
study: +10%).However (Bjork, 1998), observed that the
respondents were on average willing to pay a6.5 percent higher
price for a detergent marked with a green label and 20 percent
more for amore environmentally friendly refrigerator. But there
isalso alarge group of consumers who are not willing to pay a
higher price. In aresearch of (Jurate Banyte, 2010), it wasfound
that, when the respondents were asked about the amount of
money (in percent) they are ready to spend for eco-friendly food
product in comparison to an identical conventional product, it
emerged that 15 percent of respondents are ready to pay an
amount higher by 50 percent, and another 20 percent would pay
theamount higher by 25to 50 percent; 24 percent of respondents
would pay from 5to 10 percent more for an eco-friendly product
and only 3 percent would not pay more for it. Besides, cross
analysis of results show that the consumers who are more likely
to contribute to environmental conservation and are more
sensitive to environmental issues tend to pay more for eco-
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friendly products.

On similar lines, (Bryunina Daria, 2011) revealed that, most of
the respondents (56 people) answered that they may buy organic
products despite the higher price. Twice less (26) answered that
they are not inclined to overpay for organic products. The rest of
respondents (18 respondents) did not think about this
question.(Michel Laroche, 2001), observed that, Individua swho
are married (56 percent) and have children living at home (57
percent) aremorewilling to pay ahigher pricefor green products.
It may be suggested that these individuals are more inclined to
think of how a ruined environment may negatively impact not
only ontheir partner, but on their children'sfuture. Interestingly,
(Khandoker Mahmudur Rahman, 2011), discovered that, while
consumers are willing to pay a price premium for agreen brand,
this willingness to pay has a price ceiling. Price elasticity of
demandisnomoreinelastic beyondthispriceceiling.

Researchers have observed from above review that, customers
have contradictory attitudes towards price of eco-friendly
products. Customers are unanimous on a fact that, eco-friendly
products are expensive than its non-eco-friendlycounterpart
products. However, it hasnoticed that, the customersareready to
pay the higher price for these products, for various reasons, like,
environment consciousness, health reasons, status and so on.
Eventhough, thiswillingnessto pay premium hasobserved price
ceiling that ranges from, 5 to 50 percent. On the contrary,
researchers observed that, customers are not ready to pay
premium for eco-friendly products. A common attitude observed
that, eco-friendly products should be available at competitive
prices, without compromising its quality. These contradictory
attitudes towards pricing of eco-friendly products, posed few
guestionsin the mind of researchers, as whether customers from
various socio-economic classesexhibit different attitudetowards
pricing of eco-friendly products? Whether environment
conscious customers are willing to pay more for eco-friendly
products?What istheattitude of customersthat are non-buyersof
eco-friendly products, towards pricing of customers? With these
questionsin mind, researcher framed following objectives of the
study.

Research Methodology

Present study has used diagnostic research design put to test the
hypothesis i.e. customers are not indifferent of price while
purchasing eco-friendly product. The prime objective of the
study isto know the attitude of customerstowards pricing of eco-
friendly products.

Quota sampling technique was used for selecting the samples.
Quota was decided on the basis of 12 Socio-Economic Classes,
A1toE12. From these socio economic classes 160 sampleswere
identified as users of eco-friendly products, while 151 were
identified as non-users of eco-friendly products. Structured
questions seeking attitude towards pricing of eco-friendly
products has been asked to both the groups. Attitudes of users of
eco-friendly productsweremeasured onfivepoint likert scale (1-
Strongly Agreeto 5 - Strongly Disagree). Thesevariableswere, |
accept paying extrapricefor EFPsto preserve our environment, |

am ready to pay more taxes to support government implement
eco-friendly policies, | purchase those products which are
costlier but causing less environmental pollution,(K. P. V.
Ramankumar, 2012)I purchase recycled products even they are
more expensive, the benefits of protecting the environment do
not justify the expense involved, Personally, | have economic
concerns which | consider more important than preserving the
environment. For non-users these statements were modified as|
would accept paying extra price for environmentally-friendly
products to preserve our environment, | would be willing to pay
more taxes to support government implement eco-friendly
policies, | believe that the price of environmentally safe product
is usually more than the other products, | would like to purchase
those products which are costlier but causing less environmental
pollution, | will purchase recycled products even they are more
expensive, the benefits of protecting the environment do not
justify the expense involved and Personally, | have economic
concerns which | consider more important than preserving the
environment. The variable “| believe that the price of
environmentally safe product is usualy more than the other
products’ has been added, as these samples are aware about eco-
friendly products, but do not use it assuming the perceived high
priceof aeco-friendly products.

Responsesand analysishasbeen presented bel ow.
Data analysis

Data was analyzed using various statistical tools of SPSS
software.

Mean, Standard deviations were used to study the attitude of
samples towards pricing of eco-friendly products. For studying
the differences if any, between socio economic classes about
pricing of eco-friendly productsAnalysisof Variance hasbrought
in use. For testing the hypothesis Kolmogorov Smirnov test has
beenused.

1. Attitude about Pricing of Eco friendly Products -Users of
eco-friendly products

Sampleshave asked to expresstheir attitude about pricing of eco-
friendly products. Samples have provided with following
statements. Mean, S.D. and rank of statements have presented
below.

Table.1 Attitude about Pricing of Eco friendly
Products(users of eco-friendly products) (n=160)

Sr. | Statements Mean S.D. Rank

1 I accept paying extra price for EFPs 3.04 1.36 >
to preserve our environment
| am ready to pay more taxes to

2 | support government implement eco- 3.31 1.61 5
friendly policies
| purchase those products which are

3 | costlier but causing less 4.12 1.1 1
environmental pollution

4 | purchase recycled products even 3.85 134 3
they are more expensive
The benefits of protecting the

5 | environment do not justify the 3.65 1.5 4
expense involved
Personally, | have economic

& | concerns which | consn.der more 3.06 1.03 6
important than preserving the
environment

(Source: Field Data)
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Table 1 presented above indicates the attitudes of samples about pricing of eco-friendly products. Samples have given 1% rank to the
statement of readiness of purchasing those products which are costlier but causing less environmental pollution, with 4.12 mean and
1.1 S.D. For the statement of “ accepting paying extra price for eco-friendly products to preserve our environment” samples gave 2"
rank with 3.94 mean and 1.36 S.D. Samples have given 3" rank to a statement “ purchasing recycling products even they are more
expensive.” With 3.85 mean and 1.34 S.D. Samples opine that, the benefits of protecting the environment do not justify the expense
involved with mean valueof 3.65and 1.5 S.D. with 4" rank. Thissignifiesthat samplesfeel that even though the prices of eco-friendly
products are more, the benefitsthat they are going to get by unpolluted environment are more. These benefitsareincomparable. Inthe
contrary, samples are not ready to pay more taxes to support government in implementing eco-friendly policies, with 3.31 mean and
1.61 S.D. This attitude secured 5" rank. At last samples gave 6" rank to a statement which says, personal economic concern is more
important than preserving theenvironment with 3.06 meanvaluesand 1.03S.D.

Samples have shown favorable attitude towards pricing of eco-friendly products. Samples have found ready to spend more amounts
for productsthat causeless environment pollution and productsthat arerecycled with 4.12, 3.85 meanand 1.1, 1.34 S.D. respectively.
But samples have shown unfavorabl e attitude towards paying more tax to support government for devel oping environment friendly
policy (mean 3.31and S.D. 1.61).

Table.2 Attitude of samples about pricing according to Socio Economic Class

ANOVA
Price
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 245431 11 22.312 22.973 0.000
Within Groups 58.274 60 0.971
Total 303.705 71
Table.3 Attitude of samples about pricing according to SEC a test of significance
Tukey HSD (n=160)
95% Confidence Interval
Mean Difference Std.
SEC SEC (1-J) Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Al A2 -0.033 0.569 1 -1.97 19
A3 -0.118 0.569 1 -2.05 1.82
Bl -0.023 0.569 1 -1.96 191
B2 -0.097 0.569 1 -2.03 1.84
C1 -0.143 0.569 1 -2.08 1.79
Cc2 -0.43 0.569 1 -2.36 15
D1 1.403 0.569 0.38 -0.53 3.34
D2 0.237 0.569 1 -17 2.17
El 4.237* 0.569 0 2.3 6.17
E2 4.237* 0.569 0 2.3 6.17
E3 4.237* 0.569 0 2.3 6.17
A2 A3 -0.085 0.569 1 -2.02 185
Bl 0.01 0.569 1 -1.92 194
B2 -0.063 0.569 1 -2 1.87
C1 -0.11 0.569 1 -2.04 182
C2 -0.397 0.569 1 -2.33 154
D1 1.437 0.569 0.345 -0.5 3.37
D2 0.27 0.569 1 -1.66 2.2
E1l 4.270* 0.569 0 2.34 6.2
E2 4.270* 0.569 0 2.34 6.2
E3 4.270* 0.569 0 2.34 6.2
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A3 Bl 0.095 0.569 1 -1.84 2.03
B2 0.022 0.569 1 -1.91 1.96
C1 -0.025 0.569 1 -1.96 1.91
C2 -0.312 0.569 1 -2.25 1.62
D1 1.522 0.569 0.264 -0.41 3.46
D2 0.355 0.569 1 -1.58 2.29
El 4.355* 0.569 0 242 6.29
E2 4.355* 0.569 0 242 6.29
E3 4.355* 0.569 0 2.42 6.29
Bl B2 -0.073 0.569 1 -2.01 1.86
Cl -0.12 0.569 1 -2.05 1.81
Cc2 -0.407 0.569 1 -2.34 1.53
D1 1.427 0.569 0.356 -0.51 3.36
D2 0.26 0.569 1 -1.67 2.19
El 4.260* 0.569 0 2.33 6.19
E2 4.260* 0.569 0 2.33 6.19
E3 4.260* 0.569 0 2.33 6.19
B2 C1 -0.047 0.569 1 -1.98 1.89
C2 -0.333 0.569 1 -2.27 1.6
D1 15 0.569 0.284 -0.43 343
D2 0.333 0.569 1 -1.6 2.27
El 4.333* 0.569 0 2.4 6.27
E2 4.333* 0.569 0 2.4 6.27
E3 4.333* 0.569 0 2.4 6.27
C1 C2 -0.287 0.569 1 -2.22 1.65
D1 1.547 0.569 0.243 -0.39 3.48
D2 0.38 0.569 1 -1.55 2.31
E1l 4.380* 0.569 0 2.45 6.31
E2 4.380* 0.569 0 2.45 6.31
E3 4.380* 0.569 0 2.45 6.31
C2 D1 1.833 0.569 0.079 -0.1 3.77
D2 0.667 0.569 0.989 -1.27 2.6
El 4.667* 0.569 0 2.73 6.6
E2 4.667* 0.569 0 2.73 6.6
E3 4.667* 0.569 0 2.73 6.6
D1 D2 -1.167 0.569 0.658 -3.1 0.77
El 2.833* 0.569 0 0.9 4,77
E2 2.833* 0.569 0 0.9 4,77
E3 2.833* 0.569 0 0.9 4.77
D2 E1l 4.000* 0.569 0 2.07 5.93
E2 4.000* 0.569 0 2.07 5.93
E3 4.000* 0.569 0 2.07 5.93
El E2 0 0.569 1 -1.93 1.93
E3 0 0.569 1 -1.93 1.93
E2 E3 0 0.569 1 -1.93 1.93
* . The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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It can be concluded from the table 3, mentioned above that, thereisno significant differencein attitude about pricing among all socio
economicclasses.

4. Attitudeabout Pricing of Eco friendly Products Non Users of eco-friendly products

Researcher wanted to study attitudes of samplesabout pricing of eco-friendly products. Even though the samplesfromthiscategory do
not purchase any eco-friendly product, they are aware of eco-friendly products. Hence, researcher felt it important to know their
attitudesabout pricing.

Table.4
Attitude about Pricing of Eco friendly Products (Non users of eco-friendly products)
(n=145)
Sr. Statements Mean | S.D. Rank

| would accept paying extra price for environmentally-friendly

1 ! 446 | 05 3
products to preserve our environment

2 I would be Wllllng to pay more taxes to support government 431 | 0521 4
implement eco-friendly policies

3 | believe that the price of environmentally safe product is usualy 46 | 0492 1
more than the other products

4 I Wo_uld liketo purchase those prqducts which are costlier but 422 | 0416 5
causing less environmental pollution

5 | I will purchase recycled products even they are more expensive 4,17 | 0.373 6

6 The bene_:flts of protecting the environment do not justify the 449 | 0502 2
expense involved

7 Personally, | have economic concerns which | consider more 157 | 0.685 7
important than preserving the environment

(Source: Field Data)

Table 4 presented above depicts the attitude of samplesabout pricing of Eco friendly products. It is clear from the table that, samples
believethat the price of environmentally safe product isusually morethan the other products, with 4.6 meanvalueand 0.492 S.D. This
attitude secured 1° rank. The 1° rank secured by thisstatement i s consistent with the reason statement “ It seemsacostly product” given
by samples. As samples gave 1° rank to this reason statement as one of the major reason for not buying eco-friendly products, they
really believethat the price of eco-friendly product isreally more.

The attitude of “Benefits of protecting the environment do not justify the expensesinvolved” received 2 rank with mean value 4.49
and S.D. 0.502. The attitude statement of “I would accept paying extra price for environmentally-friendly products to preserve our
environment” received 3 rank with 4.46 mean value and 0.5 S.D. “I would be willing to pay more taxes to support government
implement eco-friendly policies’ secured 4" rank with 4.31 mean and 0.521 S.D. “I would like to purchase those products which are
costlier but causing less environmental pollution” secured 5" rank with 4.22 mean and 0.416 S.D. Thisindicatesthat, samples are not
ready to purchase costlier product that reduce environment pollution. Similarly, “ | will purchaserecycled productseventhey aremore
expensive.” This statement too secured lower rank of 6" with mean value of 4.17 and S.D. 0.373. Thelast rank 7" was received by a
statement “ Personally, | have economic concernswhich | consider moreimportant than preserving the environment” with mean value
1.57 and S.D.0.685. So it can be concluded that, even though samples are not ready to pay more price for eco-friendly products, they
really concern morefor the environment preservation than personal economic concerns.

As compared to users of eco-friendly products, it has observed that, non-users have unfavorable attitude towards pricing of eco-
friendly products, as samples believe that the price of environmentally safe product is usually more than the other products, with 4.6
mean and 0.492 S.D. They are not ready to purchase those productswhich are costlier but causing less environmental pollution (mean
4.22, S.D.0.416) aswell as samples do not show readiness to purchase recycled products even they are more expensive (mean 4.17,
S.D.0.373). Thisunfavorable attitude about pricing is one of reason that these samples do not buy eco-friendly products despite being
awareof.
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis

HO: customersarenot indifferent of pricewhile purchasing eco-friendly product.

Ha: Customersareindifferent of pricewhile purchasing Eco Friendly Products.

For testing the hypothesis presented above Kolmogorov Smirnov test has been used. Data of attitude about pricings of users of
eco-friendly productshasbeen used, hencen=160

Thetest isexecuted independently for variablesunder test.

Table.5 Test of significance for attitude statements about pricing of eco friendly products

KS Max o Decision
Absolute Critica regarding
S Statements . Value at 5%
Difference Level (Do) Null
(D) Hypothesis
1 | accept paying thra price for EFPsto 038 0.10 Rejected
preserve our environment
2 | am ready to pay more taxes to support 011 010 Rejected
government implement eco-friendly policies
3 I purcha_s:e those pro_ducts which are c_ostller 0.46 0.10 Rejected
but causing less environmental pollution
4 | purchase repycled products even they are 034 0.10 Rejected
more expensive
5 The_ beneflts of pro tecting the environment do 0.26 0.10 Rejected
not justify the expense involved
Personally, | have economic concerns which |
6 | consider more important than preserving the 0.20 0.10 Rejected
environment

Findings and Discussion:

1.

© o N o 0 A~

Usersof eco-friendly products have shown favorabl e attitude towards pricing of eco-friendly products. Sampleshavegiven 1* rank
to the statement of readiness of purchasing those products which are costlier but causing less environmental pollution, with 4.12
mean and 1.1 S.D. In aresearch by (K. P. V. Ramankumar, 2012), it has observed that an overwhelming mgjority (81%) of the
respondents agree to the statement that 'l would like to purchase those productswhich are costlier but causing less environmental
pollution.Samples have found ready to purchase products that are recycled, with 3.85 mean and 1.34 S.D. These findings are
consistent with the research findings of (H.C.Purohit, 2011). But samples have shown unfavorable attitude towards paying more
tax to support government for devel oping environment friendly policy (mean 3.31and S.D. 1.61) (Table.1)

No substantial difference has been observed, in attitudes about pricing of eco-friendly products among all socio economic classes,
assignificant values are greater than 0.05. Sampl es bel onging to all the socioeconomic classes have asimilar attitude towards Eco
friendly products(Table.2 and Table.3)

As compared to, users of eco-friendly products, it has observed that, non-usersof eco-friendly products have unfavorable attitude
towardspricing of Eco friendly products, as samplesbelievethat the price of environmentally safe product isusually morethan the
other products, with 4.6 mean and 0.492 S.D. They are not ready to purchase those products which are costlier but causing less
environmental pollution (mean 4.22, S.D.0.416) aswell as samples do not show readinessto purchaserecycled products eventhey
aremoreexpensive (mean 4.17, S.D.0.373). Thisunfavorabl e attitude about pricing isone of reason that these samples do not buy
Ecofriendly productsdespitebeing awareof .(Table.4)

Samplesareready to extrapricefor EFPsto preserveour environment. (Table.5)

Samplesareready to pay moretaxesto support government implement eco-friendly policies. (Table.5)
Samplespurchasethose productswhich are costlier but causing lessenvironmental pollution (Table.5)
Samplespurchaserecycled productseventhey aremoreexpensive. (Table.5)

Samplesfeel that thebenefitsof protecting the environment do not justify theexpenseinvolved. (Table.5)

Samples feel that, “Personally, | have economic concerns which | consider more important than preserving the environment”.
(Table.5)
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Similar findingswere observed in astudy (K. P. V. Ramankumar,
2012) showsthat consumers are ready to pay more pricesfor the
productswhich are causing less environmental pollution. This
result contradictsthefindingsof previousresearch of (Afzaal Ali,
2012), which states that the price and quality are still the most
important ones that are considered by consumers while making
purchasing decision. The effect of competitive product price &
quality in influencing the purchase of a green product is very
strong for respondents from environment friendly businesses
having a positive image toward the protection of the
environment. Findingsof(Christopher Gan, 2008)reveals that,
the higher Price has a negative impact on the consumers
likelihood to buy green products. According to research findings
of (Bhardwaj, 2012), pricefactor iskey issues people and | ots of
people are not willing to pay morefor carbon label product that's
why they opt other product. Research done by (Khandoker
Mahmudur Rahman, 2011) observed that consumers are willing
to pay aprice premium for agreen brand; thiswillingnessto pay
has aprice ceiling. Green price and green purchasing behavior, a
positive significant relation wasfound, in aresearch of (Boztepe,
2012)

Conclusion:

Users of eco-friendly products exhibited favorable attitude
towards pricing of eco-friendly products. Users have expressed
readiness of purchasing those products which are costlier but
causing less environmental pollution. As against this, non-users
of eco-friendly products have unfavorable attitude towards
pricing of Ecofriendly products, as samplesbelievethat theprice
of environmentally safe product is usually more than the other
products. This unfavorable attitude about pricing is one of reason
that these samplesdo not buy eco-friendly productsdespite being
awareof.
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