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Abstract

Sustainable consumption is a topjhlut of gr
although consumers generatipnsider sustainability as important, sustainable consumption is
still quite low. Therefore, it would be beneficial for our society and easy for organizations if it
would be possible to nudge consumers into choosingusiinable optiomore ofternby just
designing the choice architecture of a buying situatianparticular way.

The aim of this studwas to investigate whether it is possible talge consumers into
choosing thesustainable optiormore oftenby designing the choice architecture of the
customization tool in a particular way. More specific, selecting the more sustainable option by
default and placing the more sustainable option on the dominant side of congherelsy
following their mental representatioifhis gives managerthe meansto persuade their
consumers to choose the more sustainable option more often and therefrbute to
increase sustainable consumption in society as a whole.

An online experiment was done among 216 students at Radboud University in
Nijmegen the Netherlands Results indicated that none of the manipulative versions were
significant. Rople do not choose the sustainable option more often when it is the default, nor
when it is placed on their dominant side, nor when it is both the default and pladbd
dominant sideGeneral interest in sustainability does have a positive influence on the number
of times tke sustainable option is chosen. Therefore, organizations should include information
about the sustainability of various optioinstheir custonzation toolto increase sustainable
consumption

The discussion indicates that the default might not be interpreted in a way that has an
impact on the decision making process. It appears that best way to ensure a realistic
interpretation is tdest the default in the fieldhus a real customization towistead of an
experimental desigwhich is part of an academic studyowever, there is also a possibility
that the default is not that effective in the customization setting in general ameossiready
put in the extra effort to design a product themselves, while the default is powerful due to the
fact that it is the option with the least effdfurthermore, it appears thidie dominant side is
only used as indicator for valence when thare no other (rational or emotional) aspects to
base the choiceom.her ef ore, aligning opti aviiprobablyt h cor

not be an effective nudge austomer customization.
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1. Introduction

In our current society lots of attention is given to live healthy ianal sustainable way,
organizatios are under pressute produce more sustainabfgnsumers become more aware
of sustainable issueand governments try to increabeth sustainabledevelopment and
sustainableonsumption Recent researdh the food corgxt has proven that is possible to
nudge people o choosing healthier food by placing the healthy option tolgfieof the
unhealthy option on the rigththereby following the consum@rmental representatigRomero
& Biswas, 2016) This studywill to a certain exterreplicate these findings in the sustaileab
consumption setting he buying situation under examinatisrcustomer customization. In this
settingconsumersctively chooseheir preferred componendsdorganizatios influence the
desgn of the customization tool that offers these components. Therefogenizatios
influence the design of the dle architecturewvhich can be used to nudge people tttoosing
the sustainable components more affEme main questioaf this studyis:

fiHow should the choice architecture ofastomer customization programe designed
to nudge consumers into choosihg sustainable option more frequefty

1.1 Sustainable consumption

Sustainable consumption is a topic of growing importance in today soci et vy,
i ncluded in United Nationds sustainable deve
consumergienerallyconsider sustainability as important, sustainable consumption is still quite
low (Vringer et al., 2017). Furthermore, Unitedtidas even report an increase in domestic
material consumption in the last years and suggest establishing influential norms for consumer
behavioris necessary to fulfil the goal (United Nations, 2017). Therefanggnizatios and
governments are searchifay methods to increase actual sustainable consumption. Vringer et
al. (2017), found that moral considerations are more leading in sustainable consumption issues
than social considerations, nevertheless social considerations are not completelyrabgent.
suggest that, because of the moral dinmendess invasive instrumergsch as nudges may be
very effective too and suggest for further research in this area. As this is what this study is
focusedon, this indicates academic relevance of this study.

A common method t@erswade consumers to choose more sustainable options is to
create awareness through marketing campaigns. However, there are still congunuersot

know orcare enough about sustainability issues to actually alteradleavior Thisis backed
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up in construal level theory (Trope & Liberman, 2010) and by the model of consideration of
future consequencé€Strathman et al. 1994). This literature furtdescribeghe difficulties of
convincing consumers to make choices that wiily be beneficial for them in the future.
Therefore, it would be beneficial for our society and easyofganizatios if it would be
possible to nudge consumers into chogsihe sustainable optiomore often-rather than
persuading them through marketingy just designing thechoice architecture of a buying

situationin a particular way.

1.2 Customer customization& choice architecture

A growing number obrganizatios is discovang the value of letting consumengate
their own unique productssing tle opportunities of big data (Spaulding & Perry, 2013).
Cust omer customization is therefore even st
Economy 6, Agekae& Geongson 2011). Buying situations in which consumers
customize products accongj to heir own needs and warpsovide consumers with multiple
steps in which they can composite their own product. This gives them the opportunity to choose
more or less sustainable components. The design of toolkits for customization helps consumers
to make tleir choicesand plays a crucial role for determining the final outcome (Franke &
Piller, 2003). However, how choice architecture needs to be designed to irtwaasmers
choice for particular components in customer customizai®ra research field nowell
explored yet. Which is in contragi the extensive research on t®ice architecturdesign of
retail stores, shop layouts aatherretailing environments (Franke & Piller, 2003).

This recent trend of customer customization is especially sitegein relation to
nudging consumers to increase sustainable consumasiconsumers choose each component.
Each component can be more or less sustainable regarding the raw materials used, the
production process and transportation cost. Al of whichesshatorganizatios are not
interestedn explainingper component and the average consumalso unlikely to put in the
effort to read thigletailed informatiorfor every component. Therefore, using recent findings
in the food context (Romero & Biswa2016}o design the choice architecture of customization
tools in such a way to nudge consumers into choosing the msigenslle components more
often could increase sustainable consumption.

There are in particular two interesting elements indheice architecturelesign of
customization toolkits(1) The default option, the option that is standardgaiected (Thaler
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& Sunstein, 2009). The power of the default option has been proven in lots of contexts, for
example automatic memiship renewal organ donations and saving prografdshnson &
Goldstein 2003; Thaler & Sunstein, 2009). Andtf® placement of the optiorRomeroand
Biswas (2016) recently found that by displaying food in line whithmental representation of
consumersit is pos#le to nudge them in choosing the healthy option more often. The mental
representation of food is relatedth®@ representation ofiagnitudelight and heavy mealsnd

is mentally represged from the left to the right (Kadosh et al., 200 Hefefore by placing

the healthy light option to the left of the unhealthy heavy meal increased the choice for the
healthy option(Romero & Biswas, 2016Jor sustainable consumption a mental representation
based on magnitude is not directly applicable. However, Saasa (2009) found a relation
between preference for goods and the dominant side of people. When sommigidnasnded

there exist a preference for goods placed on the right and when someonbasdefi there

exist a preference for goods placed onléfe This research indicates that this theory would
hold regardless of the product. Therefailee placement of the sustainable option on the

dominant side of consumers is the second aspect of choice architecture researched in this study.

1.3 Objective & research question

The aim of this study is to investigate whether it is possible to nudge consumers into
choosing the more sustainable option in a customer customization $sttohesigning the
choice architecture of the customization tool ipaaticdar way. More specifi¢ selecting the
more sustainable optidny default and placing the more sustainable option on the dominant
side of consumerdhe currentstudy builds onthe extensive knowledge available on default
options the recent findings on chee architecture in the food conteand the existing
knowledge on théehavioal differencescaused byight- versus lefdominance Therefore
this study adds to the existing body of literature on nudging and choice architealuedates
right- versudeft-dominance theory to the field of consurbehavior Futhermore this study
intends to give more insights in how to dedige choice architecture ofistomer customization
tools which is a field not well explored yet.

By meeting these objectivéisis study aim$o provide managers witmore insights in
ways to influencehe choice architecture of a customization tookgdéninsights providdem
with the meas to persuade thesonsumerso chooséhe more sustainable optianore often

and theredre contribute tancrease sustainable consumptiorsociety as a whole.
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The following research question will be answenedhis study
Research questionHow shouldthe choice architecture of a customer customizatioah be
designed to nudge cammers into choosinthe sustainable option more frequefitly

As described His research focuses on tgjecificaspects of choice architeotywhich
leads to the following suQuestions:
A. Do more people choose the moretaumable option when it ihe default option?
B. Do more people choose the more sustainable option whermplaced on their dominant
side?

1.4 Outline

In the following chapter®sf this master thesis the aspects mentioned will be further
reviewed oriteraturein chapter 2Theoretical backgrounthe method thas used is explained
in chapter 3 Methodologyand theresults are presented in chapter 4. Resuitshapter 5:
Conclusion, discussion & recommendatiohs interpretation of the resulthe conclusions,
the answe on the research question, the discussion and the theoretical and managerial
implications are presented’his master thesisconcludes with the references and the

appendies
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2. Theoretical background

In this chapter the topics under consideratiglhlve reviewed in literature. First the
geneal topici sustainability will be discussedSecondly,the buyng situation in which the
hypothesesvill be tested customer customizatidrand the choice architecture that is relevant
within this buyer sitationwill be discussedFurthermore, the topics of the sgbestiong the
default and the dominant sidevill each be discussed in their own sectigimnally, the
hypothesizedelations will be presented in the conceptual model.

2.1 Sustainable consumpbn

Sustainable developmeistoriginally definedaé Dev el opment t hat mee:
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their owid needs
(World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987, pT4kye arghree pillars of
sustainability: emironment, society and economy, af which need to be considered to act in
a sustainable way. Moreovaustainability implies responsibénd proactive decision making,
innovation that minimizes negative impactdamaintains balance between ecological
resilience, economic prosperity, political justice and cultural vibrancy to ensure a desirable
planet for all species now and in the future (Magee et al., 2Bl&)der to increase sustainable
behaviorworldwide, the Uried Nations formed a set of seventeen sustainable development
goals, which are to be implemented and achieved in every country from the year 2016 to 2030
(United Nations, 2017).

Sustainable development is the organizing principle for medtieg sustaiable
development goals while at the same time sustaining the ability of natural systems to provide
the natural resources and ecosystem services upon which the economy and societyrdepend.
order for organizatio;m to successfully embrace sustainable depmlent, sustainable
consumption is needeas well Although in an ideal situation sustainable developed products
are the norm, the reality is that neastainable products anfiencheaper and there®more
popular among consumersausing dilemmas for ganizations between sustainability and
profit maximization This motivatedgovernments to introduce regulations, but there is still a
gap between developing confirm regulations and truly acting sustainable. Therefore, an increase
in sustainable consumptiamould createhe demandecessary tpersuade organizations to
deliver more sustainabjgoducts

Sustainable consumptiaon general has received quite some attention in literakare.
the 900s tshepti@algreem coagurmers@Shrum, McCarty &wrey, 1995; Zinkhan
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& Carlson, 1995) gained attention. This concept indicated tloatsumers who value
sustainability and behave accordingigalled green consumérswere skeptic towards
sustainability claims of compa&nipgsacdueetso odc
companies. This concept made marketers question the best way to advertise their green
product s. However, r e ¢ e B societyitherd is mo gefation betvées at e
green consumers andatising skepticism(Matthes & Wonneberger, 2016Y herefore, the

6dil emma for marketers who desire to target
appears to be far lessvereghan previouslyhought(Matthes & Wonneberger, 2016).

Thaler and Sunstein (2009) view the engimment as an outcome of a global choice
architecture system in which decisions are made by all kinds of actors. They formulate two
major problems that contribute to environmental problems.

Firstly, incentives are not properly alignetihey explain this usg the following
statementiiyou donat pay extra if you cause more harm to the environtnent( Thal er 8
Sunstein, 2009)This situation igeferredtoa® t r age dy o fin gydteen dpamicsno n s 6
literature(Meadows, 2008).

Secontiy, p e op | e ddackrothe egviecohmeht& eonsequences of their actions
(Thaler & Sunstein, 2009)his lack of feedback on environmental consequences relates to
construal level theor{Trope & Liberman, 201Qwhichindicatesthat the farther removed an
object is from @ect experience, for example in the future, the higher the level of construal of
that object is and the more abstract the mental representation is. Sustainability is a typical
example of a product with lack of feedbackdistant benefitd they lie in thefuturé and
thereforeof a high construal and an abstract mental representation. Which might be a reason
why consumerslo consider sustainability as important, but actual sustainable consumption is
still relatively low (Vringer er al., 2017).

Anothericomplementary theory usedfor explainingthe difficulties in improving
sustainable consumption is the Consideration of Future Consequences (CFC) theorgdBtrath
et al., 1994). Which indicatekatpeoples choices are determined by the extent to which they
consider the potential distant outcomes of their cutsehtivios andthe extent to which they
are influenced by these outcomes. Furthermore, this theory has two underlying factors;
individuals concern with immediate consequences and theaecn with iture consequences
(Joireman et al., 2008Mloreover,levels of CFGimmediateare suggested tead to increased
temporal discountingJoreman et al., 2008)\rnocky, Milfont, andNicol (2013) examined this
theory in the environental concerns context anddicate that CFCimmediate predicts

environmental concerns abeéhaviormotivation. Therefore, associations between future time
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perspective and sustainablehaviorare driven by reduced immediate conceflfigse theories
indicatethat sustainability dueto benefits that lie in the futurés perceived as psychologibal
distant. Fujitaet al. (2008) furthesuggestshat psychological distance may play an important
role in attitude formation of &pic.

In conclusion, the discusséueories indicate #t psychological distance could be one
of the main reasons for thectathat consumerdo consider sustainability as important, but
actual sustainable consumption is salativelylow (Vringer et al., 2017)Therefore, literature
indicates that the fat¢hat an option is more sustainable is unlikely to be the major reason to
choose that option due to the psychological distance of the topic sustainability in general. This
study therefore investigates the possibilities of nudging consumers to choose ridhe mo

sustainable option rather than only persuading them through advertising.

2.2 Choice architecturein customer customization

The buying situation under examination is the customer customization sétisigmer
customization is Auying situationn which consumerbave the ability teustomize a product,
to modify it according to their own individual requirememithough customers personalize
the standard version by customizing it to fit their requirements, personalization as a concept is
somethingelse Personaliziion is done by a system and baseadonsumedata, theconsumer
does not actually has to do something. For examplgedtsnakuggestions you receive on a
shopping websitarecalledcustomer personalizatiqschade, 2016).

The curent study isfocusedon customer customization, thmiying situation that
providesconsumes with thetoolsto aeate their own unique produ€@ustomer customization
has recently been given more attention due to the growing technological developraents th
enhance the possibilities of in particular mass customizakarthermore,customization
toolkits provide the consumer himselith the mean$o do the trialanderror experimentation
and deliver immediate feedback on the potential outcome of a dielggnrherefore,von
Hippel andKatz (2002) indicate thatustomer customization offers a solution to the current
mar ket i n which consumer6s needs and wants
innovate These benefits anits growing popularityhaveensured the inclusion @ustomer
customizatiorms one otheman dr i ver s of the ONew,Apéria,n o my o
andGeorgsorn(2011).

Furthermore, mpirical studies by FramandPiller (2004) and Schreier (2006) indicate
t hat t h Bingness¢orpéydor sellesigned products can be much higher than for the
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standard products. Frank@d Schreier (2Q0) further examined the willingness to pay more
for customization and found that this relation is not only determent by a good fit of the
consumed s per s on al butralsoghy itbreejoymeantt trey experienced duritige
processThey therefore suggest organizations to design their toolkits in such a way to ensure
the procesc r eat es a p o s i tonsureerthisnposdidtyis ifdicated to e
transferred to the assessment of the product v&kamkeandPiller (2003) also @ggestthat
the design of customizatidnolkits helps consunts to make their choices and plays a crucial
role for determining the final outcome. Thebwlings are in line with the findings of Huffman
and Kahn (1998) who indicate that the information should be presented in a clear way,
preferably by presenting the choices in groups per attribut#her research in the way these
options should be presewtand thushow the choice architecture should be designed
howevelimited. Which is in contrast to the extensive research on the choice architecture design
of retail stores, shop layouts and other retailing environments (F€afkier, 2003).

The choice architecture of a customer customizatami involves the presentation of
the customization options and the way they are designed. This inwolgegicularthe order
in which the options are presented, the presence or absence of a defaultraptidrich option
iIs selectedby default. The choice architect@ influences consumergsychological
expectationswhich in turn influencgbehavior fiTake for example the cle® architecture of a
door withlarge handholds, clearly designed for pullingeggv t hough 1t i ncl udec
most people will still pulcéivefroamthe large handholiish e me |
(Thaler & Sunstein, 20Q9ThalerandSunstein (2009) state that no choice is ever presented in
a completely neutral &y, by nudging it is pesible to present choices in a certaiay to
influence consumers to choose a particular optitterature on customization hasimarily
focused on the software necessary to provide it (Kuo, 2013; I0m& Nee 2004). The lay
out of how the optios shouldbe presented in that softwarthe choice architectuirevhich
influencesconsumers choigékaso the best of knowledget been researché@ranke & Piller,
2003). For customer customizatiotools there arein particulartwo paits of the choice
architectureghat can be influenced in a way that is expected to influence consumer theice:

inclusion of a default option and the order in which options are presented.

2.3 The default

The first aspect of choice architecture in costo customization that will be examined

is the default. Ta defaultis the option that is standard gselected (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009).
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Defaults areoftenunavoidable in the sense that for any node of a choice architecture system,
there must be an assaied rule that determines what happens to the decision maker if he/she
does nothingWhen nothing is selected the systeither selects the default optionforcesthe
decision maker tehoose at that instant® move on in the process (Thaler & Sunst&p09).

Many organizatiorand other actors have discovered the power of the default. There are
studies on defaultsithin the context of insurances (Johnson et al., 19%®)ection of internet
privacy policies (Bellman et al., 20Q1he original settigs of your computer and other digital
devices (Thaler & Sunstein, 200@pnsent to receive-mail marketing (JohnsemlBellman &
Lohse,2002) and the level of pension savings (Madrian & Shea, 2001; Sunstein, &002)
these studiemdicatesignificanteffects of the use of a defaylbften with substantial financial
consequences.

Perhaps the most outstanding example is donor registration. Johnddboldstein
(2003) foundthat85 per centof the Americans approve organ donations, but onlget8cent
of those actually granted permission by signing a donor card. Furthermore, European countries
that have the default as being a donor heggstereddonor rates ohround 98per centand
European countries that do not have that default only temisteredionor rates around Jier
cent(Johnson & Goldstein, 2003). One of the countries without a donor registration default is
The Netherlands, in order to get the inhabitants to register themselves, the government
introduced an annual donor week, with an extensarketing campaign. Over a period of 10
years the number of donors increased by less thadlidmin total about 3(er centof the
population has nowregisteed their choice of either being a donor or .ndthe relative
ineffectiveness caused theurry to take on the examples of other European countries and in
early 2018 a new law was acceptwhich introduced registration as a dorwy default
(Rijksoverheid, 2018).

JohnsorandGoldstein (2003) explain the power of defauissngthree ways in wich
defaults influence choice: Filgf the decision maker might believe that defaults are suggestions
and therefore recommendations of the organization. SBcandking a decision takes effort,
while people tend to choose the option which costs the éffast (Samuelson & Zeckhauser,
1988). Thirdly, defaults often represent the status quo and according to refeleperdent
theory of consumer choice, this default as reference for the status quo creates a sense of loss
aversion when choosing an altemat(Tversky & Kahneman, 1991Carroll et al. (2005)
examined the limits of the power of the defeaid find that instead of a default, an active

decision making regime is optimal in cases melpreferences strongly differ.
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In conclusion, lte literatue suggests that a walhosen default nudges consumers into
choosing theption selected bglefault more often. The power of the default has already been
examined in lots of different contexts, this study will it add to the extensive body of
researchby exploring the possibilities of nudging byinug a default in the sustainability
context. It is expected that tpesitiveresults found in the majority of the past studies will hold
in the sustainable context as well, this leads to the following hgpisth

Hypothesis 1 More people choose the sustainable option wherpitasented as theefault

24 Mental representation

The second aspect of the choice architecture under examinatenpkicement of the
optionsin a customization tooRomep andBiswas (2016) found that it is possible to nudge
consumers to choose healthier foods by following a natural mental representation when laterally
di splaying food options. I n the setting wh
representation, héhy food on the lefbf the unhealthy optioon the right the healthy option
was chosen significantly more. These results are in line with research on the spatial
representation of magnitude, which ssdket people mentallyjap increases in magnitudech
as physical size, time or numerical valéresn left to right(Kadosh et al.,200 Fias & Fischer,

2004 Ishihara et al., 2008 hae & Hoegg, 2033In this situation the healthy option is much
lighter on the stomach and therefore of lower magnituale tiine unhealthy option attierefore
placed on the left (Romero & Biswas, 2016). The visual option in linethiimental map of
the consumemproves mental processing power and therefore increase the chance of that
option being chosemhe underlying rantal representation of magnitude is alstnea with the
study ofChae & Hoegg (2013) who stateat cultursthat read from left to right have the spatial
representation of time whereby past is visualized on the left and the faitvisualized on the
right. This indicates that results pfeviousmentioned studies would change if freaticipans

are from a culture that does not read from left to rigbtvever, all these studies are related to
magnitude. The current study is focused on sustairtakimption, which does not seem to
be directly related to magnitude.

Van Beek Antonidesand Handgraaf(2013) found that both immediate and future
consequences should be taken into accoun@nwexamining food preferences, thgse two
dimensions of time oentation preitt different types obehavior Furthermore, immediate and
future consequenceadsorelatebackto construal level theory (Trope & Liberman, 2000an
Beek, Antonides andHandgraaf(2016) indicatethat construal level partially explains the
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differential relations between consideration of immediate and future consequences and eating
preferences. I n the topic of sustainability,
Obaddé might be related to con ®tceswfasustaihable e | t |
consumption are often higher costs, the long term consequences are concepistidcenad
to live in.However theconsumer might not even see gusitive effectsin his/her own lifetime.
Therefoe, sustainability in general appears talesychabgical distant topic, with a high level
of construal and a more abstract mental representation.

Casasanto (2009) related the mental representatisomething good and sorhétg
bad to being right or lefhanded. ks study indicateghat a person who rsght-handed holds a
mental representation of placiitgms with positive valences o me t h i ii do thé& gghto d 6
anditems with negative valenéesomethingd b & w the left, while lefthanded people do the
exact oppositeThereforeit is a possibilitythat items placed on the righatealso likely to be
percei ved as andbetertthan thegptiongpresectdd on thedefen a person
is righthandedFurthermoe, Kong (2013) found that rigitanders are faster in indicating the
valence ofvords or faces when they were presented on thethightwhen thgwere presented
on the left, whildeft-handers had the exact opposite. This also indicates that people associate
positive valence with their dominant sidao et al. (2016) studied the ingb@f the dominant
side in selectingaces and also found that righ&nded people tended to dikhe person
presentean the right better than tlexact same presented the leff while lefthanded people
liked to person presented the left better thatme one placed on the rigfithis further indicates
the impact of the dominant side parceived valance.

Following a mental representation of items based on their magnitude does not seem
directly applicable to sustainable produsfioreover sustainability is aather abstract concept
and in general sustainable products are not related to magrtitadever, the placement of
items on either toaré hégodbaeddddedoitdee anetfestived e s |
method to increase consumption of any prodactuding sustainable products. This study will
therefore test if the findings of Casasanto (2009), Kong (2013) laaal €t al. (2016) can be
applied in a consumérehaviorsetting, in particular imudging consumers to choose the more

sustainable optioim a customer customization settifdnis leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis2: Righthanded people choose the sustainable option more often when it is placed

on the right side.

Radboud Universiteit Master Thesidlarketing | Petra Tilleman S4843827 ’T|_




The focus of hypothesis 2 is on rigitnded people as tmeajority of the people is
right-handed. Aslte split between leftand righthandedness is not the only thing studied in
this research the sample would not be generalizable for the popufadtpurai groups of right
and lefthanded people would be createtiefieforgit is decided to focus the hypothesis on the
vastmajority: people that are rigitanded. When collecting data there will not be any pre
selection based on righor lefthandednesdHowever, it will be included in the questionnaire

and used as @ntrol variable in the analysis.

2.5 The conceptual model

The relationship under discussion is the relation between the design of the choice
architecture o customer customization tool atige consumér shoice formoresustainable
componentsn the customer customization settings described in the previoggctiors, two
aspects of the choice architectafea customer customization toweill be examined: (1}he
influence of selecting theore sustainableption by default and (2}he influence oplacing
the moresustainable option on 0 n s u dominabitside These relationarepreseted in the

conceptual model inigure 1.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model

Control variable: ‘

- Interest in sustainability
Customization Tool

Design
+
Sustainable option d
as the Default o Choice for
N Sustainable options
A

Sustainable option = \I-

placed on the right

Control variable:
- Right handedness
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Figure 1 presents the two aspects under examination as two cgasahshipsit is
expected that botbelecting the morsustainable optiohy defaultand placing the sustainable
option on the dominant side of consumedl individually have a positive effect on the
sustainable option being chosés descibed in the previousectiors, the default option has
alreadybeen researched and proved to be powerful in a high variety of cortegtefore
there isa great body of literaturéhat gives indication to expetttat the default will prove its
power aga in the sustainability contexthe placement on the dominant sitteory isto the
best of knowledgeot been testeih a buying situation beford is therefore interesting to see
if this theorywill hold in this setting andan be used to influence buyisguations.

As discussed, for both relations a positive effect on the choice for the more sustainable
option is expected. Combining the effects in amnipulationwould create a situation where
the choice architectuiacludesbothselecting thesustainabl®ption bydefault andladng the
sustainable optioanthe right It is expected that including botptionswould therefore create
asynergizingeffect thisleads to the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3 The combination of selecting the sustainaipé&on by default andplacing the
sustainable option on thrgght has a synergizing effeon the choice for the sustainable option.

Figure 1 presents the damain control variables: rigitandedness and general interest
in sustainability. The firstree is needed to actually figure out which side is the dominant side
of a participant and correctly test hypothesi$iZ second control variablleat ispresentedn
the conceptual model the general interesh sustainability,which is expected tanodeate
both causal relationdVhen someone is already interested in sustainability, choosing the
sustainable option will already be on top of mind in the decision protessefore it is
expected that general interest in sustainability increases thenicdlugf the twonudging

methods as it will be in line with consumers regular thinking process.

Hypothesis 4:General interest in sustainability positively moderates the effect of both the use

of the sustainable option as the default and placing the siadil option on the right.
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3. Methodology

In this chapter the method of research for the current study will be discussed in detail.
Firstly, the method will be introduced, théme sample and method of data collection will be
described This is followedby a description of the content used to measure the proposed
relations Furthermorethe data analysis procedure will be explained and this chapteludes
with the limitations and ethical considerations

3.1 Method

The goal of this study veato find aut if it is possible to nudge consumers into choosing
the sustainable option more often in the context of customer customizatotest the
hypothesepurposed in chapter 2 a situation wiegeded which alloedto analyzethe effect of
selecting thesustanable optionby default versus no default and a desigth the sustainable
option placed on theight versus random placemenitherefore a methodwas neededhat
allowedto testeach of theausal relationships amaehalyzethe differences in consumieghavior
of theparticipans in each of theesituations.The research method that fits these requirements
best is an experimental research metttoeld, 2013).

The buyer situation under dission is customer customizatiorhis recent trend has
got mae attention due to the extensive possibilities of online customization tools in which
consumers can customize their own personalized pro@8peulding & Perry, 2013). This
study should therefore replicate anline customization tool that consumers vebuke in
reality and have different versionsapalyzethe different outcomes of each of the designs. The
most reaktic option wa to actually have multiple versions of a real customizationaioloie
However, this would require a collaboration withlaage company that already uses a
customization toolUnfortunately, within the timespan of thistudyit was notpossible to
establish such a collaboration. Furthermore, such a situation would sthawgiymited the
insight inparticipans per situatio which would minimize the opportunities for analysis.

Therefore the methodused was amnline experimentFour different versionswere
created;each with the same set qiiestions to be used as control variables and a recreated

customization tool desmgdto fit eachof thefollowing situations

1. The situatiorwith the sustainable option selectegdefault
2. The situation wth the placement of the sustainable optorthe right
3. The situation that combines both manipulations.

Radboud Universiteit Master Thesidlarketing | Petra Tilleman S4843827 ’T|_




4. The situation that has noamipulation.

The first three situations represent finst threehypothesegresented in chapter the
fourth hypothesis is tested with control variables and therefore not an experimental situation.
The fourh situation is the natural situatiowithout any manipulation this provides the
opporturity to compare the groupsith a manipulaton to thenaturalsituation. Thereforeit
was possible to determine if the groups differ significantly and in which of the groups the
sustainable option was chosen mas$ten and is therefore the most effective to nudge

consumers into consumimgoresustainably.

3.2 Sample

As the chosen method was an experiménis necessary t@chievehomogeneous
groupsto be ablgo do the statistical analysis andagv validcornclusions from comparing ¢éh
different situationsAs therewas no panel available, the best way to assure homogeneity is for
the researcher to colleparticipans in a specific placeTherefore, the samplgasdrawn out
of studentsfrom the Radboud Univeity. There are two methods of data collection,
manipulating the independent variable using different or the same entities (Field, T2¢8).
is no desire to see differences over time, therefore using the esaitiesfor each of the
manipulations is naecessargor desirable for this studynd different entities wengsed. This
setting is called an independent experimental de§igihd, 2013)

Socialmediawas usedo spread the online experiment in the form of a questionnaire to
students of the &lbaid University. Furthermoreach of the faculty buildingsf the Radboud
University in Nijmegermwere visitedby the researcher to collect respondents in pe&aodents
could fill in thequestionaire on a laptop ottabletprovided by the researcher or open the link
via USB stickson their own laptops or type over the link from snpedicesof the paper to fill
in thequestionnair@n ther smartphoneStudents tat were present in the wwnon aeas were
approached and asked to fill in the questionratitbat momenrty providing the évices When
theyindicated thatheydid not haveitne to participatea piece bpaper with the link on ivas
given so they could fill it in later. Furthermore, the researcher also gave away pieces of paper
with the |l ink to student s Asvamiextra majivatasmalt he un
chocolate bara/ere handed out tall participants.

Unsystematic variatiowasminimized by collecting data only from students at iRadi
University and while they we present in common areas at Radboud University. Theydiere

participans themselves and the contéxtwhich they are asld to participate werstrongly
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aligned.This methodcannot avoid creating sonumsystematic variation due tbe different
types of the dayn which theparticipans participateand the way in which they were recruited
(Field, 2013) However, in terms of the nature of this experiment this is not expected to have
much influence on the outcome.

Each group in an experiment should have at leapaBicipantto perform the required
statisticalanalyze (Hair et al., 2014and preferably minimum of 50 per groufF-ield, 2013)
Therefore, theninimumsample for this studwith four groups wag20 validparticipantsand
the aim wasto collect 200 participants The combination of methods resulted in 223

participans, after reduction the nurer remained at 216 valghrticipans.

3.3 Content description

The experiment hath recreate a customer customization setting which is meaningful
for the participantsi students and fits with each of thenanipulations As described the
customer custoimation setting will be recreated and is therefore a fictive situafiba.most
popular customized products based on sales figuresshngg, phone cases, greeting cards and
mugs (Mylchreest, 2017). However, these patgliare limited in options as th@ust provide
the opportunity to add a personal photo and text and therefore do not hold options that can be
more or less sustainablehdrefore it is necessary to consider more complex products that
consist of more distinctive parts that actually haffledencesin sustainabilityin the way the
raw materials of each of the options are producettamsportedCars are a weknown
example when you buy a new car yaan choosehie exactcolor, rims, interiorand features
that youwant However, the targt group of this study are students at the Radboud University
in the Netherlandsvho usually do not have experience in purchasing a newAcaroduct is
needed that fits the case and is familiar among studEmesefore customized sneakers were
consideed. This is a product vidh is familiar among studenishey might have used tlexact
customization tool before the material options differ in sustainability and twdor of the
shoes could be used for the mental representation. However, this opisodeslined as a
successful fit between the sustainability of the options (materials) and the possibilities to create
the mental representationofors) could not be foundlhis option would thus not have been
able to answer theesearch question

Therefore, it waslecided to use a familiar product tltan consist ofomponentshat
differ in sustainability, but thas not used commonly for custamaition at this moment.

Moreover, the onlinequestionnairecould now bepresented as testto measurdf there is
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interestfor a customizatin versionof the productFinally, the product ch@ for this study is
shampooParticipantswere asked toompose their own shampoo by choosing ingredients from
sets of options and finally choosing the packaghkgyHuffmanandKahn (1998) stated that
consumes prefer to pick elements bof a set of options with similar attributes and most
customization tools today follow this method as wlé options were presented in sets with
similar benefitsTherefore, each ingrediews presentedith animage and a description of a

few wordsstating the benefits it prodes.By reading the short description and looking at the
image, the participant could identify the sustainable opEarnthermore, there were mighly

visible tags included which suggest an option is a reostainable choicas this would have
interfered with the purpose of this study: to investigate the effects of nudging on sustainable
consumer choices. The comparison of the effect of nudging in the sustainability context and the
inclusion of tags that state that options sustainablerebeyond the scope of this studyor

the same reason thesere noprice indications for the presented components.

3.3.1 Manipulation design

Thissectionprovides the motivation fahemanipulation design presented in Appendix
1. As theeffect of placing an option left or rightas tested, it was necessary to present the
different options horizontally. This hadme practical implicationshe number of options you
can present next to each otheraophonescreenis limited. Therefore, he maximum number
of options that can be pested in each set wdhree. Three is alstesired over twoptionsas
this leaves room for an option that is in the middle and therefore not related to a dominant side.
When only two optionsvould bepresented he &éneutral &6 mani pul ati o
have the sustailée option on the negative sidehich couldpotentially havéiasedthe results
Furthermorein each set of three there coolaly beone sustainable option as there is only one
position onthe right.Therefore, thdéollowing sets of ingredients we createaut of which the
participant hado select one each time.

1. Mineral oil T Paraben$ Argan oil. This set accompanies ingredts that deliver a

basic care. Mineral oil is said to pect the hair and make it shinié has been argued to
suffocate the scalp but the quality used todayoissideredsafe(Wolf et al.,2016) However
mineral oil is a chemicaubstance that includes the mineral petroleum. Therefore, it includes
an unrenwable raw material which makes mineral oil unsustainable (Dubinski, 2013).
Parabens are often inclutién shampoo for their strong antibacterial properties. However,
parabens arehemical and when they aneashed down the drain aedter the environment in

large quantitieshey negatively influence nature (Li et al., 2015). Furthermpeeabens are
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argued to haveegative effects on the health of peoptewel| although there is no strong
evidence for thesstatementsArgan oil is a natural produtttat is stated to increase the strength
of the hair and helps prevent split ends (Del Campang& Wakeford, 2017)Argan oilis
thereforethe sustainable option in the first set.

2. Keratini Collageni Aloe Vera.This set of ingredients is focused on ciegvolume

andthe prevention of hair loss. Both keratin and collagen are proteins that naturally appear in
our bodies, when used in cosmeiids derived from animalderatin is said to create volume

and stimulate hair growth, collagen is said to @eatlume and strong haiAloe Vera is a
natural product derived from the aloe platfiat can prevent hair loss (Lourith and
Kanlayavattanakul, 2013As natural products from plants are more sustainable then animal
derived productsiloe Vera is thus thenoresustainable option in this set of ingredients.

3. Lavenden Summeri_Intens. This set of ingredients represent the smell of the

shampoo. Lavender has a relaxing sent which reduces stress and can therefore help fight hair
loss (Hay, Jamieso& Ormerod, 998) &Gumer vibedand dntensé are the names of two

fictive mixtures of fragrances. The impact of fragrances on the environment is relatively small
but theuse of usustainable raw materials and the chemical processsfed does make a
composed fragmnce éss sustainable tharsing natural ingredient®nly (Kulke, 2015).As

lavender is a natural produdtis the more sustainable option in this set of ingredients.

4. Reqgularshampod Dry shampooThis setdetermines the type shampoo. Regular

shampoas used with water and therefore in the shower. In general reducing the time we spend
in the shower would benefit the environmaribt, therefore dry shampoo is more sustainable
(Unilever, 2018). Furthermore, regular shampoo includes chemical ingretbemtake the
shampoo foam. fesecan be biodegradable versions bah also besurfactants, which can
pollute soil and watefPopenda& WlodarczykMakula, 2015)Therefore, dy shampoo ishe
sustainable option in this set.

5. Showerfoam: Travel sizei Reqgulari Bar soap| Dry shampoo: Spray Powder.

The last set out of which the participant has to choose determines the packagispaifrtpeo.

A point of difficulty was that the packaging is highly different for regular shampoo ithia

for dry shampooTherefore, tk last questiorthe participant had to answer in the experiment
pait of the questionnairayas determined by thanswer forquestion fourDry shampoo is
either offered as a spray in an aerosol can or as a poaitleough new technologies are
focused in compressing the substance to redackaging size and therefore make the cans
relatively more sustainableaerosol cans are still polluting (Unilever, 2018). Therefore

avoiding the cans altogether would baich more sugainable, which is possible by using
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powder formsFor the ease of thesxperiment the packaging of the powder form is stated to be
ecofriendly. As there does not exist a third form of dry shampoo this set also has only two
options.Thenonsustainabl@ackaging options fahower foam argravel sized plastic bottles
andregular plastic bottle§ hesustainable optiofor regular shampowas bar shampoo, which
does not need a plastic container as it is not a liquid. Bar shampoyued to be one ofhe

most sustainable forsrof shampopasit can have zero vede whenit also has @0 per cent

biodegradable ingredients

3.3.20utline of the experimental process

The precise online experiment including the informational texts, the correct formulation
and answer possibilities of the questions and the manipulatomgresented in Appendix 1.
This sectionprovides the description and argumentation for the chosen outline

Firstly, the experimenstared with an introduction to thank thearticipantfor his/her
time, to inform him/herwhat is expected in this experimamdto ensure the participant that
the research will be handled in an ethical maftben the first questiowasif the participant
is right or left-handed. This questiomgas very important aisis a necessary question to answer
hypothesis 2Iin the unfortinate scenario that participamisuld not haveomplete the survey,
it is convenient that the most important questions are asked first.

Secondlythe actual experimeribllowed the participanhad to chooséhe preferred
ingrediens, fragrance, form and peagingout ofa set of optionsThe options wee presented
with an image and a short description by stating a couple of catch words that detheibe
benefitsof each ingedient. In the versions that htek sustainable optidry default this option
was pe-selected in each row. In the versions that tmedsustainableption on the dominant
side it waseach timegpresented othe right as the majority of the peoeighthandedin the
other manipulations the sustainable optiaspresented either itné middle or on the left.

Thirdly, the questionson general interestor sustainability followed.To measure
general interest in sustainabilitwo scales are used, one focused on the attitodards
sustainabilityand one focused oactud sustainablebehavior To measure the participants
attitude towards sustainability tfige point Likertscalei Strongly disagree to Strongly agree
of Bohlen, Schlegelmilcland Diamantopoulos (1993) is used. They selected 20 items to
measure attitude tawds sustainability, which are divided in four factorsvds not considered
necessary to use this entire set to have a relevant control vaambtie, broad set of items also
focusses onfor example political preferences related to sustainability whigmot directly

relevant in the current studyh&refore only the items that beng to factor fouwere used in
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the questionnaiteThis factor wa considered the most relevant for the current study as it
accompanies the attitude towards the eftbett e, as an individual, magave on the
environmentTo measure sustainable purchasbaviorthesevernpoint Likertscalei Strongly
disagree to Strongly agrieef Matthes andWonneberger (2014is used This scale was
composed from items introduced in twéher studiegRoberts,1996; Shrum, McCarty &
Lowrey, 1995) and is proven to be valid.

Furthermoreafter the two sets of scales to measure sustainability, two set of scale
customization folloed The firsti s t he 0del t seven @aoine lfikert stalées c al e,
Strongly disagree to Strongly agidey Frank, KeinzandSteger (2009)This scale measude
the perceived superiority of a customized product over a standard version and thereby the
perceived relevance ofn this casé customized shampoo.Was considexd to benteresting
to combine the perceptions of customization and sustainability, to see if participants feel that
customizing a product yourself provides more insight in the sustainability of the components.
Howevae, as far as concerned there dat yet exista scalé¢o exactly measure this phenomenon.
Therefore, three itemwvere asked to measure the perceived impact of customization on
sustainable choice making. Thismsasked on a seven point Likert scale, as this is consistent
with the previous quéien and therefore increases the ease by which participaetsifilthe
questionnaire.

Finally, the last partonsised of some demographic questions, in whdrticipans
were asked about their: age, gendéevel of educationstudy direction and theinative
languageAs the participants are students gathered at the Radboud Universijmegiin the
level of education waasked in terms of the prograstudents are currently followin@ his
guestion thusnly accompanigthe different levels of education oféel at Radboud University
and the 0ot lkategoryto stith medkd sure é&véryone is able to fill in the survey
Furthermore, study direction wadivided according tdhe various facultieof Radboud
University. As ChaeandHoegg (2013) found a rdlan between reading from lefb-right or
right-to-left and mental representatiorative languagevas included

The experimengndedwith a pagendicating that all questions hbhéen answered and
to thank theparticipantfor his/her time and effort tbielp in this study.The orderof the
questions washosen because it starts with the most important part, the manipulation. In the
unfortunate scenario thaparticipantwould not havédinishedthe questionnaire it is conventen

that the most important ttawas asked first.
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3.4 Pretest

Before collecting the participants a gest was done. A group of people gathered
throughthe reemar cher 6 s pri vate network was asked tc
feedback on the way they interpreted the qaest The test involved three master students in
managemenfpur bachelor students frothe faculties ofManagementHBO), Biology, Arts
and $cial scienceHBO) and a middle aged HBO graduatée participants were chosen for
their various backgroundss this enables the researcher tud fout if the questions are
understandable for students from all facultiésrthermoreall participantsvere Dutch and
only the master students folledan English progranthus it haslsobeendiscussed if the fact
that the gestionnaire is in English causeshy misunderstandingg.he discussions with
participations led to minor changes in formulation and the inclusicm short introduction
before aset of questions. Two participants stated on beforehand thaditheyt consider
themselves vergkilled in the English languageowever, none athe participants experienced

problens with interpreting the questions and statements.

3.5 Data analysis procedure

The analysistartswith a basic analysis of the dafEhereis looked at the sample sizes
of each group, the number of missings and whether they are missing at random, the distribution
and a generanalysis of tk answers given ompach question. Furthermore, it is hecessary to
have homogeneous groupsros the four manipulationt® be able to compare the results and
draw conclusions. Therefore, Lie usexio ehéck fort e st
homogeneousness (Field, 2013). These first steps are necessary to getvidimiler data set
and test if itis allowed to use the desired statistical method.

To testthe hypothess, the outcome of thi®ur manipulationgroups neeed to be
comparedThe statiical method designed for comparing group meansnialtiple groups is
the ANOVA analysisFor the ANOVA analysis there has to be onpateleét metrical variable
and oneor more independent categorical variablgh two or more levelgField, 2013) The
dependentariable is¢he sustainable choice scgrthe number of times a participant choose
the sustainable optioithis was not a variable #t is asked directly in #research and therefore
it neeacddto be composed out of tlesultsfrom the experimenMoreover thefive questions
of the experimentesult in afigure from 0 to Sndicating the nmber of times the sustainable

option was chosen, this composed variablefisnetric measurement level’he independent
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variables are thelifferent manipulative versionshat will be compared, this variable a$
categoricalevel. The same analysis can be used to cliecthe control variables.

Furthermore, if results of the ANOVA are sifjoant a poshoc analysis shoulde used
to further analyze the differences among groups. For the situations where ANOVA-is non
significant alinearregression analysisas been used further analyze the differences among
groups. To perform a linear regression analysis variables of metric measurement level are
required(Field, 2013) Therefore, the categorical variables were dufmch before inclusion in
the regression modeA split file has been used to control for righndedness anfurther
examine the differences betwegearticipans with differentdominant sids

Finally, someof the results required an individual anasysf relations between specific

variables. Therefordlearson correlations were used to examingetki@ect relationships.

3.6 Limitations & ethics

In thissectionthe limitations of the described research methi@dliscussed as weks
the way in whib ethics have bedaken into accounthe choice foan online experiment does
not allow for full control over all elements that can be of influemdgch doesis desirable in
an experimentHowever, the situation that is replicated isitalin reality andhe layout has
beenrecreated as best as possifilee online setting ithuscloser to reality as an laboratorial
setting would beTo achieve homogenous groupsvas necessary to focus on a very specific
target group students of Radboud University injidegeni this can have an impact on the
generalizability of the studyHowever, previous studies on nudging have not reported
differences among types of people, the impact on the generalizabiligrésorenot expected
to be high for the topiof this gudy.

The participans were asked if they want to participate in the reseafatthermore it
was notified that it was possible for tparticipantto close the online experiment and therefore
step out of the study at any preferred timeea€fore, volutary participation was assured. As
the experiment waonline the participantvas not exposed to a physical experiméséiting,
the questions asked waret psychological challengingr possibly offensivand the answers
the participant gave remainadaymous Thereforejt was assured that fearm wouldcome
to the participanand confidentiality has been taken into account

Participantswere informed about whawas expected of them by participating in the
study and that their answers will only bedsin an anonymous wéyto write a master thesis.

It has to be admitted that consumeese noffully informed about the goal of the master thesis
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itself. As the participareansweedquestions about their preferrgdjredients for shampobut
the actualgoal was to test whether various designs can nudge consumersaiing more
sustainablechoices.However, his was necessary as this research could not feswvded in

valid conclusions if the participants wecompletely informed about this aspect.

Raitboud Untosssifelt Master ThesidMarketing | Petra Tilleman S4843827 ’T|_




4. Results

In this chaptethe results of this study will be presentEdsty, the general resulire
discussed, providing an overview of the answers given by the pant€iper question.
Secordly, hypothegs are tested usingtatistical analysis Findly, tests that are not directly

related to one of the hypothessbut still provided results worth mentioniage presented

4.1 Descriptives

In this sectionthe general resultare discusse@er questionIn most tables there is a
differentiation betwee the different versions of the questionnagenable comparison of the
different manipulative setting&ach version represents the following manipulation:

1. The situation with the sustainable option selected by default.

2. The situation with the placemeuoit the sustainable option on the right.
3. The situation that combines both manipulations.
4

. The situation that has no manipulation.

As described, participants were gathered at the Radboud University to ensure homogeneous
groups, this has a large impact on deenographics of participants Tablel it is visible that
each manipulation has over 50 participantdhai total of 216 participantBachelor students
are a vast majority in this study (p&r cen), which is logical as 6per cenbof all students at
Radboud University are bachelor stude(®sadboud University, 2018)he slightly higher
percentage found in this study is probailniffuenced by the fact tlhdachelor prograsion
averagehave more contact hours than master amd prograns. Therefore bachelor students
are also the group most likely to be present in general areaanopus. Théhigh number of
bachelor students probaliyffluences theather lowmean age (21)5Half of the participants
are following gprogramat the faculty of management, although managgens a large faculty,
the number is influenced by the personal network of the researcher within this faculty.
Furthermore, the faculty has a large number of open workplaces in which talking is allowed,
the students found in these workplaces were mobhgyib fill in the questionnaire. When this
variable is used as control variable in furthealyze it will be recoded in management and
nonmanagement studeni®he majority of thearticipans has Dutch as native language (81,4
per cen}, which matcheshe fact that 20,per cenof the students at Radboud Universgyn
international student (Radboud University, 2ZPD1As expected a vast majority of the

participans is righthanded (86, per cenft.
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Table 1: Demographics

Verdon1l Version2 Version3 Version4 Total %

Total participants 56 55 53 52 216 100
Dominant side

Righthanded 47 48 44 47 186 86.1

Lefthanded 9 7 9 5 30 139
Gender

Male 25 23 25 20 93 433

Female 30 32 28 32 122 56.7
Native bnguage

Dutch 46 47 40 42 175 814

Other* 9 8 13 10 40 186
Level of education

Bachelor 40 40 38 34 152 710

Master 13 14 9 14 50 234

PHD - - 1 1 2 09

Other* 2 1 4 3 10 47
Faculty

Arts 9 7 8 9 33 155

Philosophy € | - - 1 - 1 0.5

Science 6 6 2 6 20 9.9

Medial sciences| 2 2 0 1 5 23

Social sciences | 4 7 8 11 30 14.1

Management 33 31 30 24 118 55.4

Law 0 2 2 1 5 23
Age

Range 18-26 17-27 17-29 16-27 16-29

Mean 21.45 2113 2162 2171 2147

* See appendix 2 for the answies s giver

In Table 2 the answers of the experiment are presented. In each set of answer
possibilities the first option is the sustainable option. For each participéigura (the
sustainable choice score) was calculatedtf@ number of times the sustainable option was
chosenin all five questionsThe mearof this sustainable choice score witl@ach version is
presented at the bottom of the table. As a very large majority chboseisfoam and regular
shampoo bottles, it wasispected that these high influegcestions mighibias the sustainable
choice scoreTherefore a secondsustainable choice scomas been calculated which only
the first three questions were used. Tlianges the range from3to 03, the means of both
sustainable choicscores are presented in the last two roi$able2. The first sustainable
choice score includes all questions asked in the experiment and has a mean of 1.37 [0= no
sustainable choice$= only sustainable choices]. The mean of the second sustainable choice
score is 1.21 [0=no sustainable choices, 3= only sustainable chdibesghange in range
therefore causes a difference in interpretation.
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Table 2: Experiment

Version1l Version2 Version3 Version4 Total %

Total N. participants 56 55 53 52 216
Q1 Ingredient 1
Argan oil 34 29 29 32 124 574
Parabens 12 6 5 7 30 13.9
Mineral oil 9 20 19 14 62 28.7
Q2 Ingredient 2
Aloe vera 21 16 15 24 76 35.2
Collagen 15 19 25 18 77 35.6
Keratin 19 20 13 11 63 292
Q3 Fragrance
Lavender 21 13 17 14 65 30.1
Summer 22 25 23 22 92 42.1
Intense 12 17 13 16 58 268
Q4 Form
Dry shampoo 2 1 2 - 5 2.3
Foam 53 54 51 53 211 977
Q5.1 Packaging
Bar shampoo 3 8 6 12 29 13.7
Regular bottle 49 45 42 38 174 825
Travel set 1 1 3 3 8 3.8
Q5.2 Packaging
Powder jar 2 - - - 2 40
Spray can - 1 2 - 3 60
Mean sustainable choic 1.48 1.22 1.26 1.52 1.37
score (range=66)
Mean sustainable choic 1.30 1.09 115 131 121

score 2 (range=€B)

Finally, four sets of scale items were asked in the questionnaire. All items were included
in one factor analysis to see if the proposed factor structure was actually found iratfidnda
KaiserMeyerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO€ 2 9 ) and Bartlett
sphericity f=.000)indicate that the data is adequate for factor analysis. The communalities of
the variables are sufficient and rather hig@me double loader wasund for item 1 of the
OAttitude towards sustainable behaecale(3.20 & 5.10), given the minimalverlap it has
been decided to leave the variable in thetda structure As expected, far factors were
extractedIn tables 3 to 6 the four factors are presentild thieir items, the mean of each item
and the factor loading of each iteRurthermore, a reliabilityte6tCr o n b a c Wadonea | p h a)
for each scaleFor a scale to be reliable the Cronba
higher,asthis indicateshat the variables indeed measure the same confielct, 2013) The
Cr onb ac h gwen althp tirst liné of each tabbetween bracketsn the last row the

mean score of the composed variabkd tiepresents the factor is presented as well
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Table 3: Factor analysisi attitude towards sustainable behavior

Scale itemga=.575) Mean Factor loading
1. Everyone is personally responsible for protecting the 401 .510
environment in their everyday life

2. Each of us, as indivighls, can make a contribution to 426  .696
environmental protection

3. If all of us, individually, made a contribution to 434  .819
environmental protection, it would have a significant effect

Composed 4.20

1 = Strongly disagree | 2 = Disagree | 3Neither agree nor disagree |
4 = Agree| 5 = Strongly agree

Table 4: Factor analysisi sustainablepurchasebehavior

Scale itemga=.811) Mean Factor
loading

1. I make a special effort to buy products in biodegradable pagkag 3.58 .832

2. 1 would switch from my usual brand and buy environmentally sa 3.93 .687

cleaning products, even if | had to give up some cleaning effective

3. | have switched products for ecological reasons 3.60 .819

Composed 3.69
1 = Strongly disagree | 2 = Disagree | 3 = Somewhat disagree |
4 = Neither agree nor disagrdeb = Somewhat agree | 6 = Agree | 7 = Strongly agree

Tabl e 3 presents the scale about participe
measured with a five point Likert scale. The
dropped further when the small double loader (item 1) would be droppedCThe nbac h o s
Alpha for this set is low, indicating that the items might not be measuring the same concept.
Therefore, this scale caat be used in further analysis

Table 4 presents the scale about the sustaipabthasdehaviorof participants, which
iIs measured with a seven point LarK8Yycouldbec al e .
improved by deleting item four. As this item also had the lowest factor loading and a deviant
mean scorgit has been deleted and itgeesented in grey imable4. As this set does have a
sufficientyhi gh Cr onbachdés al pha t hi edvariabieinéurthers appl

analysis
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Table 5: Factor analysisi Likability of customization

Scale itemga=.924) Mean  Factor loading
Compared to standard shamp

1. Better satisfy my requirements 5.07 .848

2. Better meet my personal preferences 5.33 .857

3. More likely be the best solution for me 4.89 .881

4. More likely be what | really want 5.10 .905

5. More likely fit my image of a perfect shampoo 5.12 .830
Composed 5.10

1 = Strongly disagree | 2 = Disagree | 3 = Somewhat disagree |
4 = Neither agree nor disagrees|= Somewhat agre6 = Agree | 7 = Strongly agree

Table 6: Factor analysisi Sustainable behavior in customization

Scale itemga=.753) Mean Factor
loading

1. Customization provides more insights in the sustainability of the 4.98 .786

different components of a product

2. Customized products calincrease sustainable purchase behavi 4.97 .788

3. I am more likely to choose sustainable components and therefo 5.09 770

create a more sustainable product when | customize the product n

Composed 5.01

1 = Strongly disagree | 2 = Disagree F3Somewhat disagree |
4 = Neither agree nor disagrees|= Somewhat agre6 = Agree | 7 = Strongly agree

Table 5 presents t likabilitysad eust@nmeroustomadiontin c i p an
general, which is measured with a seven point Likertscald@ he Cr onbachds Al pl
could not be further improved. This scale could therefore be used in farthlgsis

Tabl e 6 presents the scale on participa
customization and insight in the sustainablecompanes of a product. The C
this scale is sufficient and couldtrbe improved. This scale coulterefore be used in further

analysis

4.2 The test of the hypotheses

In this sectionthe hypothess will be tested. As #hresults of the st hypothess
influence the later hypo#ises, they will be discussed in chronological order with both the
results and acceptance or rejection of the hypothBsesfour hypothess of this study are:

H1. More people choose the sustdilgoption when it is gsented as thdefault.
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H2. Righthanded people choose the sustainable option more often when it is placed on the
right side.

H3. The combination of selecting the sustainable option by default and placing the
sustainable option on the right has a synergizifecebn the choice for the sustainable
option.

H4. General interest in sustainability positively moderates the effect of both the use of the

sustainable option as the default and placing the sustainable option on the right.

To answer thénypothegssthe version is compared with tisestainable choice score
For this analysis equal groups are a requiremeniiabie 1 the demographics are visible per
group and appear to be equally distributed.
variances wasan-significant £=.35, p=.790) which means that the groups are indeed equal
and the ANOVA analysis is allowed’he ANOVA (F(3,212) =1.19 p=.314) was non
significant, indicatiig that themanipulation a participant had di@tnhave an impact on the
sustainale choice score.

A linear regression was conductdd examine the possibility thainly one of the
manipulationds significantly differett from the neutral setting (version 4Jhe VIF values
were between 1 and 2 which is below critical valuetif indicates thathere is no multi
collinearity and linear regression is allow@étie explained variance of this model wasy low
(R?=.003). Firstly, the use of the sustainable option as a default (version 1) was not significantly
different from the neutral versidtr -.19, p=.850). &condly, he placement of the sustainable
option on consumers dominant sieersion 2) waslsonot significantly different from the
neutral versiont€ -1.53 p=.129). Finally, the combination of the default and right placement
(version 3) was also not significantlyffdirent from the neutral versiot=-1.18,p=.202).

The same series of tesvere conducted using the second sustainable choice score,
which only includes the first three question
of variances was nesignificant (F=.41,p=.746), indicating that groups are eqaatl the use
of the ANOVA analysis is allowedThe ANOVA was again nesignificant £(3,212)=.91
p=.440). Therefore, the secorslistainable choice score did not improve the results.
Furthermorethe inear regressiowith the seondsustainablehoice scor¢R?= -.001) did not
improve the resultsither.

After conducting these tests it has to be concluded that no significant results have been
found in support of hypothesis 1. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is rejsefedting the sustainable

opionbydef ault does not increase consumer s cho
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For hypothesi2 more test areconducted to control for rightandednesslhe direct
influence of the variable rightersus lefthandedness on the sustainable choicesseas tested
by conducting an ANOVA. The Levenebds test (
(F=9.28 p=.003), indicating groups are not equal. This can be expected as grouyf siglets
and lefthanded participantare very different. The ANOVA wsaconducted using the Welch
statistic to control for the fact that the data used for this test is not homoscetaistitest
indicates a significant elation between rightand lefthandednesand the sustainable choice
score(We | ¢ 1p52.3QF 4.30, p=.043).

A split file was created to compaitee relation between the version and the sustainable
choice scorseparatelyor right- and lefthandedparticipans. Le vene 6s test of ho
variances wasnonsignificant for both righthanded F=1.31, p=.255) and lefhanded
participants F=2.00, p=.169), which means that the groups are equal and the ANOVA analysis
is allowed.The results of this ANOVA are presentedliable?.

The results presented in Table 7 indicate that no significant relatiovedre the
manipulation and the sustainable choice score has been found in either of the two groups. This
test was reconducted with the second composed sustainable choice score, which did not
improve the reults either (Right: F(3,128)=14, p=.334, Left:F(2,36)=.48p=.699).

Table 7: ANOVA - split file
The influence of the manipulation on the sustainable choice score

Df SS MS F p
Righthanded Between groups 3 4.38 149 1.31 273
Within groups | 182 202.75 111
Total 185 207.12
Lefthanded Between groups 3 1.06 .35 .67 578
Within groups | 26 13.64 53
Total 29 14.70
Dependent variable: Sustainable choice s¢éi@ctor: version

p<.05

Furthermore, the data was examined per version by conducting a linearioeguesyy
the split file, presented in Table 8he VIF values are between 1 and 2 which is below the
critical value of 10 which indicates that there is no redllinearity and linear regression is
allowed. The residual plots cannot be interpreted duagalummies and the fact that each
respondent only had one of the four versidiee results indicate that even when controlled for
participantodés domi nant side, none of the ve

choice score then the neutvarsion.
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Table 8: Linear regression- split file
The influence of theversion on the sustainable choice score

B SEB b t p
Total Version 1 -.04 .20 -.02 -.19 .850
Version 2 -.30 .20 -.13 -1.53 129
Version 3 -.26 .20 -11 -1.28 .202
Righthanded Version 1 .06 22 .03 .29 770
Version 2 -.28 .22 -12 -1.30 .195
Version 3 -.26 22 -.10 -1.17 243
Lefthanded Version 1 -51 40 -.34 -1.27 217
Version 2 -.40 42 -.24 -.94 .354
Version 3 -.18 .40 -12 -.44 .664

Dependent variable: Sustainable choice s¢c&eference category: version 4
Note: R=.005 for right-handed, R=-.035for left-handed and #.003 fortotal data file
Note: p <.05

After conducting these tests it has to be concluded that no significant results have been
found in support of hypothesis 2. Therefore, hypothesis 2 is rejected, placing the sustainable
option on cons @doesnétscrehse the chaice for the sudtainable option.

Hypothesis 3 purposes a synemyg effect when combining the two proposed
manipulations, which has been done in version 3. In the results presented above it is clear that
there are no signifant differences between any of the manipulative versions on the sustainable
choice score. Therefore, it has to be concluded that hypothesis 3 is regat¢eting the
sustainable optiohy default andplacing it on the dominantde of consumerdoes not have a

synergizingeffect on the choice for the sustainable option.

Hypothesis 4 suggests a moderator effegfarferalsustainable interest on the relation
of both nudges on the sustainable choice score. As the resultsiaBhioca¢ethat theres no
significantrelation betweeithe different manipulationsind the sustainable choice score, it is
also impossible to find the moderator effsagjgested in hypothesis However, it igpossible
to test thadirecteffecbo f par ti ci pant 6 s onthetsustairealsld clve soores u st ai
As presentedn section4.1, one of the twacalesthat wereused to measurgeneral
interest insustainabilitydoes not have a sufficient reliability. Therefoomly the scale on
sustainable@urchasdehavioris used in the following tests. lkear regession was conducted
to test the effeadf sustainabl@urchasdehavioron the sustagble choice score. The test was
conducted twice, once with the entire dalia and once with the split filéright- versus left

handedness}he resultof both tests i@ presenteih Table9. The total effect of sustainable

ﬂmﬁ 2
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purchasdehavioron the sustainable choice score is signifiganticipants t= 6.29,p=.000).

The split file indicates thahe effectof sustainablg@urchase behavioemains significant for
right-handed participant$< 5.75,p=.000), buis only significant at a 1per censignificance
level for lefthanded participani$= 1.85,p=.075).

Table 9: Linear regressioni total + split file
The influence of sistainablepurchase behavior on the sustainable choice score

B SE B b t p
Total Sustainabl@urchasdehavior .29 .05 40 6.29 .000
Righthanded Sustainablg@urchasdehavior .30 .05 .39 5.75 .000
Lefthanded Sustainabl@urchasdehavior .19 .10 .33 1.85 .075
Dependent variable: Sustainable choice score
Note: R=.128for right-handed, R=.028 for lefthanded and &.129 for thetotal data file
Note: p <.05

To further examine the relation between righersus lefhandedness, sustainable
purchase behavior artde sustainable choice score the correlations among these variables are
analyzed. There is a significamorrelation between right versus lefthandedness and
sustainable purchase behavior-(23,p=.001). There is also a significactirelation between
sustainable purchase behavior and the sustainable choicerse8i&g=.000). But there is no
direct relation between rightersus lefthandedness and the sustainable choice scerd 1,
p=.118).

The results lead to the conclusion that hizpsts 4 ca be partidly acceptedThere was
no relation between the manipulative versions (the nudges) and the sustainable choice score,
thusthe suggested moderator effect of sustainable interest cannot be found. However, there
does exista direct effect ofthe vaiable used to measugeneral interest in sustainability

(sustainable purchase behayion the sustainable choice score.

4.3 Posthoc

In this sectionthe tests that have been done whak not directly related to one of the
hypothesis are presenteflhese are idaoded asthey might be helgful in explairing the
previouslyfound results or might reveal other interesting relations.

In Table 10 the demographics of participants have been used in the regression analysis,
again both with the totalata file and the split fileThe VIF values are between 1 and 2 which
is below the critical value of 10 which indicates that there is no foailinearity. The residual
plots do not show a clear pattern, indicating that linearity may be assumed. fidaénefaost
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important assumptions have been met and linear regression is alldveecesults of the total

data file indicate a si gnnative language (DuteH varsus on b
othe) and the sustainable choice score2(46 p=.015). However, when examining this

relation in the split file, the relation only remains significant for Hganded participants (right:

t=2.18, p=.015, left:t=1.56 p=.133). The results of the total data file also indicate a significant
relation betweeh he f aculty the participants are stuo
sustainable choice scoite{2.07, p=.040). However, this relation is only significant at go&0
centsignificance level for rignhanded participants<-1.85, p=.065) and nossignificant for

left-handed participantst<1.14, p=.889). The gender of participants is not a significant
predictor of the sustainable choice score in either of the data sets.

Table 10: Linear regressioni total + split file

The influence of demographicon the sustainable choice score

B SEB b t p
Total Dutch vs@®theb A4 .18 A7 2.46 .015
Male vs female 22 14 A1 1.57 118
Management -29 14 -.14 -2.07 .040
Righthanded Dutch vs@theb 43 .20 .16 2.18 .031
Male vs female .20 .16 .09 1.26 .208
Managemenh v s (-.29 .16 -.14 -1.85 .065
Lefthanded Dutch vs@theH 57 37 31 1.55 133
Male vs female .23 27 .16 .85 402
Management -05 .33 -.03 -.14 .889

Dependent variable: Sustainable choice score
Note: R=.052for right-handed, R=.048 for left-handedand R=.064 for the total data file
Note:p < .05

To see if thetwo other scalesdikability of customizatio® and Gustainability in
customizatioBhavean impact on theustainable choice scqre linear regression is conducted
and presented in Table 1The VIF values are between 1 andaich is below the critical
value of 1Qwhich indicates that there is no mudbllinearity. The residual plots do not show
a clear patten, indicating that linearity may be assumed. Thereftie most important
assumptions have been met and linear regression is allolerlikability of customization
doesnot have a significant impact on the sustainable choice dsorgq p=.850). The extent
to which participants beliegeustomization could lead to more sustainable choices does have
a significant impact on the sustainable choice sdef2d6 p=.003). Howeverthis significant
effect only holds for righhanded participants in thelggile regressionright: t=1.97, p=.003,
left: t=.57, p=.575).
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Table 11: Linear r egressioni total + split file
The influence of likability of customization & Sustainable behavior in customization on
the sustainable choice score

B SEB b t p

Total Likability customization  -.01 .06 -.01 -.19 .850
Sustainable behaviam 21 .07 .28 3.06 .003
customization

Righthanded Likability customization = .00 .07 .00 .05 .958
Sustainable behavior in | .23 .08 23 1.97 .003
customization

Lefthanded Likability customization -.08 A2 -.15 -.66 514
Sustainable behavior in .07 13 13 57 575

customization
Dependent variable: Sustainable choice score
Note: R=.041for right-handed, R= -.054for lefthanded and &.036 fortotal datafile
Note: p <.05

To analyze the explained variance of the model, herotegression analysis was
conductedncluding all variables that had a significant effect on the sustainable choicérscore
previous analyse which is presented in Table IPhe VIF values ardoetween 1 and 2 which
is belowthecritical valueof 10 which indicates that there m® multi-collinearity. The residual
plots do not show a clear pattern, indicating that linearity may be assumed. Thénefarest
important assumptionsave been met and linear regression is alloweadight- versusleft-
handedneskad areffect on the sustainable choice score, this variable is not only used to split
the file but also included as an independent variable in the totallfils. combinatbn of
variables resulted in the highest explained variance fomntthis studyso far (R?=.163)
Consistent with previous results, the relations found in the total data set remain significant for
right-handed participants but not for kfanded participdn.

Although each variable was significant in a previous analysis, oriyenengiage
(Dutch versus othg¢rand sustainable purchase behavior remain significant predictors of the
sustainable choice score. The correlations of these three vahabtebeen analyzed to control
if native languagemight appear significant due to an existing correlation with sustainable
purchase behavioNative languagenly correlates with the sustainable choice score itself
(r=.20, p=.003). Therefore, this effect it caused by a relation with sustainable purchase
behavior.In section 4.2 the correlation between righersus lefthandedness, sustainable
purchase behavior and the sustainable choice score was already examined. This indicated that
right- versus lefthandedness only correlated with sustainable purchase behavior, but not with

the sustainable choice score itself, which explains the direct relation found in the ANOVA. The
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same analysis was done to examine why the remaining variables in Table 12 significant

while they were significant in prior analysustainable purchase behavior and the sustainable
choice score are significantly correlatge.37, p=.000). The faculty the participants studwp i
(management vs other) is significantly correlatedbath sustainable purchase behaier-

.28, p=.000) and the sustainable choice scdre.20, p=.003) Sustainable behavior in
customization is also significantly correlated to both sustainable purchase bdha:88y

p=.000) and the sustainable choiceose (r=.21, p=.002. Therefore, the variables that are
correlated with sustainable purchase behavior lose their significant effect on the sustainable

choice score when they are combined in one regression with sustainable purchase behavior.

Table 12: Linear regressioni total + split file
Combined influence of variables that were significantin previous testson the
sustainable choice score

B SEB b t p

Total Dutch vs@theb 37 A7 14 2.19 .029
Management vs -13 14 -.06 -.92 357
Sustainable purchase behavic .26 .06 31 4.41 .000
Sustainable behavior in .07 .06 .08 1.13 .260
customization
Right- vs lefthandedness -.09 .19 -.03 -.44 .659

Righthanded Dutch vs@theb .38 18 14 2.03 .044
Management Vvs -11 15 -.05 -72 470
Sustainable purchase behavic .27 .06 22 4.24 .000
Sustainable behavior in .10 .07 .10 141 .160
customization

Lefthanded Dutch vs@the 40 40 22 1.00 .326
Management vs -10 .32 -.06 -.31 .763
Sustainable purchase behavic .17 14 .29 1.20 242
Sustainable behavior in -.06 A3 -.10 -.43 672

customization
Dependent variable: Sustainable choice score
Note: R=.162 for righthanded, R=.040 for lefthanded and &.163 for the totaldata file
Note: p <.05

To further examine the relations found the descriptives of the demographic variables
were examined. Dutch participants made less sustainable chdt{@35§=127) then
participants with another native languad#(40)=180). Paticipants from the management
faculty had a lower score on sustainable purchase behaw{adl8)=372) and made less
sustainable choicedVi(118)=118) then participants from other faculties did (sustainable
purchase behaviol(95)=443, sustainable choiczoreM(95)=159).

ﬂmﬁ 2
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5. Conclusion,discussion& recommendations

In this chapterthe resultspresentedin chapter 4will be discussedFirstly, the
conclusions will be presented, including an overview of the hypotheses, the most important
results and thanswer on the research questiSecondlythe discussiom which the results
are related to theory in an attemptfited an explanation for theesultsthat occurred This
chapterwill conclude wth the recommendations, which areided in drections for further

research and managerial implications.

5.1 Conclusions

The research question of this studydHow should the choice architecture of a customer
customization tool be designed to nudge consumers into choosing the sustainable ogtion mor
frequdmt Isyp2&i fy oéchoice architectured, the
this study are presented in the following two-suiestions.
A. Do more people choose the more sustainable option when it is presented as the default?
B. Do mae people choose the more sustainable option when it is placed on their dominant
side?

To answer the sufuestions and the research questfour hypotheses were tested

These are presentedTiable 13including whether they are confirmed or rejected.

Table 13 Overview of the hypotheses tested

H1. More people choose the sustainable option when it is presented Rejected
default.

H2. Righthanded people choose the sustainable option more often whe Rejected
placed on the rigt side.

H3. The combination of selecting the sustainable option by default and p Rejected
the sustainable option on the right has a synergizing effect on the cho

the sustainable option.

H4. General interest in sustainability possty moderates the effect of bo Partly
the use of the sustainable option as the default and placing the sust: SIS

option on the right.

ﬂmﬁ 2

Radboud Universiteit Master Thesidlarketing | Petra Tilleman S4843827 ’T|_




The results provided no support for the first three hypothesiese none of the
manipulative versionwere significantly different from the otheersions The numeric results,
presented in Table 2, even indicated that the control group (version 4) had the highest mean
sustainable choice scor€&herefore the conclusion has to be made that both-cudstons
could not be confirmed?eople do not choose the more sustainable option more often when it
is the default, nor when it is placed on their dominant side, nor when it is both the default and
placed on the dominant sid€he last hypothesis could not kbenfirmed as it suggests a
moderator effect ofinterest in sustainabilifon the relation between both nudges dhe
sustainable choice scdreHowever, the direct effect ainterest in sustainabilifyon ¢he
sustainable choice sc@was significant. Tarefore, it can be concluded that people who are
generdl interested in sustainability choose the more sustainable options moré& béesfore,
hypothesis 4 is partly confirmed.

Two scales were used to measure sustainable intdrestet of variabkbelonging
the facttoowaradgd i & wdtea,iScheedeimilch &DiadantbpBudob]1BAB)n
and the set of variaablks pet ohagsbylgdittetradt her @ s
Wonneberger (2014), which was composed from items introduced inotiagr studies
(Roberts, 1996; Shrum, McCarty & Lowrey, 1995) Al t hough t he Oatt |
sustainabilityd scale proved t o(a=tbés)indieated d i n
that the scalevas not reliable and thuuld not be used irhis particular studyTherefore
only the Osustai nabl(a.81lp cauld beaused to bnedswmevgerenaldé s c
interest in sustainabilitt he 1t ems had a mean score between
di sagree nor a g rhe eaiticipant ond averame a@onay putchaset veryt
sustainable. The deleted iténdVhen | have a choice betem two equal products, | purchase
the one less harmful to the environn@émadameas cor e of &édsomewhat agr e
that participargat the moment do not put in a lot of effort to purchase sustaifltldo intent
to choose sustainablghen thg are confronted with twoptionsthatare equal orall other
aspects.

Thedikability o f c ust o mi z RErdank, KemZandStegerl(2009)roved to be
very reliable(a=.924) Furthermore, the scale which was composed by the researcher herself
on the extent to which customization providesight inthe sustainability of componentalso
proved to be reliablee=.753.0n b ot h scales the mean score wa
that participants feel that customized products are somewhat superior over regular products and
that they somewhatgree that customization provides insight in the sustainability of

components and coutusincrease sustainable behavior.
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Besides the manipulative versions and $lustainable purchase behavior scéte
demographic variables and the other scalegwaispused in regression analysis or ANOVA
to test their effect on the sustainable choice scohe following itemsprovidedsignificant
results:

- Sustainable purchase behavior

- Native languagéused as: Dutch versidsthe

- Faculty (used as: Managemertsusdo ot her 6)
- Sustainable behavior in customization

- Right versus lefthandedness

Thesesignificantvariables were combined in one lineegression analysis in Table 12,
in which only hative languagigand Gustainable purchase behad@oemained significan
When examinng the correlations,it appearedthat the variablesvere all correlated with
Gustainable purchase beha@@&xcept fonative languagi Furthermore, theorrelationeach
variable has withésustainable purchase behadids stronger thaneachone has with the
sustainable choice scor&urthermore, lte variable&ight- versus lefthandednegsis not
correlated with the sustainable choice score avadle in depththe results indicate that right
handed participants score significantly higheidtwe sustainable choice scare

This indicates that variablesily appeared to be significant indicatorsibie sustainable
choice scorédue to the relation they had wifbustainable purchase beha@drhis could be
explained by théheory that participantsho already indicate to purchase sustainably are more
intendedo choose the sustainable optiaore oftenin this experimentThis could also explain
the consisterpattern that appeared for most variaptektions that prove to tsgnificant for
the total data file only remained signifidefor righthanded participants

The descriptives of the significant relations of demgraphic variables indicate the
following. Management students scdtewer on their sustainable purchase behavior and made
less sustainable choices when compared wattigogpants from other faculties. Furthermore,
Dutch participats choose less sustait@lwomponentshen partidpants with another native
languagealthough there current sustainable purchase behavior did notidegendicates that
the specific content of this expment might have caused the participants with another native
languagdo choose more sustainabRessibly theymightjust prefer more natural corapents
in their beauty products, which could be explained by their diffendturalbackgrounds.
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Answer on the research question

The research gestion of this study veadow should the choice architecture of a
customer customization tool be designed to nudge consumers into choossugttieable
opti on mor eThdresdtsaithisistutlyyn@icate tisalecting the sustainable option
by default has no effect on thessainable choices of consumefsirthermore, lie results of
this study indicate that placing the sustainablgoopon the dominant side of consumers does
not have an effect on the sustainable choices of consittees.

The results of this study indicate that general interest in sustainability has a significant
impact on the choice for the sustainable optiothdugh it is not a form of nudging, it can be
concluded that the fact that an option is more sustainable should be mentioned when presenting

the options in a customization tool in order to increase sustainable consumption

5.2 Discussion

In this sectiontheresultsfound in this study will be discusseaks well as the limitations
and their influence otheresults Firstly, the sampleand the influence of the chosen product
will be discussedSecondly, aliscussion on why the nudges have proven to besigorificant

in this studyis given Finally, the posthoc results will be discussed.

5.2.1Research design

Firstly, this study wasconductedamong a specific group of consumeoes ensure
homogenous groupsiamely students at Radboud University Nijmegéithough literature
does not indicatdifferences among groups of people and the eftdatudgingthepossibility
that the same study would have different results when done among different qgaeople be
fully excluded

Secondlythe product chosen fonis experiment customized shampoaould have an
impact on the results. It might be suggested that customized shampoo in gepeaaimore
to womren thanmen.However, the results indate no significant differences betwemen of
woman. Therefordt is assumed that men might be less interested in customized shampoo in
generalbutresults indicate thdhis isnot of influenceor this study.

Furthermorethe alternativeproductfor this study was customizedsneakersin this
scenariathe mentalrepreentationwould havebeena logical orderof colorsinsteadof right-
versusleft-handednesandthe defaultwould havebeento leavethat part of the shoewhite.

Therefore the white optionwould havebeena fictional sustainable@ption,which would have
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madeit impossibleto find ananswetto theresearclguestionlf this scenariovould havebeen
used theresultsfor mentalrepresentatiowould havebeendifferentandnon-comparablevith

the currentstudy,sinceinsteadof the dominantsidethe orderof colorswould havebeenused.
The default would have been tested similarway. However, it is not expected that this would
have resulted in a different conclusiomce the way a default is interpreted in an online
guestionnaire in general appears avdthe biggest influence on the outcoinehe following

section the effects of the default are further discussed.

5.2.2The default

As described irsection2.3, the default has proven to be effective in a variety of
situations.(Johnson et al., 1993Bellman et al., 2001Thaler & Sunstein, 20Qohnson,
Bellman & Lohse2002;Madrian & Shea, 2001; $stein, 2002Johnsorand Goldstein2003)
Therefore it was expected that the power of the default would also hold in this experiment.
However, the radts did not indicate any support for the hypotheBiereforethe default did
not prove to be a successful method to nudge the participants of this study into choosing the
sustainable option more oftéfhis sectiontherefore focusses on theasorwhy the default did

not hold in this experiment.

JohnsorandGoldstein (2003) explain the power tbe defaultby definingthree ways
in which defaults influence choic€hese three influences might give insight in iy default
did notprove its poweimn the situation created for this experimand are discussed below.

Firstly, iThe decision maker might believe that defaults are suggestions and therefore
recanmendati ons of dhreson &r Gplalstein 2083 p.i8380 In the
questionnaire no real organization was mentioned and the default is thus probably not
interpreted as a recommendation ofaganizationFurthermore, two participants approached
the researcher to ask if something technical went wrong as a part of their questivauhaire
selected answer possibilities (the defauli$ereforeusing a defaulin a questionnaire might
have confused the participantén a real customization tooa preselected option is more
common and wouldprobably not be confusing and mighhdeed be irdrpreted as a
recommendatianThis indicates thanh orderto measure this way of influencing choice, a real
customization tool is needed

Secondly,iMaking a decision takes effoyh er e accepting the def
(Johnson & Goldsteir003 p.1338).Moreover peopleoftentend to choose the option which
costs the least effo(Gamuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988his source of influenceight not be
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applicable forcustomer customizatidn general For example, to register as a donor takes time
and effot and thereforemore people are a donor wheveryone wb does nothing ia donor
by default instead ofthe default ofnot being a donofJohnson & Goldstein2003. In
customizationthe consumemalreadychooses to take the time personally design a pdoct
instead of choosing from the regular product lineeréfore, the default doest really decrease
the amount of efforinvested bythe consumer This might bethe reason whythis form of
influencedid not work in ths study and might in geneltad lesseffectivein customization.

Thirdly, fiDefaults ofterrepresent thexisting state ostatus qupand change usually
involves a tradeff. Psychologists have shown that losses loom larger than the equivalent gains,
a phenomenon know@ohmsm& Gomsten, 200¥ .1338). Moneover
accordirg to referencelependentheory of consumer choice, tdefault creates a sense of loss
aversion when choosing an alternatfVeersky & Kahneman, 1991Just as the first point of
influence, the default option in the questionnairecould have confused thparticipants.
Therefore, theyrobablydid not interpret it as the status quo. Another possibility is that the
sense of loss aversion did not appear due to the fact that the experiment did not end with the
participant actually receiving their composed dquat, which might have caused a lack of
involvement

However,if this lack of involvement would bpart ofthe problemthis would be in
favor of the seond point of influencelLess involvemerwould decrease the effort participants
are willing to spentrad therefore the selection of the defautiuld increaseccording to the
second point of influence (Johnson & Goldstein, 20B@)wever, the default was not selected
often andt thusappears that the problem is not caused by a lack of involvemendhmrtby

theinterpretation othe default as sometig else then aimdications forthe status quo

In conclusion, e threavays in which a defaulbfluenceshe decision making process
(Johnson & Gldstein,2003),did notappearto be of much influece in this experimeniThe
discussion suggests the default might not be that effective in a customization setting in general
and that the default might be misinterpreted in the experiment used in this study. However, it
might be possible that the two waysinfluencing choice that were most likely misinterpreted
in the experiment would be of influence in a real customization &dt#r this discussion it
appears that the ways in which a default influeret®scemight be stonger than suggested so
far. When this is indeed the reason of the ineffectiveésise default in this studyhis gives

more power to the three ways of influerstgygested by Johnson and Goldstein (2003).
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Furthermore, his study isnot the first to mentiompossiblelimitations of he default.
Carroll et al. (2005) examined the limitstbé power of the default and indicaleat instead of
a default, an activeecisionmaking regime is optimal in cases wigepreferences strongly
differ. In this studythe preferences did stronglyfféir in the first three questions, httlid not
in the last set on form and packaging (Sedle 2). This is why it was decidetd use two
composed sustainable choice scores, the one including all questions and the one with only the
first three. Both scoes had nossignificant results.This result indicate that differing
preferences are not the cause for the default to have no effect in this study.

However, t shouldbe mentioned thahe sustainable default in the last questions was
not the option thizthe majority preferredlhis could bethe reason why the resutisthis study
are not in line with the reasoning of Carroll et al. (200@ntioned aboveas Carroll et al.
(2005) indicatehat the choice desired by the majority would be selected bultefa

The theory of Carroll et al. (2005) is in line with the reasoning that the default might not
be that applicable in the customization setting in gen&iateit can be expected that the
preferences of consumers who choose customization insteadogftian from the regular

product line willdefer, amactive decision making reginveould fit best.

5.23 Mental representation

The second form of nudging under examination is placing items in line with the mental
representation of consumets.section2.4 multiple ways of using the mental representation
were discussed.he chosemethodi placing the sustainable option on the dominant srekes
to the best of knowledgeot yet examined in a consuniehaviorsetting. It was exgcted that
the relatioshipbetweerv al ence and s o mefaumdendpsor rdseanchyouklnt s i d
further extend to preference for something placed on the dominant side. Howesignjficant
relationthat indicates an effect of placing something on the dominanhasi®eeriound in
this study Furthermore, placing the sustainable option on the dominant side even had the lowest
meansustainable choicgcore of all four manipulations (s&€able2).

The results indicate that people migissociate positive things with theiominant side
(Casasanto, 2009; Kong, 2013), dotnot perceive something more positivelyenplaced at
their dominant sideTherefore, his study indicates that this relation only worksone way
However, Zhao et al2016) did found that the exactasne item or person is perceived more
positively when it is placed on the dominant sidieerefore, the differensdan the results
compared to those @hao et al. (2016) might be caused by the fact that this study used items

that were already differenTherefore they had multiple aspects on which they colld
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compared, beyond the side on which they are presehtesitheory indicates that options are
only perceived more positive due to thdeson which they are presentedhen there are no
other possiliities to compare the items with. This indicates that the dominant side is only used

as indicator for @lence when there are no otlspects to base tleboice on.

Although placingan item on the dominant side chao significant effect on the
sustainal® choice score, significant differences between +ightl lefthanded participas
were foundTo the best of knowledgbereareno ndi cati ons for a rel at]
dominant side and specific preferences for general topitsr examining tle correlations
betweenvariables it appeaed that the strong relation between rigt#nded participants and
Gsustainable purchase beha@ocauses the differences among rigland lefthanded
consumers. Furthermorthe initial relatiorship betweendsustainale purchase behavidand
the sustainable choice score is more likely to positively influgheerelationship of each
variable with the sustainable choice score.

There is still one unanswered questiatity does thisnitial relation between rightor
left-handedness arglistainable purchase behavigisé? To the best of knowledg#hereis no
theorythatexplains this relationHowever, right and lefthandedparticipans are difficult to
compare due to the largéffdrence in sample sizes (ldfanded23.9 per cent N=30). The
group of left-harded participants dis not meet de minimal required sample size for the
analysesusedof 50 per group (Field, 2013Pue to this small sample size of Kianded
participantsthe estimates of error are potentialtyreliable (Springate, 2011yhis means that
there is darge change that it is a coincidence thatlefthanded paitipants in this experiment

appear to behave significantly less sustainable.

In conclusion, the existing knowledge combined withrgmults of this studindicate
thatthe dominant side is only used as indicator for valence when there are no other (rational or
emotional) aspects to base the choice on. Furthermore, the dominant side apjean
predictor of sustainable purchase &e@br, which is probably caused, tithe unreliability due
to thesmall number of lefhanded participast This relation explains the significant influence
that the dominant side had on the effect of other variables on thenabktachoice scor@.he
direct effect of sustainable purchase behavior on the sustaictatiee score indicates that
participantsthat in general consider sustainability more in their purchase belsstoochoose

the sustainable option more often.
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5.3Recommendations

In this sectionseverarecommendations are preseat Firgly, the contribution of this
study to the existing knowledgend thedirections for further reseen will be discussed
Secondy, the practical contribution of this study wikloiscussed by presenting the managerial

implications

5.3.1 Directions for further research

The results of this study add to the existing knowledge in various academic ltields
mainly contributes in reporting the boundaries of existing theofieis. helps defining the
theory andnakingit more practical.

Firstly, this studyintended to add to the existing knowledge on how to design a
customization toolAlthough it is beneficial to know which nudges will probably not have
added value when included ancustomization tool, there is still more research needed to find
out which elemest should be included in a customization todherefore, the way a
customization tool should be designaoth in general aspecificallyto increase sustainable
consumptionis still an area that requires further research.

Secondly, lhis study adds to the existing literature on the use of defaults by presenting
its limitations. In the discussioih is suggested that the three ways of influefimhnson &
Goldstein,2003)hawe a stronger effeain the power of the defautien purposed beforthey
might becriteria for success. Therefore, the precise effgfdhe ways of influence in different
situations aren intersting area for further researdrurthermore, it appeatkat theonline
experiment did not recreate a reaktomercustomization situation well enough for the default
to influence choice in the exact same way as it would in redldgnfused participants instead
This probably caused the default to have a-smmificant effect in this stud To ensure the
exact same interpretation of the default in realitther research shoutdhrefully consider the
ways of influence and make sure mothave the same biashe best way to ensure a setting
which isclose to realitynight beto use a rdaonline customization tool in collaboration with
an organizationHowever,this does limitanalysis possibilities as no information about the
consumer s (t haan bé gahered. Therpfatmst nsethdd is undesirable for
scientific research butill be discussed further in the managerial implications.

Thirdly, this study adds to the existing body of literature on righitsus leldominance
and perceived valencd@o the best of knowledgéehis has beerone of the first attempts in

relating ridht- versus leldominance to consumer behavibr.the discussioabout perceived
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valence and the dominant sjatas proposed that people place positive things on their dominant
side (Casasanto, 2009; Kong, 201®ut only perceive something on their doamt side as
positive when both options are the safdbao et al., 2016)Therefoe, it is suggested that
dominant side is only used as an indicator for valence when there are naspihes available

to compare the optionsith. Further research could furthexamine this theory.

Moreover right- versudeft-dominance and thgereption of valence was this study
used as pemtd represeptatimmddesulted to beon-significant Further research
could try other forms of mental representation tat i€ther useful nudgs might existto
increase sustainable consumption. When more studies are dotteedorms of nudging, it is
alsorelevant to compare results with traditional ways used to increase sustainable consumption
(e.g. advertisingMoreover researchers should control foesie traditional wayby labelling
some of the options as sustainahblene version and have nudges as well as a natural situation
in other versionsThereforea comparison can be made betweigmerpromoting that an option
is sustainale andnudging consumers into choosing it

Furthermore the sample used for this study was a specific consumer group. As
discussed in section 5.1, there is a possibility that the same study would have different results
when done among different people. Téfere, when researchers intent to replicate this study a
different sample could be considered to test the external validity of both studies.

Finally, although the 6dattitude ,Sdhegelmitis& sust a
Diamantopoulos,1993) was cited in literature, it was not a reliable scale for this study.
Therefore, this scale should not be used in further research about this topic. Furthermore, as a
scale that linked customer customization to insight in sustainable choices did not exgt, a n
scale was composed by the researcher herself and proven to be reliable in this study. Therefore,
further research that combines the fields of customer customization and sustainability are

advised to use this scale

5.3.2 Managerial implications

The managerial objective of this study was to provide managers with more insights in
ways to influence the choice architecture of a customization tool. Most published studies on
customeicustomization focus on the technical and organizational implicationsdhé&zeild
the customer customization tool and make profit with it. This study adds to the still limited
knowledge on how to design the tool its@lhe various ways in which managers can use the

results of this study are discussed in this section.
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Firstly, selecting the sustainable option by default was not a significant nudge in this
study It appeaed that the three ways of influengdohnson & Goldstein2003) are only
interpreted in the right way in realjtyot in an experimental settingo test ths theory
organizatios canexperiment with the default in their sXing customization tools. It gossible
to launch differat versions of a webpage aaailyze the clicks of visitors on each of them in
GoogleAnalytics. As no further information gathered about the visitothis is not a desirdd
method for academic researdhis howevembeneficial for organizationas allof theirvisitors
are (potentia) customers. Organizationsan therefore have different versions thfe
customization tobonlineand see which options are chosen most often in each vefsiore.
of the versions includes a defaultey can see for themselves if the default is also unsuccessful
in reality.

Furthermoreprior research argued that the design of a toolkyga crucialole for
the final outcome (Franke & Piller, 2003), just as the enjoyment one receives from the process
and the mood in which theye(Franke & Schreier, 2010Moreover HuffmanandKan (1998)
indicated that the information should be préed in a clear way, preferably by presenting the
choices in groups per attribui®hen options are indeed presented pertetsets that are left
unopenedanremain at the (sustainable) defatilis is a relative easy way to test if the default
could work for a specific organization. The fact that this willthat casée tested in a real
situation instead of an experimental setting will ensure that the three ways of influence will
work as well as possible for any customization setfiings reatlife test is needed to be able to
conclude that the default iIsdeeduseless as a nudge to increase sustainable consumption in
customer customization.

Secondly, lhe results and discussion did not provide an indication that placing a specific
option on the dminant side increases the choice for that option irctiseEomercustomization
setting. Therefore, organizations are not advised to invesatwheffort in aligning customer
customizatiorwith thedominant side of consumers.

Finally, participants indicated thately believe that customization increasesight in
the sustainabilityof componentandthat this could thereforecrease sustainable behavio
Moreover, consumers who are interested in sustainability in general choose the more
sustainable option more eft. When designing a customization tool, it is thus advised to include
information about the sustainable aspects of the various compomaet®@rganization can

therefore contribute to increase sustainable consumption in society as a whole.
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Appendixes
Appendix 1: Outline of the experiment
Introduction

Hi,

Thank you for your interest in this study! Thiudy is part of my master in Marketing at
Radboud University. Your participation in this questionnaire is very much appreciated and will

bring me onestep closer to my Master's degree.
In this short questionnaire (6 minutes) you will customize yowwn shampoo by choosing
your preferredngredients and packaging. This is followed by some statements and this

guestionnaire will end with demographics.

Your answers will only be used for my thesis and will be treated anonymously. Participation in
this gudy is voluntary and you can withdraw at any time.

Thanks again!

Petra Tilleman

Startquestionnaire

1 Are you right or lefthanded?
In case you use both hands, choose the one that you $ightty more dominant.
0 Right
0 Left

Theexperiment

In the following questions you will customize your own shampoo. For each set an image is
presented with the options and their benefits, below each image you can select your preferred
option.

NOTE: a randomizer is inserted in tlhgestionnairgprogram to randomly present one tifie
four manipulations and ensure they are presented evenly.
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Manipulation 1 (default)

Ingredients
A B C
o) \
Parabens | Argan Oil | Mineral Qil
Anti Bacterial Strength & Protection
Prevents Split & Shine
Ends

Which of the ingredients presented abwaild you prefer?

A. Parabens
0 B. Argan Oi l
C. Mineral Oil
Ingredients

A B C
Aloe Vera | Collagen Keratin

Shine & Volume & Volume &
Stimulates Strength Stimulates
Hair Growth Hair growth

Which of the ingredients presented above would you prefer?

0 A. Al oe Ver a
B. Coll agen
C. Keratin

;@%
N

Radboud Universiteit

- R —
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Fragrance

Summer | Lavender Intense
Mixture of fresh | Relaxing aroma, | Mixture of warm
summer scenses | reduces stress summer night

scenses

Which of the fragrances presented above would you préfea@rance = geur)
Aumme&
0 B. Lavender

C. el ntens

Form

8RN\

Dry Shampoo
No water Regular shampoo
needed

Which type of shampoo would you prefer?
0 A. Dry shampoo
B. Shower foam

;@%
N
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NOTE: A logic function is inserted to show this question vibepshampoé i s sel ect ed

Packaging

Powder Spray
Eco-friendly Jar Convenient
Spray Can
Which packaging would you prefer?
0 A. Powder
Bpray S
NOTE: A logic function is inserted to show t
Packaging
A B C

!

Regular Bar Soap | Travel Size
Plastic Bottle Zero waste bar Set of small
shampoo plastic bottles

Which packaging would you prefer?
A. Regul ar bottle

0 B. Bar shampoo

C. Set of travel sized bottl es

&
WS
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Manipulation 2 (right placing)

Mineral Oil

Protection
& Shine

Ingredients

Parabens

Anti Bacterial

Argan Oil

Strength &
Prevents Split
Ends

Which of the ingreénts presented above would you prefer?

A. Mineral Oil
Barabens
Brgan Oil

Collagen

Volume &
Strength

Which of the ingredients presented above would you prefer?

Kollagen
Reratin
Bloe Vera

;@%
N

Radboud Universiteit

Ingredients

B
Keratin

Volume &
Stimulates
Hair Growth

Master Thesidarketing | Petra Tillemanr S4843827

Aloe Vera

Shine &
Stimulates
Hair Growth

64 |




A

E .

e

W B s,
B ‘,{ ¥

g EWE ""3
.

Summer

Mixture of fresh
summer scenses

Fragrance

Intense

Mixture of warm
summer night
scenses

Lavender

Relaxing aroma,
reduces stress

Which of the fragrances presented above would you préfeagrance= geur)

A . Summer
Bitens
Cavender
Form
A

Soe Foé

Regular shampoo

Dry S

"l ')ﬂi \

hampoo
No water
needed

Which type of shampoo would you prefer?

Shower foam
Bry shampoo

;@%
N

Radboud Universiteit
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NOTE: A logic function is inserted to show t

Packaging

Spray Powder
Converiant Eco-friendly Jar
Spray Can

Which packaging would you prefé

Bpray
Bawder
NOTE: A logic function is inserted to show t
Packaging
A B C

Travel Size| Regular Bar Soap

Set of small Plastic Bottle Zero waste bar
plastic bottles shampoo

Which packaging would you prefer?
Set of travel sized bottles
Begular

Bar shampoo

&
WS
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Manipulation 3 (both)

Ingredients

A B C

N Lok

Mineral Oil | Parabens | Argan Oil

Protection Anti Bacterial Strength &
& Shine Prevents Split
Ends

Which of theingredients presented above would you prefer?
A. Mi ner al Oi |
B. Parabens

0 C. Argan Oil

Which of the ingredients presented above would you prefer?
A. Coll agen
B. Keratin

0 C. Aloe Vera

&
WS
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