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Abstract 

The aim of this research is to understand consumers’ preferences and willingness for an eco-friendly 

piece of furniture, specifically a chair. In order to determine these two aspects, the study focuses on 

comprehending consumers’ decision making-process and in particular on how consumers choose to 

buy a product among the different alternatives they are offered with. The research refers to the 

definition of customer value and utility to explain why it important to study products’ attributes to 

capture consumers’ preferences and willingness to pay.  

Furniture was taken as the object of this study, since the Danish furniture market is particularly 

valuable, with seating furniture counting for the most valuable product category. The focus on eco-

friendly furniture is due to the increasing consumers’ concern about environmental issues. In recent 

years, the demand for eco-friendly products has rapidly grown, but understanding what drives 

consumers’ purchases of eco-friendly products is still complex. Therefore, it was important to study 

consumers’ decision-making process with regards to how they choose which products to buy. 

This research is a quantitative, deductive study. Hypotheses were made based on previous literature 

and subsequently tested with findings. Data was gathered by surveying a sample of bachelor and 

master students from CBS through an indirect survey method, Conjoint Analysis, which allowed the 

study of respondents’ preferred attributes and willingness to pay for these. Recycled materials and 

the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) eco-label were taken as relevant eco-friendly attributes to be 

researched, whereas the Danish Design Award, Brand and Durability certification were included as 

non-eco-friendly attributes.  

In the analysis of results, it was found that consumers have a positive attitude towards FSC eco-

labelled and recycled furniture and are willing to pay a higher price for it. However, this study has 

observed that non-eco-friendly attributes might still be more preferred by consumers. Finally, 

considerations on how the combination of attributes might influence consumers’ willingness to pay 

are discussed. 

Through these findings, this study contributes to integrate existing literature on consumers’ 

preferences for furniture and constitutes the starting point for further research on eco-friendly 

products. Furthermore, this research provides furniture companies with useful insights on attributes 

influencing consumers’ purchasing decisions for eco-friendly products. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

1.1 Subject area 

In recent years, consumers have become increasingly aware of environmental issues and more 

conscious about their purchasing behaviour (Darnall, Ponting & Vazquez-brust, 2012; Kabir & Jahan, 

2014). Environmental concerns have boosted consumers’ demand for eco-friendly products, which 

has increased over years (Kabir & Jahan, 2014), leading to the creation of a market for 

environmentally friendly products (Kanchanapibul, Lacka, Wang & Chang, 2013). 

 

A consumer study conducted by the European Commission in 2009 has highlighted that 34% of EU 

citizens consider environmental friendliness a very important attribute when purchasing a product 

(49% “rather important” and the rest 4% “not important”) (Flash Eurobarometer, 2009). Furthermore, 

market research has pointed out that consumers indicated recycling and buying sustainable-produced 

items as the best activities they could engage into with the purpose of reducing environmental issues 

(Flash Eurobarometer, 2009). 

 

If until some years ago the market for environmentally friendly products was considered a niche 

market, nowadays more consumers are considering eco-friendly attributes as fundamental in their 

purchasing decisions (Kanchanapibul et al., 2013). Moreover, it has been observed that consumers 

are willing to pay more to buy a product with eco-friendly characteristics (Laroche & Bergeron, 

2001). A study by the EU Commission from 2014 suggested that on average 75% of consumers are 

willing to buy an eco-friendly product, even if this would cost them more. In Denmark, the percentage 

was even higher, as 87% of respondents stated they would spend more for an eco-friendly product 

(Special Eurobarometer, 2014). 

 

Given the rise in demand, companies have started to offer more eco-friendly products and services, 

and have adapted their processes and practices to be more sustainable (Kanchanapibul et al. 2013; 

Kabir & Jahan, 2014). Denmark is one of the most active countries in supporting companies’ 

sustainable activities and production of environmentally friendly products (csrgov.dk). In particular, 

the Danish furniture industry, which is very well-known worldwide for its high-quality standards and 

design, has been promptly adapting to the increase in demand for eco-friendly products (csrgov.dk; 

denmark.dk).  
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Over the past years, the furniture market, in general, has been profitable in Denmark. In 2015, the 

market value for furniture in Denmark counted for 9 million Danish krona, with seating furniture 

being the most valuable market (around 2 million DKK) (statista.com). Regarding sales, in the first 

quarter of 2017, Danish retail sales amounted to more than 3 million DKK, the highest result in three 

years (statista.com). Considering the great potential that eco-friendly products might represent for 

companies (Kabir & Jahan, 2014), it is important to understand to what extent consumers are 

interested in eco-friendly attributes when evaluating which product to buy, and eventually how much 

more are they willing to pay for it.    

1.2 Problem definition and research questions 

Several studies have been carried out to understand consumers’ attitudes towards eco-friendly 

products (Darnall et al. 2012; Kanchanapibul et al. 2013; Kabir & Jahan, 2014), and to environmental 

certifications (D’Souza, Taghian & Lamb, 2006; Horne, 2009; Peattie, 2010; Husted, Russo, Meza & 

Tilleman, 2013). Willingness to pay for certified wood (Aguilar & Vlosky, 2007; Cai & Aguilar, 

2013), and recycled products in general (Guagnano, 2001; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010; 

Michaud & Llerena, 2011) have also been researched within different countries and demographics. 

However, these studies report slightly different results, and there is the need for a more 

comprehensive study on environmentally friendly attributes in furniture. 

 

It has been found that literature on consumers’ evaluations of eco-friendly attributes in furniture is 

wide regarding wood certifications and other environmental certifications, but fewer studies have 

been conducted on recycled materials. Moreover, these two attributes have been rarely studied 

together, or in comparison with other non-eco-friendly attributes. Literature is lacking studies on both 

consumers’ WTP for eco-labels and recycled materials for a piece of furniture. The present study 

takes place in Denmark, where, as highlighted above, the furniture market is particularly substantial. 

Thus, this research aims to integrate previous studies expanding the literature on consumer behaviour 

towards eco-friendly furniture. With this research, the author tries to answer the following research 

questions: 

 

How important are recycled materials and the FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) eco-label 

for consumers in comparison with other attributes when purchasing a chair? 

Are consumers willing to pay more for an eco-friendly piece of furniture? 
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By addressing the research questions, this study provides useful practical implications for companies 

in the furniture industry willing to understand and exploit the eco-friendly trend to their advantage. 

Also, by investigating on consumers’ WTP towards this specific trend, the study enriches the existing 

body of literature of consumers’ evaluations of products. 

In the next section, the author will identify the study’s delimitations and will present the research 

structure. 

1.3 Research structure 

The research is articulated in five main chapters: Introduction, Literature Review, Methodology, 

Analysis and Discussion, Conclusion.  

 

Figure 1 - Research structure 

In the Introduction section presented above, an overview of the furniture industry was provided. The 

scope of the research and the need for a more comprehensive study of consumers’ preferences for 

eco-friendly attributes when purchasing a piece of furniture were defined.  

In the second chapter, the Literature Review, the theoretical framework of the research will be 

introduced. This includes consumers’ decision-making process and the concept of customer value. 

These consumer behavior concepts are necessary in order to explain how consumers make choices 

and how they select which products to buy. Following that, attributes that consumers consider when 

making purchasing decisions regarding furniture, will be selected from previous studies and 

reviewed. 

In the third chapter, the chosen method for conducting the study, Conjoint Analysis, will be described. 

The Methodology chapter includes an explanation of how data were collected and how the research 

has been designed. Furthermore, validity and reliability of the method are discussed. 
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The fourth chapter, Analysis and Discussion, will give the reader an overview of the findings of this 

research. Results are analysed in detail and hypotheses are tested. Through the testing of hypotheses, 

the research questions will be answered. Further discussion of the obtained results will follow.  

Finally, the last chapter, the Conclusion, will include indications for further research and few 

recommendations to managers and companies in the furniture industry. Limitations of the research 

are also clarified.  
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 

This research falls within consumer behavior studies. To understand what drives consumers’ buying 

decisions, it is relevant to first give a presentation of their decision-making process. More specifically, 

the focus of this research will be on the second phase of the decision-making process, the evaluation 

of alternatives. At this stage of the process, consumers face a trade-off situation when evaluating the 

product’s attributes to decide which are the desired ones. Therefore, it is important to define what 

constitutes value for consumers, and the concept of customer value. 

Following a general overview of consumers’ decision-making processes, this study will specifically 

focus on consumers’evaluation of alternatives when it comes to buying furniture. Specifically, this 

study will focus on five attributes: Design Award, Brand, Durability, FSC eco-label and Recycled 

Material. In particular, it will be considered whether two of these attributes, FSC eco-label and 

Recycled Materials, are of greater or lesser importance to consumers compared to the other three. The 

method used to analyse consumers’ preferences and willingness to pay for the attributes is Conjoint 

Analysis, which is going to be explained in the next chapter. 

 

Figure 2 - Theoretical research structure 
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2.1 Mechanisms of consumers’ purchasing decisions 

Every day, people are faced with consumption choices. Consumers have to understand what their 

needs are, decide what products and services they want to buy, and how to make choices among the 

wide variety of offerings they are presented to in the market. For this reason, companies and marketers 

are keen on understanding consumer behaviour in order to sell their products and services in an 

efficient way (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 

 

Kotler & Keller (2016) define consumer behaviour as: 

“The study of how individuals, groups, and organizations select, buy, use and dispose of goods, 

services, ideas, or experiences to satisfy their needs and wants.” (Kotler & Keller, 2016, p.93) 

 

According to the definition above, people buy products to satisfy their needs. Consumers go through 

a cognitive process to translate their needs into actual purchases (Kotler & Keller, 2016). When a 

need becomes strong enough for a person to take action, it becomes a motive (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 

Motivation is what pushes people to satisfy their needs (Kotler & Keller, 2016; Solomon, 2015).  

 

After a motive has aroused, consumers try to have a perception of the situation and gain 

information about the product (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Perception differs from consumer to 

consumer and it is the factor that influences how a consumer behaves (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 

Consumers tend to pay attention only to certain stimuli, whose interpretation depends on their 

previous beliefs and judgements of the product (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Hence, learning is a 

fundamental factor influencing consumers behaviour, since people build their perceptions of 

products through their experiences with those (Kotler & Keller, 2016).  

 

If a consumer is satisfied with a product, he/she will develop a positive response to it and will 

probably buy it again in the future (Kotler & Keller, 2016). For this reason, it is important for 

marketers to create positive associations with a product or a brand in the minds of consumers so 

that they will become part of their memory (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Memory is formed by words, 

images, sounds or concepts which represent the information consumers interpret and store in 

their minds. When meaningful associations with the product are created, they can be easily 

recalled by consumers (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 
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Motivation, perception, learning, and memory combined with consumers’ characteristics 

(cultural, social and personal), determine the consumer’s buying decision process (Kotler & 

Keller, 2016). The consumer’s buying decision process consists of five phases: problem 

recognition, information search, evaluation of alternatives, purchase decision and post-

purchase behaviour (Kotler & Keller, 2016). While the focus of this study is on the evaluation 

of alternatives stage, the following paragraphs briefly examine each of these phases in order to 

provide a good overview of the decision-making process.  

 

2.1.1 The Decision-Making Process 

 

 
Figure 3 - The decision-making process 

Problem recognition and information search 

As stated above, consumers engage in a purchasing situation when they have to satisfy a need, 

which could be excited by internal stimuli (such as the need for food) or by external stimuli 

(such as an advertisement seen on TV) (Kotler & Keller, 2016). The identification of a need or 

problem constitutes the first phase of the decision-making process. 

 

After a problem has been recognized, consumers start their search for relevant information. 

Information could come from peers, marketing activities, direct experiences with the product 

and media (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Given that consumers receive information both from external 



10 
 
 

sources, such as in advertisements, catalogs etc. and from the recollection of previous 

experiences in their memory, it is difficult for them to combine all the stimuli and come to a 

final decision (Bettman, Johnson & Payne, 1991). Once some information about the products 

has been gathered, consumers make an evaluation of their alternatives (Kotler & Keller, 2016).  

 

Evaluation of alternatives, purchase decision and post-purchase behaviour 

When evaluating alternatives, consumers assign different weights to each of the attributes of the 

product in order to assess which alternative gives them the best utility (Kotler & Keller, 2016). The 

basic assumption of this theory is that consumers are rational, and are therefore able to choose among 

the alternatives, in such a way that could maximize their utilities (Kotler & Keller, 2016). If it is 

known which are the weights a consumer gives to each of the attributes, it can be possible to influence 

consumers’ decision-making process by shaping beliefs and attitudes (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 

Determinant attributes are the most important to study and are the ones consumers really use to make 

a choice, since they make the difference from one product to another (Solomon, 2015). For example, 

if a person wants to buy a chair and all the offerings have a similar design, s/he will consider another 

attribute rather than design to make a final choice (such as brand, price, quality). To have a better 

understanding of how consumers evaluate products and choose among different alternatives, it is 

important to determine what they value when making a purchase. In order to define this, it is then 

necessary to define the concept of customer value. 

 

2.1.2 Customer Value 

 

A first analysis of customer value is provided by Zeithaml (1988). The author identifies customer 

value as the relationship between consumers’ sacrifices and benefits gained, namely the trade-off 

between what the consumer has to sacrifice in order to gain a benefit of a product (Zeithaml, 1988). 

Sacrifices can be expressed in monetary terms, or the price a consumer has to pay to buy a certain 

product. Benefits are identified as the product attributes, which constitute the “give” components of 

the product (Zeithaml, 1988). Customer value is therefore defined as the perceived utility of a product, 

given the trade-off between benefits and costs (Zeithaml, 1988). 

 

In his research, Woodruff (1997) addresses the theory by Zeithaml (1988) to further develop the 

concept of customer value and give a more comprehensive review of previous studies. As Zeithaml 
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(1988), Woodruff (1997) defines customer value as which gains, benefits and utility the customer can 

have by buying a product, compared to the sacrifices and costs s/he needs to face. The author proposes 

a classification of customer values in desired values and received values (Woodruff 1997).  

 

Before making a purchase, consumers need to be able to compare and evaluate the alternatives and 

decide which can give them the best utility (Woodruff, 1997). As stated above, at this time of the 

decision-making process, consumers take into account the different attributes of the product, that have 

an important role in determining their choice (Kotler & Keller, 2016). After purchasing the product, 

consumers are more focused on evaluating the product’s performance and to compare this with 

previously-made expectations (Woodruff, 1997). At any time of the decision-making process, 

consumers keep in mind what are the values they desire to find in the product (i.e. desired value). 

Then, while experiencing the product, they learn to assess its actual values (i.e. received value) 

(Woodruff,1997).  

 

Woodruff (1997) frames the concepts of desired and received value in a hierarchal model, explaining 

consumers’ assessment of value on their evaluation of attributes, consequences, and goals (Woodruff, 

1997).  First, starting from the bottom (Figure 4), consumers make their evaluations of products based 

on the attributes they possess. Consumers choose preferred attributes depending on their ability to 

translate into desired consequences, which they will experience when using the product (Woodruff, 

1997). The experience of the product and the relative consequences constitute the second step in the 

model. Finally, consumers will learn from evaluating consequences which are the ones that help them 

reach their final goal. Through this process, consumers learn and memorize for future purchasing 

situations what are the attributes (and their consequences) that can convert desired values into 

satisfying received values (Woodruff, 1997). Evaluating customer’s satisfaction in the post-purchase 

phase is important since consumers who are not satisfied by the product performance will tend to not 

buy the product again (Kotler & Keller, 2016). 

 

The relationship between attributes, consequences, and goals has been further explained by Huber et 

al., Hermann & Morgan (2001). In their research, Huber et al. et al. (2001) highlight the distinction 

between desirable and undesirable consequences.  Consumers choose what to buy trying to avoid 

undesirable consequences and maximize desirable ones (Huber et al. et al., 2001). Preferences on 

consequences are determined by personal values (such as self-esteem or other psychological factors), 
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which are the goals consumers aspire to. Therefore, considering that attributes can lead to specific 

consequences that can fit with the consumer’s personal values, it is important to study the attributes 

a product possesses (Huber et al. et al., 2001). According to Huber et al. et al. (2001), customer value 

refers to the evaluation of alternatives phase in the decision-making process and attributes can 

determine the consumer’s purchasing behavior (Huber et al. et al., 2001).  

 

This present research refers to Zeithaml’s (1988) definition of customer value to express the 

relationship between utility and price, and frames the study referring to the first step of Woodruff’s 

(1997) hierarchy model of customer value focused on desired attributes. Given that the hypothetical 

scenario and survey of this study replicate the evaluation of alternatives phase of the consumer’s 

decision-making process, the author agrees with Huber et al. et al. (2001) on the importance of 

understanding what attributes drive consumers’ purchasing decisions for furniture. Moreover, Huber 

et al. et al. (2001) indicate Conjoint Analysis, the method chosen for this research, as the best tool to 

study preferred attributes by consumers. 

 

Figure 4 - Customer value hierarchy model, from Woodruff (1997) 
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In the next sections, the attributes chosen for the study are going to be explained. Researching among 

previous studies which investigated on consumers’ preferred attributes for purchasing furniture, it 

was found that relevant factors are the design of the product, its durability and the brand of the 

company producing the item. Moreover, recently, eco-friendly features like eco-labels and recycled 

components of the product have also gained interest among consumers. Therefore, five main 

attributes for furniture were identified and included in this study. Namely, these attributes are Design 

Award, Brand, Durability, the FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) eco-label and Recycled Materials. 

Previous studies relating to each of these attributes will be reviewed in order to identify a theoretical 

basis to formulate the hypotheses. Hypotheses testing will lead to the answering of the research 

question, thus providing a contribution to the existing body of literature on consumers’ preferences 

for furniture. 

2.2 Non-eco-friendly attributes 

2.2.1 Design and Design Awards 

 

One of the most important features of a product is how it looks, or better, its design (Bloch, 1995). 

Product design has been rated as one of the most important attributes by consumers (Page & Herr, 

2002) and it communicates the product’s value (Kotler & Rath, 1984) both in monetary and quality 

terms (Bloch, 1995). According to Gasparin & Green (2002), design is valuable since its 

implementation results into quality and aesthetically likable products that meet consumers’ needs. 

 

Design is important to attract consumers’ attention towards the product (Page & Herr, 2002). A good 

design increases the company’s reputation helping it differentiating from competitors (Kotler & Rath, 

1984; Page & Herr, 2002) and enables it to sell products at a premium price (Lockwood, 2007). 

Authors found that companies which invested in design were more profitable than the ones which did 

not (Roy, 1994; Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). 

 

Roy (1994) conducted a study to measure the economic impact of incorporating design in a product 

to understand whether companies producing design objects were more successful than others. In his 

research, Roy (1994) considered design awards won by each company and their reputation among 

competitors as indicators for a successful design. The author compared these indicators with the 

financial performance of the companies, in order to test whether there was a correlation between the 
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two measures (Roy, 1994). The study suggested that there exists a positive correlation between 

implementing design in the product and business performance (Roy, 1994).  

 

Other authors addressed the capacity of design awards to improve the company’s success (Bloch, 

1995, Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). In their research, Gemser & Wijnberg (2002) explain the benefits 

of winning an award for a company in three main values: 1) the prize itself, in terms of money or 

benefits that the award provides, 2) the competitive advantage gained over competitors in the 

marketplace and 3) the product value that is communicated to consumers. According to the authors, 

design awards allow the product to achieve ‘legitimacy’ and to signal good design to consumers and 

competitors (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002).  

 

The presence of a design award becomes relevant especially during consumers’ evaluation of 

alternatives in the decision-making process (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). At this time of the process, 

as explained before, consumers have collected information about the products and through a 

comparison of the alternatives are trying to come to a final purchasing decision (Kotler & Keller, 

2016). Sometimes, it is not easy to assess quality before experiencing the product and consumers take 

into account other measures that can prove quality, such as awards (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). 

Winning a design award for a company means receiving a certification of quality and value by a pool 

of experts in the field, which gives the company credibility and visibility (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002).  

 

The effect of a design award depends on the award’s prestige. The greater the recognition of the 

award, the stronger the influence on consumers’ decisions (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). One of the 

most renowned design awards in Denmark is the Danish Design Award, promoted by the Danish 

Design Center, and it is specific for product design (danishdesignaward.com).  

The Danish Design Award is appointed by a jury of experts, which goes through different assessment 

criteria divided into four main areas of focus. In order to win the product has to: 1) bring value to a 

business, society and people, 2) be easy to use for consumers, 3) be innovative, challenging and to 

inspire others, 4) be well-made, from an aesthetical point of view. The winners of the Danish Design 

Award are granted the title of “Danish Design Award Winner 2017” and can display the title and logo 

in all marketing activities. (danishdesignaward.com).  
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Given the difficulty of consumers of judging the quality of a product unless related to an external 

certified cue, this research includes the design element in terms of design award. It is therefore 

expected that consumers would positively value a chair which has been awarded by the Danish 

Design Center, rather than one that has not received any award. The Danish Design Award has been 

chosen as a good example for consumers since this award is well-known across Denmark and 

especially Copenhagen. 

 

2.2.2 Brand: established vs no name brands 

 

As stated before, consumers are primarily attracted by a well-designed product. However, companies’ 

competitive advantage is not solely based on design itself. The company identity is communicated to 

consumers through the brand name and image (Kristensen, Gabrielsen and Zaichkowsky, 2012). 

Indeed, a recognizable brand is able to give consumers information about the product quality and 

prestige, adding value to it (Page & Herr, 2002; Kristensen et al., 2012). Brand is defined by the 

American Marketing Association as: 

“A name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or a combination of them, intended to identify the goods or 

services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors” (Kotler 

& Keller, 2016, p.146).  

 

Hence, a brand gives consumers information about the company’s products, allowing them to choose 

among the different offerings (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Consumers make different evaluations of 

similar products based on brand because they learn through previous experiences which brand can 

better satisfy their needs (Kotler & Keller, 2016). Consumers who keep purchasing products from the 

same brand despite other marketing or situational influences can be defined as loyal customers (Kotler 

& Keller, 2016). This purchasing behaviour is based on the consumer’s trust towards that brand and 

company, which is believed to deliver a product that matches previous expectations (Kotler & Keller, 

2016). Therefore, the loyal consumer does not need additional information about the product, since 

the brand already functions as a guarantee for its performance (Testa, Iraldo, Vaccari & Ferrari, 2013). 

If a consumer becomes loyal to the brand, it means he/she would be willing to pay a premium price 

for that brand, thus giving the firm a competitive advantage (Kotler & Keller, 2016).  

 

Well-known brands are generally preferred by consumers since the information available to them is 

greater (Page & Herr, 2002). In their study, Kristensen et al. (2012) found that attaching a well-known 
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brand name to a product would increase consumers’ preferences for it by 80% (Kristensen et al., 

2012). Kristensen et al. (2012) argue that a powerful brand name can compensate the lack of other 

attributes in a product when consumers are evaluating alternatives. In their research, Page & Herr 

(2002) have shown that, when consumers are evaluating a poorly designed object made by a well-

known brand, they use the brand to assess the quality and make a purchasing decision (Page & Herr, 

2002). Chitturi, Chitturi & Raghavarao (2010) also have demonstrated how a strong brand enables 

consumers to focus less on the functional benefits of a product, compared to a weak brand (Chitturi 

et al., 2010).  

 

A powerful brand can, therefore, signal high quality to consumers (Chitturi et al., 2010). Previous 

studies have shown that an unknown brand could gain the same advantages as a well-known brand 

only in the case where 1) the appearance and functionality of the product were higher and 2) additional 

information about the brand were given to consumers, so that they could evaluate the product’s 

quality (Page & Herr, 2002; Kristensen et al., 2012). However, this study adopts the literature’s main 

view (Page & Herr, 2002; Chitturi et al., 2010; Kristensen et al., 2012) according to which consumers 

prefer established brands rather than unknown brands. 

 

In order to study consumers’ attitudes towards brands in a comprehensive way, the brand attribute 

has been included in this research as “Established” versus “No Name brand”. In this way, the study 

will not be limited to one particular brand name which might have been unknown to some of the 

respondents. 

 

2.2.3 Durability, quality, and third parties’ certifications 

 

When buying products like households’ appliances or furniture, consumers care about their durability 

and quality over time (Cooper, 2004). In a research done by the European Commission, it emerged 

that durability was rated among the most important information consumers would like to have when 

buying furniture. In addition, 82% of the surveyed consumers were willing to pay a premium price 

for high levels of durability (Special Eurobarometer, 2014). 

Durability refers to the ability of a product to last a certain period resisting to damages (Cooper, 

2004). The product is durable when the materials are resistant to degradation, the quality of 

manufacturing is consistent and the product is relatively easy to repair (Cooper, 2004).  
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Often, the durability and quality of products cannot be assessed before purchasing the product (Auriol 

& Schilizzi, 2003; Akdeniz, Calantone & Voorhees, 2013). For this reason, consumers are not able 

to directly evaluate the product without extra information (Auriol & Schilizzi, 2003). A way to signal 

durability to consumers is through certifications (Auriol & Schilizzi, 2003). Certifications give the 

consumer reliable information about a product’s quality, usually through the display of labels, which 

are provided by third party certifiers (Auriol & Schilizzi, 2003). Third party certifiers can be 

authorities such as institutes or organizations or experts, who review and test products to assess their 

quality (Chen & Xie, 2005). 

 

The information provided by third parties help consumers decide what products to buy and overcome 

uncertainty. Studies have shown that consumers trust information issued by credible third parties 

since they have no interests in promoting a low-quality product (Akdeniz et al., 2013). Third parties’ 

certifications are therefore a useful tool for companies to gain a competitive advantage with their 

certified products. They can be as effective as other marketing strategies (such as price) with signaling 

the quality of a product (Chen & Xie, 2005).  

 

For the purpose of this research, durability has been included as one of the product’s attributes, 

meaning the product can own a certification of durability. The certification assures that the chair is 

lasting longer than other competitors in the market, thus ensuring high quality. The Danish Consumer 

Council has been chosen as a third party issuing the certification since the organization is responsible 

for in lab-testing of new products every year in order to assess their safety and quality on a national 

level (taenk.dk). It is expected that consumers would positively value the presence of a certification 

of durability issued by the Danish Consumer Council, given that the institution is a third-party 

organization on the side of consumers. 

 

2.3 Eco-friendly attributes 
 

In recent years, consumers are becoming more attentive to products’ environmental attributes and 

they are being influenced by them in their purchasing decisions (D’Souza et al., 2006; Darnall et al., 

2012). In a survey about consumers’ need of information when buying furniture, 51% of people rated 

environmental friendliness as “important” or “very important” (Special Eurobarometer, 2014). 
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Eco-friendly products are defined as “products which have been designed to do the least possible 

damage to the environment.” (Cambridge English Dictionary, 2017). This definition includes a wide 

range of products, such as organic or locally-produced food, sustainable clothes, recycled products 

like paper, furniture or packaging, environmentally-certified products, energy-efficient appliances 

(Darnall et al., 2012; Guagnano et al., 2001; Bei & Simpson, 1995). 

 

Consumers are motivated to buy eco-friendly products for several reasons. First, as already 

mentioned, concerns about the environment are increasingly affecting consumers’ purchasing 

decision processes. According to Darnall et al. (2012), consumers who feel their actions could have 

a relevant impact on environmental issues, are more willing to buy eco-friendly products (Darnall et 

al., 2012). In a research by Bei & Simpson (1995) results showed that 89.1% of respondents thought 

that when buying recycled products they were contributing saving the environment (Bei & Simpson, 

1995). 

 

In another study, Aguilar & Vlosky (2007) found a positive correlation between respondents who 

believed that an environmental certification was reducing deforestation and those respondents who 

were also willing to pay more for the certification (Aguilar & Vlosky, 2007). In a similar study, 

Anderson & Hansen (2004) observed that consumers who expressed high environmental concerns 

were as likely to value environmental certification for wood products as their preferred attribute 

(Anderson & Hansen, 2004). 

Finally, as Darnall et al. (2012) pointed out, if consumers perceive they might be harmed in the future 

by consequences of an irresponsible environmental behaviour, they are more likely to make 

environmentally friendly purchases (Darnall et al., 2012). 

 

A second aspect inciting environmentally friendly consumption can be found in consumers’ personal 

values and attitudes. Peattie (2010) highlighted that people with altruistic behaviours and mind 

openness are more likely to purchase eco-friendly products (Peattie, 2010). Altruistic behaviours are 

linked with the person’s sense of satisfaction in contributing to a collective good, such as the 

environment (Guagnano, 2001). Indeed, Guagnano (2001) argues that consumers who purchase 

recycled products are not only driven by egoistic interests and evaluation of cost-benefits, but also by 

altruistic behaviours (Guagnano, 2001). On the other hand, a study by Anderson & Hansen (2004) 

http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/product
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/design
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/possible
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/damage
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/environment
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/
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found that low levels of respondents’ altruism had the same positive effect on preferences for 

environmental certifications as higher levels of altruism (Anderson & Hansen, 2004). Other studies 

identify more aspects influencing consumers’ purchasing of eco-friendly products, which are not 

inherent to motives. These are going to be further discussed in next paragraphs since they are specific 

for each of the environmental attributes included in this study, namely the FSC eco-label and 

Recycled Materials. 

 

2.3.1 Eco-labels and the FSC label 

 

It is not easy for consumers to evaluate the eco-friendly attributes of a product since these are often 

not immediately recognizable (D’Souza et al., 2006). Indeed, factors like the availability of 

information, previous knowledge and trust into eco-friendly claims are affecting consumers’ 

evaluations of environmentally friendly products. D’Souza et al. (2006) argue that environmentally 

friendly claims can be effective if consumers are able to understand their meaning (D’Souza et al., 

2006). Environmental labels can solve this issue by communicating to consumers the environmental 

friendliness of the product (D’Souza et al., 2006; Horne, 2009). According to Montoro et al. (2006), 

environmental labels issued by credible sources are successful tools to increase consumer’s trust in 

the environmental claims of a product (Montoro et al., 2006) and favour purchasing intentions 

(Osburg et al., 2016). 

 

Environmental labels are third parties’ certifications that can be either mandatory or voluntary 

(Horne, 2009). Mandatory certifications are those imposed by governments and laws regarding 

minimum requirements of the product’s consumption levels (e.g. of energy and water for households’ 

appliances), whereas voluntary certifications are established by the International Standards 

Organization (ISO) and grouped in categories (Horne, 2009). The category of eco-labels allows the 

display of a logo ensuring the environmental friendliness of products. Eco-labels concern the 

environmental friendliness of materials, manufacturing processes, and resources implementation 

(Peattie, 2010). A specific type of eco-label is the Forest Stewardship Certification (FSC). The FSC 

label is among the most adopted labels worldwide and informs consumers about the origin of the 

wood, which comes from sustainable-managed forests (Horne, 2009; Cai & Aguilar, 2013; Special 

Eurobarometer, 2014). As of March 2017, the FSC has certified almost 200 million hectares of forests 

in 82 countries worldwide (FSC facts & figures, 2017). 
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The FSC eco-label is not the only wood certification used in the market, since several other schemes 

of labels exist, both voluntary and mandatory (Horne, 2009). Hence, a problem arises when 

consumers are not acknowledged about the differences between existing eco-labels since they cannot 

assess the actual environmental impact of the product (D’Souza et al., 2006). The study reported that 

a majority of consumers reads eco-labels (67.7%), but a lower percentage (55.4%) finds the amount 

of information to be satisfactory (D’Souza et al., 2006).  

 

O’Brien & Teisl (2004) found that in a market situation, eco-labels might be perceived as unclear to 

the consumer, and they suggest that providing extra information could improve the effect of eco-

labels on consumers’ purchasing decisions (O’Brien & Teisl, 2004). A research by Osburg et al. 

(2016) on young consumers highlighted how buying intentions and trust in the product can be 

prompted by increasing the information provided to consumers (Osburg et al., 2016). Consumers who 

were more environmentally friendly required information related to the environmental impact of the 

product (Osburg et al., 2016). These findings have been confirmed by Testa et al. (2013), who found 

that consumers who are more informed about the environmental friendliness of products are more 

likely to purchase eco-friendly products (Testa et al., 2013). Moreover, consumers feel more 

confident in buying eco-labelled products if they have a higher knowledge of the specific eco-label 

used (Testa et al., 2013).  

 

Trust in environmental certifications also depends on the credibility of the source of information 

(Horne, 2009). Aguilar & Cai (2010) observed that consumers have trust in certifications issued by 

third-party organizations such as NGOs (non-governmental organizations) in the same measure as 

governmental institutions (Aguilar & Cai, 2010). On the other hand, Horne (2009) found that 

voluntary eco-labels led by companies often suffer from a lack of trust by consumers, whereas 

mandatory eco-labels issued by governments have a higher credibility among consumers (Horne, 

2009).   

 

Overall, according to Aguilar & Vlosky (2007), willingness to pay for environmental certification 

raised over time thanks to consumers’ increased awareness and knowledge of eco-labels (Aguilar & 

Vlosky, 2007). Research has shown that consumers are willing to pay a premium price for an eco-

labelled product. A price premium is defined as the price a consumer is willing to additionally spend 

to ensure a certain level of welfare (Aguilar & Vlosky, 2007). Several studies have been carried out 
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to estimate consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) for environmental certifications (Husted et al., 

2013) and certified wood products (Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Aguilar & Cai, 2010). 

 

Anderson & Hansen (2004) researched about consumers’ preferences for wood CD racks. The authors 

found that wood certification was positively valued and was the preferred attribute by 20.8% of 

respondents. Not surprisingly, respondents who valued the environmental certification more than 

other attributes were also willing to pay more for certified wood products (at least 5% more) Anderson 

& Hansen, 2004). A study by Aguilar & Cai (2010) confirmed the same results, finding that 

consumers were willing to pay more for a certified wood product (regardless of the type of eco label) 

and that knowing the origin of wood was an important factor for consumers (Aguilar & Cai, 2010). 

Husted et al. (2013) also confirmed these findings and noticed that consumers who have a positive 

attitude towards environmentally friendly products are usually willing to pay more for certified wood 

and other eco-friendly attributes (Husted et al., 2013). 

 

Even if it can be argued that consumers are willing to pay more for eco-labelled products, some 

authors found that environmental friendly attributes might not be the most important ones for 

consumers (Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Montoro et al., 2006; Osburg et al., 2016). In their study, 

Osburg et al. (2016) found that information about wood certification was considered less important 

than other product’s attributes like appearance and durability (Osburg et al., 2016). Jensen & Jakus 

& Jakus (2003) also showed how only a minority of consumers were willing to pay more for an eco-

friendly certified product (Jensen & Jakus, 2003). In conclusion, previous studies show that 

consumers are positively influenced by the presence of an eco-label and are willing to pay more for 

it (Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Aguilar & Cai, 2010; Husted et al., 2013). However, eco-labels might 

be perceived as less important than other attributes (Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Montoro et al., 2006; 

Osburg et al., 2016). Thus, the following hypotheses can be formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 1.a 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards eco-labels (the FSC label) and are willing to pay more 

for it. 

Hypothesis 1.b 

Consumers value eco-labels (the FSC label) as less important than other attributes. 
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The eco-label attribute needs to be further researched to clearly capture the level of importance for 

consumers, in comparison to other attributes. In this research, the FSC label has been chosen as the 

eco-label certifying the environmental friendliness of the wood of the chair. As stated above, the FSC 

label is one of the most widespread and it can be assumed that consumers would be more 

knowledgeable about it, compared to other eco-labels in the market. 

 

2.3.2 Recycled products 

 

The last attribute included in the survey regards recycled materials. Recycling takes materials from 

used products and transforms these into raw materials for new products (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). 

Like for eco-labels, consumers are increasingly careful about recycled products (Hamzaoui-Essoussi 

& Linton, 2010). Several studies have demonstrated consumers’ favourable attitude to recycled 

products. In a study by Mobley et al. (1995), respondents preferred recycled products compared to 

new ones (Mobley et al., 1995), and Guagnano (2001) reported that 86% of respondents were willing 

to pay more for a household product made from recycled materials (Guagnano, 2001). 

 

A research by Bei & Simpson (1995) showed that the overall attitude of consumers towards recycled 

products was positive, with 70% consumers stating that they were buying recycled products from 

time to time (Bei & Simpson, 1995). Most of the respondents thought that buying recycled products 

was helping to save the environment (Bei & Simpson, 1995). Other studies have also confirmed that 

consumers are willing to pay more for a recycled product (Mobley et al., 1995; Guagnano, 2001; 

Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010). 

 

The literature on recycled and remanufactured products also highlights the difficulty of companies to 

communicate to consumers the value of such products. Among consumers, there still exists the 

opinion that recycled materials are of a lesser quality than new materials (Bei & Simpson, 1995; 

Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010; Michaud & Llerena, 2011). This erroneous belief makes 

consumers decide not to buy the recycled product because they believe it is more expensive compared 

to a non-recycled one (Bei & Simpson, 1995). Moreover, studies on recycled products suggested that 

consumers are sensitive to the product’s perceived risk, that is, the uncertainty about the consequences 

of the product’s use (De Medeiros & Ribeiro, 2017; Hamzaoui Essoussi and Linton, 2010). Literature 

has observed that consumers often perceived a higher functional risk connected to eco-friendly 

products (De Medeiros & Ribeiro, 2017; Hamzaoui Essoussi and Linton, 2010). If consumers 
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perceive a lower functional risk, their likelihood of purchasing eco-friendly products will be higher 

(Hamzaoui Essoussi and Linton, 2010). For high functional risk products, such as cars or electronic 

devices, consumers do not want to spend more money if they are recycled. For lower functional risk 

products, like toilet paper, consumers are instead willing to pay a premium price when recycled 

(Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010). 

  

For this reason, other studies have also pointed out that preferences for recycled products could 

depend on the type of product (Bei & Simpson, 1995; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010). 

Consumers might be differently involved into one product compared to another, therefore valuing the 

recycled attribute also differently (Bei & Simpson, 1995). For remanufactured products (partly 

recycled), consumers seem to negatively value their quality (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). Consumers 

perceive these products not to be completely new, conceiving the combination of used and new parts 

as a manufacturer’s attempt to save money, rather than a promotion of environmentally friendly 

consumption (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). Consequently, consumers’ WTP for these products is lower 

than the one for recycled products or newly made ones (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). 

 

There are currently few studies investigating the importance of recycled materials for furniture in 

consumers’ purchasing decisions. Therefore, it is interesting to study how this attribute might 

influence consumers’ preferences for furniture, also in comparison to other attributes. In general, 

studies have shown that consumers are increasingly concerned about the eco-friendly attributes of 

products (Michaud & Llerena, 2011) and that they show a positive feeling towards recycled products 

(Bei & Simpson, 1995; Guagnano, 2001; Michaud & Llerena, 2011). While according to some 

authors (Mobley et al., 1995) consumers do not undervalue the quality of products due to their 

recycled components, others have shown that consumers do not value recycled or remanufactured 

products the same as new products (Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010). Given these considerations, 

the following hypotheses can be formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2.a: 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards recycled furniture and are willing to pay more for it. 

Hypothesis 2.b: 

Consumers would pay less for a partly recycled furniture than a 100% recycled one. 
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Moreover, considering hypotheses 1.a, 2.a and 2.b, it is possible to formulate a third hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 3: 

Given H1.a, H2.a, and H2.b, consumers would pay more for a piece of furniture that is both certified 

by an eco-label and made of 100% recycled material. 

 

2.4 Research question and hypotheses 

The purpose of this research is to understand consumers’ behaviour when purchasing furniture, and 

more specifically, for a chair. This has been chosen as a representative item for the product category 

since the market value for seating furniture has been particularly high in Denmark (statista.com). The 

evaluation of alternatives stage has been found to be a critical step in consumers’ decision-making 

process to foresee consumers’ purchasing decisions. When evaluating the different product options, 

consumers analyse the product’s attributes to assess which ones are the most important to them (see 

section 2.1.1). In specific, when considering the purchase of furniture, some attributes such as design 

awards, the notoriety of the brand and durability of materials are positively affecting consumers’ 

buying decision (Special Eurobarometer, 2014). In the literature, several studies have demonstrated 

consumers’ preferences regarding these attributes and found that consumers are willing to pay more 

for such attributes (see section 2.2). 

 

Regarding eco-friendly attributes such as eco-labels and recycled materials, research has indicated a 

positive attitude by consumers but, as explained above, results slightly differ among the different 

studies. Moreover, it is not clear whether eco-friendly attributes could be more important than others 

in determining consumers’ purchasing decision. Therefore, it is necessary to explore consumers’ 

preferences towards eco-friendly attributes and comparing those with non-eco-friendly ones.  

 

Finally, it is important to assess whether consumers would be willing to pay more for an eco-friendly 

piece of furniture, given that eco-friendly attributes could also represent a source of competitive 

advantage for companies promoting environmental friendliness as a core value. Given these 

considerations, the following research questions are formulated: 
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How important are recycled materials and the FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) eco-label 

for consumers in comparison with other attributes when purchasing a chair? 

Are consumers willing to pay more for an eco-friendly piece of furniture? 

 

To answer these questions, the author of this research has developed different hypotheses. These are 

derived from previous studies and theories introduced in the above chapters: 

Hypothesis 1.a 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards eco-labels (the FSC label) and are willing to pay more 

for it. 

Hypothesis 1.b 

Consumers value eco-labels (the FSC label) as less important than other attributes. 

Hypothesis 2.a: 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards recycled furniture and are willing to pay more for it. 

Hypothesis 2.b: 

Consumers would pay less for a partly recycled furniture than a 100% recycled one. 

Hypothesis 3: 

Given H1.a, H2.a, and H2.b, consumers would pay more for a piece of furniture that is both certified 

by an eco-label and made of 100% recycled material. 

 

In order to verify the various hypotheses, it is necessary to assess consumers’ preferences for each of 

these attributes and to measure their willingness to pay for those. As mentioned before, this research 

refers to Woodruff’s (1997) framework of customer value and addresses the first step of his 

hierarchical model, thus following Huber et al. et al.’s (2001) suggestion on measuring attributes to 

understand consumers’ buying decisions. Conjoint Analysis is the chosen method to answer the above 

research questions. As indicated by Huber et al. et al. (2001), this method is the best for this type of 

study. (Huber et al. et al., 2001). 

The following chapters will present the Conjoint Analysis method and how this will be used in the 

current study. 
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Chapter 3 - Methodology 

In this research, previous theories (see sections 2.3 and 2.4) are used to develop different hypotheses 

for the study. The philosophy adopted in this research is the one of positivism, where the author relies 

on objective scientific and empirical methods (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). The formulated 

hypotheses will be tested through an indirect survey method, Conjoint Analysis. This allows 

hypotheses to be confirmed or rejected, enriching the existing body of literature on the matter 

(Saunders et al., 2016). This deductive approach allows to gather quantitative data and to analyse 

them in an impartial and objective way (Saunders et al., 2016).  

The quantitative method has been found to be the most appropriate to estimate a numeric type of 

results such as willingness to pay (Saunders et al., 2016). The first section of the methodology will 

explain the concept of willingness to pay and the relationship between price and customer value. A 

detailed explanation of the method used will follow. 

 

Figure 5- Methodology map 
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3.1 Willingness To Pay (WTP) 

As previously explained (see section 2.1.2), customer value is defined as the utility the customer can 

have by buying a product, compared to the sacrifices and costs s/he needs to face (Woodruff, 1997). 

Given this definition, utility can be measured in monetary terms, namely, it equals the amount of 

money a consumer is willing to pay for a product offering certain attributes (Zeithaml, 1988). Studies 

have demonstrated the importance of determining consumers’ WTP to develop pricing strategies, 

especially when introducing a new product on the market and to study market demand (Breidert, 

Hahsler & Reutterer, 2006). For this research, analysing consumers’ WTP for different product’s 

attributes would show whether consumers are valuing the attributes differently and what are the most 

important ones, thus answering the hypotheses and the research questions (see section 2.4). 

 

Methods for measuring WTP 

There are several methods to measure WTP (Figure 6) (Breidert et al., 2006). A first classification 

lies on the distinction between methods based on revealed preference data or on stated preference 

data.  Revealed preference data is gathered through market observations or experiments, both on the 

field or in a laboratory. Stated preference data is instead obtained through surveys (Breidert et al., 

2006). A further distinction is made for stated preference data methods, which divide into direct or 

indirect surveys. The former is done by asking consumers to indicate their WTP for a product, 

whereas in the latter WTP is derived from consumers’ ratings and rankings of the products (Breidert 

et al., 2006). Conjoint Analysis (CA) is an indirect survey method and it has been widely used in 

pricing studies (Breidert et al., 2006). 
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Figure 6 - Classification of WTP methods, adapted Breidert et al. (2006) 

 

3.2 Conjoint Analysis (CA)        

3.2.1 What is CA and how it works 

 

Conjoint Analysis is a quantitative method that allows measuring consumers’ preferences through the 

choice of multiple products’ profiles with different attributes in an experimental design (Breidert et 

al., 2006; Rao, 2014). This method is based on the theoretical assumption (see section 2.1) that 

consumers value the product’s attributes differently and thus these determine their choices (Rao, 

2014). With Conjoint Analysis is possible to understand consumers’ trade-offs of attributes and 

uncover the utility values for each of those. The functions explaining utility values are called 

“attribute-specific part worth functions” (Rao, 2014, p. 6).  

 

Traditional CA comprises the analysis of the full set of chosen attributes for describing the product, 

forming full product profiles. The set of full profiles of the study is defined as “full factorial design” 

(Rao, 2014). Since every attribute shows different levels (e.g. for the attribute “Recycled Materials”, 

levels can be “100% recycled”, “partly recycled” and “not recycled” etc.) the full factorial design can 
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be very large (Rao, 2014). Since the product’s attributes chosen are 4, each with 2 levels and 1 with 

3 levels, the full factorial design would be 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 = 48 possible combinations. A consumer 

would not be able to choose with so many different options (Rao, 2014). To reduce the number of 

combinations (profiles), it is necessary to do a fractional factorial design, which represents part of the 

full factorial design (Rao, 2014).  

 

A type of factorial design is the orthogonal design, which allows the estimation of all the attributes 

and levels combinations of the design (Rao, 2014). Software like SPSS (the Statistical Package for 

Social Science), are often used in market research and can be used to obtain an orthogonal design and 

to calculate the results of a CA. In an orthogonal design, each level of one attribute is proportionally 

combined with each level of another attribute, that is, every level of an attribute is presented with a 

proportional frequency in the design (Rao, 2014). If every attribute in the design contains the same 

number of levels, the orthogonal design is symmetric, otherwise, it is asymmetric (Rao, 2014). In the 

present study, the orthogonal design is asymmetric, since the levels are 2 for all the attributes except 

Recycled Material, which has 3. 

In the following paragraph, the researcher is going to explain the steps for designing a CA and the 

type of results that are obtained. 

 

Overview of Conjoint Analysis steps 

 

The first step to conduct a CA is to define the problem, what the research is going to study (Rao, 

2014). In this research, CA is used to understand consumers’ preferences of attributes when 

purchasing a chair, in order to discover the importance of eco-label and recycled material compared 

to other attributes and consumers’ WTP for these.  

 

The second step requires defining attributes and the respective levels to be included in the design 

(Rao, 2014). As stated before, the selected attributes for this study were: Design Award, Brand, 

Durability, FSC eco-label, Recycled Material. Every attribute present two levels, a part from 

Recycled Material, which is divided into three levels. Recycled Material was expressed in three levels 

due to the complexity of the attribute, since it implies different components of the chair. Furthermore, 

there was interest in analysing the possible different perception of consumers for fully recycled 

products and partly recycled ones, as suggested by previous studies (see section 2.3.2). 
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The following step is to create the product profiles combining the different attributes and levels 

chosen (Rao, 2014). The total full factorial design for this study was: 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 = 48 profiles. 

From 48 profiles, with an orthogonal design, it is possible to reduce the number to a total of 8 profiles 

through the software SPSS Statistics. After the final profiles were made, the experimental design was 

evaluated by consumers through a survey (Rao, 2014). In the survey made for the present research, 

each attribute and level was explained in a verbal descriptive way. Verbal explanations are the most 

used method in studies, due to their simplicity (Rao, 2014). The survey was administered to 

respondents, who had to express preferences for the product profiles, either by stating the amount of 

money they were willing to pay for each option. The reasoning behind the choice of asking 

respondents to indicate their willingness to pay will be shortly explained in the next section (3.2.2). 

 

After the answers are collected, the actual CA was run, through the help of the statistical software 

(SPSS). The software calculated the utility part-worths for the attributes (IBM Corporation), 

expressed in monetary terms (DKK) in this research. Comparing the different results, the researcher 

was able to understand consumers’ preferences and WTP for each attribute.  

In the next chapters, Data Collection and Research Design of this study will be explained. Before 

that, it is important to highlight some advantages and limitations of CA method and the methodology 

delimitations. 

3.2.2 Advantages and limitations of using Conjoint Analysis (CA) 

 

CA is widely used in marketing studies since it allows different types of research (Rao, 2014). Using 

CA, marketers are able to predict consumer’s buying behaviours for new products and confront 

existing product’s features with the ones of competitors (Rao, 2014). CA is also useful to plan pricing 

strategies and identify relevant consumers’ segments in the market (Rao, 2014). Due to the nature of 

its design, this method presents to customers with a simulated real purchase scenario (Rao, 2014). 

Despite the success of CA in analysing consumers’ preferences, it is important to remember that often 

respondents do not truthfully answer to surveys, and results can be biased (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). 

Hypothetical bias is defined as the gap between how consumers behave in real life and what they 

actually answer in surveys (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). Although this effect can be seen in CA as 

well, this method is less exposed to hypothetical bias than similar survey-based methods (Michaud 

& Llerena, 2011). Respondents are not directly asked to indicate a preference for each attribute, but 
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they are bound by evaluating the products as an array of attributes, thus facing a trade-off situation 

similar to a real purchase experience (Rao, 2014). Moreover, in this study, eco-friendly attributes 

have been confounded with non-eco-friendly ones, in order to not make evident for respondents the 

focus of the research. 

 

Price as an attribute? 

In traditional CA, price is included as an attribute in the experimental design (Breidert et al., 2006). 

However, according to Breidert et al. (2006), this practice presents few problems (Breidert et al., 

2006). From a theoretical point of view, including price as an internal attribute poses some issues 

considering that, unlike the other attributes, price does not have a utility (Breidert et al., 2006). As 

explained before (see section 2.1.2) and as also Zeithaml (1988) states in her research, price is what 

is given by a consumer in exchange for a product or service (Zeithaml, 1988). Therefore, being price 

an element the consumer has to give, it cannot be considered the same as other attributes, which 

constitute instead what the consumer obtains (Zeithaml, 1988). Price thus represents the amount of 

money the consumer is willing to spend to get that specific product instead of another one (Breidert 

et al., 2006) 

From an empirical point of view, using ratings or ranking evaluation methods with price as an 

attribute might prevent respondents from valuing the product profiles properly (Breidert et al., 2006). 

For example, an alternative that shows a high price might be perceived as too pricey and valued 

negatively, even if the other attributes of the profile would have been valued positively (Breidert et 

al., 2006). This interaction between price and other attributes could alter results and invalidate the 

study (Breidert et al., 2006). For the reasons explained, in this research, price has not been included 

as an internal attribute, but it is treated as an evaluation method. 

3.3 Data Collection 

3.3.1 The Sample 

 

The information collected for this research is based on primary data, hence data was retrieved from 

directly surveying the respondents. The population chosen for the study is composed of bachelor and 

master students enrolled at Copenhagen Business School in Copenhagen, Denmark. University 

students were selected based on the accessibility of respondents by the researcher. Copenhagen was 

chosen as a representative city where the scenario of the study could be best imagined by a respondent, 
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given the high concentration of furniture design shops in the city. Moreover, as mentioned before, the 

furniture industry is particularly relevant in Denmark (see section 1.1).  

 

CBS university students were chosen as a representative population for this study. University students 

are about to face major life changes where the need of buying furniture arises, such as finding a house 

and later having a family (Evans, 2008). Moreover, after graduating and entering the work force, 

university students have a notable buying potential, thus making them a relevant consumer segment 

for companies (Valentine & Powers, 2013). A study by Osburg et al. (2016) on young consumers 

highlighted how for this segment information on products’ eco-friendliness is an important driver of 

their purchasing decisions (Osburg et al., 2016). 

 

The sample comprehends students who spent time at the university’s main canteen in Solbjerg Plads 

around lunch time. This decision was made to increase the chances of obtaining a high response rate 

since the researcher observed that students generally had more time to read and complete the survey 

during that time. Surveys have been collected offline by directly approaching students during the 

week from 27th of March 2017 to 2nd of April 2017. To engage students in the research and motivate 

them to provide useful answers, they were offered small rewards like candies and sweets. The first 

page of the survey, a brief note presenting the researcher and explaining the purpose of the study was 

included. The introduction ended with a “funny” final sentence, so to induce respondents’ sympathy 

and increase the chance of useful responses. Inspiration for this concept has been taken from a study 

by Garner (2005). Garner (2005) demonstrated how writing a request for answering the survey on a 

Post-It on top of a survey would increase the chance of obtaining useful answers since people react 

by following social norms of reciprocity and altruism (Garner, 2005). 

 

The final pool of respondents was composed by 44.3% bachelor students and 55.7% master students. 

This proportion reflects CBS students’ population of bachelor students (46 %) and masters (54%) 

(CBS Facts and Figures, 2017). The researcher collected 108 responses, among which 106 were 

complete and usable for the study. Two surveys were discarded because of missing information or 

unclear answers. For what concerns demographics, 47,2% of respondents were female, and 52,8% 

were male. Regarding nationality, 43,4% of respondents were Danish, followed by Italians (20,8%) 

and Germans (15,1%). The rest of the sample was made by other international students (see Appendix 

I). 
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3.3.2 Delimitations 

 

Before explaining how the research has been designed, it is important to present a few delimitations. 

A first delimitation for the method applied to this study concerns the estimation of willingness to pay 

(WTP). This research is going to assess consumer’s WTP for a chair, expressed in monetary terms 

(Danish krona). However, it is important to remind that results will represent just an indication of the 

price consumers would pay to buy the chair. As known from the literature, in a survey situation, 

consumers might not be prompted to indicate their true WTP (Breidert et al., 2006). Moreover, 

whether respondents reveal their true WTP, it is not sure if they would behave similarly in a real 

purchase scenario (Breidert et al., 2006). WTP expressed by respondents in this study should be 

interpreted considering the limitations of the method used. Conjoint Analysis is among the most used 

methods in market research for pricing studies (Breidert et al., 2006), and its advantages have been 

outlined in section 3.2.2. 

A second delimitation concerns the sample selection. The choice of carrying out this study in 

Denmark, and more specifically in the Copenhagen Business School (CBS) context, clearly already 

set the delimitations for the present study. Indeed, one may argue that the chosen setting and sample 

might result in data that is not fully representative of the overall market. Also, the number of students 

surveyed is limited to 106. There is a chance that results could have been slightly different with a 

higher number of responses. Nevertheless, given that the study has been conducted in a specific 

location and time frame (lunch time at Solbjerg Plads canteen), the students available to answer were 

of a finite number. Second, in order to ensure a high response rate which might have been limited to 

online distribution, surveys were personally handed out by the researcher. This was also because of 

the considerable length of the survey, whose completion time was about 10 minutes. In order to 

overcome these delimitations, the validity of results was proved through Conjoint Analysis, as will 

be explained in the next chapter (see section 3.5). 

3.4 Research Design 
 

As explained earlier in this chapter, CA is a quantitative method that uses survey for collecting data 

(Rao, 2014).  This section is going to explain in details how the survey has been designed and the 

functioning of the software IBM SPSS Statistics. 
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3.4.1 The chosen product  

The product object of the study is a wooden chair with a seat covered in leather. This choice has been 

done researching among current popular Danish design companies selling chairs (eg. Muuto and Hay) 

and the products they usually offer, in order to select a product that could be enough familiar to 

consumers. Moreover, the seating furniture category represents Denmark most valuable market 

(Statista, 2015). It was decided to take only one product as a reference, to keep the survey simple 

since it is preferred to not overload respondents with too many information (Rao, 2014). 

The chairs are presented as “very comfortable” and “carefully designed”, with “the right size to be 

placed in a medium-size kitchen, living room or at a desk” (see Appendix II). These are the only 

characteristics common to all the profiles, which differs for the five attributes object of the study 

(Design Award, Brand, Durability, FSC eco-label, Recycled Material).  

 

3.4.2 Attributes and levels 

Selecting attributes is a very important phase in CA (Rao, 2014). Theory outlines some requirements 

for selecting the right attributes. Attributes should be easily understandable by consumers and be 

independent of each other (Rao, 2014): for example, the attributes “shape” and “design” are too 

correlated, since “shape” can be seen as part of the “design”. Moreover, attributes should be realistic 

and manageable in real market situations (Rao, 2014). In this study, attributes have been chosen to 

represent a realistic chair that could be purchased in a shop. The chair is made of wood with a seat in 

leather and described as comfortable. The other attributes are then added through the different 

product’s options. 

 

Literature suggests conducting a preliminary study to identify relevant attributes for consumers, 

through direct surveys or previous research (Rao, 2014). For this research, inspiration was taken from 

the “the EU furniture market situation and a possible furniture products initiative” final report, issued 

by the Special Eurobarometer and commissioned by the EU in 2014. This research provides useful 

insights of the furniture industry in Europe and data on consumers’ preferences. 

The study made by European Commission in 2014 included Brand and Durability, which also were 

rated as highly important for respondents, and Environmental Friendliness as a generic attribute. In 

the European Commission study, Design was expressed by “personal taste” and “design rights”. For 

the purposes of this research, the first two attributes were maintained the same (Brand and Durability), 

whereas Environmental Friendliness, which is the main focus of the study, was divided between 
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“Eco-label” and “Recycled material”. Finally, for Design, the author preferred to express the attribute 

in terms of Design Awards rather than “personal taste” or “design rights”, since it has been considered 

a more objective parameter and easier to be understood by respondents. 

The number of attributes has been kept to five, since it is recommended to limit the attributes between 

two to five, to avoid overload of information (Rao, 2014). All attributes present two levels each, apart 

from Recycled Material, which has three. The levels for each attribute are: 

 

• Design Award - in the survey, it is indicated that some chairs present a tag stating “Danish 

Design Award of 2017”, which means they have been awarded by the Danish Design Institute 

for their design this current year. Other chairs missing this tag have not received this award.  

 

• Brand - this attribute is expressed in terms of “Established Brand” and “No Name Brand”. In 

the first case, the brand is already well-known to the respondent and most people can 

recognize it. As for the other option, the chair does not show any brand or company name, so 

the respondent is not able to assess who the producer is.  

 

• Durability - in the survey scenario, it is explained that the Danish Consumer Council has 

conducted a test to assess the quality and durability of several design products, among which 

furniture. Some chairs show a certification of Durability, meaning the Council has proved that 

the chairs are extremely resistant and can last double the time of an average chair in the 

market. Some other chairs do not own the certification.  

 

• FSC eco-label - given that the chairs are mainly made of wood, in some cases they show the 

FSC eco-label, meaning the wood was taken from sustainable-managed forests. Otherwise, 

the chairs do not show any type of eco-label.  

 

• Recycled Material - finally, for the recycle attribute three options are presented: the chairs 

are made of 100% Recycled Materials, meaning that all components of the chairs (wood, 

leather, packaging etc.) are made from recycled material. The second option consists in chairs 

made only partially with recycled materials (Partly Recycled), so some components of the 

chairs are new. Finally, some chairs are entirely made with virgin materials (Not Recycled).  
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The table underneath summarizes the attributes and levels included in the survey: 

 

Table 1 - Attributes and levels 

3.6.3 Experimental design 

To generate an orthogonal design and generate the product’s profiles for the survey, the software IBM 

SPSS Statistics was used. The software has been retrieved through the Copenhagen Business School 

library software available to students. To design the study in SPSS, the author followed the guidelines 

of IBM SPSS Statistics Conjoint 24 (IBM Corporation). For each attribute, the software requires to 

include the levels, specifying the value of each level (Table 2 – see also Appendix III). All the 

attributes of this study were considered categorical attributes, meaning no previous assumptions on 

the relation between the attribute and evaluation (price) have been made (IBM Corporation).  

 

Table 2 - Product profiles 
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These profiles were used in order to build the survey to be distributed to respondents. The survey 

included a fictitious scenario that is in turn explained in the next paragraphs. 

 

3.4.4 The Scenario 

In the first page of the survey (see Appendix II), respondents were briefly told about the purpose and 

the author of the study. The text also included an indication of the average time a person would need 

to complete the survey, based on previous pilot tests done with few students, afterward not included 

in the sample. The time suggested was about 10 minutes, considering the time to read the one-page 

scenario and the time to evaluate the answers, plus the time to answer the final questions about 

demographics information. The introduction text also included a “funny” final sentence, to induce 

respondents’ sympathy and increase the chance of useful responses (see section XX). 

The second page of the survey presented a hypothetical scenario, with the description of the attributes, 

indications about the evaluation method and an example of the respondent’s task. In the hypothetical 

scenario, respondents were asked to imagine they were buying a new chair for their house in a 

furniture shop in Copenhagen. Following that, the chairs were described with the different attributes. 

Finally, they were asked to decide on price for the 8 product profiles generated by the orthogonal 

design.  

The survey required to carefully review the 8 options presented in the next pages and to assign a price 

for which they would buy the chairs. A price range was included, based on average market prices of 

chairs (e.g. design chairs by Muuto, Hay) to help respondents with the evaluation. The range was 

between 1.000 DKK and 5.000 DKK, and respondents were asked to stay within the range and to 

vary their answers to reflect the different value one offer had compared to another one.  At the bottom 

of the page, an example was provided to respondents to help respondents understanding the task. 

In the last two pages of the survey, the 8 profiles were shown, with a blank space next to “Price”. The 

final section of the survey included a table asking information about nationality, age, gender, 

education level (master or bachelor) and the average monthly income. The average monthly income 

was not included in the end, since many students did not know about their income, meaning their 

parents were providing for their expenses and wrote “0” as an answer.  

 



38 
 
 

3.4.5 Expected results 

After all the surveys were completed, the answers for the 8 profiles for each respondent were 

transferred into a new Data set on SPSS (see Appendix VII), naming every respondent with an ordinal 

number (from 1 to 106). Then, with the mentioned file of collected data and the previously done file 

specifying the product’s profiles, Conjoint Analysis (CA) was run (command “Conjoint” in SPSS 

syntax) (see Appendix IV). The output of the CA was opened in a new file, where the software 

calculated the utilities (expressed in DKK) for every attribute at an aggregate level and the average 

level of importance of the attributes. Results will be explained and analysed in detail in the next 

chapter. 

3.5 Validity and Reliability 

Validity 

 

Validity ensures the level of suitability of the measures adopted for the study and the coherence of 

results (Saunders et al., 2016; Mooi & Sarstedt, 2014). To ensure that the variables of the research 

are meaningful for consumers, attributes have been searched and selected taking inspiration from 

previous studies, in particular the “the EU furniture market situation and a possible furniture products 

initiative” final report, commissioned by the European Commission in 2014 (Special Eurobarometer, 

2014).  

 

Hypotheses for this research have been elaborated upon a review of previous studies and literature, 

and are coherent with precedent similar studies’ results. The purpose of this study is to identify 

consumers’ WTP for each of these attributes, therefore price has been chosen as an appropriate 

measure for evaluating the product’s alternatives (see section 3.1). 

 

The validity of results was tested statistically through the CA analysis itself. Conjoint Analysis 

provides two correlation measures: Pearson’s R and Kendall’s Tau. These parameters ensure the level 

of fit between the model and the data. These correlations vary between -1 (weak correlation) and +1 

(strong correlation) (IBM Corporation). In this study, both Pearson’s R and Kendall’s Tau are equal 

to 1, thus ensuring a strong correlation between the utilities estimated in the model and the observed 

utilities (see Appendix V). 
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Reliability 

 

Reliability ensures that results of the study would not change in case of replication, both by the same 

researcher or a different one and that there is consistency within the study (Saunders et al., 2016; 

Mooi & Sarstedt, 2014). As for replication, given that data was collected during a limited and precise 

time, reliability might be also limited to the specific time frame and location chosen. As Mooi & 

Sarstedt (2014) state, replicating the test twice does not assess reliability when the survey is related 

to a specific time frame (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2014). A way to ensure reliability would have been to 

replicate the study twice in the same conditions as the first data collection and within the same sample 

(Mooi & Sarstedt, 2014). However, this has not been possible due to the anonymity of respondents, 

thus the researcher was not able to replicate the study addressing the same pool of respondents. 

 

Regarding consistency of the study, the researcher tried to avoid biases in several ways. First, the 

researcher did not interfere in respondents’ completion of the survey but kept a detached approach, 

coherent with the positivist approach in which this research is framed. Second, when analysing 

results, the researcher followed an objective view to avoid misinterpretations of results (Mooi & 

Sarstedt, 2014). Finally, the survey was designed to give respondents all the necessary information 

to exclude the chance of misunderstandings, and it exhibited an example to clarify the task required. 
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Chapter 4 – Analysis and Discussion 

In the following section, the research findings are explained and to hypotheses are tested. The chapter 

begins with a general overview of results, and provides the guidelines on how to read and interpret 

them. Following that, the single attributes are analysed in terms of utilities expressed in prices (DKK) 

and level of importance. Finally, based on the findings the author is going to confirm or reject the 

previously made hypotheses and answer the research questions. 

4.1 Introduction and overview of results 

The data collection resulted in 106 useful surveys, for a total of 106 x 8 = 848 observations (the 

number of respondents multiplied per each product profile). Through the command “Conjoint”, the 

software IBM SPSS Statistics calculated the attributes’ utilities for every respondent and on an 

aggregate level. 

Results are analysed at the aggregate level to examine the patterns of consumer preferences when 

purchasing a wooden chair, thus answering the following research question(s): 

 

How important are recycled materials and the FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) eco-label 

for consumers in comparison with other attributes when purchasing a chair? 

Are consumers willing to pay more for an eco-friendly piece of furniture? 

 

4.1.1 Interpreting results 

 

Results from the Conjoint Analysis in SPSS are expressed in two different ways: attributes utilities 

and attributes importance. Utilities, or “path-worth”, are expressed in Danish krona, and they indicate 

the average amount of money a consumer is willing to pay for that attribute. The sum of utilities for 

each attribute is estimated to sum to zero (Orme, 2010). For example, utilities for the attribute 

“Design” are +/- 528.905 (see Figure XX). 

The sum of the utilities (rounding up) for Design Award is: 529 + (- 529) = 0. In this case, the 

consumer would pay around 529 DKK more to buy a chair which has won the Danish Design Award 

of 2017. Conversely, the consumer would not spend 529 DKK for a chair that has not won the design 

award. The number 529, therefore represents the monetary value (in DKK) of the attribute “Design 

Award”. 



41 
 
 

 

 

Table 3 - Attributes' Utilities 

 

Thanks to the utilities, it is possible to calculate the price for a chair with different attributes (IBM 

Corporation). The utility function for a product profile is expressed as the sum of the utilities and an 

arbitrary constant α: 

 

 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑜𝑛𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑙𝑒 = 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦(𝐷𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛 𝐴𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑) + 𝑈(𝐵𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑑) + 𝑈(𝐷𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦) +

𝑈(𝐹𝑆𝐶 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙) + 𝑈(𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑙) + α 

 

For example, for a chair that has the Danish Design Award 2017 (DDA), it is made by an Established 

Brand, has a Durability certification, an FSC eco-label and that is 100% Recycled, the function would 

be: 

 

DDA + Established Brand + Durability certification + FSC + 100% Recycled + Constant = 

528.90 + 365.281 + 333.853 + 185.404 + 354.957 + 2459.157 = 

4,227.552 DKK (price for this option) 
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The second table shows the average importance of each attribute. These values are calculated for 

every subject by dividing the attribute utility for the sum of all attributes utilities, therefore they can 

be expressed in percentages (Orme, 2010). The aggregate data show the average importance of each 

attribute for all the subjects. The sum of every importance for every attribute is equal to 100%. 

 

Table 4 - Attributes' Importance 

 

For example, for Design Award, the importance is 27.569, therefore Design Award is the most 

preferred attribute by 27.57% (rounding up). From the pie chart below, it is clear that the attribute 

Design Award is the most preferred by respondents, whereas the FSC eco-label is the least preferred. 

Regarding the other three attributes – Brand, Durability and Recycled Material – no significant 

differences in importance can be observed. In the next paragraph the author is going to analyse each 

attribute and interpret the results from the Conjoint Analysis (CA). The following chart summarizes 

the importance scores for each attribute as percentages (Figure 7) and the original tables from SPSS 

can be found in Appendix VI. 
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Figure 7 - Attributes' Importance in percentages (%) 

4.2 Attributes scores 

4.2.1 Design Award 

Importance 

The importance of the attribute Design Award is equal to 27.569 (%). As seen in the chart (Figure 

XX), Design Award is considered the most important attribute for respondents when purchasing a 

chair. Hence, Design Award has the most influence on determining the preferences for a product 

profile. In other words, product profiles showing Design Award as an attribute (“Danish Design 

Award 2017” in the survey) are overall preferred compared to the profiles that do not have this 

attribute (“NO” in the survey).  

Utility 

The utility for the attribute Design Award is equal to 528.905 (DKK). The level of the attribute 

associated with “Danish Design Award 2017” = yes” is positively valued.  
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On average, respondents are willing to pay almost 529 DKK more to buy a chair that has been 

awarded by the Danish Design Center in 2017 as best design.  

Therefore, the price that on average the respondent is willing to pay for a chair that has won the DDA 

in 2017, other things being negative (no name Brand, no Durability certification, not Recycled, no 

FSC eco-label), would be: 

 

+ 528.905 – 365.281– 333.853 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 (constant) = 1,899.663 DKK 

 

4.2.2 Brand 

Importance 

Brand has an importance of 19.978 (%). The gap between this attribute and the most important one, 

Design Award, is around 8%. This is the third most important attribute for consumers, even though 

the distance between Brand, Durability and Recycled Material is of about 1-2%, hence the three 

attributes do not have a significant impact on consumers’ preferences, compared to Design Award.  

Utility 

Brand overall utility is equal to 365.281 (DKK). The level of “Established Brand” is positively valued 

by respondents, indeed they are willing to pay about 365 DKK more for products made by a brand 

they are familiar with and which is recognizable. Conversely, respondents negatively value “No 

Name Brand” as a feature of the chair, meaning they would not spend more for a chair that does not 

show any indication of the brand or the company producing it.  

Therefore, the price that on average the respondent is willing to pay for a chair that is made by an 

Established Brand, other things being negative (no Design Award, no Durability certification, not 

Recycled, no FSC eco-label), would be: 

 

+ 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2459.157 (constant) = 1,572.415 DKK 

4.2.3 Durability 

Importance 

Durability counted for 18.957% of attributes importance. As for Brand, this result indicates that 

respondents are not strongly influenced by the Durability attribute, meaning it has a similar influence 

as Brand and Recycled Materials on their decision to buy the chair. Durability is the fourth most 

important attribute, after Brand, Recycled Materials and Design Award. 
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Utility 

The utility for the Durability attributes equals to 333.853 (DKK). Consumers are willing to pay almost 

334 DKK more for a chair that possesses a certification of Durability, which ensures the quality of 

the chair and proves that it has been tested by the Danish Consumer Council to last double the time 

than an average chair in the market. The level “Durability certification = yes” is valued positively by 

respondents, therefore they would prefer to buy a chair which lasts longer. 

The price that on average the respondent is willing to pay for a chair that displays the Durability 

certification, other things being negative (no Design Award, no name Brand, not Recycled, no FSC 

eco-label), would be: 

 

+ 333.853 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2459.157 (constant) = 1,509.559 DKK 

 

4.2.4 FSC eco-label 

Importance 

The FSC eco-label has scored an importance of: 12.223 (%). This attribute is the least important for 

consumers when evaluating which chair to buy. The difference between the FSC eco-label attribute 

and the Design Award one (the highest one) is around 16 %. This result is significantly lower than 

the others, and thus indicating that the eco-label is not so important in purchasing decisions. 

Utility 

The utility for FSC eco-label is equal to 185.404 (DKK). Although this attribute is valued as the least 

important, consumers still prefer to buy a chair that shows the FSC eco-label, certifying the 

sustainability of the wood. The utility for the level “FSC eco-label = yes” is positive (+ 185.404 DKK) 

and suggests how much consumers are willing to pay more for product profiles showing this level.  

The price that on average the respondent is willing to pay for a chair certified by the FSC eco-label, 

other things being negative (no Design Award, no name Brand, no Durability certification, not 

Recycled), would be: 

 

+ 185.404 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861 + 2459.157 (constant) = 1,212.661 DKK 
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4.2.5 Recycled Material 

Importance 

The average importance score for the attribute Recycled Material is 21.272 %. Given this result, 

Recycled Material would be the second preferred attribute for respondents, with 6 % difference from 

the most important one (Design Award). However, as observed before, the differences regarding 

importance among Recycled Material, Brand and Durability are not noteworthy.  

Utility 

A few considerations are needed in order to understand the utility for the attribute Recycled Material. 

This attribute is the only one in the study which is expressed through three levels, instead of two. The 

levels for this attribute are: 100% Recycled, Partly recycled and Not recycled. From the data, it 

appears that the utility for 100% Recycled is positive and equals to 354.957 (DKK). The other two 

levels of the attribute are both valued negatively. The level “Partly recycled” has a utility of – 151.096 

(DKK), whereas for “Not recycled” the utility is – 203.861 (DKK).  These results indicate that 

consumers would be willing to pay circa 355 (DKK) more to buy a chair that has been made with 

100% Recycled materials (wood, leather, packaging), but they would not spend more money for a 

chair that is either only partly recycled or not recycled at all. However, results might be biased by 

respondents’ interpretation of the level “Partly recycled”. Indeed, it can be observed that the distance 

in utility from “Not Recycled” and “Partly Recycled” is much less than the one from “Partly 

Recycled” to “100% Recycled”. It is possible that, given that the three levels were expressed as 

equidistant in the study design (same distance between level 1, 2 and 3), consumers interpreted the 

level “Partly Recycled” as being much closer to the level “Not Recycled” than to the “100% 

Recycled”. In other words, respondents might not have valued the word “partly” as expressing a 

medium level of recycled components, but as indicating a very small amount of recycled materials. 

This implies that respondents might have negatively valued a partly recycled chair because they 

perceived it as almost not recycled. Results could have been different if respondents interpreted the 

partly recycled chair as somewhat close to being 50% recycled (see section 4.3.2 for further 

explanations). 

 

On the other hand, even though both “Partly recycled” and “Not recycled” have negative values, 

respondents seem to prefer a chair that is partly recycled to one that is made with new materials. 

Indeed, consumers would pay less if the chair is not entirely recycled (– 151.096 DKK), but they 

would pay even less for one that is newly made (– 203.861 DKK). 
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On average, the price that a respondent is willing to pay for a chair which is 100% Recycled, other 

things being negative (no Design Award, no name Brand, no Durability certification, no FSC eco-

label), would be: 

 

+ 354.957 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 185.404 + 2459.157 (constant) = 1,400.671 DKK 

 

However, for Partly Recycled, being the utility negative the price would be: 

 

 – 151.096 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 185.404 + 2459.157 (constant) = 894.618 DKK 

 

Thus, much lower than for a fully recycled chair. Results will be discussed in the next sections. 

4.3 Hypotheses testing 

After having reviewed the existing literature and previous studies on the subject, four hypotheses 

were formulated to be tested through the Conjoint Analysis method (see section XX). Given the 

results of the study, the following hypotheses can now confirmed or rejected: 

 

Hypothesis 1.a 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards eco-labels (the FSC label) and are willing to pay more 

for it. 

Hypothesis 1.b 

Consumers value eco-labels (the FSC label) as less important than other attributes. 

Hypothesis 2.a: 

Consumers have a positive attitude towards recycled furniture and are willing to pay more for it. 

Hypothesis 2.b: 

Consumers would pay less for a partly recycled furniture than a 100% recycled one. 

Hypothesis 3: 

Given H1.a and H2.a/.b, consumers would pay more for a piece of furniture that is both certified by 

an eco-label and made of 100% recycled material. 

 

Testing the hypotheses will allow the researcher to answer the research questions and have a better 

understanding of consumers’ preferences regarding the purchase of furniture. 
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4.3.1 Preferences and WTP for the FSC eco-label: 

 

The first hypothesis concerns the influence that an FSC eco-label might have on consumers’ 

preferences when buying a wooden chair. As explained in the literature section, the chosen eco-label 

for this study is the Forest Stewardship Certification (FSC). The FSC eco-label certifies the origin of 

the wood, which has been taken from sustainable-managed forests (Horne, 2009; Cai & Aguilar, 

2013; Special Eurobarometer, 2014).  

 

Previous studies have shown that consumers positively value eco-labels in general, as they are 

becoming more concern about environmental issues (Darnall et al., 2012). Literature suggests that 

not only consumers express a favourable attitude towards eco-labels, but they are also willing to pay 

an additional amount of money (price premium) to buy an environmentally certified product (Jensen 

& Jakus, 2003; Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Aguilar & Vlosky, 2007; Aguilar & Cai, 2010; Cai & 

Aguilar, 2013; Husted et al., 2013). Given these assumptions, the results of the Conjoint Analysis are 

expected to be coherent with previous studies, hence that: 

 

H1.a: Consumers have a positive attitude towards eco-labels (the FSC label) and are willing to pay 

more for it.  

 

Results showed that the average utility of the level “FSC eco-label = yes” for the attribute “FSC eco-

label”, is positive (see section 4.2.4). In specific, the utility expressed in Danish krona for the FSC 

eco-label is equal to 185 DKK. This means consumers expressed a preference for the FSC eco-label 

and are willing to pay 185 DKK more to buy a chair that is certified by the label. 

Thus, Hypothesis 1.a  is confirmed. 

 

Even if it is possible to affirm that consumers have a positive attitude towards eco-friendly attributes, 

and are generally willing to pay more for them (see section XX), it does not imply that they are also 

the most preferred attributes by consumers when purchasing furniture. Other attributes, as already 

seen in literature, may offset eco-friendly ones (Anderson & Hansen, 2004; Horne, 2009) in 

consumers’ buying decisions. Hence, the last hypothesis to be tested in this study was: 

 

H1.b: Consumers value eco-labels (the FSC label) as less important than other attributes. 

 

It has been observed that the attribute FSC label is the least influential in determining the overall 

consumers’ preferences for buying a chair. Indeed, the attribute’s importance counts for only 12%.  
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The utility associated with the attribute for having the certification is of 185 DKK, thus inferior to all 

other attributes. Therefore, Hypothesis 1.b is also confirmed. 

 

4.3.2 Preferences and WTP for a Recycled chair: 

 

The second hypothesis to be tested was formulated on previous studies showing consumers attitudes 

towards recycled products. Recycled products are made using recycled materials (materials 

transformed from used products) as raw materials (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). 

 

Research has indicated a positive evaluation of recycled products by consumers (Bei & Simpson, 

1995; Mobley et al., 1995; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010), although there still exists the belief 

that recycled materials are of a lesser quality than virgin materials, and consumers have shown a 

slightly negative opinion towards remanufactured products – where used materials are combined with 

new ones (Michaud & Llerena, 2011). Studies have also suggested different attitudes to recycled 

products depending on the type of product, since consumers might value them differently depending 

on their level of involvement and perceived risk (Mobley, 1995; Bei & Simpson, 1995; Hamzaoui-

Essoussi & Linton, 2010). Given that the object of this research is to understand consumers’ 

preferences towards furniture in a purchasing situation, and studies have suggested different results 

depending on the product object of the study, it was interesting to analyse the specific case of a chair. 

 

The author theorized a general positive attitude towards recycled furniture, as demonstrated several 

studies (Bei & Simpson, 1995; Mobley et al., 1995; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2010) and assumed 

a higher willingness to pay (Mobley et al., 1995; Guagnano, 2001; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 

2010): 

 

H2.a: Consumers have a positive attitude towards recycled furniture and are willing to pay more for 

it. 

 

According to results, respondents do value positively a full recycled chair, since utility for this level 

of the attribute Recycled Materials is positive. Indeed, the utility for the level “100% recycled” is 

equal to 355 DKK, which represents the amount of money respondents are willing to pay more for a 

chair that is completely recycled (see section 4.2.3). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a is confirmed. 
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For the attribute Recycled Material, a second hypothesis (2.b) was formulated, based on the study by 

Michaud & Llerena (2011) suggesting that consumers might undervalue products including both new 

and used materials than recycled ones, because they see them as a producer’s try to save costs 

(Michaud & Llerena, 2011). In this research, this issue has been addressed with including the level 

“Partly recycled”, to indicate to the respondent that the product was made both with recycled 

materials, but also new ones. Therefore, the assumption was that: 

 

H2b: Consumers would pay less for partly recycled furniture than for 100% recycled furniture. 

 

Findings seem to confirm Hypothesis 2.b: the utility for the level “Partly recycled” is lower than the 

one for “100% Recycled”, but it is also valued negatively. This result is quite interesting, since 

respondents show a positive attitude towards a fully recycled chair, but have a negative opinion 

towards a partly recycled chair. Respondents are willing to pay 355 DKK more for a 100% recycled 

chair but would pay – 151 DKK for one that is only partly recycled. As previously mentioned though, 

the way the survey was written might have slightly influenced results. There is the possibility that 

consumers actually do not negatively value a partly recycled chair, since they perceived it as being 

almost not recycled and thus, evaluating it more closely to a not recycled chair than a fully recycled 

one. Results should be further tested with modifying the word “Partly” with “50%” to make a clearer 

distinction between the three levels. Even though consumers would pay less for a partly recycled 

chair, they still would prefer it to a newly made one. Results show that the level “Not recycled” has 

the lowest utility among the three levels of the attribute, with – 204 DKK. In other words, if no further 

considerations are made on results, consumers would pay less for a chair made with both recycled 

materials and virgin materials but would pay even less for one that has no recycled materials and it is 

entirely new.  

 

4.3.3 Preferences and WTP for an FSC certified and 100% recycled chair 

Existing studies on eco-friendly products’ attributes have mainly focused on analysing one variable 

at a time, and rarely have investigated on consumers’ preferences on both eco-labels and recycling in 

the same study. In this research, the author decided to include both attributes and to compare them to 

see which was the most preferred for consumers. Moreover, it was interesting to see whether the 

presence of both eco-friendly attributes in the product would increase its value, given the supposed 
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positive attitudes towards the FSC label and Recycled Materials by consumers. The hypotheses, H1.a, 

H2.a and H2.b, have been confirmed. It is then possible to assume that: 

 

H3: Given H1.a, H2.a, and H2.b, consumers would pay more for a piece of furniture that is both 

certified by the FSC eco-label and made of 100% recycled material  

 

As pointed out before, utilities for both FSC ecolabel and Recycled Materials levels equal to “yes” 

are positive, meaning consumers have a positive attitude towards a chair that is certified by the FSC 

and is made with 100% recycled materials. This means respondents are also willing to pay more for 

a chair that owns both attributes. In specific, the total amount of money consumer would spend to 

have both products’ characteristics is 354.957 + 185.404 = 540.361 DKK. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 is 

also confirmed. 

 

The overall price for a product option with both attributes, namely a chair that is both 100% recycled 

and has an FSC eco-label, all other attributes being negative, would be: 

 

540.361 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 + 2459.157 (constant) = 1,771.479 DKK  

 

Conversely, for a chair that does not own these attributes (no FSC label, and either Partly recycled* 

or Not recycled**), other attributes being negative, the price would be: 

 

– 185.404 – 151.096* – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 + 2459.157 (constant) = 894.618 DKK  

 

And 

 

– 185.404 – 203.861** – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 + 2459.157 (constant) = 841.853 DKK  

 

Therefore, the price for product profiles without eco-friendly attributes is consistently lower than a 

product option with both attributes included, confirming Hypothesis 3. 
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4.3.4 Preferences of not eco-friendly attributes compared to eco-friendly ones 

The most important attribute for respondents is Design Award, whereas the FSC eco-label is the least 

favourite. Analysing utilities, it is safe to confirm the assumptions suggesting that consumers prefer 

to buy a chair made by an established brand, that has a certification of durability and received a design 

award, compared to one that does not own these characteristics. The utilities for the levels “Danish 

Design Award 2017= yes”, “Brand = Established Brand” and “Durability certification = yes” are 

respectively of +529 DKK, +365 DKK, and +334 DKK. These results are coherent with what was 

expected from theory. Previous studies have shown how consumers tend to trust more well-known 

brands that new or unknown brands (Page & Herr, 2002; Kristensen et al., 2012), and have a positive 

attitude towards certifications issued by credible third parties, which can explain both the positive 

attitude towards the Danish Design Award and the Durability certification by the Danish Consumer 

Council (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002; Akdeniz et al., 2013). 

 

4.4 Research questions and further considerations 

 

The aim of this research was to determine consumer’s preferences when purchasing furniture, 

choosing a chair as the object of the study. The researcher surveyed 106 bachelor and master’s 

students from Copenhagen Business School and investigated their willingness to pay for a chair with 

different attributes, namely Design Award, Brand, Durability, FSC eco-label and Recycled Material. 

Respondents had to express a price they would pay to buy each of the eight chair options, within a 

range of 1,000 - 5,000 Danish krona, based on market’s average prices for design chairs. After 

collecting data, the researcher proceeded in analysing results through a Conjoint Analysis in SPSS 

Statistics software. Hypotheses were formulated based on previous studies and literature on the five 

attributes, in specific on the eco-friendly ones, which are the focus of this research. By confronting 

results with hypotheses, the author was able to assess which attributes consumers prefer when buying 

a chair. The following research questions can, therefore, be answered: 

 

How important are recycled materials and the FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) eco-label 

for consumers in comparison with other attributes when purchasing a chair? 

Are consumers willing to pay more for an eco-friendly piece of furniture? 
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Testing hypotheses, it emerged that the FSC eco-label is the least important attribute for consumers, 

whereas Recycled Materials are more important than the FSC eco-label, Durability and Brand, but 

still less important than Design Award. However, consumers positively value eco-friendly attributes 

and are willing to pay more for a chair that is certified by the FSC eco-label and/or is made with 100% 

Recycled Materials, compared to one that does not show these attributes.  

Therefore, despite some attributes have been evaluated as more important than eco-friendly ones, 

these are still capable of positively influencing consumers’ decision making when evaluating products 

alternatives. It has been seen how in recent years, consumers have become increasingly aware of 

environmental issues, and thus more demanding regarding the environmental friendliness of the 

products they purchase. Consumers are willing to pay more money for a chair that owns an FSC eco-

label and is fully recycled, therefore these attributes can provide a competitive advantage to the 

company selling products with these characteristics.  

 

Results showed that, other things being equal, a fully recycled chair is valued almost the same as one 

by a well-known brand or a chair that has a durability certification. In other words, consumers seem 

to be influenced by Brand, Durability and Recycled Material to the same extent. On the other hand, 

the FSC eco-label is the least preferred attribute, and consumers seem to not give much importance 

to this environmental certification in their purchasing decision. Given the design of this study, it has 

not been possible to assess why consumers valued the attributes differently, and the researcher would 

need to conduct a follow-up qualitative research to investigate the reasons behind respondents’ 

choices. However, some explanation for these results have been found in previous literature, and 

further considerations can be drawn from the way this research has been designed. In the next section, 

results of the study are further discussed.  

 

4.4.1 Attributes interactions and consumers’ perceptions 

 

Considerations on the FSC eco-label and Recycled Materials 

As observed in this research, the FSC eco-label was respondents’ least preferred attribute. One 

possible explanation for this finding could be that consumers are not fully aware of the different eco-

labels (Horne, 2009) therefore their lower preference for the FSC eco-label compared to other 

attributes might be due to lack of knowledge for this specific label. In the literature, it has been 

observed that consumers often value poorly environmental labels due to the scarce amount of 
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information available to them (D’Souza, 2006; O’Brien & Teisl, 2004). However, it has been shown 

how increasing the information provided to consumers would result in an increased purchase intention 

towards certified products (Osburg et al., 2016). It is possible that the amount of information provided 

in the survey, although equal for every attribute, has not been sufficient for the FSC eco-label to incite 

a strong preference. On the other hand, more simply, consumers care about other attributes more than 

the FSC eco-label given a situation of trade-off. This research has shown that, even if respondents 

have a positive attitude towards the FSC eco-label and would pay more for it, consumers are more 

influenced by other attributes such as brand, design, and durability.  

 

Regarding the difference in importance between the FSC eco-label and Recycled Materials, results 

can be explained considering consumers’ perception of utility. In the survey, the FSC eco-label is an 

attribute connected specifically to the wood origin, whereas Recycled Materials included all the 

materials composing the chair (wood and leather) and packaging too. Following Zeithaml (1988) 

concept of utility (see section 1.), it is possible that consumers, when making trade-offs among 

attributes, might have perceived a higher utility in the Recycled Materials attribute since it included 

more components of the chair than the FSC eco-label. Therefore, preferences might have been 

influenced by consumers who perceived that a chair with all its materials recycled was on a starting 

basis more environmental friendly than a chair with a certification on the wood.  

 

This might also explain why consumers evaluated a 100% recycled chair more than a partly recycled 

one. The overall utility of buying a partly recycled chair is perceived as less than a 100% recycled 

chair, possibly to the fact that the word “partly” compared to “100%” indicates a lower value itself, 

which might have been perceived as even less than 50% .However, it is still interesting to notice that 

the level “Partly recycled” has a negative utility and as already mentioned, this could be simply due 

to consumers’ negative perception of products that are made both with virgin materials and used ones 

(Michaud & Llerena, 2011). The level “Partly recycled” slightly complicated the research design, and 

it can be argued that leaving out this level would have been a better choice for the consistency of 

results. On the other hand, it was interesting to highlight the difference, already suggested in the 

literature, between consumers’ evaluations of a fully recycled product vs a partly recycled one. 

Indeed, further research would be optimal to expand the literature on the subject. 
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Nevertheless, disregard the negative sign of the “Partly recycled” level, Recycled Material is still the 

second preferred attribute for respondents. This attribute has an overall importance of 21%, very close 

to Brand (20%) and Durability (19%). As mentioned before, consumers seem to give a similar value 

to a chair that is recycled, one that is made by a renowned brand and one that has been tested to last 

longer than others. The only attribute that is considered more relevant when evaluating the different 

product profiles is Design Award. Further discussion on the relationship between these other 

attributes can be found in the next paragraphs. 

 

The role of Brand in comparison with Durability, Recycled Materials and the FSC eco-label 

Brand is the third most important attribute with 20% score. In this study, the author decided to leave 

Brand as a generic attribute, and to not specify an existing furniture brand, to obtain more 

generalizable results, and to avoid the risk of selecting a brand that was indeed not known by all 

respondents.  As predictable from literature, the level “Established Brand” was preferred from “No 

Name”, and the attribute was, overall, medium-important for consumers.  

 

Literature suggests that a strong brand have a positive effect on consumers’ evaluations of products, 

but also that the same effect can be achieved enhancing other features of the product (Page & Herr, 

2002; Kristensen et al., 2012). Kristensen et al. (2012) found that giving consumers detailed 

information about the quality of a product with no brand specified could have the same effect as 

communicating the brand name (Kristensen et al. et al., 2012).  Therefore, even if a well-known brand 

might provide a competitive advantage to the product, it seems that consumers can be equally 

influenced by other types of information regarding the attributes of the product. Considering this 

aspect, it can be explained why product profiles where the brand was unknown and a certification of 

durability was provided were preferred in the same way as profiles with an established brand and no 

durability certification. Indeed, the overall utility, other things being negative, for a chair made by an 

established brand is 1,572.415 DKK i , whereas for a chair with a durability certification it is 1,509.559 

DKK ⁱⁱ. The utility difference is very low (only about 63 DKK), thus the absence of a well-known 

brand can be well compensated by a certification of durability. 

 

+ 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2459.157 = 1,572.415 DKK ⁱ  

+ 333.853 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2459.157 = 1,509.559 DKK ⁱⁱ 
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Moreover, previous studies have analysed the effects of brand on recycled products and vice versa, 

hence it is interesting to confront results with what was found in the literature. A study by Hamzaoui-

Essoussi & Linton (2014) showed that consumers are not always willing to pay more for a branded 

recycled product compared to a non-branded one, but results vary depending on the product category 

(Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 2014). The authors found that for some products (e.g. cameras and 

printers), brand does not play a significant role in consumers’ preferences between new and recycled 

products, since the main factor of differentiation for consumers is new VS recycled (Hamzaoui-

Essoussi & Linton, 2014). However, in the present study, it has been found that brand still plays an 

important role in determining consumers’ judgements of recycled products, since it has been observed 

that attaching an established brand to a product with recycled components can increase the product’s 

overall utility. Indeed, the utility for a fully recycled chair made by an established brand (2,131.233 

DKK) ⁱ is higher than the utility for a fully recycled chair made by an unknown brand (1,400.671 

DKK) ⁱⁱ.  

 

354.957 + 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 2,131.233 DKK ⁱ 

354.957 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,400.671 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

This finding can be supported by Mobley et al. (1995), who found that including recycled materials 

in the product had a positive effect on consumers’ attitudes towards established brands, but not on 

unestablished ones (Mobley et al., 1995). In other words, recycled materials are more important if 

combined with an established brand than with a new brand (Mobley et al., 1995). This aspect is 

coherent with the results of this research, since respondents’ WTP for a chair that is both fully 

recycled and produced by an established brand is higher than one fully recycled but with no brand 

name attached, due to the negative evaluation of the level “No Name Brand”.  

 

Regarding the relationship between the FSC eco-label and brand strength, the present study found 

that the FSC eco-label is not enough important to balance the effects of a well-known brand. In other 

words, if the product is missing a brand name, the presence of the FSC eco-label cannot 

counterbalance its utility, and the overall utility of the product will be lower. Specifically, the utility 

for a chair made by an established brand and with no FSC eco-label, other things being negative, will 

be 1,572.415 DKK ⁱ, whereas a chair certified by the FSC eco-label with no brand name specified 

will be 1,212.611 DKK ⁱⁱ.  
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+ 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861 – 185.404 + 2459.157 = 1,572.415 DKK ⁱ  

+ 185.404– 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861– 365.281 + 2459.157 = 1,212.611 DKK ⁱⁱ 

These findings are not coherent with what Testa et al. (2013) theorized in their study. The authors 

found that the FSC eco-label can become a surrogate for brand, since consumers’ loyalty in a brand 

can be balanced by the trust in a credible third-party institution such as the Forest Stewardship Council 

(Testa et al., 2013). Even if it can be argued that this is partially true, still the FSC eco-label is not as 

important as Brand in consumers’ purchasing of furniture. Therefore, new brands should be careful 

in deciding whether it would be more convenient to invest in brand building as a first activity, rather 

than having their product certified by an eco-label. However, for established brands, it would be easier 

to market products certified by the FSC eco-label. As it can be understood by the attributes single 

utilities, consumers would pay more for a chair certified by the FSC eco-label made by a well-known 

brand ⁱ than an eco-labelled chair without brand name specified ⁱⁱ : 

 

+ 185.404 + 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861+ 2459.157 = 1,943.223 DKK ⁱ 

+ 185.404 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861+ 2459.157 =1,212.661 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

The role of Durability in comparison with Design Award, Recycled Materials and the FSC eco-label 

As for Durability, this study showed that consumers prefer a chair that has been tested for its 

resistance by the Danish Consumer Council, then one that has not. Indeed, respondents are willing to 

pay more for a Durability certification. However, this attribute was not the most influential and scored 

similarly to Brand and Recycled Material, as already mentioned. This result might be explained by 

considering consumers’ beliefs about the durability of products. 

 

According to a study by Cooper (2004), respondents often get rid of still functioning products, which 

could last longer, due to the belief they could give a negative impression to other people (Cooper, 

2004). Also, it has been observed that products are being replaced for aesthetic reasons or a change 

in tastes (Cooper, 2004). Therefore, the resistance of the chair might not be the priority in comparison 

with its appearance. This theory can be supported by the findings of the present research, since it is 

assumed that design awards are guaranteeing the good appearance of a product. Other attributes being 

negative, the utility for a chair awarded by the Danish Design Center (1,899.663 DKK) ⁱ is higher 
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than the utility of a chair with a durability certification by the Danish Consumer Council (1,509.559 

DKK) ⁱⁱ. 

 

+ 528.905 – 354.957 – 365.281– 333.853 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,899.663 DKK ⁱ 

+ 333.853 – 528.905 – 354.957 – 365.281– 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,509.559 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

This result might also be related to the different reputation that the institutions providing the 

award/certification have. It might well be that respondents were more aware of the Danish Design 

Institute as a trustworthy and established organization for product design. Probably, respondents were 

also already acknowledged about the credentials to win a Danish Design Award, and less familiar 

with the products’ in lab-testing procedure by the Danish Design Council. These are just supposition, 

since as already mentioned, Conjoint Analysis does not allow to investigate this type of information. 

 

Confronting Durability with Recycled Materials, from this study it can be observed that, other 

attributes being negative, a chair with a certification of durability, even if for about 109 DKK, it has 

a higher utility than a fully recycled chair. Indeed, a chair that lasts longer has a price of 1,509.559 

DKK ⁱ, whereas a fully recycled chair (with no durability certification) is priced 1,400.671 DKK ⁱⁱ. 

 

+ 333.853 – 528.905 – 354.957 – 365.281– 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,509.559 DKK ⁱ 

+ 354.957 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,400.671 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

In his research, Cooper (2004) highlighted how consumers interpret the durability of a product in 

terms of money-saving rather than environmental concerns (Cooper, 2004). This view of durability 

is coherent with results of the present study. It can be argued that the utility perceived by consumers 

in terms of costs-benefits relationship is higher for a chair that lasts longer, rather than one that is 

fully recycled. Confirmation of this theory seems even more evident if Durability is compared with 

the FSC eco-label. Being the FSC eco-label the least important attribute with the lowest utility, it 

directly implies that a chair certified by the FSC eco-label would have a lower utility (1,212.611 

DKK) ⁱ than a chair certified to last longer (1,509.559 DKK) ⁱⁱ : 

  

+ 185.404– 528.905 – 333.853 – 203.861– 365.281 + 2459.157 = 1,212.611 DKK ⁱ 

+ 333.853 – 528.905 – 354.957 – 365.281– 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,509.559 DKK ⁱⁱ 
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However, as already discussed for Brand, a certification of Durability could motivate consumers to 

buy eco-friendly products. Indeed, considering the positive utility of the Durability attribute, 

willingness to pay for eco-friendly products with a certification of Durability will be higher 

(2,439.185 DKK) ⁱ than for eco-friendly products that do not have it (1,771.479 DKK) ⁱⁱ. Obviously, 

companies should always consider the costs of obtaining such certifications and evaluate whether 

these could be balanced by sales. 

 

+ 333.853 – 528.905 + 354.957 – 365.281+ 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 2,439.185 DKK ⁱ 

+ 185.404 + 354.957– 333.853 – 528.905 – 365.281 + 2,459.157 = 1,771.479 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

Design Award as the most preferred attribute 

In this study, Design Award remains the most preferred attribute. As per Bloch (1995), the aesthetic 

of a product is the most important feature for consumers, and studies have recognized it as a 

fundamental criterion in purchasing decisions (Bloch, 1995; Kotler & Rath, 1984). Consumers 

associate good design with superior aesthetics, high value and prestige (Bloch, 1995; Page & Herr, 

2002), and design awards are a strategic way to signal these characteristics (Gemser & Wijnberg, 

2002). For these reasons, it is not surprising that Design Award has been valued as the most important 

attribute in this study. As observed in the literature, design awards help companies achieving a 

credible reputation in the market and a competitive advantage (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). 

 

Furthermore, consumers rely on credible sources of information like design awards to assess the 

quality of a product, when this is not immediately measurable (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). Given 

that in the survey information about the chair were limited, consumers might have put more 

importance on the Design Award attribute to overcome uncertainty in their decision-making process 

(Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002). The Danish Design Center is one of the most known organization in 

Denmark for what concerns design and could also have positively influenced consumers’ judgements. 

Indeed, awards institutions provide an objective third-party judgement on the products, which is 

positively valued by consumers. 

 

Considering results of the present study, it can be shown how a chair with the design award attribute 

only gives a higher utility (1,899.663 DKK) ⁱ to consumers in comparison with a fully recycled chair 

that has the FSC label as well (DKK) ⁱⁱ : 
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+ 528.905 – 354.957 – 365.281– 333.853 – 185.404 + 2,459.157 = 1,899.663 DKK ⁱ 

+ 354.957 + 185.404 – 365.281 – 528.905 – 333.853 + 2459.157 = 1,771.479 DKK ⁱⁱ 

 

In conclusion, the impact of a Design Award is greater than all the other attributes of the chair. Every 

product options which does not include Design Award as an attribute would need to have more than 

one of the other attributes to balance its absence. In this research, it has been highlighted how Design 

Award can constitute a very important source of competitive advantage (Gemser & Wijnberg, 2002).  

 

4.4.2 Conclusion 

 

The findings discussed in the present research can contribute to a better understanding of consumers’ 

preferred attributes for a piece of furniture. It was observed that some attributes are more influential 

than others in driving consumer’s purchasing decisions when they are evaluating the products’ 

alternatives. Specifically, Design Award was found to be the most important attribute for respondents, 

whereas the FSC eco-label does not seem to be as relevant. Brand and Durability can moderately 

influence consumers’ buying decision to a similar degree, thus they can be used to incite preferences 

for a product. For example, a brand that enjoys a good reputation among consumers and is widely 

recognized can more easily market eco-friendly products in comparison to a lesser known brand. At 

the same time, a company that produces furniture with eco-friendly attributes could improve its 

chances of being successful by obtaining a durability certification from a trustworthy organization. 

This research highlighted how furniture companies can obtain higher willingness to pay by providing 

consumers with their desired attributes. Results should be taken as an insight into consumers’ 

preferences for furniture within the limitations of this study. Moreover, further research would be 

recommended to verify results and investigate consumers’ personal motivations to buy eco-friendly 

furniture. In the next chapter, limitations and suggestions for further research are outlined. In addition, 

contribution to theory and practical recommendations for business are provided. 
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Chapter 5 – Conclusion 

The present study analysed consumers’ preferences and willingness to pay for an eco-friendly chair. 

Results were obtained through a survey method widely used in market research, namely Conjoint 

Analysis. Conjoint Analysis allowed the identification of consumers’ preferred attributes when 

purchasing a chair based on their utility and relative importance. Utilities were expressed in monetary 

terms (Danish krona) to reflect consumers’ willingness to pay for each attribute. The concept of price 

being the exchange for the utility gained by consumers in purchasing decision was based on Zeithmal 

(1988) theory of customer value. Furthermore, the framework formulated by Woodruff (1997) on 

customer value, and further integrated by Huber et al. (2001), was applied to explain the importance 

of studying desired attributes when consumers evaluate products’ alternatives in the decision-making 

process. Desired attributes are what drives consumers’ purchasing decision, thus for this research, it 

was relevant to understand whether eco-friendly attributes could be desired attributes for furniture. 

 

After surveying a sample of bachelor and master students from Copenhagen Business School, 

findings showed that eco-friendly attributes are positively valued by respondents, who are also willing 

to pay more for these attributes. Therefore, in the market exists a good potential for companies 

engaging in the production of eco-friendly furniture to be profitable and obtain a competitive 

advantage. It is important to point out that eco-friendly attributes, and especially the FSC eco-label, 

were found to be on average less important than other non-environmentally friendly products. 

Therefore, companies should be careful to include these attributes together with eco-friendly ones in 

an efficient way when marketing their products. In the next paragraphs, suggestions for further 

research and additional recommendations will be given to both academics and businesses. Before 

addressing these, limitations of the present study will be mentioned. 

5.2 Limitations 

A first limitation worth mentioning concerns the impossibility of determining the reasons behind 

consumers’ preferences for eco-friendly attributes. Possible explanations have been outlined 

confronting findings with previous literature, but, as mentioned before, further research would be 

necessary to investigate respondents’ personal values and beliefs determining their perceptions of 

environmental friendliness.  
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Another limitation consists in the scope of the study. Results cannot be generalized to all furniture 

consumers in Denmark, since the sample chosen for the study was identified in university students at 

Copenhagen Business School. Findings might slightly vary depending on age, education level, and 

income, as well as other demographic factors, which have not been addressed in the study. The sample 

of CBS students has been considered as a representative group in a particular lifetime situation, 

disregard of other demographic information. 

 

A third limitation regards the interpretation of results. It was not possible to verify in a real purchase 

situation whether consumers would behave as indicated in the present study. This limitation concerns 

the method used, as already explained, and the possibility of respondents’ hypothetical bias. 

Therefore, findings should be interpreted bearing in mind the chance of obtaining slightly different 

results in a real purchase scenario. 

 

5.3 Contributions and further research 

This research provides useful insights on consumers’ preferred attributes when purchasing furniture. 

Results have shown that respondents were willing to pay more for an eco-friendly chair and that 

design awards could be an important asset for a furniture company. Previous literature investigated 

on consumers’ attitudes towards wood certifications and recycled products, but few studies have been 

done comparing these two attributes. Moreover, there exist a lack of research on consumers’ 

evaluations of recycled furniture, since they mostly concern common goods (e.g. toilet paper, gift 

cards, food packaging etc.), household appliances (e.g. refrigerators) or electronic devices (e.g. 

cameras, cell phones) (Mobley et al., 1995; Bei & Simpson, 1995; Hamzaoui-Essoussi & Linton, 

2010; Hamzaoui-Essoussi, 2014). 

Therefore, the most relevant contributions to literature are: 1) a comprehensive study of desired 

attributes for a chair, both eco-friendly and non-eco-friendly; 2) insights on consumers’ willingness 

to pay for an eco-friendly chair and 3) relationships between attributes for furniture and how they 

interact. This research can be a starting point to further expand the literature on eco-friendly attributes 

and consumer behavior studies. 

Drawing back to the theoretical framework presented in this study, the researcher analysed 

consumers’ desired attributes for purchasing a chair but did not explore in depth about respondents’ 
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motivations and goals when forming preferences. Referring to Woodruff’s (1997) hierarchical model 

of customer value, it would be also interesting to investigate consumers’ perceptions of value while 

experiencing the chair and after its disposal. However, this would be difficult for two reasons: first, 

given that a chair can last for quite a long time, it would be possible to assess the chair’s real value 

only after several months or even years; second, the time of use could vary a lot depending on each 

consumer, therefore a study that includes more than one respondent would be time-consuming and 

costly. Regarding the study of consumers’ goals and personal values, a good method would be a 

qualitative type of research, such as focus groups and open-ended questions investigating behaviours 

and previous beliefs about the chosen attributes. This type of studies would be useful to understand 

the reasons behind consumers’ preferences of certain attributes compared to others.  

For future research, it would also be interesting to analyse results based on respondents’ 

demographics, such as age, nationality, income, and gender. The present study did not analyse results 

based on these factors, since university students were taken as a unique reference group with similar 

demographic characteristics. However, further studies could highlight relevant relationships between 

demographics and consumers’ preferences. Researchers could identify consumers’ segments to target 

with ad-hoc marketing activities. Moreover, since this study has been based on a sample of university 

students, it would be useful to replicate the study within a different sample, such as new house-owners 

or recently married couples, who could represent another relevant sample for the purchasing of 

furniture. Finally, a bigger sample could include students from different universities in Copenhagen 

or across Denmark. 

Regarding the attributes, the study could be extended to more variables such as certifications 

assessing good standards of working conditions (e.g. employment of child labor for the 

manufacturing) and health measures (e.g. chemicals used in the product) or the sustainability of the 

company’s processes (e.g. corporate social responsibility or life cycle assessments). The reason why 

these attributes have not been included in this study was to avoid the risk of overload of information 

for consumers (literature suggest to limit the variables of Conjoint Analysis to a maximum of five 

attributes) and to keep the focus of this study on eco-labels and recycled materials.  

5.4 Recommendations 

Eco-friendly attributes alone do not seem to be sufficient to constitute a strong preference for 

consumers since on average, other attributes can better influence purchasing decisions. To increase 
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consumers’ willingness to pay for eco-friendly attributes, they should be combined with other 

preferred non-environmental oriented attributes. According to this research, the best attribute that 

could be combined with eco-friendly features would be Design Award. A well-known brand and a 

certification of durability could as well increase preferences for eco-friendly products, but their scope 

of influence would be relatively lower than design awards, as already discussed above. Winning a 

Design Award could not only signal a higher level of product design to consumers but also bring 

legitimacy to eco-friendly products, overcoming possible consumers’ uncertainties about their 

quality. 

 

Moreover, this research has highlighted how much it is important to give enough information to 

consumers when they are evaluating alternatives. Regarding eco-labels, companies should engage in 

several marketing activities to inform and educate consumers regarding the different eco-labels and 

their characteristics in order to be effective (O’Brien & Teisl, 2004). However, eco-labels are 

generally issued by third-party organizations (Horne, 2009) and it might be costly for companies to 

have their products certified, given that they need to comply with specific requirements. This might 

not be beneficial for the company, and it would be recommended to focus on other types of 

environmental activities instead, such as including recycled materials in the product or focusing on 

the sustainability of production processes. Even if consumers seem to be increasingly aware of eco-

friendly attributes, this research has shown how these are not valued in the same way by consumers. 

For furniture, this study showed how consumers would be willing to pay more for recycled 

components than for the FSC eco-label. Therefore, companies interested in selling eco-friendly 

products should research on consumers’ attitudes regarding eco-friendliness for their specific product, 

before choosing which would be the most successful strategy to adopt. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



65 
 
 

References 

Aguilar, F. X., & Cai, Z. (2010). Conjoint effect of environmental labeling, disclosure of forest of 

origin and price on consumer preferences for wood products in the US and UK. Ecological 

Economics, 70(2), 308–316. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.09.002 

Aguilar, F. X., & Vlosky, R. P. (2007). Consumer willingness to pay price premiums for 

environmentally certified wood products in the U.S. Forest Policy and Economics, 9(8), 1100–

1112. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2006.12.001 

Akdeniz, B., Calantone, R. J., & Voorhees, C. M. (2013). Effectiveness of Marketing Cues on 

Consumer Perceptions of Quality: The Moderating Roles of Brand Reputation and Third-Party 

Information. Psychology & Marketing, 30(1), 76–89. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20590 

Anderson, R. C., & Hansen, E. N. (2004). The impact of environmental certification on preferences 

for wood furniture: A conjoint analysis approach, 54(9550), 42–50. 

Auriol, E., & Schilizzi, S. G. M. (2003). Quality Signaling through Certification. Theory and an 

Application to Agricultural Seed Market Quality Signaling through Certification. Theory and 

an application to agricultural seed. University of Toulouse, (August 2017). 

Bei, L., & Simpson, E. (1995). The determinants of consumers’ purchase decisions for recycled 

products: An application of acquisition-transaction utility theory. Advances in Consumer 

Research, 22(1), 257–262. Retrieved from; 

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/display.asp?id=7711 

Bettman, J. R., Johnson, E. J., & Payne, J. W. (1991). Consumer decision making. Handbook of 

Consumer Behavior. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1086/208753 

Bloch, P. H. (1995). Seeking the Ideal Form : Product Design and Consumer Response. Journal of 

Marketing, 59(3), 16–29. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.2307/1252116 

Breidert, C., Hahsler, M., & Reutterer, T. (2006). A review of methods for measuring 

WILLINGNESS-TO-PAY. Innovative Marketing, 2(4), 8–32. 

Cai, Z., & Aguilar, F. X. (2013). Meta-analysis of consumer’s willingness-to-pay premiums for 

certified wood products. Journal of Forest Economics, 19(1), 15–31. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfe.2012.06.007 

Cambridge English Dictionary. (n.d.). Eco-friendly meaning in the Cambridge English Dictionary. 

Retrieved September 12, 2017, from http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/eco-

friendly 

Chen, Y., & Xie, J. (2005). Third-Party Product Review and Firm Marketing Strategy. Marketing 

Science, 24(2), 218–240. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.09.002
http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/display.asp?id=7711
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfe.2012.06.007


66 
 
 

Chitturi, R., Chitturi, P., & Raghavarao, D. (2010). Design for Synergy with Brand or Price 

Information. Psychology & Marketing, 27(7), 679–697. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar 

Cooper, T. (2004). Inadequate Life? Evidence of Consumer Attitudes to Product Obsolescence. 

Journal of Consumer Policy, 27, 421–449. 

Copenhagen Business School. (2017, March 17). Facts & Figures 2017. Copenhagen. Retrieved 

March, 24, 2017, from https://www.cbs.dk/node/122634  

Csrgov.dk. Danish Business Authority. (n.d.). Furniture. Retrieved September 12, 2017, from 

http://csrgov.dk/furniture 

D’Souza, C., Taghian, M., & Lamb, P. (2006). An empirical study on the influence of 

environmental labels on consumers. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 

11(2), 162–173. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1108/13563280610661697 

Danishdesignaward.com (n.d.). About the Danish Design Award. Retrieved September 12, 2017, 

from http://danishdesignaward.com/en/about-the-danish-design-award/ 

Danishdesignaward.com. (n.d.). Danish Design Award Rules. Retrieved September 12, 2017, from 

http://danishdesignaward.com/en/rules/ 

Darnall, N., Ponting, C., & Vazquez-brust, D. A. (2012). Why Consumers Buy Green. In Green 

Growth: Managing the Transition to a Sustainable Economy (Vol. 1, pp. 287–308). Springer 

Science + Business Media Dordrecht 2012. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-

007-4417-2 

De Medeiros, J. F., & Ribeiro, J. L. D. (2017). Environmentally sustainable innovation: Expected 

attributes in the purchase of green products. Journal of Cleaner Production, 142, 240–248. 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.191 

Denmark.dk - The official website of Denmark. (n.d.). Danish design is smart design. Retrieved 

September 12, 2017, from http://denmark.dk/en/lifestyle/design/danish-design-is-smart-design 

Evans, G. (2008). Survey: Key life moments spur furniture purchases. Retrieved June 7, 2017, from 

http://www.furnituretoday.com/article/359399-survey-key-life-moments-spur-furniture-

purchases/ 

Flash Eurobarometer. (2009). Europeans’ attitudes towards the issue of sustainable consumption 

and production - Analytical report. Retrieved from: 

http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/flash/fl_256_en.pdf 

Forest Stewardship Council. (2017, March 13). Facts & Figures. Retrieved May, 26, 2017, from 

https://ic.fsc.org/en/facts-and-figures 

Garner, R. (2005). Post-It ® Note Persuasion: A Sticky Influence. Journal of Consumer 

Psychology, 15(3), 230–237. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar
https://www.cbs.dk/node/122634
http://csrgov.dk/furniture
https://doi.org/10.1108/13563280610661697
http://danishdesignaward.com/en/about-the-danish-design-award/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.191
http://denmark.dk/en/lifestyle/design/danish-design-is-smart-design
https://ic.fsc.org/en/facts-and-figures


67 
 
 

Gasparin, M., & Green, W. (2016). Framing Values in Design. Proceedings of DRS2016: Design + 

Research + Society - Future-Focused Thinking, 1–14. 

Gemser, G., & Wijnberg, N. M. (2002). The economic significance of industrial design awards: A 

conceptual framework. Design Management Journal, 2(1), 61–71. 

Guagnano, G. A. (2001). Altruism and Market-Like Behavior: An Analysis of Willingness to Pay 

for Recycled Paper Products. Population and Environment: A Journal of Interdisciplinary 

Studies, 22(4), 425–438. 

Hamzaoui-Essoussi, L., & Linton, J. D. (2010). New or recycled products: how much are 

consumers willing to pay? Journal of Consumer Marketing, 27(5), 458–468. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/07363761011063358 

Hamzaoui-Essoussi, L., & Linton, J. D. (2014). Offering branded remanufactured / recycled 

products: at what price? Journal of Remanufacturing, 4(9), 1–15. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13243-014-0009-9 

Horne, R. E. (2009). Limits to labels: The role of eco-labels in the assessment of product 

sustainability and routes to sustainable consumption. International Journal of Consumer 

Studies, 33(2), 175–182. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2009.00752.x 

Huber, F., Herrmann, A., & Morgan, R. E. (2001). Gaining competitive advantage through 

customer value oriented management. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 18(1), 41–53. 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760110365796 

Husted, B. W., Russo, M. V., Basurto Meza, C. E., & Tilleman, S. G. (2014). An exploratory study 

of environmental attitudes and the willingness to pay for environmental certification in 

Mexico. Journal of Business Research, 67(5), 891–899. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.07.008 

IBM Corporation. (n.d.). IBM SPSS Conjoint (Version 24). [Software Manual]. Retrieved from: 

http://share.uoa.gr/public/Software/SPSS/SPSS24/Manuals/IBM%20SPSS%20Conjoint.pdf  

IBM Corporation. (n.d.). IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 24) [Computer software]. Retrieved 

February, 25, 2017, from: 

https://studentcbs.sharepoint.com/ITAndTools/Pages/Downloads.aspx 

Ibm.com IBM Corporation. (n.d.). Utility Scores. Retrieved May 24, 2017, from 

https://www.ibm.com/support/knowledgecenter/en/SSLVMB_24.0.0/spss/tutorials/conjoint_ca

rpet_utilities.html 

Ibm.com. IBM Corporation. (n.d.). Bivariate Correlations. Retrieved April 27, 2017, from 

https://www.ibm.com/support/knowledgecenter/en/SSLVMB_24.0.0/spss/base/idh_corr.html#i

dh_corr 

 Jensen, K. L., & Jakus, P. M. (2003). Consumers’ Willingness to Pay for Eco-Certified Wood 

Products. Department of Economics Utah State University. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760110365796
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.07.008
https://studentcbs.sharepoint.com/ITAndTools/Pages/Downloads.aspx


68 
 
 

Kabir, M. A., & Jahan, K. (2014). Factors of Consumers Perceptions & Purchase Intentions towards 

Green Products. Journal of Business Studies, XXXV (3), 240–255. 

Kanchanapibul, M., Lacka, E., Wang, X., & Chan, H. K. (2014). An empirical investigation of 

green purchase behaviour among the young generation. Journal of Cleaner Production, 66, 

528–536. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.10.062 

Kotler, P., & Keller, K. L. (2016). A framework for marketing management (6th ed., pp. 1-344). 

Pearson Education. 

Kotler, P., & Rath, G. A. (1984). Design: a Powerful But Neglected Strategic Tool. Journal of 

Business Strategy, 5(2), 16–21. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1108/eb039054 

Kristensen, T., Gabrielsen, G., & Zaichkowsky, J. L. (2012). How valuable is a well-crafted design 

and name brand? Recognition and willingness to pay. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11, 44–

55. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1002/cb 

Laroche, M., Bergeron, J.  (2001). Targeting consumers who are willing to pay more for 

environmentally friendly products. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 18(6), 503–520. 

Lockwood, T. (2007). Design value: a framework for measurement. Design Management Review, 

18(4), 90–97. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1948-7169.2007.tb00099.x 

Luchs, M. G., Brower, J., & Chitturi, R. (2012). Product choice and the importance of aesthetic 

design given the emotion-laden trade-off between sustainability and functional performance. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29(6), 903–916. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00970.x 

Michaud, C., & Llerena, D. (2011). Green consumer behaviour: An experimental analysis of 

willingness to pay for remanufactured products. Business Strategy and the Environment, 20(6), 

408–420. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.703 

Mobley, A. S., Painter, T. S., Untch, E. M., & Unnava, H. R. (1995). Consumer Evaluation of 

Recycled Products. Psychology & Marketing, 12(3), 165–176. 

Montoro Rios, F. J., Luque Martínez, T., Fuentes Moreno, F., & Soriano Cañadas, P. (2006). 

Improving attitudes toward brands with environmental associations : an experimental 

approach. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 23(1), 26–33. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760610641136 

Mooi, E., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A Concise Guide to Market Research: The Process, Data, and 

Methods Using IBM SPSS Statistic. Springer. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

642-12541-6 

O’Brien, K. A., & Teisl, M. F. (2004). Eco-information and its effect on consumer values for 

environmentally certified forest products. Journal of Forest Economics, 10(2), 75–96. 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfe.2004.05.001 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.10.062
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb039054


69 
 
 

Orme, B. (2010). Interpreting the results of conjoint analysis. In Getting Started with Conjoint 

Analysis: Strategies for Product Design and Pricing Research (Second Edition, pp. 77–88). 

Research Publishers LLC. Retrieved from: 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&btnG=Search&q=intitle:Interpreting+the+Results+of

+Conjoint+Analysis#0 

Osburg, V. S., Appelhanz, S., Toporowski, W., & Schumann, M. (2016). An empirical investigation 

of wood product information valued by young consumers. Journal of Cleaner Production, 110, 

170–179. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.068 

Page, C., & Herr, P. M. (2002). An Investigation of the Processes by Which Product Design and 

Brand Strength Interact to Determine Initial Affect and Quality Judgments. Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, 12(2), 133–147. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1202_06 

Peattie, K. (2010). Green Consumption: Behavior and Norms. Annual Review of Environment and 

Resources, 35, 195–228. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-032609-

094328 

Rao, V. R. (2014). Applied conjoint analysis. Applied Conjoint Analysis. Springer. Retrieved from: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-87753-0 

Roy, R. (1994). Can the Benefits of Good Design be Quantified? Design Management Journal, 

5(2), 9–16. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1948-7169.1994.tb00380.x 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2016). Research Methods for Business Students (7th ed., 

pp. 1-741). Pearson Education. 

Solomon, M. R. (2015). Decision Making and Consumer Behavior. In Consumer Behavior: Buying, 

Having, and Being (11th ed., pp. 1-604). Pearson. Retrieved from: 

http://lib.myilibrary.com.esc-web.lib.cbs.dk/Open.aspx?id=688926 

Special Eurobarometer. (2014). Attitudes of European citizens towards the environment. Retrieved 

from: http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/archives/ebs/ebs_416_en.pdf 

Statista.com (2015). Furniture market in Denmark - Statista Dossier. Retrieved from 

https://www.statista.com/study/29567/furniture-market-in-denmark-statista-dossier/ 

Taenk.dk. Forbrugerrådet Tænk. (2017, August 22). Om os. Retrieved September 12, 2017, from 

https://taenk.dk/om-os 

Taenk.dk. Forbrugerrådet Tænk. (2017, June 29). Alle vores test. Retrieved September 12, 2017, from 

https://taenk.dk/test-og-forbrugerliv 

Testa, F., Iraldo, F., Vaccari, A., & Ferrari, E. (2013). Why eco-labels can be effective marketing 

tools: Evidence from a study on italian consumers. Business Strategy and the Environment, 

24(4), 1–14. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1821 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&btnG=Search&q=intitle:Interpreting+the+Results+of+Conjoint+Analysis#0
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&btnG=Search&q=intitle:Interpreting+the+Results+of+Conjoint+Analysis#0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.068
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1948-7169.1994.tb00380.x
https://www.statista.com/study/29567/furniture-market-in-denmark-statista-dossier/
https://taenk.dk/om-os
https://taenk.dk/test-og-forbrugerliv
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1821


70 
 
 

Valentine, D. B., & Powers, T. L. (2013). Generation Y values and lifestyle segments. Journal of 

Consumer Marketing, 30(7), 597–606. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-07-2013-

0650 

Woodruff, R. B. (1997). Customer Value: The Next Source for Competitive Advantage. Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science, 25(2), 139–153. 

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988). Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, and Value : A Means-End Model 

and Synthesis of Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52(July), 2–22. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-07-2013-0650
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-07-2013-0650


71 
 
 

Appendix 

I. Sample data 

 

 



72 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  



73 
 
 

II. Survey 

 

PAGE 1:  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



74 
 
 

PAGE 2: 

 



75 
 
 

PAGE 3: 

 

 



76 
 
 

PAGE 4: 

 



77 
 
 

III. SPSS product profiles – orthogonal design 

 

 

 

  



78 
 
 

IV. Conjoint syntax 

 

 

 

 

 

 

V. Pearson’s R and Kendall’s Tau 

 

  



79 
 
 

VI. Conjoint Output 

UTILITIES and IMPORTANCE 
 

 

 

 

 

  



80 
 
 

VII. Collected Data 

 

 

 



81 
 
 

 

 

 



82 
 
 

 

 


