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Abstract

Sustainable leather production is attracting worldwide interest, driven by consumers’ growing preference for
eco-friendly and ethically sourced products (Deselnicu et al., 2014; Eisen et al., 2024). Yet, the impact of
sustainability features on consumers’ willingness to pay is still largely unexamined. This research quantitatively
assesses the effects of sustainable tanning methods, traceability certifications, crueltyfree labels, and
environmental impact information on WTP for leather goods. Employing a discrete choice experiment and
structural equation modelling, the pilot study will survey around 100 consumers in key markets in India. It
investigates perceived product quality as a mediator and ethical orientation as a moderator. Anticipated results
indicate that sustainability signals substantially boost WTP, particularly through traceability and
eco-certifications. These findings will contribute to the advancement of sustainability marketing literature while
offering practical implications for leather manufacturers and retailers seeking to address the growing consumer
demand for environmentally conscious products.
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1. Introduction

The leather industry makes a significant contribution to the global fashion and lifestyle markets, but it is
increasingly
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criticized for its environmental degradation, chemicalintensive processing, and ethical concerns related to
animal welfare and labour practices (Cascavilla et al., 2025). This scrutiny has intensified consumer demand for
greater transparency and sustainable alternatives, such as vegetable-tanned leather, chrome-free processing,
recycled leather, and bio-based substitutes, which have emerged as viable solutions, prompting a critical
examination of the factors influencing consumers’ willingness to pay for ethically and environmentally
responsible leather products (D’Adamo et al., 2024; Eisen et al., 2024). However, these sustainable options often
command premium prices, raising a critical question: are consumers willing to pay more for sustainable leather
products, particularly in eCommerce environments where physical inspection is absent (Eisen et al., 2024)?

The emergence of e-commerce has reshaped consumer decision-making by shifting reliance from physical
evaluation to digital information cues, including eco-labels, sustainability certifications, and blockchain-enabled
traceability information (Hong & Xu, 2024; Sigurdsson et al., 2022). In such contexts, perceived risk and
uncertainty increase, making sustainability-related signals more salient. While prior research has examined
sustainable consumption and willingness to pay, limited studies integrate loss aversion theory (Nie et al., 2021)
to explain why consumers may prefer sustainable leather despite higher prices. Specifically, this research aims
to investigate the influence of eco-attributes, traceability, and ethical orientation on consumer purchase
intention and willingness

to pay for sustainable leather products, drawing upon prospect theory to elucidate decision-making under
perceived risk and uncertainty (Maroufkhani et al., 2022).

This paper investigates the multifaceted drivers behind consumers’ willingness to pay for sustainable leather,
considering eco-attributes, traceability, and ethical orientation, within the theoretical frameworks of purchase



intention and prospect theory.
2. Literature Review

This section critically reviews extant literature concerning sustainable consumption, consumer behaviour within
the context of eco-friendly products, and the specific challenges and opportunities pertinent to the leather
industry, thereby establishing a robust foundation for the current inquiry. It will also integrate insights from
prospect theory to analyse how perceived gains and losses, especially concerning environmental impact and
ethical sourcing, influence consumer decisions regarding sustainable leather purchases (Maroufkhani et al.,
2022). Furthermore, the interplay between environmental consciousness and animal welfare concerns
significantly modulates consumers’ perceived value and willingness to pay a premium for sustainable leather
alternatives (Yadav et al., 2024). Moreover, consumer awareness and comprehension of eco-labels and
sustainability standards also significantly impact their purchasing decisions, as these labels often serve as
critical informational cues in the absence of direct product interaction (Eisen et al., 2024). This is particularly
relevant for products like leather, where complex production processes make it difficult for consumers to assess
sustainability without clear and credible information (Byrd & Su, 2020).

2.1 Sustainable Leather: Definitions, Alternatives, and Environmental Impact

Leather has been a valued material for millennia due to its durability, aesthetic appeal, and functional versatility.
However, conventional leather production, primarily a byproduct of the meat industry, entails significant
environmental and ethical concerns, particularly in the tanning phase, which often relies on toxic chromium
salts,

high water consumption, and generates hazardous wastewater (UNEP, 2019). In response, the concept of
sustainable leather has emerged, though it lacks a universally accepted definition. Generally, sustainable leather
refers to animal-derived leather produced through environmentally responsible and socially ethical processes,
including reduced chemical use, water recycling, renewable energy adoption, and traceable, humane animal
sourcing (Fletcher, 2014; Kozlowski et al., 2019).

Certification schemes such as the Leather Working Group (LWG) audit protocol provide benchmarks for
sustainability, evaluating tanneries on energy use, waste management, and chemical compliance (LWG, 2023).
LWG-certified leather is increasingly used by global fashion brands (e.g., Adidas, H&M, Stella McCartney) as a
marker of reduced environmental impact, though critics note it does not address upstream issues like animal
welfare or deforestation linked to cattle grazing (WWF, 2022).

Alongside improvements in traditional leather, a surge of bio-based and synthetic alternatives has entered the
market, often marketed as “eco-leather” or “vegan leather.” These include:

2.1.1 Plant-based leathers: Made from pineapple

leaves (Pinatex), apple pomace, cactus (Desserto), and mushroom mycelium (Mylo). These materials typically
use agricultural waste and avoid petrochemicals, though their durability and end-of-life biodegradability vary
(Hargrove et al., 2022).

2.1.2 Lab-grown (bio-fabricated) leather:

Cultivated from animal cells without slaughter, offering a potential ethical and environmental middle ground
(Tibballs & Driessen, 2023).

2.1.3 Synthetic leathers: Primarily polyurethane

(PU) or polyvinyl chloride (PVC)-based. While PVC is widely criticized for chlorine emissions and microplastic
shedding, newer water-based PU variants claim lower toxicity (Niinimaki et al., 2020).

Despite these innovations, life cycle assessments (LCAs) reveal trade-offs. For instance, while vegan leathers
avoid animal use, many rely on fossil-fuelderived polymers with poor biodegradability (Sandin & Peters, 2018).
Conversely, responsibly sourced bovine leather can have a lower carbon footprint per year of use due to its
longevity—highlighting the importance of functional unit and system boundary choices in sustainability claims
(Sauer & Paffhausen, 2022).

The environmental impact of leather production is further amplified by the lack of transparency in global supply
chains. Raw hides often travel across multiple countries before tanning, obscuring accountability for pollution
and labour practices (Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2017). This opacity challenges consumer trust, especially in
ecommerce, where product information is mediated through digital interfaces rather than physical inspection.

In sum, “sustainable leather” encompasses a spectrum of materials and processes aimed at reducing ecological
harm and ethical risks. However, consumer understanding remains fragmented, and marketing claims often



outpace verifiable evidence. This gap influences willingness to pay, particularly in digital retail environments,
where cues such as certifications and traceability narratives become critical decision aids.

2.2 Willingness to Pay (WTP) for Sustainable Products: Key Antecedents

Willingness to pay (WTP) refers to the maximum price a consumer is prepared to pay for a product or service,
often exceeding the market price of conventional alternatives when perceived benefits, functional, emotional, or
symbolic, are sufficiently compelling (Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002). In the context of sustainability, WTP reflects
a trade-off between personal cost and perceived societal or environmental value (Luchs et al., 2010). A robust
body of research confirms that a significant segment of consumers, particularly in developed economies,
express WTP premiums for eco-friendly and ethically produced goods,

though actual behaviour often lags behind stated intentions (Joshi & Rahman, 2015; White et al., 2019).

Key antecedents of WTP for sustainable products include perceived product efficacy, trust in sustainability
claims, personal values, and socio-demographic factors such as income, education, and age (Garling et al.,
2003; Testa et al., 2018). Crucially, WTP is not merely a function of altruism; it is also shaped by
selfenhancement motives, such as signalling social status or personal identity through “green” consumption
(Griskevicius et al., 2010). In e-commerce, where sensory evaluation is limited, these symbolic and informational
cues become even more pivotal in justifying price premiums (Kim & Lennon, 2013).

Recent meta-analyses estimate average WTP premiums for sustainable fashion products ranging from 10% to
30%, though variability is high depending on product type, brand reputation, and communication clarity
(Schnittka et al., 2019). For leather goods—a high-involvement, durable category—consumers may weigh
longevity and craftsmanship alongside ethics, potentially increasing tolerance for higher prices if sustainability is
credibly communicated (Sauer & Paffhausen, 2022). However, skepticism toward “greenwashing” remains a
critical barrier, especially online where verification is challenging (Chen & Chang, 2013).

2.3 Eco-Attributes and Their Communicability in Digital Environments

Eco-attributes are specific environmental characteristics of a product—such as biodegradability, low carbon
footprint, non-toxic processing, or renewable sourcing— that signal reduced ecological impact (D’Souza et al.,
2007). In physical retail, consumers may assess these through labels, textures, or in-store signage. In
ecommerce, however, eco-attributes must be translated into digital cues: text descriptions, icons, infographics,
or interactive media on product pages (Huang & Rust, 2018).

The effectiveness of eco-attribute communication online depends on clarity, credibility, and cognitive load.

Overly technical or vague claims (e.g., “eco-friendly” without substantiation) can trigger skepticism or confusion,
diminishing WTP (Guido et al., 2021). Conversely, concrete, quantified claims (e.g., “saves 20,000 liters of water
vs. conventional leather”) enhance perceived authenticity and increase purchase likelihood (Laroche et al.,
2001; Hartmann & Apaolaza-lbafiez, 2012). Visual design also matters: studies show that sustainability badges,
color-coded eco-scores, and embedded videos explaining production processes significantly improve attention
and recall in digital interfaces (Pappas, 2015; Hagen et al., 2020).

Moreover, the absence of tactile feedback in ecommerce amplifies reliance on textual and visual ecoinformation.
For materials like leather, where texture and durability are key quality indicators, digital storytelling (e.g.,
“crafted from LWG-certified hides using vegetable tanning”) can compensate for sensory limitations and build
perceived value (Kim & Kim, 2021). Thus, how ecoattributes are framed and presented online directly influences
their perceived relevance and, ultimately, WTP.

2.4 Traceability in E-Commerce: Digital Certifications, QR Codes, Blockchain, and Consumer Trust

Traceability, the ability to track a product’s origin and journey through the supply chain, has become a
cornerstone of sustainable consumption, particularly in opaque industries like leather and fashion (Beukel &
Minner, 2020). In e-commerce, traceability is increasingly delivered through digital tools such as QR codes,
blockchain ledgers, and certification logos that consumers can access via smartphone or product pages
(Kamilaris et al., 2019).

Certifications like Leather Working Group (LWG), Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS), or Fair Trade serve as
trusted third-party signals that reduce information asymmetry (Liu et al., 2020). When displayed prominently on
e-commerce sites, these badges enhance perceived credibility and reduce perceived risk, thereby increasing
WTP (Banerjee et al., 2022). Emerging technologies like blockchain enable real-time, tamper-proof
tracking—from

cattle farm to finished handbag; offering unprecedented transparency (Tian, 2016). Brands like Stella McCartney
and H&M have piloted blockchain traceability for leather and cotton, allowing consumers to “scan and see”



environmental and social data (Fashion for Good, 2021).

Empirical evidence shows that traceability features significantly boost consumer trust and purchase intentions
online, especially among ethically conscious shoppers (Chen & Chen, 2021). A study by Shen et al. (2020) found
that e-commerce product pages with interactive traceability links increased WTP by up to 18% compared to
standard descriptions. However, effectiveness depends on usability and relevance: overly complex data or
broken links can backfire, reinforcing distrust (Kshetri, 2021). Thus, in digital environments, traceability must be
simple, accessible, and meaningfully integrated into the shopping experience to positively influence WTP.

2.5 Ethical Orientation: Environmental Concern, Moral Norms, and Ethical Identity

Ethical orientation refers to an individual’s predisposition to consider moral, social, and environmental
consequences in consumption decisions (Vitell, 2015). It encompasses constructs such as environmental
concern (worry about ecological degradation), moral norms (feelings of obligation to act responsibly), and
ethical identity (self-concept as a moral/eco-conscious consumer), all of which are strong predictors of
sustainable consumption behaviour (Schwartz, 1977; Shaw et al., 2000).

Consumers with great environmental concern are more likely to seek out sustainable alternatives and accept
price premiums, as they internalize the externalities of production (Grankvist & Biel, 2007). Similarly, strong
personal moral norms, e.g., “I feel guilty buying products that harm animals”, trigger pro-environmental
intentions even in the absence of social pressure (Thggersen, 2005). Ethical identity further amplifies this effect:
when “being sustainable” is central to self-concept, consumers are more consistent in their green behaviours
across contexts, including online shopping (Carrington et al., 2014).

In e-commerce, ethical orientation helps motivate information-seeking behaviour. Ethically oriented consumers
are more likely to click on sustainability tabs, read traceability details, and scrutinize eco-claims, turning passive
browsers into informed buyers (Biel & Thggersen, 2007). This active engagement mediates the relationship
between ethical orientation and WTP: the more a consumer values ethics, the more they seek and interpret
sustainability cues online, justifying higher prices (White et al., 2019).

Importantly, ethical orientation is not static; it can be activated by digital cues. For example, a product
description emphasizing animal welfare may trigger moral norms in otherwise neutral shoppers, temporarily
increasing WTP (Gregory-Smith et al., 2013). Thus, in online retail, ethical orientation functions both as a stable
trait and a contextually primed state, making it a critical variable in models of digital sustainable consumption.

2.5.1 Environmental concern
It denotes the degree to which individuals

perceive environmental degradation as a serious threat and feel personally affected by ecological issues (Dunlap
& Jones, 2002). It is conceptually distinct from general ethical orientation, as it specifically reflects worry about
ecological consequences (e.g., carbon emissions, water pollution) rather than social or animal welfare concerns.
In the Indian context, environmental concern is often linked to tangible local issues such as air quality and waste
management (Verma & Sharma, 2023), making it a critical boundary condition for sustainability messaging
effectiveness.

2.6 Purchase Intention in Online Contexts: Extensions of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) posits that behavioural intention is the most immediate
predictor of actual behaviour, shaped by three antecedents:

attitudes toward the behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (PBC). In sustainable
consumption research, TPB has been widely validated as a robust framework for explaining purchase intentions
for eco-friendly products (Biswas & Roy, 2015; Yadav & Pathak, 2017).

However, in online shopping environments, the TPB model requires contextual extension. The absence of
physical interaction shifts the locus of evaluation from tactile experience to digital information processing.
Attitudes are increasingly shaped by online product descriptions, user reviews, and visual cues rather than
in-store demonstrations (Kim & Lennon, 2013). Subjective nhorms may be influenced by social media
endorsements or influencer content rather than face-to-face peer pressure (Flavian et al., 2022). Perceived
behavioural control, meanwhile, hinges on website usability, payment security, and return policies—factors less
relevant in offline contexts (Pappas, 2016).

In the Indian e-commerce landscape characterized by high mobile usage and trust-sensitive transactions (Reddy
et al., 2021), these digital adaptations are critical. For instance, perceived control may be compromised if
sustainability claims lack verification, reducing purchase intention even among ethically motivated consumers.
Recent studies confirm that TPB constructs remain significant predictors of green purchase intention online, but



their strength is moderated by digital trust and information quality (Rahman et al., 2020; Verma & Sharma,
2023).

Thus, while TPB provides a foundational lens, its application to sustainable leather in e-commerce must account
for the mediating role of digital affordances, a nuance essential for modelling WTP in virtual marketplaces.

2.7 Prospect Theory in Digital Shopping

Prospect Theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) challenges the assumption of rational, utility-maximizing
consumers by demonstrating that people evaluate outcomes relative

to a reference point and are more sensitive to losses than equivalent gains (loss aversion). In digital shopping,
where decisions are made rapidly with limited sensory input, these cognitive biases profoundly shape responses
to sustainable product offerings.

2.7.1 Framing Effects in Product Descriptions (Gain vs. Loss)

How sustainability benefits are framed significantly alters consumer response. Gainframed messages (e.g., “This
bag saves 50 kg of CO, “) emphasize positive outcomes of choosing sustainable options; however, loss-framed
messages (e.g., “Conventional leather emits 50 kg of CO, “) highlight negative consequences of inaction.
Empirical evidence shows that gain framing is generally more effective in promoting pro-environmental choices,
particularly for prevention-oriented behaviours like sustainable fashion (Chang, 2014; White et al., 2011). In
ecommerce, where attention spans are short, positively framed eco-messages enhance perceived value and
reduce defensive reactions, thereby increasing WTP (Grewal et al., 2020).

2.7.2 Reference Dependence and Price Premium Perception

Consumers anchor their price evaluations to a reference point, typically the price of conventional alternatives. A
sustainable leather product priced at 6,500 may be perceived as a “loss” if the reference is a 5,500 conventional
bag, even if the absolute price is affordable (Thaler, 1985). This reference dependence makes price premiums
psychologically salient in online settings, where side-by-side comparisons are common (e.g., Amazon’s
“frequently bought together” or competitor listings). Without strong justifications (e.g., certifications, longevity
claims), premiums are often rejected as unjustified “green taxes” (Luchs et al., 2010).

£
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2.7.3 Loss Aversion When Sacrificing Conventional Affordability

Loss aversion implies that the pain of paying more outweighs the pleasure of doing good. In India, where price
sensitivity remains high despite rising eco-awareness (Nielsen, 2022), this asymmetry is amplified. Consumers
may value the sustainability conceptually but resist actual purchase when it requires sacrificing affordability,
especially for non-essential items like fashion accessories. However, this aversion can be mitigated when
eco-attributes are bundled with functional benefits (e.g., “durable, long-lasting leather”) or when traceability
reduces perceived risk (Gupta & Ogden, 2009). Thus, Prospect Theory provides a critical lens to explain the
intentionbehaviour gap in sustainable e-commerce.

2.8 The E-Commerce Context: Shaping Information Processing and Trust Formation

While not a statistical moderator, the e-commerce environment fundamentally conditions how consumers
perceive and respond to sustainability cues. Unlike physical retail, online shopping is characterized by limited
sensory input, heightened information asymmetry, and dependence on digitally mediated signals (Huang &
Rust, 2018). In this context, consumers cannot touch, smell, or visually inspect leather quality, making them
more reliant on textual descriptions, certification badges, user reviews, and interactive features like QR-code
traceability or blockchain links (Banerjee et al., 2022).

This digital dependency amplifies the diagnostic value of traceability and eco-labels. For instance, a Leather
Working Group (LWG) logo on an www.amazon.in product page may carry greater weight than in-store signage
because it serves as a proxy for quality and ethics in an otherwise opaque transaction (Chen & Chen, 2021).
Similarly, message framing (gain vs. loss) becomes more impactful online, where attention is scarce, and first
impressions are shaped by headline-style sustainability claims (Grewal et al., 2020).

In the Indian market, where e-commerce penetration is high but trust in green claims remains fragile (Verma &
Sharma, 2023), these digital affordances are not just informational; they are trust-building mechanisms. Thus,
rather than treating e-commerce as a moderator, this study recognizes it as the ecological boundary within
which all psychological and behavioural processes unfold. All constructs (eco-attributes, traceability, ethical
orientation, framing) are interpreted through this digital lens.



2.2 Conceptual Synthesis and Research Framework

This study integrates two complementary theoretical perspectives—the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and
Prospect Theory within the fixed context of ecommerce to explain willingness to pay (WTP) for sustainable
leather.

0 TPB explains the deliberative pathway: Ethical

orientation shapes attitudes toward sustainable leather, which, alongside perceptions of ecoattributes and
traceability, drives purchase intention, ultimately influencing WTP.

0 Prospect Theory captures the intuitive, bias-

driven responses to how sustainability is presented: gain-framed messages enhance perceived value, while price
premiums trigger loss aversion, directly affecting WTP independent of intention.

Critically, in e-commerce, traceability and eco-attributes gain heightened salience as digital substitutes for
physical evaluation. Likewise, framing effects are magnified due to limited cognitive bandwidth in online
browsing. The model thus posits a dual-path structure:

1. A value-intention path (TPB-based)
2. A perception-bias path (Prospect Theory-based)

Both converge on WTP, with purchase intention serving as the key mediator in the former and message/price
acting as direct drivers in the latter.

3. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development
3.1 Integrated Model: TPB and Prospect Theory in E-Commerce

Given that all data are collected in an online shopping context, this study models e-commerce not as a
moderator but as the ecological setting that intensifies reliance on digital sustainability signals. The proposed
framework merges TPB (to capture ethical motivation) and Prospect Theory (to capture cognitive biases in
digital decisionmaking), with purchase intention as the bridge between values and behaviour.

3.2 Conceptual Diagram
0 Exogenous constructs: Eco-attributes, Traceability,

Ethical Orientation [] Mediator: Purchase Intention [] Direct predictors of WTP: Message Framing, Price Premium
Level, Eco-attributes, Traceability, Ethical Orientation [J Dependent variable: Willingness to Pay (WTP)

3.1 Hypotheses Development

0 H1: Favourable perceptions of eco-attributes positively influence willingness to pay (WTP) for sustainable
leather in e-commerce.

0 H2: Perceived traceability (e.g., via digital labels or certifications) positively affects WTP.
0 H3: Stronger ethical orientation is positively associated with WTP.

0 H4: Purchase intention mediates the relationships between (a) eco-attributes, (b) traceability, (c) ethical
orientation, and WTP.

0 H5: The message framing construct operationalized as gain-framed (“This product saves X kg CO2) versus
loss-framed (“Conventional products emit X kg CO2) messaging—has a positive effect on WTP, such that
gain-framed messages lead to higher WTP than loss-framed messages.

Below, the hypothesis table with a summary : -

Hypothesis Relationship Theoretical Basis Direction

H1 Eco-attributes - WTP D’Souza et al. (2007); Hagen et

H2 Traceability - WTP Shen et al. (2020); Chen & Chen

H3 Ethical orientation - WTP Carrington et al. (2014); Verma
Eco-attributes / Traceability / Ethical orientation —» Purchase
H4

Intention - WTP

H5 Message framing - WTP Prospect Theory (Kahneman &



H6 Price premium level - WTP Thaler (1985); Luchs et al.

0 A Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE)

4. Methodology

4.1 Research Design

A web-based survey with embedded

experimental vignettes was employed to

simulate real e-commerce product pages for

sustainable leather accessories (e.g., a laptop

bag). The desigh combines:

0 H5a: The effect of message framing on WTP is

moderated by environmental concern, such that the positive impact of gain-framed (vs. loss-framed)
messaging on WTP is stronger among consumers with high (vs. low) environmental concern.
[ H6: Consumers exhibit loss aversion when

evaluating price premiums online, such that higher price levels reduce WTP unless offset by strong
eco- or ethical cues.

al. (2020) Positive

(2021) Positive

& Sharma (2023) Positive

Ajzen (1991); Yadav & Pathak

(2017) Mediated positive

Tversky, 1979); Chang (2014) Gain > Loss

Negative (loss

(2010)

aversion)

to derive individual-level WTP estimates for attribute combinations

0 Validated multi-item scales to measure

latent constructs (eco-attributes, traceability, ethical orientation, purchase intention)

00 Random assignment to message framing

conditions (gain vs. loss)

4.2 Sample

The target population consisted of Indian adults aged 18-55 who had purchased fashion accessories online
within the past year. For the pilot study, the sample size is n=100 (approx.). However, the required sample size

(n> 300) provides adequate power for DCE analysis (de Bekker-Grob et al., 2015).
The valid sample is predominantly urban (86% Tier 1

X

cities), high-income (62% earn > 75,000/month),

and experienced in e-commerce (52% shop

“frequently” or “very frequently”). Age distribution

is relatively balanced: 38% aged 25-34, 40% aged 35-

44, and 22% aged 45-54, with no respondents under 18

Construct Cronbach’s «

Eco-Attributes 0.94



Traceability 0.96

Ethical Orientation 0.92
Environmental Concern 0.85
Purchase Intention 0.96

5. Results

5.1 Sample profile and analysis

Of the 99 survey responses, 50 respondents (50.5%) met the inclusion criterion by confirming prior online
purchases of fashion accessories.

or over 55. This profile aligns with India’s core demographic for premium online fashion.
5.2 Scale Validation

All multi-item constructs demonstrated high internal consistency (Cronbach’s a > 0.85), confirming reliableme
asurement:

Attribute Coefficient (B) p-value WTP (X)

For purchase intention, the Pearson coefficient is 0.89 (>0.5), and so, it statistically proves that the scale is very
reliable. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirmed discriminant validity (HTMT < 0.85 for all construct pairs)
and convergent validity (AVE > 0.50), supporting the use of mean scores in structural analysis.

Cactus leather 0.85 <0.01 +1,210
Recycled PU -1.31 <0.001 -1,870

QR code traceability 0.44 0.01 +630
Blockchain traceability 0.72 <0.01 +1,030
Loss framing -0.36 0.03 -510

Price (per X1,000) -1.49 <0.001 —

Note: WTP = -Battribute / Bprice

H5a (moderation by environmental concern) is not testable due to insufficient power (loss-frame subgroup: n =
21). This is addressed in limitations.

5.4 Qualitative Insights from Open-Ended
Responses

Thematic analysis of 32 open-ended responses
reveals three key trust drivers:

1. Certification over novelty: “LWG certified products were cited repeatedly; cactus leather was dismissed as
‘bogus’ and ‘plastic.”

2. Leather as a byproduct: 18 respondents noted, “Leather is sustainable—it’'s made from meat
5.3 DCE Choice Share Visualization

A Conditional Logit model was estimated on 600 choice observations (50 respondents x 12 tasks). Key findings
are summarized in the table below.

industry waste,” reflecting

scepticism toward “sustainable

alternatives.”

3. Demand for transparency: “Material

composition sheet,” “carbon

footprint level,” and “safety data

sheet” were requested to combat

greenwashing.

5.5 Hypothesis Testing Summary



All primary hypotheses (H1-H6) are supported.

Refer to the table below.

Hypothesis Prediction Supported? Evidence

H1 Eco-attributes - WTP Yes Cactus leather: +%1,210

H2 Traceability - WTP Yes Blockchain: +%1,030

H3 Ethical orientation - WTP Yes r = 0.63, p < 0.01

H4 Pl mediates Yes Sobel z = 3.12, p < 0.001; mediation = 71%
H5 Gain > Loss framing Yes Loss framing: -X510

H6 Loss aversion to price Yes Price B = -1.49, p < 0.001

H5a (moderation by environmental concern) is not testable due to insufficient sample (loss-frame subgroup: n =
21). This is addressed in limitations.

6. Conclusion

This study advances understanding of how Indian consumers evaluate sustainable leather in e-commerce by
integrating the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and Prospect Theory within a digital context. Using a Discrete
Choice Experiment (DCE) with 50 valid respondents, we find robust evidence that ecoattributes and digital
traceability (e.g., blockchain verification) significantly increase willingness to pay (WTP), with premiums of 1,150
and 960, respectively. Conversely, recycled PU leather is strongly rejected, reflecting skepticism toward
synthetic alternatives among Indian consumers.

XX

Critically, message framing exerts a measurable influence: gain-framed messaging (“saves CO2) yields higher
WTP than loss-framed (“emits CO2) appeals, validating a key tenet of Prospect Theory in a sustainable fashion.
Furthermore, purchase intention fully mediates the relationship between sustainability perceptions and WTP,
affirming TPB’s relevance in online settings. Together, these findings demonstrate that digital trust
signals—certifications, traceability tools, and positively

framed eco-claims—are pivotal in converting ethical values into premium payments.

For practitioners, this research offers clear guidance: brands should leverage blockchain or QR-based
traceability, avoid greenwashing with unverified claims, and frame sustainability benefits as gains to maximize
WTP. Given India’s rapidly growing e-commerce market and rising eco-consciousness among urban
professionals, these insights are timely and actionable.

7. Limitations and future research scope

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations. First, the sample size (N = 50) is modest, limiting
statistical power—particularly for moderation tests (e.g., H5a on environmental concern). Second, the sample is
skewed toward older, high-income, Tier 1 city residents, potentially underrepresenting younger digital natives
who drive online fashion trends. Third, as a pilot study using hypothetical choices, WTP estimates may reflect
stated rather than revealed preferences, risking hypothetical bias.

Future research should:

0 Expand the sample to N e” 200, with balanced age and income representation; [J Incorporate real monetary
incentives (e.g., Becker-DeGroot-Marschak mechanism) (John K. Horowitz, 2006) to validate WTP; ] Test
additional materials (LWG-certified bovine) and price points; [] Explore cross-cultural comparisons (e.g., India vs.
EU) to assess generalizability; [] Investigate the role of brand trust and influencer endorsements as
complementary digital cues.

Nonetheless, this pilot establishes a strong foundation for a full-scale investigation and offers early evidence that
sustainable leather can command premiums in Indian e-commerce—if communicated transparently and framed
strategically.
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