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ABSTRACT

The readiness to sacrifice profit while making socially responsible investments among millennials, 
as future investors and managers, was examined. Specifically, a multi-level perspective on 
willingness to pay for socially responsible investment was assumed to understand how nationality, 
personal values and investment knowledge affect millennials’ readiness to sacrifice profit to 
achieve sustainability goals. Using survey data of 521 business students from Italy, Poland and 
Ukraine, it is showed that a considerable share of millennials prefer social and environmental 
performance of investment over financial return and that their nationality is the most powerful 
factor in explaining willingness to pay for socially responsible investment along with their 
sensitivity to environmental issues that takes the leading role among all personal values motivating 
investors to accept lower rates of return. The results can be relevant for financial institutions  
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aiming at developing socially responsible investment products. Policy implications of the results 
are insights into nationality-related tensions while Europe-wide regulation of socially responsible 
investment could enter into force. 

JEL classification: F36, G11, G41, Q56 

Keywords: Sustainable investment, Willingness to pay, Financial performance, Multi-level 
approach, Sustainable finance.

1. INTRODUCTION

Integration of environmental, social and governance (ESG) criteria in investment decisions, 
often referred to as socially responsible investment (SRI), can give a push to the global 
economy’s transition toward a sustainable model (Scholtens, 2006). Results of studies on SRI 
financial performance are mixed (Barber et al., 2021; Kim, 2019; Lopez-de-Silanes et al., 2020; 
Matallín‐Sáez et al., 2019). Thus the demand for SRI products may highly depend on investors’ 
preference for sustainability, including willingness to sacrifice profits to achieve sustainability 
goals. The greatest hopes lie in the millennials, they are an ethical generation and are aware of 
business practices (Chatzopoulou and de Kiewiet, 2021). Yet their willingness to scarify profit 
to achieve sustainability goals remains unexplored in academic literature. The study examines 
the choices of millennials made in terms of trade-offs between financial gain and sustainable 
goals drawing on the public goods and externalities theory. There is a strong rationale behind 
focusing research on millennials in general and students of economics and finance in particular. 
First: attitudes toward dividends and capital gains continue to change as new generations of 
investors take turns (Hood et al., 2014). New investors entering a market are a chance for 
a change towards sustainability. The generation that is to be examined seems to be the most 
globally and socially oriented in history (Desai and Lele, 2017; Priporas et al., 2017). Second: 
business schools are the “nurseries” of the corporate world (van Baardewijk and de Graaf, 2020) 
where those who will be future fund managers and professional advisors are studying now. To 
make SRI market development possible, SRI fund managers have to be able to place priorities on 
social considerations while managing fund portfolios. It is reported that SRI fund managers are 
under a strong pressure to meet financial targets first and soften the edges of rigid ethical stances 
(Cetindamar and Ozkazanc‑Pan, 2017; Haigh and Jones, 2006). Genuine personal commitment 
of SRI fund managers to sustainability is thus necessary to keep SRI truly social. It is also 
pointed, that socially responsible investors who want to integrate their personal values into their 
investment decisions, look for professional advisors who empathize with their goals and do not 
lecture them about the folly of such integration (Laskin, 2018; Statman, 2008). Third: due to the 
change from materialist to post-materialist values observed in developed societies (Diekmann 
and Preisendörfer, 2003) it is likely that new generations of investors will represent different 
patterns of sustainable investment decisions making than present ones. Fourth: previous research 
demonstrates also that highly educated individuals invest more often in SR mutual funds and 
accounts (Diouf et al., 2016; Rossi et al., 2016). Consequently, examining students may provide 
insight into forthcoming financial products consumers’ demand for SRI.

It is argued here that the potential to trace the public good portion submerged in SRI is offered 
by contingent valuation. The method reveals the monetary value of goods (willingness to pay) that 
are not properly traded on the market via surveys revealing the use values along with the non‑use 
values (Navrud and Strand, 2018). Although the concept of measuring value through surveys 
is used to determine ESG characteristics for various goods (Schäufele and Hamm, 2017), the 
studies on willingness to pay (WTP) for ESG attributes in financial products are rare (Brodback 
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et al., 2020) and new insights are urgently needed. This paper seeks to determine whether or not 
millennials exhibit WTP for socially responsible characteristics of investment and what guides 
their WTP. 

Few extant studies point to rather diverse antecedents of sacrificing profit while making SRI 
decision (Borgers and Pownall, 2014; Riedl and Smeets, 2017; Rossi et al., 2016). Demographic 
factors are widely reported on (Cheah et al., 2011; Borgers and Pownall, 2014). However, the 
complexity of the psychological factors has not been adequately addressed in the existing literature 
as investor psychological profiles are rather broadly defined as “attitudes” or “concerns”. The 
study focuses on stable psychological constructs – personal values – as antecedents of WTP for 
SRI. Since Wins and Zwergel (2014) have noticed that investors interested in SRI investments feel 
insufficiently informed, a new area of factors of WTP for SRI is added, SRI’s decision‑making 
competence. It is contoured with financial expertise, risk attitudes and SRI background knowledge.

Following the call by Riedl and Smeets (2017) to investigate if and how the relationship 
between social preferences and SRI relates to variations in institutional aspects, an institutional 
level to the research framework is added. Next to individual level antecedents of WTP for SRI 
(personal values and SRI decision making competence) an institutional-level factor – nationality 
– is accounted for. A combination of theories related to institutional-level and individual-level 
factors of WTP for SRI is used, which enables us to properly address different levels of analysis.

The method used is based on a contingent-valuation approach. A survey is used in which 
participants – business students from Italy, Poland and Ukraine – are asked to state their 
willingness to pay for a SRI fund comparable in terms of risk with a conventional mutual fund to 
elicit WTP for SRI. The experiment is followed by a questionnaire on financial knowledge, risk 
attitude, SRI background and personal values to investigate the factors of WTP. 

The study provides several contributions. The existing literature on market inefficiencies 
related to ESG impacts perceived as public goods by studying financial products is added. By 
examining millennials, insights are provided into the multi-facet prospects of future SRI market 
development. Adoption of a novel framework to study antecedents of WTP for SRI provides 
well‑structured insights into the relative importance of factors of WTP for SRI and, in the context, 
it can elicit more precise responses to consumer preferences for financial products. Finally, 
making comparisons between countries adds to the discussion on universal regulations in the SRI 
sector, when local and universal ethics may clash. The paper adds the insight on the demand for 
SRI in Italy, Poland and Ukraine – countries that (to the authors’ knowledge) so far never have 
been included in empirical studies on SRI investor profiles. The paper structure is as follows: 
first, there is a review of the literature on non-use values of financial products and contingent 
valuation method. Then, it is elaborated on institutional- and individual-level factors of SRI and 
a hypothesis is developed. In the next section, data and methodology are presented. It is followed 
by showcasing the results. Finally, results and limitations of the study are discussed.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Willingness to sacrifice financial profit while making SRI decisions

SRI can be perceived as a composite phenomenon, constituting a mixture of purely private 
gain (financial profit) and public or quasi-public effects (i.e., environmental improvements) 
(Sandberg et al., 2009). However, the non-financial aspects of SRI portfolio may not be reflected 
properly in market prices as such impacts have features of externalities (Consolandi et al., 2020). 
When a market operates efficiently, the price reflects the fair value of the good as the demand 
curve mirrors the true willingness-to-pay (WTP) that offsets the buyer’s utility gain from the 
purchase. However, with market distortions (externalities), the market price may diverge from 
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WTP leading to allocative inefficiency (Boardman et al., 2014). The long-established contingent 
valuation methods (CVM) allow to capture the total value of externalities in capital investment 
appraisal (Boardman et al., 2014; Florio, 2014). The method uses a survey to create a hypothetical 
market (when the real one is non-existing) and thus allows for capturing not only the value of 
public good for its user, but also non-use values incorporated in public goods (Fujiwara et al., 
2019; Tonin, 2019). This makes CVM potentially interesting for reflecting ESG impacts of 
financial investments as SRI aims both at achieving financial performance as well as increasing 
social welfare.

Although measuring non-use values of consumer good (e.g., fair-trade) via WTP is often 
practiced (Yu et al., 2014; Schäufele and Hamm, 2017), research has been scant in terms of WTP 
for ESG attributes of financial products. In the SRI literature, there are studies examining the 
demand for SRI that do not directly examine WTP for SRI (Barreda-Tarrazona et al., 2011; Wins 
and Zwergel, 2016). However, the studies show the importance of non-financial issues among 
investors and thus warrant further investigation of willingness to forego financial reward. Few 
studies examine the conditions under which investors are willing to make economic sacrifices to 
buy SRI products. Glac (2009) finds a positive correlation between the return level of conventional 
investment options and the level of trade-offs that investors are willing to make when considering 
SRI. Pasewark and Riley (2010) find that the propensity to sacrifice profit was highly dependent on 
individual concerns about societal implications of such investments. Borgers and Pownall (2014) 
reveal that WTP for pension plans possessing SR features is lower for men, rises as education 
and income levels rise, and is stronger among those with positive attitudes towards social and 
environmental issues. Apostolakis et al. (2016) also investigate WTP for pension investments 
and also report that the willingness to sacrifice profits is positive. Rossi et al. (2016) find that in 
the Netherlands, a latent demand exists for SRI, even when SRI investments are less profitable 
than conventional ones and found more evidence of demographic factors’ importance. The paper 
adds to the previous results by investigating explicitly WTP for SRI using a hypothetical market 
approach allowing respondents to state their preferences towards accepting a lower return on 
investment bringing about positive ESG impacts.

Assuming that some millennials are willing to bear economic sacrifices to buy SRI it is 
hypothesized that:

H1: WTP for SRI is positive for a certain proportion of the respondents.

2.2. Institutional level antecedents of WTP for SRI

Institutional approach allows for dismissing silent assumptions that individuals have solely 
private value systems, proposing that they share a set of principles with others guiding their 
actions (Geels, 2004). Such sets of principles are particularly distinctive among nations. Extant 
studies have discovered significant differences in WTP for ESG features in consumer goods among 
different countries (Basu and Hicks, 2008). National social settings can also be influential in terms 
of consumer demand for financial products with ESG attributes (Sandberg et al., 2009; Scholtens 
and Sievänen, 2013; Waring and Edwards, 2008). However, comparative studies covering SRI 
demand parameters in European countries have not been conducted yet. Especially the differences 
between Western, Central and Eastern Europe remain uncovered. Comparative analysis of Poland, 
Italy and Ukraine can bring about interesting results for several reasons: (1) their populations are 
relatively homogenous (there are no major ethnicities other than domestic, which could impact 
study results) with respect to language, cultural, religious and historical background; (2) no large 
studies on attitudes towards SRI in Italy, Poland or Ukraine have been conducted; (3) they have 
not adopted any regulations to enforce or encourage institutional investors to allocate part of 
their assets to SRI; (4) Italy and Poland are European Union (EU) members and, thus, may be 
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influenced by any future Europe-wide regulations of SRI while Ukraine is not an EU member 
country; (5) Poland and Ukraine are transitioning from command economies to mixed-market 
economies; and (6) SRI markets in the three countries are on the early stage of development and 
will be shaped by future investors and financial market professionals. 

Italy is the biggest economy in Southern Europe and the fourth-largest economy in the 
European Union, but its SRI presence is still marginal (EUROSIF, 2018). Poland has been 
transitioning economically towards a democratic and market-oriented system, with its well-
developed Warsaw Stock Exchange (WSE) being the most important exchange in Central and 
Eastern Europe. However, Poland’s SRI market presence is negligible (Doś and Foltyn-Zarychta, 
2017). Ukraine is a former Soviet republic with a weak economic system and is presently trying to 
address an urgent need to accelerate development of its domestic financial markets, which include 
a practically non-existent SRI market presence (Shkura, 2017). Considering the differences, it is 
expected that WTP for SRI may vary between countries and it is hypothesized:

H2: Nationality influences WTP for SRI among millennials.

2.3. Individual level antecedents of WTP for SRI

2.3.1. Personal values

Personal values commonly are identified as “beliefs that a specific mode of conduct or end‑state 
of existence is personally and socially preferable to alternative modes of conduct or end-state of 
existence” (Rokeach, 1973). Because of their stability and centrality in an individual’s cognitive 
structure, personal values are functional in focusing attention on what is essential in a decision 
situation, thereby assisting the person in making more efficient decisions (Dietz and Stern, 1995; 
Schwartz, 1992). As such, values serve as a powerful drive for action. So far, many different 
personal values have been identified (e.g. Elizur et al., 1991; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). 
To choose the values to focus on, it was drawn from the consumer behavior literature (Barber 
et al., 2012; Tsen et al., 2006). It suggests that some values have a greater impact on WTP for 
ESG attributes of consumer goods than others. The set encompasses: ethics, environmentalism, 
religiosity, collectivism, and materialism. Accordingly, the focus was on the set of personal values 
to their impact on WTP for financial products.

In practice, SRI often means that investors exclude companies from their investment sphere, 
as well as they do with intermediaries and practices that betray their convictions (Dembinski 
et al., 2003). Richardson (2009) describes the deontological type of SRI, involving investors 
who personally do not wish to profit from unethical activities. Hunt and Vitell (1986) emphasize 
that the tendency to follow deontological norms when assessing the set of alternatives in a given 
situation (ethicality) qualifies as a personal value. Thus, it is expected that the higher level of 
ethicality influences WTP for SRI positively.

Environmentalism is the belief that the individual and other social actors have an obligation 
to alleviate environmental problems (Stern et al., 1995). As the number of SRI funds have an 
explicitly pro-environmental profile, it is expected that environmentalism positively influences 
WTP for SRI.

SRI developed from being merely a religious phenomenon towards investments increasingly 
concerned about environmental, geopolitical, and democratic issues (Schwartz, 2003). 
Nevertheless, religiosity seems to remain as one of the important characteristics of SRI investors 
(Hoepner et al., 2011; Kurtz and Di Bartolomeo, 2005). Religiosity is conceived as the general 
attitude of a person towards religious issues and themes, regardless of their affiliation with a given 
religion. Therefore, it is expected that religiosity will correlate positively with WTP for SRI.

Dembinski et al. (2003) and Starr (2008) stress how SRI had been associated with the common 
good, which implies considering the consequences that actions will have on absent third parties. 
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Thus SRI can be associated with collectivism, a value related to putting the goals of the collectives 
over personal goals (Lásźló, 2013). Consumer studies reveal that collectivistic consumers are 
willing to pay more for sustainability-linked products (Barber et al., 2012; Tsen et al., 2006). 
Therefore, it is expected that collectivism will impact WTP for SRI positively. 

WTP for SRI relates to forgoing some part of an investor’s profit in exchange for SR 
characteristics. The financial goal is associated most closely with materialism. Materialism 
sees material possessions as the most important component of happiness (Richins and Dawson, 
1992; Ward and Wackman, 1971). Chowdhury and Fernando (2013) find that the individuals 
who exhibit higher levels of materialism tend to be less critical of unethical actions that lead to 
beneficial outcomes than the ones who behave unethically. Additionally, materialism is negatively 
correlated with people having higher ethical standards as consumers (Muncy and Eastman, 1998). 
Thus, it is expected that materialism negatively affects investors’ WTP for SRI. 

Assuming that personal values impact WTP for SRI the third hypothesis is formulated: 

H3a: Ethicality positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H3b: Environmentalism positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H3c: Religiosity positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H3d: Collectivism positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H3e: Materialism negatively affects WTP for SRI.

3.2.2. SRI decision-making competence

Information on SRI constitutes relevant investment decision frames that may channel the 
impact of psychological factors on the decisions being made (Døskeland and Pedersen, 2016). 
Financial decision making requires not only appropriate information, but also relevant knowledge 
to effectively use the information (Clark et al., 2017). Thus, the possible significance of having 
information about SRI and of financial knowledge in the model of factors of WTP for SRI is taken 
into account.

Investors may see responsible investment as an opportunity for equivalent return at 
relatively lower risk or higher returns for the same level of risk, as compared with other funds 
(Beal et al., 2005). Thus, investors willing to pay for SRI may look for other than social and 
environmental benefits which substitute forgone profit. Lowered risk can be one of such benefits 
(Bauer and Smeets, 2015). Because some investors seem to be moving to SRIs by focusing on 
a risks‑returns balance decision making (Benson and Humphrey, 2008; Galema et al., 2008) adopt 
a two‑dimensional financial framing of SRI decisions is assumed and it is expected that risk 
attitude will be influential in terms of WTP for SRI. SRI background, financial knowledge and 
risk attitude constitute a set of factors determining investors preparation to make SR investment 
decisions. Thus, a set of hypotheses was formulated: 

H4a: Having information about SRI positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H4b: Financial knowledge positively affects WTP for SRI, 
H4c: Risk aversion positively affects WTP for SRI.

The hypotheses and their relation to the two-level conceptual framework assumed in the study 
are presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
Conceptual framework
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Source: Authors’ own elaboration 
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3.1.1. Dependent variable: WTP for SRI 

To elicit WTP for SRI the survey was equipped with a hypothetical scenario aiming at deriving WTP for the 

SRI fund. At first, respondents are asked to imagine that they are intending to make a long-term investment 

of 5,000 EUR. Than they are asked to state their preferences in a scenario when they can choose between 

fund A and B. Fund A is described as “a conventional mutual fund investing in companies with a stable 

market position, average risk and average growth forecasts” and expected long-term rate of return set at 

10%. The long-term level of return is settled based on average long-term stock performance for mature 

financial markets (Shen, 2005; RamseySolutions, 2021). The B fund is described as the fund that “fulfills 
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The participants are asked to state what is their required annual minimum rate of return for the SRI 
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is open-ended to allow participants to make an unrestricted choice (cf. Carson and Hahneman, 2005). This 

format allows to avoid an anchoring bias (Gordillo et al., 2019). 

The design of experiments serves eliciting WTP for the SRI fund, holding the level of risk stable. 

Thus, investing in the non-SRI mutual fund (A fund) and possessing a certain financial gain (x) is equivalent 

in terms of utility to holding the SRI fund (B fund) with the gain lower by WTP: 
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3. METHODOLOGY AND DATA

3.1. Survey design

The survey consisted of three parts: the experiment for deriving bids for SRI, questions 
referring to preparation for SRI decision making and questions investigating personal values.

3.1.1. Dependent variable: WTP for SRI

To elicit WTP for SRI the survey was equipped with a hypothetical scenario aiming at 
deriving WTP for the SRI fund. At first, respondents are asked to imagine that they are intending 
to make a long-term investment of 5,000 EUR. Than they are asked to state their preferences in 
a scenario when they can choose between fund A and B. Fund A is described as “a conventional 
mutual fund investing in companies with a stable market position, average risk and average 
growth forecasts” and expected long-term rate of return set at 10%. The long-term level of 
return is settled based on average long-term stock performance for mature financial markets 
(Shen, 2005; RamseySolutions, 2021). The B fund is described as the fund that “fulfills SRI 
requirements, which means that firms in B’s portfolio are companies where activities are based on 
environmental criteria (non‑harmful for environment), social criteria (not making profits on e.g., 
pornography, gambling, respects human rights), fair competition and good employment policy 
criteria (fair advertising, non‑discrimination in workplace etc.)”.

The participants are asked to state what is their required annual minimum rate of return for the 
SRI fund to choose it over the non-SRI mutual fund (cf. Borgers and Pownall, 2014; Glac, 2009). 
This question is open-ended to allow participants to make an unrestricted choice (cf. Carson and 
Hahneman, 2005). This format allows to avoid an anchoring bias (Gordillo et al., 2019).

The design of experiments serves eliciting WTP for the SRI fund, holding the level of risk 
stable. Thus, investing in the non-SRI mutual fund (A fund) and possessing a certain financial 
gain (x) is equivalent in terms of utility to holding the SRI fund (B fund) with the gain lower by 
WTP:

	 U(A fund,x) = U(B fund,x − WTP)	 Eq. (1)
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With holding the utility level unchanged the difference in declared rates of return can explain 
respondents’ WTP for non-financial characteristics of the B fund. Considering, that the rate of 
return on conventional fund was set at 10% level, three options were possible: the first: that 
a respondent states less than 10% to choose the SRI fund instead of conventional one; the second: 
that a respondent states exactly 10%, or the third: a respondent states more than 10% to choose the 
SRI fund instead of the conventional one. The three options represent three ways of expressing 
preference for SRI. In the first one the respondent is ready to scarify financial profit to make 
a sustainable investment (WTP for SRI is positive). In the second scenario a respondent prefers 
the SRI fund over the conventional one but is not willing to pay for it (WTP for SRI is equal to 0). 
In the third scenario, the investor follows primarily financial goals – they choose the SRI fund 
only if it offers higher return than the conventional one. 

3.1.2. Personal values

In the survey all values are rated on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (don’t agree at all) to 7 
(totally agree), except for one value (student’s ethics) where the 7-point Likert scale is reversed. 
To measure personal values, the already tested scales were adopted, as described below.

To measure “environmentalism”, three items from the most widely accepted scale of New 
Ecological Paradigm (NEP) by Dunlap et al. (2000) were adopted. The scale is originally made 
of 15 items, however considering the methodological necessity to limit the questionnaire, the 
scale is narrowed. The narrowed NEP scales maintain consistency (Dunlap, 2008).

“Religiosity” was measured, following the suggestion by McDaniel and Burnett (1990) who 
pointed out that religiosity can be measured in terms of cognitive and behavioral dimensions. 
Thereof to measure religiosity, a 2-item scale developed by Ramasamy et al. (2010) was adopted, 
where one item refers to cognitive dimension and the second item – to the behavioral dimension.

Collectivism is measured using a three-item measure developed by Chan (2001). To measure 
materialism 3 items from the scale of Richins and Dawson (1992) were adopted, they were 
selected to create a validated shortened scale (Richins, 2004; Stanton et al., 2002). The scale 
includes one item from each category: success, centrality, and happiness. 

Students are surveyed. Thereof two scales to measure ethicality among students were used. 
The first scale consists of two items selected from a larger scale for measuring dishonesty in 
academic settings by McCabe (2005). The second scale is a three-item scale developed by 
Lawson (2004) to measure students’ ethicality in a non-academic setting (the reverse scale). The 
results of Lawson’s study (2004) indicate that there is a very strong relationship between students’ 
propensity to engage in unethical behaviors in an academic setting and their attitude towards such 
behaviors in the business world.

3.1.3. SRI decision making competence

To capture competences to make SRI decisions, first respondents were asked whether they 
participated in a course devoted to SRI (binary choice). Next Likert’s scale-based questions were 
asked on risk attitude and financial knowledge. Following Bauer and Smeets (2015) respondents 
were directly asked how they self-rate their financial knowledge. Following Bauer and Smeets 
(2015) risk attitude was self-rated from 1 (strongly risk averse) to 7 (high risk-seeker).

3.2. Data collection and sample characteristics

The data was collected via questionnaires distributed among business students. Survey was 
conducted in three countries among solely domestic students, thereof nationality was determined 
by country. Three large universities were investigated: Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore 
in Milan (Italy), University of Economics in Katowice (Poland) and Alfred Nobel University 
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in Dnipro (Ukraine). All locations represent highly dense urban and industrial areas. The 
survey was conducted online. Participation in the survey was voluntary, non-incentivized and 
anonymous. Respondents filled questionnaires translated to their national languages (Italian, 
Polish and Ukrainian). 521 questionnaires were collected out of which 455 were used in the 
analysis: 85 from Italy, 215 from Poland and 155 from Ukraine. The remaining 66 questionnaires 
were rejected due to missing data or extreme WTP bids, identified via the Tukey (1977) method.

Respondents are mainly graduate business students (68% of respondents held bachelor 
degrees and studied master programs). The respondents’ age is between 17 and 26 with the 
average of 21,67-year-old, 73% of them are female, 45% with income lower than the country 
average (the average per capita net income for Italy, Poland and Ukraine was set at, respectively 
1860 EUR, 1386 PLN, 5100 UAH based on countries statistics offices (Statistics Poland, 2021; 
Istat, 2021; Ukrstat, 2021)). Since the relevance of demographic factors for SRI decisions is 
widely reported in the literature and because a relatively homogenous group of respondents 
is investigated, demographic factors are not treated as explanatory variables in the analysis.

Table 1 provides respondents’ characteristics on the country. Table 2 shows the structure of 
respondents based on having a course on SRI and Table 3 demonstrates risk attitude, financial 
knowledge and personal value questions for the general sample, while tables 4, 5 and 6 separately 
for Italy, Poland and Ukraine.

Table 1 
Respondents by country 

Italy Poland Ukraine

Country (%) 18.68 47.25 34.07

Source: Authors’ calculation.

Table 2 
Share of respondents having course related to SRI

Yes (%) No (%)

Have you had a course on SRI or contents related to SRI in previous courses 27.91 72.09

Source: Authors’ calculation.

Table 3 
Attitude to risk, financial knowledge and personal values questions for general sample (all countries)

Question
% of responses

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Risk attitude

How would you describe your attitude towards risk-taking 
in investment? 4.62 12.09 30.55 30.99 16.04 3.74 1.98

Financial Knowledge

How would you assess your knowledge on finance? 1.32 7.03 23.96 34.73 27.03 5.49 0.44
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Question
% of responses

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Materialism

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, 
and clothes. 20.22 20.44 20.88 20.22 9.89 5.05 3.30

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 3.52 9.89 18.02 21.76 22.64 11.43 12.75

My life would be better if I owned certain things 
I don’t have. 8.79 14.07 17.58 20.00 19.56 9.01 10.99

Religiosity

Do you consider yourself to be religious? 12.75 9.23 12.09 29.01 15.38 14.07 7.47

Apart from weddings and funerals how often do you 
attend religious services these days? 21.32 22.20 9.89 12.53 12.53 11.87 9.67

Environmentalism

Humans are severely abusing the environment. 2.64 3.74 10.33 21.54 26.15 35.60

Despite our special capabilities humans are still subject 
to the law of nature. 1.10 1.98 7.69 16.26 25.05 22.86 25.05

Balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 1.10 1.76 7.03 11.21 20.44 29.23 29.23

General ethics

It is OK to lie to a potential employer on an employment 
application. 38.90 28.35 14.51 9.23 5.05 2.42 1.54

It is OK to use a fake ID or someone else’s ID to purchase 
alcohol. 73.85 12.31 5.05 4.18 1.76 1.32 1.54

Using insider information when buying and selling stock 
is unethical behavior. 40.66 16.04 13.63 10.99 7.47 5.27 5.93

Student’s ethics

How often do you use crib notes on a test or copy from 
another student during a test. 25.71 32.75 16.92 9.89 8.79 3.30 2.64

How often do you copy material and turn it in as your own 
work or turn in work done by someone else. 57.80 21.76 10.55 4.40 3.08 1.32 1.10

How often do you copy a few sentences of material from 
a published source without footnoting it. 25.93 25.71 15.38 9.67 11.65 6.59 5.05

Collectivism

Well-being of others is important to me. 1.54 3.52 8.57 13.85 24.18 30.11 18.24

It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by 
my groups. 1.10 2.20 4.84 15.38 30.33 31.43 14.73

Source: Authors’ calculation.

continued Table 3
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Table 4 
Attitude to risk, financial knowledge and personal values questions for Italy

Question
% of responses

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Risk attitude

How would you describe your attitude towards risk-taking in 
investment? 1.18 15.29 23.53 35.29 20.00 3.53 1.18

Financial Knowledge

How would you assess your knowledge on finance? 2.35 17.65 30.59 30.59 17.65 1.18  

Materialism

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes 18.82 21.18 25.88 20.00 10.59 3.53  

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure 7.06 14.12 27.06 23.53 16.47 5.88 5.88

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have 20.00 17.65 22.35 15.29 15.29 5.88 3.53

Religiosity

Do you consider yourself to be religious? 20.00 21.18 7.06 18.82 12.94 5.88 14.12

Apart from weddings and funerals how often do you attend religious 
services these days? 32.94 24.71 3.53 9.41 8.24 5.88 15.29

Environmentalism

Humans are severely abusing the environment     1.18 4.71 20.00 36.47 37.65

Despite our special capabilities humans are still subject to the law 
of nature   1.18 1.18 10.59 25.88 21.18 40.00

Balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset     1.18 5.88 17.65 30.59 44.71

General ethics

It is OK to lie to a potential employer on an employment application. 24.71 23.53 28.24 14.12 8.24 1.18  

It is OK to use a fake ID or someone else’s ID to purchase alcohol. 62.35 15.29 11.76 7.06 2.35 1.18  

Using insider information when buying and selling stock is unethical 
behavior. 5.88 16.47 9.41 16.47 14.12 22.35 15.29

Student’s ethics

How often do you use crib notes on a test or copy from another 
student during a test; 58.82 24.71 9.41 4.71 2.35    

How often do you copy material and turn it in as your own work 
or turn in work done by someone else; 78.82 15.29 4.71 1.18      

How often do you copy a few sentences of material from a published 
source without footnoting it. 38.82 30.59 17.65 2.35 7.06 3.53  

Collectivism

Well-being of others is important to me   3.53 3.53 9.41 31.76 32.94 18.82

It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups     2.35 5.88 29.41 41.18 21.18

Source: Authors’ calculation.
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Table 5 
Attitude to risk, financial knowledge and personal values questions for Poland

Question
% of responses

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Risk attitude

How would you describe your attitude towards risk-taking in 
investment? 7.91 14.42 35.35 25.12 13.49 2.79 0.93

Financial Knowledge

How would you assess your knowledge on finance? 0.47 3.72 18.60 37.67 32.09 6.98 0.47

Materialism

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. 19.07 20.93 20.93 18.14 10.70 6.98 3.26

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 1.86 11.16 15.35 21.86 27.44 13.02 9.30

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have. 6.98 16.28 20.00 18.60 20.47 9.77 7.91

Religiosity

Do you consider yourself to be religious? 6.51 5.58 10.23 25.58 23.72 21.86 6.51

Apart from weddings and funerals how often do you attend religious 
services these days? 8.37 17.67 9.30 12.56 17.67 21.40 13.02

Environmentalism

Humans are severely abusing the environment. 4.19 5.58 15.81 25.58 23.72 25.12

Despite our special capabilities humans are still subject to the law 
of nature. 0.47 0.93 3.72 9.77 23.26 30.23 31.63

Balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 0.93 2.33 6.98 10.70 21.86 30.70 26.51

General ethics

It is OK to lie to a potential employer on an employment application. 36.74 34.42 11.63 7.44 2.79 4.19 2.79

It is OK to use a fake ID or someone else’s ID to purchase alcohol. 77.67 13.02 3.26 3.26 0.93 0.47 1.40

Using insider information when buying and selling stock is unethical 
behavior. 65.12 16.28 8.84 4.65 2.79   2.33

Student’s ethics

How often do you use crib notes on a test or copy from another 
student during a test. 25.12 46.51 16.28 7.91 3.26 0.93  

How often do you copy material and turn it in as your own work or 
turn in work done by someone else. 70.70 21.40 6.05 0.47 1.40    

How often do you copy a few sentences of material from a published 
source without footnoting it. 33.02 29.77 16.28 7.91 8.84 2.79 1.40

Collectivism

Well-being of others is important to me.     2.79 11.63 22.79 38.60 24.19

It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups. 0.47 1.86 1.40 12.56 32.56 37.67 13.49

Source: Authors’ calculation.
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Table 6 
Attitude to risk, financial knowledge and personal values questions for Ukraine

Question
% of responses

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Risk attitude

How would you describe your attitude towards risk-taking in investment? 1.94 7.10 27.74 36.77 17.42 5.16 3.87

Financial Knowledge

How would you assess your knowledge on finance? 1.94 5.81 27.74 32.90 25.16 5.81 0.65

Materialism

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. 22.58 19.35 18.06 23.23 8.39 3.23 5.16

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 3.87 5.81 16.77 20.65 19.35 12.26 21.29

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have. 5.16 9.03 11.61 24.52 20.65 9.68 19.35

Religiosity

Do you consider yourself to be religious? 17.42 7.74 17.42 39.35 5.16 7.74 5.16

Apart from weddings and funerals how often do you attend religious 
services these days? 32.90 27.10 14.19 14.19 7.74 1.94 1.94

Environmentalism

Humans are severely abusing the environment.   1.94 2.58 5.81 16.77 23.87 49.03

Despite our special capabilities humans are still subject to the law of nature. 2.58 3.87 16.77 28.39 27.10 13.55 7.74

Balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 1.94 1.94 10.32 14.84 20.00 26.45 24.52

General ethics

It is OK to lie to a potential employer on an employment application. 49.68 22.58 10.97 9.03 6.45 0.65 0.65

It is OK to use a fake ID or someone else’s ID to purchase alcohol. 74.84 9.68 3.87 3.87 2.58 2.58 2.58

Using insider information when buying and selling stock is unethical 
behavior. 25.81 15.48 22.58 16.77 10.32 3.23 5.81

Student’s ethics

How often do you use crib notes on a test or copy from another student 
during a test. 8.39 18.06 21.94 15.48 20.00 8.39 7.74

How often do you copy material and turn it in as your own work or turn 
in work done by someone else. 28.39 25.81 20.00 11.61 7.10 3.87 3.23

How often do you copy a few sentences of material from a published 
source without footnoting it. 9.03 17.42 12.90 16.13 18.06 13.55 12.90

Collectivism

Well-being of others is important to me. 4.52 8.39 19.35 19.35 21.94 16.77 9.68

It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups. 2.58 3.87 10.97 24.52 27.74 17.42 12.90

Source: Authors’ calculation.
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3.3. Personal values – factor analysis

To check the consistency of personal values questions as well as for the purpose of distinguishing 
psychological factors which may potentially influence WTP, Principal Component Analysis 
and varimax rotation are used. Each value is measured by a 2–3 item scale. Cronbach’s alpha 
is calculated on the dataset to determine the internal consistency and reliability of scales. Upon 
evaluation of eigenvalues and scree plot six factors are detected. Five factors load strongly. In case 
of ethics in non-academic setting alfa is at 0.53 level. Nevertheless, it is decided to include the 
factor due to the fact that ethics is particularly important for SRI as well as because the scale was 
used successfully before (Lawson, 2004). Factors overlap perfectly with scales used to measure 
all considered values: environmentalism, collectivism, religiosity, materialism, ethics in academic 
setting and ethics in non-academic setting. Results of factor analysis are available in table 7.

Table 7 
Factor analysis of personal values 

Dependent Loading value

Factor 1 (α = 0.711) Materialism

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes 0.794

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure 0.788

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have 0.758

Factor 2 (α = 0.873) Religiosity

Do you consider yourself to be “very religious”, (7) 0.927

Apart from weddings and funerals how often do you attend religious services these day 0.925

Factor 3 (α = 0.616) Environmentalism

Humans are severely abusing the environment 0.812

Despite our special capabilities humans are still subject to the law of nature 0.587

Balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset 0.798

Factor 4 (α = 0.530) Ethics

It is OK to lie to a potential employer on an employment application 0.705

It is OK to use a fake ID or someone else’s ID to purchase alcohol 0.708

Using insider information when buying and selling stock is acceptable 0.670

Factor 5 (α = 0.748) Student ethics

Using crib notes on a test or copying from another student during a test 0.841

Copying material and turning it in as your own work or turning in work done by someone else 0.768

Copying a few sentences of material from a published source without footnoting it 0.759

Factor 6 (α = 0.618) Collectivism

Well-being of others is important to me -0.807

It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups -0.839

Source: Authors’ calculation.
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4. RESULTS

To investigate the antecedents of WTP for SRI the declared rates of return on the SRI fund in 
the general sample and each country are initially analyzed separately.

The descriptive statistics (Table 8) show that for the whole sample the mean of WTP for 
SRI is 11.87% with standard deviation of 6.33% and median rate of 10%. Such discrepancy 
between negative average WTP and median respondent can be assigned to the positive skewness 
of the bids and high discrepancy of Ukrainian bids, with maximum declared rates reaching 50%. 
Polish average bids are slightly above 10%, while Ukrainians declare the highest required 
returns, ranging from 15% to almost 17%. However, the median value for the whole sample 
and for Italy and Poland are all equal to 10%, indicating that half of respondents in those two 
countries are willing to sacrifice some of their profit to achieve ESG goals. The results support the 
H1 hypothesis that a considerable share of students are willing to pay for SRI.

The declared rates of return differ between countries (ANOVA Kruskal-Wallis with 
p value < 0,05 indicate that differences are statistically significant). 

Table 8 
Means, medians, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis of self-declared rates of return (%) for the socially 
responsible fund 

Mean Median SD Skewness Kurtosis

All countries (N = 455)

Declared rate 11.87 10.00 6.33 2.71 9.48

Italy (N = 85)

Declared rate 9.71 10.00 2.67 1.16 3.39

Poland (N = 215)

Declared rate 10.15 10.00 3.42 1.95 7.54

Ukraine (N = 155)

Declared rate 15.44 15.00 8.86 1.65 2.73

Source: Authors’ calculation.

The question on WTP bids allows participants to give unrestricted required rate of return 
for the SRI fund. Due to skewness of the declared rates of return the bids are grouped into three 
categories: positive WTP (representing participants declaring rates below 10%), neutral WTP 
(when participants declared rates equal to 10%, meaning they are willing to choose the SRI fund 
as long as it rates of return is equal to the non-SRI fund), negative WTP (for participants bidding 
rates higher than 10%) requiring some additional financial reward to invest in SRI funds. The 
categorization makes it possible to run multinomial ordered regression models with logit link for 
each question to identify variables that explain participants’ WTP (Böhning, 1992).

The models are constructed assuming that the base state of the dependent variable is positive 
WTP, where respondents declare that they are willing to sacrifice some part of the profit (bids 
lower that 10%) when investing in the SRI fund. The potentially significant variables for final 
models are chosen in the two-step procedure. First, the relationships between WTP for the SRI 
fund and each potential explanatory variable are analyzed separately. Based on the variables that 
are found to be significant, multinomial regression models with multiple variables are built.
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Based on the variables that are found significant for explaining WTP (one-variable models), 
they are grouped into three categories and a regression is run for each group separately (country – 
model A, preparation to make an SRI decision – model B, and personal values – model C) and for 
all groups together (model D) to find which variable-mix gives the highest potential to explain WTP 
for SRI. The goodness of fit for models is assessed on the basis of AIC and BIC criteria coupled with 
scaled Chi squared and its relation to degrees of freedom (X 2/Df). Results are presented in Table 9.

Table 9 
Antecedents of WTP for SRI

Model A Model B Model C Model D

Intercept 1 -0.78
[0.11]***

-0.37
[0.41]

-0.81
[0.10]***

-0.51
[0.43]

Intercept 2 0.80
[0.11]***

1.09
[0.41]***

0.74
[0.10]***

1.12
[0.43]***

Country

Ukraine -0.97
[0.13]***

-0.97
[0.20]***

Poland 0.33
[0.12]***

0.37
[0.16]**

Preparedness 

SRI course -0.18
[0.10]*

-0.10
[0.09]**

Risk attitude -0.17
[0.07]**

-0.08
[0.08]

Financial knowledge 0.04
[0.08]

-0.02
[0.09]

Personal values

Materialism -0.14
[0.09]

-0.10
[0.09]

Religiosity -0.22 
[0.09]**

-0.07
[0.10]

Environmentalism 0.27 
[0.09]***

0.25
[0.09]***

General ethics 0.02
[0.09]

-0.09
[0.10]

Student’s ethics -0.33 
[0.09]***

0.09
[0.12]

Collectivism 0.26 
[0.09]***

0.06
[0.10]

Scaled Chi2 915.40 911.11 917.10 928.35

AIC 953.00 1000.42 975.83 956.57

BIC 969.48 1021.02 1008.79 1010.13

Log-likelihood -472.50 -495.21 -479.91 -465.86

X2/df 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.04

Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1.
Source: Authors’ calculation.



Anna Doś et al. • Journal of Banking and Financial Economics 1(19)2023, 137–159

DOI: 10.7172/2353-6845.jbfe.2023.1.7

153153

© 2023 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

The results indicate WTP changes for the country variable and the changes are significant both 
for Ukraine (β = -0.97; p < 0.01) and Poland (β = 0.37; p < 0.01) in comparison with Italy. While 
Ukrainians are less eager to declare positive WTP for SRI, Italians, Polish students are more 
willing to sacrifice part of their returns when choosing an SRI fund (both in Model A and D). The 
results (along with initial analysis of rates of return, where (ANOVA Kruskal-Wallis test indicated 
that differences between countries are statistically significant) strongly support the H2 hypothesis.

In the “values model” (model C), religiosity, environmentalism, student’s ethics and 
collectivism are significant. While higher religiosity lowers the chances of declaring positive 
WTP (H3c is strongly rejected), both remaining values correlate positively with willingness to 
pay for SR characteristics (H3a, H3b, H3d supported). The impact of general ethics is negligible 
(p = 0.84), however materialism’s p-value (0.12) is just slightly higher than what the ceiling 
for the p-value (0,1) – overall lack of support for H3e. The results differ in the D model, where 
environmentalism alone justifies WTP changes with p < 0.01. A strong confirmation is thus given 
for H3b, referring to the positive impact of environmentalism on WTP for SRI. H3a referring 
to the positive influence of student's ethics is partially supported by Model C. H3d referring to 
the positive influence of collectivism is strongly supported only by Model C. All models are 
reasonably well-suited to data with Chi squared/Df statistics staying close to 1 in all cases and 
AIC and BIC criteria having similar levels.

Finally, accounting for SRI decisions competence alone (Model B), pursuing an SRI course, 
as well as higher risk tolerance, negatively influence WTP for SRI, but only the former enters the 
D model. Thus, weak support is found for H4c (Risk aversion positively affects WTP for SRI) 
while H4a (Having information about SRI positively affects WTP for SRI) is rejected. General 
financial knowledge is insignificant in explaining the changes in WTP and there is no support for 
H4b (Financial knowledge positively affects WTP for SRI).

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

A two-level framework is used to study millennials’ readiness to sacrifice profit while making 
SRI decisions. Based on a survey done in three European countries, it is found that a substantial 
share of young people is willing to accept lower returns for a SRI product or choose it over 
conventional investment product at a return equal to a conventional one. The investors willing 
to pay for SRI challenge the traditional view of an investor as a purely self-interested and profit-
motivated person. By evidencing non purely self-interested behaviors there is contribution to 
building a realistic view of finance and opportunities to mobilize the financial market for achieving 
sustainable development, even in case of trade-offs between ethical and financial criteria of 
investment decision making. The results urge for taking a new perspective on estimating the value 
of the SRI market. If SRI allows consumers of financial services to derive utility that exceeds 
purely financial aspects – the value of the SRI market should be understood as a composition of 
financial value expressed in market price and a non-financial value. 

Secondly, it is found that the institutional-level factor – nationality, is a powerful explanatory 
factor of WTP for SRI. Students from two countries, which are both market-oriented and both 
are members of the European Union (Italy and Poland), differ with respect to their WTP for SRI. 
Also students from two countries, which both have communistic past and are under the process 
of transition – Poland and Ukraine – differ significantly with respect to their WTP for SRI. 
Differences between Italian and Ukrainian respondents’ WTP are even more pronounced. The 
discrepancies between countries are in line with studies on the SRI market such as Renneboog 
et al. (2011) who find some differences between the US and EU. The paper results support the 
need to further explore national differences accounting for institutional complexity.
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It is also showed that, apart from nationality, individual-level factors are powerful in explaining 
WTP for SRI. Among personal values, environmentalism is an equally strong determinant of WTP 
for SRI as nationality. It means that carrying for the natural environment is the predominant factor 
stimulating investors to accept a lower rate of return on SRI. This can stem from the relatively 
well-established ecological education in all examined countries. It is in line with other studies 
covering Western European countries (Apostolakis et al., 2016; Berry and Junkus, 2013). 

In addition religiosity, student’s ethics and collectivism, are all statistically significant in terms 
of affecting WTP for SRI. Consequently, it is showed that WTP for SRI is a phenomena that is 
both social norm-driven and personal value-driven. The study supports the previous findings 
that personal values play a significant role in investment decisions, apart from financial motives 
(cf. Pasewark and Riley, 2010). The added value of the research is that it provides insights into 
five separate categories of personal values, while previous studies investigate generally described 
societal or ethical concerns (e.g., Barreda-Tarrazona et al., 2011; McLachlan and Gardner, 2004) 
or collectivism only (Apostolakis et al. 2016). Thus, the study reveals complexity of psychological 
traits significant in terms of SRI.

Contrary to what it was expected, the results indicate that higher religiosity decreases WTP 
for SRI. The explanation can be due to the specific religious profile of the examined countries. 
Italians and Polish are mostly Catholic and Ukrainian people are mostly Orthodox. Kumar and 
Page (2014) show that Catholic investors are more likely to own sin stocks than Protestant 
investors. Salaber (2013) shows that sin companies’ share price is depressed when they are 
located in a predominantly Protestant environment, relative to a Catholic environment. Following 
further investigation is needed in terms of defining how investors belonging to different religious 
denominations value investment in shares of companies with different social policies. Focusing 
research effort in the area is of paramount importance in times of migration and mixed religious 
profile of modern societies.

The results show that the influence of SRI decision-making competence on WTP for SRI is 
complex. Financial knowledge appears not to be important in terms of WTP for SRI. Surprisingly, 
having knowledge on SRI negatively influences WTP for SRI. This is an opposite to what is 
reported e.g., by Borgers and Pownall (2013), they confirm that difficulties in managing financial 
and non-financial goals coexists with low financial knowledge. One possible explanation is that 
the knowledge is correlated with being aware of the shortcomings of SRI policies of mutual funds. 
For example, the neglectful portfolio selection. Another explanation can be that better financial 
knowledge may be related to stronger exposure to standard models of investment decision, like 
the Markowitz model risk-return variables, which in some cases can have a normative power. 
This view is supported to some extent by Glac (2009) who reports that investors who have 
a financial decision frame are less eager to sacrifice profits while making SRI decisions. Based on 
the paper analysis, the risk-attitude is the only “competence” variable important for WTP for SRI. 
Risk‑averse respondents tend to be more willing to pay for SRI, which is in line with Apostolakis 
et al. (2016). The result confirms that the risk-mitigating effect of SRI policy yields additional 
utility for investors.

The results have important implications for academia, policymakers and financial institutions. 
First: by knowing whether millennials will accept lower rates of return on SRI investments versus 
those of conventional investment products, SRI fund managers could continue using an SRI 
strategy, even if in the short term, it turns out to be less profitable than a conventional strategy. 
The implications of the latter include forecasting stability and consistency of SRI markets to help 
understanding whether and how financial markets can be realigned with sustainable and equitable 
economies. Second: the results shed light on the role of informal institutions as important 
determinants of the path for financial markets development when a non-purely materialistic 
perspective is taken into account. The findings have compelling implications for public policy 
from the viewpoint of designing and implementing international regulation of the SRI market. 
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The findings indicate that millennials of diverse nationalities, although often generally believed 
as a most sustainable generation (Su et al., 2019), may exhibit different levels of acceptance 
towards policies promoting SRI in case of SRI products being less profitable than conventional 
ones. While designing such policies arising tensions have to be taken into account. The result 
is also important for financial institutions aiming at developing SRI products – it informs on 
unequal demand parameters across European countries. Further investigation of components of 
country‑level informal institutions drive WTP for SRI as necessary. Third, insights are provided 
into individual antecedents of WTP for SRI that encompass psychological factors (personal 
values) and investment decision preparedness elements. The results are also of crucial importance 
for financial institutions – they indicate that policies for product design and market segmentation 
need to be guided by in-depth understanding of clients’ profiles, including knowledge on their 
personal values. Big data technologies may thus be necessary for future development of the 
SRI market.

The study contributes to the development of a theory of demand for SRI products showing 
that accounting for contingencies among drivers of readiness to sacrifice profit while making 
SRI decisions is necessary to understand their relative importance. The results support a multi-
level approach to analyze socially responsible investment decisions since it is evidenced that the 
relative power of individual drivers as well as institutional drivers of WTP for SRI may change 
when they are analyzed simultaneously.

The study also has several limitations. The survey method allows us to obtain information 
on personal values, financial knowledge and risk attitude directly from individuals. The obvious 
disadvantage of the contingent valuation methods based on surveys that create a hypothetical 
market is that actual decisions in a real‐world setting are not observed, therefore issues referring to 
question format bias or strategic bias may be expected (Diamond et al., 2015). Some reservations 
on CVM also concern the ability to appropriately catch moral perspective in monetary terms, as 
respondents may perceive it in terms of expressing their “warm glow” (the emotional reward of 
giving to others) preferences rather than trading-off social responsibility for money (Nunes and 
Schokkaert, 2003).

An avenue for future research could be to combine survey evidence on values and attitudes 
with trading/holding data. Another shortcoming is that WTP is a declared value that may not 
be translated into changed behaviors. Although results from consumer surveys state that people 
are willing to pay more for products with positive social or environmental connotations, such 
products have market shares of less than 1% (MacGillivray, 2000). It can be a consequence 
of socially desirable answers in surveys (Paulhus, 1991), as well as an attitude-behavior gap. 
Lonnqvist et al. (2007) found no evidence of socially desirable responses. It also validates the 
results. Vyvyan et al. (2007) examined Australian investors and found a discrepancy between 
investors’ SRI attitudes and actual choices. The attitude-behavior gap, in relation to personal 
values and national culture, needs to be investigated further.

Finally, the paper findings cannot not be taken as a representative for investigated countries’ 
populations since the focus of the study is limited to business students with relatively uniform 
demographic characteristics, which limit the results and may lead to suggestions for future 
research on a nation-wide sample of investors.

Declaration of interests

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal 
relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in the paper.



Anna Doś et al. • Journal of Banking and Financial Economics 1(19)2023, 137–159

DOI: 10.7172/2353-6845.jbfe.2023.1.7

156156

© 2023 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

References

Apostolakis, G., Kraanen, F., van Dijk, G. (2016). Pension beneficiaries’ and fund managers’ perceptions of 
responsible investment: a focus group study. Corporate Governance, 16(1), pp. 1–20. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-05-2015-0070. 
Barber, B. M., Morse, A., Yasuda, A. (2021). Impact investing. Journal of Financial Economics, 139(1), pp. 162–185.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2020.07.008.
Barber, N., Kuo, P. J., Bishop, M., Goodman Jr, R. (2012). Measuring psychographics to assess purchase intention 

and willingness to pay. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 29(4), pp. 280–292. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1108/07363761211237353.
Barnette, J. J. (2000). Effects of stem and Likert response option reversals on survey internal consistency: If you feel 

the need, there is a better alternative to using those negatively worded stems. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 60(3), 361–370. https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970592

Barreda-Tarrazona, I., Matallín-Sáez, J. C., Balaguer-Franch, M. R. (2011). Measuring investors’ socially responsible 
preferences in mutual funds. Journal of Business Ethics, 103(2), pp. 305–330. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0868-z.
Basu, A. K., Hicks, R. L. (2008). Label performance and the willingness to pay for Fair Trade coffee: a cross‐national 

perspective. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 32(5), pp. 470–478. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2008.00715.x.
Bauer, R., Smeets, P. (2015). Social identification and investment decisions. Journal of Economic Behavior and 

Organization, 117, pp. 121–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2015.06.006.
Beal, D. J., Goyen, M., Philips, P. (2005). Why do we invest ethically?. The Journal of Investing, 14(3), pp. 66–78. 

https://doi.org/10.3905/joi.2005.580551
Benson, K. L., Humphrey, J. E. (2008). Socially responsible investment funds: Investor reaction to current and past 

returns. Journal of Banking and Finance, 32(9), pp. 1850–1859. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2007.12.013.
Berry, T. C., Junkus, J. C. (2013). Socially responsible investing: An investor perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 

112(4), pp. 707–720. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1567-0.
Boardman, A. E., Greenberg, D. H., Vining, A. R., Weimer, D. L. (2018). Concepts and Practice. Cost-Benefit 

Analysis, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235594
Böhning, D. (1992). Multinomial logistic regression algorithm. Annals of The Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 

44(1), pp. 197–200. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00048682
Borgers, A. C., Pownall, R. A. (2014). Attitudes towards socially and environmentally responsible investment. 

Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance, 1, 27–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2014.01.005.
Borgers, A., Pownall, R. A. (2013). Pensions and Investments: Social and Environmental Preferences of Beneficiaries, 

and Financial Illiteracy. Available at SSRN 2363106. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2363106.
Brodback, D., Guenster, N., Pouget, S. (2020). The Valuation of Corporate Social Responsibility: A Willingness-to-

Pay Experiment. http://uleef.business.utah.edu/newsite/pubs/Pouget.pdf. 
Carson, R. T., Hanemann, W. M. (2005). Contingent valuation. In K.-G. Mler, J. R. Vincent (eds.), Handbook of 

Environmental Economics. Elsevier, pp. 821–936. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1574-0099(05)02017-6.
Cetindamar, D., Ozkazanc‐Pan, B. (2017). Assessing mission drift at venture capital impact investors. Business 

Ethics: A European Review, 26(3), pp. 257-270. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12149.
Chan, R. Y. (2001). Determinants of Chinese consumers’ green purchase behavior. Psychology and Marketing, 18(4), 

pp. 389–413. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.1013.
Chatzopoulou, E., de Kiewiet, A. (2021). Millennials’ evaluation of corporate social responsibility: The wants 

and needs of the largest and most ethical generation. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 20(3), pp. 521–534.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1882

Cheah, E. T., Jamali, D., Johnson, J. E., Sung, M. C. (2011). Drivers of corporate social responsibility attitudes: 
The demography of socially responsible investors. British Journal of Management, 22(2), pp. 305–323.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00744.x

Chowdhury, R. M., Fernando, M. (2013). The role of spiritual well-being and materialism in determining consumers’ 
ethical beliefs: An empirical study with Australian consumers. Journal of Business Ethics, 113(1), pp. 61–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1282-x.

Clark, R., Lusardi, A., Mitchell, O. S. (2017). Financial knowledge and 401 (k) investment performance: a case study. 
Journal of Pension Economics and Finance, 16(3), pp. 324–347. 

Consolandi, C., Phadke, H., Hawley, J., Eccles, R. G. (2020). Material ESG Outcomes and SDG Externalities: 
Evaluating the Health Care Sector’s Contribution to the SDGs. Organization Environment, 33(4), pp. 511–533. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026619899795.

Dembinski, P.H., Bonvin, JM., Dommen, E. et al. (2003), The Ethical Foundations of Responsible Investment, 
Journal of Business Ethics, 48(2), pp. 203–213. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000004598.89426.d8.



Anna Doś et al. • Journal of Banking and Financial Economics 1(19)2023, 137–159

DOI: 10.7172/2353-6845.jbfe.2023.1.7

157157

© 2023 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

Desai, S. P., Lele, V. (2017). Correlating internet, social networks and workplace-a case of generation Z students. Journal 
of Commerce and Management Thought, 8(4), pp. 802–815. http://dx.doi.org/10.5958/0976-478X.2017.00050.7.

Diamond P., Hausman J., Leonard G., Denning M. (2015). Does Contingent Valuation Measure 
Preferences? In J. Hausman. (ed.). Contingent valuation: A critical assessment. Elsevier. pp. 41–62.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0573-8555(1993)0000220005

Diekmann, A., Preisendörfer, P. (2003). Green and greenback: The behavioral effects of environmental attitudes in 
low-cost and high-cost situations. Rationality and Society, 15(4), pp. 441–472. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463103154002
Dietz, T., Stern, P. C. (1995). Toward a theory of choice: Socially embedded preference construction. The Journal of 

Socio-Economics, 24(2), pp. 261–279. https://doi.org/10.1016/1053-5357(95)90022-5.
Diouf, D., Hebb, T., & Touré, E. H. (2016). Exploring factors that influence social retail investors’ decisions: Evidence 

from Desjardins fund. Journal of Business Ethics, 134, 45–67. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2307-4.
Doran, C. J., Littrell, R. F. (2013). Measuring mainstream US cultural values. Journal of Business Ethics, 117(2), 

261–280. 
Doś, A., Foltyn-Zarychta, M. (2017). Socially responsible investment market size in Poland: the content 

analysis. In D. Prochazka (ed.) New Trends in Finance and Accounting, Springer, Cham. pp. 653–663.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-49559-0_60.

Døskeland, T., Pedersen, L. J. T. (2016). Investing with brain or heart? A field experiment on responsible investment. 
Management Science, 62(6), pp. 1632–1644. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2208

Dunlap, R. E., Van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. D., Jones, R. E. (2000). Measuring endorsement of the new ecological 
paradigm: A revised NEP scale. Journal of Social Issues, 56(3), pp. 425–442. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176.
Dunlap, R. E. (2008). The new environmental paradigm scale: From marginality to worldwide use. The Journal of 

Environmental Education, 40(1), pp. 3–18. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOEE.40.1.3-18.
Elizur, D., Borg, I., Hunt, R., Beck, I. M. (1991). The structure of work values: A cross cultural comparison. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 12(1), pp. 21–38. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030120103
Florio, M. (2014). Applied welfare economics: Cost-benefit analysis of projects and policies. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315817620
Fujiwara, D., Lawton, R. N., Mourato, S. (2019). More than a good book: contingent valuation of public library services 

in England. Journal of Cultural Economics, 43(4), pp. 639–666. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-019-09369-w
Galema, R., Plantinga, A., Scholtens, B. (2008). The stocks at stake: Return and risk in socially responsible investment. 

Journal of Banking and Finance, 32(12), pp. 2646–2654. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.06.002. 
Geels, F. W. (2004). From sectoral systems of innovation to socio-technical systems: Insights about dynamics and 

change from sociology and institutional theory. Research Policy, 33(6–7), pp. 897–920. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2004.01.015
Glac, K. (2009). Understanding socially responsible investing: The effect of decision frames and trade-off options. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 87(1), pp. 41–55. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9800-6.
Gordillo, F., Elsasser, P., Günter, S. (2019). Willingness to pay for forest conservation in Ecuador: Results from 

a nationwide contingent valuation survey in a combined “referendum”–“Consequential open-ended” design. 
Forest Policy and Economics, 105, pp. 28–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2019.05.002

GUS (2021). Polish households income statistics. Retrieved from: www.gus.pl.
Haigh, M., Jones, M. T. (2006). The drivers of corporate social responsibility: A critical review. The Business Review, 

Cambridge, 5(2), pp. 245–251.
Hoepner, A. G., Rammal, H. G., Rezec, M. (2011). Islamic mutual funds’ financial performance and international 

investment style: evidence from 20 countries. The European Journal of Finance, 17(9–10), pp. 829–850.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/1351847X.2010.538521

Hood, M., Nofsinger, J. R., & Varma, A. (2014). Conservation, discrimination, and salvation: Investors’ social 
concerns in the stock market. Journal of Financial Services Research, 45, 5–37. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10693-013-0162-6.
RamseySolutions (2021). Return on Investment; the 12% Reality. Retrieved from https://www.ramseysolutions.com/

retirement/the-12-reality. 
Hunt, S. D., Vitell, S. (1986). A general theory of marketing ethics. Journal of Macromarketing, 6(1), pp. 5–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/027614678600600103
Istat (2021). Italian households income statistics. Retrieved from www.istat.it.
Kim, C. S. (2019). Can Socially Responsible Investments Be Compatible with Financial Performance? A Meta‐

analysis. Asia‐Pacific Journal of Financial Studies, 48(1), pp. 30–64. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajfs.12244
Kumar, A., Page, J. K. (2014). Deviations from norms and informed trading. Journal of Financial and Quantitative 

Analysis, 49(4), pp. 1005–1037. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022109014000519
Kurtz, L., DiBartolomeo, D. (2005). The KLD catholic values 400 index. The Journal of Investing, 14(3), pp. 101–104.  

https://doi.org/10.3905/joi.2005.580556



Anna Doś et al. • Journal of Banking and Financial Economics 1(19)2023, 137–159

DOI: 10.7172/2353-6845.jbfe.2023.1.7

158158

© 2023 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

Laskin, A. V. (2018). The third-person effects in the investment decision making: A case of corporate social 
responsibility. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 23(3), pp. 456–468. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1108/CCIJ-10-2017-0099.
Lásźló, É. (2013). Individualism, collectivism, and political power: A relational analysis of ideological conflict. 

Springer. 
Lawson, R. A. (2004). Is classroom cheating related to business students’ propensity to cheat in the” real world”? 

Journal of Business Ethics, 49(2), pp. 189–199. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000015784.34148.cb.
Lonnqvist, J.-E., Verkasalo, M., Bezmenova, I. (2007). Agentic and communal bias in socially desirable responding. 

European Journal of Personality, 21(6), pp. 853–868. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.639
Lopez-de-Silanes, F., McCahery, J. A., Pudschedl, P. C. (2020). ESG performance and disclosure: A cross-country 

analysis. Singapore Journal of Legal Studies, 217–241. 
	 https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/agispt.20200715033349.
MacGillivray, A. (2000). The fair share: The growing market share of green and ethical products. London: New 

Economics Foundation. 
Matallín‐Sáez, J. C., Soler‐Domínguez, A., de Mingo‐López, D. V., Tortosa‐Ausina, E. (2019). Does socially 

responsible mutual fund performance vary over the business cycle? New insights on the effect of idiosyncratic 
SR features. Business Ethics: A European Review, 28(1), pp. 71–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12196

McCabe, D. L. (2005). Cheating among college and university students: A North American perspective. International 
Journal for Educational Integrity, 1(1). https://doi.org/10.21913/IJEI.v1i1.14.

McDaniel, S. W. Burnett, J.J. (1990). Consumer Religiousness and Retail Store Evaluative Criteria. Journal of 
Academy of Marketing Science, 18, pp. 101–112. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02726426

McLachlan, J., Gardner, J. (2004). A comparison of socially responsible and conventional investors. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 52(1), pp. 11–25. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000033104.28219.92.

Muncy, J. A., Eastman, J. K. (1998). Materialism and consumer ethics: An exploratory study. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 17(2), pp. 137–145. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005723832576.

Navrud, S., Strand, J. (2018). Valuing global ecosystem services: What do European experts say? Applying the 
Delphi method to contingent valuation of the Amazon rainforest. Environmental and Resource Economics, 70(1), 
pp. 249–269. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-017-0119-6

Nunes, P. A., Schokkaert, E. (2003). Identifying the warm glow effect in contingent valuation. Journal of Environmental 
Economics and Management, 45(2), pp. 231–245. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0095-0696(02)00051-7

Pasewark, W. R., Riley, M. E. (2010). It’s a matter of principle: The role of personal values in investment decisions. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 93(2), pp. 237–253. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0218-6.

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias. In J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, L. S. Wrightsman 
(Eds.), Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes. New York: Academic Press, pp. 17–59. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-590241-0.50006-X

Priporas, C. V., Stylos, N., Fotiadis, A. K. (2017). Generation Z consumers’ expectations of interactions in smart 
retailing: A future agenda. Computers in Human Behavior, 77, pp. 374–381. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.01.058
Ramasamy, B., Yeung, M. C., Au, A. K. (2010). Consumer support for corporate social responsibility (CSR): The role 

of religion and values. Journal of Business Ethics, 91(1), pp. 61–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0568-0.
Renneboog, L., Ter Horst, J., Zhang, C. (2011). Is ethical money financially smart? Nonfinancial attributes and 

money flows of socially responsible investment funds. Journal of Financial Intermediation, 20(4), pp. 562–588. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfi.2010.12.003

Richardson, B. J. (2009). Keeping ethical investment ethical: Regulatory issues for investing for sustainability. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 87, 555–572. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9958-y

Richins, M. L. (2004). The material values scale: Measurement properties and development of a short form. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 31(1), pp. 209–219. https://doi.org/10.1086/383436

Richins, M. L., Dawson, S. (1992). A consumer values orientation for materialism and its measurement: Scale 
development and validation. Journal of Consumer Research, 19(3), pp. 303–316. 

Riedl, A., Smeets, P. (2017). Why do investors hold socially responsible mutual funds?. The Journal of Finance, 
72(6), pp. 2505–2550. https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12547.

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. Free press. 
Rossi, M., Sansone, D., van Soest, A., Torricelli, C. (2016). Estimating the demand for new social investments in the 

Netherlands. Netspar Paper, (048). 
Salaber, J. (2013). Religion and returns in Europe. European Journal of Political Economy, 32, 149–160. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2013.07.002
Sandberg, J., Juravle, C., Hedesström, T. M., Hamilton, I. (2009). The heterogeneity of socially responsible 

investment. Journal of Business Ethics, 87(4), pp. 519–533. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9956-0.



Anna Doś et al. • Journal of Banking and Financial Economics 1(19)2023, 137–159

DOI: 10.7172/2353-6845.jbfe.2023.1.7

159159

© 2023 Authors. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)

Schäufele, I., Hamm, U. (2017). Consumers’ perceptions, preferences and willingness-to-pay for wine with 
sustainability characteristics: A review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 147, pp. 379–394. 

	 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.118.
Scholtens, B. (2006). Finance as a driver of corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 68(1), 19–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9037-1.
Scholtens, B., Sievänen, R. (2013). Drivers of socially responsible investing: A case study of four Nordic countries. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 115(3), pp. 605–616. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1410-7.
Schwartz, M. S. (2003). The” ethics” of ethical investing. Journal of Business Ethics, 43(3), pp. 195–213.  

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022933912939. 
Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical advances and empirical tests in 

20 countries. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 25, pp. 1–65. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
Shen, P. (2005). How long is a long-term investment. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, Economic Review, 1, 

pp. 5–32. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2178716
Shkura, I. (2017). Socially responsible investment in Ukraine. Journal of Economics and Management, 27(1), 

pp. 75–95. http://doi.org/10.22367/jem.2017.27.05 
Shrum, L. J., Wong, N., Arif, F., Chugani, S. K., Gunz, A., Lowrey, T. M., Scott, K. (2013). Reconceptualizing 

materialism as identity goal pursuits: Functions, processes, and consequences. Journal of Business Research, 
66(8), 1179–1185. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.010

Stanton, J. M., Sinar E. F., Balzer W. K., Smith P. C. (2002). Issues and Strategies for Reducing the Length of Self 
Report Scales, Personnel Psychology, 55, pp. 167–194. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00108.x

Statman, M. (2008). Socially responsible investors and their advisors. Journal of Investment Consulting, 9, pp. 15–26.  
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.997085

Starr, M. A. (2008). Socially responsible investment and pro-social change. Journal of Economic Issues, 42(1), 
pp. 51–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2008.11507114

Stern, P. C., Dietz, T., Guagnano, G. A. (1995). The new ecological paradigm in social-psychological context. 
Environment and Behavior, 27(6), pp. 723–743. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916595276001.

Su, J., Watchravesringkan, K. T., Zhou, J., Gil, M. (2019). Sustainable clothing: Perspectives from US and 
Chinese young Millennials. International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, 47, pp. 1141–1162.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJRDM-09-2017-0184.

Tonin, S. (2019). Estimating the benefits of restoration and preservation scenarios of marine biodiversity: An 
application of the contingent valuation method. Environmental Science and Policy, 100, pp. 172–182. 

Tsen, C. H., Phang, G., Hasan, H., Buncha, M. R. (2006). Going green: A study of consumers’ willingness to pay for 
green products in Kota Kinabalu. International Journal of Business and Society, 7(2), pp. 40–54.

Tukey, J.W. (1977). Exploratory data analysis. Addison-Wesely.
Ukrstat (2021) Ukrainian households income statistics. Retrieved from: www.ukrstat.org. 
Valor, C., De La Cuesta, M. (2007). An empirical analysis of the demand of Spanish religious groups and charities for 

socially responsible investments. Business Ethics: A European Review, 16(2), 175–190. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8608.2007.00487.x 
van Baardewijk, J., de Graaf, G. (2020). The ethos of business students. Business Ethics, the Environment 

Responsibility, 30, pp. 188–201 https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12326. 
Vyvyan, V., Ng, C., Brimble, M. (2007). Socially responsible investing: The green attitudes and grey choices of 

Australian investors. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 15(2), pp. 370–381. 
	 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00567.x
Ward, S., Wackman, D. (1971). Family and media influences on adolescent consumer learning. The American 

Behavioral Scientist, 14(3), pp. 415–427. https://doi.org/10.1177/000276427101400315.
Waring, P., Edwards, T. (2008). Socially responsible investment: explaining its uneven development and human 

resource management consequences. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 16(3), pp. 135–145. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2008.00676.x 

Wins, A., Zwergel, B. (2016). Comparing those who do, might and will not invest in sustainable funds: A survey among 
German retail fund investors. Business Research, 9(1), pp. 51–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-016-0031-x

Yu, X., Gao, Z., Zeng, Y. (2014). Willingness to pay for the “Green Food” in China. Food Policy, 45, pp. 80–88. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.01.003.


