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ABSTRACT

This study invents two images (green detergent powder and non-green detergent powder) of detergent sample for
survey instrument. After validity and reliability tests, product attributes questionnaire, and scales of consumer ethics of
purchase decision making behavior, concerning about values, moral judgment, moral intensity, and purchase intension
are finally constructed. Data of 265 responders of college students are collected. Satistical approach, including factor
analysis, T test, and regression is adopted, and research findings are as follows:

1. The purchase intension of green product is higher statistical significance then non-green product.

2. The measures of moral judgment and moral intensity, statistical significantly affect product purchase intension.

3. The measures of values, statistical significantly affect moral judgment and moral intensity.

4. Either green product or non-green product, the measures of moral judgment and moral intensity, are acted as the
moderator mediator variables between values and product purchase intension.
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INTROCUCTION

In a time of environmental quality deterioratiomvEonmentalists urge marketing personnel to ndy satisfy
the consumers, but also concern them selves wihgthality of the environment. Green consumers Haoseotted
companies that do not value the environment, afuseeto purchase products that fail to meet enwviremtal criteria.
Green marketing has thus become a critical iss@ea@afemia and business. Since consumers’ useraftiadetergents
deteriorates water quality and water ecologies, @oitlites the environment, this study aims to disctihe following
issues:

1. To determine whether consumers’ purchase intentégseen products is higher than that of non-geaucts.
2. To discuss the factors of purchase intentions ekgrversus non-green products, from the perspecfivaoral
decisions:
(1) Relationships between moral judgments and produrcthase intentions;
(2) Relationships between moral intensities and produathase intentions;
(3) The possible intervening effects of moral judgmeanisl moral intensities on values and product pueha
intentions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Purchase Intentions of Green Products
1. Green products

“Green” products refer to “no pollution,” “no enemmental pollution,” and “environmental protectiorénd
symbolizes “health” and “sustainability” (Ottman999). The general criteria of green products ardolsws: the
processes of production, consumption, use and rdisa@uld not over-consume energy or resources, danthe
environment, affect human or animal health, reisulinnecessary wastes due to over-packaging antl stealuct life,
or use endangered animal species for raw mateaisisell as products that can be reused or recycled
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2. Attributes of green products

Based on the definition of green products and prodtiributes, this study defines the attributegrelen products
as follows: product characteristics of “recyclablew pollution, energy-saving, and no harm to hunmananimal
health” in the product life cycle. For example, egrelaundry detergent does not contain phosphorisugjghly
bio-degradable, and emphasizes on protecting aggmtironments.

3. Purchase intentions of green products

According to the definition of Fishbein (1975),antion is the subjective probability to have spedifehaviors;
likewise, purchase intention is the probabilitytled consumers’ specific purchase intentions.

Since the use of green products would affect ther@mment, purchase intentions of green produatsnat only
the consumers’ behavior decision-making, but alsnoaal issue of environmental protection (moralisien). In the
“Issue-Contingency Model”, Jones (1991) dividesstoners’ moral decision into 4 steps: 1) Moral Issaeinstance,
non-green laundry detergent would pollute riverd anvironments; 2) Moral Judgment: for instanceystoners have
specific values, which suggest that laundry detdrdbat pollutes rivers is against morality; 3) Mbintent: for
instance, consumers with high levels of moral istignare more willing to make moral decision, ahdg, select a
laundry detergent that does not pollute riversiM&®ral Behavior: for instance, after making a modakision, the
consumers would purchase green laundry detergstetaid of a non-green product.

4. Relationship between the attributes of greenlyets and product purchase intentions

From the perspective of moral decisions, greenymtsdare “recyclable, low pollution, energy-saviagd are not
harmful to human or animal health.” Comparing witleducts without green product attributes, greerpcts tend to
be the moral priority for the common consumerssthgreen product attributes would influence consshproduct
purchase intentions. In an empirical survey, 67 %hef Americans in 1989 were willing to pay morel(®%26) for
eco-friendly products (Coddington, 1990). Suchamd &olonski (1991) suggested that with personalrenmental
consciousness, consumers are willing to pay mdae(1.%) for green products.

From the perspective of consumers’ behavioral dmtés moral decisions, and empirical surveys, #tidy
proposes the hypothesis as follows:

H1: Consumers’ green product purchase intentioasignificantly higher than that of non-green pretdatentions.

Variables of Moral Decision

“Morality” refers to the philosophy of human behawithat emphasizes right and wrong decisions (Ferre
Dresham and Fraedrich, 1989). Thus, moral decisidicates that when a person behaves freely, he/ehtd consider
the harm or benefit for others (Velasquez and Rbstaski, 1985). In other words, before acting, ithaividual would
be concerned about the influence of his/her behaioothers, whether the behavior would be legdl accepted by
others; it is a moral decision (Jones, 1991; Keladamilton, 1989). Since the product life cycle green products
has to be “recyclable, low pollution, energy-saviagd not harmful to human or animal health”, tiechase of green
products refers to moral decisions of ethical comstion.

Jones’ (1991) Issue-Contingency Model indicated theoral judgment” and “moral intensity” could ing&nce
Moral Intent. Values (Table 1) refer to individuaéws and attitudes, including the views of “mandli as described
below:

1. Moral judgment

“Moral judgment” means that individuals judge sohieg as moral or immoral, right or wrong (Trevirk986).
It is a kind of relative concept, and individualavl different levels of moral identification witlpexcific behaviors
(Reidenbach, Robin and Dawson, 1991).

2. Moral intensity

“Moral intensity” refers to the degree of moralansity related to moral issues in specific situaijoit is
consisted of the following factors: Magnitude ofrSequences, Social Consensus, Probability of Effesmnporal
Immediacy, Proximity, and Concentration of Effeshich reveal the degree of moral intensity (Jori®91; Rawls,
1971).
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3. Values

“Values” are the most central and persistent abstrancepts in social cognition; they refer to pneference of
individuals or society for behavior or ultimate seince, and they influence human attitudes, noand, desired
behavioral results (Rokeach, 1973; Nystrom, 1996eA 1991; Meglino and Ravlin, 1998).

Values are regarded as the individual factors oagmal decision-making (Ferrell and Dresham, 19Bg&ysonal
values potentially affect the consumers’ moral siecis, including the value of deontological theoryteleological
theory, as well as perceived results and their gvdily (Hunt and Vitell, 1986). Nonis and Swiftq@1) studied the
students of college of business, and measuredukies by LOV scale. The results showed that thadeinner drive
would be likely to make immoral business decisiomca they are not influenced by others; those witter drive
would not make immoral business decision since taeg about others’ opinions.

Relationships Between Values, Moral Judgments, Moral Intensity, and Purchase I ntentions
1. Moral judgment and product purchase intentions

Dubinsky and Loken (1989) indicated that salespe'smoral judgment would influence their intentiohmoral
or immoral behaviors. Tan (2002) applied the theafrynoral decision to the purchase of pirated safw and found
that the consumers with higher moral degree weswllkely to purchase pirated software. Thus, shisly proposes the
hypotheses as follows:
H2-1: Moral judgment has negative influence on goeen product purchase intentions.
H2-2: Moral judgment has positive influence on greeoduct purchase intentions.
2. Moral intensity and products purchase intentions

Jones’ (1991) Issue-Contingency Model suggestetl ithanoral decision processes, affections, feeliragsd
emotions would construct “moral intensity”, anduksn Moral Intent. (Singhapakdi et al., 1999; &n et al., 1998;
Davis et al., 1998; Harrington, 1997). Tan (200@)d&ed pirated software purchase by “moral decigtwory”, and
suggested that when the consumers have high lef/feMagnitude of Consequences and Social Consensus
(sub-constructs of moral intensity), their piratsaftware purchase intention would be lower. Beneétal. (2002)
applied moral decision theory to the regulationh&f Animal Welfare Act, and indicated that the mggents with high
level of moral intensity are willing to pay morer fanimals under Animal Welfare Act. Thus, this stygtoposes the
hypotheses as follows:
H3-1: Moral intensity has negative influence on fgpeen product purchase intentions.
H3-2: Moral intensity has positive influence onemgroduct purchase intentions.
3. Values and moral judgment

Values and moral decisions are related, and “njadgment” is one of the important steps of the rhdegision
theory. Thus, values could influence or lead to ahgudgment (Glover et al., 1997). In addition, @cting to the
finding of Singhapakdi and Vitell (1993), marketisgpervisors with high ratings of professional ealuvould not
identify with Immoral Behavior; thus, this studyoposes the hypothesis as follows:
H4: Values have significant influences on moralgoment.
4. Values and moral intensity

“Values” of “deontological theory” or “teleologicaheory” would influence perceived results, Probbiof
Effect of perceived results, deontological theovgleation, and teleological theory evaluation (Hand Vitell, 1986).
Wright et al. (1997) studied the undergraduate esttsl of accounting major in an empirical study, &hd that in
morality dilemmas, values would enhance moral isitgnperception. Thus, this study proposes the thgsis as
follows:
H5: Values have significant influences on mora¢insity.
5. Intervening effects of moral judgment and mansdnsity

Based on Jones’ (1991) “Issue-Contingency Modai$ study suggests four steps of consumers’ mamweikibns.
Among which, “values” would influence the developtheof the consumers’ Moral Intent, resulting in “rab
judgment” and “moral intensity”, and affect (noregn versus green) product purchase intention. Tihiss,study
proposes the hypotheses, as follows:
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H6-1: Moral judgment has intervening effect on eaand “non-green product” purchase intentions.
H6-2: Moral judgment has intervening effect on eaand “green product” purchase intentions.
H7-1: Moral intensity has intervening effect onued and “non-green product” purchase intentions.
H7-2: Moral intensity has intervening effect onues and “green product” purchase intentions.

RESEARCH METHOD

Research Sructure

This study treated product purchase intention asl#fpendent variable, value as the independerablarimoral
judgment and moral intensity as the interveningaldes, and product attributes as the moderatinigvie (green and
non-green laundry detergent). Among which, indepehdariables, and intervening variables are “mal@tision
variables”. The framework of this study is showrFigure 1.
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Figure 1: Research framework

Research Hypotheses

Based on literature reviews, this study proposestipotheses as shown below:
H1: Consumers’ “green product” purchase intent®significantly higher than that of “non-green puot!.
H2-1: Moral judgment has negative influence on goeen product purchase intentions.
H2-2: Moral judgment has positive influence on greeoduct purchase intentions.
H3-1: Moral intensity has negative influence on 1gpaen product purchase intentions.
H3-2: Moral intensity has positive influence onemegroduct purchase intentions.
H4: Values have significant influences on moralgomént.
H5: Values have significant influences on moragirsity.
H6-1: Moral judgment has intervening effects orueal and “non-green product” purchase intentions.
H6-2: Moral judgment has intervening effects orueal and “green product” purchase intentions.
H7-1: Moral intensity has intervening effects oitues and “non-green product” purchase intentions.
H7-2: Moral intensity has intervening effects oues and “green product” purchase intentions.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

1. Research targets and sampling: The subjects wersuoters, who had purchased laundry detergent hedack
were regular Internet users; the sampling was basddternet convenience sampling. A total of 3Résj{ionnaires
were returned; after eliminating the invalid sansplhere were 265 valid samples.

2. Operational definitions and measurements obwées

(1) Purchase intention: is transaction behavior aftersamers evaluate products; it is the perceptisglorgse to
the target items. Based on Tan’s (2002) scale sthidy applied the Likert 5-point scale for measgats.

(2) Moral judgment: is the degree of the individualsonal identification with specific behavior (Reidexdh,
Robin and Dawson, 1991). The measurement was lmes€dn’s (2002) Likert 5-point scale.

(3) Moral intensity: is the concept of moral intensitglated to Moral Issues in specific situations. The
measurement was based on the moral intensity seadéfied from Barnett et al. (1999), Frey (200030HRlIo
and Vitell (2002) and Tan (2002).

(4) Values: is a persistent concept resulting in hulmglmaviors and attitudes. The measurement was loastte
LOV scale developed by Kahle and Kennedy (198&)uiing 9 items.

RESEARCH ANALYSISAND RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

There were 265 valid samples, and the charactevisti these samples are below: 1) 100% of the sanfad
purchased laundry detergent products before; 2785.had purchased green laundry detergent prodeftiseh and the
percentage was slightly higher than that (44.52%ha$e who did not; 3) males (44.9%) and femalesl{bh

T-Test

It was applied to validate H1 to validate whethezem product purchase intention is significantlghar than
non-green products. The statistical result showeatl the mean of green product purchase intentic4wkl, and that
of non-green product was 1.99. Based on paired Issmptest, and subtracting two parameters, thaltiev was
28.489(p<0.01; n=265). Thus, it is validated thategp product purchase intention is significantlyhigir than non-green
product purchases. Thus, H1 is supported.

Regression

1. Moral judgment and non-green product purchase fitter{see Table 1): explanatory power of moral jmeégt on
non-green product purchase intention was 4%, F wahge12.090(p<0.01), which is statistically sigeaint (Model
1-1). Thus, moral judgment has significant and tigganfluence on non-green product purchase iment2-1 is
supported.

2. Moral judgment and green product purchase inter(see Table 1): explanatory power of moral judgnemgreen
product purchase intention was 9.9%. F value wa8589p<0.01), which is statistically significant (ke 1-2).
Thus, moral judgment has significant and posithfeuence on green product purchase intention. hRs2ipported.

3. Moral intensity and non-green product purchasentite (see Table 1): explanatory power of morakmsity
(including sub-constructs such as Social Consenstisial Benefit Degree, Temporal Immediacy, andxiPnity)
on non-green product purchase intention was 7.8%Favalue was 6.614(p<0.01), which is statisticallynificant
(Model 2-1).Temporal Immediacy did not reach siguifice level; Social Consensus, Actual Benefit Begand
Proximity reached significance level. Explanatooyyer of Social Consensus and Actual Benefit Degrag more
significant. The results showed that the consunmrsthase decision of non-green products is maiffigcted by
Social Consensus and Actual Benefit Degree. H3phitially supported.

4. Moral intensity and green products purchase inbentsee Table 1): overall explanatory power of 8loCbonsensus,
Actual Benefit Degree, Temporal Immediacy, and Bnity on green product purchase intention was 1528 F
value was 13.454(p<0.01), which is statisticallgndicant (Model 2-2). Temporal Immediacy and Proity did
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not reach significance level, while Social Consenand Actual Benefit Degree were significant. Tlesutts
showed that the consumers’ purchase decision ehgpeoducts is affected by Social Consensus andah8enefit
Degree. H3-2 is partially supported.

5. Regression analysis of values and moral judgmezd T@ble 2): explanatory power of values on mardgment
was 8.8%, and F value was 26.506(p<0.01), whiclatsstically significant (Model 3-1), Thus, valueténsity has
significant and positive influence on green produoral judgment. H4 is supported.

6. Regression analysis of values and moral intensie (Table 2): explanatory powers of values on suistcucts of
moral intensity (Social Consensus, Actual Benefigize, Temporal Immediacy, and Proximity) were 5.8%%,
2.7%, and 1.9%, respectively. F values were 16.23D043, 13.796(p<0.01), 8.301(p<0.01) and 6.013@XN.
respectively, which is statistically significant @del 3-2~Model 3-5). Normalizefl of Social Consensus, Actual
Benefit Degree, and Proximity was positive, indiggtthat values intensity have positive and sigaifit influences
on Social Consensus, Actual Benefit Degree, andility of moral intensity; Normalized3 of Temporal
Immediacy was negative, indicating that values risity has positive and negative influence on Terabpor
Immediacy of moral intensity. H5 is supported.

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

This study applied hierarchical regression analysiglidate the intervening effects of moral judgmand moral
intensity on values and purchase intentions. Adogrtb Baron and Kenny (1986), when validating iméming effects
by regression model, three conditions should bidléd to support the intervening effect.

Table 1: Regression analysis of the effects of moral judgments and moral intensity on product purchaseintentions

Model 1-1 Model 1-2 Model 2-1 Model 2-2
Non-green product Green product Non-green product Green product
purchase intention| purchase intention| purchase intention| purchase intention
Constant (40.829**) (104.812***) (41.668***) (10800%**)
Moral judgment -.210(-3.477***) .319(5.464***)
= | Social Consensus -.210(-3.511***) .318(5.578***)
9 | Actual benefit - 161(-2.717%**) .267(4.725*%)
2 degree
2 | Temporal .051(.848) .047(.817)
7 | Immediacy
Z | Proximity -.127(-2.145*¥) .047(.830)
R-square .044 .102 .092 171
Adjusted R-square .040 .099 .078 .159
F value 12.090*** 29.859*** 6.614x** 13.454**=*

Note 1: t values are in brackets.
Note 2: ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
Note 3: The samples tested are the population.

Table 2: Regression analysis of the effect of values on moral intensity and moral judgments

Moral intensity
Model 3-1
Moral M(édel_ ?’I'Z Model 3-3 I\_I/I_odel 3'1' Model 3-5
judgment ocla actual benefit degree empora Proximity
Consensus Immediacy
Constant (.008) (-.025) (.016) (-.005) (.067)
values .303 241 .223 -.175 .150
(5.148***) (4.029***) (3.714%+) (-2.881***) (2.452*)
R-square .092 .058 .050 .031 .022
Adjusted R-square .088 .055 .046 .027 .019
F value 26.506*** 16.230*** 13.796*** 8.301*** 6.0.3**

Note 1: t values are in brackets.
Note 2: ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
Note 3: The samples tested are the population.
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1. Independent variables and intervening variahtesrespectively and significantly related to dejgsm variables. In
this study, the relationships between moderatingaiibes and dependent variables are shown in Tabien-green
- Model 1-1, Model 2-1; green -Model 1-2~Model 2 supported. Relationships between independeiathles
and dependent variables are shown in Table 3: neergModel 4-1 and green-Model 5-1 are supported.

2. There is significant correlation between indefm variables and moderating variables. In thislgtaccording to
Table 2, Model 3-1~Model 3-5 are supported.

3. There is significant correlation between indafsmn and dependent variables. After the involvemanthe
moderating variables in the regression model, @¢ob®es insignificant; there is significant corredatibetween
moderating and dependent variables. The discussidnon-green” and “green” products is below:

(1) Intervening effect analysis of non-green produsée(Table 3) -Model 4-B, of independent variable (values)
is reduced from -.220 to -.173 in Model 4-2, -.ii8odel 4-3, -.194 in Model 4-4, and -.206 in Mbde5.
The overall explanatory power of independent védeisbon dependent variables increases after the
involvement of individual moderating variables hetregression model (overall explanatory powereiases
from 4.5% to 6.4%, 7.0%, 5.5% and 5.0%). Thus, thererergerating effects of moral judgment and moral
intensity on values and non-green product purchatmtions. H6-1 and H7-1 are supported. There are
negative correlations between independent variablesvening variables, and dependent variables.

(2) Intervening effect of green products (see Table-Mlodel 5-1,B of independent variable (values) reduces
from 0.269 to 0.190 in Model 5-2, 0.206 in ModeB &nd 0.221 in Model 5-4. The overall explanatooywer
of independent variables on dependent variableeases after the involvement of individual modexgati
variables in the regression model (overall explanapower increases from 6.9% to 12.8%, 13.0% and
11.0%). Thus, there are intervening effects of mpu@dment and moral intensity on values and greedyct
purchase intentions. H6-2 and H7-2 are supporthdrelis positive correlation between independeniables,
intervening variables, and dependent variables.

Table 3: Intervening effects of moral judgments and moral intensity on values
and non-green product purchase intentions
Model 4-1 Model 4-2 Model 4-3 Model 4-4 Model 4-5
Non-green Non-green Non-green Non-green Non-green
product product product product product
purchase purchase purchase purchase purchase
intention intention intention intention intention

Constant (40.927***) (41.342*+*) (41.474%) (41 45**%) (41.050***)

values -.220 -.173 -.178 -.194 -.206

(-3.663***) (-2.764***) (-2.915**) (-3.155***) (-3.395**)

Moral judgment Z—é?5719**)

§ Social Consensus ié.?;M***)

= | actual benefit -.119

= | degree (-1.946)

o} -

% Proximity (;2?568 2)

R-square .049 071 077 .062 .058

Adjusted R-square .045 .064 .070 .055 .050

F 13.416*** 10.018*** 10.962*** 8.672*+* 8.001***

Note 1: t values are in brackets.
Note 2: ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
Note 3: The samples tested are the population.
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Table 4: Intervening effects of moral judgmentsand moral intensity on values and green product purchase intentions

Model 5-1 Model 5-2 Model 5-3 Model 5-4
Green product Green product Green product Green product
purchase intention| purchase intention| purchase intention| purchase intention

Constant (103.142***) (106.582***) (106.729***) (@5.480%***)
values .269 .190 .206 221

(4.538***) (3.156***) (3.491**) (3.717**)
Moral judgment '(i%z“***)
% g Social Consensus '(i(.54224***)
2 o | actual benefit 215
< degree (3.616%*)
R-square .073 .135 137 117
Adjusted R-square .069 128 130 110
F 20.595*** 20.419*** 20.811*** 17.308***

Note 1: t values are in brackets.
Note 2: ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01.
Note 3: The samples tested are the population.

Validation Results of Hypotheses
Based on the statistical analysis above, the ididaesults are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5: Validation results of hypotheses

Hypotheses Results
H 1 : Consumers’ green product purchase intention isifgggntly higher than that of S
upported
non-green product.
H2-1: Moral judgment has negative influence on non-ggg@aduct purchase intention. Supported
H?2-2: Moral judgment has positive influence on green pobghurchase intention. Supported
H3-1: Moralintensity has negative influence on non-grpeaduct purchase intention. Partially
supported
H 3-2: Moral intensity has positive influence on greenduat purchase intention. Partially
supported
H 4 : Values have significant influence on moral judgment Supported
H 5 : Values have significant influence on moral intensit Supported
H6-1: Moral judgment has intervening effect on values &ndn-green product” purchase
intention. Supported
H6-2: Moral judgment has intervening effect on values ‘grden product” purchase intentior).  Supported
H7-1: Moral intensity has intervening effect on valued dmon-green product” purchase
intention. Supported
H 7 -2: Moral intensity has intervening effect on valued &green product” purchase intention Supported

CONCLUSIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS

Conclusions

1. Consumers’ green product purchase intention isifségntly higher than that of non-green produceintion: This
result is consistent with that of Coddington (1998)chard and Polonski (1991), and Mario et al0&0who
indicated that consumers are willing to pay morregi@en products.

2. Moral judgment has significant influence on prodpatchase intention: Moral judgment has positiviluence on
“green” products purchase intention; however, mprdgment has negative influence “non-green” proghuechase
intention; this result is consistent with Tan (2D0Rith regard to pirated software purchase intemti“Green”
refers to moral decision (or moral judgment) andrifgreen” refers to immoral decision (or immoragment),
and they have positive and negative effects onhase intentions, respectively. It indicates thahwhe same
conditions, consumers prefer “green” products timam-green” products.
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3.

Moral intensity has significant influence on protiyirchase intention: With regard to “non-greenduads”,
sub-constructs of moral intensity (“Social ConseristiActual Benefit Degree” and “Proximity” are natively
related to non-green product purchase intentiortserwselecting “non-green products”, consumers wdeéd
ashamed of their ideas or attitudes after consigemoral decision factors such as “Social Consénsastual
benefit degree” and “Proximity” and thus, their gheise intention would be reduced. However, witharégo
“green products”, there is positive correlationvietn sub-constructs of moral intensity (“Social €amsus” and
“Actual Benefit Degree” and green product purchasentions; when selecting “green products”, constgtwould
feel satisfied with their moral consumption aftensidering moral decision factors, such as “SdC@mhsensus” and
“Actual Benefit Degree”. Thus, their “green produgtirchase intention would be enhanced.

Consumers’ values intensities have significantuiefice on moral judgment: With regard to consumexsies, self
realization, sense of belonging, positive interpeed relationships, and self-esteem significanttiec moral
judgment.

Consumers’ values have significant influences omatimtensity: Consumers with higher levels of \@alatensity
would reveal higher levels of sub-constructs of ahantensity (Social Consensus, Actual Benefit [2egand
Proximity) (positive and significant correlatiomdalower levels of Temporal Immediacy (negative aighificant
correlation).

There are intervening effects of moral judgment emwtal intensity on independent variables valuas dependent
variables, regardless of “green products” or “no@eg products”: In purchase decision processeszaghsumers’
purchase intention would be significantly affecteden “green products” or “non-green products” imelmoral
decision factors (moral judgment and moral intgf)siand consumption morality. It indicates that \whmanagers
develop marketing strategies, consumers’ moralsitats should be critical factors.

Research Contributions

1.

From the perspective of moral decisions, thislgtvalidated the effects of moral judgment and ahartensity on
product purchase intentions (including non-greet green products): Past studies suggested thatn gneduct
purchase decision involves morality, however, tlikg not treat green product purchase decisions asalm
decisions, or probe into the effects of variablated to moral decisions on product purchase tiotes (including
non-green and green products). This study is ttet fesearch that regards green product purchassiates as
moral decisions, and explores the effects of mpdéiment and moral intensity on product purchageniions
(including non-green and green products).

From the perspective of moral product consumpfgween product consumption), this study validdtedeffects of
moral judgment and moral intensity on Moral InteRast studies applied a moral decision theory tmysts
purchase decisions. Tan (2002) applied piratedvaodt purchase intentions, by Issue-Contingency Mdédem the
perspective of moral decision, this study validdtealintervening effects of “moral judgment” anddral intensity”
on “values” and “product purchase intentions (idahg non-green and green products)”. Past studiegreen
product purchase indicated that values have indinflcience on green product purchases througlitdd#”. This
study specified moral decision processes of greeauytcts by variables of moral decision (includingpdral
judgment” and “moral intensity”).

Management | mplications

1.

When basic functions and attributes of green amdgreen products are similar, consumers preferiasiog green
products: This study confirmed that, since envirental protection issues are gradually valued by phblic,

consumers tend to be concerned about the attribfiggeen products when selecting products. Greedygts have
become a trend, and as long as their functionsiargar to those of the products in the same categmnsumers
would treat them as a priority.

In green product purchase decisions, consumersnatzated not only by profits, but also by moralitgreen
product purchase decisions involve morality, thogmpanies can promote environmental protection reemy
products to enhance consumers’ “moral judgment” ‘andral intensity”. It would associate with the cumers’
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“moral decision” and further enhance purchase ties. Based on moral decisions, consumers woutgadie
“non-green products”, which has negative influenoepurchase intentions. Thus, when media repogthétzards
of traditional batteries, chemical fertilizer, ather products with illegal or excessive drugs, comsrs would treat
them as immoral products and reduce their purcimisetions.
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