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Abstract

Growing environmental degradation and unsustainable consumption have intensified 
the need to understand the determinants of sustainable purchasing behavior, partic-
ularly the persistent intention-behavior gap. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior, 
this study aims to bridge the intention behavior gap by extending it to include eco-
awareness and price sensitivity. Data were collected using a structured questionnaire 
administered to students and employees in higher education institutes in Northern 
India (Delhi NCR, Rajasthan, and Jammu & Kashmir). The responses were analyzed 
using partial least squares structural equation modelling. The results indicate that eco-
awareness (β = 0.237, p < 0.001), consumer attitude (β = 0.182, p < 0.001), social norms 
(β = 0.487, p < 0.001), and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.315, p < 0.001) have 
significant positive effects on sustainable purchase intention. Purchase intention had 
a direct influence on sustainable purchase behavior (β = 0.657, p < 0.001), confirm-
ing its central role in behavioral execution. In contrast, price sensitivity did not have 
a significant direct effect on purchase behavior (β = 0.012, p = 0.720), although its 
interaction with purchase intention showed a weak but statistically significant mod-
erating effect (β = 0.076, p < 0.05). These findings indicate that purchase behavior is 
driven primarily by social and psychological factors, while economic considerations 
play a limited and conditional role in the intention-behavior relationship. Marketers 
should design demographic specific awareness campaigns by recognizing variations in 
consumer behavior.
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INTRODUCTION

Rapid population growth and rising consumption levels, particularly 
in developing economies, have intensified environmental degradation 
and placed unprecedented pressure on natural ecosystems (Maja & 
Ayano, 2021). Resource depletion, climate change, pollution and bio-
diversity loss have emerged as interconnected global challenges that 
are increasingly linked to patterns of unsustainable production and 
consumption. Marketing systems, which play a central role in shap-
ing consumer demand, have historically reinforced these patterns 
by prioritizing convenience, volume and short-term value (Sheth & 
Parvatiyar, 2020). As a result, marketing has become both a contribu-
tor to environmental problems and a potential mechanism for pro-
moting sustainable consumption.

In response to these challenges, sustainability has become a central 
concern for governments, businesses and societies (Shah & Asghar, 
2024). In response, businesses across the globe are shifting from prof-
it-driven marketing to value-based sustainable marketing, where or-
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ganizations align consumer needs with environmental goals. The integration of sustainable strategies 
with business operation create product differentiation while building corporate image and fulfilling 
customer requirements (Flores‐Hernández et al., 2020). However, the effectiveness of such initiatives ul-
timately depends on consumer response (Sharma, 2021). Although public awareness of environmental 
issues has grown substantially, sustainable consumption remains inconsistent and fragmented across 
markets (Corral-Verdugo et al., 2019). A recurring issue highlighted by Mathew and Spinelli (2025) is 
the disconnect between consumers’ positive environmental attitudes and their purchase behavior (PB).

This inconsistency represents a significant scientific problem within sustainability and consumer be-
havior research. Research indicates that environmental awareness (Rustam et al., 2020), environmental 
concern (Pong & Tam, 2023) and perceived quality (Wu et al., 2021) create positive purchase intention 
(PI) but do not always translate into purchase actions. Moreover, the role of economic considerations 
particularly price sensitivity (PS) in shaping or constraining this intention-behavior relationship re-
mains theoretically ambiguous and context-dependent (Joshi & Rahman, 2015). Furthermore, insuffi-
cient institutional support and limited consumer education have constrained sustainable purchasing in 
countries such as Australia, Malaysia, and Canada (Abdul et al., 2024; Thukral et al., 2022).

The lack of theoretical consensus on how psychological, social and economic factors interact to shape 
sustainable purchasing constitutes a critical gap in the literature. This problem is especially pronounced 
in emerging economies, where environmental awareness is rising (Perera & Hewege, 2018), but market 
structures, income levels and institutional support for sustainability vary widely. Addressing this theo-
retical and empirical inconsistency is essential for advancing marketing theory and designing more ef-
fective sustainability-oriented marketing strategies that can influence PB.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

Research on sustainable consumer behavior has 
grown substantially as environmental degrada-
tion driven by human activities, consumer choices 
and business operations has become increasingly 
evident (Yu et al., 2021). Scholars across sustain-
ability, marketing and behavioral sciences have 
examined how individual cognition, social in-
fluence and contextual factors shape consumers’ 
environmentally responsible decisions (Ramani 
et al., 2025). Despite extensive investigation, the 
literature remains fragmented, particularly with 
respect to how PI translates into PB (Elhoushy & 
Jang, 2023). To address this fragmentation, prior 
studies can be synthesized around key psychologi-
cal, social, and economic determinants of sustain-
able consumption.

A central theme in the literature concerns the role 
of eco-awareness (EA) in shaping environmen-
tally responsible behavior. Limited public under-
standing of environmental issues has been identi-
fied as a major barrier to achieving sustainability 
goals (Zulu et al., 2022). Evidence suggests that 

individuals’ awareness of ecological consequenc-
es can exert a stronger influence on environmen-
tal outcomes than regulatory interventions alone 
(Khatibi et al., 2021). Higher levels of EA have 
been associated with increased concern for envi-
ronmental protection and a greater willingness 
to incur personal costs to mitigate negative en-
vironmental impacts (Narayanan & Singh, 2023). 
Eco-aware individuals are better able to recognize 
the relationship between sustainability standards, 
business practices and personal consumption be-
havior (Kherazi et al., 2024). Tools such as eco-la-
bels further strengthen this awareness by signal-
ing environmental quality, thereby encouraging 
consumers with strong ecological beliefs to prefer 
sustainable products (Nakaishi & Chapman, 2024; 
Wei et al., 2017).

Beyond awareness, consumer attitude (CA) has 
been widely recognized as a fundamental deter-
minant of behavioral intention. Attitude reflects 
individuals’ evaluative judgments toward behavior, 
shaped by affective, cognitive and behavioral com-
ponents (Tran & Nguyen, 2022; Svenningsson et 
al., 2021). In marketing contexts, CA is frequently 
used to predict preferences for products, brands 
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and promotional messages (Karamchandani et al., 
2021). Environmental attitudes, in particular, cap-
ture how individuals perceive their responsibility 
toward environmental protection (Shah & Asghar, 
2024). Such attitudes tend to be deeply embedded 
in consumer’s consciousness and have been shown 
to influence the adoption of eco-friendly products 
and energy-saving behaviors (Laheri et al., 2024; 
Bhutto et al., 2020). Nevertheless, favorable atti-
tudes do not always result in corresponding PB, 
indicating the involvement of additional factors.

The literature further highlights the importance 
of social norms (SN) in shaping sustainable con-
sumption. SN reflects perceived expectations and 
social pressure to engage in particular behaviors 
(Nogueira et al., 2023; Ajzen, 1991). Empirical re-
search demonstrates that consumers often align 
their purchasing decisions with observed or ex-
pected behaviors of others, particularly in socially 
visible contexts (Cialdini & Jacobson, 2021). Both 
descriptive norms, which signal common behav-
ior and injunctive norms, which reflect social ap-
proval, have been shown to influence environmen-
tally responsible intentions and actions (Chen & 
Madni, 2023; Xu et al., 2022). These findings un-
derscore the collective dimension of sustainable 
consumption, where behavior is shaped not only 
by personal values but also by social expectations.

Another critical determinant identified in prior 
research is perceived behavioral control (PBC), 
which refers to individuals’ perceived ability to 
perform behavior successfully (Fawehinmi et al., 
2023). PBC is influenced by access to resources, in-
cluding time, money and effort, as well as by indi-
viduals’ confidence in their decision-making capa-
bilities (Adewoyin et al., 2024). Research grounded 
in the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) empha-
sizes that PBC can be more influential than actu-
al control in determining PB (Ajzen, 2020). Both 
internal control reflecting self-confidence and 
external control reflecting facilitating conditions, 
have been shown to independently affect intention 
formation (Sun et al., 2023; Hagger et al., 2022; 
Kidwell & Jewellet, 2003). Given the complexity of 
purchase decisions, PBC often interacts with CA 
to guide consumer behavior (Agarwal et al., 2025).

Despite strong evidence supporting the role of 
psychological and social factors, a persistent in-

tention-behavior gap remains a central concern 
in the literature. Sustainable PI does not consis-
tently translate into PB (Shan et al., 2025; Mason 
et al., 2022). One explanation frequently advanced 
involves PS, which reflects consumers’ responsive-
ness to price changes and willingness to pay pre-
miums for sustainable products (Hsu et al., 2017; 
Zepeda & Deal, 2009). While some studies por-
tray price as a barrier that discourages sustainable 
purchases, others suggest that higher prices may 
enhance perceived quality and value, particularly 
for organic and eco-friendly products (Dorce et al., 
2021; Ghali-Zinoubi & Toukabri, 2019). Empirical 
findings therefore remain inconclusive regarding 
whether PS constrains or conditions sustainable 
PB. This ambiguity has led to the incorporation of 
PS as a moderating variable in extended behavior-
al models (Bhutto et al., 2022).

Overall, existing research provides strong support 
for the influence of EA, CA, SN and PBC on sus-
tainable PI. However, substantial inconsistency 
persists in explaining how PI is transformed into 
PB, particularly in the presence of economic con-
siderations such as PS. The fragmented treatment 
of these factors highlights the need for an inte-
grated examination of psychological, social and 
economic influences on sustainable consumption. 

In light of these gaps, the present study aims to 
examine the combined effects of EA, CA, SN and 
PBC on PI and to investigate the moderating role 
of PS in the relationship between PI and PB. After 
analyzing the relevant literature, the study pres-
ents the following hypotheses:

H1: Eco-awareness has positive impact on con-
sumer purchase intention.

H2: Consumer attitude has positive impact on 
consumer purchase intention.

H3: Social norms have positive impact on con-
sumer purchase intention.

H4: Perceived behavioral control has positive im-
pact on consumer purchase intention.

H5: Price sensitivity positively moderates the re-
lationship between purchase intention and 
purchase behavior.
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H6: Purchase intention has positive impact on 
purchase behavior towards sustainable 
products.

2. METHODOLOGY

The study employed a quantitative, cross-section-
al survey design to examine the determinants of 
sustainable PI and PB. The research procedure 
followed four sequential steps. First, a structured 
questionnaire was developed based on established 
measurement scales widely used in sustainability 
and consumer behavior research. Second, the pi-
lot testing was done to ensure clarity and content 
validity. Third, data were collected from eligible 
respondents using both online and offline survey 
modes. Finally, the collected data were screened, 
coded and prepared for statistical analysis.

Primary data were collected from students and 
employees aged 18 years and above in higher ed-
ucation institutes in three regions of Northern 
India: Delhi NCR, Rajasthan, and Jammu & 
Kashmir. People within this demographic possess 
their own purchasing power and actively engage 
in market decisions, making them suitable for re-
search on PI and PB ( Ogiemwonyi et al., 2020). 
Previous studies on sustainability have also fo-
cused on adult consumers, highlighting that envi-
ronmental attitudes and responsible consumption 
tend to become more consistent and quantifiable 
during adulthood (Biswas & Roy, 2015). These re-
gions were selected to capture diversity in socio-
economic conditions, market maturity and envi-
ronmental exposure (Boermans et al., 2024). Data 
collection was conducted between April 2025 and 
June 2025. A pilot study (n = 60) was conducted 
to ensure clarity, reliability and validity. The ques-
tionnaire was tested by selecting a convenience 
sample of 60 respondents (25 from Delhi NCR, 16 
from Rajasthan and 19 from Jammu & Kashmir). 
The variables for that the respondents were unable 
to answer were modified and the study instrument 
was reframed and reorganized. After assuring the 
construct validity and reliability, the full scale 
data was collected and initial sample consisted 
of 613 responses. After eliminating invalid or in-
complete responses, the final sample size was 553. 
The sample size surpasses the minimum threshold 
recommended by Hair et al. (2017). Participation 

was voluntary and respondents were informed 
about the academic purpose of the study. The 
Institutional Human Ethics Committee of the 
Central University of Jammu, with the reference 
number CUJ/IHEC/2025/08, granted ethical ap-
proval for the study.

A structured questionnaire was designed on a 
5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree), capturing constructs developed 
from validated constructs of existing literature 
studies. Questions adapted from previous sus-
tainability research were employed to assess EA 
(Sahioun et al., 2023) and CA (Varah et al., 2020). 
Scales developed by Paul et al. (2016) were em-
ployed to assess SN, PBC, and PI. The frequen-
cy and consistency of self-reported purchases 
of eco-friendly items were utilized to assess PB 
(Abeysekera et al., 2022). Furthermore, PS was 
incorporated as a moderating variable and mea-
sured (Malhotra & Srivastava, 2024). Descriptive 
and exploratory analysis is done using SPSS while 
the study employs a mediated moderation analy-
sis using structural equation modeling (Sarstedt et 
al., 2021). This method was selected due to its suit-
ability for predictive analysis and complex mod-
els involving moderation effects (Sardeshmukh & 
Vandenberg, 2016). 

The demographic profile of the respondents is pre-
sented in Table 1. Survey data highlights 35.4% of 
the respondents fall in the age category of 24-28 
indicating large number of young adults while re-
spondents in the age group of 22-24 years, consti-
tutes 33.9% of the sample. The study shows that 
male participants were 58.4% of the total sample 
while female accounted for 41.6% of the 553 par-
ticipants. This gender distribution of participants 
shows a balanced mix between male and female 
respondents. The educational background of re-
spondents shows that 39.6% hold an undergradu-
ate degree while 31.8% of participants achieved 
postgraduate qualifications. As per income dis-
tribution, 29.0% of the respondents fall between 
Rs 25,001 to Rs 50,000. The income of the 17.0% 
respondent range of Rs 75,001 to Rs 100,000 
while 12.0% of the respondents earn between Rs 
50,001 to Rs 75,000. The largest group of the re-
spondents (42.8%) comes from Delhi NCR, fol-
lowed by Jammu & Kashmir and Rajasthan each 
having 29.7% and 27.5% participants, respectively. 
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The significant representation from Delhi NCR, 
Rajasthan and Jammu & Kashmir indicates a well-
distributed regional spread, enhancing the gener-
alizability of the findings across varied socio-cul-
tural contexts.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics  
of respondents 

Characteristics Description Frequency Percent

Age group

18-22 170 30.7

22-24 187 33.9

24-28 196 35.4

Gender
Male 323 58.4

Female 230 41.6

Marital status
Married 310 56.0

Unmarried 243 44.0

Educational level

Undergraduate 219 39.6

Post-graduate 176 31.8

Professional 

qualification/
Doctorate 

degree

99 17.9

Other 

qualification 59 10.7

Monthly income 

level

Less than Rs 

25,000
176 32.0

Rs 25,001to Rs 

50,000
160 29.0

Rs 50,001 to Rs 

75,000
66 12.0

Rs 75,001 to Rs 

100,000
94 17.0

Rs 100,001 and 

above 57 10.0

State wise 

classification

Delhi NCR 237 42.8

Rajasthan 152 27.5

Jammu & 

Kashmir
164 29.7

3. RESULTS

EA with overall mean score of 3.143 indicates a 
moderate level of awareness, with a standard de-
viation (SD) of 1.39993 and variance of 1.960, re-
flecting a relatively wide spread of responses. The 
overall mean score for CA is 3.273 (SD = 1.43020), 
indicating a moderately positive intention for sus-
tainable products and variance of 2.045 suggest a 
considerable spread in responses, reflecting vary-
ing degrees of attitude among consumer. The 
overall mean score for SN is 2.955 (SD = 1.42760), 
indicating a moderate level of agreement with the 
influence of SN. For the construct PBC the overall 
mean score of 3.130 suggests a moderate level of 
PBC among respondents, with the SD of 0.94277 

and variance of 0.889 indicate relatively consis-
tent responses around the mean. The overall mean 
score (Table 2) for PI is 3.318, indicating a moder-
ate inclination toward buying sustainable product.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Measurement 
variables

Mean Std. 

deviation Variance

Eco-awareness 3.143 1.39993 1.960

EA1 2.845 1.70922 2.921

EA2 3.246 1.53022 2.342

EA3 3.130 1.56306 2.443

EA4 3.195 1.27327 1.621

EA5 3.297 1.36822 1.872

Consumer 
attitude 3.273 1.43020 2.045

CA1 3.324 1.45155 2.107

CA2 3.103 1.63694 2.680

CA3 3.392 1.42051 2.018

CA4 3.450 1.45144 2.107

Social norms 2.955 1.42760 2.038

SN1 2.714 1.59758 2.552

SN2 3.130 1.52908 2.338

SN3 2.816 1.39953 1.959

SN4 3.159 1.59255 2.536

Perceived 

behavioral 
control

3.130 0.94277 0.889

PBC1 3.165 1.24675 1.554

PBC2 3.159 1.14998 1.322

PBC3 3.224 1.23813 1.533

PBC4 3.268 1.21016 1.464

PBC5 2.835 1.57196 2.471

Purchase 

intention 3.318 0.66347 0.440

PI1 3.085 0.96965 0.940

PI2 3.524 0.55482 0.308

PI3 3.559 0.53558 0.287

PI4 3.105 1.01788 1.036

Purchase 

behavior 3.096 1.07998 1.166

PB1 3.087 1.32413 1.753

PB2 3.018 1.29787 1.684

PB3 3.163 1.35491 1.836

PB4 3.098 1.19079 1.418

PB5 2.808 1.29777 1.684

PB6 3.326 1.11756 1.249

PB7 3.175 1.21135 1.467

Price 

sensitivity 4.142 0.60395 0.365

PS1 4.204 0.64817 0.420

PS2 4.147 0.78382 0.614

PS3 4.188 0.64612 0.417

PS4 4.094 0.66090 0.437

PS5 4.078 0.69111 0.478
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As shown in Table 3, the construct demonstrates 
strong construct reliability and validity across 
all constructs. Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite 
Reliability (rho_a and rho_c) values exceed the 
recommended threshold of 0.70 for all constructs, 
indicating high internal consistency. Notably, CA 
(α = 0.970; CR = 0.979) and SN (α = 0.951; CR = 
0.965) show excellent reliability. The Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) values are above the 
minimum acceptable threshold of 0.50, indicat-
ing convergent validity. The AVE is for CA (0.919) 
and EA (0.865) indicate strong convergent valid-
ity. The VIF values, measuring multicollinearity, 
remain below the critical threshold of 5, indicat-
ing no multicollinearity problems. The f-square 
values (effect size) observed for PI (0.767) and SN 
(0.510) highlight the varying strengths of relation-
ships between constructs. These results confirm 
that the measurement model is both reliable and 
valid for further structural modeling.

Table 4 presents the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio 
(HTMT) matrix, which assesses the discriminant 
validity of the constructs. As per Henseler et al. 
(2015), HTMT values under 0.85 suggest that the 
constructs are empirically distinct. All HTMT val-
ues met the criteria for confirming adequate dis-
criminant validity. The highest HTMT value was 
0.798 between PBC and PI, with SN and PI having 

a similar value of 0.796. The other construct pairs 
had HTMT values ranging from 0.033 to 0.645, 
reinforcing that the latent variables represent dis-
tinct theoretical concepts. Hence, these values 
confirm that each construct measures unique as-
pect of the theoretical framework, enhancing the 
robustness of the structural model.

The Fornell-Larcker criterion evaluates the dis-
criminant validity of the measurement model. 
According to this criterion, the square root of the 
AVE values for each construct must exceed the cor-
relation coefficients shared with other constructs. 
All constructs satisfy this criterion (Table 5). The 
diagonal value of CA at 0.959 exceeds its correla-
tions with EA at 0.082 and PBC at 0.165 and PI 
at 0.430. Similarly, PBC (0.745), which exceeds its 
correlations with SN (0.530) and PI (0.631), is sup-
porting discriminant validity. The high AVE value 
of 0.885 for PS combined with its negative corre-
lations between constructs ensures its conceptual 
distinctiveness from other variables. These values 
indicate that each variable explains more of its 
own indicators than others, thus confirming the 
statistical reliability and theoretical distinction.

The R-squared value is an indicator of how 
much of the variance in the endogenous vari-
able is accounted for by the exogenous variables 

Table 3. Construct reliability and validity

Variable
Cronbach’s 

Alpha

Composite 
Reliability 

(rho_a)

Composite 
Reliability 

(rho_c)

Average 

Variance 
Extracted

VIF f-square

Consumer attitude 0.970 0.972 0.979 0.919 1.160 0.096

Eco-awareness 0.947 0.949 0.962 0.865 1.020 0.185

Perceived behavioral 
control

0.792 0.819 0.859 0.555 1.410 0.237

Price sensitivity 0.930 0.934 0.947 0.783 1.010 0.000

Purchase intention 0.875 0.877 0.915 0.729 1.010 0.767

Social norms 0.951 0.953 0.965 0.872 1.570 0.510

Purchase behavior 0.941 0.950 0.953 0.747 0.000 0.000

Table 4. Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT)

Variable CA EA PBC PS PB PI SN PS x PI

CA

EA 0.088

PBC 0.204 0.165

PS 0.051 0.044 0.076

PB 0.230 0.186 0.600 0.032

PI 0.470 0.344 0.798 0.072 0.719

SN 0.378 0.078 0.645 0.046 0.643 0.796

PS x PI 0.036 0.051 0.044 0.049 0.098 0.033 0.034
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in the structural model. For PI, the R-square 
was 0.703, and the adjusted R-square was 0.701, 
suggesting that the exogenous variables (EA, 
CA, SN, and PBC) explained about 70.3% of the 
variance in PI. This underscores a strong pre-
dictive relationship between the exogenous con-
structs and PI. Meanwhile, the R-square value 
for PB stood at 0.440, with an adjusted R-square 
value of 0.437, indicating that 44% of the vari-
ance in PB is accounted for by the theoretical 
model. The adjusted R-square values, which are 
slightly lower than the R-square values, take 
into consideration the complexity of the model 
and affirm the reliability of the explained vari-
ances. Table 6 results collectively highlight that 
the model possesses a good explanatory power, 
particularly for PI.

Table 6. R-square

Variable R-square R-square adjusted
PB 0.440 0.437

PI 0.703 0.701

The PLS predict analysis (Table 7) demon-
strates model’s predictive power through Q2 
predict values and RMSE (Root Mean Squared 
Error) and MAE (Mean Absolute Error) results. 
According to Richter & Tudoran (2024), Q2 pre-
dict value above 0 implies that the model has 
predictive relevance and values above 0.35 un-
derscores the model’s excellent out-of-sample 
prediction capacity. The Q2 predict values for PI 
and PB are 0.700 and 0.401 respectively, dem-
onstrates strong predictive ability for both con-
structs with PI showing high predictive strength. 
The RMSE and MAE values for PI amount to 
0.549 and 0.422, respectively, while PB shows 
RMSE and MAE values of 0.777 and 0.632. The 
predictive accuracy of a model improves when 
it’s RMSE and MAE values decrease. The rela-
tively lower error metrics for PI suggest that the 
model performs more accurately in predicting 

PI than PB. These findings reinforce the model’s 
practical utility in predicting consumer deci-
sion-making and behavioral tendencies. 

Table 7. PLS predict LV summary

Variable Q2predict RMSE MAE

PB 0.401 0.777 0.632

PI 0.700 0.549 0.422

The various model fit indices, which assess the 
overall fit of the structural model in PLS-SEM, 
are presented in Table 8. The Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) value is 0.097, 
above the conservative threshold of 0.08 but still 
within the acceptable range below 0.10, indicating 
an adequate model fit. The d_ULS and d_G val-
ues of 5.235 and 3.341, respectively, indicates ac-
ceptable levels of model specification errors. The 
Chi-square values (7,601.682 and 7,638.509) show 
high values which occur frequently in big data sets 
although Chi-square becomes less reliable when 
working with large sample sizes. The Normed Fit 
Index (NFI) values of 0.695 and 0.694 fall below 
the threshold of 0.90 but still indicate an accept-
able comparative fit. Overall, while the model fit 
indices suggest room for improvement, they do 
not undermine the model’s credibility. In PLS-
SEM, emphasis is typically placed more on path 
coefficients, R-square and predictive relevance 
rather than absolute model fit.

Table 8. Model fit summary

Indicator Saturated model Estimated model
SRMR 0.097 0.101

d_ULS 5.235 5.735

d_G 3.341 3.364

Chi-square 7601.682 7638.509

NFI 0.695 0.694

The results of the structural equation model, path 
coefficients (β), t-values and p-values that explain 
the strength, direction and statistical significance 

Table 5. Fornell-Larcker criterion

Variable CA EA PBC PS PB PI SN

CA 0.959

EA 0.082 0.930

PBC 0.165 0.119 0.745

PS –0.049 –0.038 –0.065 0.885

PB 0.225 0.177 0.487 –0.023 0.864

PI 0.430 0.303 0.631 –0.059 0.659 0.854

SN 0.362 0.028 0.530 –0.040 0.616 0.727 0.934
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of the hypothesized relationships among the con-
structs in the proposed framework are presented 
in Table 9 and Figure 1.

The result states that EA with a β = 0.237, t = 10.497 
and p = 0.000, has a positive influence on PI. The 
high t-value and lower p-value indicate a robust 
relationship, affirming the hypothesis that greater 
EA among consumer significantly contributes to 
stronger PI. Similarly, CA exhibits positive associa-
tion with PI, evidenced by β = 0.182, t = 7.714 and p 
= 0.000. This suggests that a favorable CA towards 
sustainable consumption influences their PI.

Furthermore, SN produces the most significant 
impact on PI, with β = 0.487, t = 15.420 and p = 
0.000. This effect underscores the important role 
of society and peers in influencing the PI, espe-
cially in sustainable behavior. PBC shows a mod-
erate impact on PI, with β = 0.315, t = 9.762 and p 
= 0.000, indicating consumer who feel they have 
better control over their buying decisions tend to 
develop strong PI.

Moving further in the model, PI strongly predicts 
PB, with the highest path coefficient in the model 
with β = 0.657, t = 25.803 and p = 0.000. The analy-

Table 9. Results of structural equation model

Hypothesis Construct 
relationship

Path coefficient 
(β)

Standard deviation 
(STDEV)

t-statistics  
(|O/STDEV|) p-values Decision

H1 EA → PI 0.237 0.023 10.497 0.000 Accepted

H2 CA → PI 0.182 0.024 7.714 0.000 Accepted

H3 SN → PI 0.487 0.032 15.42 0.000 Accepted

H4 PBC → PI 0.315 0.032 9.762 0.000 Accepted

H5 PI → PB 0.657 0.025 25.803 0.000 Accepted

H6 PS  x PI → PB 0.076 0.035 2.152 0.031 Accepted

Figure 1. Structural model and path coefficient
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sis supports TPB because it shows that PI directly 
determines PB. However, PS alone does not signif-
icantly affect PB, as highlighted by low β = 0.012, 
t = 0.358 and insignificant p = 0.720. This implies 
that PS does not independently drive or limit sus-
tainable PB in this context.

The analysis reveals that the interaction term (PS × 
PI) produces a statistically significant effect on PB 
with β = 0.076, t = 2.152 and p = 0.031. Although 
the coefficient is relatively modest, the significant 
p-value suggests that PS influence the strength of 
the relationship between PI and PB. The execution 
of behavior depends on the level of PS when it is 
combined with PI.

In summary, all direct paths to PI are statistically 
significant, validating the respective hypotheses. 
The path from PI to PB is also significant, while 
PS do not directly influences PB. However, the 
moderation hypothesis involving PS and PI is sup-
ported. The research findings provide insights for 
academic researchers and business professionals 
to understand how psychological factors interact 
with economic elements to shape sustainable PB.

4. DISCUSSION

The positive correlation between EA and PI is in-
dicated with β = 0.237, t = 10.497 and p = 0.000. 
These results align with Kim and Lee (2023) who 
suggested that consumer propensity to buy sus-
tainable products increases as they become more 
cognizant of ecological concerns, confirming that 
eco-conscious consumer are more likely to choose 
sustainable products. CA has a statistically posi-
tive impact on PI, with β = 0.182, t = 7.714 and p 
= 0.000. However, the strength of the CA effect is 
comparatively weaker, highlighting that positive 
CA are necessary, but they may no longer be suf-
ficient on their own to drive strong PI (Eunike 
et al., 2025). Compared with Kumar et al. (2021), 
who emphasized that attitude plays a crucial role 
in shaping PI, the present findings indicate a shift 
toward more socially embedded and capability-
driven PB. 

The results demonstrate that SN have a positive 
impact on PI, with highest β = 0.487, t = 15.420 
and p = 0.000. This implies that consumer PI are 

influenced by SN and perceived expectations from 
peers, family or society (Nguyen & Ho, 2022). This 
indicates that consumers are highly responsive to 
perceived expectations and behaviors of others, 
such as family members, peers and social groups, 
when forming PI for sustainable products (Islam 
et al., 2024). The research shows that PBC strongly 
affects PI with β = 0.315, t = 9.762 and p = 0.000. 
Consumer tends to perform sustainable actions 
when they feel confident about their ability to do 
so through their available resources and personal 
capabilities (Mabkhot, 2024). 

The strong and positive relationship between PI 
and PB is evidenced with β = 0.657, t = 25.803 and 
p = 0.000. These results are consistent with Ajzen 
(1991, 2020) who conceptualizes intention as the 
most important determinant of behavior, par-
ticularly in contexts involving planned decisions. 
Empirical research by Vu et al. (2021) indicated 
that consumer who express stronger PI will turn 
those intentions into sustainable actions. The re-
sults found that PS has no direct influence on PB 
(β = 0.012, p = 0.720). However, the week but signif-
icant moderating effect of PS (β = 0.076, p = 0.031), 
partially supports earlier research suggesting that 
economic factors act as situational barriers rath-
er than primary determinants of PB (Dioba et al., 
2024). While Joshi and Rahman (2015) show price 
as a dominant barrier to sustainable consump-
tion, others argue that environmentally motivat-
ed consumers are willing to pay premium when 
strong intentions are present (White et al., 2019). 
This suggests that once PI are formed, behavioral 
execution becomes less price dependent, as sus-
tainable consumption is increasingly governed by 
psychological and normative mechanisms rather 
than purely economic evaluation.

This research enhances the theoretical under-
standing of sustainable PB by extending and em-
pirically validating the TPB. The results high-
lights that SN and PI function as primary fac-
tors determining sustainable PB, reinforcing the 
TPB’s assertion that normative influence and be-
havioral intention are critical antecedents of PB. 
Furthermore, the mediating role of PI between EA, 
CA, PBC and PB demonstrates the psychological 
mechanism through which these variables trans-
late into PB, extending the explanatory power of 
the TPB framework.
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Additionally, the study achieves theoretical ad-
vancement with inclusion of PS as a moderating 
variable which revels no statistical impact on PB, 
suggesting that sustainability oriented consumer 
are less influenced by economic barriers, more 
by social and environmental motivations. The 
robustness of the measurement model (α > 0.87; 
AVE > 0.55) further supports the validity of this 
extended model. Contextually, this research adds 
value to sustainability literature by providing ev-
idences from a developing economy, explaining 
how psychological and normative constructs op-
erate in shaping PB for sustainable products.

First, the substantial effects of SN (β = 0.487, f2 = 
0.510) and PI (β = 0.657, f2 = 0.767) on PB empha-
size that SN and PI are the powerful drivers of PB. 
Managers should implement influencer market-
ing, community-driven campaigns and loyalty 
programs, to translate PI into PB.

Second, the moderate effects of EA (β = 0.237, 
f2 = 0.185) and PBC (β = 0.315, f2 = 0.237), sug-
gests that when consumer are aware and capa-
ble of making sustainable choices, will develop 
stronger PI. Business firms should use educa-
tional content and transparent product labeling 

and user friendly options to make sustainable 
choices more accessible and convenient for their 
customers.

Third, the smaller yet significant effect of CA (β = 
0.182, f2 = 0.096) on PI, suggest that positive CA 
toward sustainability still play a role but are not 
sufficient alone. Thus, marketers should use emo-
tional appeals clubbed with tangible rewards and 
discounts to transform positive CA into PI.

Fourth, interestingly PS (β = 0.012, f2 = 0.000) 
demonstrates no significant direct effect on PB, 
while its interaction effect with PI have positive ef-
fect (β = 0.076, f2 = 0.010). This suggests that price 
is no longer a barrier for sustainability oriented 
consumer in this context. Marketers should focus 
less on price competition and more on value dif-
ferentiation, emphasizing environmental benefits, 
product quality and long-term savings rather than 
short-term price advantages.

Finally, these findings collectively indicate that 
sustainable consumption can be effectively driven 
through a combination of social influence, em-
powerment and environmental awareness rather 
than through pricing mechanisms. 

CONCLUSIONS

This research aimed to bridge the discrepancy between PI and PB by exploring the combined effects of 
psychological, social and economic factors within a unified behavioral framework. The analysis of re-
sults confirms that SN (β = 0.487) and PI (β = 0.657), are the strongest predictors of PB, while EA (β = 
0.237) and PBC (β = 0.315) make meaningful contributions in forming favorable PI. In contrast, PS and 
its interaction term show minimum effects (β = 0.076). The limited impact of PS as a moderating factor 
indicates that economic considerations marginal affect behavior and do not significantly alter the inten-
tion behind PB. It suggesting that sustainability-focused consumers are motivated more by social and 
environmental motivations than by price considerations.

The model also demonstrates explanatory and predictive strength, with R2 = 0.703 for PI and R2 = 0.440 
(adjusted R2 = 0.437) for PB. The high Q2 predict values (0.700 and 0.401) and low RMSE (0.549; 0.777) 
and MAE (0.422; 0.632) confirm the model’s predictive relevance and robustness. These findings vali-
date the theoretical soundness of the extended TPB model. Contextually, this study enriches the litera-
ture on sustainability and consumer behavior by offering empirical insights from a developing economy. 
PI can be transformed into PB when supported by SN, EA, and perceived control. The results emphasize 
that sustainability should be viewed not merely as an ethical obligation but as a strategic driver of be-
havioral change and market competitiveness in the evolving global context.

The study enhanced TPB by adding EA and PS to solve intention-behavior gap in sustainable market-
ing, but it has some limitations as well. Future studies should include brand reputation and perceived 
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product efficacy as moderating variables to bridge the intention behavior gap. By including three differ-
ent regions of northern India (Delhi NCR, Rajasthan and Jammu & Kashmir) the study attempted to 
represent different cultures in our sample; however the generalizability of results is limited to the region 
included. Future research studies can examine other parts of India like southern or eastern regions. The 
study employed cross sectional method of data collection, so the future studies can include longitudinal 
research method to track the changes in PB of over the time.
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APPENDIX A

Table A1. Summary of constructs and measurement items

Constructs Coding Measurement items

Eco-awareness

EA1 I am aware of sustainable products

EA2 I know the difference between sustainable and conventional products
EA3 I am aware of personal benefits of sustainable products
EA4 I am aware of the environmental benefits of sustainable products
EA5 I prefer buying sustainable products instead of conventional products

Consumer attitude

CA1 Purchasing  sustainable products is a good idea

CA2 Sustainable products are good for the environment
CA3 I possess a desirable attitude toward sustainable products
CA4 I feel good about myself when I use sustainable product

Subjective norms

SN1
Most people who are important to me think I should purchase sustainable products when 

purchasing

SN2 
Most people who are important to me would want me to purchase sustainable products when 

going for purchasing

SN3 People whose opinions I value would prefer that I purchase sustainable products
SN4 My friend’s positive opinion influenced me to purchase sustainable products

Perceived behavioral 
control

PBC1 I believe that I have the ability to purchase sustainable products
PBC2 If it were entirely up to me, I am confident that I would purchase sustainable products
PBC3 I see myself as capable of purchasing sustainable products in the future

PBC4 I have resources, time and willingness to purchase sustainable products
PBC5 There are likely to be many opportunities for me to purchase sustainable products

Purchase intention

PI1 I will consider buying sustainable products because they are less polluting in coming times
PI2 I will consider switching to sustainable brands for ecological reasons

PI3
I expect to purchase sustainable product in the future because of its positive environmental 
contribution

PI4 I definitely want to purchase sustainable products in near future

Price sensitivity

PS1 I am willing to pay more for sustainable products

PS2 I cannot afford to pay more for sustainable products
PS3 Sustainable products are too expensive
PS4 People should buy sustainable products even though they are more expensive

PS5 
In general, purchasing sustainable products is associated with different sorts of problems, and for 
me, the price of sustainable products is often a problem

Purchase behavior

PB1 I know a product can be recycled

PB2 I know a product can be reused

PB3 I remain loyal to companies that practice sustainability
PB4 When I learn about the negative impact a product has on the environment, I stop buying it
PB5 In case there is an alternative, I prefer products which cause less pollution

PB6 
Choosing between two products, I always buy the one which has the minimum impact to people 

and environment
PB7 I change products when they do not comply with ecological condition rules
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