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As environmental problems have gained urgency—promi-
nently, climate change—increasing sustainable consumption 
has become an important goal for many organizations1,2. 

Much of the pressure to ‘go green’ comes from individuals; an online 
survey found that 81% of consumers around the world consider it 
extremely or very important for companies to implement pro-
grammes to improve the environment3. To encourage sustainable 
consumption, in recent years both private and public organizations 
have shown a growing interest in using insights from human deci-
sion making to design and implement interventions4.

Previous research has examined whether providing information 
about the environmental ramifications of a product (for example, 
future energy savings or CO2 emissions) motivates adoption5–7. 
Instead of providing information about the product, our research 
focuses on the identity labelling technique, which provides a mes-
sage about the person’s image (the ‘identity label’) to induce a behav-
ioural change. In particular, this labelling technique communicates 
that ‘green’ individuals prefer sustainable products (for example, 
‘this product is for green shoppers’ or ‘I think green’, as already used 
in a few products). A green identity label can be a promising tool 
to motivate consumption of environmentally friendly products. 
Self-perception theory posits that people learn about their own 
values through their actions8, and people are driven by the desire 
to see themselves in a positive light9. A green identity label can, 
therefore, guide people in making choices aligned with their desired 
self-perception10,11.

Previous research in both laboratory and online settings has 
shown that identity labelling can change people’s intentions to 
choose green options12–14. However, the same research has noted 
the need to move beyond intentions to studying actual behaviour. 
A seminal paper on identity labelling (also called ‘social’ or ‘attribu-
tion’ labelling), in which people’s green image or values are associ-
ated with their behaviour, proposed that this technique ‘should be 
tested in situations where trade-offs are more consistent with mar-
ketplace reality’14 (p. 389). One purpose of this paper is to provide 
such tests.

We conducted experiments—an online study, a lab experiment 
and two field experiments—in which we tested the impact of the 

green identity labelling technique by presenting individuals with 
choices between conventional and more-expensive environmentally 
friendly products. In all studies, we first aimed to answer whether 
the green identity labelling technique works in shopping behaviour 
settings. We hypothesized (H1) that the green identity labelling 
technique encourages pro-environmental choices (studies 1–4).

Next, we aimed to determine what conditions might make the 
green identity labelling technique more or less effective. Given the 
prominence of price discount promotions, and the possibility that 
they might interact with green identity labelling, in the first three 
studies we examine the joint and separate effects of green identity 
labelling and price discounts on purchases of eco-friendly prod-
ucts. Research in psychology suggests that people tend to hone 
in on only one, or a very small number of, explanations for their 
own and others’ behaviour15. If shoppers attribute their purchase 
of a green product to a price promotion, they may be less likely to 
attribute the same purchase to their own concern for the environ-
ment16. Thus, it is possible that providing a discount ‘crowds out’ 
motivations that would otherwise come into play with the green 
identity labelling technique. Moreover, even though price discounts 
may positively encourage certain behaviours, motivational crowd-
ing out17,18 predicts that a price discount can also ‘muddy’ the signal 
that purchasing pro-environmental products sends to others, or to 
oneself, creating doubts about one’s true motivation for buying a 
pro-environmental product. Previous research has found that mon-
etary incentives can undermine intrinsic motives for engaging in 
prosocial behaviour19–21. Therefore, we hypothesize (H2) that when 
there is a discount, the green identity labelling technique will be less 
effective; that is, it will not increase purchases of green products as 
much or at all (studies 1–3).

Examining the identity labelling technique in a real-purchase 
context also allows the testing of other potential limitations of this 
technique in promoting sustainable behaviour. Previous research has 
found that people may not respond positively to pro-environmental 
behaviourally informed approaches if they feel manipulated or if 
they have to incur a substantial cost to select a green option12,13. 
These two aspects are especially relevant in the domain of sustain-
able consumption because, even though many people say that they 
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care about the environment22,23 and that they intend to consume 
pro-environmental products, research has repeatedly shown that 
such intentions often fail to translate into actual behaviour24–28. In 
addition, even though people report that they value the environ-
mental attributes of products, their behaviour may still be driven 
primarily by price and convenience rather than whether the product 
is sustainable2. Research on social norms and feedback has shown 
that behaviourally informed approaches can encourage energy sav-
ings, but in this context, people do not incur any monetary cost (and 
they may even save money)29–31. By conducting field experiments 
in which participants are not aware that they are in an experiment, 
and by making the choice of pro-environmental products costly, 
our research also addresses these issues. Our experiments include 
non-green products that are cheaper than green alternatives, which 
is a realistic situation in several product categories in which cost 
may represent a barrier to green product adoption6.

Finally, previous research has found that certain groups may 
respond negatively to behaviourally informed interventions aimed 
at encouraging sustainable behaviour, including the labelling tech-
nique12,32,33. This poses a challenge for organizations when try-
ing to persuade a large and diverse population to adopt desired  
behaviours. Research on the theory of consumer informedness34 
has shown that different population segments react differently to 
how product attributes are presented and that organizations can 
use different strategies depending on their available consumer 
information (as a counterexample, individual political ideology 
or pro-environmental attitudes are not available in many coun-
tries/organizations). In the context of the green identity labelling 
technique, people who are not motivated to regard themselves as 
environmentally conscious are unlikely to respond to this green 
labelling. On the basis of this logic, we also examined the effect of 
the green identity labelling technique on people who, according to 
their demographic characteristics, we would expect to be more or 
less likely to hold pro-environmental values (study 4). In particular, 
previous literature has consistently found that people with higher 
educational and income levels are more concerned about the envi-
ronment across many countries35–39. In the final study, therefore, 
we tested whether people with these demographic characteristics, 
assessed via geographical information, are more responsive than 
others to the green identity labelling technique.

Online experiment using hypothetical choices
In study 1, using Amazon Mechanical Turk, participants (N = 1,144) 
were asked to participate in a study about shopping behaviour. They 
were told that they could use a hypothetical US$10 coupon to buy 
one product in our virtual store that offered light bulbs and other 
products, and then (hypothetically) receive the unspent money. The 
virtual store contained five products: a compact fluorescent light 
bulb (CFL, the green type of light bulb available at the time); a pack-
age of incandescent light bulbs; and three more-expensive electronic 
products unrelated to the environment to replicate the natural set-
ting of an online store (rather than the setting of a choice experi-
ment). All products were at the market price at the time of the study. 
Participants were randomly assigned, in a 2 × 4 between-subject 
design, to see (or not see) a green identity label next to the CFL 
(‘This product is for green shoppers’) across four types of discounts: 
5% or 15% on the CFL, 5% on the incandescent light bulbs, and no 
discount. Figure 1 shows the virtual store used in this study and in 
study 2. Figure 2 shows the results. Pairwise comparisons indicate 
that when there was no discount, participants were more likely to 
choose the eco-friendly light bulb under the green identity label-
ling condition (66.9%) than without the label (56.2%), P = 0.06. 
However, as hypothesized, when there were discounts on the CFL, 
such sizable differences between conditions with the green iden-
tity label and without it were unlikely. Using a 15% discount, the 
values were 52.8% and 48.6%, respectively (P = 0.48); using a 5% 

discount, the values were 58.5% and 51.8%, respectively (P = 0.26). 
The same happened when using a 5% discount on the incandescent 
light bulbs (59.1% with and 51.8% without the green identity label, 
P = 0.21). We also found that in the presence of the green identity 
label, a 15% discount on the CFL reduced the likelihood of choosing 
a CFL (from 66.9% to 52.8%, P = 0.02). This suggests that a discount 
may discourage a sustainable (hypothetical) choice in the presence 
of the green identity labelling technique. In the absence of the label, 
the discounts yielded much smaller differences compared with the 
no-label/no-discount condition (P = 0.46, P = 0.20 and P= 0.45 
for the 5% and 15% discount of the CFL and 5% discount for the 
incandescent bulb, respectively). However, in this study there were 
neither actual consequences of any choice nor actual benefits of  
discounts, a limitation that motivated the next study.

Laboratory experiment using incentive-compatible choices
In study 2, passersby in downtown Pittsburgh were given a US$5 
coupon redeemable for products in exchange for going to a 
nearby laboratory and completing a short survey about their atti-
tudes toward Pittsburgh. After answering the survey on a com-
puter, participants were presented with an online store, similar to 
the previous study (Fig. 1), where they could redeem their cou-
pon. Participants (N = 611) were randomly assigned, in a 2 × 2 
between-subject design, to see the green identity label (‘This prod-
uct is for green shoppers’) next to the CFL image (versus no green 
identity label) and/or a 15% discount (versus no discount) on the 
CFL. After participants chose a product, they received a code to 
present at the exit from the lab, where they actually received the 
unspent cash and the product they had purchased. Figure 3 shows 
the differences between experimental conditions. We found that 
more people bought the CFL when there was a green identity label 
and no discount, as compared with the control condition that had 
no label or discount (47.4% versus 41.0%, P = 0.09); this difference 
was marginally statistically significant. This difference was much 
smaller when there was a discount (43.0% versus 43.3%, P = 0.93). 
The discount (with no label) had no sizable effect compared with 
the control group (P = 0.35). The effect of the green identity label 
and its combination with a discount replicated the main results 
of study 1 in a setting in which choices had real consequences. 
However, a limitation of the study was that the money used to pur-
chase products was provided by the researcher, and people may 
spend their own money differently from the way they spend money 
that was just obtained in an experiment.

Field experiment in a store
In study 3, we examined the effect of the green identity labelling 
technique on a different product that could be purchased in an 
actual retail setting: costly reusable bags (in lieu of obtaining a free 
disposable plastic bag). The field experiment was conducted in a toy 
store at the checkout counter of the store. Customers (N = 2,537) 
could take away their store purchases in an eco-friendly reusable 
bag, which they had to buy, or in a free plastic bag. Each customer 
who approached the counter was given a flyer advertising reusable 
bags offered in the store (which were prominently displayed in a 
nearby stack), and on the flyer, they indicated their choice between 
a free plastic bag and the reusable bag. For approximately half of 
the customers (randomly assigned), the flyer included the green 
identity label message: ‘Those who care about the environment take 
reusable bags.’ A second experimental manipulation orthogonally 
crossed with the green identity labelling message randomly varied 
the existence and level of a price discount (no discount, 20% off and 
40% off). The customer left the store after she or he paid and the 
bag clerk put all the products in the chosen bag. Because there were 
no relevant differences in results between the two price-discount 
manipulations, we focused the analysis on the effect of the green 
identity labelling technique in the presence or absence of any  
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discount (similar to study 2). Results with each discount level are in 
the Supplementary Information.

As shown in Fig. 4, with no discount, customers were more 
likely to buy an eco-friendly reusable bag when it was advertised 
with the green identity label (27.7%) than when it was not (20.9%), 
P = 0.02. However, as in the previous studies, this difference was 
much smaller when a discount was added (29.9% with the label 
versus 28.9% without the label, P = 0.66). In this case, the dis-
count by itself had a positive effect on reusable bag purchases as 
compared with the no labelling/discount condition (28.9% versus 
20.9%, P < 0.01). Therefore, across settings, we found a consistent 
positive effect of the green identity labelling technique to promote 
eco-friendly choices, and advertising price promotions may deter 
its effect even when people actually have to buy a green product. 
The advertised discount alone seemed to have different results, 
depending on the method.

Field experiment using an e-mail marketing campaign
In study 4, we aimed to examine the green identity labelling tech-
nique in a large marketing campaign. Price discounts were not 
included in this study. The study was conducted by a large Latin 

American retailer via an e-mail marketing campaign to promote 
eco-friendly products. The company selected a sample of customers 
(N = 210,043) who were tagged as potential consumers for refrigera-
tors, washers and/or dryers on the basis of an inside classification 
used by the company. At our request, they stratified the sample by 
whether the customer lived in a district with a high level of educa-
tion and income, as compared with other districts in Chile where 
the experiment took place, and by age (see Methods). The districts 
with high educational and income levels were defined using the 
Human Development Index40 before running the experiment. We 
focused on these characteristics because education and income 
were key variables correlated with sustainable intentions or choices 
in our previous studies as well on the basis of a national survey (see 
Methods). In addition, income and education have been shown in 
previous research to correlate with pro-environmental values35–39. 
This study was preregistered before the marketing campaign was 
launched, including hypotheses and analyses.

The company randomly varied the subject line in the e-mail 
marketing campaign. In the green identity labelling condition, they 
used ‘For those who care for the environment’. In the control condi-
tion, they used a generic subject line: ‘The best products for your 

Select one product and then proceed to check out clicking the <proceed> button at the end of this page.
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Fig. 1 | ‘My Store’ used in study 1 and study 2. a, Study 1. b, Study 2.
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home.’ Both conditions included, in the subject line, the header ‘The 
best sustainable white goods by [company name.com].’ See Fig. 5 
for the subject line in its original language and how it looked on a 
desktop or mobile phone. In addition, in both conditions, people 
who downloaded the image (html) of the e-mail could see a list 
of refrigerators, washers and dryers with their pictures, as well as 
some information about whether the appliance consumed water or 
energy more efficiently. The beginning of the e-mail repeated the 
information provided in the subject line. Prices were not included.

We found that the green identity labelling technique increased 
the sales of the advertised white goods (refrigerators, washers and 
dryers) by 21.5% during the campaign when the total amount of 
white goods purchased by people assigned to the labelling group was 
compared with that in the control group. The conversion ‘lift’, which 
is a common outcome measurement for digital and e-mail market-
ing campaigns, also increased by 17.1% due to the green identity 
labelling technique (with a baseline conversion of 0.177%, or 187 
purchases, in the control group). Lift is the ratio of conversion rates, 
or the likelihood of purchasing the advertised white goods, between 
the green identity labelling condition and the control condition. 
The simple difference in purchase rates of advertised white goods, 
between the labelling and control conditions, was 0.03%, which is 
similar to several successful digital marketing interventions con-
ducted by worldwide online organizations41. This difference was 
significant only at the 10% level (P = 0.08) using a two-tailed test 
to be consistent with the previous studies. Considering the same 
measure of ‘lift,’’ studies 1, 2 and 3 showed that the green identity 
labelling technique increased eco-friendly choices by 19.0%, 15.6% 
and 32.5%, respectively.

We also found that the green identity labelling effect may be 
stronger for people living in districts with a high income and edu-
cational level (lift = 30.2%, P = 0.09, as compared with the control 
group in this stratum). People living in the rest of the districts, with 
a lower income/education, showed a smaller difference (lift = 10.6%, 
P = 0.36), and so a negative effect of the green identity labelling 
technique is very unlikely in this case.

Finally, we conducted two analyses as robustness checks (falsi-
fication tests) using non-advertised products and a placebo period, 
finding no effect, which helps to rule out the possibility that spuri-
ous factors can explain the main positive results of the green iden-
tity label on the advertised white goods (see Methods).

Discussion
We find, consistently across studies, that the green identity label-
ling technique can promote purchases of sustainable items that are 
more costly than non-green substitutes. The green identity labelling 
technique showed effect sizes similar to those observed in previous 
field studies examining behaviourally informed interventions42,43. 
However, green identity labelling does not encourage additional 
sustainable purchases if combined with price discounts. This insight 
is particularly relevant for organizations and policymakers explor-
ing ways to promote eco-friendly consumption; an initiative that 
also offers a discount to appeal to green consumers may not be cost 
effective because the discount does not promote the product fur-
ther than green identity labelling. Identifying the specific impact of 
the green identity labelling technique and its interaction with price 
discounts also contributes to an ongoing discussion about the ideal 
combination of behaviourally informed interventions, nudges and 
standard policy tools44–46.

Testing behaviourally informed marketing strategies for encour-
aging pro-environmental behaviour in the field contributes new 
insights to, and confidence in the results of, past lab studies. Field 
and lab studies can complement one another, with the former pro-
viding greater ecological validity and the latter enabling tighter con-
trols. In the absence of the green identity label, the price discount 
showed different effects across studies 1–3 compared with baseline 
(no discount). These differences may be due to differences between 
lab and field experiments47,48, but could also result from other dif-
ferences between the studies. For example, the discounts were pro-
portionately smaller in studies 1 and 2 than in study 3 (although 
in absolute terms, they were very similar). In addition, there were 
differences across studies in the type of product and context (for 
example, in study 3, the reusable bag was integrated with a large 
purchase and it was a more visible purchase compared with CFLs in 
studies 1 and 2, see Supplementary Information).

The green identity labelling technique alone showed a remark-
ably consistent positive effect across settings and products. From a 
practical perspective, labelling can motivate important benefits for 
the environment. For example, previous evidence has shown that 
reusable (polypropylene) bags, compact fluorescent light bulbs and 
energy-efficient appliances have a substantially smaller environ-
mental impact than their alternatives (plastic bags, incandescent 
light bulbs and non-energy-efficient appliances)49,50. In addition, 
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unlike previous research, we did not find any evidence of a negative 
effect of the green identity labelling technique for certain groups. 
Future research should examine in the field the effect of additional 
individual characteristics, such as political ideology in polarized 
countries or responsiveness to product price information and label-
ling techniques.

Environmental protection and sustainable consumption cur-
rently play an important role in the political and economic realms of 
life. Governments and organizations have paid attention to different 
behaviourally informed approaches to motivate green behaviour44. 
In our studies, the green identity labelling technique exploited 
people’s image-related motivations rather than providing energy or 
environmental information to compare product characteristics. In 
fact, this type of information may not be that relevant in certain 
contexts. For example, in our case, the large majority of people rec-
ognized that CFLs and reusable bags are pro-environmental prod-
ucts (see Supplementary Information). More broadly, behavioural 
sciences can provide an extensive set of tools to motivate societal 
changes, which need to be tested in combination with more stan-
dard policy tools such as financial incentives. As corporate social 
responsibility becomes a key driver of consumption in today’s 
world, firms and nonprofit organizations can advance their interests 
as well as environmental goals by making use of the green identity 
labelling technique.

Methods
Study 1. We advertised a short survey about online shopping in Amazon 
Mechanical Turk51. As appreciation for their participation, participants who 
completed the study received US$0.20. Participants (N = 1,144; mean age = 31.4; 
62.0% female), who lived in the United States, were asked to hypothetically buy one 
product from a virtual store. They were told that they could use a (hypothetical) 
US$10 coupon to buy one of these products and keep the (hypothetical) money 
they did not spend. The store included three 20-watt CFLs (an energy-efficient 
option) for US$6.09, eight incandescent light bulbs (a non-energy-efficient option) 
for US$6.06, and three accessory products (six plug adaptors for US$7.47, a CAT5e 
patch cable for US$7.49 and an LED blue bulb for US$7.87). For each product there 
was an image and a brief description. As described earlier, we randomly assigned 
whether the energy-efficient light bulb had a green identity label of ‘This product is 
for green shoppers’ and whether it had a 15% or 5% discount. Final prices did not 
change (that is, CFLs always had a price of US$6.09). We also included conditions 
in which the incandescent light bulbs had a 5% discount. Therefore, there were 
eight experimental conditions: 2 (with and without the label) × 4 (no discount, 5% 
on CFL, 15% on CFL and 5% on incandescent). After participants chose a product, 
they answered a few demographic questions. Then they answered a few questions 

about CFLs (for example, whether they had heard of or bought CFLs and reasons 
to buy or not buy CFLs, such as price, quality) and some standardized scales 
about frugality52, pro-environmental values53 and attitudes about money54 (see the 
Supplementary Information for a list of all variables). In the analysis, we excluded 
57 observations (out of the original 1,201) because, on the basis of their IP 
address and demographic variables, we deemed that there was a risk that the same 
participant had responded more than once (results do not qualitatively change if 
these observations are included). Our dependent variable was whether participants 
chose the energy-efficient option (1 if yes, 0 if no). We ran logit regressions 
using each of the experimental conditions as independent variables, leaving the 
no-discount and no-label condition as the baseline.

Study 2. We conducted a lab experiment in two locations in downtown Pittsburgh. 
One location was a lab placed in the food court of a building with business offices 
The other was a ‘data truck,’ which is a mobile lab with several computers inside 
that was parked in a busy area of the city, far from universities to avoid a student 
population that may have no need for light bulbs. Six hundred eleven participants 
(mean age = 34.7; 57.4% female) took part in the study. Participants received a 
US$5 coupon, which they used in our virtual store after answering an unrelated 
survey. Once they accessed the online store, participants were told that they could 
buy one of the products by redeeming their coupon and receive the unspent 
cash (‘you will keep any money from the US$5 that you don’t spend’). Similar 
to study 1, the online store presented participants with the option to purchase 
an energy-efficient CFL for US$2.45 each or a package of four standard 60-watt 
incandescent light bulbs for US$1.27, both at the market price at the time of the 
study. We also included three more-expensive and less-practical products not 
related to the environment to replicate the natural setting of an online store (rather 
than the setting of a choice experiment): a three-way light switch for US$3.97, two 
15-amp plugs for US$3.98 and a G8 halogen for US$3.99.

In contrast to study 1, an actual discount was applied in this case (that is, the 
CFL could be purchased for US$2.08 in the discount condition). After they chose 
the product, participants were asked to answer a few questions (all questions are  
in the Supplementary Information). We ran a logit model using the CFL choice 
as the dependent variable (1 if yes, 0 if not) comparing between experimental 
conditions. In this case, we controlled for participants’ occupation as we found that 
groups were not homogeneous by occupation (unbalanced groups may occur  
by chance). In particular, the control condition was significantly less likely to 
have students (P = 0.03), and there were differences across conditions regarding 
employed participants (P = 0.05). Previous research has shown relevant differences 
in energy savings at university residences as compared with a general population55,56. 
Although random assignment was conducted after recruitment, decreasing the 
chance of non-observables being correlated with the treatment, we were concerned 
that adding this specific covariate may have increased the chance of a false positive 
effect because it was a post hoc analysis. We therefore conducted a bootstrap 
procedure with 1,000 repetitions using the same logit model. In each repetition, 
we randomized the experimental conditions, varied the covariate (for example, 
age, gender, occupation and so on) included in the model and measured the false 
positive rate (that is, simulating that the green identity label would be significantly 
different from the control condition to predict CFL purchases). Using a 5% 
significance level, we found that the false positive rate was 0.068, which indicates 
that it is unlikely that our result came from arbitrarily using the covariate occupation 
in the analysis. For consistency, in the Supplementary Information we also show the 
result with occupation as a covariate in study 1 (the results are nearly the same).

Study 3. This study was conducted in a retail store in Chile. Customers who 
decided to buy a product went to the checkout counter to pay. At the checkout 
counter, an individual, who for all intents and purposes was working as a bag 
clerk but who was actually a research assistant blinded to the study’s goal, asked 
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Fig. 4 | Customers’ purchases of reusable bags (study 3). Error bars 
represent ±1 SE.

Fig. 5 | Subject lines of e-mails received by customers on a computer 
or mobile phone. the company name has been redacted. In Spanish, 
refrigerators and washers/dryers are called ‘línea blanca’ products. 
translation: ‘Para quienes cuidan el medio ambiente’: ‘For those who care 
for the environment’; ‘Los mejores productos para tu hogar’: ‘the best 
products for your home’; ‘Destacados en Línea blanca Sustentable por …’: 
‘the best sustainable white goods by…’.
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customers whether they would prefer to use a free plastic bag or buy a reusable 
bag to carry their purchases. Each customer indicated their choice using a flyer 
advertising the reusable bags. Customers could also tell the bag clerk that they did 
not want any bag. The flyer stated in Spanish: ‘Los que cuidan el medio ambiente 
llevan reusable’ (‘Those who care about the environment take reusable bags’). 
Although our intention was to use the ‘green shopper’ message like in study 1, 
in Spanish ‘green shopper’ may have a meaning not related to the environment. 
The flyer could also indicate (depending on the experimental condition) the 
discount on the reusable bag. The final price was held constant across conditions 
because the store requested that all customers pay the same final price for the bags. 
Previous research has shown that framing a discount affects perceived savings 
and purchases57,58. Customers were assigned to experimental conditions on the 
basis of a random order established at the outset of the study. Handing a flyer to 
each customer helped us to avoid experimental contamination, as the bag clerk 
requested the flyer back every time. A total of 2,537 customers (69.9% female; 
approximate age = 39.0 yr) were part of the study. A second research assistant, 
a few steps behind the counter and also blinded to the goal of the experiment, 
recorded the gender and approximate age of the person, the amount purchased 
(in CLP$), whether customers were buying by themselves or with someone else 
and the number of products purchased (all collected variables are detailed in 
the Supplementary Information). In a preliminary study (see Supplementary 
Information), an additional research assistant also measured whether customers 
visibly spent some time reading the flyer and surveyed a subsample of customers 
at the exit from the store and asked their opinion on reusable bags and how much 
they cared about the environment (from 1, ‘not at all’, to 7, ’very much’). We found 
that almost all shoppers (92.9%) paid attention to the flyer to some degree. From 
the subsample of surveyed customers, 97.0% considered the reusable bag to be an 
eco-friendly option, and 77.3% reported that they cared about the environment 
(they scored 5 or greater on this scale). We ran a logit model using as the 
dependent variable whether customers bought a reusable bag (1 if yes, 0 if no), and 
as independent variables the experimental conditions, with the no-discount and 
no-label condition as the baseline. We also tested in the store whether ‘any message’ 
(‘bags are blue and can be bought in the store’) may trigger more reusable bag 
purchases. We found that this would be unlikely (see Supplementary Information).

Study 4. We preregistered a study conducted by a large retailer using an e-mail 
marketing campaign (https://aspredicted.org/s5b77.pdf). For the sample selection 
procedure, we asked the company to use the top ten districts in the country with 
the highest Human Development Index on the basis of income and education and 
customers below and above 30 years old. All these strata were preselected before 
running the study. In our first two studies, in which we collected participants’ 
educational level, we found that people were more likely to choose the CFL 
under the green identity label versus no green identity label when they had at 
least a college education (P < 0.01 for the online study and P = 0.05 for the lab 
study). There was no relevant difference for lower levels of education (P = 0.89 
for the online study and P = 0.84 for the lab study). In addition, a national survey 
conducted by the Chilean Ministry of the Environment showed that people with 
high socioeconomic status were much more willing to buy eco-friendly products 
than those with lower socioeconomic status59. This is consistent with research 
showing that income/education are correlated with people’s pro-environmental 
behaviour. In the case of age, our previous studies did not show any clear 
heterogeneous effect. However, previous research showed that age correlates 
with pro-environmental behaviour in some countries35–39 (see Supplementary 
Information for results by age).

As indicated previously, the subject line was randomly varied to examine the 
effect of the green identity labelling technique. In AsPredicted.org, in addition to 
the subject lines, we included that the e-mail’s subject header would say ‘The best 
in appliances for those who care for the environment’ for the labelling condition 
(in Spanish: ‘Destacados en línea blanca para quienes cuidan el medio ambiente’). 
However, the company ended up using the same header for both conditions (‘The 
best sustainable white goods by [company name]’) as indicated in Fig. 5). The 
retailer, through a third-party application, obtained e-mail opening rates. However, 
some e-mail service providers do not open inserted images (html) by default, and 
some spam filters are activated depending on the words used in the subject. This 
has been previously reported60. It is important to note that a person could see 
the manipulation (subject and header) regardless of whether the html image was 
loaded. In fact, one could open the e-mail, and if the html image was not displayed, 
as is the default for many e-mail services, it would not count as opened. In the 
image inserted in the e-mail (both conditions), there were pictures of white goods 
with water and energy consumption information next to each product picture.

The company had transactional information on all customers in the 
experiment. They shared anonymized individual data (mean age = 39.8 yr; 60.4% 
female). As indicated in the preregistration, we excluded observations that behaved 
as bots on the website—those with a very significant activity on the company’s 
website (above the 99.9th percentile)—leaving a sample of 210,043 unique 
customers (originally 210,333). We found that the opening rates (provided by 
the third-party company) were vastly different between conditions in a fashion 
opposite to what we predicted (control 42.9% versus labelling 28.6%). Further 
analysis of the discrepancy, by the company, revealed, however, that depending 

on the subject line, the e-mail with the identity labelling technique condition was 
more likely to land in the ‘promotion’ folder for a key Internet service provider, 
whereas the control condition was more likely to land in the standard inbox or 
‘important’ folder. Although the e-mail opening rate could be a key dependent 
variable (as it is a measure easier to impact), this measure ended up presenting 
many problems with different subject lines. Problems with this measure have 
been reported before, especially if subjects lines are not the same61. Regarding 
the visits on the company’s website, customers visited a similar number of web 
pages across conditions (control 3.42 versus labelling 4.01; P = 0.45). Our results 
suggest that despite the lack of more Web visits, customers were more likely to 
buy the advertised product category if they were sent the e-mail under the green 
identity labelling condition, presumably because some fraction read, at least, 
the manipulation with the subject line. Previous studies have shown that people 
recall the content of digital advertising regardless of whether they click on the ad, 
which they consciously avoid doing62. In addition, as this is one of the major retail 
companies in the region, people are used to accessing their website directly. In 
our case, the correlation between whether the e-mail was opened and customers’ 
visits to the company’s website was very small (r = 0.0008, P= 0.72), suggesting that 
customers could arrive at the website regardless of whether the html image was 
loaded. Purchase rates were analysed using a logit model. The dependent variable 
was whether people bought a product in the advertised white goods (1 if yes, 0 if 
not), and the independent variable was whether the e-mail’s subject contained the 
green identity labelling technique. In addition, we controlled for past expenses 
(total and in white goods), past Web visits to white goods products, gender and the 
preregistered strata.

We also conducted two analyses as robustness checks (falsification tests) to  
test the validity of our main results. First, we examined purchases of product 
categories that were not part of the e-mail marketing campaign, so we expected  
to find no effect. The company provided data on computers and shoes. We found 
that differences were very unlikely between the green identity labelling and  
control group for computers (lift = −6.4%; P = 0.64) and for shoes (lift = 2.5%; 
P = 0.39), respectively. Differences for people living in top educational/income 
districts were also small, and the effects were not distinguishable from zero, 
P = 0.73 and P = 0.43 for computers and shoes, respectively. In the second 
robustness check, we examined the purchase conversion rate of advertised white 
goods for the same number of days as the campaign, but using sales from the 
previous month (that is, a placebo period). So, again, we expected no effect. In  
fact, we found that relevant differences are unlikely between those in the green 
identity label and the control condition in this placebo period (lift = 9.4%, 
P = 0.37). The same analysis indicated that there was no difference in purchases of 
white goods one month before the campaign for people living in top educational/
income districts (lift = −2.1%, P = 0.98).

Data availability
All the data used in studies 1, 2 and 3 and the Stata codes for all studies are 
available from the corresponding author upon request. Because of a non-disclosure 
agreement, sample data for study 4 would require authorization by the company.
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Supplementary Methods 

S1. The following is a list of all variables collected for Study 1 

- Date.
- Decision time.
- Product choice.
- Experimental condition.
- Gender.
- Age.
- Occupation (49.9% Paid employment, full or part-time; 10.7% Unemployed and looking
for work; 2.9% Unemployed but not currently looking for work; 10.9% A homemaker;
22.3% A student; 2.3% Retired; 1% Disabled).
- Race (78.5% White; 5.9% Black or African-American; 9.7% Asian; 5.1% Hispanic; and
0.8% American Indian or Alaska Native / Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander).
- Educational background (1.2% Some high school – incomplete; 11.8% High school
diploma; 37.4% Some college – incomplete; 33.6% Undergraduate college degree (BS,
BA); 16.0% Graduate degree (MA, PhD, MBA, etc.)).
- Annual household income (22.7% $0 to $20,000; 22.5% $20,000 to $39,999; 20.8%
$40,000 to $59,999; 14.6% $60,000 to $79,999; 8.5% $80,000 to $99,999; 9.0% $100,000
to $199,999; 1.9% $200,000 or more).
- Home owner or renter (43.9% Own; 50.5% Rent; 5.6% Other).
- New ecological paradigm (M = 3.58, SD = 0.74).
- Tightwad and spendthrift scale (M = 13.9, SD = 4.24).
- Frugality scale (M = 4.30, SD = 0.64).
- Questions about CFLs (self-report): 93.2% had heard about CFLs and 75.7% had bought
CFLs before the study.
- Why they might not buy CFLs (multiple choice): 57.0%, more expensive than
incandescent light bulbs; 12.6%, lower quality compared to incandescent light bulbs;
27.6%, contains mercury; 13.9%, don't want to change my incandescent light bulbs; 14.5%
Other.
- Why they might buy CFLs (multiple choice): 66.5%, to save money; 73.1%, to protect the
environment (72.5% and 73.7% for conditions with and without the green identity label,
respectively); 7.2% Other.
- Number of CFLs at home (M = 2.70, SD = 1.30).
- Open-ended questions: Please explain your product selection in the online store; Please
give us your opinion about this study.
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S2. The following is a list of all variables collected for Study 2 

- Date.
- Product choice.
- Experimental condition.
- Gender.
- Age.
- Occupation (56.0% Paid employment, full or part-time; 4.8% Self-employed; 5.1%
Unemployed and looking for work; 1.3% Unemployed but not currently looking for work;
1.3% A homemaker; 26.5% A student; 2.8% Retired; 1.3% Disabled).
- Race (70.7% White; 17.4% Black or African-American; 7.2% Asian; 3.4% Hispanic; and
1.3% American Indian or Alaska Native / Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander).
- Educational background (1.6% Some high school – incomplete; 11.8% High school
diploma; 28.6% Some college – incomplete; 35.8% Undergraduate college degree (BS,
BA); 22.1% Graduate degree (MA, PhD, MBA, etc.)).
- Annual household income (26.2% $0 to $20,000; 14.7% $20,000 to $39,999; 15.4%
$40,000 to $59,999; 9.8% $60,000 to $79,999; 9.6% $80,000 to $99,999; 14.9% $100,000
to $199,999; 5.9% $200,000 or more; 3.5% did not respond).
- Home owner or renter (38.0% Own; 51.9% Rent; 10.1% Other).
- New ecological paradigm (M = 3.55, SD = 0.66).
- Tightwad and spendthrift scale (M = 15.01, SD = 3.61).
- Questions about CFLs (self-report): 88.5% had heard about CFLs and 68.9% had bought
CFLs before the study.
- Why they might not buy CFLs (multiple choice): 47.6%, more expensive than
incandescent light bulbs; 8.7%, lower quality compared to incandescent light bulbs; 20.4%,
contains mercury; 8.5%, don't want to change my incandescent light bulbs; 20.3%, don't
like the quality of light produced by CFLs; 17.8% Other.
- Why they might buy CFLs (multiple choice): 52.7%, to save money; 72.2%, to protect the
environment (71.2% and 73.1% for conditions with and without the green identity label,
respectively); 7.7% Other.
- Number of CFLs at home (M = 2.55, SD = 1.35).
- Open-ended questions: Please give us your opinion about the survey.
- Instructions provided to participants: “Now it’s time to redeem your coupon in our online
store. Your coupon is worth $5. We require you to buy ONE product, but you can keep any
change (in cash) from the money you don’t use. Click <Proceed> and you will be
connected to MyStore, our online store. Enjoy your shopping!” Then, in the online store
page: “Welcome to MyStore. Today's products are ELECTRICAL DEVICES you can use
at home. You will see a set of products with their prices. Some products may have special
discounts. Select ONE product you want to buy. Remember that you will keep any money
from the $5 that you don't spend. At the end of the study, you will receive a code. Please
present that code to the receptionist to immediately receive your product and cash change.”
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S3. The following is a list of all variables collected for Study 3 
 
- Date. 
- Bag choice. 
- Experimental condition. 
- Gender. 
- Age. 
- Purchased amount in CLP$. 
- Number of people purchasing. 
- Number of products. 
- Perceived size of the purchase. The research assistant recorded his or her perception of the 
volume/size of the purchase (small, medium or large). 
- Whether the purchased was paid in cash or by a debit/credit card. The store allowed their 
customers to pay with debit/credit card in the last few months of the Study (for just 36% of 
the observations). We do not find an association between paying in cash (vs. credit/debit 
card) and choosing to buy a reusable bag. 
- The research assistants also gathered information on whether the customer did not pay 
attention to the flyer (N = 11) and whether the customer asked if the reusable bag was free 
(N = 68), in spite of the flyer indicating the bag cost. Excluding these observations reduces 
the standard errors of the results shown in the manuscript. 
- Survey questions at the store exit (only a subsample of customers: 40% of customers): 
Why did you choose a reusable or plastic bag?; Did you see the sign that the store was 
selling reusable bags?; and What do you think about it? (many people did not look at the 
stack of reusable bags beside the sign); What do you think about the discount? (if they saw 
a discount); Do you have reusable bags?; Do you use them?; Do you think that they are 
environmentally friendly?; Do you care about the environment (from 1: “not at all” to 
7:”very much”). Questions were open-ended (except for the last two). Seventy-six percent 
of the subsample reported that they cared about the environment, and 97.0% considered the 
reusable bag to be an eco-friendly option (96.3% and 97.7% for conditions with and 
without the green identity label, respectively). 
 
Note: It is unlikely that a person participated more than once given the type of store and the 
fact that we conducted the experiment only for a few hours a day. Although this may be 
possible, research assistants did not report any person claiming to have participated before. 
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S4. The following is a list of all variables collected for Study 4 

Data collection was conducted by a company that shared limited, anonymized data. 

- Experimental condition.
- Pre-selected strata (30.4% of the sample belonged to the high/income districts).
- District.
- Age.
- Gender.
- Number of children (this may be outdated).
- Email activity (open, time/date opened, unsubscription, time/date of unsubscription, click, 
email provider, OS, device and browser) registered by their software that may depend on 
the server, as discussed in Methods.
- Total amount (accumulated) for refrigerators, washing machines and dryers (“white 
goods”) and total for the previous year.
- Total amount of white goods and number of SKUs bought in the past (previous three 
months).
- Amount spent during the campaign (total and on white goods, shoes, and computers, 
online and overall). Stoves were also shared, but sales were insignificant.
- Amount spent in the placebo period on white goods (online and overall).
- Amount spent one month after the campaign on white goods (online and overall).
- Total orders through the website during the campaign.
- Web visits (total and for white goods).
- Past Web visits (total and for white goods).
- Frequency and recency of purchases and visits to the website. 

Note: For the conversion and lift measures, we converted the amount spent into a dummy 
variable (=1 if sales were positive, 0 if not). 
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S5. Additional Analyses (Study 1) 
 

• Results controlling for occupation as in Study 2, effect of the green identity label 
(vs. No Label): 

o Without any discount: β = 0.52, p = 0.041. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: β = 0.17, p = 0.491. 
o With 5% discount on the CFL: β = 0.23, p = 0.332. 
o With 5% discount on the Incandescent Light Bulb: β = 0.26, p = 0.272. 

 
Results are very similar to the ones in the main manuscript. 
 

• Results excluding choices of accessory products (i.e., 220 observations out of 1,144; 
i.e., 19.2% of people chose a product other than a CFL or an incandescent light 
bulb), percentage of participants choosing a CFL: 

o Without any discount: Label (75.0%) vs. No label (67.8%), p = 0.210. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: Label (65.2%) vs. No label (63.0%), p = 

0.690. 
o With 5% discount on the CFL: Label (71.6%) vs. No label (66.4%), p = 

0.399. 
o With 5% discount on the Incandescent Light Bulb: Label (71.5%) vs. No 

label (69.8%), p = 0.774. 

The problem with this analysis for this particular study is the green identity 
label and the discount significantly affected participants' choice of an accessory and, 
therefore, there is an endogeneity problem if the results are to be examined 
excluding these observations. It is important to note that in this study there was no 
economic incentive to choose cheaper products. 

• Results excluding student participants (i.e., 255 observations out of 1,144; i.e., 
22.3%), percentage of participants choosing a CFL: 

o Without any discount: Label (70.0%) vs. No label (58.6%), p = 0.075. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: Label (57.1%) vs. No label (49.5%), p = 

0.268. 
o With 5% discount on the CFL: Label (57.4%) vs. No label (53.6%), p = 

0.563. 
o With 5% discount on the Incandescent Light Bulb: Label (63.3%) vs. No 

label (51.4%), p = 0.071. 
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• Results without excluding repetitions: 
o Without any discount: Label (64.3%) vs. No label (54.7%), p = 0.088. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: Label (52.4%) vs. No label (50.7%), p = 

0.771. 
o With 5% discount on the CFL: Label (60.1%) vs. No label (52.4%), p = 

0.177. 
o With 5% discount on the Incandescent Light Bulb: Label (59.5%) vs. No 

label (51.0%), p = 0.143. 
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S6. Additional Analyses (Study 2) 
 

• Results excluding choices of accessory products (i.e., 35 observations out of 611; 
i.e., 5.7% of people chose a product other than a CFL or an incandescent light bulb), 
percentage of participants choosing a CFL: 

o Without any discount: Label (50.7%) vs. No label (43.0%), p = 0.066. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: Label (46.1%) vs. No label (45.8%), p = 

0.995. 

Results are very similar to the ones in the main manuscript. Almost nobody 
chose accessory products when there is an actual economic incentive. 

• Results excluding student participants (i.e., 162 observations out of 611; i.e., 
26.5%), percentage of participants choosing a CFL: 

o Without any discount: Label (57.3%) vs. No label (45.6%), p = 0.063. 
o With 15% discount on the CFL: Label (43.9%) vs. No label (49.5%), p = 

0.367. 
 

  



9 
 

S7. Additional Analyses (Study 3) 
 

• Results excluding choices of "no bag" (i.e., 382 observations out of 2,537; i.e., 
15.1% of people chose to take their purchases without any bag, either reusable or 
plastic), percentage of participants choosing a reusable bag: 

o Without any discount: Label (32.4%) vs. No label (24.5%), p = 0.018. 
o With discount: Label (35.3%) vs. No label (34.1%), p = 0.639. 

Results are very similar to the ones in the main manuscript. 

• Results by each discount level. Percentage of people choosing a reusable bag: 
o Without any discount: Label (27.7%) vs. No label (20.9%), p = 0.021. 
o With 20% discount: Label (31.9%) vs. No label (30.0%), p = 0.542. 
o With 40% discount: Label (27.8%) vs. No label (27.8%), p = 0.997. 

 
Results are very similar to the ones in the main manuscript. They indicate a 

slightly stronger effect of the 20% discount over the 40% discount when there is a 
green identity label. This is consistent with Dubé, Luo, and Fang (2017).1 They 
found that for a movie ticket promotion that offered discounts and/or a charity 
contribution, only moderate and large (vs. small) donations negatively interacted 
with price discounts. 
 

• Results using the median split of the relative total purchase amount (i.e., price of the 
bag over the total purchased amount): 

o High purchase amount: 
 Without any discount: Label (33.8%) vs. No label (26.2%), p = 0.091. 
 With discount: Label (34.7%) vs. No label (32.5%), p = 0.505. 

o Low purchase amount: 
 Without any discount: Label (22.3%) vs. No label (15.5%), p = 0.076. 
 With discount: Label (25.6%) vs. No label (25.2%), p = 0.916.  

 
This analysis provides suggestive evidence that the impact of the green 

identity label did not depend on the amount purchased (same when combined with a 
discount). We also found that, when the cost of the bag was inserted in a relatively 
expensive purchase, the price discount, compared to control, had a smaller effect 
(6.3%, p = 0.11) than when the bag was inserted in a relatively cheap purchase 
(9.7%, p < 0.01). 

 

                                                           
1 Dubé, J.-P., Luo, X. & Fang, Z. Self-Signaling and Prosocial Behavior: A Cause Marketing Experiment. 
Mark. Sci. 36, 161–186 (2017). 
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• Results when people were accompanied or alone at the moment of purchase. Almost 
half of the sample made their purchase alone (45.6%), 43.1% of purchasers were 
accompanied by one person, 9.3% by two persons, and 2.0% by three or more: 

o Alone: 
 Without any discount: Label (31.4%) vs. No label (25.7%), p = 0.229. 
 With discount: Label (29.9%) vs. No label (28.6%), p = 0.686. 

o Accompanied: 
 Without any discount: Label (25.2%) vs. No label (17.6%), p = 0.047. 
 With discount: Label (29.2%) vs. No label (29.2%), p = 0.985.  

 
This analysis provides suggestive evidence that when people made purchases 

with another person present, the green identity labeling effect was stronger, 
consistent with previous literature about the visibility of green behavior,2 but again, 
there was no difference when a discount was added. In addition, we also found that, 
compared to the control, the price discount had a small effect (not distinguishable 
from zero) when people were buying alone (2.9%, p = 0.48 vs. when people were 
buying with someone else: 11.6%, p < 0.01). 

  

                                                           
2 Brick, C., Sherman, D. K. & Kim, H. S. “Green to be seen” and “brown to keep down”: Visibility moderates 
the effect of identity on pro-environmental behavior. J. Environ. Psychol. 51, 226–238 (2017). 
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S8. Additional Analyses (Study 4) 
 

The following results include one-tailed tests, as we hypothesized that the effect of the 
labeling message would be greater than the control (in the main manuscript, for 
consistency, we only reported two-tailed tests). 

 
• Results by age:  

o For people above age 30: Lift = 20.9%, one-tailed p = 0.039 (two-tailed p = 
0.079, from the difference in conversion rates).  

o For people below age 30: Lift = 6.7%, one-tailed p = 0.356 (two-tailed p = 
0.710, from the difference in conversion rates).  

Younger people seem less affected by the labeling technique. 
 

• Results using purchase conversion after 5 days of the campaign. Note: In the main 
text, results were after 4 days, which was what the company initially sent us (they 
also shared some data after 2 and 7 days, but they are not complete for all analyses 
and they did not use them to evaluate these campaigns):  

o After 4 days (main manuscript): Lift = 17.1%, (one-tailed p = 0.042 and 
two-tailed p = 0.084, from the difference in conversion rates). 

o After 5 days: Lift = 19.9% (one-tailed p = 0.025 and two-tailed p = 0.051, 
from the difference in conversion rates).  

 
• Results using purchase conversion based only on online purchases. Note: In the 

main text, results were based on total purchases.  
o After 4 days: Lift = 19.3% (one-tailed p = 0.043 and two-tailed p = 0.085, 

from the difference in conversion rates). 
 

• Results without controlling for users' behavior and their characteristics, and results 
including observations with a very significant website activity. 

o Without controlling for other observables: Lift = 17.1% (one-tailed p = 
0.057 and two-tailed p = 0.114, from the difference in conversion rates). 

o Including potential "bots": Lift = 13.9% (one-tailed p = 0.069 and two-tailed 
p = 0.139, from the difference in conversion rates). 
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S9. Other studies conducted 

• Test for other messages in the store (after Study 3)
We examined whether any message in the flyer would increase reusable bag 

purchases. There were no discounts highlighted in this test. We compared (N = 187) the 
message “Bags are blue and can be bought in the store” with the control condition from 
Study 3. We found a "zero effect" (β = -0.01, p = 0.97). 

We also compared the above message (“Bags are blue and can be bought in the 
store”) with the labeling message (“Those who care about the environment take reusable 
bags”). By this time, Chile had started to implement a “no plastic bag” policy in many 
cities, which considerably increased the number of purchases with no bag (44.0% of 
purchases). In spite of this, we found, although only directionally, that people (N = 166) 
were more likely to buy a reusable bag (β = 0.61, p = 0.23) under the green identity labeling 
condition than under the "any message" condition.  

• Preliminary field study (before Study 3).
We conducted a preliminary study in two retail boutique stores (one was the same 

toy store as in Study 3, and another store sold products, such as clothes, from different 
entrepreneurs). Like in Study 3, the experiment was conducted at the store’s checkout 
counter where customers (N = 730) had to decide whether they would prefer to use a free 
plastic bag or buy a reusable bag to carry their purchases. We randomly assigned customers 
to four conditions in a 2 (green identity label) × 2 (discount) design. The difference with 
Study 3 was that the discount was framed in dollar terms: $0.25 discount3 (equivalent to a 
25% discount). In this study, there was also a research assistant who recorded whether the 
customer visibly spent some time reading the flyer (93% did). The rest of the procedure 
was the same as in Study 3. 

Results. Without any discount, customers were more likely to buy a reusable bag in 
the green identity label condition (42.5%) than when there was no green identity label 
(control group, 31.3%), p = 0.03. Similarly, with a discount, customers were more likely to 
buy a reusable bag in the green identity labeling condition (45.8%) than a plastic bag as 
compared to when there was only a discount (32.2%), p < 0.01. The discount alone, 
compared to control, had no sizable effect on reusable bag purchases, p = 0.85.  Even 
though the result of this preliminary study shows a clear effect of the green identity labeling 
technique, the discount seems to have no effect by itself. One reason for this may be 
previous research findings that suggest that people are not sensitive to discounts on cheap 

3 The actual price was in the local currency (Chilean pesos), later converted using the exchange rate, and 
adjusted by the Power Purchase Parity (PPP) at the time of the experiment.  
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products framed in dollar terms, but they may be sensitive to them when discounts are 
advertised in percentage terms.4 This led us to use percentage discounts in Study 3. 

 
• Email marketing campaign (pilot) 

Previous to the large email marketing campaign, the company conducted another 
email marketing as a pilot using a very subtle manipulation; using the same subject and 
header, they varied one sentence in a long html image inserted in the email: “highlighted 
products for customers who take care of the environment”, “highlighted products with 
sustainable technology” or “highlighted products.” Including the control condition, all 
messages had a green appeal (green background and a leaf). There was no difference across 
these emails regarding with people’s behavior, but this study helped to support the idea of 
modifying the subject line and header if it was not possible to include a stronger 
manipulation in the email’s content. 
 

                                                           
4 Krishna, Aradhna, Richard Briesch, Donald R. Lehmann, and Hong Yuan (2002), “A meta-analysis of the 
impact of price presentation on perceived savings,” Journal of Retailing, 78 (2), 101–18. 
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