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1 Introduction

In December 2022, the French Minister of Economy and Finance, announced the upcoming cre-

ation of a regulated green savings product that would o�ered by banks. This product will be

transparent, and controls will ensure that savings are directed towards projects in line with the

objective of carbon neutrality. For French authorities, simplicity and transparency are prerequi-

site to overcoming the potential barriers to the mobilization of savings against global warming.

Indeed, while 60% of the French population expresses an interest in the environmental and soci-

etal impact of their savings (OpinionWay, 2020), a large majority of savers believe that banks are

not transparent (IFOP, 2022). In addition, the level of �nancial and ESG literacy as well as the

level of participation in �nancial markets are modest in France compared to some other OECD

countries (UK and Germany, for instance).1

Looking beyond the French context, understanding the signi�cance individuals place on the

transparency of their savings is crucial for at least two reasons. First, it determines the appro-

priateness of developing green and transparent bank savings products to align with household

preferences. Second, on a broader scale, it may very well be the case that the highest potential for

new green funding originates from individuals' savings. In 2021, in the EU, deposits amounted

to e9.7 trillion. In comparison, the EU budget for the European Green Deal Investment Plan is

e503 billion. These �gures underscore that the �ght against climate change cannot solely rely

on �sophisticated� investors choosing ESG funds over conventional ones. To �move the trillions�

(Sirkis et al., 2015) necessary for mitigating climate change, it is imperative to explore and an-

alyze every potential funding source. In recent years, a substantial body of academic literature

has concentrated on investors' preferences and willingness to pay (WTP) for responsible invest-

1See Fernandez et al. (2023) for a comparison of �nancial and ESG literacy across countries. See also
Kaustia et al. (2023) for the participation in �nancial markets.
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ments (Riedl and Smeets, 2017; Gutsche and Ziegler, 2019; Hartzmark and Sussman, 2019; Rossi

et al., 2019; Baker et al., 2022; Filippini et al., 2021; Heeb et al., 2023). Regarding transparency,

Gutsche and Ziegler (2019) show that investors are sensitive to the presence of sustainability

certi�cates on investment products. These authors show that the willingness to pay is more im-

portant when a logo exists, especially if it is issued by a government body. Sustainability logos or

certi�cations, along with ESG ratings, encompass diverse dimensions of sustainability and employ

varying methodologies. By narrowing down the focus to the �E� in ESG, our primary objective

is to investigate the signi�cance of di�erent dimensions of transparency for individuals, as well as

their characteristics.

In this paper, we conduct a questionnaire on a panel of 1,075 French individuals who partici-

pate in the �nancial decisions of their household. We choose to work with a sample of individuals

that resembles the general population, a choice that enables us to capture the preferences for

transparency among both sophisticated and non-sophisticated individuals. Most studies on so-

cially responsible investing typically use samples composed of investors possessing a certain level

of �nancial knowledge and familiarity with the investment fund landscape (interest rates, returns,

fees, ESG labels, or market indices, for instance). While these studies provide valuable insights

into the preferences of investors, they often pertain to a subset of �sophisticated� savers. Recent

studies highlight that sustainable �nancial literacy is low, even on panels where �nancial literacy

is high (Filippini et al., 2021). Additionally, Engler et al. (2023) demonstrate, based on a large

panel spanning �ve European countries, that investors with low �nancial literacy might not fully

comprehend the signi�cant impact of higher fees on sustainable investments on their net returns.

Furthermore, we examine transparency along two dimensions; the importance of sector allo-

cation and carbon footprint in individuals' savings decisions. We focus on these two dimensions

since: 1) exclusionary screening represents the main environmental, social, and governance (ESG)
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investment strategy in Europe and 2) there is a growing emphasis on individuals' carbon footprint.

Since the carbon footprint of an individual can dramatically increase because of his/her invest-

ments and savings, we investigate whether individuals express a desire to be informed about this

carbon footprint. We �rst ask respondents whether knowing about the sectors that are funded

by their current and savings accounts, and whether knowing about the carbon footprint of these

bank accounts would guide their �nancial choices. We then assess their sensitivity for such trans-

parency by suggesting that they use (or pay for) a �nancial application that provides this type

of information.

Our paper o�ers three main contributions. First, we establish a robust relationship between

individuals' green consumption values and their concern regarding the transparency of �nancial

products. Our �ndings complement the work of Anderson and Robinson (2022), who, using ad-

ministrative data and actual investment decisions from a large sample of Swedish households,

demonstrate that pro-environment households are not more likely to hold pro-environment port-

folios. Anderson and Robinson (2022) also show that green �nancial engagement is stronger when

informational hurdles are lower. By demonstrating that individuals with high green consumption

values are sensitive to transparency, regardless of its dimensions (sector �nancing and carbon

footprint), our results strengthen the case for potential hurdles. In essence, the lack of trans-

parency hinders the translation of green consumption values into �nancial choices. Finally, by

analyzing individuals' willingness to pay for transparency, we highlight the reluctance of those

with green values to pay for this kind of information. This �nding echoes the results of Anderson

and Robinson (2022), who emphasize the reluctance of pro-environmental individuals to commit

to �nancial products.

Second, we show that the interest for transparency can also be motivated by pecuniary mo-

tivations. Building on recent studies (Anderson and Robinson, 2022; Pedersen et al., 2021), we
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categorize individuals with pecuniary motivations for investing in ESG as those who believe that

environmental considerations will have cash-�ow implications for certain types of �rms. Our

�ndings indicate that increased transparency holds signi�cance for this subgroup of individuals,

irrespective of their green consumption values. Furthermore, these individuals exhibit a higher

willingness to pay (WTP) for obtaining such information.

Finally, we demonstrate that there are common drivers between the interest in transparency

regarding sector allocation and carbon footprint on one hand, and the preferences for sustainable

investing on the other hand. Our analysis reveals that green consumption values and altruistic

values, which are known drivers of sustainable investing (Riedl and Smeets, 2017; Hartzmark and

Sussman, 2019; Brodback et al., 2019; Gutsche, 2019; Brunen and Laubach, 2022), also play a

pivotal role in fostering an interest in transparency.

Our article carries policy implications and o�ers insights for the �nancial industry. First,

we show that transparency, accounting for both dimensions, holds the potential to in�uence the

investment choices of individuals involved in their household's �nancial decisions. The majority

of our sample, which includes both investors who are acquainted with �nancial markets and in-

dividuals who only have current and savings accounts, expressed interest in knowing the sector

allocation and carbon footprint of the investments made with their savings. Our results resonate

with 1) the necessity to �move the trillions� and �nd new sources of funding for the green tran-

sition, and 2) the recent introduction of green deposit solutions by �nancial institutions (such as

Caisse d'épargne, La Nef, HSBC, and Deutsche Bank). These recent initiatives, which combine

simplicity and transparency, seem to have the potential to capture the attention of many savers

and channel a portion of savings towards green or sustainable investments.

Second, despite country-level di�erences, recent studies indicate that household consumption

tends to lean more towards sustainability, particularly in more developed countries (Bartolj et al.,
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2018; Halder et al., 2020). In this context, the mobilization of savings from households with

high green values is set to take on even greater importance in the coming years. Our results

underline the relevance of transparency for these individuals, while also shedding light on their

reluctance to pay for this information. Recently, Laudi et al. (2022) show that advisors impose a

premium on sustainable investors compared to conventional investors. Notably, advisors charge

the highest fees to sustainable investors with low �nancial literacy. Beyond transparency, our

results emphasize that such behavior (i.e. additional costs for less sophisticated investors) may

serve as a disincentive to green investment. Regulators and public authorities should take into

account this potential negative impact.

In addition, our �ndings highlight the weakness of �Impact investing� in the fund industry.

Regarding sustainable investing strategies, the �Exclusion/negative screening� category represents

about 15.0% of the market shares and the �Impact investing� category amounts to about 0.2%

(GSIA, 2022). While our sample is not representative of mutual fund investors, a large proportion

(about 42%) of our respondents express the belief that impact is important or very important for

they �nancial choices. This sentiment holds true for individuals with pecuniary motivations for

sustainable investment and for �nancially secure individuals. Therefore, introducing additional

impact fund solutions could potentially attract more retail investors. Finally, our �ndings suggest

that regulators should consider introducing and reinforcing mandatory disclosures by �nancial in-

stitutions related to environmental impact Such measures could play a crucial role in empowering

individuals to make more informed decisions.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 is dedicated to the development of

the hypotheses, the survey design, the presentation of the sample and the introduction of the

main variables used in the econometric analysis. Our empirical analysis is presented in Section

3. Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper.
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2 Survey design, sample and main variables

2.1 Hypotheses

The existing literature on socially responsible and green investments emphasizes individuals'

preferences and willingness to pay for sustainable assets. These individuals often share common

characteristics. Riedl and Smeets (2017) �nd that investors are drawn to socially responsible

investments (SRI) due to intrinsic social values and reputation-related motives. The individuals

are also willing to sacri�ce part of the �nancial performance to align their portfolios with their

values. Hartzmark and Sussman (2019) �nd a clear inclination towards sustainability among

investors, driven by non-pecuniary motivations such as altruism and experiencing a �warm glow�.

Gutsche and Ziegler (2019) emphasize a signi�cant willingness to pay for sustainable investment

attributes among individuals who share non-�nancial motivations, such as �warm glow�, altruism,

or green values. Similarly, Rossi et al. (2019) address the substantial willingness to pay for

sustainable investment products. In terms of personal characteristics, the literature suggests that

SRI investors are predominantly women (Bauer et al., 2021) and individuals with a high level of

education (Rossi et al., 2019).

Despite the extensive literature, limited evidence exists concerning individuals' sensitivity

to the transparency of their savings.2 Gutsche and Ziegler (2019) discuss the importance of a

�transparency logo� on �nancial products, indicating higher willingness to pay for products that

exhibit such �transparency logo� compared to products lacking certi�cation. In a recent paper,

Heeb et al. (2023) show that investors react to information about the carbon impact of their

investments when choosing in which mutual funds to invest their money.

In this paper, we propose three main assumptions. First, research on SRI indicates that in-

2The preference for transparency has primarily been studied in the marketing literature on consumption
products (e.g., Napolitano et al., 2008, 2010; Galati et al., 2019).
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dividuals inclined towards altruism and environmental values tend to invest more in sustainable

products (e.g., Bauer and Smeets, 2015; Riedl and Smeets, 2017; Hartzmark and Sussman, 2019;

Gutsche and Ziegler, 2019; Brunen and Laubach, 2022). However, recent �ndings on green invest-

ing reveal that households characterized as environmentally conscious do not necessarily maintain

greener investment portfolios (Anderson and Robinson, 2022). The authors attribute this out-

come primarily to the lack of transparency and complexity surrounding information on green

investments, hindering households from e�ciently expressing their green preferences. Based on

these �ndings, we expect transparency to be an important factor in guiding the �nancial choices

of individuals with strong green values. We posit the following:

Hypothesis 1: Individuals with high green consumption values exhibit greater interest for

transparency in terms of sector allocation and carbon footprint of their savings.

Second, pecuniary motives can impact �nancial choices as several studies show that expected

�nancial returns on SRI play a role in individuals' portfolio choice (Bauer and Smeets, 2015;

Riedl and Smeets, 2017). Anderson and Robinson (2022) discuss how households might invest in

ESG-tilted assets solely based on �nancial expectations. They di�erentiate between two investor

types: ESG-aware and ESG-motivated investors (in line with Pedersen et al., 2021). ESG-

aware investors use assets' ESG scores to update their views on risk/expected return trade o�.

In other words, ESG-aware investors anticipate better long-term performance from responsible

investment products compared to conventional ones. By contrast, ESG-motivated investors use

ESG information to align their investment decisions with their personal values. Our hypothesis

is that, even in the absence of strong pro-environmental preferences, individuals may still care

about transparency as a result of purely pecuniary motivations. Therefore, we posit the following

hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Individuals who exhibit pecuniary motivations to invest in ESG assets have
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a greater interest for transparency.

Third, we assume that individuals with high green values are not willing to pay for this

information. In fact, environmentally oriented individuals often display less �nancial engagement,

reducing their likelihood to actively opt for green investments in their pension plans (Anderson

and Robinson, 2022). This result echoes that pro-environmental views are often associated with

the political left, which is often critical of �nancial institutions (Kaustia and Torstila, 2012) and

negatively a�ects sustainable portfolio choices (Gutsche, 2019). We posit:

Hypothesis 3: Individuals with high green values show greater reluctance towards paying for

transparency.

2.2 Sample and survey design

In July 2021, we conducted a survey on a sample of French individuals who participate in the

�nancial decisions of their households.3 The administration of the questionnaire was operated

by Qualtrics Inc., an Internet-based company that specializes in data-gathering through online

surveys. The questions used in this article are part of a larger questionnaire that deals with the

adoption of mobile �nancial applications. To understand this adoption, we focus on individuals

in the working-age, which ranges from 24 to 65 years.4 Our choice was motivated by two main

reasons: 1) the adoption rate of Fintech is very low for older people (Krupa and Buszko, 2023;

Li et al., 2020); and, 2) a signi�cant proportion of the population under the age of 24 (around

3We asked individuals the following question: �Who is responsible for the �nancial decision-making in
your household?�. We kept only the individuals who answered positively to one of the following statements:
�I am responsible for �nancial decisions in my household� or �I am responsible for �nancial decisions in
collaboration with my spouse�.

4This population is made up of 33 million citizens (70% of the French adult population) and holds
between 60% and 70% of the �nancial wealth held by French households (INSEE, Histoire de vie et
Patrimoine, 2017-2018).
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30%) is not employed and have little savings.5 The questionnaire contains multiple parts.6 It

starts with a description of the study, including a data privacy statement that underlines the

anonymity of the respondents. The questionnaire contains only close-ended responses. Types of

possible responses include ordinal �ve-item Likert scales and nominal, interval, and ratio response

types. The survey also contains attention-check questions and �lters that allow us to control for

suspicious response patterns and eliminate low-quality responses. The questionnaire is in French

and we pre-tested the survey via Qualtrics on a sub-sample of 100 individuals. After few minor

modi�cations 7, we launched the �nal questionnaire. Our �nal sample contains 1075 responses.8

We provide the characteristics of our sample in Table 1.

Panel A of Table 1 provides information regarding gender, age, and level of education for

the full sample. The average age is 43.37 years, and about half of the sample has a higher

education degree. Panel B provides information on the type of investment products held by the

respondents. We de�ne four categories with respect to the type of �nancial products held. The

�rst category corresponds to individuals who hold only a current account (no �nancial products).

The second one corresponds to individuals who detain only a savings account. The last two

5See Observatoire des inégalites (2023), https://www.inegalites.fr/Lepatrimoine-selon-l-age
6We have 3 independent sections in our survey. The �rst section is related to the adoption of �ntech

solutions by individuals and their relationship with the information technology (IT). In the second part of
our questionnaire, we assess individuals' personal values and preferences. Finally, the last section serves
to evaluate respondents' level of �nancial well-being and their level of �nancial literacy.

7We conducted a pre-test of our questionnaire to identify potential design �aws that could impact
our data quality. Based on the pilot test, speci�c adjustments were made to the survey. These included
making certain questions �compulsory� as respondents tended to skip non-compulsory questions to expedite
survey completion and receive payment. Additionally, we introduced time limits to address respondents
who completed the survey hastily (�speeders�) to ensure data quality. Attention-check questions were also
incorporated to gauge respondents' attentiveness. We excluded some pilot respondents due to insu�cient
time spent on the survey and incomplete responses.

8Since we do not know the number of invitations sent by Qualtrics, and given the fact that we provided
Qualtrics with the desired sample size of at least 1,000 individuals, we are unable to compute the alternative
response rate for our survey (Callegaro and DiSogra, 2008). The percentage of �usable� responses is 79%
(Polonsky et al., 2012). This number represents the proportion of retained questionnaires (1,075) to the
total number of received questionnaires (1,367).
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categories correspond to individuals who hold �nancial assets either through their life insurance9

or through direct investments (stocks, bonds, or investment funds). As mentioned above, our

sample corresponds to a general working age population panel. As a result, about 43% of the

individuals in our sample do not have any �nancial assets (about 28% of the individuals in our

sample have only a savings account).

2.3 Main variables and scales

To capture multiple dimensions of individuals' preference for transparency, we ask our respon-

dents to provide their agreement with the following statements: 1) �Knowing which sectors are

funded by my current and savings accounts would guide my �nancial choices� (Variable Sector

allocation) and 2) �Knowing the carbon footprint of my current and savings accounts would guide

my �nancial choices� (Variable Carbon footprint). The answers are on a Likert-type scale, rang-

ing from 1=�Strongly disagree� to 5=�Strongly agree�. The results, provided in Panel C of Table

1, indicate that half (50.35%) of the individuals in our sample agree or strongly agree with the

�rst statement, 36.22% of respondents do not agree or disagree, and 13.44% report disagreement

or total disagreement with the importance of such information for their investment decisions.

About 42% of the sample considers the carbon footprint of their savings to be an important

factor for their �nancial decisions. The �nor agree, nor disagree� option is selected by 39.04%

of respondents. Individuals who do not �nd this information valuable represent 19.17% of the

sample.

To elicit individuals' WTP for information about their savings, we present a �ctitious �nancial

9In France, under a French �life insurance� contract (�assurance-vie� in French), the saver undertakes to
make periodic contributions to build up savings. The insurer manages this money (through investments
in mutual funds) to pay a capital or annuities to the bene�ciary. Numerous formulas are available,
depending on the chosen duration and the exit options (payment of an annuity/ payment of capital). The
risks incurred by the policyholder also vary according to the type of formula chosen.
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mobile application to the respondents. We tell them that this application allows them to analyze

their current accounts and their savings (saving accounts, life insurance, etc) with respect to

societal and environmental criteria.10 We explain that using this application does not require any

personal data and that the application does not store any information. The application mainly

allows one to visualize the sectors that the bank �nances with one's savings and calculates one's

carbon footprint. We also give an example to respondents: �You have e1,000 on a �xed rate

savings account in the bank XX. Thanks to the app, you can learn that your money �nances

the real estate (30%), automotive industry (15%), new technologies (15%), �nance and insurance

(20%), and health (20%) sectors. In addition, the application informs you that the carbon

footprint of your savings amounts to 1,786 kg of CO2 per year (equivalent to 1.3 �ights from

Paris to New York).� Then, we ask the respondents how much they would be ready to pay to

download the mobile application. Individuals indicate the price they would be willing to pay

using a slider ranging from 0 to 5 euros. Among all the respondents, 38% of individuals would

be ready to install such an application for free, and 20% of participants would be willing to pay

up to e1 to get the app. Only 7% of respondents would be willing to pay more than 4 euros

to download this application on their device. On average, the individuals who participated in

our questionnaire would be willing to pay 1.27 euros for such an application, with a standard

deviation of 1.48 euros.

In this study, we are particularly interested in the e�ect of personal characteristics on in-

dividuals' preferences and WTP for transparency. The academic literature on SRI preferences

has shown that personal values, altruism, and social preferences play an important role (Riedl

and Smeets, 2017; Hartzmark and Sussman, 2019; Gutsche and Ziegler, 2019; Rossi et al., 2019;

Heeb et al., 2023). Thus, we analyze these characteristics. We �rst measure personal green

10The description of the application is inspired by the RIFT mobile application. Details can be found
at the following address: https://riftapp.fr/
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consumption values. We borrow the scale developed by Haws et al. (2014), which includes six

statements (variable Green values; see Appendix 4 for details). This scale constitutes a parsi-

monious measure of the tendency to express the value of environmental protection through one's

purchases and consumption behaviors. We consider the average of the six Likert scale items. Our

measure of green values thus ranges from 1 (respondents who answered �Strongly disagree� to all

six questions) to 5 (respondents who answered �Strongly agree� to all six questions). Second, we

measure the respondents' altruistic intentions (variable Altruism) using a statement proposed by

Falk et al. (2023) : �I am willing to give to good causes without expecting anything in return.�

In addition, to assess the objective �nancial literacy of respondents, we use the classic �Big 3�

(Lusardi and Mitchell, 2008, see Appendix 4 for details) (variable Financial literacy). More than

50% have one or no correct answer to the Big 3, with only 12% being able to answer all three

questions correctly (see Panel B, Table 1). This re�ects a low level of �nancial literacy. In com-

parison, over 70% of the panel studied by Filippini et al. (2021) answered all three questions

correctly (the same orders of magnitude are found by Anderson and Robinson, 2022). The level

of �nancial literacy appears also lower compared to the broader French population. Based on

an analysis of several questionnaires, Arrondel (2021) concludes that, on average, only 30% of

French individuals correctly answer the three questions, and around 15% do not answer any of

them correctly.11

The literature on sustainable investments has shown that individuals' preference for sus-

tainable assets may be driven by pecuniary motivations (Pedersen et al., 2021; Anderson and

Robinson, 2022). Similarly, interest in transparency may be caused by di�erent beliefs about the

11A few explanations for these di�erences can be put forward. Our sample is not a general population
sample and includes a smaller proportion of both men and individuals over 65 who happen to have the
highest levels of �nancial literacy. In addition, as indicated by Arrondel (2021) results are very sensitive
to the way and context in which the questions are asked. The fact that the �nancial literacy questions
come towards the end of the questionnaire can also have an impact on participants' attention span.
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risk/return trade-o� of responsible assets. Following Anderson and Robinson (2022), we mea-

sure these pecuniary motivations by asking respondents whether they believe that sustainable

investments outperform. Precisely, we ask respondents whether they agree with the following

statement: �Environmentally sustainable investments generate higher returns in the long run�

(Variable Higher returns). Table 1 (Panel C) shows that 35% of the sample agree or strongly

agree with this statement. The agreement rate is a little lower than in Anderson and Robinson

(2022), who use a sample of Swedish households.

Finally, we measure the perceived �nancial security of individuals (variable Financial security ;

see Appendix 4 for details) with a scale proposed by Strömbäck et al. (2017). This variable

o�ers a proxy for �nancial well being.12 Numerous studies have focused on the measures, the

antecedents and/or the �nancial behaviors associated with �nancial well-being (see Mahendru

et al., 2022; Brüggen et al., 2017, for a literature review), and its relationship with general

well-being (Netemeyer et al., 2017). Our approach constitutes an attempt to capture, beyond

income, the potential role that �nancial well-being can play in responsible investment choices.

Table 1 (Panel A) shows that about 44% of the individuals in our sample agree or strongly

agree when answering the following question about their current �nancial situation: �I feel secure

in my current �nancial situation� (Q1). When asked about their retirement, less than 38% of

individuals agree or strongly agree with the statement �I feel con�dent about having enough

money to support myself in retirement� (Q3). Regardless of the question (Q1, Q2 or Q3), the

majority of individuals do not feel entirely secure �nancially.13 The Cronbach's alpha for this

scale is equal to 0.8783, indicating a high level of reliability. As for green values, and in order

12Subjective �nancial well being could be de�ne as the perception of being able to sustain current and
anticipated desired living standards and �nancial freedom (Brüggen et al., 2017).

13It can be noted that the �International Survey of Adult Financial Literacy� report, published by
OECD/INFE in 2020, underlines that, on average, the surveyed individuals do not consider their �nancial
situation to contribute positively to their well-being but rather to add stress and worry.
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to homogenize our explanatory variables, we consider the average of the three Likert scale items.

The �nancial security variable thus ranges from 1 to 5.

Table 2 provides a correlation matrix of the di�erent variables. Since most of our variables are

ordinal variables, we also present both a Pearson correlation matrix (Panel A) and a Spearman

correlation matrix (Panel B). The variables Sector allocation, Carbon footprint and WTP will be

used as dependent variables in regressions. The other variables are explanatory variables. Overall,

we do not �nd that there exists a very strong correlation between any of our explanatory variables,

indicating that multicollinearity is not an issue. This �nding is con�rmed by the magnitude of

the Variance In�ation Factors (VIF) provided in Table 3. All the VIFs are below 2.5, con�rming

the absence of multicollinearity.

3 Empirical analyses

In the next section, we examine the determinants of the preference for transparency in terms of

carbon footprint and sector allocation of individuals' current and savings account.

3.1 Preference for transparency (sector allocation and carbon im-

pact)

Table 4 (Table 5) reports the parameter estimates and marginal e�ects for an ordinal logistic

regression of the dependent variable Sector allocation (respectively, Carbon footprint) on a set of

explanatory variables described in the previous section. The �rst column presents the coe�cients

from the regression. Since coe�cients of ordinal logistic regression are di�cult to interpret,

we provide the marginal e�ects for each outcome of the dependent variable (Columns 2 to 6).

Marginal e�ects are evaluated at the respective means of the explanatory variables. The marginal
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e�ect estimate provides the increase (or decrease if the estimate is negative) in percentage points

of the dependent variable that results from a one unit change in the explanatory variable. For

the four following variables - Green values, Higher returns, Altruism and Financial security -

the unit change corresponds to a change on the 5-point Likert scale (for instance, moving from

agreeing to strongly agreeing). Since all four variables have observations that range from 1 to 5,

their marginal e�ect estimates are directly comparable. The marginal e�ect for the age variable

reports the variation in the dependent variable expected from a one year change in age. All the

other variables are dummy variables; the marginal e�ect is thus the e�ect of the variable taking

the value 1 instead of 0.

3.1.1 Main results

Tables 4 and 5 indicate that individuals with pronounced green consumption values and altruistic

intentions are signi�cantly more likely (p < 0.01) to have a preference for the two dimensions of

transparency studied in this paper. For instance, in Table 4, the marginal e�ect at the mean for

the Green values variable and when the outcome of the dependent variable is �Agree� is equal

to 0.1389. This means that a deviation of one Likert category from the mean of the Green

values variable implies an increase of 13.89% in the probability that respondents agree with the

statement that sector allocation is important. The corresponding �gure is 0.0505 when the Sector

allocation variable takes the value �Strongly agree�. While the e�ect seems smaller for this latest

category, the average predicted probability is also much smaller. Indeed, the �rst line of Table 4

provides the predicted probabilities, for each outcome of the dependent variable, with explanatory

variable set at their means. For the �Strongly agree� outcome, the marginal e�ect of 0.0505 is to

be compared to a predicted probability of 0.0718, that is, the 5.05 percentage points increases is

in fact a 70% increase in predicted probability. As a result, while the marginal e�ect is small in
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absolute terms, it is rather important in relative terms. The �rst plot in Figure 1 provides a clear

overview of the impact of the Green values variable on predicted probabilities. The blue (red)

line corresponds to the predicted probabilities of showing (strong) interest in sector allocation

(respectively, the �Agree�and �Strongly agree� statements).14

The in�uence of Green values is even stronger when we look at the interest of respondents for

the carbon footprint of their savings. In Table 5, the dependent variable is whether individuals

are interested in the carbon footprint of their investment (i.e., impact). The marginal e�ects of

the Green values variable is equal to 0.2060 for the �Agree� outcome and 0.0574 for the �Strongly

Agree� outcome. These marginal e�ects are bigger than the ones obtained when the dependent

variable was Sector allocation (0.1389 and 0.0505 in Table 4 while the baseline predicted probabil-

ities are smaller - 0.3528 and 0.0574). An overview of the in�uence of Green values on predicted

probabilities can be found in Figure 2.

We �nd a positive and statistically signi�cant in�uence of Altruism on the respondents' inter-

est for knowing about the sector allocation and the carbon footprint of their savings. Respondents

who self-report as being altruistic are less likely to strongly disagree or disagree with the sector

allocation and carbon footprint statements and more likely to agree and strongly agree. They are

also less likely to not having an opinion on these two statements. While these marginal e�ects

are statistically signi�cant, the magnitude of these e�ects is less important than for the Green

values variable. Indeed, in Table 4, the marginal e�ects of the Altruism variable are equal to

0.0335 and 0.0122 for positive outcomes (�Agree� and �Strongly agree� outcomes of the dependent

variable) compared to 0.1389 and 0.0505 for the Green values variable. For negative outcomes

14Looking at the plot in Figure 1, we see that the slopes are not necessarily the same between the
di�erent categories of the Green values variable, which may indicate that the parallel lines assumption is
violated. In Appendix 4, for each Ordinal Logistic regression of the paper, we run a Brant test (Brant,
1990) to check for violation of the parallel lines assumption and we conduct, as a robustness check, a
Generalized Ordinal Logistic regression.
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(�Strongly disagree� and �Disagree�), the marginal e�ects are respectively −0.0077 and −0.0085

for Altruism versus −0.0320 and −0.0351 for Green values. In Figure 1, we can also observe that

variation in predicted probabilities are much smaller going from the smallest value to the largest

value of Altruism than they do from the smallest value to the largest value of Green values. For

the Altruism variable, the predicted probabilities range from 0.3456 to 0.4807 for the �Agree�

outcome (respectively from 0.0465 to 0.0919 for the �Strongly Agree� outcome). For the Green

values variable, the predicted probabilities span from 0.1132 to 0.5642 for the �Agree� outcome

and from 0.0106 to 0.1810 for the �Strongly agree� outcome. The role of Altruism on the interest

for knowing about the savings' carbon footprint follows the same patterns. While signi�cant, the

marginal e�ects of Altruism are smaller than the ones of Green values. The di�erence in mag-

nitude is actually stronger than when the dependent variable is Sector allocation. For instance,

when looking at the positive outcomes in Table 5, we see that the marginal e�ects for the Altruism

variable are equal to 0.0367 and 0.0106, versus 0.2060 and 0.0594 for the Green values variable.

The graphs in Figure 2 yield the same conclusion. For the �Agree� outcome (in blue), the dif-

ference in predicted probabilities between the highest and the lowest categories of the Altruism

variable is equal to 0.1437 (i.e., 0.4059 − 0.2622). It is equal to 0.0392 (i.e., 0.0751 − 0.0359) in

the case of the �Strongly agree� outcome (in red). In comparison these di�erences are respectively

0.5083 (0.5429− 0.0346) and 0.2145 (0.2179− 0.0034) for the Green values variable.

Taken together, these results underline the strong link that high-value green consumers have

with transparency (whatever the dimension). In addition, the role of both Green values and

Altruism in the importance individuals attach to transparency underscores that SRI preferences

and interest for transparency share common drivers. Our results are in line with the academic

literature on SRI preferences, which highlights the role of non-pecuniary motives such as personal

values and beliefs in shaping individuals' preference for sustainable investment products (e.g. Riedl
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and Smeets, 2017; Hartzmark and Sussman, 2019; Brodback et al., 2019; Gutsche and Ziegler,

2019; Bauer et al., 2021). However, the link between green values and sustainable investing is still

debated. While some authors demonstrate increased sustainable investments among investors

with green-oriented values (Brière and Ramelli, 2021; Riedl and Smeets, 2017), others show

that green values do not necessarily lead individuals to invest in sustainable �nancial products.

For instance, Anderson and Robinson (2022), in a study that analyzes the pension funds held

by Swedish households, show that green households do not, on average, actively choose green

retirement portfolios. They argue that this discrepancy between green values and �nancial choices

is linked to information hurdles. The authors �nd that, even though pension funds are clearly

labeled as ESG-compliant or not, the complexity of the portfolio choice prevents investors from

aligning their �nancial decisions with their personal values. Our result that individuals with high

green consumption values are sensitive to transparency (both related to the sector and carbon

impact) is in line with the �ndings of Anderson and Robinson (2022). The lack of transparency

(or the complexity of dealing with such information) represents a barrier that prevents individuals

from expressing their personal green values in their investment choices. Increasing transparency

would be bene�cial since it would permit a reconciliation of �nancial decisions with extra-�nancial

considerations.

3.1.2 Pecuniary motivations for transparency and other drivers

Individuals may care about transparency not as a result of personal values and preferences but

because of pecuniary motivations. As argued by Pedersen et al. (2021), some investors may use

ESG information to invest according to their personal preferences (ESG-motivated) while other

may use such information to update their views on risk and expected returns (ESG-aware). These

individuals may choose sustainable investments based on pecuniary motives because they believe
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that SRI o�ers a good risk/return trade o�. It follows that the interest for transparency may

be also driven by �nancial reasons. Following Anderson and Robinson (2022), we de�ne ESG-

aware individuals by using the agreement on a 5-point Likert scale to the following statement:

�Environmentally sustainable investments generate higher returns in the long run�. The results

in Tables 4 and 5 show that the Higher returns variable is the second most important variable -

following the Green values variable - for explaining the interest of respondents for transparency

(regarding sector allocation and carbon footprint). Roughly speaking, the marginal e�ects of the

Higher returns variable are about half as big as the ones of the Green values but about twice

as large as the ones of the Altruism variable. Plot 2 of Figures 1 and 2 show the variation in

predicted probabilities of the outcome of the dependent variables with respect to the categories of

the Higher returns variable. We can see a large variations in predicted probabilities with respect

to the di�erent categories of the Higher returns variable. For instance, when respondents answer

�Strongly disagree� to the higher return statement, the predicted probability of agreeing with

the sector allocation (respectively, carbon footprint) statement is 0.2561 (respectively, 0.1850).

These probabilities increase to 0.5425 (respectively, 0.4837) when respondents strongly agree with

the statement that �Environmentally sustainable investments generate higher returns in the long

run�. This result highlight that transparency matters not only to individuals who care about

ESG because of personal values but also to individuals who have pecuniary motives to do so. In

addition toGreen Values, Altruism and Higher returns, the results in Tables 4 and 5 also show that

the �nancial security and Age variables have a signi�cant impact on the individuals' willingness

to know more about the use and impact of their savings. Brie�y speaking, the more �nancially

secure individuals feel, the more interested they are in the transparency of their savings. To

get a sense of the in�uence of the �nancial security variable, the marginal e�ects are a little bit

higher (respectively lower) than the ones for the Altruism variable in Table 4 (Table 5). The Age
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variable has a negative impact on the interest for transparency. In Table 4, a ten years change

in age from the mean is associated with a decrease of 3.7 and 1.4 percentage points for positive

outcomes of the dependent variable (�Agree� and �Strongly agree�). These �gures are respectively

2.6 and 0.8 percentage points when the dependent variable is Carbon footprint (Table 5 ). This

last result is in line with previous studies that show that older people are less supportive of

sustainable investments (Bauer et al., 2021; Rossi et al., 2019). Although more speci�c studies

need to be conducted, increasing transparency could have a positive impact on mobilizing young

adults' savings for funding the green transition.

3.2 Determinants of individuals' willingness to pay (WTP) for

transparency

In the previous section, we investigated the drivers of the interest for transparency. We now

want to assess whether the individuals who care about such transparency, which we identi�ed

in the previous section, are also willing to pay to obtain such information. In other words, are

ESG-motivated and ESG-aware individuals ready to put their money where their mouth is. To

elicit such willingness to pay (WTP) for transparency, we presented a �ctitious �nancial mobile

application to respondents. We explained that this application would allow them to analyze their

current and savings accounts according to sustainable criteria (see Section 2.3 for details). The

respondents were then asked to indicate, with the help of a slider, how much they would be willing

to pay for such app. The slider ranged from e0 to e5 and it was initially positioned at e2.51.

To investigate the determinants of the WTP for transparency, we consider several approaches. In

Table 6, we consider the variable WTP intervals, which comprises of six categories (WTP =e0,

e0< WTP ≤e1, e1< WTP ≤e2, e2< WTP ≤e3, e3< WTP ≤e4, and e4< WTP ≤e5).
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We then run an ordinal logistic regression where the explanatory variables are the same as in

Tables 4 and 5. In Table 7, we look at two other speci�cations for the WTP. First, we consider

the dummy variable Willing to pay that takes the value 1 if respondents were ready to pay for the

app and 0 if they were not. The predicted probabilities of being willing to pay for the application

are shown in Figure 3. Second, we take into account the potential in�uence of the default option.

Indeed, the slider was initially set up in the middle of the e0-e5 range so that we could more

easily check whether individuals stayed with the default option. Setting the slider at e0 would

have prevented us to discriminate between respondents who do not want to pay and respondents

who do not answer the question correctly and stay with the default option. However, setting the

slider at e2.51 could potentially create a point of reference relative to which respondents answer.

We thus consider the variable WTP higher than default which takes the value 1 if the WTP is

higher than e2.51 and 0 otherwise.

We �rst analyze the results that appear in Table 6. The main �ndings is that the Green values

variable is not anymore signi�cant. While this variable had the strongest e�ect in explaining

interest for sector allocation and carbon footprint, it has no e�ect on the willingness to pay for

such information. Individuals with high green values consider transparency important for their

�nancial decisions but do not seem willing to pay for it. Our �ndings are similar when we consider

the logistic regressions of Table 7 where we consider alternative measures of WTP. In agreement

with Anderson and Robinson (2022), two explanations can be put forth. First, pro-environmental

views are often associated with the political left, which is often critical of �nancial institutions

(Kaustia and Torstila, 2012). These individuals may therefore consider that transparency is a

given and that this kind of information must be provided by �nancial institutions. Therefore,

they are not willing to pay for it. In addition, environmentally engaged individuals are more

likely to be �nancially disengaged and thus may not see the need to pay for such transparency.
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While Green values are not anymore signi�cant, we �nd that individuals who exhibit pecu-

niary motivations for caring about ESG are willing to pay signi�cantly more for an application

that would provide information about the sector allocation and carbon footprint of savings. An

increase of one unit on the 5-point Likert scale related to whether individuals believe that �En-

vironmentally sustainable investments generate higher returns in the long run� generate a 9.31

percentage points decrease in the probability of not being willing to pay for such app. On the

contrary, an increase of one unit from the mean in the Higher returns variable implies an increase

of 2.11 percentage points of the predicted probability to pay more than e4 for the app. Similar

results are found in Table 7. The marginal e�ects are equal to 0.0897 when the dependent variable

of the logistic regression is the dummy variable Willing to pay and 0.0835 when the dependent

variable is whether individuals are ready to pay more than the default option. The e�ect is

stronger in the latter case since the predicted probability at the means is smaller (19.64% versus

63.79% for the �rst regression speci�cation).

As pointed out earlier, the Higher returns variable is borrowed from Anderson and Robinson

(2022). These authors de�ne ESG-aware investors as those who think environmental consid-

erations will have cash-�ow implications for certain types of �rms. Our results suggest that

ESG-aware individuals are conscious of the fact that information is costly and that transparency

may have a price.

Other variables that positively and signi�cantly in�uence WTP are Altruism and Financial

security. Similarly, holding complex �nancial products such as equity, funds or bonds increase the

propensity to pay for the app. Interestingly, �nancial literacy negatively a�ects the amount of

money individuals would be ready to pay to obtain the application, which indicates that �nancially

literate individuals are reluctant to pay for this information. These individuals may have the

ability to �nd information without the help of a �nancial application. Age, Gender and having
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a university degree (variables Undergraduate degree and Graduate degree) are other variables of

interest. However, these variables are either not very signi�cant and/or the signi�cance is not

consistent across regression speci�cations.15

4 Conclusion

In a context in which individuals are increasingly sensitive to climate issues and the environmental

impact of their investments, our article questions the importance they attach to the transparency

of their �nancial savings. Speci�cally, we analyze whether these individuals believe that such

transparency would help guide their investment. While many studies on preferences for sustain-

able investments focus on individual investors (with a certain level of �nancial knowledge), we

have chosen to work on a general (working age) population panel. Our choice is guided by the

fact that �nancing the green transition requires mobilizing the savings of all individuals. We

analyze the importance of transparency (both the sectors in which savings are invested and their

carbon footprint) for a panel of 1,075 individuals who participate in the �nancial decisions of

their households. We then ask these individuals how much they would be willing to pay to adopt

a mobile application that would provide them with these two pieces of information.

Overall, a majority of the sample agrees or strongly agrees that knowing about the sector

allocation and/or the carbon impact of their savings would help them with their �nancial deci-

sions. Brie�y speaking, individuals care for transparency. More speci�cally, our results underline

the strong link between green consumption values and interest in transparency, whatever its di-

15Since we question individuals about the use of a mobile application, the WTP for the application
can be impacted by the trust that individuals have in this type of technology. Numerous studies have
demonstrated that trust is a key driver for understanding individuals' behaviors regarding the adoption
of new technologies (Montazemi and Qahri-Saremi, 2015). As a robustness test, we integrate trust in
pure players as an additional variable (adapted from McKnight et al., 2002). In line with the information
systems literature, this variable is signi�cant. Our results (available upon request) are not impacted by
the inclusion of the Trust variable.
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mension (impact or sector allocations). These results suggest that the lack of transparency (or

the complexity of �nding this information) may appear to be a barrier to individuals who wish

to invest according to their values. In addition, we provide evidence that the preferences for

sustainable investing and interest in transparency share common determinants (green consump-

tion values, and altruistic values). These �ndings indicate that transparency could be a driver of

sustainable investment choices. Importantly, our �ndings hold even for individuals who believe

that sustainable investments are pro�table in the long term, regardless of their personal values.

Finally, when analyzing individuals' WTP for transparency, we �nd that individuals with

high green consumption values are not willing to pay more for this information. This last result

is rather ambiguous since one would expect sustainable considerations to translate into WTP.

However, this result is consistent with the �ndings of Anderson and Robinson (2022) who show

that pro-environment households are typically disengaged from �nancial decisions.

The results of this research also have certain limitations. First, the sample includes only

French individuals. As an extension, it would be interesting to study other countries, especially

at the European level. Recent research on green sustainable investing shows di�erences across

EU countries. For instance, Engler et al. (2023) demonstrate that fee sensitivity is highest in the

Netherlands and Germany, the countries with the highest �nancial literacy, and lower in Spain,

France, and Poland. They also show that the observed country di�erences can be attributed to

di�erences in �nancial literacy across countries. Second, our survey is not incentivized, which

may be seen as a limitation. However, Burdea and Woon (2022) show, in a study on online

belief elicitation methods, that a simpler non-incentivized task may work better than a more

complex incentivized task. Third, individuals' intentions do not always translate into real de-

cisions. Brunen and Laubach (2022) argue, for example, that while sustainable consumption is

a key driver of SRI investment, self-reported sustainable consumer behavior is not necessarily
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associated with sustainable investment choices. Although this work needs to be con�rmed on

other panels, our results show that transparency can be a vector for mobilizing existing savings

towards the green transition. It is time to set clear transparency regulatory requirements if we

want to allow citizens to express their environmental preferences through their �nancial choices.
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Figure 1: Predicted probability of exhibiting interest for sector allocation

This graph presents the predicted probabilities, with respect to di�erent explanatory variables, of
responding �Agree� (in blue) or �Strongly agree� (in red) to the statement Knowing which sectors

are funded by my current and savings accounts would guide my �nancial choices. The selected
variables are the ones that appear signi�cant in Table 4.
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Figure 2: Predicted probability of exhibiting interest for carbon footprint

This graph presents the predicted probabilities, with respect to di�erent explanatory variables,
of responding �Agree� (in blue) or �Strongly agree� (in red) to the statement Knowing the carbon
footprint of my current and savings accounts would guide my �nancial choices. The selected
variables are the ones that appear signi�cant in Table 5.
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Figure 3: Predicted probability of being willing to pay for the app

This graph presents the predicted probabilities, with respect to di�erent explanatory variables,
of respondents being willing to pay for a �nancial mobile application that would allow them to
analyze their current accounts and their savings (saving accounts, life insurance, etc) with respect
to societal and environmental criteria. The selected variables are the ones that appear signi�cant
in Table 7 (Columns 1 and 2).
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics

Panel A: Gender, age and level of education

Male Female
Average No university Undergraduate Graduate
age degree degree degree

42.88% 57.12% 43.47 50.79% 32.93% 16.28%

Panel B: Type of investment

No �nancial Savings account Savings account Complex �nancial products
products only and life insurance (equity, funds or bonds...)

15.53% 28.09% 23.35% 33.02%

Panel C: Likert variables

Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly
disagree Agree

Sector allocation 6.60% 6.70% 36.65% 39.63% 10.42%
Carbon footprint 9.58% 9.21% 38.88% 32.74% 9.58%
Higher returns 5.40% 8.74% 50.98% 26.14% 8.74%
Altruism 5.67% 7.07% 27.16% 48.93% 11.16%
Green values Cronbach's alpha= 0.9041
Q1 2.23% 4.28% 31.07% 44.47% 17.95%
Q2 2.51% 6.79% 33.77% 42.70% 14.23%
Q3 3.72% 9.67% 37.95% 37.02% 11.63%
Q4 1.95% 3.91% 25.30% 45.30% 23.53%
Q5 2.88% 6.70% 37.21% 39.35% 13.86%
Q6 3.07% 6.88% 35.07% 41.77% 13.21%

Financial security Cronbach's alpha= 0.8783

Q1 7.72% 13.21% 35.16% 33.77% 10.14%
Q2 7.35% 11.81% 37.12% 33.30% 10.42%
Q3 10.42% 10.79% 40.93% 27.91% 9.95%

Panel D: Financial literacy

0 correct 1 correct 2 correct 3 correct
answer answer answers answers

20.74% 36.84% 29.95% 12.47%

Panel E: WTP for the application (in euros)

0 ]0; 1] ]1; 2] ]2; 3] ]3; 4] ]4; 5]

37.77% 19.63% 12.19% 12.74% 10.70% 6.98%
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Table 3: Variance in�ation factors

Variable VIF

Green values 1.54

Higher returns 1.49

Altruism 1.22

Financial security 1.19

Financial literacy 1.27

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only 2.10

Savings account only and life insurance 2.02

Complex �nancial products (equity, funds or bonds...) 2.50

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 1.19

Graduate degree 1.27

Age 1.16

Female 1.16

This table presents the Variance in�ation factors (VIF) for the explanatory variables used in the
di�erent regressions in the article.
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Table 7: Determinants of WTP for transparency - Logistic regressions

Willing to pay WTP higher than default

Regression
coe�cients

Marginal
e�ects

Regression
coe�cients

Marginal
e�ects

Predicted probability 0.6379 0.1964

Green values 0.1642 0.0379 0.0469 0.0074
(0.1100) (0.0250) (0.1390) (0.0220)

Higher returns 0.3884*** 0.0897*** 0.5290*** 0.0835***
(0.0890) (0.0200) (0.1100) (0.0170)

Altruism 0.2275*** 0.0525*** 0.1877** 0.0296**
(0.0750) (0.0170) (0.0950) (0.0150)

Financial security 0.1613** 0.0373** 0.2945*** 0.0465***
(0.0750) (0.0170) (0.0940) (0.0150)

Financial literacy -0.2691*** -0.0621*** -0.3252*** -0.0513***
(0.0820) (0.0190) (0.0930) (0.0150)

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only 0.2495 0.0610 -0.1256 -0.0172
(0.2060) (0.0510) (0.2720) (0.0380)

Savings account only and life insurance 0.2883 0.0702 0.0740 0.0108
(0.2160) (0.0530) (0.2750) (0.0400)

Complex �nancial products 0.7864*** 0.1800*** 0.5451** 0.0918**
(equity, funds or bonds...) (0.2220) (0.0510) (0.2670) (0.0420)

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 0.1562 0.0361 0.4399** 0.0701**
(0.1540) (0.0350) (0.1800) (0.0290)

Graduate degree 0.1932 0.0444 0.3694 0.0576
(0.2080) (0.0470) (0.2300) (0.0380)

Age 0.0116* 0.0027* -0.0076 -0.0012
(0.0070) (0.0020) (0.0080) (0.0010)

Female -0.3242** -0.0743** -0.2828* -0.0452*
(0.1460) (0.0330) (0.1680) (0.0270)

Intercept -3.0494*** -4.3471***
(0.5440) (0.6610)

Number of observations 1,075 1,075

Column 1 and 3 provide the coe�cients and the standard errors (in parentheses) of the logistic
regressions. Columns 2 and 4 report the marginal e�ects. Marginal e�ects are evaluated at the
mean values of each independent variable. In the �rst regression (Columns 1 and 2), the dependent
variable is a dummy that takes the value 1 if respondents are willing to pay anything for the app
(WTP >e0) and 0 otherwise (WTP =e0). In the second regression (Columns 3 and 4), the
dependent variable is a dummy that takes the value 1 if respondents are willing to pay more,
for the app, than the default option of e2.51 and 0 otherwise. The �rst line corresponds to the
predicted probabilities obtained when all explanatory variables are evaluated at their respective
means. ***, **, and * indicate statistical signi�cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Main variables and associated survey questions

Green consumption values (Haws et al., 2014)

Q1: It is important to me that the products I use do not harm the environment.

Q2: I consider the potential environmental impact of my actions when making many of my
decisions.

Q3: My purchase habits are a�ected by my concern for our environment.

Q4: I am concerned about wasting the resources of our planet.

Q5: I would describe myself as environmentally responsible.

Q6: I am willing to be inconvenienced in order to take actions that are more environmentally
friendly.

Financial security (Strömbäck et al., 2017)

Q1: I feel secure in my current �nancial situation.

Q2: I feel con�dent about my �nancial future.

Q3: I feel con�dent about having enough money to support myself in retirement, no matter
how long I live.

Trust in pure players (McKnight et al., 2002)

Q1: Pure players are honest and sincere.

Q2: Pure players are trustworthy.

Q3: Pure players are interested in the well-being of their clients, not only in their own wellbeing.

Q4: Pure players are reliable.

Financial Literacy (Lusardi and Mitchell, 2014)

The correct answers are in bold font.

Q1: Assume you have $100 in a savings account, and you get 2% interest per year on that
savings account. No further deposits or withdrawals will be made to this account. What
would be the account balance after 5 years?

� More than $100

� Exactly $100

� Less than $100
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� I don't know

Q2: Now assume that you receive 1% interest per year instead and that in�ation is 2% in the
same period. How much could you a�ord after a year of the money in the account?

� More than today

� Same as today

� Less than today

� I don't know

Q3: Is the following statement right or wrong: �Buying shares of a single company usually o�ers
a safer return than buying shares of multiple companies.�

� Correct

� False

� I don't know

Appendix B

Spearman correlation matrix

Table B1 presents the Spearman correlation matrix for the di�erent continuous and ordinal vari-
ables.

Appendix C

The Brant test (Brant, 1990)

The Brant test (Brant, 1990) is frequently employed to evaluate if the di�erences observed, in
relation to predictions made by the proportional odds model, exceed what could be ascribed to
random chance alone (Williams, 2016). Additionally, it can help pinpoint speci�c variables that
do not adhere to the parallel lines assumption. A p-value below 5% provides evidence that the
parallel lines assumption has been violated.

The di�erent values of the Brant test are reported in Table C1. We can see that, in the
regression of Table 4 � where the dependent variable is the Sector allocation �, no variable fail
the Brant test with a 5% signi�cance level. In Table 5 � where the dependent variable is the
Carbon footprint �, there is a clear violation of the parallel lines assumption for both the Green
values variable and the Complex �nancial products dummy variable. Finally, in the regression of
Table 6 � where the response variable is the WTP intervals variable �, both the Age and Female

variables exhibit a p-value below 5%.
Since there are clear indications that the parallel lines assumption is violated for most regres-

sion models, we decided to run the same regressions using Generalized Ordinal Logistic models
instead of Ordinal Logistic models.
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Generalized Ordinal Logistic regressions

The results of the Generalized Orginal Logistic regressions appear in Tables C2, C3 and C4. The
regression results are obtained thanks to the gologit2 procedure in Stata (Williams, 2006), using
the auto�t option. The procedure goes through an iterative process where it �rst estimates a
totally unconstrained model and then does a series of Wald tests on each variable individually to
see whether the variable meets the parallel lines assumption.

We do not observe much di�erences between Table 4 and Table C2. The only variable that vi-
olates the proportional odds assumption is the Financial literacy variable. However, this variable
is not signi�cant in Table 4 and mostly not signi�cant in Table C2.

Table C3 is the most interesting one. When the dependent variable is Carbon footprint, the
parallel lines assumption is violated by our main variable of interest, the Green values variable. In
addition, the Complex �nancial products variable also violates the above-mentioned assumption.
While these last results would seem problematic at �rst glance, the di�erence between the results
in Table 5 and Table C3 is actually just a matter of degree. We see, in Table C3 that the coe�-
cients associated with the Green values variable are all positive and somewhat larger for the last
two panels (SD,D,N vs A,SA and SD,D,N,A vs SA) . The interpretation is thus straightforward:
The marginal e�ects are in reality somewhat bigger for positive outcomes and slightly smaller for
negative outcomes compared to what is shown in Table 5. While this di�erence is important to
note, it does not change our main conclusions about the in�uence of the Green values variable.
Regarding the Complex �nancial products variable, the coe�cients are mostly non signi�cant.

Finally, in Table C4, the Financial security variable is signi�cant and violates the parallel
lines assumption. The results from the partial proportional odds model indicate the same e�ect
as for the Green Values variable in the previous table: The marginal e�ects of the Financial

security are somewhat bigger for positive outcomes and slightly smaller for negative outcomes
compared to what was reported in Table 6. The two other variables that violate the proportional
odds assumption, Age and Female, are mostly non-signi�cant.
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Table C1: Brant test of parallel regression assumption

Regression Regression Regression
in Table 4 in Table 5 in Table 6

Variables χ2 χ2 χ2

All 46.87 64.47*** 70.36**

Green values 4.23 20.72*** 5.01

Higher returns 0.39 1.27 5.89

Altruism 1.15 6.65* 0.91

Financial security 1.25 0.60 5.11

Financial literacy 6.90* 3.98 8.84*

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only 0.36 4.64 2.87

Savings account only and life insurance 3.01 6.00 4.02

Complex �nancial products (equity, funds or bonds...) 7.55* 9.74** 3.89

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 0.57 1.94 5.09

Graduate degree 4.46 4.01 8.17*

Age 2.05 3.17 13.46***

Female 2.66 2.64 11.30**

The Brant test (Brant, 1990) is frequently employed to evaluate if the di�erences observed, in
relation to predictions made by the proportional odds model, exceed what could be ascribed to
random chance alone (Williams, 2016). Additionally, it can help pinpoint speci�c variables that
do not adhere to parallel lines assumptions. A p-value below 5% provides evidence that the
parallel regression assumption has been violated.
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Table C2: Determinants of interest for sector allocation - Generalized Ordinal logistic
regression

Proportional Partial proportional odds

Explanatory variables odds SD vs D,N,A,SA SD,D vs N,A,SA SD,D,N vs A,SA SD,D,N,A vs SA

Green values 0.757***
(0.103)

Higher returns 0.422***
(0.081)

Altruism 0.184***
(0.068)

Financial security 0.226***
(0.068)

Financial literacy 0.009 -0.267** 0.054 -0.119
(0.140) (0.108) (0.079) (0.116)

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only -0.127
(0.186)

Savings account only and life insurance -0.013
(0.192)

Complex �nancial products 0.288
(equity, funds or bonds...) (0.194)

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 0.042
(0.133)

Graduate degree -0.003
(0.179)

Age -0.021***
(0.006)

Female 0.170
(0.125)

Intercept -1.696*** -2.171*** -4.813*** -7.167***
(0.505) (0.492) (0.497) (0.544)

Number of observations 1,075

This table presents the results of a generalized ordinal logistic where the dependent regression
is the Sector allocation variable. The regression results are obtained thanks to the gologit2

procedure in Stata (Williams, 2006), using the auto�t option. The procedure goes through an
iterative process where it �rst estimates a totally unconstrained model and then does a series
of Wald tests on each variable individually to see whether the variable meets the parallel lines
assumption. Here, the only variable for which the parallel lines assumption is violated is the
Financial literacy variable. ***, **, and * indicate statistical signi�cance at the 1%, 5%, and
10%, respectively.
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Table C3: Determinants of interest for carbon footprint - Generalized Ordinal logistic
regression

Proportional Partial proportional odds

Explanatory variables odds SD vs D,N,A,SA SD,D vs N,A,SA SD,D,N vs A,SA SD,D,N,A vs SA

Green values 0.922*** 0.763*** 1.188*** 1.693***
(0.148) (0.132) (0.129) (0.220)

Higher returns 0.422***
(0.080)

Altruism 0.190***
(0.069)

Financial security 0.140**
(0.068)

Financial literacy -0.101
(0.070)

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only -0.213
(0.185)

Savings account only and life insurance -0.078
(0.192)

Complex �nancial products 0.461 -0.027 0.488** 0.340
(equity, funds or bonds...) (0.302) (0.233) (0.209) (0.279)

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree -0.015
(0.134)

Graduate degree 0.034
(0.178)

Age -0.014**
(0.006)

Female 0.084
(0.125)

Intercept -2.493*** -2.749*** -6.596*** -11.081***
(0.589) (0.556) (0.582) (0.978)

Number of observations 1,075

This table presents the results of a generalized ordinal logistic where the dependent regression
is the Carbon footprint variable. The regression results are obtained thanks to the gologit2

procedure in Stata (Williams, 2006), using the auto�t option. The procedure goes through an
iterative process where it �rst estimates a totally unconstrained model and then does a series
of Wald tests on each variable individually to see whether the variable meets the parallel lines
assumption. Here, the only two variables for which the parallel lines assumption is violated are
the Green Values variable and the Complex �nancial products variable. ***, **, and * indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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Table C4: Determinants of WTP for transparency - Generalized Ordinal logistic regression

Proportional Partial proportional odds

Explanatory variables odds 1 vs 2,3,4,5,6 1,2 vs 3,4,5,6 1,2,3 vs 4,5,6 1,2,3,4 vs 5,6 1,2,3,4,5 vs 6

Green values 0.096
(0.094)

Higher returns 0.393***
(0.074)

Altruism 0.198***
(0.065)

Financial security 0.142** 0.142* 0.171** 0.414*** 0.544***
(0.072) (0.073) (0.081) (0.103) (0.166)

Financial literacy -0.279***
(0.068)

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only 0.170
(0.184)

Savings account only and life insurance 0.263
(0.191)

Complex �nancial products 0.807***
(equity, funds or bonds...) (0.192)

Level of education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 0.215*
(0.130)

Graduate degree 0.289*
(0.171)

Age 0.012* -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -0.009
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.012)

Female -0.328** -0.208 -0.218 -0.229 0.472*
(0.144) (0.142) (0.150) (0.175) (0.263)

Intercept -2.649*** -2.871*** -3.629*** -5.313*** -7.069***
(0.497) (0.500) (0.534) (0.640) (0.956)

Number of observations 1,075

This table presents the results of a generalized ordinal logistic where the dependent regression is
the WTP intervals variable. The regression results are obtained thanks to the gologit2 procedure
in Stata (Williams, 2006), using the auto�t option. The procedure goes through an iterative
process where it �rst estimates a totally unconstrained model and then does a series of Wald
tests on each variable individually to see whether the variable meets the parallel lines assumption.
Here, the only three variables for which the parallel lines assumption is violated are the Financial
security variable, the Age variable and the Female dummy variable.. ***, **, and * indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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Appendix D

Additional control variables

Additional demographic information was provided by the participants in the survey. Speci�cally,
participants indicated their labour market status, their marital status and the region in which
they have their residence. The Labour market status variable is based on the PCS nomenclature
used in France (national statistics), which groups individuals into di�erent categories (Farmers
/ Craftsmen, tradesmen and business owners / Executives and higher intellectual professions /
Intermediate professions / Employees / Workers / Retired / Students / Unemployed).16 TheMar-

ital status variable is based on the following six categories (Married / Civil union / Common-law
/ Widowed / Divorced / Single). The Region variable corresponds to the French administrative
regions in which participants live. Descriptive statistics for these additional variables can be
found in Table D1.

We show in Table D2 that including these three variables as dummies in the di�erent regres-
sions do not modify the results.

Table D1: Robustness tests: Descriptive statistics for additional control variables

Labour Market Status Marital status Region

Married 39.35% Farmer 0.28% Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes 10.42%
Civil union 8.65% Craftsmen, tradesmen and business owners 4.00% Bourgogne-Franche-Comté 4.09%
Common-law 18.98% Executives and higher intellectual professions 12.37% Bretagne 5.30%
Widowed 1.86% Intermediate professions 13.21% Centre-Val de Loire 4.19%
Divorced 8.84% Employees 44.28% Corse 0.47%
Single 22.33% Workers 7.53% Grand Est 8.93%

Retired 5.21% Hauts-de-France 11.53%
Students 1.21% Île-de-France 19.35%
Unemployed 11.91% Normandie 6.51%

Nouvelle-Aquitaine 8.37%
Occitanie 8.84%
Pays de la Loire 4.93%
Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur 7.07%

This table provides descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency) for the Labour market status, theMarital

status and the Region variables.

16See https://www.insee.fr/fr/information/6208292 for additional details.
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Table D2: Robustness tests: Inclusion of additional control variables in the regressions

Sector allocation Impact WTP intervals

Green values 0.7720*** 1.1310*** 0.1370
(0.1050) (0.1070) (0.0960)

Higher returns 0.4120*** 0.4500*** 0.4110***
(0.0820) (0.0820) (0.0760)

Altruism 0.1980*** 0.2020*** 0.2060***
(0.0690) (0.0700) (0.0670)

Financial security 0.2270*** 0.1420** 0.1190*
(0.0710) (0.0710) (0.0680)

Financial literacy -0.0390 -0.1330* -0.2890***
(0.0710) (0.0700) (0.0690)

Type of investment dummies - Base level: no �nancial products

Savings account only -0.1450 -0.2860 0.0910
(0.1880) (0.1870) (0.1890)

Savings account only and life insurance -0.0400 -0.2010 0.1600
(0.1970) (0.1950) (0.1990)

Complex �nancial products 0.3330* 0.2820 0.7660***
(equity, funds or bonds...) (0.1980) (0.1970) (0.1980)

Level of Education - Base level: no degree

Undergraduate degree 0.0590 -0.0550 0.1560
(0.1410) (0.1410) (0.1390)

Graduate degree 0.0460 0.0140 0.3010
(0.2020) (0.2020) (0.1930)

Age -0.0240*** -0.0140** -0.0050
(0.0070) (0.0070) (0.0070)

Female 0.1800 0.0700 -0.2150*
(0.1320) (0.1310) (0.1300)

Labour market status dummies Yes Yes Yes
Marital status dummies Yes Yes Yes
Region dummies Yes Yes Yes

Number of observations 1,075 1,075 1,075

This table provides the coe�cients (standard errors in parentheses) of the regressions that appear
in Tables 4, 5 and 6 where additional (dummy) variables have been included. These additional
variables are labour market status, martial status and region. ***, **, and * indicate statistical
signi�cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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Potential multicollinearity between �nancial literacy and, �nancial
security and investment type

In order to account for potential multicollinarity, we �rst take a deeper look at the link between
Financial literacy and investment type. Table D3 provides the distribution of �nancial literacy
scores with respect to each investment type class. While the two variables are clearly not inde-
pendent, the relationship between these two variables is not as strong as one could expect and
thus not likely to bias results.

Another approach to check for potential multicollinearity (beyond the calculated VIF values in
Table 3) is to gradually introduce the Financial litteracy, Financial security and Investement type
dummies variables in the di�erent regressions. The results of such approach appear in Tables D4,
D5 and D6. Overall, the results of the di�erent regressions do not indicate that a multicollinearity
issue impacts the coe�cients of the Financial litteracy, Financial security and Investement type

variables.

Table D3: Relationship between Financial literacy and Investment type

Financial literacy score
Investment type 0 1 2 3

No �nancial products 40.72% 39.52% 18.56% 1.20%

Savings account only 20.20% 41.06% 31.79% 6.95%

Savings account and life insurance 19.52% 36.65% 35.46% 8.37%

Complex �nancial products
(equity, funds or bonds...)

12.68% 32.11% 29.86% 25.35%

This table provides the distribution of �nancial literacy scores with respect to each investment
type class.
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