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Abstract
Consumers' purchasing intention is the reaction to the external information stimulation. Therefore,
information is one of the leading factors affecting consumers' behavior. To promote consumers to buy
green housing, the paper tries to �nd the effect of information on consumers' green housing purchasing
behavior. Instead of analyzing the overall in�uence of information, it discusses how different information
contents improve consumers’ purchasing intention, especially for customers with different environmental
protection attitudes. Moreover, it further analyzes the in�uences of different information providers,
including developers, the government, and other green housing users. The results show that: 1)
Consumers' age and environmental protection attitude have a signi�cant impact on their purchasing
behavior, while consumers' gender and monthly income have no signi�cant impact; 2) Different
information has different effects on residents' purchasing behavior. Speci�cally, consumers are more
affected by information relating to the economy and indoor air quality. The detailed order of in�uence is
as follows: information on loan at concessionary rates > cost saving in usage phase > indoor air quality > 
waste classi�cation > investment bene�t > carbon emission reduction > thermal comfort > acoustic
environment > greening rate > luminous environment; 3) Consumers with higher environmental awareness
care more about the information on living environment and carbon emission. Whereas, those with low
awareness of environmental protection are more affected by information on economic bene�ts. 4)
Regarding different information providers, the consumers are mostly impacted by government, while the
information from developers could induce limited effects.

1 Introduction
With the development of urbanization, the problems of energy shortage and environmental pollution are
getting serious[1]. Under the circumstance, sustainable development has become a common target
globally. To reduce carbon emission and promote sustainable development, China has put forward the
goal of carbon emission peak before 2030 and carbon neutrality before 2060[2]. Facing the situation,
green building (GB) emerges as an effective way[3, 4]. GB refers to the buildings that save energy, water,
land, material and protect the environment[5]. Various standards for GB have proliferated around the
world, and most of them share the common opinions that GBs should mitigate signi�cant in�uences on
the environment, society, and economy[6]. Green Housing (GH), as a branch of green building, can not
only save national resources and energy[7], but also signi�cantly improve the living quality of residents[8,
9]. China has introduced a series of policies and laws to promote GHs since 2000. Such as the mandatory
requirement that the housing projects more than 100 thousand m2 should get the GB certi�cation[10, 11].
Moreover, according to the 13th �ve-year plan for GB development, more than 50% of all newly built
building areas should be GB by 2020, and the energy conservation for new buildings should increase 20%
compared to that in 2015[5].

However, the development of GH is slow that it only accounted for less than 0.4% of the total buildings by
2018[12]. One of the main reasons for the insu�cient development of GH is the low purchasing
willingness of consumers[13]. Studies show that consumers are only willing to pay 5.09–9.96% of the
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incremental cost of GH[14]. From the perspective of cognitive psychology, their purchasing intention is
the reaction to the external information via the internal cognitive mechanism. Therefore, information is
one of the leading factors affecting consumers' behavior[15]. GH related information refers to the
materials, news, signals, and stimuli that affect consumers' GH purchasing behavior. The information
mainly reveals the costs and bene�ts of GHs [16, 17]. For consumers, the cost information refers to the
price and maintenance cost of GHs[18, 19], while the bene�ts information refers to that on energy saving,
water saving, living comfort, etc. [8, 20]. Sheth et al. (1973) show that different consumer experiences and
information lead to different purchasing behavior[21]. The information is especially important for the new
product like GH, whose bene�ts are gradually re�ected in the usage process[22]. Furthermore, some green
qualities (e.g., sustainable material sourcing, construction waste diversion) are impossible to observe
even after occupation, making buildings credence good. Consequently, consumers need to search the
information from different channels to help them make purchasing decisions[23].

Many studies have proved that different contents of GHs information could show a positive impact on
consumers' purchasing behavior. Zhang et al. (2016) show that the residents' GHs purchasing intention is
greatly enhanced (72.93 yuan/m2) after receiving information on the living comfort of GH[24]. Moreover,
compared with the information on energy and water saving, the information on ventilation, indoor
environment, and waste treatment will be more effectively identi�ed by residents and affect their
behavior[25]. In addition, Zhang et al. (2016) found that the information on the government's tax and loan
for GH have a signi�cant impact on consumers' GH purchasing behavior, and the former one has a more
signi�cant impact[24]. Besides, the environmental bene�t information of GHs mainly affects the behavior
of environment-friendly consumers[26].

In terms of information providers, consumers could receive information from various sources. One of the
main sources of information is the developers. GH developers promote GH online and o�ine. Online
promotion channels include TV and radio advertising; new media promotion, etc.; O�ine information
channels include project sales brochures; on-site explanations; etc. Developers stimulate consumers to
buy GHs by emphasizing bene�t information of GHs such as energy conservation. Besides, developers
also try to shape their environmental-friendly corporation image by publicizing the green developing
behaviors, to promote consumers' purchasing preference. Except for developers, the government can also
popularize GH information through o�cial websites, new media, public lectures, etc. Moreover, studies
show that information from other providers, such as other consumers who have bought GHs could also
affect consumers' GH purchasing intention. Qun et al. (2021) found that the comment of GH homebuyers
has a positive effect on GH purchasing intention[27]. Environmentally friendly consumers also prefer to
consult the opinions of other GH users before making purchasing decisions[28].

To sum up, recent studies have con�rmed that consumers' purchasing behavior will be affected by
various contents of GH information and different providers. However, most of the studies only cover one
or two information contents, such as that on economic or environmental bene�ts, instead of a
comprehensive comparison among the effects of different information. Although a few of the papers
compare the effects of GH information, they only consider two or three contents of them[24, 25]. However,
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comparing the in�uence of different information contents can quantitatively judge their importance, to
determine the focus of the information contents. It helps to promotes the customer GH purchasing
behavior more accurately and e�ciently. Besides, whether the GH related information from different
providers has different effects on consumers' purchasing behavior is still unknown. Therefore, it needs to
analyze what is the most effective GH information content and provider. To this end, the paper tries to
explore the main contents and providers of GH information, and �nd the different effects of various
information contents and providers.

2 Information Affecting Residents' Gh Consumption Behavior
As noted in section 1, GHs information mainly reveals the costs and bene�ts of GHs. The cost
information mainly refers to the price and maintenance cost, which is given by the developer and property
management agency. Many studies have researched the impact of this kind of cost on consumer
behavior[18, 29]. Thus, to make an in-depth study on GH information, this paper mainly concentrates on
the information on GH bene�ts.

To clarify the speci�c information, the bene�ts of GH are summarized. Many studies showed that GHs
have environmental bene�ts of energy conservation and emission reduction[30, 31]. Mac Naughton et al.
(2018) estimated energy savings in six countries, showing that GBs averted 33MT of CO2, 51kt of SO2,
38kt of NOx, and 10kt of PM2.5 from entering the atmosphere[32]. Besides, GHs also produce signi�cant
bene�ts in improving the indoor environment quality[33]. Rana et al. (2021) measured the thermal
comfort satisfaction of GHs residents and showed it increased from 48–62%[8]. Balaban et al. (2017)
concluded through empirical analysis that GHs provide inhabitants with healthier living environments,
such as improved thermal comfort and more natural ventilation and lighting[33]. GHs also have a good
acoustic environment. Agnieszka (2019) found that residents of GHs were highly satis�ed with the
acoustic environment[34]. In addition, GHs have superiority in the outdoor environment, including a better
green landscape and waste management[35, 36]. Moreover, GHs have considerable economic bene�ts,
such as cost-saving in the usage phase, investment bene�t, and loan at concessionary rates[37]. Many
studies have assessed the life-cycle cost of green building to determine whether the extra construction
cost can be offset by economic or sustainability bene�ts, such as energy saving, less material waste, and
water saving in the later stages of a building's life cycle[38]. By investing in green projects, an internal rate
of return was possible to achieve from the energy savings gained by green housings at a rate of
approximately 12%[39]. Speci�cally, GHs residents bene�ted from a water bills reduction by 27% and the
electricity expenditures saving by NT$8537.76[40, 41]. As to the investment bene�t, it mainly re�ects in
the premium in rent or resale prices induced by the increasing market value [42]. Deng and Wu (2013)
found that Green Mark–certi�ed properties in Singapore commanded a 9.9 percent premium in the resale
market, while the initial transactions commanded a premium of only 4.4 percent[43]. Chegut et al. (2014)
showed that buildings with a green label in the UK rented for longer contracts and at a 28 percent rental
premium[44]. What is more, to stimulate the consumers to buy GH, the government stipulates that the
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interest rate of loans for GHs can be reduced by 0.5% and the maximum loan amount can be increased
by 20%.

To sum up, the bene�ts of GHs include not only direct energy conservation and emission reduction, but
also non-intuitive bene�ts such as indoor environmental quality (IEQ) and residents' perception of
health[27, 45]. Based on the residents' needs and the latest standards of Chinese's green building
evaluation standard (2019 edition), the contents of information on bene�ts are divided into three
categories (economy, living environment, and environmental protection) and 10 subcategories. As to the
information providers, it mainly includes developers, the government, and other green housing users[27,
45]. The providers and contents of information are shown in Fig. 1.

3 Method And Data
3.1 Method

Since the dependent variable (purchasing intention improvement) is a categorical ordinal variable, which
ranks from 1 (no increase) to 5 (maximum increase), the ordinal logistic regression is used. The model is
shown as follows: 

where y is the residents' willingness improvement to buy GHs. Xk is a vector of independent variables,
referring to different types of information. J is the grade of dependent variable y (j=1, 2, ..., J), and the
relationship between the values of dependent variables is (y=1) < (y=2) <...< (y=J). k indicates the number
of information types, α is a constant term, βk are the relevant coe�cients, which differ across categories
of X. uj represents the dividing point between the grades of Y. If y   uj-1 <, then y = j. For example, if y≤u1,
then y=1; if u1<y≤u2, then y= 2.

The way to determine the occurrence ratio of the ordinal logistic regression model is the accumulation of
the occurrence probability of factors in the model. The formula for predicting the cumulative probability is
as follows:
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 The dependent variables in this paper have �ve levels. Therefore, the model has four ordinal logistic
regression functions:

 

P , P , P , P4, and P5 represent the probability of different levels of improvements in the purchasing
intention of GH, respectively. It meets the requirement of P  + P 2 + P  + P4 + P5 = 1. 

3.2 Data and Sources

The data are gathered by an online questionnaire survey. The questionnaire includes three parts. First are
the questions about the demographic background. Second are their opinions on environment protection,
knowledge about GHs, and initial willingness to buy GHs. The environment protection attitude is detected
by asking “do you agree that everyone should participate in environmental protection?" The answers are
as follows: very disagree, slightly disagree, uncertain, slightly agree, and very agree. Their knowledge
about GHs is got by the question that “what do you know about GH?” The answers are: knowing nothing,
having heard of it but not quite familiar, knowing a little, having basic knowledge, and having rich
knowledge. Their initial willingness to buy GHs is gathered by asking “do you prefer to buy GHs?”, and
they could answer “very reluctant, slightly reluctant, uncertain, slightly prefer and very prefer”. The third
part is about residents' purchasing possibility improvement after getting different GH information from
different providers. At present, only a few residents have purchased GHs, making it di�cult to obtain the
existing behavior. Therefore, the paper uses the purchasing intention to predict the purchasing
behavior[46]. The question is asking how much do their purchasing intention improve after receiving
different contents of information, and how would they feel when the information is from different
providers. The Likert �ve-level scale is used to describe the degree of purchasing intention improvement,
which are no increase, slight increase, medium increase, large increase, and maximum increase. Before
the full-scale survey, a pilot study was conducted to make the questions clear and easy to follow. 30
respondents were involved and it showed that they could understand and answer the questions easily.
Finally, the questionnaire contained 17 questions and was released online from February to June 2021. 
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4 Result And Discussion

4.1 Respondents’ characteristics
270 questionnaires were gathered, and 236 of them were valid. The effective rate was 87.41%. The
characteristics of respondents are shown in Table1. Among the interviewees, 45.76% are men and 54.24%
are women. The respondents aged 30–50 accounted for 57.21%. In terms of income, the residents with a
monthly income of more than 10000 RMB account for 33.1%, which is generally in line with China's
income status. In terms of attitude towards environmental protection, 57.21% of the residents slightly or
very agree that environmental protection is important, while 4.66% of them strongly disagree with the
opinion. As to their knowledge about GHs, most of them (30.51%) have heard of it but are not quite
familiar with it. Moreover, there are even 6.78% of the respondents knowing nothing about GHs, while only
9.75% of them indicate that they have rich knowledge. Therefore, it reveals an enormous need for
disclosure and publicity of GH information. Besides, 36.02% of the respondents are uncertain about their
willingness to buy GHs, and 22.88% of them are slightly reluctant to buy GHs.
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Table 1
Basic characteristics of respondents

  Number Percentage

Gender    

man 108 45.76%

woman 128 54.24%

Age    

under 19 years old 8 3.39%

19–30 years old 64 27.12%

31–40 years old 82 34.75%

41–50 years old 53 22.46%

over 50 years old 29 12.29%

Monthly Income    

below 5000 RMB 67 28.39%

5001–10000 RMB 88 37.29%

10001–20000 RMB 59 25.00%

above 20000 RMB 22 9.32%

Environmental protection attitude    

very disagree 11 4.66%

slightly disagree 39 16.53%

uncertain 51 21.61%

slightly agree 69 29.24%

very agree 66 27.97%

Knowledge about GHs

know nothing

heard of it but not is quite familiar

know a little

have basic knowledge

rich knowledge

Initial willingness to buy GH

   

16 6.78%

72 30.51%

67 28.39%

58 24.58%

23 9.75%
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  Number Percentagevery reluctant

slightly reluctant

uncertain

slightly prefer

very prefer

11 4.66%

54 22.88%

85 36.02%

53 22.46%

33 13.98%

4.2 Model test
After checking the result of residents’ purchasing intention improvement, less than 16 of them chose "no
increase" and a few of them chose “slight increase”. To meet the requirements of the parallel line
hypothesis, the "no increase" samples are removed, meanwhile the "slight increase" and "medium
increase" are combined before data analysis. Finally, the purchasing intention improvement is divided
into three levels: slight increase, medium increase, and large increase. And the residents of the three levels
account for 36.07%, 37.02%, and 26.91% respectively. It shows that consumer's willingness to buy GH has
increased signi�cantly after they know the relevant information about GH.

Before regression, multicollinearity is tested by a variance in�ation factor (VIF). It can be seen in the
Table2 that the VIF values are lower than 5, which meets the requirements. Besides, the chi-squared score
test for the proportional odds assumption is employed to see whether the main model assumption is
violated or not. The score test of the proportional odds assumption is found insigni�cant at 5% level of
signi�cance with P-value of 0.149 and 0.120 for model l and model 2. Therefore, the data meet the
proportional odds assumption and is suitable for ordinal logistic regression.

Table 2
Multicollinearity test results

Variable Tolerance VIF

Gender 0.956 1.046

Age 0.935 1.069

Monthly income 0.952 1.050

Environmental protection attitude 0.958 1.044

Information content 0.674 1.484

Information providers 0.674 1.485

4.3 Information impacts on consumer purchasing behavior
The improvement of customers’ willingness to buy after the in�uence of GH information is shown in
Fig. 2. In general, most of the customers (about 73–98 persons) would largely increase their willingness
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to buy GH after knowing different information on GH bene�ts. In contrast, several of the customers
(about 10–16 persons) would not increase their willingness after being provided with the information. In
particular, the information on cost saving in the usage phase, which is related to economic bene�ts, could
incur an extremely large increase in purchasing intents of 65 customers. In addition, the largest number
of customers (98 persons) could be strongly promoted by the information on loan at concessionary rates,
which is also related to economic bene�ts. Therefore, it is preliminarily found that in�uence economy-
related information is high.

The detailed in�uence of demographic characteristics and information on GH purchasing intention is
shown in Table3. For the basic information of consumers, in model1 and model2, the P values of gender
and monthly income are greater than 0.05, indicating that their impacts on residents' purchasing intention
are not signi�cant. It may be due to that in China, the housing purchasing decision is mainly made by the
whole family members, thus the impact of gender is not signi�cant. The insigni�cant monthly income
may be because that although the purchasing price of housing is high ( averagely 9287 RMB/m2)[47], the
average premium of GH is only 523 RMB/m2, which is relatively small compared with the total price.
Therefore, when purchasing ability could in�uence customer willingness to buy housing, a higher income
has no signi�cant relationship with the improvement in their intention to buy a greener housing. These
results are consistent with the study of Li et al. (2018)[48].In contrast, age and environmental protection
attitude have signi�cant impacts on residents' purchasing intention. Speci�cally, in model 1, the odds
ratio of age is 1.104, showing a positive relationship between age and purchasing intention improvement.
It means that elderly customers are more likely to buy GHs. It is consistent with the study of Wong et al.
(2020) that elderly people pay more attention to green environmental protection and health, and have a
certain consumption ability to buy GH[49]. In terms of the environmental protection opinion, it could �nd
that in model 1, the consumers with strong disagreement, slight disagreement, uncertain idea, and slight
agreement on environment protection are 0.447, 0.406, 0.472, and 0.612 times that of consumers with the
strong agreement, respectively. Therefore, the consumers' environmental protection attitude is positively
correlated with their GHs purchasing intention.
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Table 3
The in�uence of information on green housing purchasing intention

  Model1 Model2

  Coe�-
cient

OR Std.
Error

P Coe�-
cient

OR Std.
Error

P

Purchase intention                

medium -0.909   0.141 0.000 0.204   0.192 0.289

Maximum 0.693   0.140 0.000 1.809   0.195 0.000

Gender                

man -0.047 0.954 0.072 0.511 -0.045 0.956 0.072 0.531

woman 0a 1.000 - - 0a 1000 - -

Age 0.099 1.104 0.035 0.005 0.100 1.105 0.035 0.004

Monthly income -0.051 0.950 0.038 0.180 -0.051 0.950 0.038 0.182

Environmental protection
attitude

               

very disagree -0.805 0.447 0.182 0.000 -0.807 0.446 0.182 0.000

slightly disagree -0.902 0.406 0.114 0.000 -0.905 0.404 0.114 0.000

uncertain -0.750 0.472 0.101 0.000 -0.753 0.471 0.101 0.000

slightly agree -0.490 0.612 0.091 0.000 -0.493 0.611 0.092 0.000

very agree 0a 1.000 - - 0a 1.000 - -

Information                

With information 1.112 3.040 0.144 0.000        

Without information 0a 1.000 - -        

Information providers                

government 0.678 1.969 0.187 0.000 0.678 1.970 0.187 0.000

other GHs householders 0.488 1.628 0.188 0.009 0.488 1.629 0.188 0.009

developers 0a 1.000 - - 0a 1.000 - -

Information contents                

·Economy                

Note: a represents the control group.
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  Model1 Model2

cost saving in the usage
phase

        1.205 3.335 0.186 0.000

investment bene�t         1.168 3.217 0.187 0.000

loan at concessionary
rates

        1.261 3.530 0.186 0.000

·Living environment                

waste classi�cation         1.172 3.227 0.186 0.000

greening rate         0.944 2.570 0.187 0.000

acoustic environment         1.063 2.896 0.186 0.000

TC         1.093 2.982 0.186 0.000

LE         0.923 2.516 0.187 0.000

IAQ         1.178 3.247 0.186 0.000

·Environmental protection                

carbon emission reduction         1.109 3.030 0.187 0.000

Score test for the
proportional odds
assumption

Chi-square = 14.552

p-value = 0.149

Chi-square = 26.396

p-value = 0.120

Goodness-of-�t test

of overall model
(Likelihood Ratio)

Chi-square = 184.156

p-value = 0.000

Pseudo R2 = 0.103

Chi-square = 191.128

p-value = 0.000

Pseudo R2 = 0.107

Note: a represents the control group.

Regarding the in�uence of the overall information, it could be seen from the regression coe�cient and
odds ratio that the information contents have the largest impacts on purchasing intention among all the
factors. The coe�cient of information contents is 1.112 and the odds ratio is 3.040. It means that the
probability of GH purchasing intention will increase by 3.040 times for each increase of information
contents provision. Abanda and Byers's (2016) research support this view that the understanding of GHs
information such as cost saving in the usage phase and living comfort can enhance residents'
willingness to pay[50].

As to the different contents of GH information, the P values of all kinds of information are less than 0.05,
and the coe�cients are positive, showing the signi�cant effects of all information contents. However, the
coe�cient of various information is different, showing the different in�uence degrees. In general, two of
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the top three contents of information are related to economic bene�ts. Speci�cally, the information with
the largest impact is on loan at concessionary rates, which could increase consumers' GH purchasing
intention by 3.530 times. Besides, the information on cost saving in the usage phase ranks second.
Customer with this information has a 3.235 times higher intention to buy GHs. It shows the enormous
in�uence of economic-related information. It consists with Luo et al. (2017) s’ study that the impacts of
IEQ and green energy for GHs are weaker than the economic information on consumers' willingness to
buy GHs[51]. However, unlike the �rst two information on economic bene�ts, the remaining economic-
related information—investment bene�t—only ranks �fth. It improves the GH purchasing intention by
3.235 times. The weaker in�uence of this information may be because that the purchasing intention of
most customers is for living instead of for investment. They may live in the house for the whole life span
without changing it. Thus, they are not affected that much by the information on the investment bene�t
of GHs. In addition, information on IAQ ranks third, which could effectively promote the GHs purchasing
behavior by 3.247 times. It may due to the increasing concern about PM2.5 pollution and air quality in
China[52]. The improvement of consumers' environmental awareness has aroused their attention to the
IAQ of housings. Besides, the information on waste classi�cation ranks fourth. It may be due to the waste
classi�cation policy has improved residents' awareness of waste classi�cation. The policy �rstly started
in Shanghai in 2019 and was carried out in other cities gradually. It forced the residents to classify
garbage consciously, and residents would be �ned if they classify it incorrectly. The sixth information is
that on carbon emission reduction (3.03 times). This is related to national policy trends, especially the
Chinese objectives of carbon emission peak by 2030 and carbon neutralization by 2060. The information
coming next are TC (2.982), acoustic environment (2.896), and greening rate (2.570). While the
information with the least impact is related to the luminous environment, which could only increase
purchasing intention by 2.516 times. It may be because that the recent building design pays much
attention to daylighting. Buildings could generally meet the requirements of relevant design codes, and
residents could generally satisfy with the luminous environment. Thus, this information has not as much
effect as others.

In terms of GH information providers, the P values are less than 0.05, and the coe�cients are positive. It
indicates that the information provided by the government and other GH residents has larger impacts
than that from developers. Speci�cally, the GH purchasing intention improvements are 1.970 and 1.629
times higher among the customers getting information from the government and other GH residents
respectively, when compared with those getting information from developers. It is because that
consumers think the government provided information more authoritative[27, 53], while they may doubt
the authenticity of the information from developers. There are often information asymmetries between
the GH developers and consumers, leading to the under-provision of di�cult-to-observe building
attributes[54]. Builders have a better understanding of the construction process than consumers. In
particular, building qualities like e�ciency and indoor air quality are di�cult to detect and verify before
purchase or lease, which makes buildings akin to an experiential good, whereby the quality of the product
cannot be observed until after consumption[55, 56]. Through the survey, it is found that developers
usually take "green" as the selling point, while the actual effect is not as good as announced[24].
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Therefore, consumers would worry about developers' exaggerative or false advertisements about
greenness. In contrast, government-provided information can verify such di�cult-to-observe
improvements authoritatively[53]. Besides, information from other GH residents is more reliable and likely
to affect purchasing behavior, because GH residents have real experiences of usage and have no
interesting relationship with other buyers.

As regards the customer willingness to pay for GH after information in�uence, most of them (44.07%) are
willing to pay 51–100 RMB/m2 more for GH. Besides, about 24.15% of the customers intent to pay the
premium of less than 50 RMB/m2. Although there are 5.93% of them showing no premium after the
information, there are still 13.56% of the respondents would like to pay more than 150 RMB premium for
GH. However, compared with the average premium of GH (523 RMB/m2), the customers’ willingness to
pay affected by information is still small. Therefore, it still needs to minimize the incremental price of
GHs and stimulate the customers willingness to pay by various methods, such as technology innovations
and �nancial supports, as well as education.

4.4 Information impacts on customers with different
environmental protection attitude
Since consumers with different environmental attitudes may react differently to various information, we
further dive them into two groups. Those who do not want to participate in or hold an uncertain opinion
on environmental protection are de�ned as group one. Whereas, those who slightly or very agree with
their responsibility of environmental protection are de�ned as group two. It makes group one and two
consist of 101 and 135 respondents, respectively. Before the regression, the t-test is used to verify the
difference between two groups. The p-value of the t-test is 0.000, showing a signi�cant difference
between the two groups. The results of the information impacts on consumers from each group are
shown in Table 4.
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Table 4
The in�uence of information on consumers with different environment protection attitudes

  Model3 (group one) Model4 (group two)

  Coe�-
cient

OR Std.
Error

P Coe�-
cient

OR Std.
Error

P

Purchase intention                

medium 2.428   0.413 0.000 -0.008   0.280 0.976

Maximum 4.106   0.420 0.000 1.597   0.283 0.000

Gender                

man -0.128 1.100 0.099 0.200 0.258 1.294 0.170 0.128

woman 0a 1.000 - - 0a 1000 - -

Age 0.099 1.104 0.058 0.018 0.082 1.085 0.046 0.073

Monthly income -0.061 0.941 0.067 0.358 0.054 1.056 0.050 0.274

Information providers                

government 1.070 2.914 0.432 0.013 0.670 1.954 0.228 0.003

other GHs householders 0.995 2.705 0.433 0.022 0.424 1.528 0.228 0.063

developers 0a 1.000 - - 0a 1.000 - -

Information contents                

·Economy                

cost saving in the usage
phase

1.904 6.716 0.404 0.000 0.410 1.507 0.232 0.077

investment bene�t 1.729 5.634 0.404 0.000 0.505 1.657 0.232 0.030

loan at concessionary
rates

1.911 6.758 0.403 0.000 0.554 1.740 0.231 0.016

·Living environment                

waste classi�cation 1.946 7.004 0.403 0.000 0.386 1.471 0.232 0.097

greening rate 1.285 3.614 0.405 0.000 0.442 1.556 0.231 0.056

acoustic environment 1.447 4.250 0.403 0.000 0.533 1.703 0.232 0.022

TC 1.628 5.092 0.404 0.000 0.459 1.582 0.231 0.047

Note: a represents the control group.
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  Model3 (group one) Model4 (group two)

LE 1.568 4.799 0.404 0.000 0.221 1.248 0.232 0.341

IAQ 1.647 5.192 0.405 0.000 0.617 1.853 0.231 0.008

·Environmental protection                

carbon emission reduction 1.502 4.492 0.403 0.000 0.576 1.780 0.233 0.013

Score test for the
proportional odds
assumption

Chi-square = 20.533

p-value = 0.152

Chi-square = 22.506

p-value = 0.105

Goodness-of-�t test

of overall model
(Likelihood Ratio)

Chi-square = 199.499

p-value = 0.000

Pseudo R2 = 0.152

Chi-square = 31.943

p-value = 0.007

Pseudo R2 = 0.109

Note: a represents the control group.

As seen in Table 4, there are differences in information impacts for people in two groups. For those in
environmentally friendly group (model 4), the top three information affecting consumers are IQA, carbon
emission reduction and loan at concessionary rates, which could improve the purchasing intention by
1.853, 1.780 and 1.740 times, respectively. In contrast, those neglecting environmental protection (model
3) are mostly affected by information on waste classi�cation, loan at concessionary and cost saving in
the usage phase, which improve the purchasing intention by 7.004, 6.758 and 6.713 times, respectively.
Whereas, the information on carbon emission reduction only ranks 8th, which increase the purchasing
intention of customer with low environmental protection awareness by 4.492 times. Therefore, the
consumers with environmental awareness care more about the living environment and carbon emission.
Whereas, those with no awareness of environmental protection focus more on the economic bene�ts.

5 Conclusion And Implications
Information is an important factor affecting consumers' GH purchasing behavior. Therefore, providing
reasonable information is an effective way to promote GH. The paper explores the contents and providers
of GH information, and quanti�es the impact of different information on residents' green consumption
behavior. The conclusions and suggestions are as follows:

Residents' gender and income have no signi�cant impacts on their purchasing behavior, while residents'
age and environmental protection attitude have signi�cant impacts. As the results show, the residents'
awareness of environmental protection is not high, which hinders their GH purchasing behavior.
Therefore, the government should improve public awareness of environmental protection through public-
service announcements and regulations.
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Generally, all kinds of information can effectively promote consumers' green housing purchasing
behavior. However, the in�uence degree is different. Consumers are strongly affected by the information
on economic bene�ts and IAQ of GHs. The detailed order is as follows: information on loan at
concessionary rates > cost saving in usage phase > IAQ > waste classi�cation > investment bene�t > 
carbon emission reduction > TC > acoustic environment > greening rate > luminous environment. Besides,
the environmentally friendly consumers are more affected by the information on living environment and
carbon emission. Whereas, those with low awareness of environmental protection focus more on the
economic bene�ts. Accordingly, the government and developers should strengthen GH information
disclosure through various channels, and ensure the authenticity and readability of information.
Moreover, the government could disclose more information on the economic bene�ts of GH by
accounting the cost-saving of GH, and publicity the loan support for GH through banks and other
channels. In addition, for air quality information, the government can regularly monitor and evaluate the
air quality of GH, and disclose related information by the o�cial information website or urge developers
to publish the monitoring data. Besides, the government could also calculate and disclosure the carbon
emission of buildings to attract the consumers with the environment protection responsibility.

Compared with developers, consumers trust more in the government and other green residential
households. Therefore, the government could build a consumer information exchange platform to enable
the consumer experience exchange to drive the GH purchasing behavior. In addition, developers should
improve the product quality and conduct residential exhibitions regularly to improve the transparency of
GH information. Besides, they could also gather and disclose the GH residents' feedback regularly to
improve the GH quality as well as attract other residents.
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Figure 1

Providers and contents of the information
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Figure 2

Improvement of willingness to buy GH after knowing different information

Figure 3

The customers’ willingness to pay for GHs


