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This study investigates the intricate relationships between Environmental Awareness (EA), 
Trust Label (TL), Eco-Friendly Attitude (EFA), Social & Lifestyle (SL), and Purchase 
Intention (PI) in the context of low-carbon coffee in Indonesia. This research aims to uncover 
the mechanisms that mediate the translation of EA into actual purchasing behaviour, 
addressing the prevalent 'green gap'. A quantitative approach is used by sampling through an 
online questionnaire. Data were collected from 300 coffee consumers in urban Indonesia, 
selected through non-probability purposive sampling. The hypothesis was tested using Partial 
Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) with SmartPLS 4, assessing the 
direct effects and indirect mediation effects. The results revealed that EA did not directly affect 
PI. Instead, the effect is fully mediated by EFA and SL. TL emerged as the most dominant 
antecedent of SL, exerting a strong and significant influence on SL (β = 0.598, p < 0.001) and 
EFA (β = 0.499, p < 0.001). The most powerful avenue for PI is through TL → SL → PI (β = 
0.236, p < 0.001). This underscores that consumption is driven more by social identity and 
lifestyle expressions than by cognitive awareness alone. This study contributes empirically to 
the green consumer behavior literature by examining the specific mediation structure 
particularly the pathway TL → SL → PI in the understudied context of carbon-labeled coffee 
in an emerging market. While individual mediators (EFA, SL) have been documented in prior 
research, their integrated application to low-carbon coffee consumption in Indonesia provides 
novel insights for sustainability management in developing economies.  
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1. INTRODUCTION

The issue of sustainability has become a major concern in
global development. Climate change, environmental 
degradation, and rising carbon emissions are driving 
companies to integrate sustainability principles into their 
business strategies. In the context of agribusiness, particularly 
coffee, sustainability is not only about the production process, 
but also how companies manage relationships with consumers 
through information transparency, reputation management, 
and low-carbon product innovation. The concept of 
sustainability management requires companies to combine 
economic, social, and environmental dimensions in strategic 
decision-making [1, 2].  

Coffee, as one of the global commodities, has a significant 
carbon footprint throughout its supply chain, from cultivation, 
processing, distribution, to consumption [3-7]. Therefore, 
managing coffee's carbon footprint is an important part of a 
company's sustainability strategy. One of the instruments 
widely used to convey sustainability commitments to 

consumers is the carbon label or eco-friendly labels. These 
labels serve as a communication tool that signals to consumers 
about the company's efforts to reduce environmental impact. 

However, the effectiveness of sustainability labels is greatly 
influenced by Trust Label (TL). Without trust, labels are just 
formal symbols that don't add value in driving purchase intent 
behavior [8-10]. Therefore, building a TL is an important part 
of sustainability management. 

Several studies show a gap (green gap) between 
Environmental Awareness (EA) and Purchase Intention (PI) 
for environmentally friendly products [11-14]. Consumers can 
have a high level of awareness about environmental issues, but 
they don't always translate them into real behavior. This 
condition is a challenge for companies in designing an 
effective sustainability strategy. 

In this context, Social & Lifestyle (SL) and Eco-Friendly 
Attitude (EFA) are important intermediary factors. SL serves 
as a form of social expression, in which the decision to buy 
low-carbon products is driven not only by cognitive factors but 
also by the representation of one's identity and social group 
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[15]. Similarly, an EFA has been shown to play a central role 
in bridging awareness with actual behavior [16]. 

However, this practice faces challenges. First, skepticism 
toward labels remains high in emerging markets [17, 18]. 
Second, consumers often prioritize price and convenience over 
sustainability. Third, regulations on carbon labeling standards 
in Indonesia are still developing and are not yet uniform. These 
challenges make sustainability management more strategic, 
not only following trends, but also making sustainability a 
long-term competitive advantage. 

Several previous studies have discussed consumer behavior 
towards green products [19-22]. However, research explicitly 
linking consumer behavior to sustainability management in 
the context of carbon-footprint coffee remains limited, 
especially in developing countries such as Indonesia. 

While previous studies have extensively discussed 
consumer behavior toward green products, research explicitly 
examining consumer behavior in the specific context of low-
carbon coffee remains limited, especially in emerging markets 
such as Indonesia. Most green consumption research 
predominantly focuses on developed economies, leaving a 
significant gap in understanding sustainability management in 
developing countries, where carbon labeling standards are still 
evolving, and consumer skepticism toward labels remains 
high. This study shows how these variables can serve as the 
basis for consumer-based sustainability management 
strategies and provides empirical evidence from Indonesia, 
which is relevant to emerging markets with increasing levels 
of sustainability awareness. 

Based on the above description, the purpose of this study is 
to explore the relationship between EA, TL, SL, and EFA to 
PI of low-carbon coffee. Specifically, this research tests 
whether trust in carbon labels operates as a primary driver of 
social identity-based consumption, rather than as a direct 
amplifier of environmental consciousness. By examining this 
structure in an emerging market context, this research provides 
practical insights for sustainability communication strategies 
in developing economies. 

 
 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 

This study uses a quantitative approach with the Partial 
Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) 
method. This design was chosen because it could analyze the 
causal relationships among complex latent variables, 
including the mediating roles of SL and EFA in linking EA 
with PI of low-carbon coffee. In addition, PLS-SEM is suitable 
for exploratory research and is oriented towards theoretical 
development in the realm of sustainability management [23]. 

With this design, the research not only tests the strength of 
relationships between variables but also provides an empirical 
basis for devising consumer-based sustainability management 
strategies in the coffee industry.  
 
2.1 Population and sample 
 

The research population is coffee consumers in Indonesia 
who are familiar with sustainability issues or have at least 
heard of environmentally friendly or carbon-labeled coffee 
products. The sampling technique used is non-probability 
purposive sampling, implemented via online surveys 
distributed through social media platforms (Instagram, 

Facebook, and online groups of coffee lover communities) as 
well as sustainable coffee-related communities in Indonesia. 
This approach was chosen to efficiently target urban 
consumers who are more likely to engage with sustainability 
trends and premium coffee products. Strict respondent 
screening criteria were implemented to ensure data quality, 
including: (1) being at least 18 years old, (2) having consumed 
coffee regularly (at least once per week) in the past six months, 
and (3) self-awareness of product sustainability issues. 

Respondent verification is carried out by (1) initial 
screening questions about the frequency of coffee 
consumption, (2) checking the consistency of responses across 
questionnaire items to detect untrustworthy response patterns, 
and (3) data deletion with a very short response time (< 3 
minutes for a 17-item questionnaire). This process ensures the 
internal validity of the collected data. 

A total of 300 eligible respondents participated in this study. 
Sample limitations to note: this sample was taken from urban 
coffee consumers in Indonesia who are active online and have 
access to social media. These findings are most representative 
of urban, technology-oriented, and upper-middle-income 
demographics that are conscious of sustainable products. 
Generalization to Indonesia’s rural population or to non-
premium coffee consumers must be done with caution. Future 
research should include rural and urban samples to provide a 
more comprehensive understanding of sustainable coffee 
purchasing behaviors across Indonesian demographics. This 
sample size is considered adequate because it exceeds the 
minimum requirement of 10 times the number of indicators in 
the structural path of the most complex model [23], thus 
ensuring the robustness of the PLS-SEM analysis. 

 
2.2 Research instruments 
 

The research instrument was a closed questionnaire with a 
5-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
The variables and indicators used were compiled from prior 
literature and adapted to the context of low-carbon footprint 
coffee. 

The research variables include: EA, EFA, SL, TL, and PI.  
This instrument is tested for validity and reliability through 

construct validity tests, composite reliability (CR) tests, and 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE). All indicators met the 
criteria of being valid (containing > 0.70) and reliable (CR > 
0.70; AVE > 0.50). 

The questionnaire items used in this study were adapted 
from prior literature and tailored to the context of low-carbon 
footprint coffee. The measurement items presented in Table 1 
represent the final indicators retained after reliability and 
validity testing during the measurement model evaluation. The 
way that section titles and other headings are displayed in 
these instructions is meant to be followed in your paper. 

 
2.3 Data collection procedure 

 
Data collection is conducted online via digital survey 

platforms, as the target population comprises urban consumers 
who are generally active on social media and familiar with 
technology. The questionnaire was distributed through social 
media. 

 
2.4 Data analysis techniques 

 
Data analysis is carried out through two stages: 
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(1) Measurement Model Analysis (External Model) 
consists of the indicator validity test (based on factor 
loadings), the construct reliability test with CR, and the 
discriminant validity test with the Fornell-Larcker 
Criterion and the heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) 
ratio. 

(2) Structural Model Analysis (Inner Model) consists of a 

latent relationship test (path coefficients). Path 
significance test by bootstrapping (5,000 subsamples), 
and the R² value to measure the model's ability to 
explain dependent variables. Effect size (f²) and 
Predictive Relevance (Q²) are used to assess the 
model’s predictive strength. 

The data is analyzed using SmartPLS 4 software. 
 

Table 1. Measurement items 
 

Construct Item Code and Questionnaire Statement 

EA 
EA1 I understand that the coffee production process can produce carbon emissions [24]. 
EA2 I learned that consuming eco-friendly coffee can reduce the negative impact on nature [5]. 
EA3 I am aware that coffee consumption with a low carbon footprint has a positive impact on society [24]. 

EFA 
EFA1 I think that buying eco-friendly coffee is a positive thing [25]. 
EFA2 I feel proud when I buy eco-friendly coffee [26]. 
EFA3 I consider that the benefits of eco-friendly coffee are worth the price [27]. 

SL 

SL1 My social environment supports the consumption of eco-friendly coffee [28]. 
SL2 I often hear friends or family talk about eco-friendly coffee [28]. 
SL3 Consumption of eco-friendly coffee is in accordance with my lifestyle [25]. 
SL4 I feel comfortable when consuming eco-friendly coffee in public places [29]. 

TL 

TL1 I believe in "eco-friendly" labels on coffee packaging [30]. 
TL2 I feel like the "low carbon footprint" label increases my confidence in the product [31]. 
TL3 I believe that eco-labels on coffee products can be verified for their truth [30]. 
TL4 I feel that eco-labels help me make informed purchasing decisions [27]. 

PI 
PI1 I plan to buy eco-friendly coffee in the near future [32]. 
PI2 I intend to try a low-carbon coffee that I have never tried before [33]. 
PI3 I am interested in buying eco-friendly coffee on a regular basis [34]. 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 
 
 
3. RESULTS  
 
3.1 Characteristics of respondents 
 

A total of 300 respondents participated in this study. The 
majority of respondents were coffee consumers aged 20-35 
years (62%), with a minimum level of education (74%). Most 
live in urban areas (Bandung, Jakarta, Yogyakarta, and 
Surabaya) and are used to buying coffee both in packaged 
form and through modern coffee shops. About 68% of 
respondents reported having heard of the terms “carbon 
footprint” and “sustainability label”, although their 
understandings of them varied. 

This characteristic reflects the urban consumer segment that 
is the main target of coffee companies’ consumer-based 
sustainability management strategies.  

 
3.2 Test outer model 

 
External model analysis was conducted to assess the 

validity and reliability of the indicators used in the study. The 
results of the external model test are presented in Table 2.  

 
Table 2. Results of outer loading convergent validity test 

 
 Variable 
 EA TL EFA SL PI 

EA1 0.802     
EA2 0.763     
EA3 0.763     
TL1  0.851    
TL2  0.859    
TL3  0.840    
TL4  0.843    

EFA1   0.809   
EFA2   0.814   

EFA3   0.848   
SL1    0.851  
SL2    0.798  
SL3    0.876  
SL4    0.800  
PI1     0.897 
PI2     0.790 
PI3     0.885 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
The convergent validity test showed that all indicators had 

factor loadings above 0.70; hence, the research model is shown 
in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 shows that the indicators used explain the latent 
variables well. The estimated AVE is shown in Table 3. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Latent model of research variables 
Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 

Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 
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Table 3. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) convergent 
validity test results 

 
Variable AVE Information 

EA 0.602 Valid 
PI 0.737 Valid 

EFA 0.679 Valid 
SL 0.692 Valid 
TL 0.719 Valid 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
Based on Table 3, the AVE values for all variables were 

above 0.50, namely: EA (0.602), PI (0.737), EFA (0.679), SL 
(0.692), and TL (0.719). Thus, all variables can be declared 
valid. 

In terms of reliability, the Cronbach’s Alpha values for all 
variables in the good category are shown in Table 4. 
 

Table 4. Alpha Cronbach 
 

Variable Alpha Cronbach rho_c AVE Information 
EA 0.670 0.820 0.602 Reliable 
PI 0.821 0.894 0.737 Reliable 

EFA 0.763 0.864 0.679 Reliable 
SL 0.851 0.900 0.692 Reliable 
TL 0.870 0.911 0.719 Reliable 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
EA has Cronbach's α > 0 (0.670; slightly below 0.70) but is 

retained because CR (rho_c) = 0.752 > 0.70 and AVE = 
0.563.50. In the context of PLS-SEM, CR is generally seen as 
more appropriate than Cronbach's alpha in the SEM 
framework based on the weights of the estimated indicators 
[35]. 

The validity of the discriminator was tested using the 
Fornell-Larcker criteria. Table 5 below shows that the square 
root of AVE for each construct (diagonal values) exceeds the 
correlations between constructs, indicating adequate 
discriminant validity. 
 

Table 5. Discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker criterion) 
 

Construct EA EFA SL TL PI 
EA 0.750 0.512 0.468 0.501 0.312 

EFA 0.512 0.683 0.607 0.499 0.615 
SL 0.468 0.607 0.720 0.598 0.686 
TL 0.501 0.499 0.598 0.758 0.398 
PI 0.312 0.615 0.686 0.398 0.681 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
Table 6. Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) results 

 
Construct EA EFS SL TL PI 

EA - 0.612 0.541 0.582 0.387 
EFA 0.612 - 0.721 0.598 0.743 
SL 0.541 0.721 - 0.710 0.814 
TL 0.582 0.598 0.710 - 0.471 
PI 0.387 0.743 0.814 0.471 - 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
As an additional test, the HTMT criterion is also used. Table 

6 shows that all HTMT ratios are below the 0.90 threshold, 
thus demonstrating a satisfactory discriminant validity 
according to the HTMT criteria. 

3.3 Test inner model (R²) 
 

The analysis of the R² value indicates how much of the 
variability in the dependent variables is explained by the 
independent variables in the model, as shown in Table 7. 
 

Table 7. R² test results 
 

Dependent Variable R² R² Adjusted 
PI 0.694 0.690 

EFA 0.577 0.574 
SL 0.665 0.662 

Note: EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = Social & Lifestyle; PI = Purchase 
Intention. 

 
Table 7 explains as follows: 
(1) PI: R² = 0.694. This means that 69.4% of the variation 

in PI can be explained by EFA, SL, and TL. 
(2) EFA: R² = 0.577. This means that 57.7% of the 

variation in EFA is explained by EA and TL. 
(3) SL: R² = 0.665. This means that 66.5% of the variation 

in SL of is explained by EA and TL. 
This fairly high R² value indicates that the research model 

has good predictive power and can explain consumer behavior 
towards low-carbon coffee. 
 
3.4 Model fit test 
 

The fit model evaluated with several indicators can be seen 
in Table 8. 
 

Table 8. Model conformity test results 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria Standard Results Interpretation 

SRMR < 0.10 0.066 Good/Excellent 
NFI > 0.70 0.808 Acceptable/Acceptable 

R² - PI > 0.50 0.694 Good/Substantial 
R² - EFA > 0.50 0.577 Good/Moderate 
R² - SL > 0.50 0.665 Good/Substantial 
Q² - PI > 0.00 0.518 Strong 

Q² - EFA > 0.00 0.559 Strong 
Q² - SL > 0.00 0.647 Strong 

Effect Size 
(f²) 

See table 
in section 

3.7 

See 
table in 
section 

3.7 

Details explained 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention; NFI = 

Normed Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual. 
 
Table 8 explains as follows:  
(1) An Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 

value of 0.066 indicates that the mean residual between the 
observed and predicted correlation matrices is very small, 
indicating the model's suitability for good data. SRMR is one 
of the most reliable indices in PLS-SEM for evaluating the 
quality of structural models. 

(2) A Normed Fit Index (NFI) of 0.808 indicates that the 
model shows a considerable improvement in fit over the 
baseline model, although it remains slightly below the ideal 
standard of 0.90. This value remains acceptable in the context 
of exploratory research with samples originating from 
emerging markets, especially when combined with other 
indicators that demonstrate strong validity. 

(3) A high R² value for all endogenous variables indicates 
that the independent and mediator variables in the model 
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explain most of the variance in the dependent variables. 
Specifically, PI is explained by a combination of EFA, SL, and 
TL, with 69.4% explained. These results indicate that the 
model has substantial predictive power in explaining 
consumer purchasing behavior. 

(4) Q² was assessed using a blindfolding procedure to 
evaluate whether the model could predict endogenous 
construct values with good accuracy. All Q² values are positive 
and belong to the strong category (Q² > 0.35), indicating that 
the model has adequate predictive relevance. This means that 
the model is not only able to explain the data used in the 
estimates but also able to predict values for observations 
outside the research sample. 

(5) f² measures the relative contribution of each predictor 
variable in explaining the variance of endogenous variables. 
As shown in section 3.7, TL showed the largest effect size on 
SL (f² = 0.696), followed by its effect on EFA (f² = 0.384). The 
interpretation of effect size follows Cohen’s criteria, where 
f² > 0.35 indicates a large effect, f² > 0.15 indicates a moderate 
effect, and f² > 0.02 indicates a small effect. This pattern of 
results provides evidence that the TL is the most influential 
construct in the structural model of this study. 

(6) Overall, the combination of a good SRMR, a high R², 
a positive and strong Q², and a substantial f² provides strong 
evidence that the developed structural model has sufficient 
validity to explain consumer behavior towards carbon-neutral 
coffee in the Indonesian market. The use of PLS-SEM in this 
study is considered more appropriate than covariance-based 
SEM because the research focuses on developing theories and 
making predictions in an exploratory context, with samples 
from emerging markets where the assumption of multivariate 
normality is often not met. 
 
3.5 Test hypothesis (direct effects) 
 

The results of hypothesis testing using bootstrapping 
yielded important findings, as shown in Table 9. 

Statistical significance was evaluated using bootstrapping 

with 5,000 subsamples, and the results are reported using 
standardized path coefficients, p-values, and 95% 
bootstrapped confidence intervals. Table 9 shows that: 

(1) The effect of EA on PI, the result is "Not Supported". 
With p = Environmental 0.328 (well above α = 0.05), there is 
no statistical evidence to support a direct relationship between 
EA and PI. These findings are consistent with the literature on 
the 'green gap' and emphasize the role of mediators in 
translating awareness into actual purchasing behavior. 

(2) The effect of EA on EFA was significant (β = 0.350; p 
< 0.001). This means that EA forms a positive attitude of 
consumers towards sustainability issues. 

(3) The effect of EA on SL was significant (β = 0.304; p < 
0.001). This means that consumers with high EA tend to 
associate consumption choices with sustainable lifestyles. 

(4) The effect of EFA on PI was significant (β = 0.373; p 
< 0.001). This means that a positive attitude towards the 
environment increases the intention to buy coffee with a low 
carbon footprint. 

(5) The influence of SL on PI had a significant effect (β = 
0.394; p < 0.001). This means that SL factors play an 
important role in increasing PI. 

(6) The effect of TL on PI is "Marginal/Not Strong". This 
pathway reaches marginal significance (p = 0.048), just at the 
border of the 0.05 threshold. The negative path coefficient (-
0.096) is also surprising, indicating that the direct effect of the 
TL on PI is very weak and negative. This shows that the effect 
of the TL on PI is entirely mediated by Eco-Friendly and 
Social Attitudes & Lifestyle, not through direct influence. 
Interpretation should not reinforce this pathway as a strong 
direct effect. 

(7) The effect of TL on EFA was significant (β = 0.499; p 
< 0.001). This means that consumers who trust eco-labels tend 
to have a stronger EFA. 

(8) The effect of TL on SL was significant and strongest 
(β = 0.598; p < 0.001). This means that TL significantly 
influence consumers' lifestyles and their adoption of 
sustainable products. 

 
Table 9. Result path coefficient bootstrapping direct effects 

 
Path 

Coefficients 
Original 

Sample (O) 
Sample Mean 

(M) 
Standard Deviation 

(STDEV) 
t-Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) p-Values Note 

EAPI 0.025 0.022 0.056 0.445 0.328 Not supported 
EAEFA 0.350 0.354 0.070 4.995 0.000 Supported 
EASL 0.304 0.313 0.071 4.318 0.000 Supported 
EFAPI 0.373 0.366 0.074 5.055 0.000 Supported 
SLPI 0.394 0.395 0.079 4.965 0.000 Supported 
TLPI 0.111 0.121 0.067 1.665 0.048 Marginal (Not Strong) 

TLEFA 0.499 0.496 0.079 6.296 0.000 Supported 
TLSL 0.598 0.590 0.080 7.504 0.000 Supported 

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 
 

3.6 Mediation test (indirect effects) 
 

Indirect effect testing revealed that TL have a strong 
influence on PI through mediation mechanisms, as shown in 
Table 10. 

Indirect effect testing revealed that TL has a strong 
influence on PI through a mediation mechanism, as presented 
in Table 10. The results confirm that EFA and SL function as 
mediating variables that transmit the influence of EA and TL 
on PI. From Table 10, it can be explained that: 

(1) TL influences on SL, which in turn influences PI, with 
a coefficient = 0.236; p < 0.001. This mediation path is the 
most powerful, showing that green labels encourage lifestyle 

changes that ultimately increase PI. 
(2) TL effects on EFA, which has an impact on PI with a 

coefficient value = 0.186; p < 0.001. TL also influences PI 
through EFA, although the effect is smaller than that of the 
lifestyle path. 

(3) EA influences SL, which in turn impacts PI, with a 
coefficient value = 0.120; p < 0.001. EA has an indirect 
influence on PI through SL, though the effect it is relatively 
weak. 

(4) EA affects EFA, which has an impact on PI, with a 
coefficient value = 0.131; p < 0.001. This pathway shows that 
EA is more effective when mediated by EFA. 
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Table 10. Path coefficient bootstrapping results: Indirect effects 
 

Path Coefficients Original Sample (O) Sample Mean (M) Std. Dev t-Statistics (O/ST) DEV) p-Values 
TLSLPI 0.236 0.232 0.054 4.338 0.000 

TL EFAPI 0.186 0.181 0.044 4.187 0.000 
EASLPI 0.120 0.124 0.039 3.058 0.001 

EAEFAPI 0.131 0.130 0.039 3.369 0.000 
Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
3.7 Effect size (f²) 
 

Table 11 shows that the f² assessment indicates substantial 
variation in each predictor’s explanatory contribution within 
the structural model.  
 

Table 11. Effect size test results (f²) 
 

Variable EA PI EFA SL TL 
EA  0.001 0.189 0.180  
PI      

EFA  0.154    
SL  0.136    
TL  0.015 0.384 0.696  

Note: EA = Environmental Awareness; EFA = Eco-Friendly Attitude; SL = 
Social & Lifestyle; TL = Trust Label; PI = Purchase Intention. 

 
EA exhibits a negligible influence on PI (f² = 0.001), 

suggesting that increases in environmental consciousness do 
not meaningfully enhance consumers' purchase decisions. 
Nonetheless, EA provides small-to-moderate explanatory 
power for EFA (f² = 0.189) and SL (f² = 0.180), implying that 
awareness more strongly shapes attitudinal and lifestyle-
related dimensions than direct behavioral intentions.  

EFA demonstrates a moderate effect on PI (f² = 0.154), 
while SL shows a small effect (f² = 0.136). These values 
indicate that both constructs play a meaningful, albeit not 
dominant, role in predicting PI. 

TL emerges as the most influential construct in the model. 
Although its effect on PI is minimal (f² = 0.015), it exerts a 
substantial influence on EFA (f² = 0.384) and an even stronger 
effect on SL (f² = 0.696). These results highlight that trust 
embedded in product labels significantly shapes consumers' 
attitudinal evaluations and lifestyle orientations, positioning it 
as a central driver in the model. 

Overall, the f² outcomes confirm that TL contributes the 
largest effect within the structural pathways, whereas EA and 
attitudinal constructs exhibit more modest contributions to 
explaining PI. This pattern underscores the pivotal role of 
trust-related cues in influencing environmentally oriented 
consumer decision-making. 

 
 

4. DISCUSSION 
 

This study provides empirical evidence on the mechanisms 
that drive low-carbon coffee PI in Indonesia. The results of the 
PLS-SEM analysis reveal a complex mediation model. In 
particular, the influence of EA on PI is fully channeled through 
EFA and SL. It is most important that the TL of eco-friendly 
coffee emerges as the most powerful exogenous variable that 
exerts a strong direct influence on both mediators, but exerts a 
weak direct effect on the PI itself. Of the identified pathways, 
the strongest influences were TL → SL → PI. 
 
4.1 The important but indirect role of Trust Labels 
 

TL serves as an environmental quality assurance that is 

difficult to verify directly by consumers [9, 36, 37]. This study 
confirms that the direct influence of TL on PI is relatively 
weak. This means that even though consumers believe in eco-
friendly TL, it does not automatically encourage them to buy. 
On the other hand, the TL functions more as a trigger for 
changes in attitudes and SL symbols, which then influence the 
PI decision. These results are in line with research showing 
that TL eco-friendly products have a strong effect on the 
formation of green consumer identities, but the direct 
influence on purchasing behavior is smaller [38-40]. 

Thus, the TL can be understood not only as a functional 
attribute of a product, but as a social signal that shapes 
consumers' perception of their social status, lifestyle, and 
values. In the Indonesian context, where coffee consumption 
is often associated with urban lifestyles and social identities 
[9, 38, 41, 42]. So that the symbolic function of labels becomes 
more and more relevant. 
 
4.2 Environmental awareness and the "green gap" 
 

The results of this study found that EA had no direct effect 
on the PI of coffee with a low carbon footprint. These findings 
support the concept of the green gap, which is the gap between 
attitudes or EA and actual behavior [12, 43, 44]. Consumers 
can have a high level of awareness, but economic, social, and 
psychological factors are often barriers to turning them into 
real behaviors. 

Nevertheless, EA has been shown to play an important role 
in shaping EFA and SL. This is consistent with the Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB) [16] which states that attitudes are 
the result of the cognitive evaluation of a behavior. The higher 
a person's awareness of environmental impacts, the more 
likely they are to develop a positive attitude towards eco-
friendly consumption. 

Therefore, EA should be seen as an antecedent factor that 
influences attitudes and lifestyles, rather than as a direct driver 
of consumption behavior. In this context, a marketing 
communication strategy that only emphasizes the 
environmental education aspect may not be enough. 
Manufacturers need to connect environmental issues with SL 
values that are relevant to consumers. 
 
4.3 The role of Eco-Friendly Attitude in encouraging 
Purchase Intention 
 

The findings of this study show that EFA has a significant 
effect on the intention to buy coffee with a low carbon 
footprint. This is consistent with the TPB, which states that a 
positive attitude towards a behavior will increase the 
likelihood that a person will do so [16]. 

Previous studies have also supported this finding, that 
positive attitudes towards eco-friendly products increase 
consumers' tendency to buy them even at a premium price [15, 
45, 46]. Similar results were also found that EFA is one of the 
strongest predictors of green consumption behavior [14, 47-
49]. 
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In the context of this study, EFA is formed from a 
combination of EA and TL. This means that consumers who 
are knowledgeable about the environmental impact and TL 
tend to have a more positive attitude towards low-carbon 
coffee, which ultimately increases PI. 
 
4.4 Social & Lifestyle as the strongest mediation channel 
 

In this study, SL factors have been shown to significantly 
influence PI, with a higher path coefficient than EFA. This 
shows that coffee consumption has a low carbon footprint not 
only in terms of sustainability, but is also closely linked to SL 
identity. Consumers who want to display an eco-friendly self-
image tend to be more interested in products with a low carbon 
footprint label. These findings are in line with research that 
emphasizes that social factors such as group norms and 
lifestyle aspirations play a major role in shaping green 
consumption behaviors [50-54]. 

In the Indonesian context, the trend of coffee consumption 
in modern cafes and the increasing penetration of social media 
have made coffee not only a drink, but also a symbol of the 
urban lifestyle [42, 55, 56]. Therefore, a marketing strategy for 
coffee with a low carbon footprint needs to connect 
sustainability messages with aspects of social identity and 
lifestyle aspirations of consumers. 
 
4.5 Integration and theoretical implications 
 

Although individual constructs (EA, EFA, PI) are adapted 
from previous theories and research, the novelty contribution 
of this research lies in:  

(1) Integrated Mediation Structure: This study provides 
the first empirical evidence that the relationship between EA 
and PI is fully mediated by Eco-Friendly and Social Attitudes 
& Lifestyle. This model goes beyond the SDG-based approach 
which, relies on the direct effects of awareness, suggesting that 
social and identity factors are crucial bridges often overlooked. 

(2) The Role of TL as Social Signals: In contrast to 
previous studies that treated TL as cognitive information, this 
study shows that TL primarily function as social signals that 
shape consumer identities and lifestyle expressions, rather 
than just as an informant of environmental benefits. 

(3) Specific Context: The findings apply to emerging 
markets (Indonesia) with high levels of label skepticism, 
emerging carbon-labeling regulations, and a growing 
demographic of sustainability-conscious consumers. This 
allows for limited generalizations to similar contexts, but 
research in developed markets can yield different patterns. 

 
 

5. CONCLUSIONS 
 

This study aims to analyze the factors that affect consumer 
PI for low-carbon coffee using the PLS-SEM approach, based 
on data from 300 respondents in Indonesia. The results showed 
that the TL was the most dominant variable, with a major 
influence on SL and EFA, which then played an important role 
in increasing PI. On the other hand, EA has been shown to 
have no direct effect on PI, but rather works indirectly through 
attitudes and lifestyles. 

Eco-mindedness has been shown to positively affect PI, 
according to the TPB, aligning with SDGs 12 (Responsible 
Consumption and Production), while SL are the strongest 
mediating channels that bridge the influence of TL on PI. 

These findings confirm that the decision to buy low-carbon 
coffee is influenced more by social and symbolic factors than 
by cognitive awareness alone. 

Thus, the most powerful pathways that drive consumer PI 
are: TL impact SL, and impact PI. 
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