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Abstract

India’s booming electronics industry is churning out
more than just cutting-edge gadgets—it’s also piling up
e-waste at an alarming rate. With products becoming
outdated faster than ever, the hazardous materials in
discarded electronics threaten both people and the planet.
Sadly, most e-waste in India is handled by informal,
unregulated setups, and clear laws to manage it are
missing. This study dives into what everyday consumers
think about sustainability in electronics—how aware
they are, what they feel, and whether they’re ready to
make greener choices. Through surveys and heartfelt
interviews, we uncover how factors like age, income, and
education shape people’s understanding of issues like
eco-friendly designs, recycling, and the environmental
toll of their purchases. We also spotlight how some
companies are stepping up with repairable, energy-
saving devices and take-back programs, but success
hinges on whether consumers are on board. Ultimately,
this research calls for teamwork—between people,
businesses, and policymakers—to build a more
sustainable future for electronics in India.

1. Introduction

The electronics industry is booming, transforming our
lives with gadgets that make everything faster, easier,
and more connected. From smartphones to smart fridges,
these devices are now part of who we are. But there’s a
catch: they’re piling up as e-waste faster than we can
handle. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency calls
e-waste any discarded electronic device, and with over
60% metals, 30% plastics, and a dangerous 2.7% toxic
pollutants like lead and mercury, improper disposal is a
real threat to people and the planet. Globally, e-waste is
one of the fastest-growing waste streams, and it’s
reaching crisis levels.

Our modern love for tech comes with big sustainability
challenges—think resource depletion, sky-high energy
use, and mountains of discarded devices. Sustainability

in electronics means using eco-friendly materials,
designing products to last, and making them easy to
repair or recycle. Yet, fast obsolescence, limited
recycling options, and spotty

awareness make this tough. Consumers play a huge role
here. Some hunt for green products, while others shrug
off the environmental impact. Understanding what
people think and feel about sustainability is key to
sparking greener choices.

Companies are trying to step up, with modular designs
for easier fixes, energy-saving tech, and take-back
programs under Extended Producer

Responsibility (EPR). But these efforts need consumers
to care and join in. Corporate social responsibility (CSR)
pushes firms to walk the talk—using recycled materials
or renewable energy—but “greenwashing” risks
breaking trust. Meanwhile, government policies like the
Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)
Directive, Restriction of Hazardous Substances (RoHS),
and EPR laws nudge manufacturers toward better
practices, though uneven rules worldwide create hurdles.

Who we are matters too—age, income, education, and
values shape how much we prioritize sustainability.
Younger folks often lean greener, but for some, cost
trumps eco-concerns. Tech breakthroughs, like
biodegradable materials or Al-driven recycling, could
change the game, but they need investment and demand
to take off.

This research digs into what consumers really think
about sustainability in electronics—how aware they are,
what drives their choices, and what holds them back. It
also looks at how industry moves and government rules
shape those decisions. By connecting what people feel
with what’s possible, we aim to fuel a more responsible
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electronics world, where manufacturers, policymakers,
and everyday users work together for a healthier planet.

3. Problem Statement

The electronics industry has transformed our lives,
delivering gadgets that make every day more connected
and convenient. But this boom comes with a heavy cost:
mountains of e-waste, drained resources, polluted
environments, and skyrocketing energy use. Despite
efforts from companies, governments, and activists to
push for greener practices, many consumers still aren’t
on board—or even aware—of the impact their choices
make.

With new tech hitting the market constantly, people are
quick to upgrade, tossing out old devices without a
second thought. Yet, most don’t realize that eco-friendly
options, like lead-free electronics, could meet their needs
just as well. The catch? These greener products often cost
more, putting them out of reach for some. Plus, there’s a
knowledge gap—many folks simply don’t know the
benefits of choosing sustainable electronics or that they
even exist.

This study aims to get to the heart of what consumers
know and feel about green electronics. Are they getting
enough information to make informed choices? What’s
driving them to pick eco-friendly products—or holding
them back? By exploring their awareness, attitudes, and
decisions, we hope to uncover the real factors shaping
the push for a more sustainable electronics world.

Consumer decision-making towards
green electronics products

Figure 3.1. Theoretical Framework

Review of Literature

The electronics we love come with a hidden cost—piling
up e-waste and harming the planet. Research shows
people care about sustainability but often don’t know
enough to act on it. Smith and Taylor (2023) found that
while folks worry about the environment, they lack the
know-how to pick greener gadgets. D’Souza et al. (2006)
stressed that teaching consumers about a product’s eco-
impact and clear labels can spark enthusiasm for
sustainable choices.

The idea of a circular economy—recycling and repairing
instead of tossing—is gaining traction. Brown and Singh
(2023) pointed out that price and access decide whether
people embrace these habits, while Garcia and Lopez
(2023) showed that modular designs and recyclable parts
excite consumers, though worries about durability hold
them back. Standards across the industry could help.

Companies’ do-good efforts, or Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR), matter too. Johnson and Baker
(2022) found honest CSR builds loyalty, but only if
people see real results. Brown and Wang (2020)
agreed—genuine green moves win trust. Yet, Smith and
Taylor (2020) noted that even eco-aware consumers
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often don’t know how to act, calling for clearer info and
campaigns.

Who we are shapes our choices. Lee and Chen (2018)
saw younger folks grabbing eco-products when labels
and lifecycle info are clear. But Johnson and Kumar
(2021) warned that “greenwashing”—fake eco-claims—
makes people skeptical. Only honest, provable promises
work.

E-waste is a growing mess. Martinez and Gupta (2019)
said people underestimate its harm and need better
education and recycling perks. Khan and Robinson
(2021) found that even with more awareness, spotty
recycling programs stop action. Good systems could turn
things around.

Media plays a big role too. Miller and Hassan (2022)
showed that news and social media shape how we see
electronics’ impact, but Greenwood and Silva (2018)
noted it’s tough to turn that awareness into real change.
Labels and design matter as well—Zhang and Patel
(2017) found trusted eco-labels guide purchases, while
Belkhir and Elmeligi (2019) said longer-lasting designs
cut waste, though our upgrade obsession fights back.

E-waste awareness isn’t enough without action.
Borthakur and Govind (2017) found that weak recycling
setups stop even concerned consumers. Baldé et al.
(2017) reported a staggering 44.7 million metric tonnes
of e-waste in 2016, with under 20% recycled—a wake-
up call for better systems.

Finally, Peattie and Crane (2005) and Vergragt et al.
(2016) agreed that while more people get the
sustainability memao, high costs and limited options keep
awareness from turning into action. It’ll take policies,
education, and honest businesses to shift how we buy.

2.1 The Concept of Sustainability in Consumer
Electronics

Sustainability in electronics means cutting harm to the
planet while keeping things fair and affordable. It’s about
using less energy, managing e-waste, and picking eco-
friendly materials (environmental impact); ensuring fair
wages and ethical sourcing (social responsibility); and
making green products that don’t break the bank
(economic viability). Even though more people care,
connecting these ideas to everyday gadget purchases is
still a challenge.

Research Methodology

This study dives into how everyday people view
sustainability in the world of gadgets, blending numbers
and stories to paint a full picture. We kicked things off by
digging through existing research to spot trends and gaps
about sustainability in electronics, which helped shape
our questions and guesses. Then, we reached out to a
wide mix of folks—different ages, incomes, and
places—using a detailed survey as our main tool to
capture what they think.

The survey asked straightforward questions with rating
scales to gauge how much people know about things like
energy-saving tech, long-lasting products, recycling, and
e-waste, as well as their attitudes and habits.

3.1 Research Design

We used a descriptive approach to explore what drives
people’s choices, how much they know about
sustainability, and what stops them from going green
with electronics. It’s all about understanding the factors
that shape their behavior.

3.2 Data Collection Methods

Primary Data: We sent out an online guestionnaire to
gather fresh insights. It mixed closed-ended questions for
clear stats and open-ended ones to catch personal
thoughts, giving us both hard numbers and deeper
feelings.

3.3 Sample Size and Sampling Technique

1. Sample Size: We got 123 people to share
their views.
2. Sampling  Technique: We  used

convenience sampling, reaching out to folks who
use electronics and have some awareness of
sustainability, making it easier to connect with
engaged participants.

3.4 Research Instrumentation

Our main tool was a carefully crafted questionnaire with
18 questions covering demographics, how people handle
old gadgets, what they think about sustainability when
buying, and their take on e-waste. It used multiple-
choice, Likert scales, and open-ended questions to
capture a range of responses.
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1. Demographic Information: Basics like
age, gender, income, and education to
understand who’s answering.

2. Behavioral Questions: These dug into
habits—Ilike what people do with old electronics
and how sustainability fits into their choices.

3. Awareness and Attitudes Toward
Sustainability: Here, we checked how much
folks know and care about green practices in
electronics.

4, Barriers to Sustainability: This part
explored why some might skip sustainable
options, like cost or lack of info.

5. Data Analysis

6. We sorted through the survey responses
using Microsoft Excel to spot trends, patterns,
and connections. Simple stats helped us sum up
what we found, and we whipped up visuals like
bar charts and pie charts to make the insights
pop.

7. Software: We leaned on Excel for
crunching the numbers, with Python as an option
for deeper analysis if needed.

Results and Discussion

4.1 Results

1. Demographics
o Age: Most are 18-25, some 26-
35.
o Gender: Mostly guys.
o Education: Many have
undergrad degrees.

2. Usage and Purchase Preferences
o Top Product: Smartphones are
king.

o Buying Spots: Split between
online (Amazon, Flipkart) and physical
stores.

3. Awareness and Perception

o E-Waste Knowledge: Folks are
mildly to moderately aware of e-waste.

o Sustainability’s Weight: Ranges
from “slightly” to “very” important in
buying choices.

4, Behavior Patterns

o Device Replacement: Most
swap gadgets every 3-5 years.

o Disposal: Selling second-hand
is common.

5. Barriers to Sustainability

o Main Issues: High costs and
scarce green options.

o Concerns: E-waste, short
product life, and energy use stand out.

Discussion

6. Suggestions for Improvement
o Raising Awareness:  Social
media and government policies could
help.
o Company  Priorities:  Cut
carbon, extend product life, use recycled
Stuff.

1. Consumer Behavior

People know a bit about sustainability, but when
buying gadgets, they care more about
performance and brand than eco-friendliness.
Green products are pricey and hard to find, so
companies need to make them more affordable
and accessible.
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2. Awareness Campaigns
Social media and government efforts are seen as
the best ways to spread the word. Companies
should use these to show folks why green
electronics matter.

3. Corporate Responsibility
Many feel companies should step up and handle
e-waste recycling. It’s clear people expect
brands to take charge and do their part.

Observations and Analysis
4, Regression Coefficients

5. Constant (Intercept): Starts at 1.7772,
meaning even with zero e-waste awareness,
people still value sustainability a bit.

6. Awareness Coefficient: At 0.2234, every
step up in e-waste awareness boosts how much
sustainability matters by about a quarter of a
point.

7. Significance (p-value)

8. The p-value for e-waste awareness is
0.044, just under 0.05, so it’s a real factor in
caring about sustainability.

9. The intercept’s p-value is 0.000—super
significant.

10. Model Fit (R-squared)

11. R-squared is 0.033, so e-waste
awareness explains only 3.3% of why people
prioritize sustainability. Other stuff, like price or
brand, clearly matters too.

12. F-statistic and Model Significance

13. F-statistic is 4.128, with a p-value of
0.0444, meaning the model’s better than nothing,
but not the whole story.

14. Diagnostics

15. Durbin-Watson (1.742) says no big
issues with data patterns.

16. Skewness (-0.03) and kurtosis (1.534)
show the data’s pretty normal.

17. Intercept (60)

18. The 1.7772 intercept is what people
think of sustainability with no e-waste
awareness.

19. Interpretation of Results

20. Awareness Matters: Knowing more
about e-waste makes people care a bit more
about sustainability when buying gadgets.

21. But It’s Not Everything:. The low R-
squared hints that things like cost, brand love, or
product availability are also big players.

22. What to Do: Companies could teach
folks more about e-waste through campaigns to
nudge them toward greener choices.

23. 4.4 Regression Analysis

Regression Analysis

24. This scatterplot shows how e-waste
awareness  connects to caring about
sustainability:

25. X-axis: Awareness of e-waste issues.
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26. Y-axis: How much sustainability matters
in buying decisions.

217. Interpretations
28. Positive Trend

29. The red line slopes up, showing that as
e-waste awareness grows, people tend to care
more about sustainability, though it’s a gentle
climb.

30. Confidence Interval

31. The pink shaded area around the line
shows where the real trend likely lies, with 95%
confidence.

32. Scattered Dots

33. Blue dots (responses) are all over,
meaning people vary a lot. Some barely aware
folks still love sustainability, and some aware
ones don’t care much.

34. Weak Link

35. The spread-out dots and low R-squared
confirm the link between awareness and
sustainability is real but small. Other factors are
clearly in play.

36. This plot shows a slight but real
connection—knowing more about e-waste
nudges people toward valuing sustainability. To
make a bigger splash, we’d need to dig into more
influences.

37. Based on the regression results, we
looked
at how two things connect:

. What’s ~ Measured:  How  much
sustainability matters when buying electronics.

. What’s Tested: How aware people are of
e-waste issues.

Scope and Limitations

5.1 Scope
This study zeroes in on how people view sustainability
in electronics, exploring:

o Purchase Behavior: What drives
gadget-buying choices, especially how much
sustainability matters.

o Corporate Responsibility: What folks
expect from companies—like  recycling
programs, tougher products, and greener
practices.

. Barriers to Adoption: Why it’s tough to
pick sustainable electronics, like high prices or
hard-to-find options.

. Awareness Campaigns: How social
media and government efforts can nudge people
toward eco-friendly habits.

5.2 Limitations

. Self-Reported Data: Answers come
straight from people, so some might stretch the
truth or say what sounds good.

. Limited Reach: We used convenience
sampling, so the findings might not speak for
everyone.

. Geographical Scope: Results reflect our
sample’s region and may not match what people
think elsewhere with different cultures or
economies.

. Awareness Gaps: Even though we asked
about e-waste and sustainability, not everyone
understands these topics deeply.

Conclusion

This study, Perception Regarding Sustainability Issues in
Electronic Consumer Products (ECPs) Among Users,
shows that people are starting to wake up to the
environmental toll of their gadgets—e-waste, carbon
emissions, and drained resources. Things like energy-
saving designs, long-lasting products, recyclability, and
ethical sourcing are shaping what folks want and buy.

But knowing isn’t always doing. Even though many care
about the planet, high costs, scarce green options, and
murky info often stop them from choosing eco-friendly
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electronics. Misunderstandings about recycling and the
circular economy don’t help either.

Government rules—Ilike Energy Star, WEEE Directive,
and RoHS—plus company efforts and certifications, are
building trust and clarity. Things like right-to-repair laws
and circular economy ideas are empowering people by
making gadgets last longer and cutting waste.

Still, there’s work to do. More education, clear eco-
labels, and deals on energy-efficient or refurbished gear
could turn good intentions into real action. Pushing
repairable, reusable, and refurbished products can also
boost confidence in sustainable choices.

In the end, while folks are getting the memo on
sustainability, it’ll take teamwork—governments,
companies, and everyday people—to make lasting
change. By closing the gap between caring and acting,
we can build a greener future for electronics, one smart
choice at a time.
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