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ABSTRACT

HOW CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) ATTRIBUTES
AFFECT CONSUMER PURCHASE INTENTION

Ran Yang
University of Guelph, 2014

Advisor:
Dr. Towhidul Islam

This thesis is an investigation of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and its
influence on consumers’ ethical decision-making and consumption behavior,
primarily from a moral perspective. The main objective of this study is to explore
consumers’ justice-related decision-making and ethical behavior in the consumption
environment. Additionally, we seek to investigate whether providing extensive
information regarding different degrees of justice restoration potential can play an
important role in strengthening or weakening support for ethical products. Individual
preferences were identified using a Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE), in which
products from two categories are selected: an athletic shoe and a bar soap. The results
provide strong evidence for the effectiveness of deontic justice, and also illustrate that
the degree of justice restoration potential has a significant impact on preference for
products with social attributes. Thus, this study shows that such factors can affect
consumer purchase intention with regard to products with Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) attributes in both categories.
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction

Consumer Social Responsibility (ConSR) and ethical consumption by consumers
have received increasing attention as companies increasingly align themselves with the
principles of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Consumers are increasingly taking a
company’s CSR status and backgrounds into account when making purchasing decisions
and, in doing so, are engaging in socially aware consumption. Arana and Leon (2009)
summarize four influential social attributes that characterize the effects of companies’
CSR actions upon the choice of products by consumers: labor, environmental, animals
and cultural. Previous literature have demonstrated that consumers favor companies that
exhibit business ethics, show positive attitudes towards the ethical and social attributes of
a product, and are willing to engage in social awareness of consumption behavior (Auger
et al., 2003, 2008). Previous research have illustrated that ethical consumption is driven,
to a good degree, by consumers’ attitudes toward social consciousness. Consumers have
not only an interest in social justice but also a moral obligation to be responsive to
business practices that uphold justice.

This research will examine deontic justice and the degree of justice restoration
potential in order to highlight how consumer concerns about justice for others and the
possibility of restored justice for victims can play pivotal roles in determining the
selection of products with ethical attributes.
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The present study has two purposes. The main aim of this study is to
experimentally investigate ethical decision-making by consumers. From the perspective
of moral responsibility, we review deontic justice, explore how consumers’ reactions to
injustice and unfairness impact decision-making, and provide a new framework
for understanding the moderation effect of ethical consumption behavior. We seek to
discover how deontic justice can lead to more ethical behaviors. Further, we will explore
the potential of an Information Acceleration (IA) approach to accelerate consumers'
learning through the provision of justice restoration potential information of CSR
attributes. In doing so, we will explore which condition(s) can affect consumers’
responses to ethical products and, as a result, gain further insight into the moderated
moderation effect. Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE), rarely employed in previous
ethical consumption studies, represents an indirect preference elicitation method that tests
individuals’ choice behavior based on random utility theory. We will employ this
experimental design in order to investigate consumers’ preferences for products with
social attributes.

This research will contribute to a better understanding of consumers’ ethical
decision making, revealing the role of deontic justice and justice restoration potential in
consumer responses to product CSR social attributes, in addition to the effect of
consumer education regarding CSR information. Such improved understanding of ethical
consumption can assist business enterprises in determining the values of their target
audiences and locating products most effectively within markets.

This paper, as follows, begins by discussing underlying Corporate Social
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Responsibility (CSR) and consumer behavior, deontic justice, justice restoration potential
and information acceleration in terms of their background and theoretical bases. Next,
based on theoretical knowledge and limitations evident in previous work, hypotheses are
proposed. Then, the research methodology is explained and the findings are presented.
Following summary of the main findings and achievements of the study. This paper will
consider the theoretical contributions and practical implications of the research findings,
as well as limitations and future research directions.
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CHAPTER 2 Literature Review

The literature review will look at Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and CSR
attributes, ethical consumers and ethical consumption, deontic justice, justice restoration
potential, as well as the role of information in ethical purchase intention and information
acceleration approach.

2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility and CSR Attributes
2.1.1

Definition of Corporate Social Responsibility
Corporate Social Responsibility and its definition have a long and diverse history.

Bowen (1953), in the early 1950s, was the first to propose a definition of the social
responsibilities of businessmen: “It refers to the obligations of businessmen to pursue
those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are
desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society” (Bowen, 1953, p. 6). In the
1960s, the description of CSR was expanded: McGuire (1963) stated that, “The idea of
social responsibilities supposes that the corporation has not only economic and legal
obligations but also certain responsibilities to society which extend beyond these
obligations” (McGuire, 1963, p. 144). This description reflects the introduction of the
idea that business organizations should undertake broader responsibilities, beyond merely
seeking maximum profits. This notion was further detailed during the 1970s: “A socially
responsible firm is one whose managerial staff balances a multiplicity of interests.
Instead of striving only for larger profits for its stockholders, a responsible enterprise also
takes into account employees, suppliers, dealers, local communities, and the nation”
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(Johnson, 1971, p.50). In the 1980s, Carroll (1983) characterized CSR in terms of the
business areas to which it applies: “CSR is composed of four dimensions: economic,
legal, ethical and voluntary or philanthropic” (Carroll, 1983, p. 604). These definitions
underlined the idea that a socially responsible enterprise should strive to make a profit,
obey the law, be ethical, and be a good corporate citizen (Carroll, 1999，p. 289). In the
meantime,

alternative

concepts

were

developed,

including

corporate

social

responsiveness, Corporate Social Performance (CSP), and business ethics theory (Carroll,
1999). During the 1990s, Wood (1991) raised a CSP model that also reflected the key
principles of CSR. Lately, Mohr et al. (2001) stated that, “corporate social responsibility
is a company's commitment to minimizing or eliminating any harmful effects and
maximizing its long-run beneficial impact on society" (Mohr et al., 2001, p.47). Over
time, businesses have displayed increasing awareness of the necessary to engage in CSR,
not only in the interest of acting responsibly but also because companies that subscribe to
CSR tend to do better financially (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004). In engaging CSR, it is
necessary for enterprises to define their roles in society and to apply social and ethical
standards to their businesses (Lichtenstein et al., 2004).

2.1.2

CSR Activities and Attributes
CSR activities can take a variety of different forms, and Carroll (1983) divided it

into four parts: economic, legal, ethical and voluntary or philanthropic. Bhattacharya and
Sen (2004), using databases from Socrates: The corporate Social Ratings Monitor,
categorized Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives into six diverse domains:
Community support (e.g., support of arts and health programs, educational and housing
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initiatives for the economically disadvantaged, and generous/innovative giving),
Diversity (e.g., gender, race, family, sexual orientation, and disability), Employee support
(e.g., concern for safety, job security, profit-sharing, union relations, and employee
involvement), Environment (e.g., environment friendly products, hazardous waste
management, use of ozone-depleting chemicals, animal testing, pollution control, and
recycling), Non-U.S. Operations (e.g., overseas labor practices (including sweatshops)
and operations in countries with human rights violations), and Product (e.g., product
safety, R&D/innovation, marketing/contracting controversies, and antitrust disputes)
(Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004, p. 13). A company can select any one or more such domains
in which to apply CSR principles.

Arana and Leon (2009), based on the CSR actions that companies usually take and
are interesting to consumers (environmental management, labor relations, respect for
animals’ rights and welfare, and involvement with social and culture issues), summarized
four influential attributes characterizing the effect of a company’s CSR on the choice of
products by consumers: labor, environment, animals and culture. Additionally, according
to product sensitivity analysis, Arana and Leon (2009) conclude that different types of
products are related to specific social attributes. Their results indicate that environmental
and cultural attributes are more relevant for pharmaceutical products, the practice of good
labor conditions are more related to athletic shoes and the care for animal welfare in
products and processes is less influential to detergent.
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2.1.3

Willingness to Pay
A company engaging in CSR activities gains a competitive advantage, not just

establishing positive reputation but also strengthening its brand name (Papadopoulos et
al., 2011). Not surprisingly, the CSR performance of companies and how their
manufactured products interact with social issues, have a substantial impact on the
purchase behaviors of consumers (Webb, Mohr, & Harris, 2008). Indeed, consumers use
the ethical aspects of products as an important consideration when they make purchasing
decisions (Auger et al., 2008; Carrigan, Szmigin & Wright, 2004; Creyer & Ross, 1997).
Thus, it is clear that a company's Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) actions can have
a positive and significant impact on consumers’ evaluation of the company and its
products (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004). The price that consumers are willing to pay for a
company’s product can be indicated as a sign that consumers approve or disapprove of a
company (Creyer & Ross, 1997), and studies indicate that consumers are willing to pay
above the market price for products with acceptable social attributes or made in ethical
ways as a reward to companies’ ethical behavior (Creyer & Ross, 1997; Auger et al.,
2008; Arana & Leon, 2009; Hiscox et al., 2011). Conversely, because consumers expect
companies to conduct business ethically, they are less willing to pay high price for
products from companies that do not engage in Corporate Social Responsibility activities,
thus utilizing their buying power to punish unethical behavior (Creyer & Ross, 1997).

A number of studies have demonstrated that consumers will pay more money for
products with acceptable social attributes. For instance, Hiscox et al. (2011) investigated
consumers’ responses to product labeling with information related to SA8000
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certification of fair labor standards in factories making polo shirts (SA8000 standards
prohibit child labor, forced labor, and discrimination, and require that workers be allowed
to organize and be granted minimum health, safety and pay standards) (Hiscox et al.,
2011, p. 3). They found that online eBay shoppers make higher bids in auctions and
would be willing to pay a forty-five percent premium for ethically labeled shirts made in
a workplace with fair labor standards versus unlabeled shirts. Similarly, Elliott and
Freeman (2001) found that consumers would pay more (twenty-eight percent more for
ten dollars products and fifteen percent more for hundred dollars products) for products
made under good conditions. Auger et al. (2003, 2008) showed that consumers will pay a
premium for bar soap fearing social attributes (e.g., no animal testing) or for athletic
shoes (e.g., no child labor), although they are not willing to sacrifice product quality or
functionality. Even when the social attributes are good, consumers’ purchase intentions
drop sharply when the functional attributes are bad.

2.2 Ethical Consumers and Ethical Consumption
Generally, corporations are responsible for more than simply making profits to
stakeholders – they also have a responsibility to maximize long-term benefit to the
society (Mohr et al., 2001). Likewise, consumers can also take responsibility for other
people by favoring products from companies with positive CSR over products from
socially irresponsible companies (Simth, 2001, p. 143).

Many consumers prefer to purchase products with social attributes and, in keeping
with that, they expect companies get to engage in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
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actions. These consumers, who include social concerns in their purchasing decisions, are
considered socially conscious consumers (Webster, 1975; Roberts, 1993; Mohr et al.,
2001), while consumers who place a particularly high level of value on products being
environmentally friendly are defined as green consumers (Pedersen & Neergaard, 2006).
Consumers’ positive attitudes toward ethical products are known as ethical consumerism
(Auger et al., 2008), and their buying behaviors are identified as ethical consumption
(Carrigan et al., 2004; Balderjahn et al., 2011).

Webster (1975) defines the socially conscious consumer as “a consumer who takes
into account the public consequences of his or her private consumption or who attempts
to use his or her purchasing power to bring about social change” (Webster, 1975, p. 188).
Roberts (1993) defines the socially responsible consumer as “one who purchases
products and services perceived to have a positive (or less negative) influence on the
environment or who patronizes businesses that attempt to effect related positive social
change” (Roberts, 1993, p. 140). Based on CSR, Mohr et al. (2001) define socially
responsible consumer behavior as “a person basing his or her acquisition, usage, and
disposition of products on a desire to minimize or eliminate any harmful effects and
maximize the long-run beneficial impact on society” (Mohr et al, 2001, p. 47). Thus,
socially conscious consumers express their responsibility towards society in part by
considering the social consequences of their buying behavior. These consumers tend not
only to buy products from companies that benefit society, but also to avoid products that
harm society.
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Rudell (2006) has shown that these socially conscious consumers are aware of the
sweatshop and child labor issues and take these aspects into consideration through their
purchasing decisions – and that they are willing to pay more for "peace of mind." Sixteen
percent of respondents surveyed were identified as "No Sweat" label users, more
concerned about sweatshop issues and more supportive of socially responsible companies.
Balderjahn, Peyer and Paulssen (2011) found that consciousness regarding fair
consumption directly and significantly affects the intention to buy products that are
produced and traded under fair conditions (e.g. treats its workers fairly, abolition of
illegal child labor). Moreover, consciousness of fair consumption has a strong and
significant direct impact on actual purchase of fair traded products.

The distinction between ethical consumers and green consumers is somewhat
ambiguous and sometimes overlapping. Connolly and Shaw (2006) distinguish ethical
consumers as having concerns for social issues such as child labor, animal welfare, and
safe work conditions, whereas green consumers are primarily concerned about the
environment and its care. Not surprisingly, green consumers are very likely to incorporate
environmental information into their consumption decisions (Bhate, 2002; Thøgersen,
2000; Schlegelmilch, Bohlen, & Diamantopoulos, 1996), and have a particularly strong
preference for purchasing environmental friendly or green products (Pedersen &
Neergaard, 2006). According to Laroche et al. (2001), consumers who are concerned
about environmental issues show a willingness to pay more for environmentally friendly
products when making a purchase. Eighty percent of the respondents expressed their
refusal to purchase the products from companies’ accused of being polluters.
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According to Auger et al. (2008), ethical consumerism contains two basic parts: "(1)
an ‘ethical’ component that underlies the importance of the non-traditional and social
components of a company's products and business processes to that company's strategic
success (e.g., environmental protectionism, labor practices, animal rights, etc.), and (2) a
consumerism’ component that implies that the preferences and desires of consumer
segments are partially responsible for the rising importance of ethical or social factors"
(Auger et al., 2008, p. 183). Similarly, Balderjahn et al. (2011) divide ethical
consumption into three areas: "ecological consumption (consumption to protect the
natural environment), social consumption (consumption to protect people from poverty,
oppression and exploitation), and animal protective consumption". They also divide
social consumption into three non-overlapping areas: "philanthropic consumption
(consume for a good cause, to help others), fair consumption (consume to promote fair
working conditions and business practices), and political consumption (as a form of
democratic voting processes via purchase behavior)" (Balderjahn et al., 2011, p. 4).

Interestingly, consumers’ attitudes toward ethics tend to vary between cultures, and
also based on demographic characteristics such as age and education level. Anderson and
Cunningham (1972) classified socially conscious consumers and evaluated demographic
and socio-psychological variables in order to differentiate consumers' social
consciousness. They found that consumers with high levels of social responsibility tend
to be pre-middle aged adults of relatively high occupational attainment and
socioeconomic status. A multi-country comparative study found that consumers from
developed countries place more importance on social product attributes than consumers
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from emerging countries, thus exhibiting stronger concerns about labor and
environmental issues (Auger et al., 2010). Another cross-cultural comparison study,
conducted by Sriam and Forman (1993), found that, compared to Dutch consumers,
Americans are more concerned about the recyclability of milk packages – even going so
far as to trade off their preference of whole milk for low fat and a glass container for a
paper container in order to get a recyclable package.

One factor that may influence and exaggerate the importance of ethical factors is
social acceptance, as customers are influenced not just be ethical concerns but also by
social desirability concerns (Hiscox et al., 2011). People desire to be well regarded by
others because they care about their social status and personal image. As a result, people
seek to behave in ways that will gain the approval and esteem of others (Hollaender,
1990). Therefore, one concern that marketers need to pay attention to is that consumers'
preference statements can differ from the preferences shown by their actual consumption
behavior under real market conditions.

2.3 Deontic Justice
Consumers Social Responsibility (ConSR) can be defined as “the conscious and
deliberate choice to make consumption choices based on personal and moral belief”
(Devinney et al., 2006, p.23). These ethical consumers believe they have a responsibility
and obligation to society, which they show through their ethical buying and purchasing
behavior. The motivation behind consumer social responsibility is different from the
motivation of corporate social responsibility: consumers’ social and ethical consumption
are mainly based on the consciousness of doing something good for others (Balderjahn et
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al., 2011). There are several dimensions of ethical consumption, with some forms
benefitting the natural environment (e.g., environmentally friendly products, legally
logged wood, animal well-being) and others benefitting people (e.g., products free from
child labor, fair-trade products) (Pelsmacker et al., 2005). Consumers can decide to take
one or more ethical attributes into consideration when buying products.

Fair trade is one example of a central concern for ethically oriented consumers.
Pelsmacker et al. (2005) investigated the importance of a fair-trade label to coffee
purchase decisions and found that, while brand and flavor are the two most important
attributes, the presence of a fair-trade label is not far behind (10% of the respondents
would like to pay 27% premium for a fair-trade coffee). Littrell and Dickson (1999)
developed a continuum of business practices, from minimum to maximum fair-trade
practices, and defined maximum fair-trade practices as encompassing not only the basic
standards of a mainstream business (fair wages and a safe and clean workspace) but also
the development of sustainable businesses, empowerment of artisans, fostering
well-being, establishing political and social justice, and developing equitable trade (as
cited in Pelsmacker et al., 2005, p. 367). Littrell and Dickson (1999) characterize the
buyers of these fair-trade products are being more altruistic and especially supportive of
an equal, peaceful and secure environment.

While previous studies try to define the socially responsible consumer in terms of
demographic traits, attitudes, personal values, beliefs (Anderson & Cunningham, 1972;
Webster, 1975; Dickson, 2000), a person’s perception of social justice – equality and
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equal opportunity with in a society – may also have a significant impact on his or her
ethical consumption behavior. Legal social justice issues include “racism, sexism, the
environment and the relations between rich nations and poor nations, to the first world
and the rest of the world” (Kennedy 2005, p. 93). Social justice relates to the belief that
people should have equal opportunities to access resources, as well as equal human rights
(Torres-Harding et al., 2012). In particular, social justice reflects a fundamental valuing
of fairness and equity in resources, rights, and treatment for marginalized individuals and
groups of people who do not share equal power in society because of their immigration,
racial, ethnic, age, socioeconomic, religious heritage, physical ability, or sexual
orientation status groups (Constantine et al., 2007, p. 24). Social justice further concerns
equity within or between societies, and the extent to which members of societies are
equally valued and have equal moral and civil status. As Prilleltensky (2001) noted,
social justice emphasizes the elimination of oppressive social conditions, the
minimization of power differentials and the promotion of community wellness.
Buettner-Schmidt and Lobo (2011) analyzed the concept of social justice based on
previous literature and defined it as full participation in society and balance between
benefits and burdens by all citizens, resulting in equitable living and a just ordering of
society. Further, they characterized its attributes as: fairness; equity in the distribution of
power, resources, and processes that affect the sufficiency of the social determinants of
health; just institutions, systems, structures, policies, and processes; equity in human
development, rights, and sustainability; and, sufficiency of wellbeing (Buettner-Schmidt
& Lobo, 2011, p. 954). Pope Paul VI (1967), regarding international social justice
obligations, stated that wealthier countries have a duty to assist developing countries, and
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an obligation to social justice.

Torres-Harding et al. (2012) applied Ajzen’s (1991) model linking attitudes and
behaviors to social justice developing the Social Justice Scale (SJS), which measures
attitudes towards social justice and related values, perceived self-efficacy and social
norms around social justice efforts, and intentions to engage in social justice related
activities and behaviors. They concluded that individuals who score highly on the SJS are
less likely to believe that the world is a fair or just place, and that people who endorse
having high levels of engagement in social justice-related behaviors are more likely to
have engaged in social justice-relative behaviors (Torres-Harding et al., 2012, p. 83).
Acting contrary to social justice, the just world theory states that individuals have a need
to believe that the world is a just and orderly place where people generally receive what
they deserve (Lerner & Miller, 1978); people who subscribe to this belief are less likely
to acknowledge that societal inequalities exist. People believe that people get what they
deserve in their lives, and are therefore more likely to blame people from disadvantaged
backgrounds for their problems and, as a result, less willing to provide help (Lipkus,
1991). Conversely, people who score more highly in social justice are more sensitive to
injustice and are willing to offer assistance.

People not only have certain attitudes regarding social justice and its importance –
they also have a moral obligation to uphold it and act responsively towards injustice.
Deontic justice has been characterized as justice for the sake of justice, wherein
individuals are motived by a sense of duty, obligation, and moral virtue (Cropanzano,
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Goldman, & Folger, 2003; Folger, 1998; Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). The underlying
psychological process, the deontic perspective, involves individuals experiencing a sense
of moral unease when they witness others being treated unfairly, and are thus motivated
to act against the perpetrator in order to address the injustice (Rupp & Bell, 2010).

Folger (1998, 2001) developed a construct of deontic justice that focuses on the
extent to which justice judgments and actions derive from a sense of duty and moral
obligation. According to Folger (2001), a behavior is fair as long as it conforms to norms
of moral obligation, not only for oneself but also for others. Based on the existing
literature, Beugre (2012) developed a multidimensional deontic justice scale that includes
moral outrage, moral obligation, moral accountability, and willingness to punish
transgressors of fairness. The objective of a deontic justice scale is to assess the extent to
which people express justice judgments as a duty and moral obligation, and Beugre (2012)
emphasizes the roles of morality and a sense of duty in fairness judgments. People, in
perceiving fairness as moral virtue, would express deontic justice and thus, upon
witnessing injustice or unfairness, may generate a sense of moral outrage and a
willingness to restore justice (Colquitt & Greenberg, 2003; Beugre, 2012). Deontic
motivations to “help account for fairness concerns shown among strangers engaged in
one-shot encounters, as well as fairness responses displayed by neutral, third party
spectators who have no direct stake in a given instance of injustice” and deontic motives
include others’ welfare in the aims pursued (Folger, 2001, p. 5).
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Moral awareness is defined as a person’s recognition that his or her decisions and
actions could potentially affect the interests, welfare, or expectations of oneself or others
in a fashion that conflicts with one or more ethical standards (Butterfield, Trevino, &
Weaver, 2000). However, deontic justice views fairness in terms of duty and moral
obligation, and is related to people’s pursuit of justice. People have a moral obligation to
act fairly toward others.

Deontic justice goes beyond self-interest: people seek to restore justice even when
they have to pay, even when they are anonymous, and even when the victim is not a
member of the subject’s own social group (Cropanzano, Goldman & Folger, 2003, p.
1021). Therefore, deontic justice can be applied to study justice judgments and reactions
to fairness or unfairness (e.g., justice-related decision-making and ethical behavior in the
consumption environment). Justice concerns, via the obligation to help address injustice
or unfairness and the expectation that others are treated fairly, can therefore play an
important role in determining support for ethical products.

2.4 Justice Restoration Potential
According to Lerner (1980), the justness of others’ fates has implications for the
future of an individual’s own fate. As a consequence of this perceived interdependence,
individuals will be even more highly motivated to address injustices – not just because
they oppose unfairness generally but also because of the suggestion of facing injustice
themselves. Justice concerns can generate a wide range of behaviors. To some extent,
ethical consumption parallels charitable donations, as individuals avoid purchasing
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products made with sweatshop labor, prefer fair-trade products, and react positively to
social or ethical products. Thus people use their money and purchase decisions to express
their support or rejection of particular companies, just as they do when they choose where
to allocate their charity funds.

Restorative justice aims to enact moral repair and reestablish a sense of justice
(Wenzel et al., 2008). From the perspective of criminology, Van Ness (2005) defined
restorative justice as “a theory of justice that emphasizes repairing the harm caused or
revealed by criminal behavior and it is best accomplished through inclusive and
cooperative processes” (Van Ness, 2005, p. 3). Wenzel et al. (2012) conceptualized
retributive justice as the restoration of justice through a unilateral imposition of
punishment (offender acceptance, remorse or moral learning not being necessary), and
restorative justice as the restoration of justice via reaffirmation of relevant values through
consensus (punishment not being necessary) (Wenzel et al., 2012, p. 29).

Beyond the perspective of criminology, Hadley (2008) defined restorative justice at
being, at its roots, a deeply spiritual process of transformation of persons, situations, and
even institutions. Drawing on spiritual values, it responds to human needs in a holistic in
order to restore the moral bond of the community. It involves recognizing justice not
solely in terms of forensic and adversarial legal processes alone, but in terms of
restoration, healing and peace (Hadley, 2008, p. 174). According to Braithwaite (2003)
restorative justice is “conceived as an intellectual tradition or as an approach to political
practice, involves radical transformation. On this radical view restorative justice is not
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simply a way of reforming the criminal justice system; it is a way of transforming the
entire legal system, our family lives, our conduct in the workplace, our practice of
politics. Its vision is of a holistic change in the way we do justice in the world”
(Braithwaite, 2003, p. 1).

Recent research conducted by White et al. (2012) applied just-world theory to
consumers’ ethical consumption and demonstrated that just-world theory has an impact
on consumers' intentions to ethical products under certain conditions. Their findings
provide a clear view of when and why consumers will choose ethical products, and how
concerns about justice for others can influence consumer responses. Indeed, White et al.
(2012) demonstrated that consumer responses to ethical products are based on the degree
of their belief in a just world and justice restoration potential. It is found that fair-trade
products are particularly favored by consumers under conditions of high need and high
justice restoration potential. Moreover, when consumer belief in a just world is high,
support for fair trade products purchased will be enhanced under conditions of high
justice restoration potential rather than low justice restoration potential. Therefore,
consumers are willing to alter the injustice and provide their assistance by supporting fair
trade products when the opportunity to help is available and the potential to restore
justice is high.

Interestingly, people express less sympathy for victims who suffer from chronic
situations than for people dealing with a newer, more acute situation (Small, 2010). This
difference relates to people’s perception that long-term situations have low justice
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restoration potential, and that the victim, experiencing the same situation and suffering
repeatedly or constantly, is less likely to reach justice restoration. In contrast, new
injustice seems less permanent and, as a result, people express more sympathy and are
more likely to provide assistance.

Justice restoration potential can be thought of as the possibility of injustice being
redressed to justice. In the context of ethical consumption, when justice restoration
potential is high, people know there is a good chance of injustice being addressed and
therefore believe that they can have actually an impact on the situation through their
purchasing. As a result, consumers are more inclined to provide assistance by supporting
ethical products when restoration potential is high. However, when it is low, people are
less likely to provide assistance via purchasing decisions because it seems that their
behavior has less ability to foster change and actually address the injustice. Indeed, one
strategy in defense of the injustice is to persuade people that victims deserve to suffer the
negative circumstances (Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Hafer & Begue, 2005;
Jones & Aronson, 1973). Therefore, in the context of ethical, simply providing the
opportunity to help is not enough -- consumers also need to know that their help, via
support for ethical products, will have an actual influence on injustice.

2.5 The Role of Information in Ethical Purchase Intention and Information
Acceleration
One common problem faced by researchers studying the relation between CSR and
consumer behavior is the knowledge of CSR: consumers are not generally very
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knowledgeable or familiar with the social attributes of the products they purchase. For
example, Pedersen and Neergaard (2006) demonstrated that consumers have very limited
knowledge and understanding about the content of the environmental label, possibly
treating it the same as any other brand. To test people’s knowledge of social attributes,
Auger et al. (2003) used bar soaps and athletic shoes, representing two product categories
that are familiar and relevant to specific ethical issues, (e.g., environment, labor, animal
rights). According to their results, people have high knowledge regarding non-ethical
attributes of products, yet are unable to remember some of basic ethical attributes of the
products they purchase. Specifically, 90% of study participants from Hong Kong did not
know the ethical attributes of their current bath soap, and only 5% of participants knew
the ethical attributes of their athletic shoes. Likewise, 80% of the Australian participants
did not know the ethical attributes of their current bath soap, and only 10% knew the
ethical attributes of their athletic shoes.

Oberseder, Schlegelmilch and Gruber (2011) used in-depth interviews to conduct a
qualitative study exploring the role of CSR in consumption decisions, and found that
there are three types of factors that influence the assessment of CSR in purchasing
decisions: core, central and peripheral. The two core factors that they identify,
information and personal concern are perceived by consumers as being of particular
importance for the consideration of CSR as a purchase criterion. Information consists of
two dimensions: level and type. Level of information concerns the extent of knowledge
(e.g., no, little, or extensive knowledge) that the consumer has about a company’s CSR
initiatives. The second dimension, type of information, and focuses on whether the CSR
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information consumers have is perceived as positive or negative (Oberseder et al., 2011,
p. 453). Consumers also evaluate whether company’s CSR activities fit with their
personal concerns regarding CSR issues. The overriding central factor is financial –
people are constrained in the purchasing choices by their financial means and, without
sufficient means, cannot afford to be selective on the basis of ethical attributes. Peripheral
factors include the company’s image, the credibility of its CSR initiatives and the
influence of peers. Not surprisingly, the study’s findings indicate that, when consumers
have no or limited information about a company’s CSR activities, CSR is not considered
as a purchase criterion. Thus, it is important that information about a company’s social
behavior – as well as the ethical and social attributes of its products – is fully provided to
consumers.

Regarding missing information or incomplete information, Kivetz and Simonson
(2000) found that consumers give more weight to attributes when all options – and not
just some of them – are presented (Auger et al., 2008). Providing information about
social attributes increases the size of that attribute's effect on consumer purchase
probabilities, and some consumers can be convinced to change their consumption pattern
if the information is effectively and adequately presented (Auger et al., 2003). Although
consumers have limited knowledge about the social attribute of products they consume,
these attributes clearly have the potential to impact purchase intentions when information
is properly presented.
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Nonetheless, when Auger et al. (2008) tested the role of information in influencing
the importance of social attributes on consumers purchase intentions, they found that
providing additional printed information about the nature of social product attributes
barely influenced consumers' purchase intentions. This suggests that the way information
is supplied to customers – types and formats – is of significance and therefore worthy of
further investigation.

Informational influence has a profound effect on the adoption speed of the product
and the speed of information sharing (Van Eck, Jager, & Leeflang, 2011). In particular,
multimedia representations are more vivid and realistic than traditional concept
descriptions (Urban et al., 1997), and vividly presented information is more accessible
from memory and is weighted more heavily in judgment (McGill & Anand, 1989).

Urban, Weinberg and Hauser (1996) introduced the concept "Information
Acceleration (IA)," which aims to utilize sets of future scenarios in order place the
consumers in a virtual buying environment featuring the information available to the
consumer at the time he or she makes a purchase decision (Urban et al., 1996, p. 48). The
core aspects of Information Acceleration are future conditioning, full information, users
experience, user control, and active search (Urban et al., 1996, p. 52). In putting
individuals in virtual environments that reflect future choice situations, IA accelerates the
process of regards to decision-makers acquiring information and experiencing new
technologies and environments experiencing.
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As Crouch et al. (2009) demonstrated, the problem of potential customers having
little knowledge or experience regarding available product attributes and options in the
market can be addressed using an IA approach. The researchers, in creating a virtual
environment to simulate real conditions and thus educate consumers, used information
and multimedia technology to ‘‘accelerate’’ consumer learning and experience.
Educating consumers in this way enables the development and implementation of DCE
surveys that include a wide array of information, features, risk/benefits and contexts that
consumers need to understand and experience in order to make informed decisions about
future services (Crouch et al., 2009, p443).

Information acceleration has been used to study new products and services, such as
vehicles and medical equipment (Urban et al, 1996; Urban et al, 1997), and space tourism
(Crouch et al., 2009). The cost of information acceleration is expensive, as it includes
computer programming, professionally produced advertising, world-of-mouth video,
simulated showroom footage, and created believable newspaper articles, magazine
articles, and product brochures (Urban et al., 1996; Urban et al., 1997). Thus, it is
difficult to get sufficient payback from products with low capital risk.

With respect to ethical consumption, information acceleration as a method provides
information about the degree of justice restoration potential, and also accelerates
consumers’ learning speed regarding CSR attributes. Therefore, in this study, justice
restoration potential and information acceleration are combined into Accelerated Justice
Restoration Potential (AJRP).
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2.6 Research Gaps
Previous research indicates that many consumers favor companies with strong
business ethics, respond positively to ethical and social attributes of a product, and are
willing to engage in social awareness as it relates to consumption behavior (Auger et al.,
2003, 2008). Despite the acknowledged importance of CSR in the marketplace, no
researchers have conducted experimental studies to investigate the factors that moderate
preferences for CSR attributes. The research presented here offers explanations of the
circumstances under which consumers will purchase products associated with CSR
attributes.

People have not only a sense of social justice but also a moral obligation to be
responsive to justice being upheld. From the perspective of duty and moral obligation, we
will review deontic justice, explore how consumers’ reactions to injustice and unfairness
impact decision-making, and provide a new view to understand the moderation effect
of ethical consumption behavior. We seek to discover how deontic justice can lead to
more ethical behaviors. Further, we will apply the IA approach to accelerate consumers
learning via provision of justice restoration potential information regarding CSR
attributes with the aim of exploring the conditions that can affect consumers’ responses to
ethical products and understanding the moderated moderation effect. Discrete choice
experiments (Islam, 2014; Marley & Islam, 2012; Noseworthy, Wang & Islam, 2012),
which involve an indirect, are rarely used in ethical consumption studies in previous
research. Based on random utility theory, DCE is an indirect preference elicitation
method that tests individuals’ choice behavior. We will use DCE to investigate consumer
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preferences for products with social attributes.
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CHAPTER 3 Research Objectives, Conceptual Model and Hypotheses

3.1 Research Objectives
Our study explores the moderation effect and moderated moderation effect behind
the consumers’ ethical consumption behaviors and provides insight regarding the
circumstances under which consumers will purchase products associated with CSR
attributes.

Our main goal in this study is to explore consumers’ justice judgments and
reactions to injustice and unfairness as it relates to justice-related decision-making and
ethical behavior in the consumption environment. In addition, we seek to investigate
whether providing vivid and detailed information about different degrees of justice
restoration potential strengthens or weakens support for ethical products.

This study uses Discrete Choice Experiment to understand consumers’ preference
for products associated with social attributes. Participants are studied in the context of a
simulated product choice scenario in order to explore individuals’ preferences for
products with CSR attributes, as well as to investigate the relative importance of ethical
attributes across product categories.
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3.2 Conceptual Model and Hypotheses
3.2.1

Study 1: Moderation Analysis
As shown in Figure 1, Study 1 Conceptual Model, we expect that deontic justice

will moderate link between CSR attributes and preferences for these attributes.

Figure 1 Study 1 Conceptual Model
Deontic Justice
M

Y

X

CSR Attributes

Preference
M=Moderator

In the product category of athletic shoes, we hypothesized that:
H1a: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no child labor is higher when
deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low.
H1b: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of safe working conditions is higher
when deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low.

In the product category of bar soap, we hypothesized that:
H1c: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no animal testing is higher when
deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low.
H1d: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no animal by-product is higher
when deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low.
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3.2.2

Study 2: Moderated Moderation Analysis
As shown in Figure 2, Study 2 Conceptual Model, we expect that the relationship

between deontic justice concerns and preference for products with CSR attributes will
vary depending on the degree to which a consumer perceives potentials for justice
restoration.

Figure 2 Study 2 Conceptual Model
Deontic Justice
Accelerated Justice
Restoration Potential
(AJRP)

M1

M2

X

Y

CSR Attributes

Preference
M1, M2=Moderator

In the product category of athletic shoes, we hypothesized that:
H2a: Consumers’ relative preference for the CSR attribute of no child labor is higher
when deontic justice and accelerated justice restoration potential (AJRP) are both high
compared to when deontic justice is high but AJRP is low.

In the product category of bar soap, we hypothesized that:
H2b: Consumers’ relative preference for CSR attribute of no animal testing is higher
when deontic justice and accelerated justice restoration potential (AJRP) are both high
compared to when deontic justice is high but AJRP is low.
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CHAPTER 4 Research Methodology

This chapter discusses the type of study conducted, sample plan and size, data
collection methods, research instrument and data analysis plan.

4.1 Type of Study
We used the Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) method to examine consumer
preference in two studies. Study 1 featured a within-subject design that used DCE to
investigate moderating effect of deontic justice on the shift of consumer preferences for
CSR attributes. Study 2 used a mixed design to investigate three-way interactions
(moderated moderation analysis) between CSR attributes, deontic justice and AJRP.
More specifically, CSR attributes were studied using a within-subject design, while AJRP
was examined using a between-subjects design. The survey consisted of six different
measures including the Deontic Justice Scale (Beugre, 2012), video of child labor, DCE
of athletic shoes, video of animal testing, DCE of bar soap, and social-demographic
questions.

Athletic shoes and bar soap were selected in this research for four reasons. First,
they are very familiar products that have many attributes and frequently appear in the
market. Second, they are highly relevant to specific social issues, including child labor
and working conditions, as well as animal testing and animal by-product. Additionally,
they are non gender-specific products. Lastly, these products have been used in similar
previous studies, making comparison of results easier.
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Each athletic shoes or bar soap condition in the DCE was composed by six
attributes (four functional attributes and two social attributes). After carefully observing
the athletic shoes and bar soap markets, regarding athletic shoes, we choose the following
four functional attributes, two social attributes and their levels: functional attributes are: 1)
Brand of name (Adidas, Reebok); 2) Price ($80/pair, $120/pair); 3) Shock absorption
(Low, High); 4) Weight (Lighter, Heavier); and the following two social attributes are: 1)
Child labor (No child labor, Information not available); 2) Working conditions (Safe at
work, Information not available). In the product category of bar soap, the following four
functional attributes are: 1) Brand of name (Dove, Ivory); 2) Price ($0.50/bar, $1.50/bar);
3) Dermatologist recommended/ Not Dermatologist recommended; 4) Smell (Fresh
scented, Unscented); and the following two social attributes are: 1) Animal Testing (Not
tested on animals, Information not available); 2) Animal by-product (No animal
ingredients, Information not available).

4.2 Sampling Plan and Sample Size
Participants were recruited through an announcement on SONA and were also
taken from the Department of Marketing & Consumer Studies’ Students Research Pool.
University of Guelph students were selected based on the convenience in this research.

We designed a DCE with six attributes, each of which had two levels resulting 26
i.e. 64 full profiles. We first generated 8 orthogonal arrays (OA) and then allocated these
8 profiles into 14 choice sets, each with 4 options, using Balanced Incomplete Block
Design (BIBD) using extant literature (Louviere et al., 2008a; Islam & Meade, 2013). In
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a DCE, each participant tries to maximize his/her utility by choosing the preferred option
when making a trade off.

The following are sample size calculations:
DCE
Sample size:

p = choice share of a brand, q = 1-p, r = nos. of replication, α= allowable error
margin (percentage of choice share).
Assuming:
z= 1.96, 95% confidence level
p=0.20, 5 options (choice share of an alternative, including no purchase
option)
q=1-p=1-0.20=0.80, unselected choice share of the alternatives
r=14, the number of choice set
α=0.10, margin of error 10% of p
Thus,
n≥

1.96 2 × 0.80
≈ 109.76
14 × 0.20 × 0.10 2

Therefore, at least 110 participants are required for each segment. The market share
is unknown in this case, so equal choice share is assumed. It will need to be calculated
separately if each brand has unequal choice share in the market. Then the largest number
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will be used as sample size. According to DCE sample size calculations, a sample size of
110 participants is required for study 1 and a sample size of 220 participants is required
for study 2, calling for a total of 330 participants.

4.3 Data Collection Methods
Survey Monkey was used to conduct online surveys and collect all data.

In study 1, the research measurements included independent measurements (the
Deontic Justice Scale (8 items) (Beugre, 2012)) and the following dependent
measurements:
1) DCE preference Athletic Shoes choice sets (14 sets)
2) DCE preference Bar Soap choice sets (14 sets)
3) Social-demographic information
In study 2, the research measurements included the following independent
measurements:
1) Deontic Justice Scale (8 items) (Beugre, 2012)
2) Video of child labor, Accelerated Justice Restoration Potential (AJRP)
conditions (high, low)
3) Video of animal testing, Accelerated Justice Restoration Potential (AJRP)
conditions (high, low)
And the following dependent measurements:
1) DCE preference Athletic Shoes choice sets (14 sets)
2) DCE preference Bar Soap choice sets (14 sets)
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3) Social-demographic information

4.4 Development of Research Instrument
University of Guelph students were recruited through courses in this research area
via partial fulfillment of course requirements. In order to encourage full participation and
to express appreciation to each participant, participants were informed that they would
receive credits in the course as compensation for their contribution.

Participants were invited into a computer lab and told that they would complete an
online survey (See Appendix C) and that their responses would be kept completely
confidential and anonymous. The length of the procedure, which included both studies
(detailed below), was approximately 30 minutes. To account for any order effect related
to answering about athletic shoes and bar soap, students were assigned to complete one of
two versions in study 1, or one of four versions in study 2.

In study 1, participants were first asked to fill out the eight-item Deontic Justice
Scale (Beugre, 2012, p. 2178). Deontic Justice Scale is used to measure individual
different justice judgments as a duty and moral obligation. Participants were asked to
read each statement carefully and indicate their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert
scale response format (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) with respect to how
well a statement applied to them. Next, they were shown a table summarizing the
functional attributes and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) attributes and their levels
of 14 choice sets of athletic shoes. During the measurement, for each set, information was
provided with respect to six attributes (four functional attributes and two social attributes),
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each with four options reflecting different levels of product attributes plus a “none”
option. Participants were asked to indicate “Which of the options you would be MOST
likely to choose.” The same procedure was followed using 14 choice sets of bar soap.

For study 2, participants were first asked to fill out the eight-item Deontic Justice
Scale (Beugre, 2012).

The procedure from study 1 – examining the functional and CSR

attributes of 14 choice sets of each product category – were repeated here, with one
additional step. Prior to measurement, participants were asked to watch a short video
regarding Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) attributes of the product (athletic shoes)
in one of two AJRP conditions (high, low) and to answer a relative question to the video.
This additional step was included for each of the two product groups. In the high AJRP
condition for athletic shoes, participants watched a video chosen from YouTube.com
regarding the CSR attribute child labor, which indicated that AJRP is high. In the low
condition, participants watched a video chosen from YouTube.com regarding the same
CSR attribute child labor, but indicating that AJRP is low. The videos for bar soap were
chosen and utilized in the same way, using the CSR attribute animal testing.

At the end of each study, participants completed a brief questionnaire asking their
social-demographic information: gender, age, year of study, ethnicity and household
income.
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4.5 Data Analysis Plan
With respect to H1a, H1b, H1c, and H1d, the moderating role of deontic justice
upon the effects of CSR attributes on consumer preferences was analyzed. For H2a and
H2b, the degree of the moderating role of AJRP upon the effects of CSR attributes on
consumer preferences through the moderating role of deontic justice was analyzed.

When analyzing the DCE data, we used a Multinomial Logit Model (MNL) to
calculate consumer preferences for CSR attributes.

4.6 Pre-test
We conducted a pilot study to investigate the reliability of the construct – that is,
deontic justice and manipulation checks for the operationalization of AJRP (high and
low). For the Deontic Justice Scale (8 items), α= .911 (n=42), we confirmed that the
scale’s items were capturing approximately 83% of the variability of the construct.
Additionally, we conducted a manipulation check, which involved evaluating and
verifying the videos chosen from YouTube.com regarding the AJRP conditions of
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) attributes: child labor and animal testing.

For the videos of child labor, a paired-samples T test revealed a statistically
significant difference between the mean of high (M=3.34, n=35, SD= .802) and low
AJRP conditions (M=2.4, n=35, SD=1.218) (t (34) =4.135, p = .000). For the videos of
animal testing, a paired-samples T test revealed a significant difference between the mean
of high (M=3.59, n=32, SD=1.012) and low AJRP conditions (M=2.91, n=32, SD=1.027)
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(t (31) =3.232, p= .003). Therefore, the results from pre-test were satisfied (See Appendix
B).

The pre-test study analyses of the Deontic Justice Scale (Beugre, 2012) and videos
verify participants’ understanding ability and whether or not the results were related to
these hypotheses in this study. Besides, the sample size was small; therefore, the results
from the pre-test study could not be entirely relied on.
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CHAPTER 5 Research Findings

The summaries of the study findings are as follows:

5.1 Study 1
A total of 138 University of Guelph students were recruited as participants for this
study, and the data of all participants were complete and usable.

5.1.1

Sample Characteristics
Social-demographic data including: gender, age, year of study, ethnicity, and

household income, were collected. 44.9% of the students that participants in this study
were male, while 55.1% were female. 96.4% of the students were 18-24 years old, only
2.2% were under 18 years old, and 1.4% were 25 years or older. Most of the participants
were first year students (68.8%), followed by second year (20.3%), fourth year (5.1%),
third year (3.6%); only 2.2% of them were in their fifth year or higher. In terms of
ethnicity, 77.5% of the students were white or European, while 11.6% were Southeast
Asian. Household income exceeded $100,000 for 41% of the participants, was between
$60,000 and $ 100,000 in 26.9%, between $20,000 and $60,000 in 14.9%, and under
$20,000 in 17.2%.

5.1.2

Analysis of Deontic Justice
Reliability analysis. Based on the total sample (n=138), Cronbach’s alpha for the

scale was .907 (8 items), indicating relatively high reliability. In addition, females were
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more likely than males to exhibit deontic justice (Mfemale=36.158, SD=3.4911;
Mmale=33.742, SD=4.5877).

5.1.3

Product Category: Athletic Shoes

5.1.3.1 Main Effect Findings
Table 1 Study 1 Summary of Main Effects of Athletic Shoes
Model for Choices
R²

β

Overall

0.4164

0.4164
RI*

β

S.E.

z-value p-value

Reebok (Brand)

-0.052

0.035

-1.510

0.130

0.0151

$120 (Price)

-0.665

0.032 -20.541

0.000

0.1928

Low Shock Absorption

-0.683

0.034 -20.071

0.000

0.1981

Lighter Weight

0.689

0.035

19.952

0.000

0.1998

Main Effects No Child Labor

0.947

0.033

28.721

0.000

0.2746

0.413

0.034

12.292

0.000

0.1196

Attributes

Safe Working Conditions

* RI = Relative Importance

The estimates of the multinomial logit model (MNL) are summarized in Table 1.
The results clearly show that the brand of athletic shoes has little effect on participants’
preferences (p=0.130). Even so, between Reebok and Adidas, participants show lower
preference for Reebok (β=-0.052). However, level of price ($80 vs. $120), shock
absorption ability (high vs. low) and the weight of the shoes (heavier vs. lighter) all play
important roles in purchasing choices (p<0.001). In particular, participants exhibit lower
preferences for high price ($120, β=-0.665) and low shock absorption (β=-0.683), and
prefer lighter weight (β=0.689). Regarding CSR attributes, both safe working conditions
and no child labor have crucial impacts on consumer purchase intentions, although
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participants take the no child labor into account to a greater degree (β=0.947) than safe
working conditions provided (β=0.413). Overall, the main effects of CSR attributes on
preference are significant (p<0.001). The relative importance measures (Louviere &
Islam, 2008) show very high emphasis on CSR attributes (No child labor = 27%, Safe
working condition = 12%).

5.1.3.2 Interaction Effect Findings: H1a and H1b
H1a: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no child labor is higher when
deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low. (Supported)
H1b: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of safe working conditions is higher
when deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low. (Supported)

Regarding athletic shoes, 2 interactions were estimated with the following results:
Table 2 Study 1 Summary of Interaction Effects of Athletic Shoes
Model for Choices

β
R²

0.4193

Attributes

Main Effects

RI*

β

S.E.

z-value p-value

Reebok (Brand)

-0.046

0.035

-1.340

0.180

0.0094

$120 (Price)

-0.669

0.033 -20.596

0.000

0.1356

Low Shock Absorption

-0.678

0.034 -19.796

0.000

0.1374

Lighter Weight

0.694

0.035

20.028

0.000

0.1407

No Child Labor

0.958

0.033

28.827

0.000

0.1942

0.423

0.034

12.498

0.000

0.0856

0.290

0.046

6.243

0.000

0.1946

0.153

0.048

3.186

0.001

0.1025

Safe Work Conditions
2-way Interaction Effects High Deontic Justice x No
Child Labor
High Deontic Justice x Safe
Working Conditions

* RI = Relative Importance
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Two statistically significant interactions were detected for athletic shoes (See Table
2): High Deontic Justice x No Child Labor, and High Deontic Justice x Safe Working
Conditions. These two-way interactions support our H1a (p<0.001) and H1b (p<0.002).
In terms of relative importance (RI), the importance of vale weight of High Deontic
Justice x No Child Labor and of High Deontic Justice x Safe Working Conditions were
19.5% and 10.3%, respectively.

Therefore, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference for athletic shoes with
no child labor is higher compared to when deontic justice is low.

Additionally, when

deontic justice is high, consumer preference for athletic shoes with child labor
information not available sharply decline compared to when deontic justice is low (See
Figure 3).

Figure 3 Hypothesis 1a Findings
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Comparably, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference for athletic shoes
with safe working conditions is higher compared to when deontic justice is low. In
addition, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference for athletic shoes with
working conditions information not available is low compared to when deontic justice is
low (See Figure 4).

Figure 4 Hypothesis 1b Findings
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5.1.4

Product Category: Bar Soap

5.1.4.1 Main Effect Findings
Table 3 Study 1 Summary of Main Effects of Bar Soap
Model for Choices
R²

β

Overall

0.1804

0.1804

β

S.E.

Dove (Brand)

0.006

0.029

$1.50 (Price)

-0.481

Dermatologist Recommended

Attributes

Scented (Smell)
Main Effects No Animal Testing
No Animal By Product

z-value p-value
0.220

RI*

0.830

0.0023

0.027 -17.753

0.000

0.1731

0.436

0.036

12.298

0.000

0.157

0.200

0.030

6.693

0.000

0.0719

0.946

0.033

28.650

0.000

0.3406

0.709

0.036

19.963

0.000

0.2551

* RI = Relative Importance

Table 3 summarizes the estimates of the multinomial logistic model of bar soap.
These survey findings show that that brand (p=0.83) of bar soap has no effect on
participants’ preference. Still, participants prefer Dove (β=0.006) over than Ivory. Level
of price ($0.50 vs. $1.50), whether dermatologist recommended or not, and smell
(unscented vs. scented) all play important roles in purchasing intentions (p<0.001). In
particular, when the price is high ($1.50, β=-0.481), the preference is low; when
dermatologist recommended (β=0.436), and scented (β=0.200), the preference is high.
Regarding CSR attributes, no animal testing and no animal by-product have the most
crucial impact on consumer purchase intentions, with no animal testing (β=0.946)
playing a larger role than no animal ingredients (β=0.709). Overall, the main effects for
CSR attributes on preference are significant (p<0.001). The relative importance measures
(Louviere & Islam, 2008) show very high emphasis on CSR attributes (No animal testing
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= 34%, No animal by-product = 25.5%).

5.1.4.2 Interaction Effect Findings: H1c and H1d
H1c: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no animal testing is higher when
deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low. (Supported)
H1d: Consumers’ preference for the CSR attribute of no animal by-product is higher
when deontic justice is high compared to when deontic justice is low. (Supported)

Regarding bar soap, 2 interactions were estimated with the following results:
Table 4 Study 1 Summary of Interaction Effects of Bar Soap
Model for Choices
R²
Attributes

Main Effects

β

Overall

0.1834

0.1834

β

S.E.

Dove (Brand)

0.008

0.029

$1.50 (Price)
Dermatologist
Recommended

-0.482

z-value p-value
0.780

0.002

0.027 -17.785

0.000

0.1188

0.444

0.036

12.490

0.000

0.1094

Scented (Smell)

0.201

0.030

6.744

0.000

0.0496

No Animal Testing

0.953

0.033

28.746

0.000

0.2349

0.714

0.036

20.082

0.000

0.176

0.242

0.043

5.662

0.000

0.1974

0.137

0.042

3.282

0.001

0.1119

No Animal By Product
2-way Interaction Effects High Deontic Justice x No
Animal Testing
High Deontic Justice x No
Animal By Product

0.283

RI*

* RI = Relative Importance

Analyses revealed two significant interactions for bar soap: High Deontic Justice x
No Animal Testing, and High Deontic Justice x No Animal By Product (See Table 4).
These two-way interactions support H1c (p<0.001) and H1d (p<0.002). In terms of their
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relative importance (RI), the importance of vale weight is 20% for High Deontic Justice x
No Animal Testing and 11.2% for High Deontic Justice x No Animal By Product.
Therefore, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference for bar soap with no animal
testing is higher compared to when deontic justice is low. Additionally, when deontic
justice is high, consumer preference for bar soap with animal testing information not
available decreases compared to when deontic justice is low (See Figure 5).

Figure 5 Hypothesis 1c Findings

Comparably, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference for bar soap with
no animal by product is higher compared to when deontic justice is low. Besides, when
deontic justice is high, consumer preference for bar soap with animal by product
information not available is lower compared to when deontic justice is low (See Figure
6).
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Figure 6 Hypothesis 1d Findings
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5.2 Study 2
A total of 234 surveys were collected from students at University of Guelph. After
exclusion of participants who chose the incorrect answers to both video questions, a total
of 218 complete and usable surveys were used for final data analysis.

5.2.1

Sample Characteristics
Social-demographic data including: gender, age, year of study, ethnicity, and

household income, were collected. Study participants were 218 students at University of
Guelph, 66% of whom were male and 34% of whom were female. 91.7% of the students
were in the 18-24 years old, only 5.1% were under 18 years old, and 3.2% were 25 years
or older. Most of them were first year students (42.2%), followed by second year
(23.4%), third year (15.6%), and fourth year (13.8%), while only 5% of them were in
their fifth year or higher. More than 67% of the students were white or European, 13.8%
were Southeast Asian, and 7.8% were South Asian. Furthermore, 37.1% of the sample
indicated a household income of more than $100,000, incomes between $60,000 and
$1000,000 and income less than $20,000 were each reported by 22.1% of them, and
18.8% reported income between $20,000 and $60,000.

5.2.2

Analysis of Deontic Justice
Reliability analysis. Based on the total sample (n=218), Cronbach’s alpha for the

entire scale was .918 (8 items), indicating a relatively high reliability coefficient. In
addition, it was found that female respondents’ and male respondents’ scores were both
high and similar to each other (Mfemale=35.025, SD=5.3397; Mmale=34.240, SD=4.2366).
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5.2.3

Product Category: Athletic Shoes

5.2.3.1 Interaction Effect Findings: H2a
H2a: Consumers’ relative preference for the CSR attribute of no child labor is higher
when deontic justice and accelerated justice restoration potential (AJRP) are both high
compared to when deontic justice is high but AJRP is low. (Supported)

Table 5 Study 2 Summary of Interaction Effects of Athletic Shoes
Model for Choices
R²

Overall

0.4201

0.4201

β

Attributes

Main Effects

β

S.E.

z-value p-value

RI*

Reebok (Brand)

-0.046

0.035 -1.318

0.190

0.0086

$120 (Price)

-0.669

0.033 -20.600

0.000

0.1266

Low Shock Absorption

-0.678

0.034 -19.796

0.000

0.1282

Lighter Weight

0.694

0.035 20.038

0.000

0.1313

No Child Labor

0.962

0.033 28.851

0.000

0.182

0.423

0.034 12.517

0.000

0.0801

0.292

0.047

6.287

0.000

0.1832

0.157

0.048

3.246

0.001

0.098

-0.039

0.028 -1.377

0.170

0.0074

0.087

0.042

0.039

0.0546

Safe Working Conditions
2-way Interaction Effects High Deontic Justice x No Child
Labor_AS
High Deontic Justice x Safe
Working Condition
No Child Labor x High
Accelerated Justice Restoration
Potential
3-way Interaction Effect High Deontic Justice x No Child
Labor x High Accelerated
Justice Restoration Potential

2.07

* RI = Relative Importance

Results from the analysis of three-way interactions demonstrate that the following
interaction is statistically significant: High Deontic Justice x No Child Labor x High
Justice Restoration Potential (p=0.039) (See Table 5), providing support for H2a. In
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addition, the relative importance (RI) number of High Deontic Justice x No Child Labor
x High Justice Restoration Potential is about 5.50%, and the coefficient estimates of all
attributes have the correct signs. Thus, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference
for athletic shoes with no child labor is higher when AJRP is high than it is when AJRP is
low (See Figure 7).

Figure 7 Hypothesis 2a Findings
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5.2.4

Product Category: Bar Soap

5.2.4.1

Interaction Effect Findings: H2b

H2b: Consumers’ relative preference for CSR attribute of no animal testing is higher
when deontic justice and accelerated justice restoration potential (AJRP) are both high
compared to when deontic justice is high but AJRP is low. (Supported)

Table 6 Study 2 Summary of Interaction Effects of Bar Soap
Model for Choices
R²

Overall

0.1864

0.1864

β

S.E.

Dove (Brand)

0.008

0.029

$1.50 (Price)

-0.483

Dermatologist Recommended

Attributes

Main Effects

β

z-value p-value
0.770

0.0018

0.027 -17.802

0.000

0.1056

0.443

0.036 12.476

0.000

0.0968

Scented (Smell)

0.203

0.030

6.793

0.000

0.0443

No Animal Testing

0.950

0.033 28.613

0.000

0.2077

0.713

0.036 20.083

0.000

0.1559

0.251

0.043

5.830

0.000

0.182

0.137

0.042

3.282

0.001

0.0993

0.125

0.025

5.105

0.000

0.0274

0.110

0.041

2.661

0.008

0.0793

No Animal By Product
2-way Interaction Effects High Deontic Justice x No
Animal Testing
High Deontic Justice x No
Animal By Product
No Animal Testing x High
Accelerated
Justice
Restoration Potential
3-way Interaction Effect High Deontic Justice x No
Animal Testing x High
Accelerated
Justice
Restoration Potential

0.287

RI*

* RI = Relative Importance

The analysis of interactions (See Table 6) reveals that the three-way interaction
High Deontic Justice x No Animal Testing x High Justice Restoration Potential is highly
significant (p<0.009), providing support for H2b. Additionally, the relative importance
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(RI) number of the interaction is about 8%, and the coefficient estimates of all the
attributes have the correct signs. Thus, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference
for bar soap with no animal testing is higher when AJRP is higher than it is when AJRP is
low (See Figure 8).

Figure 8 Hypothesis 2b Findings
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5.3 Model Selection
Information criteria provided support for all of the hypotheses, as summarized in
Table 7.
Table 7 Model Selection Information
LL
Athletic Shoes Main Effects

Bar Soap

-2934.695

BIC(LL)

AIC(LL)

Npar R²(0)

R²

5901.6969 5881.3899

6

0.427

0.4164

2 way Interactions

-2908.6103 5860.2965 5833.2206

8

0.43

0.4193

3 way Interactions

-2905.6289 5865.1028 5831.2578

10

0.4307 0.4201

Main Effects

-3801.3128 7634.9326 7614.6256

6

0.1977 0.1804

2 way Interactions

-3783.9668 7611.0095 7583.9335

8

0.2008 0.1834

3 way Interactions

-3767.9693 7589.7836 7555.9386

10

0.2039 0.1864

Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) = -2 Log L + 2 P;
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)= -2 Log L + P Log N
N is sample size and P is the number of estimated parameters.

AIC and BIC are formulated to help selection of the most appropriate model.
Smaller is better. The smaller AIC fits the data better than the larger AIC. As with the
AIC, a smaller BIC indicates a better-fitting model.

Results from this analysis, regarding athletic shoes,
BIC2-way Interaction (5860.2965)< BICMain effects (5901.6969),
BIC3-way Interaction (5865.1028)< BICMain effects (5901.6969)
AIC3-way Interaction (5831.2578)< AIC2-way Interaction (5833.2206)< AICMain effects (5881.3899).
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Relatedly, regarding bar soap,
BIC3-way Interaction (7589.7836)< BIC2-way Interaction (7611.0095)< BICMain effects (7634.9326);
AIC3-way Interaction (7555.9386)< AIC2-way Interaction (7583.9335)< AICMain effects (7614.6256).

Therefore, data of both AIC and BIC statistically indicate a moderate fit.
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CHAPTER 6 Discussions and Conclusion

This research filled important gaps in ethical consumption literature by testing
moderating role of deontic justice and moderated moderation role of justice restoration
potential related to CSR attributes. In this section, the study’s main findings are
summarized.

6.1 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Attributes
Previous research has shown that consumers expect companies to engage in CSR
actions, and that consumers express this attitude through the purchase of products with
social attributes. Arana and Leon (2009), based on the four main CSR actions
(environmental management, labor relations, respect for animals’ rights and welfare, and
involvement with social and culture issues) summarize four categories of CSR attributes:
Labor, Environmental, Animals and Cultural. This research mainly focuses on Labor and
Animals. Child labor and working conditions were chosen as CSR attributes for athletic
shoes, and animal testing and animal by-product were chosen as CSR attributes for bar
soap. In these respects, athletic shoes and bar soap are highly relevant to social issues.

6.1.1

Product Category: Athletic Shoes
Both studies show that price, shock absorption ability and weight, each has a

significant effect. Participants are willing to purchase lower price, high shock absorption
and lighter weight athletic shoes. Compared to functional attributes, CSR attributes (no
child labor and safe working conditions) have greater impact on consumers’ purchase
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intentions; participants put particularly large value in the absence of child labor.

6.1.2

Product Category: Bar Soap
Brands have less impact on participants’ preference for bar soap. Price,

recommendation by a dermatologist, and smell play important roles in purchasing
intentions. Participants show high willingness to purchase lower price, dermatologist
recommended and scented bar soap. Both of the CSR attributes, no animal testing and no
animal by-products, have large effects on consumer purchase intention; participants put
particularly high value on the absence of animal testing.

6.2 Deontic Justice
One of the main objectives of this research was to understand the effect and to
determine whether justice is a key moderator of ethical decision-making. This research,
from the perspective of moral duty and obligations, explored individuals’ understanding
of justice and fairness with regard to ethical consumption. The Deontic Justice Scale was
used to measure the extent to which individuals express justice judgments out of duty and
moral obligation.

Results from the pre-test and two main studies indicate the high reliability of the
Deontic Justice Scale (αPre-test= .911, n=42; αStudy 1= .907, n=138; αStudy 2= .918, n=218).
The results from Beugre (2012) did not differ between males and females respondents
(Mmale=34.78; Mfemale=34.87); however, in this research, females were more likely than
males to show deontic justice not only in Study 1 (Mfemale=36.158; Mmale=33.742), but
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also in Study 2 (Mfemale=35.025; Mmale=34.240). Critically, deontic justice strengthened
the preference of CSR attributes and the purchase intention for products with CSR
attributes, via interactions effects.

6.2.1

Product Category: Athletic Shoes
The results demonstrated that there were statistically significant effects of High

Deontic Justice x No Child Labor, and of High Deontic Justice x Safe Working
Conditions. The results of Study 1 reveal that participants high in deontic justice are far
more likely to prefer athletic shoes with no child labor compared to those who are low in
deontic justice. Moreover, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference with child
labor information not available decline compared to when deontic justice is low.
Therefore, consumers’ preference for this CSR attribute is higher when deontic justice is
high compared to when deontic justice is low, supporting H1a.

Similarly, participants high in deontic justice are more willing to purchase athletic
shoes with safe working conditions compared to those who are low in deontic justice. In
addition, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference when working conditions
information not available rapidly drops compared to when deontic justice is low. Thus,
consumers’ preference for this CSR attribute is higher when deontic justice is high
compared to when deontic justice is low, providing support for H1b.

6.2.2

Product Category: Bar Soap
Results showed that there were statistically significant effects of the interactions
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High Deontic Justice x No Animal Testing, and High Deontic Justice x No Animal
By-Product.

According to study 1, participants high in deontic justice are far more likely to
prefer bar soap with no animal testing compared to those who are low in deontic justice.
Moreover, when deontic justice is high, consumer preference when animal-testing
information is not available decreases more compared to when deontic justice is low.
Therefore, consumers’ preference for this CSR attribute is higher when deontic justice is
high compared to when deontic justice is low, providing support for H1c.

Likewise, participants high in deontic justice are more willing to purchase bar soap
with no animal by-product than those who are low in deontic justice. In addition, when
deontic justice is high, consumer preference when animal by-product information is not
available declines quickly compared to when deontic justice is low. Overall, consumers’
preference for this CSR attribute is higher when deontic justice is high compared to when
deontic justice is low, thus supporting H1d.

Indeed, analyses of the CSR results reveal a relationship between deontic justice
and CSR attributes with respect to purchase behavior. In both product categories,
individuals’ understanding of justice and fairness influence their ethical decision-making,
indicating that perceived justice is a strengthener of ethical behavior.
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6.3 Justice Restoration Potential: The Influence of Information
Another objective of this research was to understand the moderated moderation
effect. This research applied an Information Acceleration (IA) approach in order to
evaluate how the availability of justice restoration potential information interacts with
deontic justice to influence purchase decisions for products with CSR attributes.
Consumers are not knowledgeable about the social attributes of the products they
consider for purchase (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). Compared to printed information,
multimedia representations are more vivid and realistic than traditional concept
descriptions (Urban et al., 1997). To explore this issue, the second study used videos to
convey information and examined the effect of high versus low justice restoration
potential and its interaction with deontic justice with respect to purchase decisions. The
results indicate that the preference for CSR attributes in purchase decisions is enhanced
by the provision of information related to justice restoration potential in a manner that
interacts with the effect of deontic justice.

6.3.1

Product Category: Athletic Shoes
The results reveal statistically significant interaction of High Deontic Justice x High

Justice Restoration Potential x No Child Labor. In particular, participants high in deontic
justice are far more likely to prefer athletic shoes with no child labor when accelerated
justice restoration potential is high but not when it is low. In addition, when deontic
justice is high, consumer preference in the absence of child labor information is not
available decrease more when AJRP is high but not when it is low. Therefore, in the
context of high deontic justice, consumers’ relative preference for this CSR attribute is
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higher when AJRP is high than when it is low. The three-way interaction observed here
supports our H2a.

6.3.2

Product Category: Bar Soap
The second study featured significant interactions related to bar soap preferences:

High Deontic Justice x High Justice Restoration Potential x No Animal Testing.
Participants high in deontic justice are far more likely to prefer bar soap with no animal
testing when AJRP is high, but not when it is low. Furthermore, when deontic justice is
high, participants’ preference when animal-testing information is not available drops
more when AJRP is high than when it is low. Thus, in the context of high deontic justice,
consumer preference for this CSR attribute is higher when AJRP is high than when it is
low. The three-way interaction observed here supports our H2b.

In conclusion, this research found that the degree of justice restoration potential has
an impact on consumers’ purchase intentions related to CSR products. In both products
categories, participants show strong preferences for products with good CSR attributes
over ones with incomplete information. Even more important, participants who have high
moral duty and obligation are more likely to support CSR products than participants who
have low moral duty. Participants with a strong sense of deontic justice have a moral
obligation to uphold the principles of fairness, and believe that everyone should be
treated equally in this world. In keeping with that, they use their purchase decisions
express their opinions against child labor and animal testing. This study expanded upon
previous research by showing that people are less willing to purchase CSR products when
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their support cannot change the actual unequal status quo. However, when people know
there are high possibilities of injustice being altered to justice, they show greater
preferences for CSR attributes and are more inclined to contribute to positive change by
supporting products with CSR attributes. Thus, this research provides consistent evidence
that a high degree of justice restoration poetical can be a powerful moderator of ethical
consumption. Not only the presence of social information is important – so too are the
types and content of that information.
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CHAPTER 7 Contributions, Limitations and Future Research

This study provides new insights into ethical consumption, using carefully designed
experiments to gain better understanding of how consumers utilize CSR attributes in
making purchasing decisions. The following is a summary of the theoretical,
methodological, and managerial contributions of this research, as well as the limitations
and future research directions.

7.1 Contributions
7.1.1

Theoretical Contributions
Previous research suggests that consumers take ethical component of products into

account when they make their purchasing decision (Auger et al., 2008; Carrigan, Szmigin
& Wright, 2004; Creyer, 1997). Consumers may even be willing to pay extra above the
market price for products with acceptable social attributes or made in ethical ways as a
reward to companies’ ethical behavior and vice versa (Creyer, 1997; Elliott & Freeman,
2003, Auger et al., 2003; Auger et al., 2008; Arana & Leon, 2009; Hiscox et al., 2011).
Others have found that the links between CSR performance and consumer preference are
not so straightforward (Devinney et al., 2010). There is also ample evidence that suggests
that consumers’ choices may not be as ethical as expected (Devinney et al., 2010) and the
evidence of the impact of CSR initiatives on consumer behavior is found to be both
contradictory and equivocal (Grimmer & Bingham, 2013). Therefore, there exists some
disconnection between what the corporations are offering in terms of CSR and when
these are preferred by consumers. There may be a number of factors that might be
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moderating the relationship between products’ CSR attributes and consumer preferences
for products with such CSR attributes that warrant investigation. The current research is
one step towards identifying moderators that facilitate (or hinder) link between CSR
attributes and consumer preferences.

This research, as an attempt at gaining insight into consumer response to ethical
products from the perspective of moral duty and obligation, investigated the moderation
effect and moderated moderation effect as it relates to consumers’ ethical consumption
behaviors. We measured consumers’ reactions to injustice and unfairness from the
perspective of moral responsibility and its relation to CSR attributes’ effects upon
consumer preference, and also used an Information Acceleration (IA) approach to
enhance consumers' learning via provision of CSR information in order to explore under
what condition consumers show the most favor towards ethical products. We examined
how the degree of justice restoration potential regarding CSR products influences
consumers’ purchasing reaction. Therefore, we provide insights into when consumers
will purchase products associated with CSR attributes.

7.1.2

Methodological Contributions
Rating scales have been the most typically used tool for previous studies involving

the evaluation of products with CSR attributes. This study is unique in employing
Discrete Choice Experiment, creating situations of choice and trade off that are akin to
what happens in daily life. This methodological approach used choice as the dependent
variable, allowing participants to make their choice based on different attributes
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combination. Overall, DCE data controlled for other attributes, clearly established the
CSR attributes’ effects, and, therefore, achieved our aim.

7.1.3

Managerial Contributions
This study has important implications for understanding how CSR attributes can

influence consumption behavior. Marketers should focus on increasing awareness of
ethical beliefs and instilling social responsibility, using multimedia to convey relevant
information to increase demand for CSR products. Moreover, a better understanding of
ethical consumption can assist enterprises in formulating accurate and relevant CSR
policies. When a consumer finds that the product she or he is going to purchase is
associated with CSR attributes, it is vital that the product live up to the enterprise’s CSR
claim. In addition, enterprises should ensure the consistency when outsourcing work to
third parties.

7.2 Limitations and Future Research
There are some limitations that may constrain this study’s validity and reliability.
First, the sample, composed entirely of students, may not be representative of the general
population. Second, the two studies used the same stimuli, limiting the validity of the
conclusions. Athletic shoes and bar soap were selected as the stimuli because they are
non- gender-specific products that are highly universal and represent the mass market.
Future studies may endeavor to vary the product categories between experiments and to
extend this study’s findings to other categories.
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There are also some limitations associated with the online videos. Although we did
a manipulation check in the pre-test, the content of the videos were not fully satisfied. In
order to have stimulus videos that are the same in all respects except those intended, thus
minimizing the possibility of confounding effects, future researchers should consider
creating their own videos.

In addition, this research focused only on the moderation and moderated
moderation effects. Future research may directed more attention towards the mediation
effect. Future researchers may also benefit from exploring the specific mechanisms
behind the consumers’ ethical consumption behaviors.

Lastly, this study was conducted in a lab setting, where consumers often declare
their willingness to choose ethical products because they want to make a good
impression, even though a much smaller portion of them considers ethical products in
daily life (Auger & Devinney, 2007). Future studies would gain external validity from
being conducted in more naturalistic settings. There is a need to incorporate preference
and variance heteorgeneity in modeling preferences for CSR attributes (Louviere et al.,
2008b; Islam et al., 2007). A possible extension can be modeling using scale adjusted
latent class models (Louviere et al., 2013; Burke et al., 2010) as it is the behavior of
segments that are more important to marketers than aggregate preferences analyzed in
this research. Further research possibilities are in areas of modeling multiple product
categories simultaneously to see whether consumer preferences for CSR attributes for the
same individual varies by product categories. Possible framework to joint modeling can
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be use of copulas (Meade & Islam, 2003, 2010).
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Pre-test Survey
PART I: Deontic Justice Questionnaire
Please read each statement carefully and indicate your level of agreement on a
5-point Likert scale response format (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) with
respect to how well a statement applied to you.
Statement

Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree
2

1. I have a moral obligation to treat
others fairly.
2. Treating others fairly should be a
moral obligation for everyone.
3. Treating people with respect and
dignity is a moral obligation.
4. I have a moral obligation to
uphold the principles of fairness.
5. It is important for me to see that
others are treated fairly.
6. For me, treating others fairly is a
moral duty.
7. Fairness is a moral virtue.
8. I deeply care about fairness.
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Neither Agree
Nor Disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
Agree
5

PART II: Video—Child Labor and Working Condition
Justice Restoration Potential (JRP) means the possibility of injustice restored to
justice. Please watch the following videos carefully and indicate your level of agreement
on a 5-point Intensity scale response format (1 = Very Low, 5 = Very High) with respect
to the degree of justice restore potential.

Please watch the following video chosen from YouTube.com in regards to
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) attribute: child labor or animal testing.

After watching this video, based on the video information, the degree of justice
restoration potential of child labor or animal testing is:
Very Low
1
The degree of justice restoration potential
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Low
2

Medium
3

High
4

Very High
5

Appendix B: Pre-test Videos Manipulation Check
CLH=Child Labor Justice Restoration Potential High Conditions
CLL=Child Labor Justice Restoration Potential Low Conditions
ATH=Animal Testing Justice Restoration Potential High Conditions
ATL=Animal Testing Justice Restoration Potential Low Conditions

Paired Samples Statistics
Mean
Pair 1
Pair 2

N

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

CLH

3.34

35

.802

.136

CLL

2.40

35

1.218

.206

ATH

3.59

32

1.012

.179

ATL

2.91

32

1.027

.182

Paired Samples Correlations
N

Correlation

Sig.

Pair 1

CLH & CLL

35

.157

.369

Pair 2

ATH & ATL

32

.304

.091

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
Mean

t

Std.

Std. Error

95% Confidence

Deviation

Mean

Interval of the

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Difference
Lower

Upper

Pair 1

CLH - CLL

.943

1.349

.228

.479

1.406

4.135

34

.000

Pair 2

ATH - ATL

.688

1.203

.213

.254

1.121

3.232

31

.003

75

Appendix C: Survey
PART I: Deontic Justice Questionnaire
Please read each statement carefully and indicate your level of agreement on a
5-point Likert scale response format (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) with
respect to how well a statement applied to you.
Statement

Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree
2

1. I have a moral obligation to treat
others fairly.
2. Treating others fairly should be a
moral obligation for everyone.
3. Treating people with respect and
dignity is a moral obligation.
4. I have a moral obligation to
uphold the principles of fairness.
5. It is important for me to see that
others are treated fairly.
6. For me, treating others fairly is a
moral duty.
7. Fairness is a moral virtue.
8. I deeply care about fairness.
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Neither Agree
Nor Disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
Agree
5

PART II: Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) (Athletic Shoes)
First, please read this table summary of Athletic Shoes attributes. In the following
part, you will watch a short video, and then you will be provided with 14 choice sets
regarding Athletic Shoes. In each choice set, you will be offered previously shown
attributes and their levels. Please indicate "Which of the options you would be MOST
likely to choose".
Here are list of attributes and their ranges (i.e. levels of each attribute) that consider
for purchasing athletic shoes.

Attributes
Brand
Price
Shock absorption
Weight
Child labor

Working conditions

Athletic Shoes
Range of each attribute that we have varied in
subsequent survey questions
Adidas
Reebok
$80/pair
$120/pair
Low
High
Lighter
Heavier
Information Not Available

Information Not Available
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PART III: Video
First, please watch a video chosen from YouTube.com.

After watching the video, please answer the question below. Watch the video again
if you need it.
In the video, it says the percentage of children making up the workforce in the
village is included in the Child Labor Program dropped from an initial 20 percent to 10
percent in 2005 and to less than “? percent” in 2006:
□ 3 percent

□ 5 percent

□ 6 percent □ 8 percent

OR Next, please watch a video chosen from YouTube.com.

After watching the video, please answer the question below. Watch the video again
if you need it.
In the video, an old blind man says everyday his grandson has to work “? hours” to
support his mother:
□ 2-3 hours

□ 3-4 hours

□ 4-5 hours
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□ 5-6 hours

PART IV: Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) (Athletic Shoes)
After watching the video, the following are 14 choice sets of Athletic Shoes options.
In each choice set, 4 different pairs of Athletic Shoes will be presented to you. Each pair
of Athletic Shoes will be characterized by 6 attributes. You have the choice of purchasing
1 pair of the Athletic Shoes or None. Please indicate which option you would be MOST
likely to choose or None of these options.
Example:
Attributes

Athletic Shoes A

Athletic Shoes B

Athletic Shoes C

Athletic Shoes D

Brand

Reebok

Reebok

Adidas

Reebok

Price

$120/pair

$80/pair

$80/pair

$120/pair

High

Low

High

High

Heavier

Heavier

Lighter

Lighter

Shock
absorption
Weight
Child labor

Working
conditions

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Which of the options would you be MOST likely to choose?
□Athletic Shoes A
□Athletic Shoes B
□Athletic Shoes C
□Athletic Shoes D
□None
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Information
Not Available

None

One Athletic Shoes Choice Set:
Attributes

Athletic Shoes A

Athletic Shoes B

Athletic Shoes C

Athletic Shoes D

Brand

Adidas

Adidas

Reebok

Reebok

Price

$120/pair

$120/pair

$120/pair

$120/pair

Low

Low

High

High

Lighter

Heavier

Heavier

Lighter

Shock
absorption
Weight
Child labor

Working
conditions

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Which of the options would you be MOST likely to choose?
□Athletic Shoes A
□Athletic Shoes B
□Athletic Shoes C
□Athletic Shoes D
□None
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None

PART V: Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) (Bar Soap)
Next, please read this table summary of Bar Soap attributes. In the following part,
you will watch a short video, and then you will be provided with 14 choice sets regarding
Bar Soap. In each choice set, you will be offered previously shown attributes and their
levels. Please indicate "Which of the options you would be MOST likely to choose".
Here are list of attributes and their ranges (i.e. levels of each attribute) that consider
for purchasing bar soap.
Attributes
Brand
Price
Dermatologist
recommended
Smell
Animal testing

Animal by-product

Bar Soap
Range of each attribute that we have varied in
subsequent survey questions
Dove
Ivory
$0.50/bar
$1.50/bar
Dermatologist
Not
recommended
Dermatologist recommended
Fresh scented
Unscented
Information Not Available

Information Not Available
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PART VI: Video
Next, please watch a video chosen from YouTube.com.

After watching the video, please answer the question below. Watch the video again
if you need it.
In the video, the reporter says the European Commission has estimated that this
technology will save the lives of “? animals” every year:
□ Ten thousand

□ Twenty thousand

□ Thirty thousand

□ Forty thousand

OR Next, please watch a video chosen from YouTube.com.

After watching the video, please answer the question below. Watch the video again
if you need it.
In the video, Dr. Simon Festing says there has been a vast array of new medicines
and treatments that depended on animal research, and over “? percent” of Nobel Prizes in
medicine and physiology have depended on the use of animals:
□ 60 percent □ 70 percent

□ 80 percent □ 90 percent
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PART VII: Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) (Bar Soap)
After watching the video, the following are 14 choice sets of Bar Soap options. In
each choice set, 4 different Bar Soap will be presented to you. Each Bar Soap will be
characterized by 6 attributes. You have the choice of purchasing 1 Bar Soap or None.
Please indicate which option you would be MOST likely to choose or None of these
options.
Example:
Attributes

Bar Soap A

Bar Soap B

Bar Soap C

Bar Soap D

Brand

Ivory

Ivory

Dove

Ivory

Price

$0.50/bar

$0.50/bar

$1.50/bar

$1.50/bar

Dermatologist
recommended

Dermatologist
recommended

Dermatologist
recommended

Dermatologist
recommended

Smell

Fresh scented

Unscented

Unscented

Not
Dermatologist
recommended
Unscented

Animal testing

Information
Not Available

Animal
by-product

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Which of the options would you be MOST likely to choose?
□Bar Soap A
□Bar Soap B
□Bar Soap C
□Bar Soap D
□None
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None

One Bar Soap Choice Set:
Attributes

Bar Soap A

Bar Soap B

Bar Soap C

Bar Soap D

Brand

Dove

Dove

Ivory

Ivory

Price

$1.50/bar

$1.50/bar

$1.50/bar

$1.50/bar

Dermatologist
recommended

Dermatologist
recommended

Dermatologist
recommended

Smell

Fresh scented

Unscented

Not
Dermatologist
recommended
Unscented

Not
Dermatologist
recommended
Fresh scented

Animal testing

Animal
by-product

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Information
Not Available

Which of the options would you be MOST likely to choose?
□Bar Soap A
□Bar Soap B
□Bar Soap C
□Bar Soap D
□None
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None

PART VIII: Social-demographic Questions
We would like you to answer a few questions about yourself. None of the
information you provide will be used to identify you. It will only ever be used or
published in aggregate, never individually. Please feel free to skip any question you do
not feel comfortable answering.
Please indicate your Gender:
□ Male
□ Female
□ Other
Please indicate your Age:
□ Under 18 years old
□ 18-24 years old
□ 25 years or older
Please specify your Year of Study:
□ First Year
□ Second Year
□ Third Year
□ Forth Year
□ Fifth Year and higher
Please specify your Ethnicity:
□ Aboriginal/First Nations/Métis
□ White/European
□ Black/Africa/Caribbean
□ Southeast Asian (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese, Cambodian,
Filipino.etc)
□ Arab (Saudi Arabian, Palestinian, Iraqi, etc)
□ South Asian (East Indian, Sri Lankan, etc)
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□ Latin American (Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Brazilian, Columbian, etc)
□ West Asian (Iranian, Afghani, etc)
□ Other (please specify) __________________________________.
Please indicate your Household Income:
□ Less than $20,000
□ $20,000-60,000
□ $60,000-100,000
□ More than $100,000 or more
Thank you for your participating in this survey!
We greatly appreciate your time and patience!
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Appendix D: Balanced Incomplete Block Design (BIBD)
Profiles
Profile #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

A1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1

A2
0
0
1
1
0
0
1
1

A3
0
1
1
0
0
1
1
0

A4
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
1

A5
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0

A6
0
0
1
1
1
1
0
0

BIBD
Choice set #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Option A
8
3
6
8
4
2
7
2
3
5
1
4
7
6

Option B
4
8
5
1
7
4
3
5
8
6
3
1
6
2

Option C
6
6
7
7
5
5
2
8
1
4
8
2
3
1
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Option D
2
2
3
6
8
3
1
7
4
1
5
7
4
5

Appendix E: Interaction Effects Analysis
Study 1
Athletic Shoes:
2 way interactions
Preference of
Preference of
Child Labor
Working Conditions

Child Labor

Deontic Justice
(mean center)

1

1.16

1.294

0.600

1

0.58

1.126

0.511

1

0.00

0.958

0.423

1

-0.58

0.790

0.334

1

-1.16

0.622

0.245

1

1.16

1.294

0.600

1

0.58

1.126

0.511

1

0.00

0.958

0.423

1

-0.58

0.790

0.334

1

-1.16

0.622

0.245

-1

1.16

-1.294

-0.600

-1

0.58

-1.126

-0.511

-1

0.00

-0.958

-0.423

-1

-0.58

-0.790

-0.334

-1

-1.16

-0.622

-0.245

-1

1.16

-1.294

-0.600

-1

0.58

-1.126

-0.511

-1

0.00

-0.958

-0.423

-1

-0.58

-0.790

-0.334

-1

-1.16

-0.622

-0.245
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Bar Soap:
2 way interactions
Preference of
Preference of
Animal Testing
Animal by-product

Animal Testing

Deontic Justice
(mean center)

1

1.16

1.234

0.873

1

0.58

1.094

0.794

1

0.00

0.953

0.714

1

-0.58

0.813

0.635

1

-1.16

0.673

0.555

1

1.16

1.234

0.873

1

0.58

1.094

0.794

1

0.00

0.953

0.714

1

-0.58

0.813

0.635

1

-1.16

0.673

0.555

-1

1.16

-1.234

-0.873

-1

0.58

-1.094

-0.794

-1

0.00

-0.953

-0.714

-1

-0.58

-0.813

-0.635

-1

-1.16

-0.673

-0.555

-1

1.16

-1.234

-0.873

-1

0.58

-1.094

-0.794

-1

0.00

-0.953

-0.714

-1

-0.58

-0.813

-0.635

-1

-1.16

-0.673

-0.555
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Study 2
Athletic Shoes:

Child Labor

Deontic Justice
(mean center)

Justice Restoration Potential

3 way interactions
Preference of
Child Labor

1

1.16

1

1.364

1

0.58

1

1.143

1

0.00

1

0.923

1

-0.58

1

0.703

1

-1.16

1

0.483

1

1.16

-1

1.239

1

0.58

-1

1.120

1

0.00

-1

1.001

1

-0.58

-1

0.882

1

-1.16

-1

0.763

-1

1.16

1

-1.364

-1

0.58

1

-1.143

-1

0.00

1

-0.923

-1

-0.58

1

-0.703

-1

-1.16

1

-0.483

-1

1.16

-1

-1.239

-1

0.58

-1

-1.120

-1

0.00

-1

-1.001

-1

-0.58

-1

-0.882

-1

-1.16

-1

-0.763
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Bar Soap:

Animal Testing

Deontic Justice
(mean center)

Justice Restoration Potential

3 way interactions
Preference of
Animal Testing

1

1.16

1

1.494

1

0.58

1

1.285

1

0.00

1

1.076

1

-0.58

1

0.866

1

-1.16

1

0.657

1

1.16

-1

0.989

1

0.58

-1

0.907

1

0.00

-1

0.825

1

-0.58

-1

0.742

1

-1.16

-1

0.660

-1

1.16

1

-1.494

-1

0.58

1

-1.285

-1

0.00

1

-1.076

-1

-0.58

1

-0.866

-1

-1.16

1

-0.657

-1

1.16

-1

-0.989

-1

0.58

-1

-0.907

-1

0.00

-1

-0.825

-1

-0.58

-1

-0.742

-1

-1.16

-1

-0.660
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