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Abstract

The choice to engage in socially responsible consumption is reportedly being made more

frequently, but evidence of an attitude-behaviour gap suggests that consumers often fail to

translate their intentions or attitudes into actual behaviours, even when they have clearly

expressed their commitment to that form of consumption. This ambiguity lies in whether

ethical or socially responsible consciousness is motivating the consumers, or if other behavioural

drivers have been overshadowed by the appearance of socially responsible consumption. This

thesis demonstrates that situational priming such as the presence of others and salient goal

priming, compared to having a goal of adhering to socially responsible consumption, are more

effective in motivating the individuals to act upon that means of consumption. Moreover, when

the situation piques the interest of individuals with a high Machiavellian trait, they’re more

likely to engage in socially responsible consumption. But again, the attitude-behaviour gap

persists on the prediction of consumer ethics. This research makes theoretical contributions

in using a goal-directed approach, with an emphasis on unconscious behavioural drivers such

as situational factors and personality traits. Empirically, it supports the use of experimental

studies to determine motivations underlying socially responsible consumption.
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1 Abbreviations

DPC – Principal Component of the Dark Triad

DT – 3 personality traits of the Dark Triad;

DZS – Z-score adjusted measurements for the Dark Triad

EPC – Principal components for Consumer Ethics

ES – 7 measurements of Consumer Ethics scale;

EZS – Z-value adjusted measurements for Consumer Ethics

ACT – “actively benefiting from illegal actions”

PAS – “passively benefiting”

QUEST – “questionable, but legal actions”

NOH – no harm, no foul

DL – “downloading”

REC – “recycling”

GOOD – “doing good”
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2 Introduction

Who is a socially responsible consumer? My research interest was initially sparked by the

socially responsible behaviours of two celebrities. First, Walter Isaacson related a story about

Apple’s Product Red campaign in his biography of Steve Jobs:

“In 2006, Bono got Jobs to do another deal with him, this one for his Product Red campaign

that raised money and awareness to fight AIDS in Africa. Jobs was never much interested

in philanthropy, but he agreed to do a special red iPod as part of Bono’s campaign. It was

not a wholehearted commitment. He balked, for example, at using the campaign’s signature

treatment of putting the name of the company in parentheses with the word “red” in super-

script after it, as in (APPLE) RED. “I don’t want Apple in parentheses,” Jobs insisted. Bono

replied, “But Steve, that’s how we show unity for our cause.” The conversation got heated —

to the F-you stage — before they agreed to sleep on it. Finally, Jobs compromised, sort of.

Bono could do what he wanted in his ads, but Jobs would never put Apple in parentheses on

any of his products or in any of his stores. The iPod was labelled (PRODUCT) RED, not

(APPLE) RED.” (Chapter 32, Isaacson, 2011)

Next, Time’s magazine journalist Olivia Waxman penned an online article titled, “Of Course

Kim Kardashian Took a Selfie While Doing the Ice Bucket Challenge”:

“Kardashian, who is married to Kanye West and stars in Keeping up with the Kardashians,

made the challenge her own by taking one of her signature selfies as Ellen DeGeneres dumped

a bucket of ice water over the reality TV star’s head on The Ellen Show. Just before she got

soaked, the “selfie queen” exclaimed, “Oh my god, I don’t even want to see this happening to

me.” (Waxman, 2014)

If we only look at the outcome of their behaviours, we would easily think of them as being

socially responsible consumers — Steve Jobs agreed to launch Apple’s Product Red campaign

and Kim Kardashian raised awareness of ALS research by taking the Ice Bucket Challenge

on national television. However, we would have hesitated to do so if we looked more deeply

into the behavioural narrative — Steve Jobs only agreed to help when his friend Bono made

a strong argument for the Red campaign and promised that the word “Apple” would never

actually be linked with the word “Red”, while Kim Kardashian was in fact more motivated by

her status signalling than the charitable cause. This is disconcerting, as ethicality and social

responsibility are often expected to be the primary drivers of socially responsible behaviours.

However, the socially responsible behaviour of the two celebrities was seemingly motivated by
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peer pressure and narcissism. In addition, it’s not clear to what extent we can still maintain

the distinction between socially responsible consumers and everyday consumers if ethics or

social responsibility no longer serve as the primary drivers in the behaviours.

A great deal of consumer research literature has highlighted the existence of a gap between

the behavioural drivers derived from ethicality or social responsibility and genuine socially

responsible behaviours, often referred to as the attitude-behaviour gap (Carrigan and Attalla,

2001). When consumers are surveyed about their intentions or attitudes concerning socially

responsible consumption, they tend to demonstrate the intentions or attitudes that indicate

they are keen on the idea. However, in reality, consumers often fail to translate their intentions

or attitudes into actual behaviours, even when they have clearly expressed their commitment

to socially responsible consumption (Auger and Devinney, 2007). A number of reasons have

been cited to explain the attitude-behaviour discrepancy, such as measurement bias, value

conflicts, moral licensing/decoupling, lack of perception, lack of accessibility, lack of awareness

and engagement (Hui et al., 2009; Merritt et al., 2010; Carrington et al., 2010; Steg et al., 2014;

Kumar, 2016; Yamoah et al., 2016). Yet socially responsible consumption is still reportedly

growing strong amid the continuing attitude-behaviour gap (Doherty et al., 2015). While it

seems that people are growing more conscious about the ethical side of their consumption, the

ambiguity remains as to whether ethical or socially responsible consciousness is really pulling

in the consumers, given the multiple attributes ascribed to that consumption (Cornish, 2013),

e.g., price, colour, brand, style, size, weight, volume, and material composition, as well as a

variety of motivations. One study conducted by Yamoah et al. (2014) examined the TESCO

loyalty card data and found that the continued improvement in product distribution and

pricing were actually the main drivers of increasing fair trade retail sales. This contradicted the

common belief that fair trade sales growth was motivated by a growing consumer consciousness

or product promotion. This signals a need in understanding socially responsible consumption

differently.

So, who are socially responsible consumers really? A focus on socially responsible consumers

serves to highlight the generation of consumers who have begun to consider the impact of their

consumption both on and beyond themselves and, more importantly, who actually engage in

socially responsible consumption. However, for the purposes of this thesis, the working defi-

nition considers socially responsible consumers as those who act on that form of consumption

as much as is possible. While this definition might sound naively simple, it works well across

the wider context as well as for the intended experiments, with the intention of allowing indi-
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viduals to qualify as socially responsible consumers with a minimal initial effort. This should

allow individuals to do something simple and convenient with the goal of both igniting and

maintaining the habit of socially responsible consumption. But the most important thing is

that the individuals should be encouraged or see a way to build on their socially responsible

consumption by realising their potential capability. This intends to re-orient the motiva-

tion of socially responsible consumers from being purely ethics-based to one that is based on

behaviour. Last, over time, individuals should re-assess the priority of socially responsible

consumption. A metaphor for the new working definition is to think of socially responsible

consumers as those who are new to weight lifting and do not, as yet, know how much weight

he or she can lift. In this case, the socially responsible consumption is seen as the weight and

the act on socially responsible consumption is the lifting. At the beginning, you can try the

minimal weight of 2kg. The heavier the weight you can lift, the more competent you begin to

feel. The key is not just to show that you can lift the maximum weight once, but also whether

you can maintain weight lifting as a habit. Some can still opt for the minimal weight of 2kg as

a habit, while others might want to challenge themselves by targeting heavier weights. Moti-

vation can come from a personality trait, goal setting or peer pressure – a friend lifting 20kg.

The other thing is that you might realise that you can do more than just weight lifting and

consider other forms of exercise, such as running or cycling. There are no limits set on how

many forms of socially responsible consumption you must undertake as the key is to make

that behaviour a sustainable habit. Also, there are no constraints on which or how many

ethical dimensions you must actively promote. The value alignment or self-realisation should

always centre on individual responsibility as well as individual capacity. In an experimental

context, this new working definition is easier to implement and measure as we can see the

differences prior to and after the experiments. Moreover, it’s easier to tease out what matter

most individually and what sort of behavioural drivers we would need to calibrate to make

socially responsible consumption more sustainable.

One prospective increasingly seen in the literature is to embrace unconscious behavioural

drivers when explaining socially responsible consumption (Carrington et al., 2010). Growing

recognition of the issue of human unconsciousness should not come as a surprise. The work of

Daniel Kahneman and the rise of behavioural economics have consistently shown how humans

routinely make systemic mistakes and that these mistakes are not random (Kahneman, 2003;

Thaler and Sunstein, 2009); they’re the by-product of two distinctive thinking systems in

our decision-making process (Kahneman, 2011). System 1 is dominated by unconsciousness
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and automaticity; System 2 is marked by rationality and deliberate effort. In the socially

responsible consumption literature, a large amount of effort has been made to explain the

manifestation of value, beliefs, attitude and intention (Lawson, 2010). To a large extent, they

are like the citizens of System 2 thinking – consumers are conscious, logical, and reasonable

in that they tend to have a value compass, hold strong beliefs, show consistent attitudes,

and make calculated decisions about their consumption. However, it’s the System 1 thinking,

which is dominated by unconsciousness and automaticity, that is actually the basis of many

human daily decisions. A consumer might require a conscious thought to decide what coffee

to consume tomorrow morning, but the likelihood of drinking the same coffee every day is

extremely high once the decision is progressed into a habit. This brings in a potential consid-

eration of a dual process mechanism in socially responsible consumption (Ryan and Legate,

2013; Zollo et al., 2018), i.e., the blending of behavioural drivers from both a conscious and

unconscious level to explain socially responsible consumption. The idea of recognising both

conscious and unconscious influence in the decision process is growing in the consumer liter-

ature concerning ethicality and social responsibility (Carrington et al., 2010), but it is still

relatively small. Jung (1939; 2014) once suggested that we should really embrace a fair and

open calibration between consciousness and unconsciousness if they had to wrestle, as none

of them can totally suppress one or the other but we often either neglect or champion one

only. In the world of socially responsible consumers, one consumption trajectory is that con-

scious behavioural drivers concerning socially responsible consumption might tend to move

behaviour towards socially responsible consumption but unconscious behavioural drivers can

act as a resistant force, causing movement to ultimately cease. Another consumption tra-

jectory is that the conscious behavioural drivers might not move behaviour towards socially

responsible consumption at all as the individual has not yet developed the intention to engage

in socially responsible consumption, but, through peer pressure or status striving, unconscious

behavioural drivers can act as a stimulus and move the behaviour towards socially responsible

consumption. The question is to what extent do the conscious or unconscious behavioural

drivers play a leading role in dictating behavioural development.

One of the unconscious behavioural drivers are situational factors (Carrington et al., 2010).

Consumption is often conducted though social situations with other individuals or alone (Argo

et al., 2005). Socially responsible consumption is no different. When individuals fall short

in the area of socially responsible consumption, it’s very likely that the individuals may not

have access to socially responsible goods or are not under relevant environmental exposures.
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More importantly, they can struggle against surrounding social forces (e.g., peer pressure or

social norm) that can eventually halt the intended socially responsible behaviours or initiate

the untended socially responsible behaviours (Argo et al., 2005; Griskevicius and Kenrick,

2013; Kniffin et al., 2016). It’s the socially responsible behaviour with the presence of others

that many consumer studies have failed to fully explore.

Personality traits have some promise in terms of motivating socially responsible consumption

(Anderson and Cowan, 2014; Dermody et al., 2015; Arli and Anandya, 2018). Most consumer

studies examining socially responsible behaviours with personality traits tend to focus on

“virtuous traits”, such as openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness, Honesty-Humility (Song

and Kim, 2016; Engel and Szech, 2017; Riefolo, 2014). Only when explaining less desired

socially responsible behaviours would “vice traits” such as narcissism, Machiavellianism and

psychopathy enter the discussion. Yet “vice traits” could potentially reveal more insight as

socially responsible consumption are often tangled with some manifestation of norm-violating

or status-organising (Anderson and Cowan, 2014; Voyer, 2015). In addition, two common

response bias in surveying socially responsible behaviours are strongly linked to the “vice

traits”, such as narcissism and Machiavellianism (Fernandes and Randall, 1992; Foster et al.,

2006; Triki et al., 2017; Kowalski et al., 2018). When consumers are surveyed about intentions

or attitudes concerning socially responsible consumption, they tend to overstate their ‘good’

behaviours and understate their ‘bad’ behaviours. This is often regarded as social desirability

bias and it has been reported to have a strong association with Machiavellianism (Fernandes

and Randall, 1992; Triki et al., 2017). Individuals are also prone to a self-monitoring bias, i.e.,

high self-monitors will adjust their behaviour according to situational cues. Self-monitoring

bias are strongly linked to narcissism and Machiavellianism. The responses based on what is

socially desirable are a sign of inflated self-consciousness, while high self-monitoring indicates

strong situational awareness (Foster et al., 2006; Kowalski et al., 2018). Fewer studies have

explored the effect of “vice traits” on the goal pursuit of socially responsible consumption

across different social situations.

In this thesis, we intend to show that researchers in socially responsible consumption would

benefit from a deeper understanding of the intention–behaviour gap modelled by goals, social

situations and the Dark Triad of personality traits. The thesis will start by taking a holistic

perspective of socially responsible consumers’ ideology and classification. This offers a venue

to reflect on the myth of socially responsible consumers, which is an ongoing misconception

about the distinction between socially responsible consumers and everyday consumers. The
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thesis then reviews a range of theoretical paradigms related to socially responsible behaviours,

and, more importantly, the primary behavioural drivers and extensions have been made in

the theoretical frameworks. Following the review of the concept, theoretical frameworks,

and primary drivers of socially responsible consumption, the thesis will propose a theoretical

framework that centres on goal-directed mechanisms, with an emphasis on the effects of

situational priming and the Dark Triad of personality traits. This framework provides a good

reminder that human nature is malleable and socially responsible consumption is no different,

given the effect of situational influence and personality traits. Lastly, the thesis will present

an empirical study of situational priming and the Dark Triad of personality traits (narcissism,

Machiavellianism and psychopathy) in relation to socially responsible behaviours, concluding

with findings and a discussion about the essence of this rising consumer behaviour.
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3 Socially responsible consumers

3.1 Background

With socioeconomic and technology advancement, the nature of human consumption is evolv-

ing from consumption for necessity to consumption for variety (Ariely and Norton, 2009).

Uber, Tesla, Airbnb and Deliveroo are just a few new forms of consumption, representing a

new culture of consumers who explore different ways to satisfy their thirst for both a bet-

ter consumer experience and value. But consuming for variety often comes with a price; it

has not just nurtured creativity as to forms of consumption, but also disruption in business

ethics (Ertz et al., 2018). Instead of offering permanent jobs, Uber and Deliveroo encourage

individuals to take on short-term contracts or freelance work transporting passengers and

delivering take-out food, but more importantly, both companies have been accused of ex-

ploiting employment loopholes to disregard minimum wage laws, workers compensation and

injury benefits (Martin, 2016). One of the major casualties in new forms of consumption is

food overconsumption (Swinburn et al., 2011). It has not only contributed significantly to the

obesity epidemic in the US and many other developed countries, but has also sparked more

exploitation in global food supply (Farmer et al., 2017). Philip Pettit (2018), who authored

“The Birth of Ethics”, argues that it’s the desire to regulate people’s behaviours that has

given birth to ethics in human society. Ethics make people think about how they ought to

act – whether or not those actions are valuable or worthwhile. In addition, ethics make peo-

ple realise they will be blameworthy or punished if they don’t behave appropriately (Pettit,

2018). In a way, ethics is more than altruistic behaviours because animals are fully capable of

displaying such behaviours but humans must face more complicated ethical situations, such as

“the trolley problem”. Ethics is seen as the iteration process of maintaining the credibility of

individuals and regulating their desires (Pettit, 2018). This is consistent with the rising con-

cern in the media, activist groups, labour unions and local governments about the many new

forms of consumption that lack ethics (Jericho, 2016; Hinsliff, 2018). While both consumers

and corporations are increasingly encouraged to use their power to alleviate the impact of

their own consumption as well as going beyond themselves (Shaw et al., 2005), the question

remains as to whether either of them would be inspired or motivated to build such credibility

and regulate their desire in the everyday consumption.

In the corporate practice, social responsibility and profit-maximising are increasingly seen as

two sides of the same coin (Böcker and Meelen, 2017). The reason is that corporations are not
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only under the scrutiny from governments, consumer right groups and social activists to deliver

socially responsible products and services (Hosseinpour et al., 2016), but the label of socially

responsible consumers itself is also reported to be highly brand-loyal and is expected to yield

a higher profit return (Kim et al., 2010; Castille et al., 2018). This motivates an increasing

number of corporations striving to tap into the socially responsible consumption market (Mohr

et al., 2001; Hamelin et al., 2013). Companies like Tesla and Starbucks have begun offering

full socially responsible products and services such as electric cars and fair-trade coffee, while

others, like Uber and Deliveroo, have tried to adjust their business practices to adhere to

the demands of socially responsible consumers by addressing some of their ethical and social

concerns (Stone, 2019). Ultimately, corporations intend to utilise their submission to the

new demands of socially responsible consumption in an effort to improve their reputations

in terms of social corporate responsibility. But some critics argue that growth and profit-

maximising are the fundamental nature of corporations and they are motivated to attempt

any of the socially responsible behaviours if that will help them reach their goals (Kitzmueller

and Shimshack, 2012). If corporations cannot survive in the market, it’s unlikely they will

continue the conversation on what social responsibilities they should be fulfilling. In other

words, corporations must fulfil their financial duty to investors and shareholders, beyond

their social responsibilities. These financial duties, including earning call, return dividends

and capital appreciation, are the invisible hands that often turn the wheel of the corporations.

Therefore, a corporate decision is expected to involve socially responsible as well as financial

incentives. This signals a potential dual process mechanism underlying socially responsible

behaviours in the corporate world, in which social responsibility and non-social responsibility

behavioural drivers such as growth/profit seeking operate side by side. The remaining question

is whether corporations will always prioritise product safety over market growth or public

transparency over accounting transparency when financial and moral incentives clash. It’s

never straightforward to deem corporations as “unethical” if they prioritise financial incentives

over moral ones within the law because that is the way in which their legal responsibility is

often defined. Furthermore, if the goal is to make corporations more socially responsible,

the question is whether pure altruism or social responsibility, one that is without a selfish or

profit-maximising motivation, can really make corporations to sustain their pursuit of socially

responsible consumption.

In the consumer practice, the story is similar. Given that the idea of socially responsible

consumption is centred on individuals considering ethicality or social responsibility as they
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pertain to their consumption, people who are able to commit to that form of consumption

are, logically, often classified as socially responsible consumers (Sheth et al., 2011). However,

everyday consumers are confronted with a great number of ‘candidates’ in social responsibility

(e.g., fair trade, environmentally friendly, animal friendly, women’s empowerment, localism

and charitable donation) and they tend to act more like a voter in a polling booth when they

decide on their consumption (Shaw et al., 2005; Papaoikonomou et al., 2012). This is consid-

ered as a more intended and conscious approach (Newholm and Shaw, 2007). Alternatively,

socially responsible consumption can be untended with influences from unconscious level, e.g.,

mirroring and status-organising (Voyer, 2015). Devinney et al. (2012) cited the finding from a

car-sharing study conducted by Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) that the motivation of adopting

car sharing was not necessarily carbon footprint saving, but more likely convenience and cost

saving. Another new socially responsible form of consumption that indicates a duel drivers

nature mechanism is a flashmob (Hoffmann and Hutter, 2012). A flashmob is a new form of

co-producing socially responsible consumption that involves activists, consumers, bystanders

and business vendors. The common belief is that the rise of this phenomena in the US sug-

gests that there’s a strong demand for consumer activism. Yet what is not known is that

many business vendors are actually bidding for flashmob events in their retail venues, be-

cause the attention expected to spread across social media platforms is far more cost-effective

than simply buying ads on those platforms (Grant et al., 2012; Hoffmann and Hutter, 2012).

From the aspect of socially responsible consumption, it’s unlikely to conclude that flashmobs

are primarily motivated by the rising demand for a consumer ethical orientation or that the

encouragement of flashmobs by business vendors is primarily motivated by their ethical ori-

entation. Although this does not suggest that all the individuals attending or consuming in

flashmob events are motivated by anything other than ethical or socially responsible incen-

tives, but it does raise the question of whether a pure ethical or socially responsible value

orientation can inspire the individuals to initiate socially responsible consumption. Moreover,

it remains unclear which behavioural driver is more effective in helping the individuals to

sustain that consumption. As a result, this leads to the discussion on a potential dual process

mechanism underlying socially responsible behaviours in the consumer world, which binding

social responsible consciousness as well as unconscious behavioural drivers, but more impor-

tantly, whether it’s still legitimate to regard people who are motivated by multiple drivers in

their socially responsible behaviours as actually being socially responsible.
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3.2 Definition

Academic literatures on socially responsible consumption or green marketing has become a

prominent research theme in marketing, business and management journals for the past 25

years (McEachern and Carrigan, 2012; Kumar, 2016). The concept of socially responsible

consumption tends to have multiple facets (Hall, 2011). This means that there is more than

one conceptual term related to consumption in reference to ethicality and social responsi-

bility. Although there’s a wide range of the conceptual terms associated with a variety of

connotations indicative of different aspects of socially responsible consumption (McEachern

and Carrigan, 2012; Saricam and Okur, 2019) in the literature, most of them tend to share

the same direction – thinking consciously about socially responsibility in the pursuit of con-

sumption.

For example, Webster (1975) found that socially conscious consumers were more like a group

of individuals who can be distinguished by a range of demographics, and more importantly,

such group of individuals tend to consistently express the willingness to engage in purchase

behaviour related to ethicality or socially responsibility. Webster and Frederick (1975) also

discussed socially responsible consumers as individuals who would consider the impact of their

consumption in relation to the society. Muncy and Vitell (1992) approached socially respon-

sible consumers as individuals who would apply ethical or socially responsible principle into

their consumption. Roberts (1993) described socially responsible consumers as individuals

who consume with a strong value orientation on the benefit of environment and the soci-

ety. Mohr et al. (2001) defined socially responsible consumers as individuals who tend to

use a sort of cost-benefit criteria when facing consumption decision and the goal is always

minimising the negative impact and maximising the positive impact from their consumption

to the society. Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) approached socially responsible consumers as

individuals who tend to align and express loyalty towards organisations who share similar so-

cially responsible orientation. Caruana and Chatzidakis (2014) described socially responsible

consumers as a group of individuals with strong belief on moral logics and desire on im-

proving improve consumer-based social responsibility. Quazi et al. (2016) suggested socially

responsible consumers as individuals who show individual and collective responsibility when

they interact with product or service vendors. Having reviewed a list of definitions related to

socially responsible consumers in the literatures, Berné-Manero et al. (2014) conclude that

socially responsible consumers are individuals with strong ethical orientation, good knowledge

of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and ability to combine the ethical orientation and
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knowledge of CSR as consumption criteria. de Groot et al. (2016) explained green consumer

behaviour as “a behaviour that benefits the greater good, in particular the environment, and

it is often motivated by ethical considerations” but they also cited Moisander’s (2007, p. 4)

definition for green consumer behaviour as “a complex ethical issue that it is a question of

normative ethics, which involves ethical judgements and disputes over what should be done

and thought about consumption and environmental protection.” Small and Cryder (2016)

defined pro-social consumer behaviour as individuals who “purchase behaviour involving self-

sacrifice for the good of others or of society”. Brinkmann and Peattle (2008) argues that

the definition could be “… a consumer’s obligation to maximize his/her positive impact on

stakeholders and to minimize his/her negative impact through four kinds of … responsibility:

legal, economic, ethical and philanthropic…”. Carrigan and Bosangit (2016) then adopted

Harrison’s (2005) definition for ethical consumption as it covers a wider range of categories,

such as “political, religious, spiritual, environmental, social or other motives for choosing one

product over another”.

Regardless what ethical orientation the concept has, they argue that it should have a value

orientation more than ego or self. All the definitions signal the potential motivations or

behavioural drivers activating socially responsible consumption, such as sustainability, envi-

ronmentalism, altruism, moralism, fairness, ethical obligation, localism, empathy, well-being,

personality traits and self-identity. For every element, there are supporting cases that con-

tribute empirical evidence, e.g., fair-trade coffee to the aspect of fairness, eco-friendly wall

paint to the aspect of environmentalism, organic and ethical cosmetics to the aspect of well-

being and ethicality, and sustainable clothing to the aspect of sustainability (Cailleba and

Casteran 2010; Montagnini et al., 2016).

Conceptual terms used to describe the consumption in reference to ethicality and social re-

sponsibility

• Terms ending with ‘consumption’: sustain consumption, ethical consumption, ethi-

cally minded consumption, green consumption, green product consumption, green food

consumption, organic consumption, organic food consumption, sustainable food con-

sumption, eco-fashion consumption, sustainable sports fashion consumption, fair-trade

consumption, collaborative consumption, ethical luxury consumption, responsible con-

sumption, mindful consumption, conscious consumption

• Terms ending with ‘products’: eco-friendly products, sustainable products, sustainable
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fashion-products, ethical products, green products, socially responsible products, envi-

ronmentally friendly products, eco-labelled minimally processed fruit product, organic

food products, fair-trade non-food products, fair-trade product

• Terms ending with ‘behaviours’: ethical consumer behaviours, environmental be-

haviours, pro-social behaviours, pro-environmental behaviours, pro-environmental

purchase behaviours, unethical behaviours, pro-environmental purchasing behaviours,

sustain consumer behaviours, non-green consumer behaviours, green purchase be-

haviours, socially responsible purchasing behaviours, environmental responsible

consumer behaviours, green consumer behaviours, green purchasing behaviours, health

related behaviours, fair behaviour, donation behaviours, socially conscious consumer

behaviours, unsustainable consumer behaviours, environmentally conscious consumer

behaviours.

• Terms ending with ‘consumerism’: ethical consumerism, green consumerism

• Other related terms (concept-specific): donation, fair-trade retail sales, socially responsi-

ble purchase, pro-environmental purchase, eco-labels, green and eco-labels, consumption

for good, counterfeit purchase, energy conservation, environmental conservation, chari-

table giving, ethical luxury, ethical food, locally-produced food, healthy food, slow food,

overeating, animal testing, volunteering.

• Other related terms (product-specific): Eco-friendly wall paint, oddly shaped food, sus-

tainable clothing, organic fair-trade coffee, body weight, water use, energy use, food

disposal, blood donation, debt management, organic and ethical cosmetics, smoking,

shopping bags, organic cotton apparel, luxury fashion apparel made in sweatshop, cloth-

ing disposal.

While different connotations in socially responsible consumption relate to contributions made

by researchers across different disciplines, as well as priorities set by the interest of stakehold-

ers, it raises the concern that academic researchers, business vendors and consumers might

ascribe to different interpretations of what constitutes socially responsible consumers, and

more importantly, any of these conceptual terms is value-laden and destined to create con-

flicts of interest (Carrigan and Attalla, 2001; Newholm and Shaw, 2007). Papaoikonomou

et al. (2012) suggested that several, diverse connotations are necessary to understanding

socially responsible consumers. Lim et al. (2014) found that even for a simple connotation
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in socially responsible consumption, such as organic consumption, consumers would come up

with completely different interpretations. For instance, some consumers may see organic con-

sumption as something both expensive and good for health, while others can describe it as

being environmentally friendly. One explanation for such ambiguity is that people tend to

learn about the connotation of socially responsible consumption through a variety of venues

(Lim et al., 2014). In the case of organic consumption, some people hear about it from

their friends and family while others might pick up the idea through their local retail vendors.

Hamelin et al. (2013) argued that ethical consumerism is often hindered by the socioeconomic

status of the consumers. For instance, people in Morocco are already struggling to achieve

a living wage; hence, their interpretation of socially responsible consumption is clearly hin-

dered by its socioeconomic impact. They might not care whether the food products bear

a high carbon foot-print; they might be more interested in knowing if those food products

are satisfying quality and religious criteria. This raises a question of who should dictate the

connotations in socially responsible consumption and/or who qualify as socially responsible

consumers. Should people in developed countries or higher income groups making that verdict

because they have better knowledge, regulation or socioeconomic status? Often, consumers

might just neglect certain connotations, even though they should be part of that decision.

Reimers et al. (2016) found that most consumers might associate the definition of ethical

fashion with environmental responsibility, but fewer consumers showed immediate concern

about animal and employee welfare. Hassan et al. (2013) suggested that calibrating the

connotations in socially responsible consumers might in fact introduce a state of confusion,

as people don’t just include incomplete knowledge, but also competing value orientation in

in their perception of socially responsible consumption. Moraes et al. (2012) argued that

socially responsible consumption is often in the mode of self-contradiction. Take the case of

buying fair-trade coffee. One person might have bought some Starbuck’s coffee as he or she

believes that buying fair-trade coffee from Starbuck can provide those overseas coffee workers

with the fairest wage. However, transporting the coffee across the world could dramatically

increase the carbon footprint of that consumption. Another person might prefer to support

a local coffee shop, which only hires local people and uses local materials, instead of going to

Starbuck. However, the local coffee shop secretly uses a tax avoidance scheme by not paying

for health insurance for their employees. The question is, which person qualifies for the title

of socially responsible consumer? The idea that individuals are free to pursue any facet of

socially responsible consumption is further reinforced by the fact that consumers tend to act
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like voters, using their purchase to cast their ballots based on the social impact they wish to

make, such as carbon footprint, food waste or fair trade (Wright et al., 2006). Consumers can

either choose to abstain from consumption that disregards ethicality and social responsibility

or bank on more consumption that promotes ethicality and social responsibility (Shaw et al.,

2005). This means that there is scarcely a universal consensus among socially responsible

consumers on which form of socially responsible consumption should be considered first, and

more importantly, individual decision making in socially responsible consumption is often the

product of internal and external influences. One potential solution is to examine the pri-

mary motivations rather the connotations or labels when understanding socially responsible

consumers. It’s often not the end of transaction or the name of product category defining

those consumers, but rather their intentions and motivations. The encouragement of multiple

value orientation or connotations in socially responsible consumption can make the concept

of socially responsible consumers more fruitful and democratic, but the value-laden concept

can face ambiguity and challenges from sociological, philosophy and practicality dimensions.

3.3 Sociological dimension

In a sociological discussion, Humphrey (2016) argued that, without a strong base of consump-

tion culture, consumers are less likely to use their consumption power as a means to direct

the ethicality or morality of consumption. This point is often neglected in the discussion of

socially responsible consumers as the common belief is that everyone in the affluent society

has been granted the “voting power” (Wright et al., 2006). Yet that power is only granted if

the individuals consume in the product or service category they wish to influence or they fall

into a particular income group. If the individuals have not yet formed a strong consumption

pattern or social status, they’re less likely to influence the behaviour of vendors. Further-

more, when discussing socially responsible consumption, it seems that we’re often neglecting

the consumption of family and friends as a part of the socially responsible movement. One

explanation is that the ethical or socially responsible dimension is often discussed in relation

to the care we express beyond our family, friends and ourselves. In other words, it feels

like socially responsible consumers are those that think consciously about the people beyond

their own environment. This might be reasonable if income, health, education, housing were

more equal in many affluent societies. However, as inequalities are continually rising in many

affluent societies, it seems cruel to completely rule out the most considerate consumption

for many individuals is to care and consume for their family and friends. While there’s a
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fine difference between buying basic sportswear or a pair of GUCCI slacks as a gift for one’s

mother, the remaining question is who should judge or police how someone should spend their

hard-earned income. Moreover, a bottle of tap water can be considered as basic consumption

in one context but the same chemical product can be regarded as conspicuous consumption if

it’s a bottle of Fiji water. This raises the question about one of many motivations behind the

rise of socially responsible consumption – distrust. It’s not just the distrust of individuals as

to how they should spend their hard-earned income, but also the distrust of capitalism as an

effective social and economic system (Sassatelli, 2006). The efficient marketplace is no longer

considered to offer the confidence that it is still the best system to distribute the wealth and

care to the people in need (Balsiger, 2014). This is why many forms of socially responsible

consumption are strongly linked to social justice, such as MeToo movement in the film and

other industries (O’Connor, 2018; Ger, 2018). Consumers are increasingly encouraged to step

up to assume the roles of a failing marketplace and personally undertake righting this wrong

(Schlaile et al., 2018). However, the idea of using consumer power to correct faulty behaviours

is not as straightforward as expected. Corporations are neither non-profit organisations nor

the guardians of societies (Carrigan and Bosangit, 2016). Their primary motivation is to

gain profit or maximise the return for shareholders, and it’s unlikely that they would always

sacrifice that for social responsibility. Moreover, if socially responsible consumption is about

consumers pointing their finger at their consumption, this might turn into another “mea-

surement fiasco”. In the measurement evaluation, there’s a distinction between accuracy and

precision – accuracy refers to how close all the measurements fall in respect to normative value

and precision refers to how close all the measurements are to each other. Without top-down

or normative value guidance, a consumer-finger-pointing-determined socially responsible con-

sumption can be precise but not accurate. In the case of vaccination, when individuals falsely

consider it’s less ethical to get their children vaccinated, they would abstain such socially

responsible consumption. However, the herd immunity would break if not enough individuals

decided to get vaccinated and vaccination would become less likely to benefit the community

(Sobo, 2016).

3.4 Philosophical dimension

The philosophical discussion of socially responsible consumption has four dimensions: con-

sumer freedom, moral relativism, moral responsibility and altruism or ethicality as primary

behavioural drivers.
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People have preferences in their consumption and the idea of consumption for variety is

often considered as one of the key issues in modern consumer behaviour. Yet consumption

for variety is now considered as the bullseye in the movement toward socially responsible

consumption – do we really consume due to a need for variety every day? Most people

certainly don’t need to consume everything that is available in a supermarket but one of the

fundamental goals of supermarkets is to satisfy, not just one consumer, but the full range of

consumer preference at the population level. Jung (2014) argued that it’s always difficult for

someone to hand down a moral or socially responsible verdict. He said, “No amount of insight

into the relativity and fallibility of our moral judgement can deliver us from these defects,

and those who deem themselves beyond good and evil are usually the worst tormentors of

mankind, because they are twisted with the pain and fear of their own sickness” (Jung, 2014).

In the context of socially responsible consumption, the question is who would be qualified

to or responsible for telling consumers whether the contents of their shopping basket shows

socially responsible consumption. The idea of having a church-style-regulator to guide socially

responsible consumption is unsound as it’s more likely to diminish most of the incentives in

modern consumption – people want to have freedom to explore and consume according to their

preferences. In addition, the reason that people can experience or reassess morality across all

levels of society cannot be credited to some regulators who are keen on externally imposing a

moral or socially responsible code on consumer behaviour; it’s due to a successful negotiation

on a comfortable living code among the majority of individuals. In the discussion about

good versus evil, Jung (2018) warns that “Without mistakes or sins, the best moral qualities

would never have developed. For what is morality without freedom?” In a way, the desire to

consume for variety is always lurking within human nature as well as our social circles. But

such freedom to explore has given modern consumers the space to quell their moral qualities or

social responsibilities. Jung (2018) compared a moral good without freedom as being just like

the thief in jail – “The thief in jail is not moral just because for the moment he cannot steal;

he is a caged animal. Let him be made cashier of a big bank where he has the opportunity

to steal every day, and then if he doesn’t steal, you can say he is all right, he is no thief any

longer. If there is no freedom to do wrong, there is never the choice between good and evil, so a

specifically moral action is simply prohibited by a sort of moral cage. If there is freedom, there

is the chance of choice, there is the ultimate fight between good and evil.” The same can be

said of the idea of socially responsible consumption. The socially responsible verdict cannot be

determined without the freedom of temptation or roaming, which shapes modern consumption
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– consumers don’t live in a vacuum and must interact with all forms of consumption, as well

as all the tangled influences along with whatever moral or socially responsible code they try

to obey. If the decision to be socially responsible was so straightforward or effortless, new

forms of consumption such as Uber, Airbnb, e-Sport, adult braces, and embryo compensation

wouldn’t be attracting millions of endorsements as well as condemnation. Consumption for

variety remains a fair pathway to iterate the socially responsible verdict, at least in that it

supports the freedom to reassess the socially responsible code in one’s life. Otherwise, nobody

can really know what moral or socially responsible dilemma or influences consumers face when

confronting their own habits of consumption.

Besides consumer freedom, socially responsible consumption faces another complexity emerg-

ing from the concept of moral relativism. Jung (2018) argued that the morally wrong dilemma

might only be highlighted when it’s scaled up to thousands of individuals. For example, an

individual who wants to acquire braces might not incur a foul in terms of socially responsible

consumption, but a quarter of young males who want to have straighter teeth might raise

some concerns as to social justification, i.e., whether it’s a trend of conspicuous consumption.

But moral relativism is more than just the game of numbers. Blackburn (1999; 2013) notes

that moral relativism highlights the fundamental idea of individual differences in morality,

meaning that it’s dependent on the circumstances. One discussion in moral relativism is fo-

cused on consumer culture in a national level. While eating dog meat remains permissible in

South Korea and China, it’s considered to be not only unlawful, but also completely unethical

in most Western countries (Oh and Jackson, 2011). However, Blackburn (1999; 2013) argues

that there’s still a difference between local custom and moral relativism, although both can

cause disagreement as to socially responsible consumption. A local custom might constrain

individuals to consuming in a particular manner and most people living within that location

would follow the custom. For example, an HSBC advertisement titled “Clearing plate” was

to promote its global banking service. The ads showed a scene involving a businessman trav-

elling to Hong Kong from a foreign country. His client invited him to conduct the business

over dinner. His cultural dining custom was to finish all the food on his plate, which signals

good table manners and appreciation to the host. However, in Hong Kong, the local culture

dictated leaving some food on the plate when you’ve finished eating, signalling the desire to

“have a fulfilling meal again next time”. But, as the businessman didn’t know the local custom

kept finishing all the food on his plate, his client continued to serve him more food. The mis-

understanding continued until the businessman confessed he was too full and his client asked
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why he didn’t indicate that earlier. Based on Blackburn’s argument, most of the local people

would respect and conform to the dining etiquette. But this is more like a form of absolutism

for etiquette or custom rather than moral relativism – the former is just a sociological fact and

there’s no moral element involved. Moral relativism is really about having different views,

values, positions, prospectives (Blackburn, 1999; 2013), and more importantly, it reminds us

the danger of using moral absolutism as navigation. If socially responsible consumption is

also about one single socially responsible truth rather than a number of relative truths, con-

sumer consensus might never ultimately be reached. Dancey (2011) argues that, unlike other

line thoughts, morality is the resident of principles. If the principles within morality are too

flexible or circumstance-dependent, there’s no point of maintaining the concept of morality

as people would always bend the rules when it’s convenient for them. That makes the whole

premise of socially responsible consumption unsustainable. In a sense, moral relativism is like

constantly scanning for the best position on morality on a scale between moral absolutism

and moral nihilism. Dancey (2011) referred this as moral particularism and this might be

what the society needs in socially responsible consumption. Rather than taking up the cause

of morality with whatever principles apply, the solution is to examine every circumstance and

decide what principles should be stuffed into that morality bag. This would mean embracing

the differences in moral principles across the variety of consumption and recognising the need

of being open to different views, values, positions, and prospectives. However, the priority

of socially responsible consumption might involve a different form of ethicality. For example,

someone might demand more free-range eggs in the supermarket but others might just want

inexpensive eggs with eco-friendly packaging. While both are equally important, the ultimate

decision might not have anything to do with either ethics or morality.

The idea of socially responsible consumption implies that consumers have a moral responsibil-

ity when shopping, drinking, eating, watching, and playing; thus, they should conduct their

consumption in an ethical or socially responsible manner. That idea has been challenged by

Rosen (2004) as individuals are, to some degree, always ignorant when they undertake actions.

In other words, nobody can be 100% certain about the morality or social responsibility of their

act as it’s almost impossible to thoroughly assess the way in which consumption adheres to

social responsibility. An individual might think he or she has done their best by checking

for an “eco-friendly” label. However, they might unintentionally ignore other dimensions of

socially responsible consumption, such as fair wage, carbon footprint and package recycling.

The challenge is at what stage the individuals should be held blameworthy if they fail to
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consider their consumption. Rosen (2004) argues that very few people would put the blame

on an animal (a cat or dog) if the animal fails to act morally or socially responsible because

it just doesn’t have the sophisticated thinking system of a human. However, humans are

a different species; compared to animals, human are seen as more intelligent, rational, and

logical. Therefore, we are supposed to act in a more rational and moral manner than the bear.

However, Daniel Kahneman and others from the field of behavioural economics have consis-

tently demonstrated how human decisions often fall into the realm of irrationality rather than

rationality (Kahneman 2011; Thaler and Sunstein, 2009). If the cat or dog can be excused for

their immorally or socially irresponsible behaviour, perhaps humans should get some benefit

of the doubt as they also have these irrational flaws in their decision-making mechanisms.

The potential danger of such thinking is obviously that people might always excuse them-

selves from committing to moral or social responsibility and blame their biology, physiology,

education, or social environments for their failure to act on socially responsible consumption.

One of the key debating points in moral responsibility is intention and ignorance, which are

similar to two sides of the same coin (Harman 2011; Rosen, 2015). If individuals become

more conscientious in their responsibility to engage in socially responsible consumption, they

should become less ignorant about that responsibility. While constantly assessing whether an

intention’s praiseworthy or blameworthy seems a reasonable solution to encourage individual

moral responsibility (Rosen, 2015), the thinking is flawed in a linear and deterministic way.

The reason is that you might fully intend to act in a moral or socially responsible manner,

and consciously think about the potential consequences, but then you still act in a contra-

dicted way. For example, if you ask people who commit stealing if they think stealing is

wrong, they’ll say yes. But then you ask them, if they knew it’s wrong, why did they still

do stealing? They would then come up with many non-moral or so-called ‘reality’ reasoning.

The same can be said of socially responsible consumption. It’s easier to tell people that they

should be less ignorant about or more conscious of their social responsibility, but the reality

is more brutal. The battle in consumers’ minds could start with a single intention or multiple

intentions to act on socially responsible consumption, but then the intention struggles with

many forces, from alliances to resistance motivated by different sources. The behavioural

ending or the final act is just what remains after both the casualties and survivors of those

influences.

The last element in this philosophical discussion is altruism or other ethical artefacts as

primary behavioural drivers in socially responsible consumption. The common call to socially
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responsible consumption is to consciously think about consumption beyond our own interest.

This means that proponents of socially responsible consumption have a strong tendency to

highlight the need for altruism in consumer behaviour. However, altruistic behaviours remain

highly unpredictable and their motivation can be suspicious. Take organ donation. Most

national or international regulators such as the World Health Organisation (WHO) consider

organ donation to be a purely altruistic act (Joralemon 2001). This means that financial

incentives should not be involved as the poor and sick could be exploited through a so-called

market mechanism. However, the shortfall in organ donation suggests that altruism is an

ineffective behavioural incentive (Becker and Elias, 2007). If organ donation is considered to

require too much sacrifice for individuals, blood donation should then be an easier altruistic

behaviour as it requires minimal harm. Yet, in the UK, the national blood service still remains

short of regular donors (Partos, 2019). As altruistic behaviour continues to diminish, there’s

a consistent call to introduce financial compensation or incentives for biological donations

(Becker and Elias, 2007; Schnier et al., 2018). As to socially responsible consumption, a

similar question can be raised – whether altruism or other forms of ethical artefacts can be an

effective incentive. If people fail to engage in altruistic behaviours, such as blood donation,

why should we expect them to turn up for socially responsible consumption? If there’s a utility

beyond altruism or social responsibility that the consumers can exploit, then the two alone

might not be strong enough to act as behavioural incentives; they might need reinforcement

from other stimuli to have an impact. However, very few governments would want to play

a “butcher-style” role to manage “human bodies transaction”. The risk of wrongdoing is so

much greater than the chances of behaviour inspired by altruism. It’s lucky that the self-

sacrifice required for socially responsible consumption is not expected to involve the loss of

organs or blood. However, consumers should still be prepared to pay a premium price for that

consumption. People with lower incomes would then face an injustice similar to that of an

organ transplant – compared to those with greater resources, they might need to spend a larger

percentage of their income to be socially responsible consumers. If responsible consumption is

about fairness, are those with lower incomes getting a fair deal? In other words, the ability to

make sacrifices in consumption just seems to be an indication of individual financial capability

rather than individual altruistic capability. Another debate on tapping into using other forms

of incentives is concern about the distortion of current altruistic motivations. If someone is

willing to pay for an organ for his mother and another person is happy to make the donation

for the financial incentive, both parties can clearly attain a fair transaction. However, the
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financial incentive might distort the interest of those potential donors who are willing to act

on pure altruism, as they’re concerned about being seen as doing it for the financial incentive.

The same can be said about socially responsible consumption. There have been a great many

financial incentives offered to providing one’s own cup when buying coffee in a cafe (Poortinga

and Whitaker, 2018). However, it’s almost impossible to distinguish if those cup-carriers are

motivated by their belief in recycling or the financial discount they receive. Some consumers

might choose to never bring a reusable cup as they don’t want to be seen as money pinchers

or discount seekers. The potential solution is to find a compatible incentive with altruism,

especially those non-financial incentives. One interesting case having to do with non-financial

incentives is an egg-sharing scheme. If a woman needs a IVF treatment and she happens to

have extra healthy eggs, in some private clinics, she could receive a free treatment if she’s

willing to donate some of those healthy eggs to others. While that sounds like altruistic

behaviour without financial incentives, that free treatment is just a different form of financial

incentive; it’s difficult to predict if the women would still share their eggs without it.

Complex concept

Consumer behaviour is a complex system issue and socially responsible consumption is only

going to make things more complicated (Nair and Little, 2016). Ariely and Norton (2009)

used a case of cookie consumption to illustrate the process of consumer behaviour as a complex

system issue. The psychology process for a dog to consume the cookie is very straightforward

– just eat it. However, the psychology process for a human to consume the cookie can iterate

through a number of reasoning. For example, “Should I share the cookies with the people in

my office?” “Should I let my wife know I would eat cookies for my lunch today despite my diet

goal?” “Should I buy those cookies with charity donation labels and make the consumption

less guilty?” “Should I buy a meal deal with free cookies and makes the cookies consumption

less salient?” Moreover, there are many ongoing influences intersecting consumer behaviours

and some of them act as “resistance” to motivation. For example, people face both feature

fatigue, where vendors just keep adding more new product features (new avocado flavour,

new low in calorie, new fair-trade label), and strategic memory protection, where consumers

don’t want to contaminate how they used to consume the product (Zauberman et al., 2008).

Ariely and Norton (2009) argue that humans are capable of simulating all sorts of motivates

and reasoning on a particular consumption, but the most interesting part is the calibration

of multiple influence. Gęsiarz and Crockett (2015) agree that there might be more than one
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decision-making process activating during the process of prosocial behaviour. The decision

mechanism of prosocial behaviour might start off with a goal-directed system that people

can see what they would get at the end of the consumption. Then the consumption pursuit

might light up the habitual system that people would apply their formal experience to the

current pursuit and a Pavlovian system could also act to calibrate the action-responses on

the pursuit. Such multiple decision mechanisms have been discussed in the field of cognitive

neuroscience in relation to prosocial behaviours. In the case of buying luxury goods, Davies

et al. (2012) found that there’s actually a low likelihood to adopt socially responsible con-

sumption and this particular consumer context might demand a different decision mechanism

in promoting socially responsible consumption. Gruber (2012) suggests that this is why the

socially responsible consumption needs a multilevel approach as people always consume in a

nested environments. These nested environments are not just related to human ethics and

responsibility, but also social, political and environmental dimensions. This is consistent to

the finding from Gleim and Lawson (2014). They found that when people were surveyed on

the factors that preventing them to act on socially responsible consumption, they often cited

the influencing factors that not directly associated with social responsibility. This could sound

strange as the whole idea of socially responsible consumption is really about consuming for

social responsibility and consumers are expected to accept compromise or trade-off on non-

socially responsible product features. If consumers reject the price hike or feature compromise

in the socially responsible products, it might suggest that consumers assign equal weighting

or utility between social responsible features and non-social responsible features. This again

signals the way we should understand or model social responsible consumers should go be-

yond the world of ethicality and social responsibility. do Paço et al. (2013) suggest that while

the socially responsible consumption is a complex system issue, a single behavioural model

wouldn’t cope with all the nested behavioural drivers and covariants. Therefore, the solu-

tion seems to develop a succinct behavioural model that considering the multiple motivates

situations.

3.5 Classification

As the discussion of socially responsible consumption remains fragmented, the next effort is to

look into how to classify socially responsible consumers. One venue is a quantitative thresh-

old. The concept of socially responsible consumers gives the impression that they are capable

of thoroughly considering the ethicality or social responsibility around their consumption.
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However, most people might only consider one or two aspects of ethicality or social respon-

sibility (Schlaile et al., 2018), for instance, fair trade and recycling. People rely on labels

demonstrating socially responsible practices as being indicative of socially responsible con-

sumption (Valor, 2008). Gregory-Smith et al. (2013) argue that any self-conscious behaviour

is context-dependent rather than person-dependent, making it extremely problematic if the

classification of socially responsible consumers is just a simple and binary code. In the domain

of statistical classification, people are very accustomed to deploying methods or algorithms

to classify samples into two or three categories, such as diabetes and non-diabetes. However,

an oversight can occur when classifying items such as foods into a binary outcome. Telling

people whether a food is “hot dog” or “not hot dog” provides very little practical value as

the “not hot dog” label would just capture all the miscellaneous. Such classification bias can

be seen in the study conducted by McDonald et al. (2006) on examining consumers through

the lens of voluntary simplicity. They found that the majority of consumers were reported

as being in the category of “beginner voluntary simplifiers”, as they all evidenced a pattern

of both socially responsible and irresponsible consumption. This shows that the category of

“beginner voluntary simplifiers” would capture all the miscellaneous, with the two remaining

categories being occupied by those who reported either only or never acting on social respon-

sible consumption. This raises a paradox of socially responsible consumers. On one hand,

if an individual who carefully looks at the all aspects of ethicality or social responsibility

around their consumption is regarded as a socially responsible consumer, then people who

only consider one or two sides will be disqualified as a socially responsible consumer. While

the all-round threshold is a good way to motivate people to achieve more than just one aspect

of social responsibility, it can prove too much for other individuals. On the other hand, if

an individual who only considers one or two sides of ethicality or social responsibility around

their consumption is regarded as a socially responsible consumer, it is impossible to mark

the distinction between socially responsible and everyday consumers. Everyday consumers

are fully capable of engaging in the same behaviours as socially responsible consumers, but

without the glamorous title. The low threshold introduces a high incentive in motivating

individuals to become socially responsible consumers, but it also artificially converts a large

number of everyday consumers into something they already are (Gregory-Smith et al., 2013).

This brings up the question of whether it is still meaningful to refer to individuals who often

consider ethicality or social responsibility around the consumption as a partially socially re-

sponsible consumer, and more importantly, how much more involvement a consumer should
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have to be regarded as being socially responsible (Carrigan and Attalla 2001; Newholm and

Shaw, 2007). A concept or classification is truly meaningful when it serves the uniqueness. In

the case of socially responsible consumer, it’s hardly the case. It is possible that the existence

of socially responsible consumers is either rare or overstated, but the higher prevalence of

socially responsible consumers might suggest that a low threshold is implicitly promoted in

classifying and discussing socially responsible consumers.

Another venue to look into when classifying socially responsible consumers is to determine

the primary motivation driving their behaviours. The concept of socially responsible con-

sumers gives the impression that ethicality or social responsibility always serve as the primary

motivation to commit to socially responsible behaviours. However, the existence of attitude-

behaviour gap suggests that consumers often fail to translate their intentions or attitudes

about ethicality or social responsibility into the actual behaviours, even when they clearly

express their commitment to socially responsible consumption (Devinney et al., 2012). One

strong explanation is that ethicality or social responsibility is not often as effective as a pri-

mary motivation, despite the increasing number of socially responsible consumers feels like

the rising of ethicality or social responsibility (Guarin and Knorringa 2014; Shaw et al., 2016).

This means that there are other primary behavioural drivers that have possibly reinforced eth-

icality or social responsibility in motivating socially responsible consumption. Thøgersen et al.

(2012) argued that socially responsible labels seem more like social signals as the surveyed par-

ticipants showed no lag time in decision making during their routine shopping pathway. This

raises the question that if the consumers really considered the green label critically or whether

the meaning of a green label is consistent with their value orientation. Moreover, it seems

that as long as socially responsible consumption has a shopping pathway no different from

the everyday purchase of products or that socially responsible consumption creates no routine

conflict, consumers would readily commit to socially responsible consumption (Thøgersen et

al., 2010). Yet such a mindless consumption mode can be wrongly manipulated by other

types of consumption, if critical thinking is actually minimal. In addition, consumers with

high scores on socially responsible issues were often classified as innovators and early adopters

(Thøgersen et al., 2010). This means that socially responsible consumption can be defined

as a niche market or consumer segment. This is further reinforced by the finding by Cailleba

and Casteran (2010), that fair trade was not only a niche market with a particular price seg-

mentation, but also the least attractive attribute to motivate mainstream coffee buyers. In

addition, Carrigan and de Pelsmacker (2009) raise concerns about the malleability of socially
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responsible consumption under constraints such as a recession. This returns to Jung (2018)’s

point that a freedom or space is needed to distinguish the socially responsible consumers from

everyday consumers – the latter of which consider a variety of consumption modes such as

one that is socially responsible when the economy is booming but quickly abandon it when

the economy is in decline. More empirical studies are needed to determine the effectiveness

from ethicality or social responsibility and other behavioural drivers in actually delivering

the socially responsible behaviours. Nevertheless, this still raises another paradox about so-

cially responsible consumers. If we look at the behavioural outcome of socially responsible

consumers, we could easily refer to those who engage in socially responsible behaviours as so-

cially responsible consumers. However, what if the people who performed socially responsible

behaviours are motivated by behavioural drivers other than ethicality or socially responsibility

and, in fact, ethicality or socially responsibility has little influence on the behaviours. That

being the case, it is very unlikely we can refer to them as the socially responsible consumers.

One thought experiment is that a person buys a homeless person groceries and gives the

homeless person a hug. However, it turns out that the person performing that behaviour

was playing ‘Truth or Dare’ with his or her friends and the person was dared to help the

homeless person. Once we learn that ethicality or socially responsibility was not the pri-

mary motivation of socially responsible behaviours, it is very unlikely that we can still refer

that individual as being a socially responsible consumer. That is the same reason that we

seldom refer corporations as socially responsible corporations, because we tend to recognise

the potential dual motivation (being driven by issues such as profit or growth in addition to

ethicality or socially responsibility) in corporate socially responsible behaviours. For socially

responsible consumer research, the idea of dual motivation is often neglected, and more im-

portantly, ethicality or socially responsibility may play a less significant role in driving socially

responsible behaviours.

3.6 Conclusion

In conclusion, the idea of socially responsible consumers is to highlight the generation of

consumers who start considering the impact of their consumption on themselves as well as

the impact going beyond themselves, and more importantly, those who actually turn up in

socially responsible consumption. According to the attitude-behaviour gap, individuals are

more successful to declare their intention than action in socially responsible consumption.

They either barely comprehend the concept or consciously use the power to vote or abstain
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on socially responsible consumption. Such self-serving attitude gives a strong consumer voice

in directing resource allocation on socially responsibility, but it also creates pockets of socially

responsible consumption rather than coordinating outcomes. The real challenge remains in the

qualification of socially responsible consumers. If the qualification is threshold-based, it’s very

likely to get high false positive (artificially converts everyday consumers into something they

already are) or high false negative (ruthlessly disqualify a large number of consumers who just

start considering one or two sides of ethicality or socially responsibility). If the qualification

is based on the primary motivation underlying socially responsible consumption, ethicality

and social responsibility seems less likely to survive in all forms of behavioural resistance and

might require reinforcements from other behavioural drivers. In other words, ethicality or

social responsibility could just be the byproducts of people’s ordinary consumption rather

than the prominent behavioural drivers at the wheel of socially responsible consumption. As

a result, the concept of socially responsible consumers provides an ineffective classifier for

consumers involved with socially responsible consumption. Furthermore, the concept remains

value-laden and contention on priority setting, and perhaps it’s more fruitful to explore how

a dual process mechanism could warrant the actual behaviour (Cornish, 2013). Given the

concept is less straightforward in practice, the constraints of the concept should start a rethink

of the behavioural drivers in socially responsible consumption and which drivers are easier to

establish the consensus and motivation among consumers.
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4 Behavioural drivers

There’s a vast number of behavioural drivers capable of motivating socially responsible con-

sumption. Yet some are more commonly used than others in the literatures, and more im-

portantly, some of the behavioural drivers have been consistently assembled into theoretical

frameworks or recognised as an effective extension to the current theoretical framework. Be-

fore moving into the theoretical frameworks, we review the dominant behavioural drivers in

exploring socially responsible consumption.

4.1 Values as a driver

Values related to ethics are often considered as the primary motivation to socially responsible

consumption. There are several concepts have been used to capture ethical values involved

in socially responsible consumption. They are including altruism, collectivism, hedonism,

equality, welfare, law obedience, health and environmental consciousness. Schwartz (2012)

noted that value-based behavioural drivers are relatively stable across time and are able to

manifest across different situations. This means that individual value can be seen as a common

navigating system for people’s consumption. However, it’s unlikely that everyone shares the

same set of values and competing values can create gaps in socially responsible consumption.

Moreover, value-based behavioural drivers seem to heavily rely on consumers’ rational side

but behavioural economics have consistently showed the dominance of their irrational side

(Kahneman 2011; Thaler and Sunstein, 2009). The behavioural mechanism behind values is

that consumers are made to realise their ‘civic duty’ and moral concerns. In return, they will

direct their consumption more like political voters (Wright et al., 2006). In a way, the ethical

values influence beliefs and the beliefs translate into intentions and the intentions dictates the

individual consumptions (Shaw et al., 2006; Soper, 2007; Balderjahn et al., 2013; do Paço et

al., 2013). One study examined the relationship between ethical values and socially responsible

consumption through Green Party registered voters in California (Kahn, 2007). The self-

declared Green Party registration enables an indirect comparison between residents with and

without high environmentalism. The study found that the residents who registered as Green

Party voters would use more public transit and less driving compared the residents who’re not

Green Party voters. Another study found that consumers were more likely to pursue energy

efficient household appliances if they had declared beliefs associated with altruism (Nguyen

et al., 2017). One study examined the relationship between ethical values and fair-trade non-
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food products (Ma and Lee., 2012). It found that ethical values tend to have a positive effect

on the attitude and intention to commit fair trade products. Another study examined the

relationship between environmentally friendly products and green consumption values, which

is the tendency to express the desire of environmental protection through the consumption

and the preference for environmentally friendly products (Haws et al., 2014). The study

found the green scale was highly correlated with the consumer preference for environmentally

friendly products. Another form of value-based drivers discussed in the literatures by Azizan

and Suki (2017) is religious value. The study shows that religiousity has a significant impact

on the intention to purchase organic food, especially the role of halal and eco-labelling might

potentially act like signalling consumers’ interpretation of the products. When comparing

whether Muslim and non-Muslim consumers on the intention of green food consumption,

Muslim consumers follow a strict diet that complies with religious dietary laws.

There are three commonly cited, value-based behavioural drivers: egoistic, altruistic and

biospheric (De Groot and Steg, 2009). The key distinction is that people with a strong

egoistic value orientation are more likely to endorse the socially responsible consumption if the

personal benefit outweighs the personal cost. Those with a strong altruistic or biospheric value

orientation tend to endorse socially responsible consumption so long the collective benefits

(either for the environment or for other individuals) are larger. Therefore, the common

strategy to activate value-based behavioural drivers is to highlight altruistic or biospheric

value as well as reduce the conflict of competing values. The rationale is that if the socially

responsible consumption is only powered by egoistic orientation, that consumption can be

fickle as the individual could cease that behaviour when the personal cost outweighs the

personal benefit. In the case of people with a high altruistic or biospheric value orientation,

they are expected to be more resilient to the change of personal circumstances. However, it

remains unknown if people with high altruistic or biospheric value orientations would still be

able to continue when they’re under the influence of peer pressure, social norm or emotional-

based behavioural drivers such as guilt or sadness. Although egoistic value orientation seems

to oppose an altruistic and biospheric value orientation, one recent suggestion is that egoistic

value orientation should still be tied to altruistic and biospheric values orientation when value

priming is directed (De Groot and Steg, 2009). While this might be an attempt to stabilise

the ‘flicking personal situation’ in egoistic value orientation, the opposite might be true in

that an altruistic or biospheric value orientation might not be supported across situations.
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Moral licensing

One recent emerging area highlighting the challenge of using ethicality or social responsibility

as a primary behavioural driver is moral decoupling and moral licensing. Consumers can

either isolate the ethical component out of the consumption or resist further socially responsi-

ble consumption if they feel they have been ‘immunised’ from a previous socially responsible

consumption (Merritt et al., 2010; Campbell and Winterich., 2018; Chen et al., 2018). Also

some consumers to commit their act as they feel they’re being forced to accept someone’s

value orientation instead of their own, they would feel internal dissonance and compelled to

deviate from the assigned or normative value orientation (Voyer, 2015). Bhattacharjee et al.

(2012) shows that individuals can often come to the terms with the moral violation of their

desired public figure and still show their endorsement. For example, despite the presidential

impeachment Bill Clinton was still able to yield the highest approval rating since World War

II. This shows why many sports fans remain faithful to their desired sport starts, such as

Wayne Rooney, David Beckham, Kobe Bryant even they all found cheating in their marriage.

One recent moral decoupling incident is Jay Z’s cheating on his wife Beyoncé (Kaplan, 2018).

While the moral violation was clear, there’s very little condemnation or negative comments

made towards Jay Z’s behaviour. Moreover, Jay Z has become the first billionaire rapper after

making the moral confession two years later. In 2019, a media investigation reached a similar

conclusion on Facebook as its users remain on the rise despite the previous data privacy scan-

dal (BBC, 2019). McDonald et al. (2015) suggest that most of consumers would experience

cognitive dissonance on consumption touching on ethical or socially responsible issues. While

different coping strategies have been attempted, there’s no easy way to settle down or agree

on what the best strategy is to overcome the dissonance. It just show that altruistic and

biospheric value orientation are neither consistent nor resilient in helping people to navigate

every socially responsible consumption. Given the diverse orientation in morality and ethics,

consumers are expected to continue struggling with universal moral code and deviate their

act depending on the consumption and context. In addition, the moral licensing might have

a spillover and immunisation effect on the individuals (Engel and Szech, 2017). This means

that consumers might not want to look into another socially responsible consumption any

time soon or it would make them want to commit on socially irresponsible consumption. Hui

et al. (2009) used in-store behavioural data to show that consumers tend to buy junk foods

such as beer and ice cream after picking up virtue foods such as vegetables and organic food.
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4.2 Attitudes as a driver

The theories most commonly used to explain behaviour mechanisms in consumption are the

theory of reasoned action and the theory of planned behaviour (Carrington et al., 2010).

The theory of reasoned action starts by decomposing the attitude-behaviour relationship into

beliefs, attitudes, intentions and behaviour (Madden et al., 1992). It argues that individual

behaviour is conditional on individual intentions while individual intentions are conditional

on both individual attitudes and subjective norms (Olson and Zanna, 1993). This means that

the intentions of socially responsible consumers are likely driven by personal values, internal

ethics, and other similar internal factors. If an individual expresses his or her desire to com-

mit to socially responsible consumption and if he or she truly believes that the action fits

the social norm, that individual is more likely to match his or her behaviour with his or her

socially responsible attitude. One of the main downsides is that the theory of reasoned action

fails to take individual perceived behavioural control into account (Sideridis et al., 1998).

For instance, a person with an addiction of conspicuous consumption may possess a positive

attitude and strong intention to stop conspicuous consumption. However, many conspicuous

consumers express a low level of perceived behavioural control of their conspicuous consump-

tion addiction, creating an attitude-behaviour gap. Pagiaslis and Krontalis (2014) show that

intentions to use and beliefs about biofuels have a significant positive relationship with the

intention to willingly pay a premium price for those fuels. Another study examining the in-

fluence of consumer attitudes on the intention to purchase green products revealed that the

greater the consumers’ awareness of environment, greater their intention in purchases (Han-

dayani, 2017). Göçer and Oflaç (2017) explored the factors influencing eco-labeled products

in Turkey and found that the perceived environmental knowledge of young consumers had an

positive relationship with tendencies to purchase eco-labeled products, with environmental

concerns having a mediating effect. However, Nittala (2014) examined the relationship be-

tween environmental concerns and the willingness of university instructors to purchase green

products and found that relationship was not significant. Uusitalo and Oksanen (2004) found

that common problems when examining the link between consumer attitude and intention in

socially responsible consumption were a lack of knowledge about actual purchasing behaviour

and reliable information about products related to socially responsibility. Moreover, Leonidou

et al. (2015) argue that consumer attitudes related to ethical and social responsibility are

not free from influence; there are background forces that are often neglected that are in fact

responsible for motivation. This raises the fundamental question of how we could possibly
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know that consumers’ attitudes only reflect one aspect of social responsibility while being

unaware of other elements present when they choose socially responsible consumption.

The planned behaviour theory is built on the theory of reasoned action (Madden et al.,

1992). By including the component of individual perceived behaviour control, the theoretical

model more comprehensively addresses the attitude-behaviour gap (Sideridis et al., 1998).

Recent evidence has continually shown the positive relationship between consumer attitude

concerning socially responsibility and socially responsible consumption. A study examining

the relationship between environmental attitudes and behaviour shows that the environmental

attitudes had a positive relationship with a high degree of collectivism and law obedience, but

more importantly, it’s a significant impact on the adoption of the environmental behaviour

(Leonidou et al., 2010). Another study examining the relationship between the attitude and

environmentally friendly products found that people who had a more approving attitude tend

to have a higher likelihood to buy environmentally friendly products (Cheah and Phau, 2011).

Another study examining consumer attitude and willingness to pay a premium for a local and

organic cotton shirt (Ha‐Brookshire and Norum, 2011). It shows that people with high socially

responsible attitudes tend to have a higher willingness to pay a premium for the apparel.

Finally, consumers who believe they have the ability to affect social responsible issues are more

likely to commit to socially responsible consumption (Antonetti and Maklan, 2014). However,

attitudes are often failed to translate into actual behaviours, particularly when consumers face

abundant ethical prepositions (Uusitalo and Oksanen, 2004). Another challenge in examining

consumer attitude concerning socially responsibility and socially responsible consumption is

common method bias (Strizhakova and Coulter, 2013; Tsarenko et al., 2013; He et al., 2016;

Nguyen et al., 2017). Researchers tend to measure the consumer attitude and behavioural

outcome through the same survey and the correlation is obviously expected to be positive.

Also the actual behavioural outcome is based on self-reported measure and seldom verified.

4.3 Goal as a driver

Consumer behaviour is often no different from many of human endeavours – it’s considered to

be a goal-directed activity (Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2005; Aarts and Custers, 2012). Haugtvedt

et al. (2018) once quoted Aristotle as saying (1953, p. 3), “every act and every investigation,

and similarly every action and pursuit, is considered to aim to some good … Happiness, then,

is found to be something perfect and self-sufficient, being the end to which our actions are

directed” (1953, p. 15). Between the beginning and the end of a pursuit, goals are arranged
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in order of priority or a hierarchical structure; they’d face resistance as well as reinforcement

from all types of sources and either arrive at their destination or completely deviate into

another direction. It’s the simplicity of the mechanics that have made goals effective as a

primary behavioural driver for socially responsible consumption. Goals are established from

self-determination, participation or assignation (Locke and Latham, 2002). Self-determined

goals are the most immediate source for goal-directed behaviour (Locke and Latham, 2002).

This occurs when consumers develop priorities based on their needs, desire or intention. For

example, when a consumer feels hungry, he or she may establish a goal to go out for food.

Assigned goal is often involved with external stakeholders, such as authorities, professionals,

managers or social group (Locke and Latham, 2002). For example, a consumer may consult a

doctor to establish a goal to eat healthily. Participative goals are a joint goal setting process

between self-determination and assignation (Tubbs, 1986). The behaviour performance set

by a participative goal is superior to the behaviour performance set by an assigned goal

when the goal is established in a blunt manner (Tubbs, 1986). However, when the assigned

goal is given with a clear rationale, it can reach the same behaviour performance as the

one set by participative goals (Locke et al., 1988). Subsequent research has shown that

participation in goal setting tends to increases self-efficacy, and it, in return, leads to a higher

performance (Locke and Latham, 2002). Thus, self-efficacy is a mediator in the participative

goal relationship. When setting an assigned goal, one must try to increase the self-efficacy

of the individuals for the task. McCalley and Midden (2002) show that self-assigned and

assigned by others goal pursuers were both able to reduce their energy use significantly. Given

the nature of the experiment, the goal in the conceptual framework is the assigned goal.

Goals should also be specific, challenging and salient if the goals are considered to be effective

in motivating individual behaviours (Locke and Latham, 2002). Most people tend to have a

vague goal such as ‘do your best’ (Locke and Latham, 2015). The difference is that trying your

best cannot provide explicit evaluation for an individual, while a goal with a specific reference

point can help individuals strive and improve (Wood et al., 1987). When comparing a group

with and without a goal, the group without a goal is always asked to ‘do your best’. An earlier

study related to socially responsible consumption found that setting a goal to recycle a specific

waste was able to increase citizen participation significantly (Folz and Hazlett, 1991). Strecher

et al. (1995) found a similar effect of goal priming in healthy diet when compared participants

with no goals or vague goals. One energy conservation studies found that households with

a stated goal saved more energy (Van Houwelingen et al., 1989). While the nature of goal
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setting seems to impose no impact on the energy saving, as participants with either a self-

determined or assigned goal saved relatively the same amount of the energy, individuals with

a pro-self attitude saved more energy under a self-determined goal and individuals with a

pro-social attitude saved more energy under an assigned goal (McCalley and Midden, 2002).

However, one recent study found that consumers would find greater values if they see the goal

as self-determined rather than imposed (Wehmeyer et al., 2011). As consumers on a shopping

trip often have vague goals, coupons have been shown to improve goal developing (Lee and

Ariely, 2006). By applying an endowed progress effect in goal setting (giving two stamps first

on a car wash loyalty card), consumers were reported to show greater persistence towards

goals (fulfilling the remaining stamps on the loyalty card) (Nunes and Drèze, 2006). A recent

study found that visual representations of goal progress can enhance the motivation of goal

striving (Cheema and Bagchi, 2011), for instance, setting discrete subgoals or using a high-low

range goal (lose 3 – 5 pounds) rather than a precise number (Gal and McShane 2012; Scott

and Nowlis, 2013). Alternatively, a consumer could focus on the smaller amount of the goal

progress (what has been stamped versus what is left on the reward card) (Koo and Fishbach,

2012). One potential explanation for the success of loyalty cards is that the fixed sequence of

subgoals is more likely to facilitate goal completion compared to a flexible goal structure (Jin

et al., 2013). Another way to understand feedback in goal mechanism is self-regulation. To

engage in socially responsible consumption, individuals don’t just need a new target or the

willingness to make change. They also need a way to consolidate their attention (Sekerka et

al., 2015). Schweitzer et al. (2004) found that when people fail to reach their goals, they’re

more likely to record unethical behaviours than people who just tried their best in post-goal

pursuit. Miniero et al. (2014) found that strategically oriented individuals, who share the

characteristics of high self-regulation, tend to find ways to overcome resistance to reach their

goals. This is why gamification is becoming popular in consumer behaviour as it signals the

individuals to gather feedback and find ways to reach their goal. One potential self-regulation

is social media; as Sekerka et al. (2015) argued, it gives the goal pursuers demonstrative or

visual feedback. Beside self-regulation, goal salience is another way to maximise the likelihood

of succeeding in the pursuit of a goal. Hamilton and Biehal (2005) showed that, by making the

goal salient through advertisement, consumers are more likely to consider the pros and cons of

their consumption and decide if they should act on one that is particularly socially responsible.

Gal and McShane (2012) found that highlighting sub-goals in debt management motivated

individuals to clear their debt. Ariely and Norton (2009) described a similar study in which, by
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highlighting individualised instead of aggregated victims, such as providing more personalized

information about particular victim, donations became significantly more generous.

Goal intentions is not sufficient for completing a goal-directed behaviour (Fennis et al., 2011).

This means that goal needs to work with other behavioural drivers to reinforce the motivation.

Aarts and Custers (2012) examined past and current goal-priming effects and found that hu-

man goal pursuit was more often inspired by unconscious sources. In other words, people are

exposed to all kinds of goals via their subconscious radar; these goals can be activated with-

out the knowledge of the individuals (Chartrand et al., 2008). This is sometimes referred as

goal contagion (Laurin, 2016), which is a phenomenon in which individuals can unconsciously

adopt the goals of others. Therefore, Laran (2016) suggested that goal-based consumer be-

haviours should be examined through both conscious and unconscious behavioural drivers

because the unconscious behavioural mechanism tends to capture a great deal of background

information, as well as being affected by inexplicit influences. This dual system approach is

like using a Google map app used to determine or simulate how a goal pursuer navigate over

situational blocks or incidents to arrive at their destination. The ultimate route might not

necessarily the most cost-efficient in terms of energy, but it might offer the most emotionally

satisfying scenery. Goal setting is prone to situational influences, such as managing financial

risk (Hamilton and Biehal, 2005). When an investment is framed as a trading account, con-

sumers were shown to make riskier decisions than when they were placed into a retirement

account (Zhou and Pham, 2004). Tate et al. (2014) found that those who were primed to

undertake an environmental-protection goal through situational messaging tend to take longer

to evaluate their decision, which often leads to pro-environmental consumption. In the failure

of restrained eating, eating environments, including food smell, menu and dining area, often

make the goal of eating enjoyment salient but reduce the goal of restraining eating (Stroebe

et al., 2008; van Koningsbruggen et al., 2013). However, when consumers were previously

exposed to non-actionable food temptations, they were prone to consumption now while be-

ing more resistant when they were exposed to actionable food temptations first (Geyskens et

al., 2008). One indication is that there can be a passive guidance mechanism unconsciously

directing individuals in the situation of goal conflict (Laran and Janiszewski, 2009). In their

review of goal-setting studies over a decade, Locke and Latham (2015) identified goal strength

as a behavioural driver involving the ability to highlight and consolidate one’s consciousness.

However, that strength is also the biggest weakness of goal as a behavioural driver because it

only stresses conscious thought, leaving goal-setting exposed to the influence of unconscious-
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ness. Therefore, the potential solution or integration for a goal-based theoretical framework

is to embrace both consciousness and unconsciousness as one gives individual a purpose while

the latter carries all of the background information, as well as, at least potentially, other

unseen influences. Like Newton’s Laws, when considering a goal-based theoretical framework,

Locke and Latham (2015) argued that the theory might be applicable in most of situations

but understanding the boundary conditions is the key. In other words, it is necessary to un-

derstand in what context or situation a goal works best and interacts with other behavioural

drivers. In addition, according to Locke and Latham (2002), the presence or absence of a goal

can predict individual personality effects.

4.3.1 Hypothesis 1

The results of research done on value-based and goal pursuit found in the literature formed

the basis of the first hypothesis, i.e., that positive goal priming will lead to higher socially

responsible consumption. The intention of that hypothesis is to make a contribution by ex-

amining socially responsible consumption through the lens of goal pursuit, as the common

understanding is that consumers will direct their consumption in a way similar to those voting

in an election when they are made to realise and accept both their ‘civic duty’ and moral con-

cerns. In a way, ethical values influence beliefs, beliefs translate into intentions and intentions

dictate individual consumption (Shaw et al., 2006; Soper, 2007; Balderjahn et al., 2013; do

Paço et al., 2013). The remaining challenge is how to place the intention to adhere to socially

responsible consumption as well as the resultant self-realisation into a consumer context. That

can be achieved via goal priming, which can serve as the natural behavioural vehicle to initiate

an individual’s socially responsible behaviour. In the theoretical framework of understanding

socially responsible consumption, goal priming involves establishing a solid foundation for

examining that consumption, one that can be expanded upon in future research. Therefore,

the study aims to compare the goal priming on the socially responsible consumptions with a

control case. In the intervention group, the participants were asked if they were interested in

taking up a goal pursuit to become more socially responsible and, in two weeks, retake the

survey to gauge their progress. Once the participants completed the questionnaire, they chose

their reimbursement individually. In the control group, the participants were given no goal

priming; they were only invited to complete a questionnaire at their convenience and simply

collect a reimbursement. We predict that it’s very likely that the effect of priming a socially

responsible goal is positively associated with the socially responsible behaviour.
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4.4 Situations as a driver

Situational drivers refer to the contextual influence that consumers can potentially encounter.

Contrasting to conscious information processing, situational drivers are subtle, unconscious,

and activating social conformity as well as the automatic goal pursuit within the individuals

(Dijksterhuis et al., 2005; Dahl et al., 2016). For socially responsible consumers, they are

susceptible to situational influences like everyday consumers (Schultz et al., 1995; JK Simp-

son and Radford, 2014). Situational drivers are multilevel (Nair and Little, 2016), as the

behavioural drivers tend to interact across multiple levels (Milfont and Markowitz, 2016).

At higher level, situational drivers can expand into social, economic, political, technological,

temporal, media, government, cultural influence, lifestyle (Lee, 2010; Chen and Lobo, 2010).

One recent study examined pro-environmental behaviour between French and Slovenian con-

sumers (Culiberg and Elgaaied-Gambier, 2016). It found that Slovenians consumers were

more likely to score higher than average in self-reported pro-environmental behaviour than

French consumers. In other countries, cultural difference have been consistently highlighted.

Cho and Krasser (2011) found that consumers in Austrian had a greater motivation to en-

gage in socially responsible consumerism than did consumers in South Korea. Dermody et

al. (2015) also found that, compared to their UK counterparts, Chinese consumers tended to

express more desire for symbolic as well as socially responsible consumption. This might be

due to cultural differences in defining well-being. Hamelin et al. (2013) showed that the idea

of socially responsible consumption in Moroccan consumers is based on both environment

and religion. When expanding the concept into food, it’s just really about safety standards.

Morren and Grinstein (2016) conducted a meta-analysis on environmental behaviours; their

findings supported the “affluence hypothesis”, i.e., that people in countries with high so-

cioeconomic status are more likely to act on environmental behaviours. Moreover, people in

countries with high individualistic traits are more likely to act on environmental behaviours,

compared to those in countries with high collectivistic traits. However, the effect of culture

differences might just be due to variances in translation (Erffmeyer et al., 1999).

At individual level, situational drivers are often discussed in relation to the presence of others

or engagement. One study examined the bystander effect in helping and found that people who

live in a large urban area tend to experience more bystander effect than people living in small

villages (Janssen and Vanhamme, 2015). Such effect is also said to hold in online social world

(Voelpel et al., 2008). Dahl et al. (2016) noted that some socially responsible behaviours,

such as weight loss interventions, can be delivered through social media platforms, which
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can allow individuals to overcome access barriers and reach more target groups. Another

way to examine the impact of situational variables is focused on the context the socially

responsible consumption is conceived. For example, a review study of food consumption

context found that food size, plate shape, lighting, dining groups and food variety can have

a significant impact on the amount of food consumption (Wansink, 2004). Also the layout of

food choices could alter how consumers approach healthy foods (Wilcox et al., 2009). One

consumption situation is involved with special objects drawing the consumers. For instance,

a study examined food shape abnormality and purchase intention and found that only large

deviations in food shape influence purchase decisions, but not small deviations (Loebnitz

et al., 2015). Participatory situation remains a powerful means to increasing the likelihood

of socially responsible consumption. One study recommends nonprofit sectors to consider

introducing participatory situation for potential donors as it found that consumers would

have a higher likelihood to respond to the social responsible campaign when they are given

the choice to nominate their own sponsored cause (Howie et al., 2018). Such effect was

referred as Ikea effect (Norton et al., 2010). The original study showed that consumers

tend to express a higher valuation on their own creating products than the given products

despite all the associated cost. The participatory situation activates the self-consciousness

and make the consumers more appreciative and mindful. There are some situational drivers

that are psychological. Ertz et al. (2016) examined consumer perceptions in relation to

socially responsible consumption and found that the perception consumers have of time,

money, and power can have a significant impact on cardboard and used batteries recycling.

While situational priming are effective on motivating socially responsible consumption, one

study examining the impact of the choices made by others found that there was a strong

heterogeneity across different consumer groups and segmentation is the key to dissect the

underlying threshold (Wheeler and Berger, 2007). One way to explore the heterogeneity is

through personality traits (Haws et al., 2012). For instance, Narcissism is one personality

trait that have shown a positive relationship with prosocial behaviours committing in public

(Naderi and Strutton, 2014). Other situational drivers are including emotional situation, such

as dire situation or opportunistic situation. Goal contagion is another effective situational

driver (Aarts et al., 2004; Reis and Holmes, 2012). Consumers deal with multiple goals each

day – shopping, dining, watching television, and they do it in either isolation or group. Yet

they are very likely to adopt another person’s goal when they are becoming deeply involved

with each other. Sela and Shiv (2009) shows that goal-directed behaviour can be activated
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through subtle environmental cues, such as semantic activation. One advancement from

goal contagion in socially responsible consumption is collaborative consumption (Lamberton,

2016). It describes a goal sharing form of consumption involved with car sharing, community

gardens and toy. One recent study shows that when people were first in a shared pursuit, they

developed a tendency to seek support and alleviate uncertainties as ‘friends’ (Huang et al.,

2015). However, the sharing dynamic was soon reduced when people were more advanced and

more thoroughly comprehended goal striving. Papies (2016) found that environmental cues

were more likely to activate short-term hedonic goals than long-term investment goals. Knox

et al. (2011) examined different types of household goals (such as abstract or detailed goals)

assigned to shopping trips across four countries. They found that unplanned consumption

was significantly higher when the goal was abstract, an effect that was sustained across all

four countries. Malti and Dys (2018) cited that infants and young children could demonstrate

prosocial behaviours toward their close peers who also showed patterns of prosocial behaviour.

This reminds us that, for consumers, the most frequently seen situational factor is social

situations causing them to become involved with others.

4.4.1 Presence of others

The presence of others often brings up a different nature of situational influence (O’Fallon and

Butterfield, 2005; Handayani, 2017). For instance, an experiment on the presence of others,

conducted by Triplett (1898), showed that cyclists were able to complete their goals in their

best time when they competed against others but the cyclists significantly underperformed

when they competed in isolation. The presence of other riders was a stimulus to the com-

petitive instinct as well as a motivation to match their efforts. Another study of the effect

of the presence of others is the tipping effect between individual customers and customers

in a group (Lynn and Latane, 1984). The study showed that single customers, tipping an

average of 19%, were the most generous, while groups of diners (four or more), tipping an

average of 11%, were the least generous. The presence of others tended to reduce individual

contributions, an effect that was particularly significant when the size of the group increased.

One explanation is that people in a group are under the impression that others can always

contribute more. The tipping predicament has led many restaurants to impose a mandatory

tip policy on large parties (Lynn and McCall, 2000). Another study examined the relationship

between food consumption and the body type of others in presence (McFerran et al., 2009).

People tend to lower their portion size when they face an ‘obese’ group but often match the
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portion size when they see people with similar size selects a large quantity. Goldstein et al.

(2008) showed that, by just learning about the behaviours of others, the likelihood of hotel

guests’ reusing their hotel towels significantly increased. In a study using in-store field data

of the grocery stores, the presence of other shoppers was able to attract more consumers

(Hui et al., 2009). A similar social norm has been observed in donation (Small and Cryder,

2016). When individuals are made aware with others giving less than they considered, they

would match to the lower donation. Vice versa. One recent study explored the group effect

in dining and found that men were under a different consumption goal in dining (Kniffin et

al., 2016), as they consumed 93% more pizza and 86% more salad when dining with a woman

than dining with men; women consumed relatively the same, regardless of the gender of their

dining partners and food types. Finally, the closeness of a relationship can determine the ef-

fect of the presence of others (Cavanaugh, 2016). The closer the relationship, the more likely

individuals would make similar choices in terms of goal pursuit and consumption. The moti-

vation is the desire to make a good impression on one’s social circle. Therefore, consumption

seen in closer relationships often involves the purchase of gifts or consumption shared with

family and friends. O’Neill (2012) suggested that peer influence is one of the key contributors

to childhood obesity as children tend to mirror eating behaviours such as food choice and

quantity with their friends. Wansink and Chandon (2014) found a similar effect in adults

as people would adjust both their manner and quantity of consumption according to their

dining peers. Wang and Yu (2017) shows that peer influence can go beyond food consumption

as there’s a similar effect among younger generations when they consider fashion purchases.

One of the most common ways to experience peer influence is on social media platforms such

as Instagram. Tsarenko et al. (2013) showed that self-image is critical to influencing envi-

ronmentally conscious behaviour but the effect was relatively small compared to concerns for

the environment. Salazar et al. (2013) referred to behaviours influenced by colleagues, family

and friends as “herd behaviour” or social learning, finding it had a significant impact on the

intention to purchase environmentally friendly products. As a result, the goal of individual

consumption can deviate in the presence of others and possibly be substituted by a new goal.

The effect of the presence of others has not always been consistent in the evidence (Uziel,

2007). On one hand, the positive effect of the presence of others was reported in cases of taking

a test in a classroom or cycling with friends. One study showed that when people were being

watched exercising in a weight room, they were able to lift heavier weights (Strauss, 2002).

On the other hand, contradicting evidence showed that the presence of others could simulta-
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neously induce both a positive and negative impact (Aiello and Douthitt, 2001). One study

showed that although people in groups were able to produce higher scores than individuals in

isolation, the quality of products were much lower compared to the ones produced by isolation

(Allport, 1920). This contradicting evidence was later explained by Zajonc (1965) through

the difference between social facilitation and social interference (Markus, 1978). When the

task is familiar to the individual and is dependent on instinctual responses, such as lifting

weights, bicycling, or eating rapidly, people perform better on particular tasks in the pres-

ence of a group. This is referred as social facilitation. When the task is unfamiliar to the

individual and is dependent on novel responses, such as solving math problems or writing

poetry, people perform worse on particular tasks in the presence of a group. This is regarded

as social interference. One meta-analysis of 241 different studies involving 24,000 participants

showed that the effect of social facilitation was strongest when speed and quantity counted

more than correctness and quality (Bond and Titus, 1983). It is clear that group effect is

not always as productive as individual. When group effect is less productive, it is often due

to a faulty group process related to process losses and coordination losses (Williams et al.,

1981). There is a possible moderating effect from gender, ethnicity or means of interaction.

Hui et al. (2014) noted a number of performance deviations among different demographic

groups. For example, female participants showed a worse performance after interacting with a

dominant-fashion man; participants from minority racial groups showed a better performance

if they felt a strong sense of belonging; and participants showed a worse performance during

awkward interpersonal interactions with others. Social loafing is another manifestation that

downplaying the individual effort when people work in a group (Karau and Williams, 1993).

When people believe their distinct efforts are identifiable, that their effort will make a dif-

ference and the task is relevant to themselves, they tend to get motivated to contribute to

the group. Another situation is that people become less likely to conform when the people in

presence have completed their consumption (Tu and Fishbach, 2015). It is possible that the

rise of socially responsible consumption is driven by situational factors such as the presence

of others. The possibility of connecting with others or having a virutal presence in the social

circle has become easier in recent years. The ice-bucket challenge is one symbolic example

of tagging friends and colleagues and posting videos on social media to facilitate altruism

(Konrath et al., 2016). In addition to the ice-bucket challenge, there were other social media-

facilitated consumer campaigns, such as the Movember campaign and No Makeup campaign

(Payne et al., 2014).
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4.4.2 Hypothesis 2

Literature speaking to the effect of the presence of others formed the basis of the second

hypothesis � the positive presence of others will lead to higher socially responsible consump-

tion. Finding support for that hypothesis will make a contribution by exploring the effect

of introducing a second behavioural driver on socially responsible behaviour. The extension

is focused on the non-deterministic nature, such as situational factors (Belk, 1975; Carring-

ton et al., 2010). The common understanding is people tend to adjust how they behave in

reference to the people that surround them and the environment in which that behaviour is

taking place. In a study using in-store field data of the grocery stores, the presence of other

shoppers was able to attract more consumers (Hui et al., 2009). A similar social norm has

been observed in donation (Small and Cryder, 2016). When individuals are made aware with

others giving less than they considered, they would match to the lower donation. Vice versa.

When people were assigned to eat with an ‘obese’ group, they tend to lower their portion

size but often match the portion size when they see people with similar size selects a large

quantity (McFerran et al., 2009). Wansink and Chandon (2014) also found a similar effect in

adults as people would adjust both their manner and quantity of consumption according to

their dining peers. Another way to explain people adjusting their consumption in reference

to the people and place surrounding is “herd behaviour”. Salazar et al. (2013) found “herd

behaviour” or social learning, whose behaviours influenced by colleagues, family and friends,

had a significant impact on the intention to purchase environmentally friendly products. This

suggests that the closeness of a relationship can also facilitate the effect of the presence of

others on individuals making similar choices in terms of goal pursuit and consumption (Ca-

vanaugh, 2016). The motivation is the desire to make a good impression on one’s social circle.

Therefore, consumption seen in closer relationships often involves the purchase of gifts or

consumption shared with family and friends. For those individuals who had already formed

a group relationship, the “herd behaviour” can potentially form a group identity and the in-

dividuals would wrestle with the qualifications and emotions of group membership as part of

identity enactment (Coleman and Williams, 2013). The idea of the belongingness in a group

is likely to motivate the individuals to conform to group behaviour (White and Simpson, 2013;

Sekerka et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2015). A recently developed theoretical framework built on

the interdependency of personal and situational components clearly noted situational factors

as significant elements in understanding socially responsible consumption (Carrington et al.,

2010; Hassan et al., 2016; Grimmer and Miles, 2017). The second hypothesis is built on the
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first hypothesis in that its goal is to determine the effect of simple goal priming on social

responsibility while adding a second behavioural driver of group priming. The study aims

to compare the intervention group for the group priming studies with a control case. In the

group priming, the participants were either recruited as a group or invited to join a group

of between three and five participants. The participants were asked if they were interested

in taking up a goal pursuit to become more socially responsible and, in two weeks, retake

the survey to gauge their progress. They then completed the questionnaire together and had

5 minutes to consider their reimbursement choice in the presence of others. In the control

group, the participants were only invited to complete a questionnaire at their convenience and

simply collect a reimbursement. We predict that the effect of having the presence of others

is positively associated with the socially responsible behaviour.

4.5 Ego and identity as a driver

Ego and identity are two behavioural drivers that share similar aspects of manifestation. First,

egotism: it shares many characteristics of narcissism – with its emphasis on the self and its

exaggeration (Zaharia and Zaharia, 2015). In the context of socially responsible consumption,

egotism and narcissism are often used interchangeably, such consumption being increasingly

discussed with altruism. Altruism is considered to be one of the main primary motivations

for socially responsible consumption. Yet, recent studies have shown that the primary moti-

vation in socially responsible consumption is more like a joint calibration between altruism

and egotism (Janssen and Vanhamme, 2015; Kulow and Kramer, 2016; Barbarossa and De

Pelsmacker, 2016). One study examined organic food consumption in a young population in

India (Yadav, 2016). It found that both altruism and egotism were shown to have a positive

impact on the intention of organic food consumption, but the larger effect came from egotism

as younger participants preferred to evaluate their consumption through their own interest

first.

Second, identity: in socially responsible consumption, identity can often be divided into

personal identity and group identity (Dermody et al., 2015; Loebnitz et al., 2015; Reese and

Kohlmann, 2015). With personal identity, the behavioural mechanism is often associated

with social signalling and comparison (Sääksjärvi et al., 2016). Consumers are more likely to

commit a socially responsible act of consumption when a distinctive identity of themselves,

such as music or hairstyles, gets highlighted (Berger and Heath, 2007). Such self-presentation

is particularly salient in younger consumers, as older consumers tend to develop a resistance to
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change (Hwang, 2016). Nguyen et al. (2017) examined the relationship between environmental

self-identity and green purchase behaviour among young consumers in Vietnam. The finding

shows that environmental self-identity, which is to consider the environmental impact into

self-judgement, has the most predicting power in green purchase behaviour. As a result, the

newly emerging identity of socially responsible consumers is more likely to be adopted by

younger consumers. Another self-presentation behaviour case is charitable donation. In the

US and UK, charitable donation is closely associated with tax incentives. Identity signalling

has motivated individuals to demand naming rights of building or stadium (Small and Cryder,

2016), while they broadcast their ‘grand gesture’ or donation through social or other media.

As to the fundraisers, they often choose to reinforce identity signalling, making more potential

donors aware of the donation. One explanation for the attitude-behaviour gap is the failure

of embracing identity signalling (Hillenbrand and Money, 2015). Many socially responsible

consumption campaigns target normative identity (i.e., ideal/expected) but they often leave

the individuals to interpret the connection between the ethical value of consumption and

the identity of themselves (Du et al., 2015). For example, self-identified Apple fans tend to

improve their identity by owning the latest release of Apple products as well as preserving

their brand loyalty by choosing their consumption within the range of Apple products. In

another example, van der Wal et al. (2016) showed that when consumers shopped at a high-

status sustainable grocery, they were more likely to use the shop-branded bags than people

shopped at a low-status sustainable grocery. In other words, the branded shopping bags were

often used as an identity for people who could afford to shop at the high-status store. This

is an extension of a previous finding that consumers of high-status sustainable grocery are

more likely to utilise new bags than recycle those that had been used previously. It shows

that individuals often exploit some of the features of sustainable consumption, such as bag

consumption, to signal their status through conspicuous conservation. Another study looked

at the relationship between identity and intentions towards green consumption. It found

that the green consumption would vary on the salience of personal identity; the stronger

the personal identity, the stronger the impact on green consumption appeared to be (Costa

Pinto et al., 2016). Dagher and Itani (2014) also found a significant relationship between

green purchasing behaviour and concern for self-image in Lebanese consumers. The effect on

personal identity can also be induced by external forces, often referred to as the identifiable

victim effect. By making the victim identifiable, such as those with certain life-threatening

diseases, people would show a much higher likelihood to make a donation than to donate
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to charitable organisations (Ein-Gar and Levontin, 2013). Personal identity can often go

beyond the common extent. Belk (2016) referred to this as the extended self, which means

that people can experience a sense of ownership in their thinking, mind, body, and social

circle. For example, Kettle and Häubl (2011) examined the impact of name signing and

consumption, finding that consumers became more engaged with consumption when they

used their signature. Lee et al. (2014) noted that consumers with a strong moral identity

would not engage in charitable donations if they felt the recipients should have taken better

responsibility for themselves. That effect only changed when participants with a strong moral

identity recalled their own failings, regardless of recipient responsibility.

Group identity is often involved with the belongingness of a group, but more importantly, it is

about social conformation (Sekerka et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2015). For example, Individuals

tend to conform to group behaviour when what others think one should do and/or what others

are doing are highlighted (White and Simpson, 2013). When an individual interacts with a

group identity, they tend to wrestle with the qualifications and emotions of group member-

ship as part of identity enactment (Coleman and Williams (2013). One study examined the

relationship between identity and donations across in-groups and out-groups. While both are

positively associated with moral identity, female participants tended to make more donations

to the out-groups while male participants tended to make more donations to in-groups (Win-

terich et al., 2009). Another study examined global cultural identity and environmentally

friendly tendencies. In emerging markets, individuals with a global cultural identity tend

to have greater environmentally friendly tendencies and materialism (Strizhakova and Coul-

ter, 2013). However, one study suggested that when individuals face identity conflict with a

place, for instance, wearing gym clothes in a luxury boutique, it could spur those individuals

to protect their individual identity through conspicuous consumption (Bellezza et al., 2014).

In addition, Reese and Kohlmann (2015) showed that people who identify with stronger ties

with other human beings are more willing to sacrifice their own benefit and choose a fair

trade product. Lee et al. (2016) also found that place-linked identity can have a significant

impact on sustainable consumption behaviour. When the individuals have a stronger ties

with individuals and their communities, they tend to have a positive attitude to sustainable

consumption.

Identity theory is highly dependent on how the individuals want to highlight their “self” –

possession or belonging. The challenge for identity theory is whether we should just focus

on social signal theory. Given that everyone has multiple identities, individuals tend to just
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keep switching their identities according to the situations. For example, Prius and BMW

might indicate two complete different identities. However, Escalas et al. (2013) suggest that

someone might choose to drive a Prius for work but a BMW for dating. This means that the

individuals want to signal their aspect of their life through their consumption. Westgate and

Holliday (2016) finds individuals often use their alcohol consumption posts on social media to

signal their offline identities. For conspicuous consumption (buying luxury goods), one might

argue that people only consume luxury goods to portray their wealthy identity. However, it

can also be explained by pure “social signalling” (Wang and Griskevicius, 2013), such as men

use conspicuous consumption to signal their capability for marriage/mating and women use

conspicuous consumption to signal partner loyalty and create deterrence for partner poaching.

Savary et al. (2015) finds that by including self-signalling in prosocial promotion can increase

more donation than just simply tempting the altruistic motivate. However, the challenge

remains how we could determine which identity will turn up in what situation. Moreover,

there’s no clear identity structure on how different dimensions of identity, such as social

identity, moral identity, group identity fall into the hierarchy (Huffman et al., 2003).

4.6 Signalling as a driver

Socially responsible consumption can be seen as a part of the social signalling process concern-

ing status seeking, identity seeking and conspicuous conservation (Griskevicius et al., 2007;

Ariely et al., 2009; Sexton and Sexton, 2014; Brick et al., 2017). The idea is that a signal is a

costly action that alleviates asymmetrical information; that information must be credible in

order to for the signal to work (Ariely et al., 2009). For example, Hyundai deployed a sales

promotion offering “America’s Best Warranty”; that warranty acted as a signal to consumers

about their quality of their cars (Melewar et al., 2007). The comprehensive warranty means

the car manufacturer has a strong faith in their product’s quality. Before the signal, only

Hyundai held that view; after the signal, Hyundai hoped that more and more consumers

would start considering the choice of a Hyundai car. Signalling theory has also been applied

in degree consumption, Nobel Prize winner Michael Spence (1978) found that education is

not only able to provide individuals with skills and knowledge, but can also signal potential

employment traits, such as determination, intelligence, social skills, etc. Thorstein Veblen

(2015), who coined the term “conspicuous consumption”, said that “redounded to their glory,

and now the middle class was using its newfound wealth to purchase elite status.” This sug-

gests that when a society is making advances in their socio-economic progress, making their
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middle-class consumers relatively stable, the consumers are expected to look for new ways to

seek status and identity, as well as to engage in conspicuous conservation behaviours. Socially

responsible consumption could be one of those “traffic lights” most of middle class consumers

need. For example, Small and Cryder (2016) showed that when philanthropists are given

naming rights to buildings and parks, their donations tend to be larger. The reason is that

the naming right enables the philanthropists to signal their generosity in public domains, such

as newspapers or social media. Berman et al. (2015) examined the similar effect of bragging

on prosocial behavior. The finding shows that bragging about one’s generosity can provide a

positive effect to the actor when their prosocial behaviour was previously unknown to peers

but the effect is reversed when the prosocial behaviour is already well known. Weijters et

al. (2014) showed that, compared to young adults, middle-aged online music consumers were

more willing to pay for advertising-free platforms. Although it would seem that middle-aged

online music consumers are more conscious about consumer privacy or fair pay to musicians,

it is more likely that they don’t have the same financial burdens and can send a signal of

higher social status. Puska et al. (2018) found evidence of the signalling effect in organic

consumption. When the consumers were primed with a desire for high status, they tended

to opt for organic rather than non-organic food. The reason is again that organic food con-

sumption gives a costly signal about their lifestyle status. Griskevicius et al. (2010) argued

that people who own hybrid gas–electric cars, such as the Toyota Prius, do not necessarily

score high in environmental conservation. However, a Toyota Prius is expensive, so ownership

enables the car owners to not only enjoy its fuel-efficient utility, but also to give a higher social

status signal to their peers. A similar observation can be said to Yan et al’s (2010) study

on the purchase intentions of young consumers toward American apparel. The finding shows

that the consumer motivation in young people was heavily linked to consumer perceptions of

source credibility, but it failed to reject the possibility of status seeking in young people about

their lifestyle traits, such as spending power. Harris et al. (2016) also examined the ethical

fashion myth through semi-structured interviews, finding that fewer fashion consumers were

aware of the association between fashion and socially responsible consumption. Moreover,

consumers tend to have a complicated and varying ethical value orientation from each other.

For example, a fashion brand might do well in terms of sourcing locally (low carbon footprint)

and using recycled materials (recycling materials) but it can still be rejected by some fashion

consumers on the issues of labour wage and data privacy. If most fashion consumers happen

to converge their ethical value orientation into one single brand, it’s most likely that the brand
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emits a strong signal to their social circles, rather than offering a thorough ethical warranty.

One new signalling effect is “the Red Sneakers effect” (Bellezza et al., 2014), which is associ-

ated with a non-conforming behaviour. When a customer enters an expensive restaurant or

a professor enters a lecture room wearing a T-shirt and jeans, that nonconforming behaviour

can act as a costly signal and create an unexpectedly positive impact on how others value

this person’s status and competence. The reason is that the social norm is often well-known

– how you should conduct yourself. However, if someone is willing to break the social norm,

they’re have either high confidence or high achievements so they can excuse themselves or

create their own norm. One potential linkage is between the Red Sneakers effect and people

with dark personality traits, as these individuals often evidence nonconforming personality

traits. Those could motivate socially responsible consumption even through that motivation

does not originate from ethics or morality. This is a reminder that the primary motivation of

socially responsible consumption can always be behavioural drivers other than ethicality or

social responsibility.

4.6.1 Hypothesis 3

The social signalling, narcissism and identity literatures are foundational for the third hy-

pothesis, that having a positive salient goal will lead to higher socially responsible consump-

tion. Examining this theory will contribute to the literature by exploring the rising effects of

self-promotion, as well as a new form of peer pressure in relation to socially responsible con-

sumption. It is widely believed that people want to present themselves in a positive manner

when they are in a social situation, as signalling is a costly action that alleviates asymmetri-

cal information about those individuals (Ariely et al., 2009). Puska et al. (2018) found that

when the consumers were primed with a desire for high status, they tended to opt for organic

rather than non-organic food. The reason is again that organic food consumption gives a

costly signal about their lifestyle status. Berman et al. (2015) also found that bragging about

one’s generosity can provide a positive effect to the actor when their prosocial behaviour

was previously unknown to peers but the effect is reversed when the prosocial behaviour is

already well known. A new line of inquiry suggesting that altruistic behaviours like socially

responsible consumption can sometimes mask vanity in the successful completion of a socially

responsible act (Janssen and Vanhamme, 2015; Kulow and Kramer, 2016; Barbarossa and De

Pelsmacker, 2016). When altruism and consciousness are factors in the motivation of con-

sumer behaviour, it is possible to elicit the effect of individual narcissism and implicit egotism
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(Bennett, 2012; Sääksjärvi et al., 2016). This is also consistent with the novel suggestion that

people with a vain attitude are more likely to engage in responsible consumption if it suits

their interest (Naderi and Strutton, 2014). Griskevicius et al. (2010) showed that people

who own hybrid gas–electric cars, such as the Toyota Prius, do not necessarily score high

in environmental conservation. However, a Toyota Prius is expensive, so ownership enables

the car owners to not only enjoy its fuel-efficient utility, but also to give a higher social sta-

tus signal to their peers. A similar observation can be said to Yan et al.’s (2010) study on

the purchase intentions of young consumers toward American apparel. The finding shows

that the consumer motivation in young people was heavily linked to consumer perceptions of

source credibility, but it failed to reject the possibility of status seeking in young people about

their lifestyle traits, such as spending power. The recent ice-bucket challenge is one symbolic

example highlighting the possibility of altruism tangled with vanity in consumer behaviour

concerning social responsibility (Rubenstein, 2016; van der Linden, 2017). Personal identity

can also explain the positive effect of salient goal priming. Consumers are more likely to

commit a socially responsible act of consumption when a distinctive identity of themselves,

such as music or hairstyles, gets highlighted (Berger and Heath, 2007). Such self-presentation

is particularly salient in younger consumers, as older consumers tend to develop a resistance

to change (Hwang, 2016). In the theoretical framework of understanding socially responsi-

ble consumption, salient goal priming is a good extension derived from goal and situational

priming. It’s becoming a valuable extension and an experimental venue in the rise of social

media use and the narcissistic attitude seen across generations in young people. Therefore,

the third hypothesis is to enhance the psychological effect of the situational priming. In a

way, the salient goal priming can be seen as a stronger effect of the presence of others as the

virtual presence of others is often more connected with the individuals. When the individuals

turn to their social media platforms, the effect of the situational priming is initiated. The

study aims to compare the intervention group for goal salience priming studies with a control

case. In the intervention group, the participants were asked if they were interested in taking

up a commitment to become more socially responsible and, in two weeks, retake the survey

to gauge their progress. In addition, they were asked to take a selfie photo of themselves with

their reimbursement at the end of the experiment. The selfie was expected to be posted on all

social media platforms with which they were familiar, such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter

and Weibo. However, the selfie was never taken as it only served as salient goal priming for

the participants. In the control group, the participants were only invited to complete a ques-
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tionnaire at their convenience and simply collect a reimbursement. We predict that the effect

of knowing selfie to be taken is positively associated with the socially responsible behaviour.

4.7 Personality traits as a driver

Personality traits have some promise in terms of motivating or demotivating socially responsi-

ble behaviours (Anderson and Cowan, 2014; Dermody et al., 2015; Arli and Anandya, 2018).

Most consumer studies examining socially responsible behaviours with personality traits tend

to focus on “virtuous traits”, such as openness, conscientiousness, agreeableness (Engel and

Szech, 2017; Riefolo, 2014). One recent study examined socially responsible consumption

through Honesty-Humility trait. It found that individuals scoring high in Honesty-Humility

tend to have a higher likelihood to purchase sustainable or eco-friendly products (Riefolo,

2014). Another study found that virtuous traits as well as openness and conscientiousness

traits tend to have a positive correlation with socially responsible consumption (Song and

Kim, 2016). Good traits breeds good behaviours. For “vice traits” such as the Dark triad

(i.e., psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism), they’re often examined through the

lens of unethical behaviours, such as fraud and unethical cosmetics (Harrison et al., 2018;

Karampournioti et al., 2018). The underlying mechanism is that people with high score in

Narcissism tend to act unethically for their own benefit because of their perception (Naderi

and Paswan, 2016); people with high score in Machiavellianism tend to take advantage of

opportunistic situations because of their own benefit (D’Souza and Lima, 2015); people with

high score in Psychopathy tend to rationalise any wrongdoing because of their own benefit

(Eberly-Lewis and Coetzee, 2015). Harrison et al. (2018) found that socially irresponsible

behaviours such as committing fraud are often focused on opportunistic prevention. Yet the

Dark triad is more effective in revealing the different prospective of fraud manifestation. For

instance, individuals with a high narcissism trait show a high correlation with fraud motiva-

tion; individuals with a high Machiavellianism trait are more interested in gaining enjoyment

from the act of fraud; while individuals with a high psychopathy trait have the greatest

motivation to commit fraud.

Yet “vice traits” might play a preventing or reinforcing role in the pursuit of socially respon-

sible consumption. The key reason is that socially responsible behaviours are often observed

with some manifestation of norm-violating or status-organising (Anderson and Cowan, 2014;

Voyer, 2015; Arli and Anandya, 2018). In the case of Kardashian committing herself in the

ice-bucket challenge, she was more motivated by her status-organising than the charitable
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cause in public. With the right situational priming, a person with high distribution in Narcis-

sism could nominate a socially responsible act even through the individual is never intended

(Naderi and Paswan, 2016). For instance, people have very little variation when approaching

product quality but people with high narcissistic tend to consider more about the store image

than the product price, and people with low narcissism tend to assign more weighting to prod-

uct price than store imagine (Naderi and Paswan, 2016). Voyer (2015) observed that assigned

or normative values-based socially responsible consumption can prevent some consumers from

taking that action as they feel they’re being forced to accept someone else’s value orientation

rather than their own. This creates, not only an internal dissonance, but also a motivation

to deviate from the assigned or normative value orientation. This can be commonly seen in

the amount of rubbish squeezed into or left around a cigarette bin when there’s no other bin

nearby. In addition, there are two frequent response bias in surveying socially responsible

behaviours. When consumers are surveyed about intentions or attitudes concerning socially

responsible consumption, they tend to overstate their ‘good’ behaviours and understate their

‘bad’ behaviours. This is often regarded as social desirability bias and it has been reported to

have a positive association with Machiavellianism (Fernandes and Randall, 1992; Triki et al.,

2017). Also individuals are prone to a self-monitoring bias, i.e., high self-monitors will adjust

their behaviour according to situational cues. Self-monitoring bias are positively linked to

narcissism and Machiavellianism � responses based on what is socially desirable are a sign of

inflated self-consciousness, while high self-monitoring indicates strong situational awareness

(Foster et al., 2006; Kowalski et al., 2018). As a result, there seems to be a strong connection

between the dark triad of personality traits and socially responsible consumption.

4.7.1 Narcissism

One of the personality traits that has attracted a growing interest from both the media and

consumer behaviour research is narcissism (Meyer and Speakman, 2016). Understanding

narcissism has provided not only a means to explain some forms of conspicuous consumption,

such as lavish clothes or pet jewellery, but also a new perspective to examine the underlying

causal mechanism in socially responsible consumption (Sedikides et al., 2007; Bergman et al.,

2014; Naderi and Strutton, 2014; Piff, 2014).

To illustrate the concept of narcissism, the ancient tale about the Greek hunter Narcissus

may have the best depiction (Lilienfeld and Arkowitz, 2013). Narcissus was said to have no

interest in others but only in himself. His dying moment was portrayed as contemplating his
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own physical beauty alone on the bank of a river. It shows that an individual with a narcissis-

tic trait tends to have an inflated sense of self but very little psychological interest in others

(Twenge et al., 2008). The current concept of narcissism is more associated with Sigmund

Freud’s interpretation, i.e., that there are essentially two levels of narcissism, primary narcis-

sism and secondary narcissism (Foster and Campbell, 2007). Primary narcissism confines the

degree of narcissism to a healthy and adaptive nature, while secondary narcissism describes

the degree of narcissism that falls into an exaggerated and maladaptive nature. Individu-

als with an adaptive nature of narcissism tend to show healthy self-love, self-confidence and

resilience and gain support from social ties, while individuals with a maladaptive nature of

narcissism are often self-promoters who crave attention and excessive admiration from others

and, more importantly, show little sensitivity to the people surrounding them (Pincus and

Lukowitsky, 2010). Thus, narcissism can be determined on a continuum with adaptive and

maladaptive nature at opposing ends. However, determining narcissism on a single continuum

with normal and pathological ends may bring challenges in interpreting individual scores, in

which a person may score equally in both adaptive and maladaptive constructs or two people

make the same total score but have two distinctive underlying scores from both adaptive and

maladaptive constructs (Paulhus, 2001).

It is said that there has been a rise of a narcissistic attitude among the young population

across generations (Twenge, 2014). The growth is often associated with the term “Generation

me”, which refers to people born in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. According to a national

epidemiological study of 34,653 American adults conducted by the National Institutes of

Health, the prevalence of narcissistic personality disorder (NPD) in 2008 was 6.2% and was

significantly more prevalent among black minorities (12.5%), men (7.7%) and people in their

twenties (9.4%) (Stinson et al., 2008). Another epidemiological evidence surveyed 16,745

college students between 1979 and 2006 and found a 30% increase in narcissism scores between

1982 and 2006 (Twenge et al., 2008). However, another subsequent study suggested that

the observation of the rise of “Generation Me” may have been overstated (Trzesniewski et

al., 2008). Some critics argue that the rise of “Generation Me” (narcissistic attitude) are

attributed to using an ineffective measure of narcissism, sampling on university students

and failing to explain the contradictions between the two opposing evidence (Trzesniewski et

al., 2008; Arnett, 2013). There are a number of underlying factors that may have resulted

in opposing evidence for the rise of narcissistic attitude. First, a population with a large

demographic shift over time has a moderating effect on the rise of a narcissistic attitude. For
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instance, people with Asian cultural values may have a protective effect from individualism and

expression of narcissistic attributes (Kwan et al., 2009). The subsequent evidence has shown

that the narcissistic attitude did increase significantly within-ethic groups but not all ethnic

groups as a whole (Trzesniewski and Donnellan, 2010). Second, the methods employed by

the two opposing evidence were different (Trzesniewski and Donnellan, 2010). The evidence

supporting the rise of narcissistic attitude was based on cross-temporal meta-analysis and

ecological analysis, while the evidence opposing the rise of narcissistic attributes was based

on individual scores for analysis. The subsequent evidence has concluded that the choice

of methods can cause the rise of narcissistic attributes, although the young population was

confirmed to become less fearful of social problems, more cynical, less trusting and have higher

educational expectations (Trzesniewski and Donnellan, 2010).

Still, there is a consensus that consumer behaviours associated with narcissistic behaviours

are on the rise, in particular, conspicuous consumption, single status relationship, as well as

growing self-exposure on social media. For example, Bank of America Merrill Lynch released

a report in 2015 titled “Vanity Capital: The global bull market in narcissism” and estimated

the amount spent globally on products and services that enhance appearance or prestige

was $4.5 trillion (Kapur et al., 2015). Although vanity and non-vanity purchases is a rather

subjective measure, some of the goods and services such as jewellery, art, a private jet or

Rich Kids of Instagram seem appropriate (Belk, 2019). Also cosmetic surgeries performed

in the United States increased by 115 percent from 2000 to 2015 according to the American

Society of Plastic Surgeons (Heyes and Jones, 2015). The most popular cosmetic procedure is

Breast augmentation, while minimally invasive cosmetic procedures such as Botox injection

has become more popular and the fastest growing cosmetic procedure is buttock implants.

In 2015, an online panel study with a representative sample of US individuals surveyed 1,000

U.S. adult residents and found that 6% of the photos were taken as selfies and another 4%

were food-related; the remaining were photos of friends and family, children and pets, travel

and vacation (Sung et al., 2016; Halpern et al., 2016). Pictures taken as selfies increased

to 16% in people aged 18-24 compared to 1% in people aged over 65. Among people aged

18- 24, more than 50% of photos were shared via Facebook, 30% via Instagram and 15%

were published on Twitter . Upper-class individuals in the US are also reported to have an

increased sense of “entitlement”, which is highly correlated with narcissistic tendencies (Piff,

2014). Millennials are said to feel motivated to post on social media sites to portray a positive

image of themselves. Often, it’s not the frequency of using social media sites but what sort
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of content Millennials post that is key to the rise of narcissistic tendencies (Bergman et al.,

2011).

While narcissism can certainly stimulate a great deal of conspicuous or vanity consumption,

some recent evidence has suggested that narcissism can induce some forms of socially respon-

sible consumption (Sedikides, Gregg et al. 2007, Bergman, Westerman et al. 2014; Naderi

and Strutton, 2014, Piff 2014). The conventional thinking is that narcissism and prosocial

behaviour are two contradictory behavioural artefacts � the former is self-orientated and the

latter is community-orientated (Konrath and Tian, 2018). However, no one can really say that

the underlying motivation in many prosocial behaviours is ethicality, socially responsibility

or altruism, simply based on the presence of prosocial behaviours. People with a high narcis-

sistic trait are able to act on prosocial behaviours if the behaviour feeds their status-seeking

metrics. In other words, socially responsible consumption can simply serve as a means to

a narcissist’s selfish end when the situation is narcissistic-enabling. Sedikides et al. (2007)

suggested that narcissists always look for ways to satisfy their status-seeking and identity-

seeking desire. For instance, name signing can spur stronger engagement from individuals

when making consumption choices (Kettle et al., 2011). The symbolic value of the consump-

tion will have a stronger attraction for those with a high narcissistic trait than the utilitarian

value of the consumption (Sedikides et al., 2007). This means that people with that trait are

more willing to show off and adopt new forms of consumption if those behaviours support

their symbolic value and feed their status-seeking. For example, highly narcissistic individuals

might join a local farm food club and assume behaviour that would suggest their motivation

is to adopt a low carbon footprint and locally sourced food consumption lifestyle. However,

the weekly home delivery and the club membership might help them to evidence a salient

symbolic value within their social circle. People with a high narcissistic trait might also join a

city marathon to support certain social causes such as cancer fundraising. However, the num-

ber of selfies posted to social media, from training to the finish line, might reveal that their

actual motivation is status- or trophy-seeking. P. Sorokowski et al. (2015) examined 1,296

individuals on the relationship between the types of selfies they had taken and narcissism,

finding a positive relationship between selfie-posting behaviours and narcissism trait. Naderi

and Paswan (2016) showed that narcissists tend to process product information differently

from non-narcissists, as they value the image of the store more than the price of the product.

Narcissists tend to link consumption metrics with a positive self-portraying image. Hepper

et al. (2014) showed that being narcissistic doesn’t mean an inability to feel empathy. In
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fact, Lee and Gibbons (2017) found that narcissism can be a positive predictor of compassion

for children. Those with a strong narcissistic trait just need a different situation or signal to

motivate them to engage in socially responsible consumption (Canavan, 2017). In addition,

they have a strong tendency to be relative, pragmatic and non-idealistic, which encourages

them to reject universal moral codes, challenge the individual cost/benefit and make strong

statements (Bass et al., 1999).

The ice-bucket challenge is another symbolic example (Rubenstein, 2016; van der Linden,

2017). The challenge started under the aegis of altruism to raise awareness for amyotrophic

lateral sclerosis, but it soon became dominated by the nature of narcissism. By tagging friends

and colleagues on social media to accept a challenge, individuals faced a decision of making

a monetary donation, completing a self-drenching task or doing both. For those who decided

to commit the self-drenching task, individuals were instructed to record the process in a selfie

video and post it on social media. The more people posted the self-drenching videos on social

media, the more viral the campaign become. In addition to the ice-bucket challenge, there

were other altruism-driven campaigns falling into the same category, such as the Movember

campaign and No Makeup campaign (Lyes et al., 2016). The Movember campaign started

by asking men to take a selfie of growing a moustache for the month of November, while

the No Makeup campaign asked women to take a selfie wearing no make-up for a period of

time. In return, both campaigns would raise the awareness of men’s and women’s health

issues. These altruism-driven campaigns were able to raise a large sum of money for charities

within a short period of time, yet they were all considered to be influenced by the nature of

narcissism (Konrath et al., 2016). When altruism and consciousness are being motivated in

consumer behaviour, it is possible to elicit the effect of individual narcissism. In other words,

the success of these social campaigns was driven by the nature of altruism as well as the na-

ture of narcissism. The characteristics of narcissism are often disguised by an altruism-driven

appearance (Konrath et al., 2016). This raises a question as to whether the rise in socially

responsible consumption is associated with some forms of narcissism. Some recent evidence

has suggested that narcissistic traits may motivate consumer to engage in “green” behaviours

(Naderi and Strutton, 2015). By cultivating situational stimulus such as public visibility,

people with high narcissistic attitudes are more likely to engage in responsible consumption

(Naderi and Strutton, 2014). A number of narcissism-associated characteristics can also have

positive effects on socially responsible consumption. For instance, status strivings can influ-

ence individuals to engage in socially responsible consumption to achieve high status in their
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social circle (Sutton and Hargadon, 1996; Griskevicius et al., 2010). Competitive altruism is

another characteristic enabling the motivation of individuals to become more prosocial and

self-sacrificing, such as committing to socially responsible consumption (Griskevicius et al.,

2010). One study examined whether the increase in Toyota Prius consumption might be as-

sociated with an individual desire to be seen as a green consumer rather than an attempt to

be environmentally friendly (Kahn 2007). Pride is another characteristic reported by a recent

paper as leading people to have an increased intention to buy ethical products in the future

(Antonetti and Maklan, 2014).

In addition, it is possible that there are implicit egotism and spillover effect from narcissism

in consumer behaviour (Pelham et al., 2005; Sääksjärvi et al., 2016). Consumers tend to

show additional commitments towards objects or people sharing their name or lucky numbers

(Dehart et al., 2011). However, the effect seems to be constraint on brand or individual names

only (Hodson and Olson, 2005). Celebrities with strong narcissistic attitudes often broadcast

conspicuously on social media. However, their millions of social media followers may interpret

these consumptions as proof of self-confidence and self-importance. This would lead to a

rise of conspicuous consumption and a growing exposure about self on social media. On the

other hand, if celebrities with strong narcissistic attitudes tweet about socially responsible

consumption on social media, it may induce a positive spillover effect on the followers.

4.7.2 Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism is considered as another personality-based covariate in socially responsible

behaviours (Hunt and Vitell, 2006). The personality traits describes an individual who is

opportunistic and influential of others in the behaviours related to ethicality or socially re-

sponsibility. The idea of Machiavellianism is inspired from the story of Niccolo Machiavelli

(Hunt and Chonko, 1984). It is a measure of duplicity (Singhapakdi, 1993). Individuals

with high scores on Machiavellianism are less likely to get influenced by others, and more

importantly, they are effective manipulators of others (Paulhus and Williams, 2002). What

makes Machiavellianism relevant to socially responsible consumption is that individuals with

high scores on Machiavellianism tend to show little concern for common ethics and morality

(Verbeke et al., 1996). Also, if participants are seen to have attributes such as being relative,

pragmatic and nonidealistic, those attributes encourage them to reject universal moral codes,

challenge individual cost/benefit analyses and make influential statements (Bass et al., 1999).

In other words, Machiavellianism is relevant to the nature of negative buying such that it is
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about abstaining from those socially irresponsible consumptions. Yet Machiavellianism could

still play a more activating role in socially responsible consumption, as individuals with high

scores on Machiavellianism could take advantage of opportunistic situation by conforming to

socially responsible consumptions when it suits their interest (Arli et al., 2015).

Machiavellianism was first shown to be positively correlated with unethical behaviour in the

late 1970s (Hegarty and Sims, 1978; 1979; Singhapakdi, 1993). One fruitful area tends to link

Machiavellianism with ethics and social responsibility is organisational behaviours, as cor-

porate scandals are often the first indication of Machiavellianism in play. It’s believed that

Machiavellianism is the primary reason that individuals are more prone to engage in unethi-

cal poor organizational behaviours (Castille et al., 2018). A study supported the finding that

individuals with high scores on Machiavellianism failed to take more consideration of ethical

problems than others and they were less likely to consider amending the problem (Singhapakdi

and Vitell, 1990). Winter et al. (2004) examined the relationship among Machiavellianism,

violation of intellectual property and privacy. Their findings showed that individuals with a

high score in Machiavellianism had a higher tolerance for the violation of intellectual property

and privacy rights than others. Moreover, working in R&D would strengthen the effect of

Machiavellianism on their attitudes towards the violation of intellectual property and privacy

rights. Comparing individuals with high scores with those with low scores on Machiavellian-

ism, they were more relativist than absolutist (Leary et al., 1986), more likely to cheat to

attain rewards or to develop less socially responsible intentions (Jones and Kavanagh, 1996;

Bass et al., 1999; Winter et al., 2004), more comfortable with questionable selling practices,

and more unethical in their decision making (Loe et al., 2000). One study examined the

relationships between Machiavellianism and attitudes towards the perceived importance of

corporate ethics and social responsibility (Simmons and Snell, 2018). It found that people

with high Machiavellian scores would evidence lower levels of corporate ethics and social re-

sponsibility, both of which are significantly associated with weaker pro-environment views.

In the context of socially responsible consumption, there have been very few studies directly

linking Machiavellianism with such behaviour. One study shows that individuals with high

scores on Machiavellianism engage in more unethical clothing consumption activities than

those who are with a low score (Shen and Dickson, 2001). This lack of moral concern seems

to be valid in various cultural contexts (Erffmeyer et al., 1999; Rawwas et al., 2005). Arli and

Anandya (2018) examined the relationship between Machiavellianism and consumer ethics

in Indonesia, finding a negative effect on consumer ethics as individuals with a high Machi-
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avellianism trait tended to show more tolerance for unethical consumer behaviours and to

prioritise costs and benefits for themselves.

4.7.3 Psychopath

In 2004, The Economist once ran an article titled, “The lunatic you work for – If the corpora-

tion were a person, would that person be a psychopath?” (The Economist, 2004). That article

raised a number of excellent points regarding psychopathy, particularly whether most corpo-

rations would become more psychopathic as they grew – particularly in the area of corporate

social responsibility. In 2018, Google decided to drop its corporate motto, “Don’t be evil”, re-

portedly due to its increasing involvement in developing military artificial intelligence for the

US government (Moyer, 2015). That seemed to be an effort to remedy a certain incongruency

in terms of identity. Yet corporations are simply a collection of human behaviours, their man-

agement or leaders often demonstrating psychopathic traits in the workplace (Boddy, 2017).

People with strong psychopathic traits are often self-serving and low in intelligence (de Ribera

et al., 2019). They are much worse than average people at taking account of other individu-

als’ prospectives (Drayton et al., 2018). This would explain the common association between

psychopathic traits and having little concern about behaving responsibly, as the primary mo-

tivation of a person with such traits is self. People with strong psychopathic traits reportedly

account for 1% of the total population (Coid et al., 2009), but it’s apparently more prevalent

in the corporate workplace (Boddy, 2011). One study showed that when the workplace has

more severe psychopathic traits, employees would tend to significantly feel underappreciated

and less committed (Boddy, 2014). Another study examining the relationship between sus-

tainable entrepreneurial orientation and psychopathy found that high psychopathy can have

a negative impact on a sustainable entrepreneurial orientation (Wu et al., 2019). However,

this doesn’t suggest that people with strong psychopathic traits are incapable of altruistic

behaviour. A few studies suggest that psychopathy and altruism are not mutually exclusive

(Marsh and Cardinale, 2012; Miller and Lynam, 2015). The key lies in the amygdala, a part

of the brain associated with emotional and social behaviours; people who have strong psy-

chopathic traits tend to have a smaller amygdala while highly altruistic people tend to have

one that is larger than average. In a sense, psychopathy and altruism can be explained using

the same scale but two different ends. For example, highly psychopathic children can still

conform to the social norm when they are socially mixing with other children (Marsh, 2017).

However, they might revert back to their previous behaviour when the social norm is not in

61



evidence. In terms of socially responsible consumption, there have been very limited studies

linking a psychopathic trait and that form of consumption. However, the current literature

focused on business ethics and organisational behaviours has shown a promising exploration

of this subject in the realm of consumer research (Schouten et al., 2012; Boddy, 2014; Brooks

and Fritzon, 2016; Lingnau et al., 2017; Neo et al., 2018; Van Scotter and Roglio, 2018), but

the question remains whether consumers with high psychopathic traits would react differently

when they’re alone or in a group.

4.7.4 Hypothesis 4

The dark triad literatures have formed the basis of fourth hypothesis – high score of narcissis-

tic traits will lead to higher socially responsible consumption; high score of Machiavellianism

trait will lead to higher socially responsible consumption; high score of psychopath trait will

lead to lower socially responsible consumption. By determining individual variations across

the goal and situational priming through the dark triad personality traits, the fourth hypoth-

esis intends to make a contribution to a new form of socially responsible consumption linking

prosocial behaviour with conspicuous consumption – people adjust their socially responsible

consumption if it intersects with their dark triad personality traits. In the tradition literatures,

Machiavellianism tend to show little concern for common ethics and morality (Verbeke et al.,

1996, Shen and Dickson 2001, Arli and Anandya 2017). However, what makes Machiavellian-

ism trait motivated towards socially responsible consumption is their nature of relativisim and

pragmatisim (Leary et al., 1986). People with relatively high Machiavellianism score tend to

take advantage of an opportunistic situation by conforming to socially irresponsible consump-

tions when the personal benefit outweighs the personal cost (Arli et al., 2015). Such personal

interests could also be status-striving, making a good impression, relationship building. One

of the challenges from previous studies is that they’re using intentions or attitudes rather than

actual behaviours as outcome measure, and more importantly, those priming environments

were less “opportunistic” or “self-benefiting” in the eyes of individual scored high on Machi-

avellianism trait. For narcissism, a person with high distribution in Narcissism could nominate

a socially responsible act with the right situational priming even through the individual is

never intended (Naderi and Paswan, 2016). Moreover, narcissism and Machiavellianism have

been reported to have a positive association with response bias in surveying socially responsi-

ble consumption, such as social desirability and self-monitoring bias (Fernandes and Randall,

1992; Foster et al., 2006; Triki et al., 2017; Kowalski et al., 2018). For people with strong
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psychopathic traits, they are often self-serving and much worse than average people at taking

account of other individuals’ prospectives (Drayton et al., 2018; de Ribera et al., 2019). This

would explain the common association between psychopathic traits and having little concern

about behaving responsibly, as the primary motivation of a person with such traits is self. In

the theoretical framework of understanding socially responsible consumption, the dark triad

personality traits could serve as an effective lens through which to examine the existence

of self-awareness and relativism when individuals feel motivated when completing a socially

responsible consumption survey. Moreover, the rising interest in using a situational factor as

the first-choice extension to the current theoretical framework of understanding socially re-

sponsible consumption should rekindle interest in personality and situation. The study aims

to explore whether people with high narcissistic attitude or Machiavellianism attitude will

demonstrate a greater increase in the socially responsible consumption, and whether people

with high psychopathy attitude will demonstrate a greater decrease in the socially respon-

sible consumption. All the participants were invited to undertake a Short Dark Triad test

to determine the score of narcissistic attitude or Machiavellianism attitude or psychopathy

attitude. We predict that people with high narcissistic attitudes will be positively associ-

ated with an increase of socially responsible consumption, people with high Machiavellianism

attitudes will be positively associated with an increase of socially responsible consumption

and people with high psychopathy attitudes will be positively associated with an decrease of

socially responsible consumption.

4.8 Gender as a driver

Gender effect is often mentioned as one of the more common observed effects in the litera-

ture discussing socially responsible consumption (Luchs and Mooradian, 2012). Lang et al.

(2013) examined the relationship between the gender effect and the disposal frequency of

clothing waste, learning that female consumers are more likely to frequently dispose of cloth-

ing. Costa Pinto et al., (2014) looked at the relationship between gender effect and identity

as it pertains to sustainable consumption and found that, when the idea of personal identity

was highlighted, female participants were more likely to engage in sustainable consumption,

as compared to male participants. Morgan et al. (2016) showed that females participants

tended to be more sensitive to socially responsible issues compared to their counterparts,

while Brough et al. (2016) observed that female participants were more willing to adopt en-

vironmentally friendly behaviours compared with male participants. There does seem to be a
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reason for these contrasting behaviours, it being that there is a stereotypical relationship be-

tween environmentally friendly behaviours and gender. Environmentally friendly behaviours

are considered to be motivated by femininity, meaning that that men often feel threatened

and concerned about the possibility of losing their macho identity. However, when Chen

et al. (2014) examined the relationship between gender, purchase intentions and food safety

concerns, they failed to any gender effect on purchase intentions. Similarly, Gam et al. (2010)

looked at the connection between consumer demographics and a willingness to purchase chil-

dren’s clothing with an eye towards socially responsible consumption (i.e., organic cotton

clothing). While a mother’s environmental concern, attitude, and intention have been shown

to have a significant relationship with the purchase of organic cotton clothing, participants

refused to pay more for organic cotton clothing for their children. Gender effect might have

masked the effect of agreeableness as a personality trait (Luchs and Mooradian, 2012). It

would seem that if the individuals don’t often confront or have a problem with the value

orientation of environmental issues, they tend to adopt behaviours dictated by social norms

or the message put forth by the clothing’s’ green label more often.

4.9 Emotion as a driver

Emotion plays an important role in shaping how consumers make decisions (Achar et al.,

2016). To some extent, emotion is like a “virtual situation” but changing the lens of the

mindset. Pride, guilt, shame or envy are the dominant emotional stimuli that enable such

“virtual situation” or mindset to motivate the socially responsible consumption (Antonetti

and Maklan, 2013; Sekerka et al., 2015; Sen et al., 2016; Wang and Wu, 2016). Another way

to look at emotions is to see them as a powerful feedback mechanisms (Baumeister et al.,

2007). Segev et al. (2015) showed that emotional involvement has a moderating impact on

knowledge and the intention of green purchase behaviour in young Hispanics. By introducing

emotion into the conceptual framework of socially responsible consumption, it becomes clearer

that socially responsible behaviours could be easily swayed by irrationality. That shifts the

perspective of socially responsible consumption into the lens of unconscious manner. For ex-

ample, pride is said to be associated with the salience of self or self-interest maximisation. It

motivates individuals to pursue superior behavioural outcomes by highlighting the felt sense

to the individual (Gregory-Smith et al., 2013; Luchs et al., 2015; Armstrong et al., 2016;

Lundblad and Davies, 2016). Guilt has a stronger link than pride in socially responsible

consumption (Antonetti and Maklan, 2013). It sources its motivation from cognitive disso-

64



nance and it motivates consumers to make up certain behaviour by committing to the socially

responsible consumption (Antonetti and Maklan, 2014). One study examined fund-raising

appeals through public television. It found that the viewers were more likely to respond to

the fund-raising appeal through negative emotion than positive emotions (Fisher et al., 2008).

However, one study points out that when promoting charity donation, donors are often moti-

vated by the tangible impact the donation could make a difference (Small and Cryder, 2016).

However, there’s a potential gender effect varying on the effect of guilt as women are said

to have a higher likelihood than men to respond to the influence of guilt (Muralidharan and

Sheehan, 2018). Emotional behavioural drivers are largely subtle and unconscious (Antonetti

and Maklan, 2014), as one study found that an identity-misalignment can spur a negative

emotion and trigger a chain of consumption (Coleman and Williams, 2013).

4.10 Conclusion

Most behavioural drivers have been shown their capability or effectiveness in motivating

socially responsible consumption. However, no single behavioural driver is able to explain all

the variance in the behaviour. The key is to understand how these behavioural drivers have

been paired and assembled into a theoretical framework and how these theoretical frameworks

succeed or fail in contemplating the behavioural mechanic of socially responsible consumption.
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5 Theoretical frameworks

According to Lawson’s (2010) review, there have been many consumer psychology and be-

havioural studies conducted in the area of socially responsible consumption. In consumer

psychology studies, the theoretical frameworks with the most entries were information pro-

cessing; attitudes and preferences; motivation and involvement; decision theory and processes;

attention; and perception. The theoretical frameworks with the least entries involved values;

hedonics; learning; and perceived risk. In behavioural science studies, the theoretical frame-

works most frequently utilised where situational influences; symbolic consumption; and vari-

ety seeking. The least frequently cited theoretical frameworks addressed acquisition patterns;

possessions; deviant behaviours; and time. Conscious behavioural drivers, such as attitudes,

intention, information, goals, are dominated consumer psychology studies of socially respon-

sible consumption. However, unconscious behavioural drivers, such as situation and symbolic

consumption, are popular in the behavioural science studies of socially responsible consump-

tion. While the theoretical framework with the most entries does not mean more promising

or fruitful advancement, Chatzidakis et al. (2016) noted a significant amount of unexplained

variance in dominant theoretical frameworks; they suggested a potential direction would in-

volve integration with other behavioural drivers, such as personal norms, self-identity and

past experience.

It is increasingly accepted that human behaviours are driven by two cognitive systems rather

than one. The commonly cited cognitive system is compared to Spock, a character from

the movie Star Trek, whose behaviour is based on rationality and logic. It describes human

behaviours as deliberative and reflective (Thaler and Sunstein, 2009). A more recently noted

cognitive system is compared to Homer Simpson, an animated television character whose be-

haviours are hardly logical and sensible (Thaler and Sunstein, 2009), and more importantly,

are heavily influenced by personality traits, mindset, habits and social influence. It describes

human behaviours as automatic, habitual and unmindful. One way to think about how con-

sumers may behave under the influence of the two systems is that individual behaviours can

be seen as part of a continuum, with the characteristics of Spock and Simpson at opposing

ends (Young and Caisey, 2010). In terms of socially responsible consumption, the newer per-

spective on behavioural mechanisms is particularly interesting. Most of the discussion around

the theoretical frameworks of socially responsible consumption have been focused on a deter-

ministic paradigm � assuming individual behaviours are stable across different situations and
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circumstances (Sunstein and Reisch, 2014). Those frameworks also tend to consider the effect

of main behavioural drivers in a deterministic fashion; more importantly, social or situational

influences are often disregarded, which can lead to what appears to be a dichotomy in indi-

vidual behaviours (Carrington et al., 2010). For example, recycling is seen as an individual

behaviour but it’s strongly linked with individuals’ physical and social lives. Personal and

contextual behavioural drivers will not only dictate their own agenda in the behavioural out-

come, but also coordinate and compete each other. There are also other behavioural drivers

working behind the scenes; they might be unconscious and invisible but they can still assert

their influence and interact with the motivation underlying consumption. The ultimate be-

havioural direction might sound like a purely individual decision but it’s more like a resultant

force of multiple and complex influence. Atkinson (2015) argued that, rather than altruism

and self-sacrifice, self-interest and personal gain should take a more central role, as the former

is often a top priority. Groening et al. (2018) argued that there’s a need to model green prod-

ucts differently from non-green products and one direction for that is to focus on short-term

and long-term self-interest.

The aim of this discussion is to use the degree of deterministic paradigm to reorganise the

dominant theoretical frameworks of socially responsible consumption and nominate our pre-

ferred approach. First, a high degree of deterministic paradigm describes socially responsible

consumers as being logical, sensible, and capable of committing more socially responsible

consumption, which would require the assumption that the main behavioural drivers are

static and would fail to consider other behavioural components such as social and situa-

tional influences. The theoretical frameworks are often built on preference, values, identity

and communication. Second, a medium degree of deterministic paradigm describes socially

responsible consumers as being neither ‘Spock’ or ‘Simpson’, but as sharing some of their

behavioural characteristics. For instance, consumers can be logical about socially responsible

consumption, but they might get more motivation from an emotional situation. The dis-

tinctive feature of this paradigm is that although the main behavioural drivers are static, the

theoretical frameworks have started incorporating non-deterministic behavioural components.

The theoretical frameworks are built around attitudes and intentions. Finally, a low degree

of deterministic paradigm describes the socially responsible consumer as being prone to the

influence of personality traits, mindset, habits and social influence. The distinctive feature of

this paradigm is that the main behavioural drivers are highly susceptible to the influence of

others, such as conformity and conflict. The theoretical frameworks are often associated with
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framing and behavioural conflicts.

5.1 High degree of deterministic framework

There are four commonly used theoretical frameworks that have portrayed socially responsible

consumers as being logical, sensible, and capable of committing more to socially responsible

consumption. They are driven by preference, value, identity and communication

First, the preference-based theoretical framework is well-established in the discipline of eco-

nomics (Andorfer and Liebe, 2012). It describes individuals as being capable of deriving

utility from a varying mix of product attributes. Given the constraints of product price and

spending budget, individuals often need to accept a trade-off between different product at-

tributes. The main behavioural driver is therefore consumer preference. In the case of socially

responsible consumption, the iterating attributes are often focused on product price and social

responsibility. When consumers are willing to pay a higher premium for a product that re-

flects social responsibility, they are expected to derive a higher utility from the act of socially

responsible consumption (Achabou et al., 2017). As a result, the main behavioural driver is

sufficiently sensitive to indicate a preference for socially responsible consumption. To mea-

sure the preference is to measure the willingness to pay through choice experiment (Andorfer

and Liebe, 2012). However, the preference-based theoretical framework still fails to consider

other non-deterministic behavioural components, e.g., whether the consumers can maintain

the same preference in the pursuit of socially responsible consumption when they are under

an emotional influence such as guilt or a social influence such as peer pressure (Sunstein and

Reisch, 2014).

Second, value-based theoretical framework is an approach commonly used in sociology to

explore socially responsible consumption (Niinimäki, 2015). Values and beliefs are often con-

sidered as being the ‘navigation system’ of individual behaviours (Vitell et al., 1991; Shaw

and Shiu, 2002). When consumers choose a product with the goal of being socially respon-

sible, their behaviour is considered to be driven by the values or beliefs of those individuals

(Shaw et al., 2006; Soper, 2007; Balderjahn et al., 2013; do Paço et al., 2013). The values and

beliefs typically documented include altruism, collectivism, hedonism, equality, welfare, law

obedience, health and environmental consciousness (Nguyen et al., 2017). For example, Value

Belief Norm is a value-based framework based on consumer values and integrated with a list

of environmental attitude and perception (Wells et al., 2011). The general theory of Market-
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ing Ethics is another value-based framework, built on principles of deontology and teleology

(Hunt and Vitell, 1986). For example, Leonidou et al. (2010) examined the factors affecting

environmental attitudes and behaviour, finding that collectivism, long-term orientation, po-

litical involvement, deontology, and obedience to laws have been shown to have a significant

impact on individual environmental attitudes and behaviour. The expectancy-value frame-

work is based on a utilitarian prospective � individuals are motivated by utility-maximisation

in their consumption (de Groot et al., 2016). In the context of socially responsible consump-

tion, this means that if the individuals find the choice of socially responsible consumption

provides a greater utility value than the alternative choice, they are expected to act on the

choice of socially responsible consumption. Moral norm models is one of the value-based

frameworks based on ethical-rule (de Groot et al., 2016). Individuals are rule followers, tend-

ing to follow their value compass (egoistic, altruistic and biospheric) to guide their consumer

behaviours. In the context of socially responsible consumption, when individuals are made

aware of altruistic or biospheric value orientation, they would be expected to act on socially

responsible consumption. The advantage of a value-based framework over an attitude-based

framework is that it embraces those normative or top-down value orientations. Schwartz

(1992) argued that value-based behavioural drivers are relatively stable across time and able

to manifest themselves across a variety of situations. This means that individual value can

be seen as a common navigating system on people’s consumption. However, it’s unlikely that

everyone shares the same set of values and competing values can produce gaps in socially

responsible consumption. Moreover, value-based behavioural drivers seem to heavily rely on

the rational side of the consumers whereas behavioural economics have consistently revealed

the dominance of the irrational side of the consumers. The idea of the modelling approach

is to identify the values or beliefs consumers tend to have in relation to socially responsible

consumption (Adnan et al., 2017). The measure of individual values as well as beliefs is

survey-based. Yet the outcome is highly prone to social desirability bias; when individuals

are surveyed on their values, beliefs or the intention of socially responsible consumption, they

often respond with inflated favouritism and positivism towards socially responsible consump-

tion. This draws criticism as to whether individual values or beliefs can be ever extracted

accurately, and more importantly, whether the values or beliefs can remain consistent across

different situations and circumstances. The value-based theoretical framework again fails to

fully consider less deterministic behavioural components. An emphasis on a personal value

orientation often neglects consideration of unconscious behavioural drivers, such as contex-
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tual factors (Nair and Little, 2016). Two common extensions used to improve value-based

theoretical framework are situation and emotion (Bray et al., 2011). For example, consumers

are more likely to act on socially responsible consumption if they are made to feel positive

about the consequences (Steenhaut and Van Kenhove, 2006).

Third, an identity-based theoretical framework aims to connect socially responsible consump-

tion with the perceived self (Shaw and Shiu, 2002). The perceived self is the way in which

individuals see themselves as well as how they link themselves to their social circles (Belk,

2013). Individuals tend to see themselves as good, moral, and decent, and more importantly,

most of us often believe we have an impactful relationship with others (Sheth et al., 2011).

In order to maintain the consistency of the perceived self, individuals tend to look for be-

haviours that match those of that self (Costa Pinto et al., 2016). These include increasing

ethical and socially responsible choices and reducing self-conflicting behaviours (Du et al.,

2015). Therefore, socially responsible consumption can be seen as a means for individuals to

maintain and improve the perceived self. The main behavioural driver is therefore the per-

ceived self as well as the social signalling. However, there is another aspect of the perceived

self, the one that is shaped by others. Individuals do not just have beliefs about how they

should conduct themselves, but also about how others should conduct themselves. This often

leads to a gap between the identity portrayed by themselves and the identity portrayed by

others (White and Simpson, 2013, Sekerka et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2015). The challenge is

to determine which identity should be pursued in terms of socially responsible consumption

(Hillenbrand and Money, 2015). The main behavioural driver is sensitive enough to reflect

how consumers portray themselves in socially responsible consumption as most of the stud-

ies have utilised qualitative methods. However, the identity-based framework still does not

address the potential influence from non-deterministic behavioural components.

Finally, those who ascribe to the communication-based theoretical framework maintain that

accessible information and enhanced awareness are key to increasing socially responsible con-

sumption. One of the dominant ways of improving accessible information and increasing

awareness is the use of social responsibility labels (Vermeir and Verbeke, 2006); Nuttavuthisit

and Thøgersen, 2017). Lack of media attention and in-store communication also create a

false consumer belief that green products are costly. Consumers may be willing to act on

socially responsible consumption if they are made aware of the ways in which their choice

can make the world a better place but, never the less, they still don’t want to pay a pre-

mium price for those products (Barbarossa and Pastore, 2015). Consumers often complain
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about lack of information concerning ethicality or social responsibility when making decisions

about consumption (Tanner and Wölfing Kast, 2003). Moreover, they might only consider

one or two aspects of ethicality or social responsibility, for instance, fair trade and recycling.

People need to rely on labels speaking to socially responsible practices as being indicative of

socially responsible consumption. Labels indicating socially responsible characteristics create

a salient signal about the ethicality or social responsibility around consumption of a product,

so people can follow the beacon to commit to socially responsible consumption (Atkinson and

Rosenthal, 2014). However, the salient signal can also spur more confusion and suspicion

about socially responsible consumption (Gleim et al., 2013). As discussed earlier, consumers

tend to have a different interpretation of the meaning of the concept and a divergent opinion

on the priority setting of social impact and can be suspicious that products being labelled as

socially responsible are merely new marketing ploys aimed at a consumer’s conscience (Du et

al., 2015). In addition, it is uncertain how responsible labels related to ethicality or social

responsibility perform in a noisy or interfered consumption environment.

In conclusion, these theoretical frameworks are often considered to be static across situations

and circumstances. While the measures are often involved with experimentation and qual-

itative interview, it is mainly survey-based and responses can be biased. In addition, these

theoretical frameworks tend to overlook behavioural controls and contextual factors.

5.2 Medium degree of deterministic framework

The theoretical framework most commonly cited to explain the behaviour drivers in socially

responsible consumption are built on the idea of attitude leading to intention and then be-

haviour (Carrington et al., 2010). The two dominant cases are the theory of reasoned action

and the theory of planned behaviour. The theory of reasoned action starts by decomposing

the process of socially responsible consumption into perceptions, attitudes, intentions and

behaviour (Madden et al., 1992). It argues that individual behaviour is conditional on inten-

tions while intentions are conditional on both attitudes and perceptions (Olson and Zanna,

1993). This means that the intentions of socially responsible consumers are likely driven by

whether an individual holds a positive or negative desire to commit to socially responsible

consumption and if he or she truly believes that the action fits the social norm. The main

behavioural driver is therefore attitude (Madden et al., 1992). While the theory of reasoned

action has achieved some positive results in the literature, it has signalled the need to consider

the uncertainty around personal control (Sideridis et al., 1998).
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Therefore, perceived personal control is the extension incorporated into the theory of reasoned

action (Ajzen, 2002). While attitude remains the main behaviour driver, the theoretical frame-

work has become more dynamic. The belief is that the more personal control the individuals

are perceived to have, the more likely it is that they would follow the intention in committing

to socially responsible consumption. The current component of perception within the theory

of reasoned action only considers the perception towards socially responsible consumption,

but not the individual capability (Ajzen, 2011). This means that as long as individuals pos-

sess a positive attitude and strong intention towards socially responsible consumption, they

should follow their attitude towards the intention. However, this is not often the case. People

can feel they lack control over their own behaviours, especially when consumer habit or social

pressure are involved. By bringing perceived behaviour control into the existing behavioural

framework, the theoretical framework is able to account for greater variation than the previous

version. Therefore, the extended version of the theory of reasoned action is regarded as the

theory of planned behaviour. The theory of planned behaviour has proven to be more popular

than the theory of reasoned action, as more and more studies have adopted its framework

to examine consumer behaviours in relation to ethicality or social responsibility (Madden et

al., 1992; Moser, 2015; Mancha and Yoder, 2015; Yadav and Pathak, 2017). According to

Armitage and Conner (2001)’s meta-analysis, one of the challenges in the theory of planned

behaviour is that many of the studies with promising predictive powers on socially responsible

consumption are relying on self-reported rather than observed behaviours. For example, Wu

and Chen (2014) used the theory of planned behaviour to examine the relationship between

perception of environmentally friendly consumption and actual behaviour in China. The pre-

sumed measurement of actual behaviour is based on surveys that include questions such as “I

prefer choosing products that cause less pollution” or “I prefer choosing energy-saving prod-

ucts”. However, the explanatory variables such as behaviour intention and attitudes were also

based on questionnaires comprised of questions such as “I would like to purchase environmen-

tally friendly products”. This is a common problem when using a questionnaire as both the

explanatory and outcome variables.

The literature on extending the theory of planned behaviour can be divided into two ar-

eas. The first area has three deterministic extensions, including socially responsible values,

identity and socially responsible labels (Sparks and Shepherd, 1992; Teng et al., 2015; Tau-

fique et al., 2016; Roos and Hahn, 2017; Han et al., 2017). These behavioural components

have a strong deterministic nature, as mentioned earlier in the discussion about the high-
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deterministic paradigm and would continue to play a deterministic role when interacting with

the theory of planned behaviour. For social values, the belief is that certain social values, e.g.,

altruism, collectivism, and moral obligation, have shown positive associations with the pur-

chase intentions of socially responsible consumption (Kaiser and Scheuthle, 2003; Wated and

Sanchez, 2015; Botetzagias et al., 2015). Onel (2017) introduced personal norms value as an

extension when examining pro-environmental purchasing behaviour; that extension showed

a positive impact on pro-environmental purchasing behaviour. Wang (2014) extended the

model with environmental visibility and collectivism; both had a positive impact on the in-

tention of green purchasing behaviour. Second, if socially responsible consumption can help

people to remain consistent with their recognised identity, they are more likely to have a

greater intention to commit to socially responsible consumption (Sparks and Shepherd, 1992;

Paul et al., 2016). This often includes self-identity and place identity (Carfora et al., 2017).

Dissonance can also occur in the area of moral attitude. Arvola et al. (2008) introduced an

extension called positive moral attitude into the model, with the new measure having the

ability to capture any negative feelings arising from moral misalignment. If the individuals

experience little moral principal conflict of moral principal, they’re more likely to feel more

self-rewarding when engaged in socially responsible consumption. Finally, individuals rely

on labels speaking to socially responsible practices as being indicative of social responsible

consumption (Taufique et al., 2016; Tan et al., 2017). The more accessible the information

the individuals receive during the pre-consumption stage, the more likely they would have

the intention to commit to socially responsible consumption. In addition, there are a number

of other deterministic extensions. For example, Kang et al. (2013) used perceived consumer

effectiveness and perceived personal relevance as extensions when examining environmentally

sustainable textile and apparel products. The new extensions showed a positive impact on

the purchase intentions. Rex et al. (2015) compared the default model with an extended

model with new measures such as internal ethics and moral intensity. Their findings revealed

that internal ethics and moral intensity improve the default model’s predictive ability when

examining sustainable behavioural intention.

The second area of extension development is focused on the non-deterministic nature, that

is, to include more behavioural components examining personal behavioural control as well

as situational factors (Belk, 1975; Carrington et al., 2010). A recent theoretical framework

is built on the interdependency of personal, situational and behavioural components (Car-

rington et al., 2010). It aims to reflect the strength of the theory of reasoned action and

73



the theory of planned behaviour, current challenges in the attitude-behaviour gap and the

importance of situational factors. The new theoretical framework begins with intention, con-

sidering implementation intentions as positively mediating the relationship (Grimmer et al.,

2016). Implementation intention is the plan individuals form to realise the intention of their

behaviour. It is the main behavioural driver of the new framework. It is conditional on

the strength of intention; when it is weak, implementation intention will fail, even if there

is a concrete plan in place. To measure implementation intention, the framework measures

the existence and the comprehensiveness of the implementation plan, as well as the strength

of the intention. Two moderators of the framework are behavioural control and situational

context (Hassan et al., 2016; Grimmer and Miles, 2017). Behavioural control describes an

individual’s awareness of their capability to behave in certain ways. The discrepancy be-

tween perceived and actual behavioural control is one of the causal factors underpinning the

attitude-behaviour gap. Measuring behavioural control can be achieved with the use of ei-

ther a belief-based or direct questionnaire to determine perceived behavioural control and

post-behavioural questionnaires to measure the actual behavioural control (Carrington et al.,

2010; Hassan et al., 2016). However, the measure of actual behaviour control is far from

established. For a situational context, this is focused on the environment in which purchasing

occurred. Measuring the situational context involves either psychological measures to identify

situational factors as perceived by individuals or an objective measure of the key feature of

the situation prior to individual interpretation (Carrington et al., 2010; Grimmer and Miles,

2017). Other researchers, such as Moons and De Pelsmacker (2012), extended the model

with emotional reactions and peer pressure when examining the usage intention of electric car

and car driving. While both had a positive impact on usage intention, emotional reactions

proved to be one of the strongest predictors. Vermeir and Verbeke (2008) also found that

social pressure had a positive impact on the intention of buying sustainable food. McCullough

(2013) incorporated social influence into the model when examining the sport spectator recy-

cling behaviour, finding that the presence of children or grandchildren had a positive impact

on family participants, with peer groups being the key determinant of student participants’

recycling behaviours.

In conclusion, these theoretical frameworks are solely focused on intention and are shifting

towards a more concrete and formulated nature, as implementation intention. The measure

of the behavioural drivers is again survey-based and is prone to social desirability bias. The

theoretical frameworks have strongly signalled their shift away from the idea of a high de-
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terministic nature to take more volatile measures, such as actual behavioural control and

situational factors, into account.

5.3 Low degree of deterministic framework

A low degree deterministic framework is the preferred and proposed theoretical framework for

this thesis. In the previous discussion, the emphasis of the theoretical framework of socially

responsible consumption was on the main behavioural drivers, which are based on preference,

ethics, identity, communication, attitude and intention. These drivers are often extended

as there is room to improve the understanding of consumer behaviours in relation to ethics

and social responsibility. The extensions are mostly built on more malleable factors, such

as emotional and situational attributes (Carrington et al. 2010; Andorfer and Liebe, 2012;

Reis and Holmes, 2012; Williams, 2014). This suggests that the idea that individuals are

less consistent in what they believe is increasingly evident. Therefore, the continuum, with

high and low deterministic behavioural drives at opposing ends, must be constantly updated

in terms of equilibrium and to reflect the resultant forces. There is consistent evidence from

social psychology to support the idea that irrational behaviours of individuals exist, and

more importantly, this is consistent with the trend of extensions to the leading theoretical

frameworks of socially responsible consumption (David et al., 2005; Woiceshyn, 2011; Strack

and Deutsch, 2015). As a result, the emphasis of the low degree of deterministic paradigm

is on the effect of the secondary behavioural drivers, which either reinforce or oppose the

direction of the primary behaviour drivers in socially responsible consumption.

The motivations underlying socially responsible consumption are considered to be primary

behavioural drivers. A primary behavioural driver works like logistic transportation, with

the goal of delivering one’s consumption decision towards socially responsible consumption.

Like any form of logistics, the success of a delivery depends on the type of transportation

in use, the conditions under which that transportation operates and the ease of tracking the

transition. The same can be said of primary behavioural drivers. The motivation of socially

responsible consumption depends on the types of primary behavioural drivers powering the

relevant behaviours, the conditions a primary behavioural driver needs to operate and the ease

with which the transition towards a consumption decision can be followed. The idea has been

inspired from the research development in task performance with quadruple process model

and motivation research in complex dynamic system model in social psychology (Conrey et

al., 2005; Richardson et al., 2014).
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One of the more commonly cited primary behavioural drivers used in examining secondary

behavioural drivers is goal framework (Laran, 2016). The concept of goal pursuit as related

to goal-setting theory first appeared in the literature in the 1960s and entered the litera-

ture of consumer behaviour in the 1990s (Locke and Latham, 2015). A goal is defined as

a desired outcome that individuals intend to achieve. By committing to a goal pursuit, an

individual’s attention and effort would be drawn from goal-irrelevant activity to goal-relevant

activity (Laran, 2016). The self-regulatory processes embedded in the goal mechanism keep

that individual following the pursuit. Thus, a goal increases individual effort as well as the

persistence of that effort. The advantage of goal pursuit is that it is easier to prime at the

individual level as well as population level and resolve when it loses motivation or transition

under challenging conditions (Latham, 2016). Therefore, a large number of studies examining

secondary behavioural drivers have used goal pursuit as the primary behavioural driver (Laran

et al., 2008; Lee and Ariely, 2006; Tate et al., 2014; Gęsiarz and Crockett, 2015; Karlin et al.,

2015). In the consumption context, goal framework is an effective, attention-organised means

of accommodating the multiple consumption needs with which individuals interact every day

(Loken, 2006). That goal-tracked consumption tends to receive more attention, is valued and

occupies in a higher position in the hierarchy. Moreover, a goal framework provides a clear

and consistent behavioural base to examine secondary behavioural drivers (Haugtvedt et al.,

2018).

Although goal is a close proxy for behaviour, it still cannot fully explain that behaviour,

as consumers are often not in control of the way they behave (Lee and Ariely, 2006; Laran

et al., 2008; Haws et al., 2012; Fishbach et al., 2016). Considering again the analogy of a

transportation as a primary behavioural driver: transportation is dependent on the conditions

it needs to operate. These conditions are either external influences, such as weather, road

surface and traffic, or internal influences, such as drivers and passengers. In the context of

goal pursuits, the conditions influencing such pursuits include situational attributions and

personal characteristics (Ariely et al., 2009; Haws et al., 2012). When these conditions are

active and salient, consumers can deviate from their planned goal pursuit to another goal

without being aware of their digression. Kumar and Ghodeswar (2014) found that a delib-

erate conscious intention is not enough to explain the decision to purchase a green product,

because there are functional, emotional and experiential processes involved in parallel. In

addition, consumers are likely to adhere to their previous experiences and habits to navigate

their consumption pursuit. Heuristic thinking might force the individuals to fail to act on
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socially responsible consumption (Laran et al., 2008). This suggests that, to understand these

conditions, it is necessary that one grasp the interdependency of personal, environmental and

behavioural components (Dalton and Spiller, 2012; Ganegoda et al., 2016). In the previous

discussion of medium-deterministic paradigm, the latest extensions were built on perceived

behavioural control and situational attribution (Carrington et al., 2010). This suggests that

situational attributions as well as individual internal characteristics are the key moderators

on the primary behavioural driver.

Situational attributions are the secondary behavioural drivers that have been widely discussed

in consumer research. They were first introduced by Belk (1975), when he proposed divid-

ing situational influence into physical environment, social environment, temporal perception,

task nature and antecedent states. While situational attributions examined in consumer re-

search are mostly associated with physical environments, social environments such as group

dynamics have received greater interest (Schultz et al., 1995). According to Reis and Holmes

(2012), social context is the situation wherein all individuals interact most frequently; most

social psychological studies should begin their enquiries there. Human activity involves large

amounts of coordination and competition; there’s always a degree of interaction with other

individuals. Given that most of human activities are goal-directed, people are very likely

to experience goal contagion and goal conflict on a daily basis. Interference with goals will

always alter one’s emotions, as well as memories and habits. Relationships with others can

be seen as a micro or nested environment, such as teams, groups, families, organizations,

nations and cultures. For example, an university can organise a fundraising dinner for alumni

from a particular region. Although the alumni have finished their degree in different subjects

and years, they could attend the dinner supporting the same social cause and with the same

emotional attachment. Group dynamics are focused on the interaction of individuals with

other individuals that surround them (Over, 2018). The influence of interaction can be either

direct and visible or indirect and subtle (Cavanaugh, 2016). Direct group interaction is often

involved with individuals working intentionally together (Huang et al., 2014). One condition

is a goal-sharing situation (Fishbach et al., 2016). Consumers deal with multiple goals each

day – shopping, dining, watching television, and they do it in either isolation or a group. By

simply forming a shared goal pursuit, individuals can unconsciously change their intended

course of action. Moreover, participation in goal setting tends to increase self-efficacy, and it,

in return, leads to a higher performance (Huang et al., 2014). Indirect group interaction is

focused on the presence of others without visible interaction and is in fact a different form of
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group dynamic (O’Neill, 2012; Wansink and Chandon, 2014; Over, 2018). The classic experi-

ments of Milgram and Asch showed people conform for many reasons – whether that situation

elicits respect for authority, fear of being different, fear of rejection, or simply a desire for

approval (Benjamin Jr and Simpson, 2009). Individuals comply in order to fuel their need

to be liked or belong. These social influences are referred as conformity and obedience. In

addition, individuals can perform better or worse in front of a group. This is referred as

social facilitation (Belletier et al., 2019). The group’s ability to either arouse or lessen feelings

of personal responsibility can make individuals do unexpected things (Kim and Choi, 2018).

This is referred to as de-individuation in group dynamics. The less individual people feel, the

more they are at the mercy of the experience of the group, whether it’s good or bad. One

thing that is clear is that the attitudes and beliefs individuals bring to a group are conditional

on the interaction of that group (Berger and Heath, 2007; Fishbach et al., 2016). Online social

media is a new medium that has made it easier to connect like-minded people and magnify

their inclinations (Appel et al., 2016). Therefore, a positive group dynamic can influence

more people to commit to socially responsible consumption, as it reinforces the effect of pri-

mary goal pursuit (de la Peña and Quintanilla, 2015). However, negative group dynamics

can prevent people from making a commitment, despite having a strong intention or primary

goal pursuit. For goal pursuit in the presence of others, Fishbach et al. (2016) indicated that

the underlying mechanism is a shared reality. When a person is thinking about someone’s

behaviour, one common process is to try matching that person’s identity and goals with their

own; determine the alignment of thoughts and perceptions with their own. Such a thinking

process often creates a shared reality in which the individual is able to unconsciously see and

follow the behaviour of others. In a way, the presence of others would create a condition of

self-regulation and activate a group norm behaviour. This idea has been reinforced by the

automatic behaviour priming or stereotype priming studies from Bargh et al. People who are

unconscionably primed with certain words, such as retirement or walking canes, are likely to

adjust their behaviour to sync with the reality or trait of the stereotype, such as slowing down

when walking or speaking. If people can alter their behaviour through semantic priming, the

presence of others might spur situational priming for people in terms of goal pursuit. Indi-

viduals are expected to form a shared reality in the presence of others and are likely to adopt

the norm behaviour.

The discussion about the effect of situational factors in attitude-behaviour gap can rekindle

the debate about personality and situation, a debate centred on the question of whether
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individual behaviour is determined by personality traits or by situational factors (Swann and

Seyle, 2005). Briley et al. (2005) finds that group memberships and personality characteristics

can give a further insight on behavioural change. One useful extension to tie situational factors

and goal-based motivation together is personality traits. The personality perspective posits

that, driven by their personality traits, people are reasonably consistent in their behaviours

(Monson et al., 1982). If an individual performs a trait-related action in one situation, he or

she is expected to perform a similar action in another situation. Thus, personality traits are

seen as an effective predictor of how people behave across situations. However, according to the

situationist perspective, people are far less consistent across situations and confronted with

influences from biological and social environments (Kenrick and Dantchik, 1983; Bleidorn,

2015). For instance, if an individual believes that buying fair trade coffee will improve the

working conditions of coffee-bean workers, the individual is more likely to make the purchase.

However, if the individual believes that the purchase of fair trade coffee is more likely to

benefit the corporation rather than the coffee-bean workers, the individual may decide not to

make the purchase. In other words, people’s behaviours are determined either by situations or

by their perceptions of those situations (Roberts and DelVecchio, 2000). The person-situation

debate has led to a growing recognition that determining consumer behaviours is never about

the advance of one perspective at the expense of the others; it is always about the interaction

of internal factors and situational factors (Fleeson, 2004; Funder, 2009). Moreover, the person-

situation variability could be directly related to the attitude-behaviour gap has been reported

in socially responsible consumption.

One example of person-situation variability is fraud behaviour (DeZoort and Harrison, 2018).

One common means of fraud prevention is to focus on opportunities. However, it’s not only

difficult to establish what constitutes an “appropriate” opportunity, but it is also ineffective

in treating everyone with the same threshold and ignoring those who exploit differently from

ordinary people. The dark triad personality traits often provide a new prospective to un-

derstand how individuals with different psychological traits interact with opportunities. For

example, people with high psychopathy and Machiavellianism traits tend to have a higher

likelihood of misbehaving intentions and moral rationalising than do those with narcissism

but individuals with a high narcissism trait tend to be more skilful in capabilities than the

other two. An interactionist behavioural model is better at capturing the effect between psy-

chological factors and situational elements. Dolan et al. (2012) recognised that the theoretical

framework in behavioural finance is gradually shifting from “changing minds” to “changing
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context”; some of the contextual factors are either goal-priming (incentive) or trait-priming

(ego). For example, individuals with a high narcissistic trait might serve as a salient signal for

other investors and people might choose to follow their signal without self-realisation. Deluga

(1997) found that presidents who were rated high in narcissistic traits by historians were of-

ten effective, charismatic and creative, according to public opinion. Brunell et al. (2008) also

found consistent evidence that individuals scoring high in the narcissism would show a strong

leadership in group discussions. According to Paulhus et al. (2013), individuals with a high

narcissistic trait were more likely to stand out in a job interview because they had better skill

in translating self-promotion into public charisma or leadership. Naderi and Strutton (2014)

found that narcissistic people tend to report more prosocial behaviours, although they in fact

behave less prosocially. Moreover, the dark triad personality traits can reveal the social desir-

ability bias that people often evidence when surveyed; this means that people with the dark

triad personality traits can act on socially responsible consumption in a strategic way. People

with a high narcissistic trait can act on socially responsible consumption if that consumption

can feed into their desire to seek status or glory. They might also be able to act as a salient

signal to make others mirror their behaviour in the presence. The same can be said to people

with a high Machiavellian trait. They’re likely to appear to be a socially responsible consumer

when that serves a strategic purpose and when the social norm is highlighted. People with a

high psychopathic trait are expected to resist the norm unless they actually desire that form

of consumption.

One of the strengths in developing the theoretical framework through goal mechanism with

psychological and situational extensions is to consider the idea of socially responsible consump-

tion as a complex system process (Culiberg, 2014; Nair and Little, 2016). It’s clear that the

main theories in socially responsible consumption all pivot from a pure conscious behaviour

approach. Some of the new extensions are focused on various types of value orientation, such

as altruism and environmentalism. However, most theories are making improvements in un-

derstanding unconscious behavioural drivers, with most common being situational priming

and self-representation. The increasing emphasis on unconscious behavioural drivers shows

that consumers don’t just live in a vacuum and their decision process is more malleable than

expected (Gruber, 2012). While the aim of a theoretical framework is to only take into account

those factors that contribute to the decision to act on socially responsible consumption, while

assuming that other behavioural drivers remain constant (do Paço et al., 2013). But this is

unlikely, considering reflecting the reality of the process. For example, what causes someone
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to buy a recycled sport shoe? The simplest answer is that the individuals has an environ-

mental concern because the expectation is that socially responsible consumption can only be

motivated by one’s value orientation or ethical belief. However, there are other conditions

under which individuals might opt for socially responsible consumption without any concern

about value orientation or ethical beliefs. Take the case of Wells Fargo’s scandal, in which the

company was fined $185 Million for fraudulently opening accounts. Francesca Gino (2018) at-

tributed the causal factor as the trait of some employees to be too “rebellious” or too creative,

selfish and reckless in their individual behaviour. However, Black et al. (2019) argued that

the downfall of Wells Fargo’s and the basis for its unethical practices was a goal-setting mal-

function � setting the wrong incentives and metrics for employees. Quelch and Knoop (2018)

suggested that the workplace pressure in Wells Fargo was extremely toxic. They compare

the company’s group dynamics to those of baboons, who share similar genetics with human,

i.e., “they’re not getting done in by predators and famines, they’re getting done in by each

other.” Baboons are wired to emulate the stress levels of other baboons and it’s the stressors

that are truly deadly. This is considered to be the case for Wells Fargo’s scandal. It’s always

challenging to highlight the causal factors of ethics-related behaviour as every behavioural

driver can serve as an independent lens (Gęsiarz and Crockett, 2015). But the reality is that

all the stated behavioural drivers might have played a role in causing those unethical practices

(Salonen). As to the effect of ethical beliefs or value orientation, Wells Fargo’s scandal shows

that having business ethics, an internal compliance team and external regulators can still

allow an organisation to fall into the intention-behaviour gap, in which people always have

good intentions but never align their behaviour to those intensions. The British philosopher

and psychologist G. H. Lewes once called the interaction of multiple factors in a process as

“emergent phenomenon” (Globus et al 2004). He said “Every resultant is either a sum or

a difference of the co-operant forces; their sum, when their directions are the same � their

difference, when their directions are contrary. Further, every resultant is clearly traceable

in its components, because these are homogeneous and commensurable. It is otherwise with

emergents, when, instead of adding measurable motion to measurable motion, or things of

one kind to other individuals of their kind, there is a co-operation of things of unlike kinds.

The emergent is unlike its components insofar as these are incommensurable, and it cannot

be reduced to their sum or their difference” (Rothenberg, 2014). Socially responsible con-

sumption is a new emergent phenomenon that is increasingly a topic of discussion. However,

it’s also a complex system product with ethical, social, psychological, financial and environ-
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mental contributions. The theoretical framework should be flexible enough to accommodate

the presence of multiple behavioural drivers as well as simple enough to allow for compari-

son between statistical modelling and simulation. The goal-based framework with situational

priming and psychosocial factors is not only structured in a way to give such flexibility and

simplicity to examine socially responsible consumption, but also relies on the most extensively

developed behavioural drivers from both consciousness (goal) and unconsciousness (situation

and psychological traits).

5.4 Conclusion

The theoretical frameworks of socially responsible consumption can be built on a simple and

transparent primary behavioural driver. The choice of the primary behavioural driver is meant

to be easier to prime at the population level and resolve when it loses motivation or transition

under challenging conditions. This makes the primary behavioural driver between implemen-

tation intention and goal pursuit the key difference. The latter has been frequently adopted

as the primary behavioural driver in consumer and social psychology, as it is sufficiently flex-

ible to satisfy different needs of extensions, such as implementation intention and identity.

The main emphasis here is on the effect of the second behavioural driver on the primary

behavioural driver. It can either reinforce or alter the direction of the primary behavioural

driver and revise the pursuit of social responsible consumptions. Social environments have

been increasingly adopted as the secondary behavioural driver to improve the theoretical

frameworks of socially responsible consumption. The advantage of giving more weight to so-

cial environments is that individuals are more likely to be influenced by the presence of others

and, more importantly, it is the most dynamic circumstance people can encounter in everyday

life. However, the attitude-behaviour gap in socially responsible consumption rekindles the

debate about personality and situation, a debate centred on the intra-individual variability

across different situational demands in the recent years. Personality traits could bring a fur-

ther contribution of intra-individual variation against inter-individual variation, in particular

to the social context of “negative traits” and “positive consumption”.
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6 Methodology

6.1 Survey-based measurements

This study used two types of measures with the goal of gaining an understanding of socially

responsible consumption, one being a survey-based measure and the other, a behaviour-based

measure. Survey-based measures serve as an indirect proxy with which to measure socially

responsible behaviours by querying consumers on their intention or past behaviours. The data

were collected through a list of scale; most studies of socially responsible consumption have

adopted a survey-based measure to explore socially responsible behaviours. For example, Ma

et al. (2011) used a 7-point scale to measure the purchase intention in fair trade products over

a period of six months; Smith (2012) chose a 7-point scale to measure the attitude and per-

ceived saving across different energy saving light bulbs; Lang et al. (2013) used a 8-item scale

to document individual clothing disposal frequency in relation to fast fashion problems; Pinto

et al. (2014) used a 7-item scale to measure individual sustainable consumption in relation

to gender and identity and Loebnitz et al. (2015) surveyed respondents on their purchase in-

tentions through a 7-point scale for food shape abnormality and organic labelling. Paul et al.

(2016) used a Likert-type scale, i.e., 5-item and 5-point, to extract individual purchase inten-

tions toward the purchase of green products, while Hwang and Griffiths (2017) chose to adopt

a 3-item scale to measure consumer intentions to use collaborative consumption services. In

this study, survey-based measurements were used to determine social responsibility attitudes,

the Dark Triad of Personality Traits and individual background. The main advantage of using

survey-based measures is that the set-up process is relatively easy, and operational costs are

low. Given the participants will be asked about their demographic information, it is easier to

just extend the survey and ask them to provide as much information as possible with a single

effort. This will also reduce the potential drop-out rate in the data collection. In addition,

there are a number of statistical analyses that can reduce the possibility of unintended bias.

However, it must be kept in mind that survey-based measures can create significant bias when

utilized to measure socially responsible behaviours. The first type is recall bias; when partici-

pants respond to questions about their past socially responsible behaviours, they must access

their memories to recall their behavioural patterns, and memory can unreliable (Valor, 2007).

This means that reports about socially responsible behaviour can be predicated on how well

the individual can remember those past behaviours, and not how frequently the individual

engages in them � the better the memory, the better the individual response. Second, there is
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social desirability bias. In consumer research concerning ethicality or social responsibility, it

has been widely reported that social desirability is one of the main causal factors contributing

to the attitude-behaviour gap (Auger et al., 2007; Carrington et al., 2010). When consumers

are asked about ethical or socially responsible behaviours, they tend to portray a positive

image of their expected behaviours rather than their actual behaviours. In other words, peo-

ple tend to overstate the ‘good’ behaviours and understate the ‘bad’ behaviours. Given most

of the studies in socially responsible consumption are focused on the attainment of ‘good’

behaviours, people can unconsciously overstate their answer about their intended socially re-

sponsible behaviours. Third, common method bias. When Wu and Chen (2014) examined

the relationship between perception of environmentally friendly consumption and actual be-

haviour. The presumed measurement of actual behaviour is based on surveys that include

questions such as “I prefer choosing products that cause less pollution” or “I prefer choosing

energy-saving products”. However, the explanatory variables such as behaviour intention and

attitudes were also based on questionnaires comprised of questions such as “I would like to

purchase environmentally friendly products”. This is a common problem when using a ques-

tionnaire as both the explanatory and outcome variables. By making data collection easier,

researchers often stack up all the surveys for independent variables and dependent variables

(Grimmer et al., 2016). They will then give the surveys to the participants through the same

channel (either face-to-face or online), at the same time and the same location. However, this

means that the information being extracted from the individuals is likely to be correlated. For

example, if an individual has expressed strong agreement on one of the independent variable

scales, such as fairness, that person is very likely to offer a similar degree of agreement on

the dependent variable scale, such as an intention to buy fair-trade coffee. Both scales might

actually provide the same insight about individual attitude to fairness. In our review of over

300 studies focused on socially responsible behaviours, we found only a few that had explicitly

addressed the common method bias (Strizhakova and Coulter, 2013; Tsarenko et al., 2013;

Antonetti and Maklan, 2014; Wang, 2014; Gleim and J. Lawson, 2014; Dermody et al., 2015;

Chatzidakis et al., 2016; Ertz et al., 2016; Jayawardhena et al., 2016; He et al., 2016; Nguyen

et al., 2017). For those studies that attempted to overcome that bias, researchers often opt

for ex post methods (e.g., using factor analysis or structural equation modelling) instead of

ex-ante methods (using different study designs). However, ex-post methods are still prone to

confirmation bias as researchers might choose to adjust the scale items between independent

and dependent variables in order to achieve ‘a negative correlation’.
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6.2 The Dark Triad measure

Short Dark Triad (SD3) has been chosen to determine the Dark Triad of personality traits

among the participants (Jones and Paulhus, 2014). The scale has 27 items and nine per each

personality trait in a 5-point scale. In addition, the study has used a principle component

analysis and z-score measurements to substitute the original measurements. Both dimensions

reduction techniques can overcome multicollinearity issues in the dataset as well as overlapping

personality trait in the scale.

Three independent measures

There are two common approaches to measuring the Dark Triad of personality traits. One is to

measure the three dark personality traits according to their own individual clinical standard,

and the other one is use a single concise measure to extract the three dark personality traits

simultaneously. Narcissism is commonly measured with a 40-item questionnaire. This is

often referred to as the NPI-40 (Narcissistic Personality Inventory for 40-item) (Foster and

Campbell, 2007), which is the current standard measure of subclinical narcissism (Raskin &

Hall, 1979). For example, one study examining the relationship between narcissism and social

class was conducted utilizing NPI-40. Another study using NPI-40 examined the relationship

between narcissism and empathy (Baskin-Sommers et al., 2014). Recently, researchers used

the NPI-40 scale to demonstrate that, for people with high narcissism, an intervention can

have a positive effect on their socially responsible consumption through social media appeal

(Bergman et al., 2011). However, there is more than one form of the Narcissistic Personality

Inventory. One study using NPI-16 (the 16-item Narcissistic Personality Inventory) showed

that people with high narcissism tend to experience better quality and satisfaction in high-end

retail settings compared to those with a low degree of narcissism (Naderi and Paswan, 2016).

Another study using NPI-16 found that the people with high narcissism were not motivated

by altruistic concerns when engaging in self-reported prosocial behaviours (Martin et al.,

2019). In addition, one recent study used NPI-children (Narcissistic Personality Inventory for

Children) to examine the relationship between narcissism and prosocial or coercive behaviours

in adolescents (Jones and Figueredo, 2013).

Researchers in the area of consumerism often measure Machiavellianism with the 20 item

Mach-IV inventory (Christie & Geis, 1970). For example, one study using the Mach-IV

inventory examined ethical ideologies (e.g., Machiavellianism) in relation to individual aware-
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ness to ethical situations (Simmons and Snell, 2017). Another study using the Mach-IV

inventory assessed Machiavellianism as it relates to ethical beliefs in both American and

Turkish consumers (Rawwas et al., 2005). One recent study examining the relationships be-

tween responsibility and Machiavellianism was also conducted through the Mach-IV inventory

(Harrison et al., 2016). In addition, the Mach-IV inventory, along with narcissism measures

(e.g., NPI-16), was utilised to explore the effect of personality traits on unethical intentions

to commit fraud (Winter et al., 2004). There is a new Machiavellianism measure that derived

from Mach-IV inventory, the MPS (Machiavellian Personality Scale) (LeBreton et al., 2018).

However, there has been limited empirical evidence collected using MPS.

For psychopathy, there are a number of self-reported measures in consumer studies concerning

ethicality or social responsibility: LSRP (Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale); SRP

(Self-Report Psychopathy Scale) and its revisions (SRP-II and SRP-4); PP1/PPI-R (Kelsey

et al., 2015). First, the LSRP scale is focused on self-reported psychopathic features in non-

institutional samples. It consists of 26 items on a 4-point Likert-type with two level scales. For

example, one study using LSRP examined the relationships among unethical corporate values,

bullying experiences, psychopathy, and ethical evaluations of bullying (Smith and Lilienfeld,

2013). Another study using LSRP evaluated the relationships among the presence of ethics

codes and employees’ locus of control, social aversion/malevolence, and ethical judgments of

incivility (Valentine et al., 2018). Second, the original SRP scale started with 75 items and

was reduced to 29 items, with the SRP-II focused on two factors, the central factor being

an assessment of core interpersonal and affective features of psychopathy (Neumann et al.,

2012). The second factor involves assessing. SRP-III, which began with 40 items and has

been expanded to 64, is now referred to as the SRP-4. However, there is a revised short

version comprised of 28 items, the SRP-SF (SRP–Short Form) (Boduszek and Debowska,

2016). One study using SRP-III examined the relationships between psychopathy, empathy,

and everyday moral decision making (Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, 2017). Another study using

SRP-SF explored the relationship between psychopathy and helping behaviours (Mahmut et

al., 2016). The diversity of SRP scales has proven to be effective when examining a variety of

samples. For PP1/PPI-R, the focus is often on assessing psychopathic traits in noncriminals

with 187 items in a 4-point Likert-type format. One recent study using PPI-SF sought to

determine if individuals with high psychopathic traits can still act morally (Lilienfeld et al.,

2014).
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One integrated measure

There have been two integrated measures for the Dark Triad personality traits used in studies

of ethicality or social responsibility. One measure is the 12-item Dirty Dozen (Jonason and

Webster, 2010), with which one study explored the effect of dark triad personality traits on

social perspective and cognitive decision-making biases in negotiation (ten Brinke et al., 2015).

Another study using the Dirty Dozen examined the relationship between the Dark Triad traits

and empathy while (Łowicki and Zajenkowski, 2017), recently, another utilising that measure

determined how the compensation system moderates the relationship between a leader’s Dark

Triad traits and CSR perception (Crysel et al., 2013). Another integrated measure is the

Short Dark Triad (SD3) (Jones and Paulhus, 2012). The scale has 27 items and nine per

each personality trait in a 5-point. One study using SD3 looked at the relationship between

the Dark Triad and unethical behaviours through time intervals and another examined the

relationship between personal attitude towards doping and personality traits (Nicholls et al.,

2017).

In this study, Short Dark Triad (SD3) has been adopted in determining the Dark Triad of

personality traits among the participants. There are a number of reasons in favour of this scale

(Jonason and Webster, 2010; Maples et al., 2014; Kajonius et al., 2016). First, SD3 has only 27

questionnaire items compared to three independent measures on narcissism, Machiavellianism,

and psychopathy, which are expected to involve more than 60 questionnaire items. This means

that SD3 can introduce a lighter mental loading in the survey and causes the participants

to be less prone to survey fatigue, especially there are other questionnaire items expected in

the final survey. Second, a single validated measure would have a better internal cohesion

(internal validation) than three independent separate measures. The latter might suffer from

double counting and potential interaction of the individual measures. Finally, SD3 scale is

more compact than most separate measures and, more importantly, it has been reported to

yield more insights than the Dirty Dozen in assessing the Dark Triad of personality traits.

6.3 Ethical consumer survey

Muncy-Vitell’s Consumer Ethics Scale (CES) has ben adopted by this study to determine the

multiple dimensions of consumer ethicality or social responsibility (Vitell and Muncy, 2005).

The scale has been widely adopted in the journal articles as well as text books when discussing

about business ethics. It has total 37 items in the questionnaire and the aim of the scale is

87



to measure consumers’ ethical implication and attitude towards business.

There are a vast number of consumer surveys in the consumer research to measure consumer’s

intention, attitude and perception towards ethicality and social responsibility. For example,

one study, examining the factors of underpinning the willingness of consumers to purchase

environmentally friendly products, has adopted five established scales to explore consumer at-

titude and perception towards ethicality and social responsibility (Kozar and Marcketti, 2011).

These scales are focused on consumer values orientation towards collectivism and individu-

alism from Laroche et al. (2001) and McCarty and Shrum (1994), consumer interpersonal

influence from Bearden et al. (1989), consumer environmental attitudes, ecoliteracy from

Laroche et al.’s (2001), and other environmental facets from Laroche et al. (2001), McCarty

and Shrum (1994) and Roberts (1996), such as level of responsibility, severity, significance

and convenience. However, a similar study focused on Lebanese consumers has chosen to com-

pose its own survey to explore social consumer attitude and perception based on perceived

seriousness of environmental problems, perceived environmental responsibility, perceived ef-

fectiveness of environmental problems and concern for self-image in environmental protection

(Rawwas et al., 1994). Another study, examining the impact of external locus of control,

collectivism, environmental visibility and subjective norms on green consumer behaviour, has

adopted a 9-item scale from Parker et al. (2009) to measure collectivism, a 3-item scale from

Yang et al. (2009) to measure environmental visibility and a range of items from Chow and

Chen (2009) to measure green purchasing intention. Another study, examining how attitudes,

perceptions and behavioural intentions in young consumers towards environmentally sustain-

able textile and apparel products (Kozar and Marcketti, 2011), has used a 3-item scale to

measure the willingness of a respondent to consume and 4-item scale to measure the beliefs

of consuming organic cotton apparel from Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and Shaw et al. (2000).

When exploring the relationship of consumers’ responsibility, perceived readiness to be green

and purchase intention towards green products in Indonesia, one study adopted a scale from

Johnstone, Yang, and Tan (2014) to measure the green perception in consumers (Lu and Lu,

2010). One study, examining the effect of identity on the relationship between materialism

and environmentally friendly tendency, has drew scales about environmentally friendly ten-

dencies from Cornelissen et al., 2008; Kilbourne et al., 2009; Webb, Mohr, & Harris, 2008

(Gentina et al., 2018).

While there are many consumer surveys measuring different facets of ethicality or social

responsibility, fewer consumer studies have explicitly stated the reasoning on their rationale
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of the survey choice. The common rationale seems to be based on previous studies. However,

one clear disadvantage in embracing multiple surveys on consumer ethics is that it fails to

provide a holistic perspective on consumer attitudes and perception concerning ethicality and

social responsibility. It is the intention to overcome such convention by adopting a survey that

can provide a holistic perspective on the social consumer attitudes and perception. One of the

most discussed scales that concerning the multiple dimensions of consumer ethicality or social

responsibility is Muncy-Vitell Consumer Ethics Scale (CES). One distinctive advantage of

CES is that it provides a range of items that covering a range of facets of consumer attitudes

and perception concerning various common and unethical consumer behaviours. However,

as the author pointed out earlier (Vitell and Muncy, 2005), some of the items in the scale

might need a modern revision. For example, the behaviour of “burning a CD” is now largely

disappeared in the consumer market. Therefore, we have adopted a modified version of CES

that have been revised according to current consumer preference.

6.4 General survey

All the participants have been surveyed on their demography and lifestyle information. These

are including age, country of birth, country of residence, languages, preference of social media,

household size, daily logistic, fruit and vegetable preference. Also, a list of random questions

have been embedded into the survey as noises. For example, the participants were asked how

likely they would want to buy a new mobile phone, where they would go for their summer

holiday, how likely they would prefer to live closed to work, how likely they think there’s a

gender inequality at work or study place, how likely they would like to remain in the same city

after their study or first job and how likely they are in contact with their parents everyday,

how likely Brexit is bad for me�and how likely public strike is good for me. In addition,

the participants were asked how likely they would like to set a goal to behave more socially

responsible. While the main goal of the general survey is to provide the demography and

lifestyle information about the individuals, it aims to set up a wide range of questions that

preventing the participants to see it as a survey about socially responsible consumption.

6.5 Behaviour-based outcome measure

In this study, we have chosen to use post-survey rewards as our behaviour-based measure.

When participants finished the survey, they were invited to choose among three reward op-
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tions: The first option was £4 worth goodie bag with £1 donation; the second option was

£4 worth goodie bag with £1 cash take-away; the third option was £3.5 cash. The choices

of £4 worth goodie bag were including either T-shirt with print logo “Children in Need”,

six chocolate bars with a sticker “social responsibility” or two bottles of juice with a sticker

“social responsibility”. The participants were only allowed to pick one reward from the £4

worth goodie bag.

There is a distinctive advantage of using a behaviour-based measure rather than a survey-

based measure in relation to outcome measurements. It is frequently believed that survey-

based measures tend to capture inflated responses from the participants, as the participants

are surveyed in an unconstrained environment wherein they can express whatever they feel

is desired. This is often referred as a social desirability bias (Auger and Devinney, 2007).

Beside social desirability, common method bias are the one that have been often neglected

in the socially responsible consumer studies (Koller et al., 2011). It describes the predictors

(independent variable) and outcome (dependent variable) being measured at the same time,

same location and same medium. Such study design can produce artificial covariance rather

than the true covariance from the constructs (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). Moreover, the

outcome measure and predictor measure in many of socially responsible consumer studies seem

to survey the same dimension of ethicality and socially responsibility. For example, surveying

individual morality as predictor and surveying individual intention to buy fair trade as an

outcome can potentially yield the same insight. Psychology and behavioural science tend to

favour consumer studies using behaviour-based measures, while traditional studies concerning

ethicality or social responsibly are largely dominated by survey-based measures (Yamoah et

al., 2016). O’Fallon and Butterfield (2005) found that only one quarter of the studies they

examined utilised a behaviour-based outcome as the dependent variable, while most empirical

studies used non-behavioural outcomes such as intention, judgement, and awareness. The

behaviour-based measure is one step closer to consumption reality as it reduces the common

method bias and reflect the actual choice or behaviour. Therefore, when independent and

dependent variables are being measured separately through a different method, i.e., different

medium, survey and location, the ex-ante methods can reduce the common method bias more

effectively than ex post methods and still leave room to later reduce bias through statistical

analysis.

However, one potential complication of using a behaviour-based measure is order effect bias.

When people are invited to participate in a survey and/or an experiment, the order of the
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arrangement can play a significant effect on dictating the outcome. This is often regarded as

order effect (Xu and Wang, 2008). Order effect bias is particularly salient when one survey or

experiment has a carryover effect to the next survey or experiment. In other words, certain

exposures can have a longer and undetected effect that goes beyond the current setting. In

the consumer context, order effect is often discussed in relation to primacy and recency. It

describes a situation such that either the first stimuli (primacy) or the last stimuli (recency)

can induce a more significant effect on the behaviour. In primacy effect, studies have reported

a preference in food, local elections and choice of pension funds investment. The explanation

of primacy is that it leaves more of a mental mark than does a subsequent priming. Also,

the first encounter is often considered to be original and hence of greater value. However,

two recent studies examining panel decisions showed that, on behaviour, recency effects can

be equivalent in effect to primacy. In our case, we would assign surveys and experiments to

participants in random order or time to overcome the order effect. Some would complete the

survey in distance and the choice of reward would only get revealed when they came to collect

the reward.

Another potential complication in using behaviour-based measure is that of self-monitoring

bias. The concept of self-monitoring suggests that consumers often look to either internal

or external cues to adjust their social behaviour (Agrawal and Maheswaran, 2005). High

self-monitors tend to use situational cues to guide their behaviour, and more importantly,

they tend to endorse statements or behaviours that look to others before acting when they

are in a new situation (Ratner and Kahn 2002). However, low self-monitors tend not to alter

behaviour across situations and choose to rely on internal cues such as feelings, attitudes and

beliefs to guide their behaviour. One study of the fashion industry found that people with a

high self-monitoring trait were seen as opportunists rather than loyalists, while people with a

low self-monitoring trait preferred to be managed in the area of fashion retail and were keen

on developing a social relationship with salespersons (Kim et al., 2010). One potential way

to reduce the effect of self-monitoring bias is to screen participants on the Machiavellian trait

(Leone and Corte, 1994), which reportedly has a positive correlation with self-monitoring bias,

although there have been cases indicating that the relationship between them is not strong

(Triki et al., 2017). However, both traits are very similar in being conscious of social cues with

the aim of achieving personal gain. Therefore, the Machiavellian trait can be a good proxy to

both self-monitoring bias and social desirability. In the current study design, the Dark Triad

of Personality Traits is expected to capture both social desirability and self-reporting bias on
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socially responsible consumption. This should give us a new venue to examine the potential for

human bias when individuals are confronted by questions about social responsibility across

different social contexts. In addition, it returns the discussion to the interaction effect of

personality-situation and the exploration of socially responsible consumption through this

lens.

6.6 Sampling strategy

To achieve an unbiased sample (uniform distribution), we first considered using participant

panel companies such as ResearchNow. The advantage of using an existing participant panel

is a reduction in recruitment bias as well as in the time necessary to replace participants

who drop out. However, the disadvantage is that the financial cost of using an existing

participant panel is very high and the study didn’t have a research budget sufficient to covering

that cost. Therefore, we adopted an alternative sampling strategy, sampling participants

from a university campus and the general public. One of the advantages of sampling from

the university campus is the ability to work with current university infrastructure, such as

campus advertising, internal emailing and venues for experimentation. As to general public

sampling, that was initiated in the public venues near the campus. The disadvantage of this

sampling strategy is that it is prone to participant biases as student participants tend to

have a similar demographic background and the findings are often difficult to generalise. The

experiment also adopted a snowball sampling (a referral-based sampling); that meant that

the experiment controller asked the participants to refer their friends to the study, with each

referral netting them a small cash reimbursement. However, the reimbursement was only

given if their nominated individuals chose to participate. This scheme was only offered after

the participants have collected their own reimbursement. The total sample size of the study

was 240, with approximately 60 of the intended sample in each group. The sample size was

calculated based on the statistical power of 0.8, significance level of 0.05 and effect size is

between 0.3 and 0.35. All the participants were above age 18.

6.7 Experimental group setting

All the participants have been classified as goal pursuers in this study. When the participants

were first approached to participate the study, they were all informed about receiving a £4

worth reimbursement on completing the survey. Therefore, it’s reasonable to assume that
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every participant involved in this study carried an implicit goal and this implicit goal was the

£4 worth reimbursement. There were four experimental groups in total, including partici-

pants with no socially responsible goal priming, those with socially responsible goal priming,

participants with socially responsible goal priming in the presence of others and participants

with socially responsible goal priming in selfie priming. In the first experimental group, the

participants were invited to complete a questionnaire at their convenience and simply collect

a reimbursement. There was no goal priming on individual social responsibility. This group

was regarded as the control or baseline group. In the second experimental group, the partic-

ipants were asked if they were interested in taking up a challenge to fulfil as many socially

responsible consumption as they can and, in two weeks, retake the survey to gauge their

progress. A list of socially responsible consumption were supplemented. For example, buying

green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-produced food, energy conservation, improving

debt management, reducing smoking, using recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, dona-

tion, walking 10,000 steps, going to gym, eating healthy foods, drinking juice. The list of

items were only to serve as guidance and the participants were informed that they’re free to

choose any of them to commit. However, the second survey was never taken as it only served

as goal priming for the participants. Once the participants completed the questionnaire, they

would start the survey and choose their reimbursement individually. In the third experimen-

tal group, the participants were invited into a group of between three and five participants.

Some of them were already recruited as a group. The participants were asked if they were

interested in taking up a challenge to fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as they

can and, in two weeks, retake the survey to gauge their progress. A list of socially responsible

consumption were supplemented. For example, buying green or eco-labelled products, buying

locally-produced food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking,

using recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to gym,

eating healthy foods, drinking juice. The list of items were only to serve as guidance and the

participants were informed that they’re free to choose any of them to commit. However, the

second survey was never taken as it only served as goal priming for the participants. They

then completed the questionnaire together and had five minutes to consider their reimburse-

ment in the presence of others. Participants in the fourth group were first asked if they were

interested in taking up a challenge to fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as they

can and, in two weeks, retake the survey to gauge their progress. A list of socially responsible

consumption were supplemented. For example, buying green or eco-labelled products, buying
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locally-produced food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking,

using recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to gym,

eating healthy foods, drinking juice. The list of items were only to serve as guidance and the

participants were informed that they’re free to choose any of them to commit. However, the

second survey was never taken as it only served as goal priming for the participants. More-

over, they’re told to take a selfie photo of themselves with their reimbursement at the end of

the experiment. The selfie was expected to be posted on all social media platforms with which

they were familiar, such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter and Weibo. However, the selfie was

never taken as it only served as salient goal priming for the participants. The participants

chose the preferred reimbursement alone and received a fully informed explanation at the end

of the experiment. The participants across the experimental groups were surveyed on their

demography, lifestyle, the Dark Triad of personality traits, Consumer Ethics and a list of

random questions. To reduce common methods bias, participants were invited to conduct

the survey at different times of day and via different mediums (either PC/Laptop or mobile

version). Participants also completed the survey in different venues, such as residences, on

campus, at public spaces. All the participants were debriefed at the end of the experiment and

given their preferred social reimbursements. The experiment was considered to be complete

once the participant had signed the consent form.

6.8 Analysis plan

The data analysis plan consisted of data wrangling, modelling and evaluation. First, data

wrangling is to transform variables as necessary, including eliminating dummy variables, com-

bining under-signalled variables and correcting data types. Dummy items were initially intro-

duced as noises in the survey to prevent participants from giving self-inflated answers. They

were surveyed on personal lifestyle (what languages you would speak to your parents at home

or to which country you would love to go for your holiday), attitudes towards public issues

(whether you would consider Brexit or a public strike action as being positive events) and

attitude towards consumption issues (whether you would buy a clothes made by children). All

the dummy variables were removed unless there was strong evidence supporting their presence

in the data analysis. In terms of combining variables, a list of survey items concerning social

media use were aggregated into a single score called social media density. The measure takes

on a range of binary questions, such as “Do you often use Facebook to communicate with your

friends?”. Instead of having “0” and “1” as the outcome measure of the participant’s social
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media habits, an aggregated score is likely to garner greater insights. Therefore, social media

density is derived from the measurements of social media use. In addition, a correlation ma-

trix was used to determine multicollinearity among the independent variables or predictors.

If one independent variable or predictor showed a high correlation with the others, a set of

latent variables would be derived from the correlated variables. The current measurements of

the Dark Triad of personality traits, as well as consumer ethics, were the main focal points

of the correlation matrix. The variable transformation (dimensions reduction) was based on

principal component analysis (PCA) and z-score transformation. For principal component

analysis, the components were determined by the magnitude of eigenvalue and the breakpoint

in the scree plot. If the component has eigenvalue larger higher than 1 and it is located above

the breakpoint in the scree plot, it is expected that it will be retained. The first retained

component is often the one explaining the largest variance in the data. In this case, the

strategy was to retain the top two components.

The direction of the modelling is determined by the nature of the outcome variable as well as

the linearity assumption between the independent variables and outcome variables. For the

outcome variable, there were three categories available. The first category was a goodies bag

worth £4 with £1 donation; the second category was a goodies bag worth £4 with a £1 cash

take-away and the third category was £3.50 cash. A low count in the second category created

an “imbalanced classes” (or rare event) situation, in which the analysis can result in bias.

There are a number of statistical approaches to overcome the “imbalanced classes”, such as

bootstrapping, under-sampling or oversampling. Another alternative is to remove the category

with an extremely low count and opt for logistic regression instead of multinomial regression.

Given that the “imbalanced classes” were recurring across other experimental groups, in which

most of the participants opted for either the first category or third category, and only three

participants from one of the experimental groups decided to choose second category, it would

be challenging to perform any bootstrapping, under-sampling and oversampling across the

experimental groups. Instead, a logistic regression with the least picked category removal is

preferred in this data analysis. In the model development, the first goal was to determine

which combination of variables can form the best model on the model metrics, such as cross-

validation, likelihood test, AIC, BIC and 𝑅2. In particular, the combination of variables would

draw on the original measurements, latent measurements and z-score adjusted measurements

of the Dark Triad as well as Consumer Ethics. Finally, both frequentist and Bayesian logistic

regression were deployed and evaluated. For model evaluation, cross validation had been
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embedded in the model building. The idea of cross validation is to split the dataset into two

and only use one dataset to develop the model and the remaining to validate the model. In

this study, the training and testing data set ratio was 80:20. This means that 80% of the

dataset was used to develop the model and the remaining dataset to determine the model

performance. In addition, a likelihood test was used to compare the model performance

through variable selection.

Bayesian analysis

The chosen prior is based on a weakly informative prior with Student-t distribution. This

gives a bell-shaped distribution with both tails wider than a typical normal distribution. In

terms of the parameters, it means taking 3 degrees of freedom, a mean of 0, and scale of

2.5. The common approach is to use a normal distribution as an informative prior. However,

this is not recommended as it is not sufficiently robust (O’Hagan, 1979). Another approach

is to use a weakly informative prior. That means setting a Student-t distribution with 1

degree of freedom, a mean of 0, and scale of 2.5. However, it has been suggested that such

parameters are less effective when the data are less informative. The current consensus on

Bayesian logistic regression is for a weakly informative prior with Student-t distribution but

increasing the degree freedom from 1 to 3. Therefore, the prior is fixed on 𝛽 ~ Student(3, 0,

2.5) in all Bayesian studies.
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7 Results

7.1 Study 1 - Goal priming

The first study compared an experimental group of goal priming with the control group. A

summary of the characteristics of the participants from both groups is shown in Table 1.

Among the 117 participants, 63 participants opted for the socially responsible reward and 54

participants opted for the cash reward. For age groups, 61.7% of the participants were aged

18 to 24 years and 39.3% of the participants were older than 24 years. Women accounted

for 60.7% of the participants and men accounted for 39.3% of the participants. There were

an equal number of participants with a full-time job and those who were either a student

or home-maker. Compared with the control group’s mean score, which had 3.55, 2.86, 2.27

in Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy, the priming group had the mean score of

3.13, 2.80 and 2.24 for Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy. The mean scores for

Consumer Ethics measurements in the control group were 1.88 in ACT, 2.21 in PAS, 2.29 in

QUEST, 2.53 in NOH, 2.72 in DL, 3.16 for REC and 3.2 for GOOD. In the priming group,

the mean scores were 1.67 in ACT, 2.14 in PAS, 2.16 in QUEST, 2.81 in NOH, 2.89 in DL,

3.38 in REC and 3.37 for GOOD. The mean score for social media density in the priming

group was 1.72 and 1.95 in the control group. Chocolate bars were the preferred reward for

the participants and an ethically labelled T-shirt was the least preferred reward. Finally,

there were 57 participants assigned to the priming group and 60 participants assigned to the

control group.
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Table 1 - Descriptive statistics

Level Priming Control

n 57 60

Goal (%) 0 0 (0.0) 60 (100.0)

1 57 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

Machiavellianism (mean (SD)) 3.13 (0.53) 3.35 (0.62)

Narcissism (mean (SD)) 2.80 (0.50) 2.86 (0.63)

Psychopathy (mean (SD)) 2.24 (0.61) 2.27 (0.50)

ACT (mean (SD)) 1.67 (0.63) 1.88 (0.69)

PAS (mean (SD)) 2.14 (0.86) 2.21 (0.83)

QUEST (mean (SD)) 2.16 (0.86) 2.29 (0.88)

NOH (mean (SD)) 2.81 (0.90) 2.53 (0.90)

DL (mean (SD)) 2.89 (1.11) 2.72 (1.02)

REC (mean (SD)) 3.38 (0.77) 3.16 (0.63)

GOOD (mean (SD)) 3.37 (0.81) 3.20 (0.90)

Social media (mean (SD)) 1.72 (0.80) 1.95 (1.11)

Gender (%) 0 26 (45.6) 20 (33.3)

1 31 (54.4) 40 (66.7)

Occupation (%) 0 35 (61.4) 23 (38.3)

1 22 (38.6) 37 (61.7)

Age group (%) 0 35 (61.4) 36 (60.0)

1 22 (38.6) 24 (40.0)

Juice x 2 1 5 3

Choco bar x 6 1 24 27

T-shirt x 1 1 3 1

Cash 1 25 29

Response (%) 0 25 (43.9) 29 (48.3)

1 32 (56.1) 31 (51.7)
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Diagram 1 - Correlation Matrix

Dimension reduction

The correlation matrix shows that there’s a strong linear dependence within the measurements

of the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics (they are in red and tightly clustered). This indicates

a possibility of multicollinearity. This has been further validated with the measurement of

variance inflation factor (VIF) that only the models with two variables and models with latent

transformations on the measurement of the Dark Triad consistently performed below 5, i.e.,

VIF < 5. Therefore, the analysis has taken a latent transformation on the measurements of

the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics.

The principal component analysis derived two clusters for the measurement of the Dark Triad

and Consumer Ethics. Dark principal component 1 (DPC1) and Dark principal component 2

(DPC2) were the two leading components derived from the measurements of the Dark Triad.

DPC1 explained 61.1% of the variance across the three Dark Triad, which is located above the

breakpoint of the scree plot with a eigenvalue of 1.83. DPC2 explained 20.7% of the variance

across the three Dark Triad of personality traits and is located below the breakpoint of the
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scree plot with a eigenvalue of 0.63. The difference between DPC1 and DPC2 is that DPC1

had similar positive loading over Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy, but DPC2

had only a high positive loading in Narcissism and low positive loading in Machiavellianism

and Psychopathy.

Ethical principal component 1 (EPC1) and Ethical principal component 2 (EPC2) were the

two leading components derived from the measurements of Consumer Ethics. EPC1 explained

46.4% of the variance across all the sub-scales of Consumer Ethics with an eigenvalue of 3.5.

It is positioned above the breakpoint of the scree plot. EPC2 explained 20.3% of the variance

across all the sub-scales with a eigenvalue of 1.4 and is located above the breakpoint of the

scree plot. The difference between EPC1 and EPC2 is that EPC1 had a stronger emphasis

on ACT, PAS, QUEST, NOH, DL, while DPC2 was concentrated on REC and GOOD.

Diagram 2 - Principal components for the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics

Single variable relationship
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In the relationship between the single variable and the socially responsible reward, the original

measurements of the Dark Triad (DT) and its interaction with goal priming (Goal*DT) showed

a high AUC value of 0.70 and 𝑅2 value of 0.08 and 0.09. Also, the latent transformation of the

Dark Triad (DPC) showed the highest AUC value of 0.72 but suffered from a relatively low 𝑅2

value of 0.04. The original measurements of Consumer Ethics (EZ) scale showed the highest 𝑅2

value of 0.10 but its AUC value was only 0.58. The two new variable transformations derived

from the measurements of Consumer Ethics (DPC and DZS) had successfully improved the

AUC values to 0.62 and 0.58, but their 𝑅2 values were both down, at 0.04 and 0.01. Goal

priming was found to have a zero 𝑅2 value and 0.50 in AUC. In addition, only the variable

gender and QUEST (one sub scale of Consumer Ethics) were shown to have a statistically

significant relationship with the socially responsible reward; the log odds for females was 0.88

(95% CI: 0.03 – 1.72, p = 0.042) and the log odds of QUEST was -0.97 (95% CI: -1.87 – -0.07,

p = 0.035).

Table 2 - Model Performance I - Single variable

Model Variables AIC BIC R2 AUC Sig 95% CI p

1 Goal 134.89 140.00 0.00 0.50 – – –

2 DT (3 traits) 132.98 143.19 0.08 0.70 – – –

3 Goal*DT 138.25 156.13 0.09 0.70 – – –

4 DPC1, DPC2 134.31 141.97 0.04 0.72 – – –

5 Goal:DPCs 136.71 149.48 0.06 0.57 – – –

6 DZS 132.33 137.44 0.04 0.69 – – –

7 Goal*DZS 134.03 141.70 0.04 0.66 – – –

8 ES 140.07 160.50 0.10 0.58 QUEST -1.87 – -0.07 0.035

9 EPC1, EPC2 134.46 142.12 0.04 0.62 – – –

10 EZS 134.64 139.75 0.01 0.58 – – –

11 Gender 130.95 136.06 0.06 0.58 Gender 0.03 – 1.72 0.042

12 Occupation 132.02 137.13 0.04 0.68 – – –

13 Age group 133.53 138.64 0.02 0.61 – – –

14 Social media 134.12 139.23 0.01 0.66 – – –

Multiple variables relationship
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Table 3 - Model Performance II - Multiple variables

Models AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

1 Priming, DPC 136.22 146.44 0.04 0.74 0.68

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 138.67 153.99 0.06 0.58 0.55 T

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 145.39 178.59 0.16 0.58 0.41

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 135.96 158.95 0.17 0.68 0.64 T

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 143.84 184.70 0.25 0.52 0.59

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 140.06 160.49 0.10 0.59 0.59

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 137.24 165.33 0.21 0.50 0.59

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 140.51 158.39 0.06 0.51 0.59

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 137.07 162.61 0.18 0.63 0.59

DT - 3 personality traits of the Dark Triad; DPC - Principal components of the Dark Triad;

DZS - Z-score adjusted measurements for the Dark Triad; ES - 7 measurements of Consumer

Ethics scale; EPC - Principal components for Consumer Ethics scale; EZS - Z-value adjusted

measurements for Consumer Ethics scale. JAG - Job, Age group and Gender

Performance AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

High 4 1 5 1 1 2, 4

^ 1 2 7 4 4

^ 9 8 9 9 9

^ 7 4 4 6 6

Pass 2 6 3 3 5

^ 6 9 6 2 8

^ 8 7 8 5 7

^ 5 3 2 8 2

Low 3 5 1 7 3
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The best overall model was Model 4. The model was built with two principal components of

the Dark Triad, goal priming, interaction terms and a group of social demographic variables

such as occupation, age group and gender (OAG). It contained no variables from Consumer

Ethics. The second best overall model was Model 9. The distinction between Models 4 and 9 is

the inclusion of Consumer Ethics measures. By including the z-score adjusted measurements

of Consumer Ethics, Model 9 had a slightly higher 𝑅2 value of 0.18 compared to Model 4’s 𝑅2

value of 0.17. However, the AUC value of Model 9 was reduced to 0.63 compared to Model

4’s AUC value of 0.67. Moreover, Model 9 had 137.05/162.59 in AIC/BIC values but Model

4 was better as it had 135.93/158.92. When comparing Model 4 to Models 5, 7 and 9 on

the inclusion of Consumer Ethics measures, all the models with Consumer Ethics measures

failed to improve their AUC, ACC and AIC values although they had marginally increased

𝑅2 values. This suggests that occupation, age group and gender (OAG) was more effective in

explaining and predicting the outcome of the socially responsible reward. In addition, some

other models had either the highest AUC or the highest 𝑅2 value, such as Model 1 and Model

5. However, Model 1 only reached 0.04 of 𝑅2 and Model 5 only marginally passed the 0.5 of

AUC baseline value.

Diagram 3 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 9
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Table 4 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 9

Model 4 Model 9

Predictors Log-Odds CI p Log-Odds CI p

(Intercept) -1.1 -2.26 – 0.05 0.062 -0.09 -2.51 – 2.34 0.945

Priming 0.51 -0.45 – 1.47 0.296 0.57 -0.40 – 1.54 0.249

DPC 1 -0.44 -1.00 – 0.11 0.114 -0.43 -1.00 – 0.14 0.138

DPC 2 0.11 -0.63 – 0.85 0.774 0.09 -0.67 – 0.84 0.822

Gender 1.03 0.09 – 1.98 0.031 1.08 0.13 – 2.04 0.026

Job 1.48 0.00 – 2.97 0.05 1.63 0.11 – 3.16 0.036

Age -0.63 -2.07 – 0.82 0.394 -0.79 -2.27 – 0.70 0.298

Priming1:DPC1 0.62 -0.12 – 1.35 0.099 0.65 -0.10 – 1.41 0.09

Priming1:DPC2 -0.02 -1.22 – 1.18 0.972 0.04 -1.17 – 1.25 0.947

EZS -0.02 -0.05 – 0.02 0.352

𝑅2 0.17 0.18

AIC 135.96 137.07

BIC 158.95 162.61

AUC 0.68 0.63

ACC 0.64 0.59

Marginal Effects

There were no statistically significant relationships from goal priming, the Dark Triad of

personality traits and Consumer Ethics towards the socially responsible reward. However,

female participants and participants with a full-time occupation were both more likely to opt

for the socially responsible reward as the log-odds were estimated to be 1.03 (95% = 0.09 -

1.97, p = 0.032) and 1.48 (95% = 0.01 - 2.98, p = 0.048). This means that considering gender

from male to female, the log odds of opting for the socially responsible reward increased by

1.03. Additionally, as to having a full-time job versus being engaged in full-time study / being

a homemaker, the log odds of opting for a socially responsible reward increased by 1.48. For

the average marginal effect, this meant that the probability for female participants opting for

a socially responsible reward was 23% higher than the male participants, and the participants

with a full-time occupation opting for the socially responsible reward was 31% higher than
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the participants without a full-time occupation. The alternative model (Model 9) confirmed a

relationship similar to gender and occupation with the socially responsible reward. Although

there were no statistically significant relationships between the interaction’s terms and the

socially responsible reward, there were contrasting trends over the two latent variables of the

Dark Triad. For the interaction effect between goal priming and DPC1, the result suggested

that the higher the DPC1 score in priming, the higher likelihood that the individual would

choose the socially responsible rewards. However, this was in opposition to the observation

from the control group that the higher the DPC1 score, the lower likelihood of the individual

would choose the socially responsible rewards. For the interaction between goal priming and

DPC2, both priming and control groups showed that the higher the DPC2 score in priming,

the lower likelihood of the individual choosing the socially responsible rewards. In neither of

the two models was there any statistically significant relationship between the measurements

of Consumer Ethics and the socially responsible reward.

Diagram 4 - Effect plot - Model 4
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Table 5 - Average Marginal Effect - Model 4

factor AME SE p

Goal 0.11 0.10 0.24

DPC1 -0.03 0.04 0.50

DPC2 0.02 0.07 0.74

Age_group -0.13 0.14 0.36

Gender 0.23 0.10 0.02

Occupation 0.31 0.13 0.02

Diagram 5 - Interaction effect - Model 4
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Bayesian approach

The best overall model in the Bayesian approach was Model 4, with the alternative model

being Model 9. Both had higher performance over 𝑅2, AUC, ACC values but Model 4 was the

model preferred by the Bayesian likelihood ratio test and had higher AUC and ACC values;

Model 9 was only marginally better in 𝑅2 value.

Table 6 - Model performance III - Bayesian models

Models B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC BLR

1 Priming, DPC 0.054 0.682 0.742

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 0.080 0.546 0.608

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 0.169 0.409 0.533

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 0.162 0.636 0.658 T

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 0.229 0.546 0.492

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 0.113 0.591 0.583

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 0.189 0.546 0.508

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 0.088 0.591 0.525

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 0.170 0.591 0.633

Performance B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC B_LR

High 5 1 1 4

^ 7 4 4

^ 9 9 9

^ 3 6 2

Pass 4 8 6

^ 6 5 3

^ 8 7 8

^ 2 2 7

Low 1 3 5
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Table 7 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 9

Model 4 Model 9

Predictors Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%) Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%)

Intercept -1.08 -1.44 – -0.64 -2.28 – 0.06 -0.02 -0.86 – 0.89 -2.56 – 2.52

Priming 0.47 0.15 – 0.80 -0.49 – 1.45 0.54 0.20 – 0.86 -0.42 – 1.52

DPC 1 -0.46 -0.64 – -0.26 -1.03 – 0.09 -0.45 -0.64 – -0.24 -1.04 – 0.12

DPC 2 0.1 -0.14 – 0.37 -0.65 – 0.86 0.08 -0.18 – 0.34 -0.67 – 0.87

Gender 1.05 0.72 – 1.37 0.11 – 2.03 1.1 0.80 – 1.47 0.14 – 2.08

Job 1.4 0.86 – 1.83 -0.03 – 2.83 1.55 1.02 – 2.03 0.09 – 3.05

Age -0.51 -0.99 – -0.04 -1.91 – 0.90 -0.67 -1.15 – -0.16 -2.11 – 0.81

Priming:DPC1 0.62 0.35 – 0.86 -0.13 – 1.36 0.66 0.41 – 0.94 -0.09 – 1.45

Priming:DPC2 0.01 -0.45 – 0.38 -1.21 – 1.21 0.07 -0.38 – 0.46 -1.13 – 1.32

EZS -0.02 -0.03 – -0.01 -0.05 – 0.02

𝑅2 0.161 0.170

AUC 0.636 0.591

ACC 0.658 0.633

Table 8 - Bayesian model summary - Model 4

Parameters Estimate SE 95%_HDI_L 95%_HDI_H ESS Ratio Rhat MCSE

Intercept -1.08 0.59 -2.28 0.06 39755 0.99 1 0

Priming 0.47 0.49 -0.49 1.45 43443 1.09 1 0

DPC1 -0.46 0.28 -1.03 0.09 29095 0.73 1 0

DPC2 0.1 0.38 -0.65 0.86 34318 0.86 1 0

Gender 1.05 0.48 0.11 2.03 43921 1.1 1 0

Job 1.4 0.73 -0.03 2.83 28330 0.71 1 0

Age -0.51 0.71 -1.91 0.9 28966 0.72 1 0

Priming:DPC1 0.62 0.38 -0.13 1.36 31273 0.78 1 0

Priming:DPC2 0.01 0.62 -1.21 1.21 35932 0.9 1 0

* ESS - Effective sampling size; HDI - Highest density intervals.
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Diagram 6 - Effect plot - Model 4

Given the observed data, chosen priors, and iterating process, the probability that the pa-

rameter value lies within was chosen at 95%. While the point estimate for Gender was 1.06,

the 95% highest density intervals (HDI) was between 0.08 and 2.03. This means that the

probability of choosing the socially responsible reward increases at a rate of 1.06 from male to

female when all the variables are held constant. Another potential variable having an impact

was Job. While the alternative model (Model 9) showed a positive posterior distribution

beyond zero, this was rejected by Model 4’s 95% HDI. For all other remaining variables, as

they had their 95% HDI overlapping with zero, there was no significant effect on the outcome

variable. In other words, any suggested effect would mostly remain uncertain. The marginal

effects for the interaction terms were contrasting. The likelihood of opting for the socially

responsible reward would gradually increase in the priming group as the DPC1 increased, but

it decreased in the control group. For DPC2, the marginal effects look identical across the

priming and control groups. There was no effect found in Model 4 between the measurements

of Consumer Ethics and the socially responsible reward.

In the diagnostic analysis, all the trance plots showed that no sampling chains deviated from

the multidimensional parameter space and all R-hats were less than 1.05. This suggested that

good convergences were occurred over all the parameters. The value of MCSE was as low as

zero, so the effective sample size was expected to be large. In fact, the iteration was initially

set at 20,000 and all the effective sample sizes resulted in a much larger than the expected

threshold of 3,750. The final check were the draws from the posterior predictive distribution,

which shared a pattern similar to that of the observed data.
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Diagram 7 - Interaction effects - Model 4

Diagram 8 - Bayesian chains - Model 4
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7.2 Study 2 - Group priming

The second study compared an experimental group of group priming with the control group.

A summary of the characteristics of the participants from both groups is shown in Tables

9. Among the 118 participants, 74 participants opted for the socially responsible reward

and 44 participants opted for the cash reward. For age group, 63.4% of the participants

were aged 18 to 24 years and 35.6% of the participants were older than 24 years. Women

accounted for 69.5% of the participants and men accounted for 30.5% of the participants.

68.6% of the participants who were either a student or home-maker and 31.4% were with

a full-time job. Compared with the control group’s mean score, which had 3.35, 2.86, 2.27

in Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy, the priming group had the mean score of

3.11, 2.99 and 2.79 for Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy. The mean value for

Consumer Ethics in the control group were 1.88 for ACT, 2.21 for PAS, 2.29 for QUEST,

2.53 for NOH, 2.72 for DL, 3.16 for REC and 3.2 for GOOD. In the priming group, the mean

scores were 1.8 for ACT, 1.94 for PAS, 2.07 for QUEST, 2.5 for NOH, 2.66 for DL, 3.34 for

REC and 3.61 for GOOD. The mean value for social media density in the group priming was

1 and 1.95 in the control group. Chocolate bars were again the leading choice in the socially

responsible reward. Finally, there were 58 participants assigned to the priming group and 60

participants assigned to the control group.
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Table 9 - Descriptive statistics

Level Priming Control

n 58 60

Group presence (%) 0 0 (0.0) 60 (100.0)

1 58 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

Machiavellianism (mean (SD)) 3.11 (0.42) 3.35 (0.62)

Narcissism (mean (SD)) 2.99 (0.25) 2.86 (0.63)

Psychopathy (mean (SD)) 2.79 (0.47) 2.27 (0.50)

ACT (mean (SD)) 1.80 (0.75) 1.88 (0.69)

PAS (mean (SD)) 1.94 (0.81) 2.21 (0.83)

QUEST (mean (SD)) 2.07 (0.83) 2.29 (0.88)

NOH (mean (SD)) 2.50 (0.77) 2.53 (0.90)

DL (mean (SD)) 2.66 (0.85) 2.72 (1.02)

REC (mean (SD)) 3.34 (0.82) 3.16 (0.63)

GOOD (mean (SD)) 3.61 (0.63) 3.20 (0.90)

Social media (mean (SD)) 1.00 (0.19) 1.95 (1.11)

Gender (%) 0 16 (27.6) 20 (33.3)

1 42 (72.4) 40 (66.7)

Occupation (%) 0 58 (100.0) 23 (38.3)

1 0 (0.0) 37 (61.7)

Age group (%) 0 40 (69.0) 36 (60.0)

1 18 (31.0) 24 (40.0)

Juice x 2 1 7 3

Choco bar x 6 1 33 27

T-shirt x 1 1 3 1

Cash 1 15 29

Response (%) 0 15 (25.9) 29 (48.3)

1 43 (74.1) 31 (51.7)

112



Diagram 9 - Correlation Matrix

Dimension reduction

The correlation matrix shows that there’s a strong linear dependence within the measurements

of the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics � they are in red and tightly clustered. This indicates

a possibility of multicollinearity. This has been further validated with the measurement of

variance inflation factor (VIF) that only the models with two variables and models with latent

transformations on the measurement of the Dark Triad consistently performed below 5, i.e.,

VIF < 5. Therefore, the analysis has taken a latent transformation on the measurements of

the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics.

The principal component analysis derived two clusters for the measurements of Dark Triad and

Consumer Ethics scale. Dark principal component 1 (DPC1) and Dark principal component

2 (DPC2) were the two leading components derived from the measurements of the Dark

Triad. DPC1 explained 52.4% of the variance across the three Dark Triad, which is located

above the breakpoint of the scree plot with a eigenvalue of 1.58. DPC2 explained 28% of

the variance across the three Dark Triad of personality traits and is marginally below the

breakpoint of the scree plot with a eigenvalue of 0.86. The difference between DPC1 and

DPC2 is that DPC1 had higher loading in Narcissism and Psychopathy and lower loading in
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Machiavellianism; DPC2 had only a high positive loading in Machiavellianism and negative

loading in Narcissism and Psychopathy.

Ethical principal component 1 (EPC1) and Ethical principal component 2 (EPC2) were the

two leading components derived from the measurements of Consumer Ethics. EPC1 explained

46.7% of the variance across all the sub-scales of Consumer Ethics with an eigenvalue of 3.4.

It is positioned above the breakpoint of the scree plot. EPC2 explained 18.7% of the variance

across all the sub-scales with a eigenvalue of 1.3 and is located above the breakpoint of the

scree plot. The difference between EPC1 and EPC2 is that EPC1 had a stronger emphasis

on ACT, PAS, QUEST, NOH, DL, while DPC2 was concentrated on REC and GOOD.

Diagram 10 - Principal components for the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics
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Single variable relationship

In the relationship between single variable and the socially responsible reward, the interaction

between the group priming and the Dark Triad showed the highest 𝑅2 value of 0.21 and the

second highest AUC value of 0.75. Moreover, The two new variable transformations derived

from the measurements of Dark Triad (DPC and DZS) also showed relatively high value of

0.07 and 0.10 in 𝑅2 and high value of 0.65 and 0.79 in AUC. The measurements of Consumer

Ethics including variable transformation showed 𝑅2 value less than or equal to 0.07 and

AUC value less than or equal to 0.60. All social demographic variables had zero 𝑅2 value

except gender with 0.03. In terms of statistical significant association, the log-odds of z-scored

adjusted measurements of the Dark Triad (DZS) was -0.05 (95% CI: -0.09 – -0.01, p = 0.024)

and its interaction with the group priming was -0.05 (95% CI: -0.09 – -0.01, p = 0.02), the

log-odds of the interaction effect between Psychopathy and the group priming was -2.44 (95%

CI: -4.7 – -0.17, p = 0.035), the log-odds of the interaction effect between the group priming

and DPC2 in the control group was -0.82 (95% CI: -1.51 – -0.13, p = 0.02).

Table 10 - Model Performance I - Single variable

Model Variables AIC BIC R2 AUC Sig 95% CI p

1 GG 128.67 133.80 0.03 0.79 – – –

2 DT (3 traits) 129.11 139.36 0.08 0.68 – – –

3 GG*DT 124.60 142.55 0.21 0.75 GG**Psyc -4.70 – -0.17 0.035

4 DPC1, DPC2 127.75 135.45 0.07 0.69 – – –

5 GG:DPCs 128.57 141.39 0.11 0.65 GG**DPC2 -1.51 – -0.13 0.02

6 DZS 125.28 130.40 0.08 0.64 DZS -0.09 – -0.01 0.024

7 GG*DZS 125.47 133.16 0.10 0.79 GG**DZS -0.09 – -0.01 0.02

8 ES 137.66 158.18 0.07 0.60 – – –

9 EPC1, EPC2 131.68 139.37 0.02 0.51 – – –

10 EZS 130.37 135.50 0.01 0.54 – – –

11 Gender 129.24 134.37 0.03 0.46 – – –

12 Occupation 130.86 135.99 0.00 0.71 – – –

13 Age group 130.78 135.91 0.00 0.42 – – –

14 Social media 131.01 136.14 0.00 0.45 – – –
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DT - 3 personality traits of the Dark Triad; DPC - Principal components of the Dark Triad;

DZS - Z-score adjusted measurements for the Dark Triad; ES - 7 measurements of Consumer

Ethics scale; EPC - Principal components for Consumer Ethics scale; EZS - Z-value adjusted

measurements for Consumer Ethics scale. JAG - Job, Age group and Gender. GP - Group

priming.

Multiple variables relationship

Table 11 - Model Performance - Multiple variables

Models Variables AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

1 Priming, DPC 128.133 138.391 0.094 0.795 0.77

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 127.963 143.349 0.148 0.777 0.73

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 136.727 170.064 0.213 0.866 0.82 T

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 127.070 150.149 0.232 0.580 0.73 T

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 133.726 174.756 0.316 0.616 0.68

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 131.762 152.277 0.151 0.741 0.68 T

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 130.450 158.658 0.240 0.563 0.73

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 129.832 147.783 0.150 0.777 0.68

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 128.668 154.311 0.237 0.571 0.73

Performance AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

High 4 1 5 3 3 3, 5

^ 2 2 7 1 1

^ 1 8 9 2 2

^ 9 4 4 8 4

Pass 8 6 3 6 9

^ 7 9 6 5 7

^ 6 7 8 4 8

^ 5 3 2 9 6

Low 3 5 1 7 5
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The best overall model was Model 3. The model was built with two principal components

of the Dark Triad, interaction terms with group priming and the original measurements of

Consumer Ethics. It had the highest AUC value of 0.87, ACC value of 0.82 and relatively high

𝑅2 value of 0.21. Also it’s preferred by the likelihood test ratio as it had the strong metrics

but least variables. The second overall model was Model 5. The distinction between Model

3 and Model 5 is that the inclusion of the social demographic variables such as occupation,

aged group and gender (OAG). Model 5 recorded the highest 𝑅2 value of 0.316 but its AUC

value was only 0.62 and it’s in the mid range of the group. While the inclusion of the social

demographic variables such as occupation, aged group and gender (OAG) increased the 𝑅2

value from 0.21 to 0.32, it reduced the AUC value form 0.87 to 0.62 at the same time. By

comparing Model 3 to Model 2, the inclusion of the original measurements of the Consumer

Ethics scales was able to improve the model performance from 0.148 to 0.213 in 𝑅2 value and

from 0.877 to 0.866 in AUC value.

Diagram 11 - Variables within Model 3 and Model 5
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Table 12 - Variables within Model 3 and Model 5

Model 3 Model 5

Predictors Log-Odds CI p Log-Odds CI p

(Intercept) 0.63 -3.02 – 4.27 0.736 -1.16 -5.47 – 3.16 0.599

Priming 1.33 0.01 – 2.66 0.048 2.32 0.75 – 3.88 0.004

DPC -0.29 -0.77 – 0.18 0.224 -0.12 -0.71 – 0.48 0.707

DPC -0.52 -1.24 – 0.21 0.164 -0.92 -1.80 – -0.04 0.041

Gender 0.43 -0.64 – 1.51 0.429

Job 2.56 0.60 – 4.52 0.01

Age -0.73 -1.97 – 0.51 0.251

Priming:DPC1 -0.21 -1.16 – 0.74 0.665 -0.38 -1.47 – 0.71 0.49

Priming:DPC2 1.43 -0.02 – 2.88 0.053 1.71 0.08 – 3.35 0.04

ACT -0.27 -1.12 – 0.59 0.541 -0.03 -0.92 – 0.86 0.944

PAS 0.25 -0.62 – 1.12 0.576 0.4 -0.54 – 1.35 0.404

QUEST 0.54 -0.44 – 1.52 0.284 0.56 -0.46 – 1.59 0.282

NOH -0.84 -1.84 – 0.16 0.1 -1.05 -2.12 – 0.02 0.055

DL -0.02 -0.73 – 0.68 0.948 -0.13 -0.86 – 0.61 0.738

REC 0.3 -0.38 – 0.99 0.383 0.2 -0.51 – 0.92 0.575

GOOD -0.1 -0.81 – 0.61 0.78 0.19 -0.60 – 0.99 0.63

𝑅2 0.213 0.32

AIC 136.73 133.73

BIC 170.06 174.76

AUC 0.87 0.62

ACC 0.82 0.68
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Marginal Effects

Table 13 - Average Marginal Effect (AME) of Model 3

factor AME SE p

Priming 0.2261650 0.0975466 0.0204204

DPC1 -0.0762381 0.0431124 0.0770014

DPC2 0.0245482 0.0629257 0.6964519

ACT -0.0525000 0.0852577 0.5380397

DL -0.0046836 0.0711393 0.9475080

GOOD -0.0199845 0.0715218 0.7799242

NOH -0.1648038 0.0951805 0.0833650

PAS 0.0489137 0.0868612 0.5733499

QUEST 0.1055033 0.0963725 0.2736284

REC 0.0599414 0.0677424 0.3762414

There was a statistically significant relationship between the group priming and the socially

responsible reward as the log-odds was 1.33 (95% CI: 0.01 - 2.66, p = 0.048) in Model 3. This

indicated that having been in the group priming versus non-group priming, the log odds of

opting for social responsible reward increased by 1.33. In terms of average marginal effect,

that meant that the probability of the participants with group priming was 22.6% higher

than the participants without the group priming to prefer the socially responsible rewards.

Although there were no other statistically significant relationships in model 3, the alternative

model 5 confirmed further statistically significant relationships among group priming, DPC2

and their interaction with the socially responsible reward as their log-odds were 2.32 (p =

0.004, 95% CI = 0.75 - 3.88), -0.92 (p = 0.041, 95% CI = -1.8 - -0.04) and 1.71 (p = 0.04,

95% CI = 0.08 - 3.35). In terms of average marginal effect, that meant that the probability

of the participants with group priming was 33.6% more likely than the participants without

the group priming to prefer the socially responsible reward. In addition, occupation was

found to have a statistically significant relationship with the socially responsible reward as

the log-odds was 2.56 (p = 0.01, 95% CI = 0.60 - 0.52). In terms of average marginal effect,

that meant that the probability of the participants with full-time job opting for the socially

responsible reward was 34.8% more likely than the participants with full-time study / being a
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homemaker. For interaction effects, only the alternative model (Model 5) found a statistically

significant relationship of the interaction between the group priming and the DPC2 towards

the the socially responsible reward as the log-odds was 1.71 (p = 0.04, 95% CI = 0.08 - 3.35).

One clear sign is that the interaction between group priming and the latent transformation of

the Dark Triad was contrasting. The result showed that, as the DPC1 score was increasing

in the group priming, the individual would have a lower likelihood to opt for the socially

responsible rewards. This was the same as the observation in the control group. However, it

was found that the higher the DPC2 score in the group priming, the greater the likelihood that

the individuals would opt for the socially responsible rewards. However, this was opposite

to the observation in the control group, in which the higher the DPC2 score, the lower

likelihood of the individual choosing the socially responsible rewards. Fourth, in neither of

the two models was there any statistically significant relationship between measurements of

Consumer Ethics and the socially responsible reward.

Diagram 12 - Effect plot - Model 3
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Diagram 13 - Interaction effect - Model 3
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Bayesian approach

The best overall model in the Bayesian approach is Model 3, with the alternative model being

Model 5. Both had higher performance over 𝑅2, AUC, ACC values, but Model 3 had the

highest AUC and ACC values and Model 5 had the highest 𝑅2 value. Although Model 4 was

the model preferred by the Bayesian likelihood ratio test, it had relatively poor 𝑅2, AUC and

ACC values.

Table 14 - Model performance III - Bayesian models

Models Variables B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC B_LR

1 Priming, DPC 0.088 0.786 0.7727

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 0.129 0.777 0.7273

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 0.198 0.857 0.8182

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 0.187 0.607 0.7273 T

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 0.259 0.634 0.6818

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 0.143 0.759 0.6818

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 0.200 0.589 0.7273

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 0.136 0.768 0.7273

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 0.195 0.589 0.7273

Performance B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC B_LR

High 5 3 3 4

^ 7 1 1

^ 3 2 2

^ 9 8 8

Pass 4 6 4

^ 6 5 7

^ 8 4 9

^ 2 7 6

Low 1 9 5
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Table 15 - Variables within Model 3 and Model 5

Model 3 Model 5

Predictors Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%) Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%)

Intercept 0.63 -0.77 – 1.83 -3.16 – 4.42 -1 -2.54 – 0.48 -5.43 – 3.40

Priming 1.33 0.87 – 1.79 0.02 – 2.65 2.2 1.66 – 2.72 0.75 – 3.84

DPC1 -0.35 -0.52 – -0.18 -0.85 – 0.14 -0.2 -0.40 – 0.03 -0.84 – 0.41

DPC2 -0.57 -0.79 – -0.28 -1.37 – 0.12 -0.94 -1.20 – -0.61 -1.85 – -0.09

ACT -0.22 -0.51 – 0.08 -1.13 – 0.64 -0.02 -0.34 – 0.30 -0.93 – 0.92

PAS 0.26 -0.01 – 0.61 -0.65 – 1.15 0.41 0.06 – 0.72 -0.58 – 1.37

QUEST 0.49 0.16 – 0.84 -0.49 – 1.49 0.52 0.15 – 0.85 -0.53 – 1.52

NOH -0.87 -1.21 – -0.53 -1.91 – 0.15 -1.05 -1.39 – -0.66 -2.15 – -0.00

DL -0.03 -0.29 – 0.22 -0.73 – 0.74 -0.13 -0.42 – 0.10 -0.90 – 0.65

REC 0.36 0.11 – 0.58 -0.35 – 1.06 0.27 0.02 – 0.53 -0.45 – 1.05

GOOD -0.11 -0.39 – 0.12 -0.84 – 0.66 0.15 -0.13 – 0.44 -0.70 – 0.96

Priming.DPC1 -0.2 -0.51 – 0.15 -1.21 – 0.75 -0.33 -0.68 – 0.08 -1.48 – 0.74

Priming.DPC2 1.46 0.87 – 1.86 0.04 – 2.93 1.68 1.11 – 2.21 0.10 – 3.36

Gender 0.45 0.07 – 0.81 -0.63 – 1.56

Job 2.35 1.61 – 2.90 0.54 – 4.34

Age -0.72 -1.11 – -0.24 -1.97 – 0.57

𝑅2 0.20 0.26

AUC 0.86 0.63

ACC 0.82 0.68

Given the observed data, chosen priors, and iterating process, the probability that the pa-

rameter value lies within was chosen at 95%. While the point estimate for group priming

was 1.33, the 95% highest density intervals (HDI) was between 0.04 and 2.72. This means

that the probability of choosing the socially responsible reward increases at a rate of 1.33

from participants without group priming to participants with the group priming when all

the variables held constants. Another variable having an impact was the interaction term

between group priming and DPC2. The point estimate for group priming was 1.45, the 95%

highest density intervals (HDI) was between 0.05 and 3.01. The alternative model did not

find the effect on the interaction terms but the effect of the group priming was sustained.
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For all other remaining variables, as they had their 95% HDI overlapping with zero, there

was no significant effect on the outcome variable. In other words, any suggested effect would

mostly remain uncertain. The marginal effects for the interaction terms were contrasting.

The likelihood of opting for the socially responsible reward would gradually increase in the

priming and control groups as the DPC1 increased. However, when the DPC2 increased, the

likelihood of opting for the socially responsible reward would gradually increase in the priming

group, but it decreased in the control group. There’s no effect found in Model 3 between the

measurements of Consumer Ethics and the socially responsible reward.

In the diagnostic analysis, all the trance plots showed that no sampling chains deviated from

the multidimensional parameter space and all R-hats were less than 1.05. This suggested that

good convergences were occurred over all the parameters. The value of MCSE was as low as

zero, so the effective sample size was expected to be large. In fact, the iteration was initially

set at 20,000 and all the effective sample sizes resulted in a much larger than the expected

threshold of 3,750. The final check were the draws from the posterior predictive distribution,

which shared a pattern similar to that of the observed data.

Table 16 - Bayesian model summary - Model 3

Parameters Estimate SE 95%_HDI_L 95%_HDI_H ESS Ratio Rhat MCSE

Intercept 0.63 1.94 -3.16 4.42 12932 1.29 1 0.02

Priming 1.33 0.68 0.04 2.65 10914 1.09 1 0.01

DPC1 -0.35 0.25 -0.85 0.14 11837 1.18 1 0

DPC2 -0.57 0.38 -1.37 0.12 10251 1.03 1 0

ACT -0.22 0.44 -1.13 0.64 10580 1.06 1 0

PAS 0.26 0.46 -0.65 1.15 12150 1.22 1 0

QUEST 0.49 0.51 -0.49 1.49 10356 1.04 1 0.01

NOH -0.87 0.5 -1.91 0.15 9805 0.98 1 0.01

DL -0.03 0.38 -0.73 0.74 10582 1.06 1 0

REC 0.36 0.36 -0.35 1.06 11495 1.15 1 0

GOOD -0.11 0.37 -0.84 0.66 11749 1.17 1 0

Priming:DPC1 -0.2 0.49 -1.21 0.75 10455 1.05 1 0

Priming:DPC2 1.46 0.74 0.04 2.93 9591 0.96 1 0.01
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* ESS - Effective sampling size; HDI - Highest density intervals.

Diagram 14 - Bayesian effect tree - Model 3

Diagram 15 - Interaction effects - Model 3
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Diagram 16 - Bayesian chains - Model 3
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7.3 Study 3 - Salient goal priming

The third study compared an experimental group of salient goal priming with the control

group. A summary of characteristics about the the participants is shown in Table 15. Among

the 126 participants, 84 participants opted for the socially responsible reward and 42 partici-

pants opted for the cash reward. For age group, 40.4% of the participants were aged 18 to 24

years and 59.6% of the participants were older than 24 years. Women accounted for 62.7% of

the participants and men accounted for 37.3% of the participants. 70.6% of the participants

who were either a student or home-maker and 29.4% were with a full-time job. Compared

with the control group’s mean score, which had 3.35, 2.86, 2.27 in Machiavellianism, Nar-

cissism and Psychopathy, the priming group were 3.06, 2.96 and 2.97 for Machiavellianism,

Narcissism and Psychopathy. The mean score for Consumer Ethics in the control group were

1.88 for ACT, 2.21 for PAS, 2.29 for QUEST, 2.53 for NOH, 2.72 for DL, 3.16 for REC and

3.20 for GOOD. The priming group were 1.76 for ACT, 1.87 for PAS, 1.97 for QUEST, 2.47

for NOH, 2.45 for DL, 3.48 for REC and 3.66 for GOOD. The mean score for social media

density in the priming group was 1 and 1.95 in the control group. Chocolate bars were the

preferred reward for the participants and an ethically labelled T-shirt was the least preferred

reward. Finally, there were 66 participants assigned to the priming group and 60 participants

assigned into the control group.
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Table 17 - Descriptive statistics

Level Priming Control

n 66 60

Goal salience (%) 0 0 (0.0) 60 (100.0)

1 66 (100.0) 0 (0.0)

Machiavellianism (mean (SD)) 3.06 (0.44) 3.35 (0.62)

Narcissism (mean (SD)) 2.96 (0.35) 2.86 (0.63)

Psychopathy (mean (SD)) 2.97 (0.34) 2.27 (0.50)

ACT (mean (SD)) 1.76 (0.77) 1.88 (0.69)

PAS (mean (SD)) 1.87 (0.89) 2.21 (0.83)

QUEST (mean (SD)) 1.97 (0.84) 2.29 (0.88)

NOH (mean (SD)) 2.47 (0.78) 2.53 (0.90)

DL (mean (SD)) 2.45 (0.95) 2.72 (1.02)

REC (mean (SD)) 3.48 (0.67) 3.16 (0.63)

GOOD (mean (SD)) 3.66 (0.70) 3.20 (0.90)

Social media (mean (SD)) 1.00 (0.00) 1.95 (1.11)

Gender (%) 0 27 (40.9) 20 (33.3)

1 39 (59.1) 40 (66.7)

Occupation (%) 0 66 (100.0) 23 (38.3)

1 0 (0.0) 37 (61.7)

Age group (%) 0 39 (59.1) 36 (60.0)

1 27 (40.9) 24 (40.0)

Juice x 2 1 10 3

Choco bar x 6 1 41 27

T-shirt x 1 1 2 1

Cash 1 15 29

Response (%) 0 13 (19.7) 29 (48.3)

1 53 (80.3) 31 (51.7)
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Diagram 17 - Correlation Matrix

Dimension reduction

The correlation matrix shows that there’s a strong linear dependence within the measurements

of the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics � they are in red and tightly clustered. This indicates

a possibility of multicollinearity. This has been further validated with the measurement of

variance inflation factor (VIF) that only the models with two variables and models with latent

transformations on the measurement of the Dark Triad consistently performed below 5, i.e.,

VIF < 5. Therefore, the analysis has taken a latent transformation on the measurements of

the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics.

The principal component analysis derived two clusters for the measurement of the Dark Triad

and Consumer Ethics. Dark principal component 1 (DPC1) and Dark principal component 2

(DPC2) were the two leading components derived from the measurements of the Dark Triad.

DPC1 explained 49.5% of the variance across the three Dark Triad, which is located above

the breakpoint of the scree plot with a eigenvalue of 1.46. DPC2 explained 30.9% of the

variance across the three Dark Triad of personality traits and located below but closed to

the breakpoint of the scree plot with a eigenvalue of 0.95. The difference between DPC1

and DPC2 is that DPC1 had higher loading over in Narcissism and Psychopathy compared to
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Machiavellianism; DPC2 had a high positive loading in Machiavellianism and negative loading

in both Narcissism and Psychopathy.

Ethical principal component 1 (EPC1) and Ethical principal component 2 (EPC2) were the

two leading components derived from the measurements of Consumer Ethics. EPC1 explained

49.1% of the variance across all the sub-scales of Consumer Ethics with an eigenvalue of 3.4.

It is positioned above the breakpoint of the scree plot. EPC2 explained 20.3% of the variance

across all the sub-scales with a eigenvalue of 1.5 and is located above the breakpoint of the

scree plot. The difference between EPC1 and EPC2 is that EPC1 had a stronger emphasis

on ACT, PAS, QUEST, NOH, DL but negative loading on REC and GOOD; EPC2 had the

low positive loading across all the subs-scales except REC and GOOD.

Diagram 18 - Principal components for the Dark Triad and Consumer Ethics
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Single variable relationship

In the relationship between the single variable and the socially responsible reward, the inter-

action between the salient goal priming and the Dark Triad had the highest 𝑅2 score of 0.24

and the third highest AUC score of 0.75. Moreover, The two new variable transformations

derived from the measurements of Dark Triad (DPC and DZS) had a mixed performance as

they scored relatively high in 𝑅2 of 0.14 and 0.08 but only scored 0.45 and 0.57 in AUC value.

The measurements of Consumer Ethics showed a high value of 0.19 in 𝑅2 and 0.78 in AUC.

The two new variable transformations derived from the measurements of Consumer Ethics

(EPC and EZS) achieved 0.7 and 0.8 in 𝑅2 value but only 0.51 and 0.58 in AUC value. All

social demographic variables had poor 𝑅2 and AUC values that they were all below 0.03 in

𝑅2 value and 0.53 in AUC value.

Table 18 - Model Performance I - Single variable

Model Variables AIC BIC R2 AUC SIg Log-odds p

1 SG 125.01 130.26 0.12 0.69 SG 1.29 0.004

2 DT (3 traits) 124.80 135.30 0.17 0.68 Machi -1.03 0.02

3 SG*DT 124.21 142.59 0.24 0.69 SG**Machi -1.31 0.022

4 DPC1, DPC2 124.87 132.74 0.14 0.45 DPC2 -0.7 0.003

5 SG:DPCs 125.86 138.98 0.18 0.54 SG**DPC2 -1.08 0.003

6 DZS 127.94 133.19 0.08 0.57 DZS -0.05 0.022

7 SG*DZS 121.84 129.72 0.18 0.73 SG**DZS -0.05 0.023

8 ES 130.93 151.93 0.19 0.78 QUEST -1.08 0.03

9 EPC1, EPC2 130.06 137.94 0.08 0.51 EPC1 -0.25 0.03

10 EZS 128.30 133.55 0.07 0.58 EZS -0.04 0.023

11 Gender 132.54 137.79 0.02 0.47 – – –

12 Occupation 131.62 136.87 0.03 0.44 – – –

13 Age group 133.85 139.10 0.00 0.50 – – –

14 Social media 133.45 138.70 0.01 0.53 – – –
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There’re a number of single variables had a statistical significant association with the outcome

variable. For example, the log-odds of salient goal priming was 1.29 (95% CI: 0.41 – 2.18, p =

0.004) and the log-odds of its interaction with the Dark principal component 2 (DPC2) was

-1.08 (95% CI: -1.80 – -0.37, p = 0.003). The the log-odds of Machiavellianism was 0.36 (95%

CI: 0.15 – 0.85, p = 0.020) and its interaction with non salient goal priming was -1.31 (95%

CI: -2.43 – -0.19, p = 0.022). The log-odds of Dark principal component 2 (DPC2) was -0.7

(95% CI: -1.17 – -0.23, p = 0.003) and z-score adjusted measurements of the Dark Triad of

personality traits was -0.05 (95% CI: -0.09 – -0.01, p = 0.022). The log-odds of the interaction

z-score adjusted measurements of the Dark Triad of personality traits and non-salient goal

priming was -0.05 (95% CI: -0.09 – -0.01, p = 0.023). For Consumer Ethics scale, QUEST

was the only item reported to have statistical significant association and the log-odds was

-1.08 (95% CI: -2.06 – -0.11, p = 0.030). When the Consumer Ethics scale was transformed

to latent and z-scored variables, both of them were found to have a statistical significant

association with the outcome variable with the log-odds of 0.25 (95% CI: -0.48 – -0.02, p =

0.030) for Ethics principal component 1 (EPC1) and -0.04 (95% CI: -0.07 – -0.01, p = 0.023)

for z-score adjusted measurements.

Multiple variables relationship

Table 19 - Model Performance II - Multiple variables

Models Variables AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

1 Priming, DPC 123.67 134.17 0.18 0.70 0.71

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 123.05 138.80 0.23 0.69 0.71

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 125.97 160.09 0.35 0.55 0.58

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 125.92 149.55 0.27 0.76 0.79

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 127.29 169.29 0.40 0.51 0.58

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 123.33 144.33 0.28 0.65 0.62

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 125.69 154.57 0.31 0.75 0.71 Won

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 120.90 139.28 0.28 0.64 0.67

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 123.48 149.73 0.32 0.73 0.71
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Performance AIC BIC 𝑅2 AUC ACC LR

High 8 1 5 4 4 7

^ 2 2 3 7 7

^ 6 8 9 9 9

^ 9 6 7 1 1

Pass 1 4 8 2 2

^ 7 9 6 6 8

^ 4 7 4 8 6

^ 3 3 2 3 3

Low 5 5 1 5 5

Table 20 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 7

Model 4 Model 7

Predictors Log-Odds CI p Log-Odds CI p

(Intercept) 0.04 -1.24 – 1.31 0.956 0.13 -1.18 – 1.44 0.847

Priming 2.23 0.47 – 4.00 0.013 2.46 0.59 – 4.32 0.01

DPC1 -0.38 -0.90 – 0.14 0.15 -0.39 -0.96 – 0.18 0.175

DPC2 -0.76 -1.53 – 0.01 0.053 -0.75 -1.52 – 0.03 0.06

Gender 0.47 -0.50 – 1.43 0.344 0.32 -0.71 – 1.35 0.545

Job 0.79 -0.70 – 2.28 0.3 0.98 -0.59 – 2.55 0.22

Age -0.79 -1.93 – 0.34 0.171 -0.96 -2.14 – 0.22 0.111

Priming1:DPC1 -0.22 -1.24 – 0.80 0.671 -0.22 -1.29 – 0.86 0.694

Priming1:DPC2 1.51 0.07 – 2.95 0.04 1.64 0.12 – 3.16 0.035

EPC1 -0.21 -0.49 – 0.07 0.135

EPC2 -0.27 -0.73 – 0.19 0.257

EZS

𝑅2 0.27 0.31

AIC 125.92 125.69

BIC 149.55 154.57

AUC 0.76 0.75

ACC 0.79 0.71
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DT - 3 personality traits of the Dark Triad; DPC - Principal components of the Dark Triad;

DZS - Z-score adjusted measurements for the Dark Triad; ES - 7 measurements of Consumer

Ethics scale; EPC - Principal components for Consumer Ethics scale; EZS - Z-value adjusted

measurements for Consumer Ethics scale.

There were two best overall models - Model 4 and Model 7. Both of them were built with

the principal components of the Dark Triad, interaction terms with salient goal priming

and a group of social demographic variables such as occupation, aged group and gender

(OAG). The distinction between Model 4 and Model 7 is that Model 7 was involved with

the principal components of Consumer Ethics and Model 4 was not. The inclusion of the

principal components of Consumer Ethics scale improved the 𝑅2 value of 0.27 to 0.31 and

the AUC value was only reduced from 0.76 to 0.75. This suggests that the inclusion of the

principal components of Consumer Ethics have improved the model performance but none of

the principal components of Consumer Ethics scale were shown statistically significant.

Diagram 19 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 7
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Marginal Effects

First, there was a statistically significant relationship between salient goal priming and the

socially responsible reward as the log-odds was 0.59 (p = 0.01, 95% = 0.59 - 4.32) in Model 7.

This indicated that having been in the salient goal priming versus non-salient goal priming,

the log odds of opting for the socially responsible reward increased by 0.59. In terms of

average marginal effect, that meant that the probability of participants with salient goal

priming was 34% higher than the participants without the salient goal priming to prefer

the socially responsible rewards. Second, the interaction between salient goal priming and

DPC2 had a statistically significant relationship with the socially responsible reward as the

log-odds was 0.12 (p = 0.035, 95% = 0.12 - 3.16) in Model 7. Third, the alternative Model

4 had findings similar to those of Model 7. There was a statistically significant relationship

between salient goal priming and the socially responsible reward as the log-odds were 2.23 (p

= 0.013, 0.47 - 4.00). In terms of average marginal effect, that indicated that the probability

of participants with salient goal priming was 33% higher than the participants without the

salient goal priming to prefer the socially responsible rewards. Also, the interaction between

salient goal priming and DPC2 had a statistically significant relationship with the socially

responsible reward as the log-odds was 1.51 (p = 0.04, 0.07 - 2.95).

One clear sign is that the interaction between salient goal priming and the latent transforma-

tion of the Dark Triad was still contrasting. The result showed that, as the DPC1 score was

increasing in the salient goal priming group, the individual would have a lower likelihood to

opt for the socially responsible rewards. This was the same as the observation in the control

group. However, it was found that the higher the DPC2 score in the salient goal priming

group, the greater the likelihood that the individuals would opt for the socially responsible

rewards. However, this was opposite to the observation in the control group, in which the

higher the DPC2 score, the lower likelihood of the individual choosing the socially respon-

sible rewards. Fourth, in neither of the two models was there any statistically significant

relationship between measurements of Consumer Ethics and the socially responsible reward.

135



Table 21 - Average Marginal Effect (AME) of Model 7

factor AME SE p

Priming 0.3409901 0.1012168 0.0007547

DPC1 -0.0812556 0.0433448 0.0608431

DPC2 -0.0125094 0.0553070 0.8210601

EPC1 -0.0359718 0.0231937 0.1209189

EPC2 -0.0450363 0.0388641 0.2465321

Age -0.1596739 0.0941747 0.0899793

Gender 0.0549356 0.0917371 0.5492813

Job 0.1473138 0.1037762 0.1557434

Diagram 20 - Effects plot - Model 7
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Diagram 21 - Interaction effect - Model 7
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Bayesian approach

The best overall models in the Bayesian approach is Model 7, with the alternative model

being Model 4. Both had higher performance over 𝑅2, AUC, ACC values but Model 7 had

the higher 𝑅2 and AUC than Model 4. Although the Bayesian likelihood ratio test would

prefer Model 4, the model had a relatively poor 𝑅2.

Table 22 - Model performance III - Bayesian models

Models Variables B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC B_LR

1 Priming, DPC 0.15 0.67 0.71

2 Priming, DPC, DPC**, 0.19 0.70 0.71

3 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES 0.29 0.57 0.58

4 Priming, DPC, DPC**, JAG 0.22 0.72 0.75 T

5 Priming, DPC, DPC**, ES, JAG 0.32 0.56 0.58

6 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC 0.22 0.68 0.63

7 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EPC, JAG 0.25 0.76 0.71

8 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS 0.22 0.65 0.67

9 Priming, DPC, DPC**, EZS, JAG 0.25 0.72 0.71

Performance B_𝑅2 B_AUC B_ACC B_LR

High 5 7 4 4

^ 3 9 7

^ 7 4 9

^ 9 2 2

Pass 8 6 1

^ 6 1 8

^ 4 8 6

^ 2 3 3

Low 1 5 5
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Table 23 - Variables within Model 4 and Model 7

Model 4 Model 7

Predictors Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%) Log-Odds HDI (50%) HDI (95%)

Intercept 0.17 -0.24 – 0.63 -1.12 – 1.40 0.27 -0.20 – 0.69 -1.07 – 1.58

Priming 1.98 1.41 – 2.54 0.34 – 3.63 2.18 1.50 – 2.70 0.42 – 3.95

DPC1 -0.43 -0.61 – -0.24 -1.00 – 0.08 -0.44 -0.61 – -0.21 -1.04 – 0.13

DPC2 -0.8 -1.04 – -0.51 -1.62 – -0.04 -0.79 -1.04 – -0.50 -1.62 – -0.04

Gender 0.46 0.12 – 0.79 -0.49 – 1.44 0.33 -0.03 – 0.68 -0.74 – 1.36

Job 0.62 0.16 – 1.15 -0.82 – 2.06 0.79 0.25 – 1.30 -0.72 – 2.36

Age -0.71 -1.08 – -0.31 -1.82 – 0.43 -0.89 -1.26 – -0.46 -2.06 – 0.28

Priming.DPC1 -0.11 -0.44 – 0.25 -1.15 – 0.88 -0.09 -0.43 – 0.30 -1.17 – 0.99

Priming.DPC2 1.4 0.93 – 1.91 -0.04 – 2.83 1.52 0.98 – 2.00 0.03 – 3.04

EPC1 -0.23 -0.32 – -0.12 -0.53 – 0.06

EPC2 -0.28 -0.43 – -0.11 -0.76 – 0.19

𝑅2 0.22 0.25

AUC 0.72 0.76

ACC 0.75 0.71

Table 24 - Bayesian model summary - Model 7

Parameters Estimate SE 95%_HDI_L 95%_HDI_H ESS Ratio Rhat MCSE

Intercept 0.27 0.66 -1.07 1.58 46334 1.16 1 0

Priming 2.18 0.9 0.42 3.95 36445 0.91 1 0

DPC1 -0.44 0.3 -1.04 0.13 40817 1.02 1 0

DPC2 -0.79 0.4 -1.62 -0.04 41490 1.04 1 0

EPC1 -0.23 0.15 -0.53 0.06 47472 1.19 1 0

EPC2 -0.28 0.24 -0.76 0.19 51536 1.29 1 0

Gender 0.33 0.52 -0.74 1.36 48276 1.21 1 0

Job 0.79 0.78 -0.72 2.36 41941 1.05 1 0

Age -0.89 0.59 -2.06 0.28 42561 1.06 1 0

Priming:DPC1 -0.09 0.54 -1.17 0.99 41343 1.03 1 0

Priming:DPC2 1.52 0.76 0.03 3.04 38453 0.96 1 0
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* ESS - Effective sampling size; HDI - Highest density intervals.

Given the observed data, chosen priors, and iterating process, the probability that the param-

eter value lies within was chosen at 95%. While the point estimate for salient goal priming

was 2.19, the 95% highest density intervals (HDI) was between 0.54 and 4.07. This means

that the probability of choosing the socially responsible reward increases at a rate of 2.19

from participants without salient goal priming to participants with salient goal priming when

all the variables held constants. Another variable having an impact was the interaction term

between salient goal priming and DPC2. While the point estimate for group priming is 1.4,

the 95% highest density intervals (HDI) was between 0.01 and 2.91. The alternative model

confirmed the effect on both the estimates. For all other remaining variables, as they had

their 95% HDI overlapping with zero, there was no significant effect on the outcome variable.

In other words, any suggested effect would mostly remain uncertain. The marginal effects for

the interaction terms were contrasting. The likelihood of opting for the socially responsible

reward would gradually increase in the priming and control groups as the DPC1 increased.

However, when the DPC2 increased, the likelihood of opting for the socially responsible re-

ward would gradually increase in the priming group, but it decreased in the control group.

There’s no effect found in Model 7 between the measurements of Consumer Ethics and the

socially responsible reward.

Diagram 22 - Effect plot - Model 7
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In the diagnostic analysis, all the trance plots showed that no sampling chains deviated from

the multidimensional parameter space and all R-hats were less than 1.05. This suggested that

good convergences were occurred over all the parameters. The value of MCSE was as low as

zero, so the effective sample size was expected to be large. In fact, the iteration was initially

set at 20,000 and all the effective sample sizes resulted in a much larger than the expected

threshold of 3,750. The final check were the draws from the posterior predictive distribution,

which shared a pattern similar to that of the observed data.

Diagram 23 - Interaction effect - Model 7
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Diagram 18 - Bayesian chains - Model 7
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7.4 Study 4 - Comparison and Interaction

H1 - Goal H2 - Goal + Group H3 - Goal + Selfie

Included Sign Included Sign Included Sign

Priming ✓ − ✓ + ✓ +++
DPC 1 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −
DPC 2 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −
Priming x DPC1 ✓ − ✓ + ✓ +
Priming x DPC2 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −
Gender ✓ ++ - - - -

Occupation ✓ + - - - -

Age ✓ − - - - -

ACT - - ✓ − - -

PAS - - ✓ − - -

QUEST - - ✓ − - -

NOH - - ✓ − - -

DL - - ✓ − - -

REC - - ✓ − - -

GOOD - - ✓ − - -

EPC 1 - - - - ✓ −
EPC 2 - - - - ✓ −

H4 - Dark triad

Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3

Included Sign Included Sign Included Sign

DPC 1 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −
DPC 2 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −
Priming x DPC1 ✓ − ✓ + ✓ +
Priming x DPC2 ✓ − ✓ − ✓ −

Table 25 shows a concise summary of the best overall models in frequentist approach and the

Bayesian approach over AUC, 𝑅2, AIC, BIC, ACC and LR evaluation metrics. Given the
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performance-based nature, all the final selected models are expected to have a different model

structure, i.e,. retaining variables with more explaining and predictive power but removing

variables with less explaining and predictive power.

For the first three studies, there were no statistically significant relationships from goal prim-

ing, the Dark Triad of personality traits and Consumer Ethics towards the socially responsible

reward. However, female participants and participants with a full-time occupation were both

more likely to opt for the socially responsible reward as the log-odds were estimated to be

1.03 (95% = 0.09 - 1.97, p = 0.032) and 1.48 (95% = 0.01 - 2.98, p = 0.048). This means that

considering gender from male to female, the log odds of opting for the socially responsible

reward increased by 1.03. Additionally, as to having a full-time job versus being engaged in

full-time study or being a homemaker, the log odds of opting for a socially responsible reward

increased by 1.48. For the average marginal effect, this meant that the probability for female

participants opting for a socially responsible reward was 23% higher than the male partic-

ipants, and the participants with a full-time occupation opting for the socially responsible

reward was 31% higher than the participants without a full-time occupation. In the second

study, there was a statistically significant relationship between the group priming and the

socially responsible reward as the log-odds was 1.33 (95% CI: 0.01 - 2.66, p = 0.048). This

indicated that having been in the group priming versus non-group priming, the log odds of

opting for social responsible reward increased by 1.33. In terms of average marginal effect,

that meant that the probability of the participants with group priming was 22.6% higher than

the participants without the group priming to prefer the socially responsible rewards. In the

third study„ there was a statistically significant relationship between salient goal priming and

the socially responsible reward as the log-odds was 0.59 (p = 0.01, 95% = 0.59 - 4.32). This

indicated that having been in the salient goal priming versus non-salient goal priming, the

log odds of opting for the socially responsible reward increased by 0.59. In terms of average

marginal effect, that meant that the probability of participants with salient goal priming was

34% higher than the participants without the salient goal priming to prefer the socially re-

sponsible rewards. The interaction between salient goal priming and DPC2 had a statistically

significant relationship with the socially responsible reward as the log-odds was 0.12 (p =

0.035, 95% = 0.12 - 3.16).

In the interaction effect study, there’s no interaction effect between goal priming and DPC1

or DPC2 on the socially responsible reward. The result did suggest that the higher the

DPC1 score in priming, the higher likelihood that the individual would choose the socially
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responsible rewards. However, this was in opposition to the observation from the control

group that the higher the DPC1 score, the lower likelihood of the individual would choose

the socially responsible rewards. For the interaction between goal priming and DPC2, both

priming and control groups showed that the higher the DPC2 score in priming, the lower

likelihood of the individual choosing the socially responsible rewards. The interaction between

group priming and DPC1 or DPC2 was contrasting. The result showed that, as the DPC1

score was increasing in the group priming, the individual would have a lower likelihood to opt

for the socially responsible rewards. This was the same as the observation in the control group.

However, it was found that the higher the DPC2 score in the group priming, the greater the

likelihood that the individuals would opt for the socially responsible rewards. However, this

was opposite to the observation in the control group, in which the higher the DPC2 score,

the lower likelihood of the individual choosing the socially responsible rewards. This shows

that there’s an interaction effect between group priming and DPC2 on the socially responsible

reward. The result of interaction effect between salient goal priming and DPC1 showed that,

as the DPC1 score was increasing in the salient goal priming group, the individual would

have a lower likelihood to opt for the socially responsible rewards. This was the same as the

observation in the control group. However, it was found that the higher the DPC2 score in

the salient goal priming group, the greater the likelihood that the individuals would opt for

the socially responsible rewards. However, this was opposite to the observation in the control

group, in which the higher the DPC2 score, the lower likelihood of the individual choosing

the socially responsible rewards. This shows that there’s an interaction effect between salient

goal priming and DPC2 on the socially responsible reward. There’s no interaction effect

between the measurements of Consumer Ethics and all the priming conditions on the socially

responsible reward.
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Table 25 - Model cross-comparison - Frequentist approach

Model 4 Model 3 Model 7

Predictors LO CI p LO CI p LO CI p

(Intercept) -1.10 -2.26 – 0.05 0.06 0.63 -3.02 – 4.27 0.74 0.13 -1.18 – 1.44 0.85

Priming 0.51 -0.45 – 1.47 0.30 1.33 0.01 – 2.66 0.05 2.46 0.59 – 4.32 0.01

DPC 1 -0.44 -1.00 – 0.11 0.11 -0.29 -0.77 – 0.18 0.22 -0.39 -0.96 – 0.18 0.18

DPC 2 0.11 -0.63 – 0.85 0.77 -0.52 -1.24 – 0.21 0.16 -0.75 -1.52 – 0.03 0.06

DPC1** 0.62 -0.12 – 1.35 0.10 -0.21 -1.16 – 0.74 0.67 -0.22 -1.29 – 0.86 0.69

DPC2** -0.02 -1.22 – 1.18 0.97 1.43 -0.02 – 2.88 0.05 1.64 0.12 – 3.16 0.04

Gender 1.03 0.09 – 1.98 0.03 0.32 -0.71 – 1.35 0.55

Job 1.48 0.00 – 2.97 0.05 0.98 -0.59 – 2.55 0.22

Age -0.63 -2.07 – 0.82 0.39 -0.96 -2.14 – 0.22 0.11

ACT -0.27 -1.12 – 0.59 0.54

PAS 0.25 -0.62 – 1.12 0.58

QUEST 0.54 -0.44 – 1.52 0.28

NOH -0.84 -1.84 – 0.16 0.10

DL -0.02 -0.73 – 0.68 0.95

REC 0.30 -0.38 – 0.99 0.38

GOOD -0.10 -0.81 – 0.61 0.78

EPC 1 -0.21 -0.49 – 0.07 0.14

EPC 2 -0.27 -0.73 – 0.19 0.26

𝑅2 0.17 0.21 0.31

AIC 135.96 136.73 125.69

BIC 158.95 170.06 154.57

AUC 0.68 0.87 0.75

ACC 0.64 0.82 0.71
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Table 26 - Model cross-comparison - Bayesian approach

Model 4 Model 3 Model 7

Predictors Log-Odds HDI (95%) Log-Odds HDI (95%) Log-Odds HDI (95%)

Intercept -1.09 -2.28 – 0.03 0.63 -3.11 – 4.52 0.28 -1.01 – 1.61

Priming 0.48 -0.49 – 1.41 1.33 0.04 – 2.72 2.19 0.54 – 4.07

DPC 1 -0.46 -1.01 – 0.09 -0.35 -0.84 – 0.17 -0.44 -1.02 – 0.11

DPC 2 0.09 -0.71 – 0.84 -0.55 -1.30 – 0.20 -0.81 -1.61 – -0.01

Priming1:DPC1 0.63 -0.11 – 1.35 -0.19 -1.17 – 0.86 -0.08 -1.11 – 0.97

Priming1:DPC2 0.01 -1.20 – 1.23 1.45 0.05 – 3.01 1.52 0.11 – 3.07

Gender 1.06 0.08 – 2.03 0.33 -0.71 – 1.36

Job 1.42 -0.02 – 2.87 0.82 -0.64 – 2.34

Age -0.52 -1.97 – 0.90 -0.89 -2.05 – 0.28

ACT -0.21 -1.07 – 0.67

PAS 0.26 -0.65 – 1.19

QUEST 0.49 -0.54 – 1.50

NOH -0.86 -1.88 – 0.17

DL -0.04 -0.78 – 0.71

REC 0.36 -0.35 – 1.06

GOOD -0.11 -0.82 – 0.66

EPC 1 -0.22 -0.52 – 0.05

EPC 2 -0.28 -0.72 – 0.20

𝑅2 0.162 0.20 0.25

AUC 0.636 0.86 0.76

ACC 0.658 0.82 0.71

DT - Three personality traits for the Dark Triad; DPC - Principal components of the Dark

Triad of personality traits; DZS - Z-score adjusted measurements for the Dark Triad of

personality traits; ES - Seven sub-scales of Ethical Consumer measurements; EPC - Principal

components for Consumer Ethics scale; EZS - Z-value adjusted measurements for Consumer

Ethics scale.
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8 Discussion

The purpose of the study was to determine how socially responsible consumption is being

motivated by conscious behavioural drivers such as having a goal to undertake that form of

consumption, and unconscious behavioural drivers such as situational priming and personality

trait interacting. This study has taken a goal pursuit approach to determine how that pursuit

concerning ethicality or social responsibility would fare across a variety of situational primings.

Across all other studies, the evidence showed that unconscious behavioural drivers such as

the presence of others and salient goal priming are more effective than conscious behavioural

drivers such as having a socially responsible goal or ethical value orientation in motivating

individuals to act on socially responsible consumption.

8.1 Experimentation is the new black

Most studies of socially responsible consumption are presented with a strong deterministic na-

ture, in which individuals maintain the same interpretation, motivation and priorities across

time and circumstances, and more importantly, individuals are most likely in control of their

behaviours. This is like modelling consumer behaviours in a vacuum in which no alternative

influences but only individuals’ perception and motivation will determine their behaviours

(Gruber, 2012). However, Daniel Kahneman and others from the field of behavioural eco-

nomics have consistently demonstrated how human decisions often fall into the realm of ir-

rationality rather than rationality (Kahneman 2011; Thaler and Sunstein, 2009). In the case

of socially responsible consumption, people have been proven to be far from free of influence;

they are prone to influence from their past experience, emotion, identity, time urgency and

the presence of others (Reese and Kohlmann, 2015; Fishbach et al., 2016; Sen et al., 2016).

A preponderance of non-experimental studies has endorsed Jung’s (2018) argument as to a

moral good lacking freedom being just like the thief in jail. In other words, one’s degree of

socially responsible consumption cannot be determined without that individual having the

freedom to experience the temptations or make the choices that shape modern consumption.

No one can really know what moral or socially responsible behaviour consumers would evi-

dence unless they have an opportunity to obey or disobey the moral or socially responsible

codes they encounter over the course of everyday life. This study offers an experimentation

approach to placing the consumer before ethicality or social responsibility in understanding

the motivation of socially responsible consumption.
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These experiments are structured in such a way as to eliminate social desirability bias and

to determine how, having expressed their commitment to socially responsible consumption,

consumers would respond under certain constraints. By using non-surveyed outcome

measures, we intended to minimise exposure to the common method bias induced by

intentional/willingness-based outcome measures. The first study started with a comparison

between the control group and goal priming group, as many of the studies concerning social

responsibility or ethicality are trumpeting the idea of having a conscious intention or value

orientation towards socially responsible behaviour. The result showed that people still failed

to align their behaviour with their social responsibilities, although they had indicated a

desire to do so. Their failure suggests that there might be other elements influencing existent

conscious behavioural drivers. The second study built on the structure of the first, but

introduced one difference into the goal priming group. The presence of others is one of the

most common situations people face in everyday life; the aim was to determine the effect

of the goal priming reinforced by a situational behavioural driver on socially responsible

consumption. The result indicated that participants were more likely to conform to their

socially responsible goal in the presence of others. The third study was again intended to

build on the structure of the first study but to embrace a different situational priming in the

goal priming group. Salient goal priming is like the virtual presence of others as individuals

were primed to take a selfie with their reward choice and post it on social media. The basis of

that psychological effect emerged from the rise of social media use and a narcissistic attitude

among the young population across generations. The result showed that, under salient

goal priming, participants were more likely than those without that priming to conform to

their socially responsible commitment. Over the three studies, we have seen how the goal

pursuit of socially responsibility can fail or succeed, depending on contextual situations

rather than ethicality or social responsibility. The change of contextual situations might

explain the increase or decrease of the attitude-behaviour gap seen in the latest trend of

socially responsible consumption, as people transit from one contextual situation to another,

with some situations being more likely than others to activate an unconscious behavioural

mechanism. The fourth study has made an attempt to examine individual variations across

the goal and situational priming through the dark triad personality traits. The idea was to

determine the existence of an internal threshold affecting the likelihood of an individual’s

responding in a socially responsible way, depending on various situations. The result showed

that when the situation is enabling the interest of the individuals with a strong Machiavellian
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trait, they’re more likely to act on socially responsible consumption. This suggests an

interplay between altruism and egoism in prompting socially responsible consumption. The

person-situation variability could be further studied in relation to the attitude-behaviour gap

in socially responsible consumption.

8.2 Goal intended is not sufficient

The first study was to determine the effect of goal priming situation on social responsibility.

The common understanding is that consumers’ failing to act on social responsibility is due to

lack of access, awareness and choice. In other words, consumers would behave in a socially

responsible way if they’re given the opportunity and choice. However, the result of study 1

showed that there were no statistically significant differences between the participants from the

goal priming group and the control group when choosing a socially responsible reimbursement.

In other words, neither highlighting the dimension of social responsibility or just having

a social responsible goal is enough to tempt the individuals to act on socially responsible

consumption.

First, the finding of the study 1 contradicts most of the previous conclusions associated with

consumer ethics or value-orientated studies. The common understanding is that consumers

are made to realise their ‘civic duty’ and moral concerns. In return, they will direct their

consumption more like political voters. In a way, the ethical values influence beliefs and the

beliefs translate into intentions and the intentions dictates the individual consumptions (Shaw

et al., 2006; Soper, 2007; Balderjahn et al., 2013; do Paço et al., 2013). One study examined

the relationship between ethical values and socially responsible consumption through Green

Party registered voters in California (Kahn, 2007). The self-declared Green Party registration

enables an indirect comparison between residents with and without high environmentalism.

The study found that the residents who registered as Green Party voters would use more public

transit and less driving compared the residents who’re not Green Party voters. Another study

examined the relationship between ethical values and fair-trade non-food products (Ma and

Lee., 2012). It found that ethical values tend to have a positive effect on the attitude and

intention to commit fair trade products. However, this is not the case in the current study.

Highlighting the dimension of social responsibility might prompt a great degree of temptation

for the individuals to act on socially responsible consumption, but it’s just not enough to

translate socially responsible awareness into actual behaviour. There might be other types of

resistance that are hidden and yet still operate against the motivation.
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Second, the finding of the study 1 also contradicts the commonly held belief that goal setting

can translate intentions into actual behaviours. Previous studies have suggested that when

an assigned goal with a clearly articulated rationale is set, the person or persons to whom

that goal was given can reach the same level of behavioural performance as those holding

participative goals (Locke et al., 1988). In this study, the goal of taking on a challenge

to commit as many socially responsible consumption acts as possible over the ensuing two

weeks was assigned. A list of acts was made available; however, there’s little guarantee as

to how well the participants had truly processed the details of the entries on that list. Only

a few participants raised further questions regarding the extent of the socially responsible

goals, which indicated that the participants tended to feel over-confident as to their ability

to engage in socially responsible consumption. This is consistent to the reality of socially

responsible consumption � the individuals often do not have enough time or mental capacity

to examine every consumption regarding its socially responsible dimensions � whether the

product is locally sourced, environmentally friendly, animal friendly, fair trade and recycled

friendly. In addition, self-regulation and self-efficacy is critical to the success of a goal pursuit

(Locke and Latham, 2002; Sekerka et al., 2015). The timespan of goal-to-outcome in this

study was much shorter compared with traditional goal priming studies. A longer timespan

can invite feedback or self-regulation mechanism integrated with the goal priming. This makes

the likelihood of getting more socially responsible consumption higher. This might explain

the reason that a simple goal priming to promote socially responsible consumption can still

fail.

Third, one of the key differences between this and previous studies lies in the concept of

goal hierarchy. Consumers operate in a sort of goal pursuit mode every day, with these daily

goals focusing on individual needs and priority. It’s increasingly common for consumers to be

exposed to some forms of goal priming on social responsibility; these exposures often emanate

from their surroundings, for example, public advertisements or targeted promotions. This

means that assigned goals are becoming more common than other forms, and is one of the

reasons for assigning the same goal to all the experiments, thus gaining an opportunity to

reflect on what the consumers face every day. Consumer then must think about combining

these assigned socially responsible goals with their primary goal, e.g., buying food before

catching a train. However, consumers would find greater values if they see the goal as self-

determined rather than imposed (Wehmeyer et al., 2011). Voyer (2015) shows that assigned

or normative value based socially responsible consumption can prevent some individuals to
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commit their act as they feel they’re being forced to accept someone’s value orientation instead

of their own. This creates not only an internal dissonance, but also a motivation to deviate

from the assigned or normative value orientation. One common scene is the amount of rubbish

that being squeezed or left around the cigarette bin when there’s no bin nearby. Another way

to look at the challenge of the assigned goal is goal conflict. When two goals are primed to

take the driving seat in the attention, one of them is destined to be deferred or shadowed.

In this study, the participants were informed that they would get a £4 worth reimbursement

before the questionnaire. This was seen as the implicit goal all the participants would carry.

The implicit goal acknowledgement is to mirror the mindset of everyday consumers that they

tend to have an implicit goal and these goals are less social responsible. By accepting the

assigned goal, the individuals are very likely to experience discomfort on the goal conflicts

and choose not to opt for the socially responsible choice.

Fourth, other differences include outcome measurement and moral decoupling. Most of the

previous findings, as they related to goal priming, were based on continuous measurement.

That means that, given a period of time, the individuals are evaluated as to how many goals

they have reached. In this study, the outcome measurement was based on the categorical

measurement � the selection participants had made. In addition, consumers can either isolate

the ethical component within consumption or resist further socially responsible consumption

if they feel they have been ‘immunised’ via a previous socially responsible consumption (Mer-

ritt et al., 2010; Campbell and Winterich, 2018; Chen et al., 2018). This is often referred as

moral decoupling. In this study, some of the participants suggested that they didn’t think

the assigned socially responsible goal would link to the reimbursement. They felt they should

have the final say on when to initiate their pursuit of a socially responsible goal and believed

that they would have chosen the socially responsible form of reimbursement if the information

about social responsibility was made more explicit or salient. It’s not surprising that the par-

ticipants didn’t feel guilty about their failure in taking up the socially responsible consumption

in the reimbursement session, as Bhattacharjee et al. (2012) showed that individuals can often

come to the terms with an esteemed public figure’s violation of moral codes and still endorse

that individual. Another way to look at the “off-duty” outcome was discovered by Hui et al.

(2009), who examined grocery stores’ in-store field data and found that people would often go

to junk foods sections after buying healthful foods. In that study, the participants assumed

they would start the goal pursuit later, with consumer behaviour between now and the start

being “immunised” by the latter pursuit of a socially responsible goal.
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Fifth. While many of the participants failed to pursue the socially responsible reimbursement

even though they were given the opportunity and choice, female participants and participants

with a full-time occupation in the goal priming group evidencing statistically significant dif-

ferences compared to their counterparts. Gender effect is often reported in the literatures of

socially responsible consumption (Luchs and Mooradian, 2012). Lang et al. (2013) examined

the relationship of gender effect on disposal frequency of clothing waste. The finding shows

that female consumers are more likely to act on frequent clothing disposal. Costa Pinto et

al. (2014) examined the relationship of gender effect and identity on sustainable consump-

tion. Female participants would commit more sustainable consumption compared with male

participants when the personal identity was highlighted. Morgan et al. (2016) shows that

females participants tend to be more sensitive to socially responsible issues compared to their

counterpart. Brough et al. (2016) shows that female participants are more willing to adopt

environmentally friendly behaviours compared with male participants. However, Chen et al.

(2014) examined the relationship of gender, purchase intentions and food safety concerns.

However, they failed to see any gender effect on the purchase intentions. Burnett (1981) ex-

amined the relationship of gender and blood donation. The finding shows that blood donors

are likely to be family men with low self-esteem and risk averse; very fewer women signed up

to donate blood. This shows that gender effect might have masked the effect of agreeableness

from people’s personality trait (Luchs and Mooradian, 2012). If the individuals don’t often

confront or have problems with the value orientation of environmental issues, they’re likely

to have tendency to adopt the social norm behaviour or what the green label advertises.

The finding of the first study makes a contribution by examining socially responsible consump-

tion through the lens of goal pursuit, as many of the studies concerning social responsibility

or ethicality are based on either attitude or value orientation. While some have successfully

linked attitude or value orientation with socially responsible behaviours, the outcome mea-

sures were always “intentional”, but never “behavioural”. In other words, many previous

studies preferred to gauge the willingness or intentions of the consumers with the same ques-

tionnaire. Moreover, these studies were not based on the actual behavioural choice under

constraint. In this study, consumers have been made aware of their social responsibility in

their consumption. Furthermore, all of them accepted a goal pursuit of socially responsible

consumption, but nevertheless failed to align their behaviour with their goal. This means that

conscious behavioural drivers such as awareness of social responsibility or goal intentions are

not sufficient to motivate socially responsible behaviours. The literature has suggested that
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the goals could be more specific, challenging and salient if they are considered to be effective in

motivating individual socially responsible behaviours. Additionally, self-regulation and self-

efficacy are critical to the successful pursuit of socially responsible goals (Locke and Latham,

2002; Sekerka et al., 2015). However, Laran (2016) suggests that goal-based consumer be-

haviours should be examined through conscious and unconscious behavioural drivers together,

because the unconscious behavioural mechanism tend to contain many background informa-

tion as well as hidden influences operating on existing conscious behavioural drivers. In the

review of goal-setting studies over decade, Locke and Latham (2015) identified the strength

of goal as a behavioural driver is the ability to highlight and consolidate one’s consciousness.

However, the strength is also the biggest weakness of goal as a behavioural driver because

it only stresses on consciousness and leave itself exposed to the influence of unconsciousness.

This should serve as a reminder to only consider conscious behavioural drivers in promoting

socially responsible consumption, as well as being aware of a potential cause of the long-term

existence of the attitude-behaviour gap in that form of consumption. Therefore, the potential

solution is to embrace both consciousness and unconsciousness as one gives an individual a

purpose while the other comprises all background information as well as the possibility of

other, less visible influences. Locke and Latham (2015) suggested that it is necessary to un-

derstand in what context or situations goal setting works best and its interaction with other

behavioural drivers.

8.3 Situations reinforce the motivation

The second study was to determine the effect of a group priming situation in relation to socially

responsible consumption. It is commonly believed that consumers deal with their goal pursuit

in either isolation or within a group. The first study showed how individuals conducted their

goal pursuit in isolation, and the second study was aimed at examining how individuals

would manage their acts of social responsibility goal while in the company of more than three

other people. The second study found that there was a statistically significant relationship

between the group priming and socially responsible reimbursement, with the participants in

the group priming being more likely than those in the control group to choose the socially

responsible reimbursements. This meant that, in the presence of others, participants deviated

from individual goal pursuit, substituting a newly assigned goal. In this case, the newly

assigned goal was same as the previous study that based on social responsibility.

First, the finding of the second study supports the positive effect in the literature concerning
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how the presence of others could alter individual goal pursuit, i.e., the desire to make a good

impression on one’s social circle serves as the motivation. In the previous finding, people tend

to lower their portion size when they face an ‘obese’ group but often match the portion size

when they see people with similar size selects a large quantity (McFerran et al., 2009). In a

study using in-store field data of the grocery stores, the presence of other shoppers was able

to attract more consumers (Hui et al., 2009). A similar social norm has been observed in

donation (Small and Cryder, 2016). When individuals are made aware with others giving less

than they considered, they would match to the lower donation. Vice versa. The closeness

of a relationship can also facilitate the effect of the presence of others on individuals making

similar choices in terms of goal pursuit and consumption (Cavanaugh, 2016). The motivation

is the desire to make a good impression on one’s social circle. Therefore, consumption seen

in closer relationships often involves the purchase of gifts or consumption shared with family

and friends. O’Neill (2012) suggested that peer influence is one of the key contributors to

childhood obesity as children tend to mirror eating behaviours such as food choice and quantity

with their friends. Wansink and Chandon (2014) found a similar effect in adults as people

would adjust both their manner and quantity of consumption according to their dining peers.

Salazar et al. (2013) referred to behaviours influenced by colleagues, family and friends as

“herd behaviour” or social learning, finding it had a significant impact on the intention to

purchase environmentally friendly products. In this study, a number of participants in group

priming were recruited when they were already sitting together as a group. That meant

that they were either friends or had a close relationship. Such close relationships would

cause the individuals to unconsciously mirror the group norm. For those individuals who had

already formed a group relationship, a group identity is potentially formed and the individuals

would wrestle with the qualifications and emotions of group membership as part of identity

enactment (Coleman and Williams, 2013). The idea of the belongingness in a group is likely to

motivate the individuals to conform to group behaviour (White and Simpson, 2013; Sekerka

et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2015).

Second, another explanation for the positive finding in the study is that people want to impress

their peers with their choice of reimbursement. This could be tied to the signalling mechanism.

The idea is that a signal is a costly action that alleviates asymmetrical information about

the individuals (Ariely et al., 2009). Puska et al. (2018) found evidence of the signalling

effect in organic consumption. When the consumers were primed with a desire for high

status, they tended to opt for organic rather than non-organic food. The reason is again
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that organic food consumption gives a costly signal about their lifestyle status. Berman

et al. (2015) examined the similar effect of bragging on prosocial behaviour. The finding

shows that bragging about one’s generosity can provide a positive effect to the actor when

their prosocial behaviour was previously unknown to peers but the effect is reversed when

the prosocial behaviour is already well known. In this study, most of participants are more

or less connected � they were either recruited together or from the same class cohort. This

means that they could have a strong incentive to make a good impression in the presence of

others. In addition, the idea of social facilitation suggests that when the task is familiar to

the individual and is dependent on instinctual responses, such as lifting weights, bicycling, or

eating rapidly, people perform better on particular tasks in the presence of a group (Markus,

1978). In this study, the participants seemed to show significant confidence in the idea of

socially responsible consumption as few of them asked for additional information concerning

that form of consumption when completing the questionnaire. This meant that they believed

themselves to be more familiar with socially responsible consumption than their peers and

would have performed well in the presence of a group.

Third, while there were no other statistically significant relationships in the preferred model,

the alternative model found that the participants with a full-time occupation with group

priming showed statistically significant differences compared to the participants with full-

time study / being a homemaker when choosing the socially responsible reward. This shows

that there might be an individual variation within the group. Some demographic variation was

expected as previous studies found that men consumed 93% more pizza and 86% more salad

when dining with a woman than dining with men, while women consumed relatively the same,

regardless of the gender of their dining partners and food types (Kniffin et al., 2016). Another

difference between this study and those conducted previously lies in the outcome measure.

Most studies concerning the presence of others tended to use a continuous outcome measure

but this study used a categorical measure. The categorical measure seems to reflect more

closely what the majority of consumers experience every day, in which individuals contemplate

a purchase decision between socially responsible label and non-socially responsible label in

binary decision making.

The second study, which was built on the finding from the first, showed that there were no

statistically significant differences between the participants from simply goal priming on social

responsibility and the control group when choosing a socially responsible reward. Many of

the participants failed to pursue the socially responsible reward, although they were given the
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opportunity to do so. This meant that a second behavioural driver could effectively reinforce

socially responsible behaviour. The second area of extension development is focused on the

non-deterministic nature, such as situational factors (Belk, 1975; Carrington et al., 2010). In

the second study, the finding showed that, in the presence of others, people are more likely to

act on socially responsible reimbursement. This makes a solid contribution to research using

situational factors as an extension to improve the theoretical framework, which are currently a

popular practice in the areas of reasoned action and planned behaviour in examining socially

responsible consumption. A recent theoretical framework is built on the interdependency of

personal and situational components is clearly the future (Carrington et al., 2010; Hassan et

al., 2016; Grimmer and Miles, 2017). For a situational context, the current finding shows a

good promising start towards understanding the social context involved with other human

beings, i.e., the presence of others. It should be the first situational factor to be investigated

in connection to socially responsible consumption, as this is the most common situational

factor encountered by everyday consumers.

8.4 Selfie on social responsibility is self-aggrandizement

The third study was to determine the effect of a salient goal priming situation in relation

to socially responsible consumption. The common understanding is that social media is

increasingly emerging as a new medium for people to unveil or interact their goal pursuit.

While a goal pursuit might originate in private, it could potentially manifest in a public domain

and play a significant role in regulating behaviour. The third study was aimed at examining

how individuals manage their goal pursuits in socially responsible consumption when they

were expected to reveal those pursuits on social media. The result showed that there was

a statistically significant relationship between salient goal priming and socially responsible

reimbursement. This indicated that participants with salient goal priming were more likely

than those without that priming to choose the socially responsible reimbursement.

First, the finding is consistent with a new line of inquiry suggesting that altruism can some-

times mask vanity in the successful completion of a socially responsible act (Janssen and

Vanhamme, 2015; Kulow and Kramer, 2016; Barbarossa and De Pelsmacker, 2016). When

altruism and consciousness are factors in the motivation of consumer behaviour, it is possible

to elicit the effect of individual narcissism and implicit egotism (Bennett, 2012; Sääksjärvi et

al., 2016). This is also consistent with the novel suggestion that people with a vain attitude

are more likely to engage in responsible consumption if it suits their interest (Naderi and
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Strutton, 2014). In this study, when the individuals consciously considered the selfie as an

altruistic act, they might have unconsciously adjusted their motivation towards the socially

responsible reimbursement and conform to the social norm. The participants were under the

impression that the selfie would be posted on a social media platform, meaning that their

choice of reimbursement would be broadcast to many others � friends, colleagues and the gen-

eral public. By conforming to the social norm, an individual can use their socially responsible

act as a positive signal to his or her social circle. Previous studies shows that status strivings

can influence individuals to engage in socially responsible consumption to achieve high status

in their social circle (Sutton and Hargadon, 1996; Griskevicius et al., 2010). Griskevicius et al.

(2010) argued that people who own hybrid gas–electric cars, such as the Toyota Prius, do not

necessarily score high in environmental conservation. However, a Toyota Prius is expensive,

so ownership enables the car owners to not only enjoy its fuel-efficient utility, but also to give

a higher social status signal to their peers. A similar observation can be said to Yan et al.’s

(2010) study on the purchase intentions of young consumers toward American apparel. The

finding shows that the consumer motivation in young people was heavily linked to consumer

perceptions of source credibility, but it failed to reject the possibility of status seeking in

young people about their lifestyle traits, such as spending power. Another recent paper found

that pride could motivate people to have an increased intention to buy ethical products in

the future (Antonetti and Maklan, 2014). Small and Cryder (2016) showed that when philan-

thropists are given naming rights to buildings and parks, their donations tend to be larger.

The reason is that the naming right enables the philanthropists to signal their generosity in

public domains, such as newspapers or social media. The recent ice-bucket challenge is one

symbolic example highlighting the possibility of altruism tangled with vanity in consumer

behaviour concerning social responsibility (Rubenstein, 2016; van der Linden, 2017). That

challenge started under the aegis of altruism to raise awareness of amyotrophic lateral scle-

rosis, but it soon became dominated by the nature of narcissism. Other similar campaigns

in which altruism and vanity became entangled may include the Movember campaign and

No Makeup campaign (Lyes et al., 2016). The Movember campaign started by asking men

to take a selfie of their growing a moustache during the month of November, while the No

Makeup campaign asked women to take a selfie wearing no make up for a period of time. In

return, both campaigns would raise awareness of men’s and women’s health issues. Another

study examined organic food consumption in a young population in India. It found that

both altruism and egotism were shown to have a positive impact on the intention of organic
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food consumption, but the larger effect came from egotism as younger participants preferred

to evaluate their consumption through their own interest first (Yadav, 2016). In this study,

the positive finding suggest that the participants have certainly increased their motivation

towards the socially responsible reimbursement when compared to the control group.

Second, personal identity can also explain the positive effect of salient goal priming. Belk

(2016) referred to this as the extended self, which means that people can experience a sense

of ownership in their thinking, mind, body, and social circle. In this case, it’s the online self-

imagine that the participants intended to maintain. Consumers are more likely to commit

a socially responsible act of consumption when a distinctive identity of themselves, such as

music or hairstyles, gets highlighted (Berger and Heath, 2007). Such self-presentation is

particularly salient in younger consumers, as older consumers tend to develop a resistance to

change (Hwang, 2016). Dagher and Itani (2014) also found a significant relationship between

green purchasing behaviour and concern for self-image in Lebanese consumers. Nguyen et al.

(2017) found the positive relationship between environmental self-identity and green purchase

behaviour among young consumers in Vietnam. In another example, van der Wal et al.

(2016) showed that when consumers shopped at a high-status sustainable grocery, they were

more likely to use the shop-branded bags than people shopped at a low-status sustainable

grocery. In other words, the branded shopping bags were often used as an identity for people

who could afford to shop at the high-status store. This is an extension of a previous finding

that consumers of high-status sustainable grocery are more likely to utilise new bags than

recycle those that had been used previously. It shows that individuals often exploit some

of the features of sustainable consumption, such as bag consumption, to signal their status

through conspicuous conservation. Another study looked at the relationship between identity

and intentions towards green consumption (Costa Pinto et al., 2016). It found that the

green consumption would vary on the salience of personal identity; the stronger the personal

identity, the stronger the impact on green consumption appeared to be. In this study, the

positive finding suggests that the need to maintain a good impression about oneself can

translate motivation into the actual socially responsible behaviour.

The third study built on the previous findings as to goal and situational priming but enhanced

the psychological effect of the situational priming. In a way, the salient goal priming can be

seen as a stronger effect of the presence of others as the virtual presence of others is often more

connected with the individuals. When the individuals turn to their social media platforms,

the effect of the situational priming is initiated. By cultivating situational stimulus such as
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public visibility, people are likely to conform to the socially responsible behaviour as they

want to maintain a good impression. In the theoretical framework of understanding socially

responsible consumption, salient goal priming is a good extension derived from goal and

situational priming. Moreover, it’s becoming a valuable extension and an experimental venue

in the rise of social media use and a narcissistic attitude among the young population across

generations. The third study has made a contribution by exploring such effects through the

lens of self-promotion, as well as a new form of peer pressure in relation to socially responsible

consumption. Millennials are said to feel motivated to post on social media sites to portray

a positive image of themselves and socially responsible consumption enables them to build

their online identity with a rather salient but less controversial signal than those engaging in

conspicuous or vanity consumption.

8.5 Dark knights rise

Having discussed the result of situational priming in relation to socially responsible consump-

tion, the fourth study was to determine how dark triad traits would interact with that type

of priming. The common understanding is that those traits can be activated upon a specific

situational priming, with the resultant force either motivating or constraining individuals

to act on social responsibility. Across the three studies, there’s no significant relationships

were observed between goal priming and DPC1 or DPC2. No significant relationships were

observed between DPC1 (narcissism and psychopath-dominated) and the two forms of situ-

ational priming. However, the findings of the second and third study showed a statistically

significant relationship between DPC2 (Machiavellianism-dominated) and the two situational

priming, i.e., group priming and salient goal priming. That meant that the higher the DPC2

score in group priming and salient goal priming, the greater the likelihood that the individu-

als would opt for the socially responsible rewards. This suggests that the Machiavellian trait

seems to have a positive interaction with the two categories of situational priming. When the

situation is enabling the interest of the individuals with a strong Machiavellian trait, they’re

more likely to act on socially responsible consumption.

The current finding is contradicted to the understanding that individuals with high scores on

Machiavellianism tend to show little concern for common ethics and morality (Verbeke et al.,

1996). Previous studies between Machiavellianism and socially responsible consumption have

largely shown a similar effect. For example, individuals with high scores on Machiavellianism

are reported to engage in more unethical clothing consumption activities than those who are
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with a low score (Shen and Dickson, 2001). This lack of moral concern seems to be valid in

various cultural contexts (Erffmeyer et al., 1999; Rawwas et al., 2005). Arli and Anandya

(2017) examined the relationship between Machiavellianism and consumer ethics in Indonesia,

finding a negative effect on consumer ethics as individuals with a high Machiavellianism trait

tended to show more tolerance for unethical consumer behaviours and to prioritise costs and

benefits for themselves. Winter et al. (2004) examined the relationship among Machiavel-

lianism, violation of intellectual property and privacy. Their findings showed that individuals

with a high score in Machiavellianism had a higher tolerance for the violation of intellectual

property and privacy rights than others. Moreover, working in R&D would strengthen the

effect of Machiavellianism on their attitudes towards the violation of intellectual property and

privacy rights. Another study examined the relationships between Machiavellianism and atti-

tudes towards the perceived importance of corporate ethics and social responsibility (Simmons

and Snell, 2018). It found that people with high Machiavellian scores would evidence lower

levels of corporate ethics and social responsibility, both of which are significantly associated

with weaker pro-environment views. However, what makes Machiavellianism trait motivated

towards socially responsible consumption is the relativism and pragmatism. Given that peo-

ple with high score in Machiavellianism trait are more relativist than absolutist (Leary et al.,

1986), they tend to take advantage of an opportunistic situation by conforming to socially

irresponsible consumptions when the personal benefit outweighs the personal cost (Arli et

al., 2015). Such personal interests could also be status-striving, making a good impression,

relationship building. For those studies that had indicated that individuals with high scores

on Machiavellianism are more likely to conceive less socially responsible intentions (Jones and

Kavanagh, 1996; Bass et al., 1999; Winter et al., 2004), it is possibly due to the fact that

they’re using intentions or attitudes rather than actual behaviours as outcome measure, and

more importantly, those screening environments were less “opportunistic” or “self-benefiting”

in the eyes of individual scored high on Machiavellianism trait. Although it’s impossible to

draw a further correlation between Machiavellianism and socially responsible behaviours, as

the traits were not equally assigned, it still offers a promising sign for future research focusing

solely on the relationship between Machiavellians and socially responsible consumption.

The fourth study has made an attempt to examine individual variations across the goal and

situational priming through the dark triad personality traits. It has made a contribution

to a new form of socially responsible consumption linking prosocial behaviour with conspic-

uous consumption. The finding shows that the interplay between altruism and egoism in
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prompting socially responsible consumption can be far more effective than expected. People

are more likely to act on socially responsible consumption if it intersects with their self-

interest or vanity needs. In the theoretical framework of understanding socially responsible

consumption, the extension of personality traits can provide a good individual threshold on

interacting, not only with the behaviour of socially responsible consumption, but also surveys

of socially responsible consumption. The latter has often been hindered by social desirability

and self-monitoring bias. The dark triad personality traits could serve as an effective lens

through which to examine the existence of self-awareness and relativism when individuals

feel motivated when completing a socially responsible consumption survey. Moreover, the

rising interest in using a situational factor as the first-choice extension to the current theoret-

ical framework of understanding socially responsible consumption should rekindle interest in

personality and situation. The growing recognition in social psychology is that determining

consumer behaviours is never about the advance of one perspective at the expense of the

others; it is always about the interaction of internal factors and situational factors (Fleeson,

2004; Funder, 2009). The person-situation variability could be further studied in relation to

the attitude-behaviour gap that has been noted in socially responsible consumption.

8.6 Good ethics fall

Contrary to the finding from previous studies, there was no statistically significant relation-

ship between the measurements of consumer ethics and the socially responsible reimburse-

ment. The measurement of those ethics might be a good proxy to predict socially responsible

attitudes, but provides little predictive power as to actual behaviours, which, concern social

responsibility in our case. The discrepancy is consistent with the existence of an attitude-

behaviour gap in which consumers often fail to translate their intentions or attitudes about

ethicality or social responsibility into the actual behaviours, even when they clearly express

their commitment to socially responsible consumption (Devinney et al., 2012). The current

finding is contradicted to the previous finding that values are considered as the primary mo-

tivation to socially responsible consumption. It’s suggested that the ethical values influence

beliefs and the beliefs translate into intentions and the intentions dictates the individual con-

sumptions (Shaw et al., 2006; Soper, 2007; Balderjahn et al., 2013; do Paço et al., 2013).

For example, one study found that consumers were more likely to pursue energy efficient

household appliances if they had declared beliefs associated with altruism (Nguyen et al.,

2017). Another study examined the relationship between ethical values and fair-trade non-
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food products (Ma and Lee., 2012). It found that ethical values tend to have a positive effect

on the attitude and intention to commit fair trade products. Another study examined the

relationship between environmentally friendly products and green consumption values, which

is the tendency to express the desire of environmental protection through the consumption

and the preference for environmentally friendly products (Haws et al., 2014). The study

found the green scale was highly correlated with the consumer preference for environmen-

tally friendly products. While individual value can be seen as a common navigating system

for people’s socially responsible consumption, it’s unlikely that everyone shares the same set

of values and competing values can create gaps in socially responsible consumption. More-

over, value-based behavioural drivers seem to rely heavily on consumers’ rational side but

behavioural economics have consistently shown the dominance of their irrational side. In a

way, the current finding shows that the measure of consumer values only conforms the value

orientation of the individuals on the questionnaire, but not on their actual behaviour when

under a situational constraint. One potential and under-investigated area in the value-based

consumer literature is the common method bias. Many of the consumer studies concerning

social responsibility failed to declare this in their methodology. From our literature review,

less than 10% of the consumer studies concerning socially responsibility have utilised a check

on common method bias. Many studies have opted for non-behavioural outcome measures,

such as attitudes and intentions, which are often examined in conjunction with elements of

consumer ethics. Therefore, the participants are highly likely to provide biased responses.

The analysis has shown a direct contrast to the previous understanding that ethical value

orientation can predict the socially responsible consumption. The contribution lies in the en-

couragement of examining the effect of ethical value orientation against the actual behaviour,

as most of previous studies have been conducted in relation to the intention, willingness or

attitudes of socially responsible consumption. Such evidence might have been hindered by

common method bias as they tend to use the same questionnaire to gauge the outcome mea-

sure. The experimental design can provide a good venue to re-test the efficacy of ethical value

orientation on promoting socially responsible consumption across different situation. People

experience many kinds of social influences everyday and whether ethical value orientation can

face up to those hidden resistances remains to be tested in further contexts.
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9 Management implication

For marketing or product managers, the key implication is whether it’s worthwhile to treat

socially responsible consumers differently from everyday consumers. In other words, should

the marketing promotion for socially responsible consumers be different from everyday con-

sumers? The current evidence suggests the answer is probably no. There’s no doubt that some

individuals will be tempted to act on socially responsible consumption out of consciousness

or responsibility. However, most of the individuals still maintain a balance between self-

interest and altruism in their everyday consumption. For most consumers, it’s more about

opportunistic situations or situational constraints rather than consciousness or responsibility.

This is not an excuse or ignorance, but an acknowledgement of human nature that human

behaviour is just not as consistent as we’d like it to be. The battle in consumers’ minds could

start with a single intention or multiple intentions to act on socially responsible consumption,

but then the intention struggles with many forces, from alliances to resistance motivated by

different social influences. The behavioural ending or the final act is just what remains after

both the casualties and survivors of those influences. Government agencies, business vendors

and charitable organisations should place more attention on cultivating situational factors

to promote socially responsible consumption. One situational cultivation is to make the in-

dividuals aware of the physical presence or virtual presence or behaviour of others. When

individuals learn about aspects of the individuals surrounding them, they’re more likely to

conform to the norm behaviour. For example, a hotel management worked with marketing

researchers to examine a towel reuse program (Goldstein et al., 2008). The finding shows that

hotel guests were 26% more likely to reuse their towels when they received a message stating

that most of the previous guests had done so. This shows that simple, low-cost situational

priming can motivate individuals to act on socially responsible behaviour. A socially respon-

sible logo would also facilitate the socially responsible transaction if the consumer pathway

remains indifferent or frictionless. But don’t expect most of the consumers to conform simply

because of some socially responsible logos. If the logo is involved with some degree of vanity,

such as collaboration with highly reconsigned brands, there’s a higher likelihood it will attract

people to act on socially responsible consumption. Consumers deal with multiple goals each

day � shopping, dining, watching television � and social responsibility is not just a goal within

the goal hierarchy. But people often look for costly signals to tell their friends, colleagues

and family about their trajectory to becoming a better human being. Socially responsible

consumption is clearly a good means to achieve this end. It allows the individuals to feed
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their inner ego as well as construct a healthy and altruistic version of themselves. The face

of altruism or social responsibility might mask an inner vanity or narcissism, but if the goal

post is the final act of socially responsible consumption, the marketing promotion should be

focused on reinforcing the idea of socially responsible consumption by highlighting self-interest

or status signalling. A selfie post on social media might be judged as being vanity-bragging,

but if it gets more people involved or paying attention, just like the ice-bucket challenge,

it might worth consideration and promotion. In some of recent marathons, fitness or yoga

programmes, business vendors or organisers have shown a great interest in tapping into social

media retweet/repost/like/hashtag and set up a “selfie station” to help the individuals to

broadcast their socially responsible act. The dilemma of socially responsible consumption is

not between ethicality and non-ethicality, but how to reinforce having learnt the feeble moti-

vation and the substantial social resistance. If there’s a responsibility to intervene, it’s to tune

up any situational effects and make social influence effective in promoting social responsibility.

One strong indicator for companies wanting to promote green products and services is to

develop social amplifiers that will increase socially responsible consumption. One approach

is to set up a sort of selfie station or QR code retweet function to capture the moment of

socially responsible consumption with the individual’s social media account. The rationale is

that instead of thinking about the way in which socially responsible consumption should be

promoted on social media, the companies should focus on how to help the consumers share

their “social champion act” of socially responsible consumption. By championing the actions

of consumers rather than the products themselves, companies can utilise consumers as their

social amplifiers, helping them to broadcast their actions as an organisation that is socially

responsible. Therefore, the key is to have a frictionless way to help the consumers share their

“social champion act”, making them more likely to repeat that action and encourage others

to do the same (Quesenberry, 2018). This is part of the reason that social influencers are

increasingly becoming the new champions of socially responsible consumption, because they

are constantly looking for ways both they and the products can look good, casting themselves

as “missionaries” for socially responsible consumption. Therefore, it is in the interest of the

company to find a frictionless way to convert an offline “social champion act” into the online

narratives of their consumers. It’s not just sharing, but positive reinforcement. Another

approach is to let individuals post personal narratives or short-form media (selfie/video)

with hashtags of the brand name or the type of socially responsible consumption; the brand

can respond on social media. While every personal narrative on social media is a signal
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highlighting the mindfulness of the companies, each can focus on a priority different from

the company’s priority. By contributing to a “hashtag conversation” or “Tweet-torial”, a

company can facilitate the consensus and reduce the priority tension (Rodríguez-Vilá and

Bharadwaj, 2017), even if some consumers might highlight a different priority compared to

that of the company. The most important thing is to empower the individual’s socially

responsible consumption in their social world, capture what’s occupying consumer attention

and make it part of the next socially responsible product development.
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10 Future research

One of the key extensions in goal priming is self-regulation or the feedback loop. By having

a feedback loop on how individuals pursue their socially responsible goal, it’s more likely to

reveal the dynamics of the motivation and potential enablers/resistance in everyday interac-

tions. The original intention of the study design was to use the daily submission of socially

responsible tasks completed by the participants as an outcome measure. The platform was

briefly tested with a small group of individuals as they went through a 2-week, self-reported

pursuit of goals within socially responsible consumption. They were given a list of socially

responsible behaviours and were free to undertake any of them. Each socially responsible task

counted as one out of the total points. If they submitted a selfie of the entry, it would give

them three points per entry. Some of the individuals were paired to complete the task while

others went through the experience on their own. The pairing or grouping mechanism was

tested by pairing with another participant or with a fictional participant that controlled by

the experiment controller. The preliminary finding was promising; first, the participants in

the pairing group with positive effort (both were contributing) outperformed individual par-

ticipants in completing the socially responsible items. However, when one of the pairs failed

to submit, there was a negative spill-over effect on the other person in the group, with the

individual submission significantly dropping off. Also people with a high score in narcissism

and psychopathy tended to resist the negative spill-over effect from the pairing. They would

express their frustration to their partners if others started tailing off but they would sustain

their own submission. Second, participants with a high score in Machiavellianism and the

narcissistic trait showed a greater tendency to make more selfie submissions as they helped

in garnering higher scores in total. In addition, they tended to evidence a more long-lasting

effort in the goal pursuit compared to others. The current challenge is to develop a better

mechanism to cope with a large-scale number of interaction and tracking through a mobile

platform. One potential solution is to hire one or two research assistants to manage the daily

tracking or interaction.

One of the challenges in participant recruitment is the inability to recruit an equal number of

people having different dark triad personality traits into each experimental group. It would

require a longer period of time to find a sufficient number of people with certain types of dark

triad personality traits, such as psychopathy. That being the case, it’s challenging to estimate

the direct effect of each dark personality trait from the experimental groups. It may be possible
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to use a BBC dark personality quiz dataset to directly recruit potential participants. The BBC

dark personality quiz used the same measure as SD3 to screen individuals who were interested

in knowing their dark triad personality trait. This means that the quiz has indirectly classified

a large cohort of individuals based on their dark triad personality traits. The quiz was open

to anyone on social media (this is confirmed on Facebook and Twitter) and the dark triad

profiling was linked to individuals’ social media accounts. This means that precise participant

recruitment is possible. The advantage of using such participant recruitment is that when the

participant agrees to participate, the social media data of individuals can be used to establish

their social attitude baseline and contribute further to the dark triad profiling. Moreover, a

validation screening can be introduced without additional mental loading or common method

bias. SD3 is a clustered approach taken by screening three personality traits together with

minimal surveying items. However, a validation screening can be focused on testing the

individual trait, such as narcissism or the Machiavellian trait. This can inform the accuracy

of SD3, compared to a more robust personality trait screening. The study is in the planning

stage and a computational method is being developed to set up a more efficiency data pulling.

One promising development beyond the person-situation discussion is a density-distribution

approach to personality (Fleeson, 2001). When a behaviour is examined on a moment-to-

moment basis, situational factors tend to dominate and most behaviours tend to be highly

inconsistent (Diener, 1996). However, when typical behaviour is examined over time, person-

ality traits prove to be more influential on and consistent with the behaviour (Fleeson, 2004).

In a way, traits can be seen as a frequency distribution formed by multiple behavioural inci-

dents; the mean of the distribution reflects a person’s underlying trait. The advantage of the

density-distribution approach is that traits are no longer a single-aspect or time-episode mea-

surement, but an entire density distribution. The high degree of variability across individual

state and situation would then be captured through the distribution (Bleidorn, 2015). How-

ever, the disadvantage is that it requires extensive data collection over a long period of time,

which is potentially costly. Nevertheless, there are a number of studies citing the promising

direction of the use of density-distribution towards person-situation deviation. For instance,

introverted individuals could still behave in an extroverted manner when they are under

the influence of a strong positive mood moment. Also, people primed by goal setting could

respond to the situational cues by acting differently from their recognised personality state

(Fleeson, 2007). In a theoretical framework encouraging low-deterministic nature, personality

traits provide a useful construct with which to capture the intra-individual variability across
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different situational demands. The trait measure might not initiate via a density-distribution

approach; rather, the proposed theoretical framework is based on goals, situational attribu-

tion and personality traits. This means that a longer time span of screening is needed. With

the 2-week tracking platform and social media baseline development, it’s possible to develop

an integrated study design to test the density-distribution approach with socially responsible

consumption.

Experimentation remains significantly underutilised in socially responsible consumption re-

search, especially when looking at the effect of motivation malleability on socially responsible

consumption. With the rise of big data and mobile devices, experimentation can be easily

implemented through social media apps or branded mobile apps. Many consumer researchers

are already using social media data to enrich their understanding of socially responsible con-

sumers; however, only those researchers have used social media platforms as experimental

venues to gain further conversations and tease out the underlying behavioural drivers through

randomised control trial. Such experimental methods include chat bot research, app notifi-

cation priming and in-app experimentation. Experiments can also be done that not only

examine the interaction between socially responsible goods and consumer segments but can

also uncover hidden consumer insights through the behavioural lens, especially in connection

with their loyalty card or transaction. Socially responsible consumption is not a zero-sum

game, but the devil remains in the vague consensus driven by the consumer surveys. It’s

extremely risky to bet on a survey finding if the consumers don’t often practise what they

preach. In addition, mobile experimentation can be done remotely, allowing researchers to

reduce self-reporting bias as the participants can remain in a real consumer environment

rather than a university setting. Experimentation is an excellent means of providing further

validation for researchers as well as policy makers on what really drives individuals towards

socially responsible consumption.
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11 Limitations

There are a few limitations in the studies. First, outcome measure design: there are three

categories of behavioural outcome but the majority of the participants opt for either the first

or third category. This created an imbalance class problem and indicated a need to rethink

the measure design in the future. Second, the interpretation of the dark triad and consumer

ethics: the latent transformation of the original measurements of the dark triad and consumer

ethics make interpretation at the individual level very difficult. At the beginning of the anal-

ysis, the correlation matrix found a sign of multicollinearity across the measurements of the

dark triad traits and consumer ethics, which made the latent transformation necessary to

advancing further analysis. The studies opt for two types of variable transformation includ-

ing principal component analysis (PCA) and z-score. While these methods have been widely

used in the studies concerning dimensions reduction and multicollinearity, there might be a

better method to transform the measurements. Some potential clustering approaches include

Bayesian principal component analysis (BPCA) and t-Distributed Stochastic Neighbor Em-

bedding (t-SNE). Both of the approaches are increasingly gaining recognition in dealing with

dimensions reduction. Alternatively, a decision tree can be an effective modelling approach to

overcoming multicollinearity and providing statistical analysis. However, one of the original

research focuses was the interaction between individual traits and situational priming. The

decision tree approach would involve some new challenges as it would be difficult to analyse

interactions. Third, the alternative measure to dark triad and consumer ethics: in future, the

existence of multicollinearity might encourage researchers to explore an alternative scale or

re-validate the SD3 scale and Consumer Ethics scale. One idea gaining popularity involves

the whole trait theory, i.e., considering the full spectrum of the traits over a period of time.

By tracking multiple incidents and repeated trait surveys, a distribution density can be es-

tablished for the traits. This shall reveal a more stable trait of the individuals due to its basis

on a series of events rather than one time point. However, the whole trait approach demands

a deeper and wider data collection over a longer period of time, which was not feasible in the

current study setting.
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12 Conclusion

The motivation behind the rise in socially responsible consumers is often believed to be grow-

ing concerns regarding ethicality or social responsibility. However, the long-established evi-

dence of an attitude-behaviour gap indicate otherwise: consumers often fail to translate their

intentions or attitudes about ethicality or social responsibility into their actual behaviours,

even when they clearly express their commitment to socially responsible consumption. If

behaviours are finally aligning with socially responsible intentions or attitudes, what could

be the behavioural driver in making them do so? Our study argues that the rise in socially

responsible consumers is often the resultant force of more than one behavioural driver, and

more importantly, the idea of socially responsible consumers has not yet been fully tested.

At the sociological level, the question behind the rise of socially responsible consumption is

associated with the loss of faith in capitalism as an effective social and economic system.

People are encouraged to use their new granted consumer power to make social justice. In the

philosophical level, the idea of socially responsible consumption faces a great deal of scrutiny.

Consumption for variety is a choice to explore. If there’s no freedom, there is never the choice

between good and evil and nobody knows the what-if. A preponderance of non-experimental

studies in the literature has endorsed the Carl Jung’s argument on a moral good without free-

dom as being just like the thief in jail. The tyranny doesn’t simply lie in moral absolutism,

but also in the fear of moral nihilism growing in the modern consumer behaviour. Human

nature, after all, is proven to be malleable and most people are just as often relativists. Yet

moral relativism is perhaps the solution that society needs to effectively approach socially re-

sponsible consumption. Rather than taking up the cause of morality with whatever principles

apply, the solution is to examine every circumstance and decide what principles should be

stuffed into that morality bag. This would mean embracing the differences in moral principles

across the variety of consumption and recognising the need of being open to different views,

values, positions, and prospectives. This goes back to the ambiguity remains as to whether

behavioural drivers other than ethicality or socially responsibility can motivate consumers to

engage in socially responsible consumption. Should we still refer to individuals not motivated

by ethical or socially responsible consciousness as socially responsible consumers, given the

behavioural outcome is consistent with what the social justice demands? The classification of

socially responsible consumers remains in the eye of the beholder. A high threshold of clas-

sification means that individuals are expected to achieve more than just one aspect of social

responsibility to earn the title of socially responsible consumers, and people who only con-
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sider one or two sides should be disqualified from being considered as such. A low threshold of

classification introduces a high incentive in motivating individuals to become socially respon-

sible consumers, but it also artificially converts virtually any consumer into something they

already are. In other words, everyday consumers are fully capable of engaging in the same

behaviours as socially responsible consumers, but without the glamorous title. A concept or

classification is truly meaningful when it serves the uniqueness; in the case of socially respon-

sible consumer, that’s hardly the case. If the end doesn’t justify the means, the alternative is

perhaps to use the means to justify the end – determining the primary motivation to engage in

socially responsible behaviours. Our theoretical framework has been given a solid theoretical

grounding as well as experimental constructs to validate the hypothesis. It is centred on goal

pursuit, situational factors and personality traits. In consumer behaviour research, those three

constructs have been well-established as separate elements. The extension of the situational

factors is consistent with current theoretical developments in relation to socially responsible

consumption, in which social context tends have the strongest effect. The key difference is

that the new theoretical framework promotes an easier and measurable primary behavioural

construct, i.e., goal. Goals not only make the primary behavioural drivers more countable

and controllable in an experimental study, but also make the finding more adaptable and

reproducible with future studies. The extension of personality traits is relatively less fre-

quently mentioned in the literature on socially responsible consumption, especially the traits

connecting to pride, egoism, contextual-awareness and bypassing attitude. The dark triad

traits serve as a good measure with which to capture the individual likelihood of interacting

with socially responsible consumption as well as the social context compared to personal-felt

control. Our empirical study has continued the theoretical framework in that it is aimed at

determining how, in terms of ethicality or social responsibility, that pursuit would fare across

a variety of situational primings. The finding has again rejected the idea that consumer ethics

or consciousness could effectively motivate consumers to act on social responsibility, as both

simple goal priming on social responsibility or consumer ethics measures have failed to align

the individuals to the socially responsible consumption. However, the study has shown that

individuals are more likely to succeed if they feel they’re experiencing the attention or scrutiny

of others. In our case, these environments were the presence of others and the perception that

the individuals were expected to unveil their goal pursuit on social media. There’s a strong

possibility that the Machiavellian trait contributed to the behavioural alignment seen under

conditions of situational priming, as people with a high score on that trait tend to take ad-
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vantage of opportunistic situations by conforming to socially responsible consumptions when

it suits their interest. The final verdict is that the increase in consumers buying into social re-

sponsibility is more likely driven by the interaction of situational priming and personal traits

and, in fact, ethicality or socially responsibility have little influence on behavioural alignment.

That being the case, it is very unlikely we can refer to the consumers who are motivated by

behavioural drivers other than ethicality or socially responsibility as truly being socially re-

sponsible. This suggests that future consumer research concerning social responsibility should

examine the idea of a complex system in which an interconnection across agents, traits and

situations could play a more significant role in driving and explaining socially responsible

behaviours. Taking the finding into managerial implication, our methodological framework

can certainly be extended into applied research on socially responsible consumption in luxury

goods. Conspicuous consumption are often rooted in both personal signalling and situational

priming, such as a personal tailoring service and/or high-end shopping experience. However,

the area in which conspicuous consumption often fails is to win their consumers over through

social responsibility. Our methodological framework shows that luxury goods brands can

start employing social amplifying mechanisms by using social media hashtag narratives to

showcase their consumers’ acting on socially responsible purchases. The new signal of social

responsibility will play particularly well if the consumer base is strongly motivated by how

they look good in their social spectrum, which seems to make it a perfect fit for the future

research with the industry.
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13 Appendix

Experiment setting (further breakdown)

All the participants were recruited from university campuses and the public venues nearby.

The experiment controller approached the individuals in person and asked if they’re willing

to participate a social lifestyle survey and there’s a £4 worth reimbursement for complet-

ing the survey at the end. If they agreed to participate, they could complete the survey

through either their own mobile device or a given iPad device. Some of the participants were

recruited from the business school emailing system. The participants would then complete

the experiment remotely but collected the reimbursement in person. The recruitment pro-

cess has assigned the participants into two classifications. The first classification is “group

recruitment”. When approaching potential participants, some individuals already formed as

a group - they’re sitting together. These participants were only allowed to receive the “group

priming” - presence of others. The second classification is “individual recruitment”. This

means that all the participants were recruited individually. A small portion of the individuals

were further grouped together and assigned to the “group priming”. All remaining partic-

ipants have been assigned to the remaining groups: the control group, goal priming group

and selfie priming group. The experiment also adopted a snowball recruitment process (a

referral-based sampling); that meant that the experiment controller asked the participants

to refer their friends to the study, with each referral netting them a small cash reimburse-

ment. However, the reimbursement was only given if their nominated individuals chose to

participate. This scheme was only offered after the participants have already collected their

own reimbursement. Any referred individuals must collect their reimbursement in person as

they’re required to sign off the consent form. In the structure of socially responsible goal,

the participants were asked if they were interested in taking up a challenge to fulfil as many

socially responsible consumption as they can and, in two weeks, retake the survey to gauge

their progress. If they rejected the goal setting, they would be invited to leave the exper-

iment and receive no reimbursement. These are the socially responsible consumptions they

can consider: buying green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-produced food, energy

conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking, using recycled shopping bags,

recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to gym, eating healthy foods, drinking

juice. The list of items were only to serve as guidance and the participants were informed

that they’re free to choose any of them to commit. However, the second survey was never
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taken as it only served as goal priming for the participants. Once the participants completed

the questionnaire, they were invited to choose their reimbursement. All the participants were

given with three reimbursement options for completing the survey. The first option was £4

worth items with £1 donation to Children in Need; the second option was £4 worth items

with £1 cash take-away; the third option was £3.5 cash. The choices of £4 worth items

were including T-shirt with print logo “Ethical Consumers”, six chocolate bars with a sticker

“social responsibility” and two bottle of juice with a sticker “social responsibility”. All the

participants have been further briefed about the experiment and signed consent forms after

the experiment.

Goal priming instruction (On screen before the main survey)

• Are you willing to accept a goal to fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as you

can from now to the next 2 weeks? These are some of the socially responsible consump-

tions you can consider to do: buying green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-

produced food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking,

using recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to

gym, eating healthy foods, drinking juice.

• We shall email you a survey in 2 weeks and see how you are doing. We’ll give you

another reimbursement for completing the second survey. Please click “Count me in”

if you accept the challenge. If you don’t want to participate the challenge, we’re sorry

that you cannot continue any further.

175



Experimental items
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Time line: Group 1 - Control group

• 00:00:00 - 00:05:00 - Pitching individuals to participate

– Asking if they’re willing to participate a social lifestyle survey and there’s a £4

worth reimbursement for the completion of the survey at the end.

– If yes, they would be invited to take on the second stage.

– If no, they would not be continuing any further.

• 00:05:00 - 00:35:00 - Screening

– Starting the questionnaire on either their own mobile device or a given iPad

– Some might start remotely.

– Finishing the questionnaire

• 00:35:00 - 00:40:00 - Offering reimbursements

– 1 - £4 worth items with £1 donation to Children in Need.

– 2 - £4 worth items with £1 cash take-away.

– 3 - £3.5 cash.

• 00:40:00 - 00:50:00 - Giving further explanation and consent

– Explaining the whole rationale of experiment.

– Getting the consent from the participants.

– Offering the referral scheme but insisting that they would only receive the referral

reimbursement when the nominated individuals chose to participate.

Time line - Group 2 - Goal priming

• 00:00:00 - 00:05:00 - Pitching individuals to participate

– Asking if they’re willing to participate a social lifestyle survey and there’s a £4

reimbursement for the completion of the survey at the end.

– If yes, they would be invited to take on the second stage.

– If no, they would not be continued further.

• 00:05:00 - Priming a socially responsible goal
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– Title: “Fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as you can”

– Timespan: From now to the next 2 weeks

– Substances: buying green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-produced

food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking, using

recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to

gym, eating healthy foods, drinking juice.

– Rejection: If the participant failed to accept the goal, they would not be invited

to finish the questionnaire or collect the reimbursement.

• 00:10:00 - 00:40:00 - Screening

– Starting the questionnaire on either their own mobile device or a given iPad

– Some might start remotely.

– Finishing the questionnaire

• 00:40:00 - 00:50:00 - Offering reimbursements

– 1 - £4 worth items with £1 donation to Children in Need.

– 2 - £4 worth items with £1 cash take-away.

– 3 - £3.5 cash.

• 00:50:00 - 00:60:00 - Giving further explanation and consent

– Explaining the whole rationale of experiment.

– Getting the consent from the participants.

– Offering the referral scheme but insisting that they would only receive the referral

reimbursement when the nominated individuals chose to participate.

Time line - Group 3 - Group priming

• 00:00:00 - 00:05:00 - Pitching individuals (or a group of individuals) to participate

– Asking if they’re willing to participate a social lifestyle survey and there’s a reim-

bursement for the completion of the survey at the end.

– If yes, they would be invited to take on the second stage.
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– If no, they would not be continued further.

• 00:05:00 - Priming a goal as a socially responsible goal

– Title: “Fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as you can”

– Timespan: From the start of the survey to the next 2 weeks

– Substances: buying green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-produced

food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking, using

recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to

gym, eating healthy foods, drinking juice.

– Rejection: If the participant failed to accept the goal, they would not be invited

to finish the questionnaire and collect the reimbursement.

• 00:10:00 - 00:40:00 - Screening

– Starting the questionnaire on either their own mobile device or a given iPad

– Finishing the questionnaire

• 00:40:00 - 00:50:00 - Offering reimbursements in the group

– 1 - £4 worth items with £1 donation to Children in Need.

– 2 - £4 worth items with £1 cash take-away.

– 3 - £3.5 cash.

– Giving 5 minutes to reflect on what they should get the reimbursement

• 00:50:00 - 00:60:00 - Giving further explanation and consent

– Explaining the whole rationale of experiment.

– Getting the consent from the participants.

– Offering the referral scheme but insisting that they would only receive the referral

reimbursement when the nominated individuals chose to participate.

Time line - Group 4 - Selfie priming

• 00:00:00 - 00:05:00 - Pitching individuals to participate

– Asking if they’re willing to participate a social lifestyle survey and there’s a reim-

bursement for the completion of the survey at the end.
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– If yes, they would be invited to take on the second stage.

– If no, they would not be continued further.

• 00:05:00 - Priming a goal as a socially responsible goal

– Title: “Fulfil as many socially responsible consumption as you can”

– Timespan: From the start of the survey to the next 2 weeks

– Substances: buying green or eco-labelled products, buying locally-produced

food, energy conservation, improving debt management, reducing smoking, using

recycled shopping bags, recycling waste, donation, walking 10,000 steps, going to

gym, eating healthy foods, drinking juice.

– Rejection: If the participant failed to accept the goal, they would not be invited

to finish the questionnaire and collect the reimbursement.

• 00:05:00 - 00:10:00 - Priming a goal as a socially responsible goal

– The participants were told to take a selfie photo of themselves with their reim-

bursement at the end of the experiment. The selfie was expected to be posted

on all social media platforms with which they were familiar, such as Facebook,

Instagram, Twitter and Weibo.

– Rejection: If the participant failed to accept the condition, they would not be

invited to finish the questionnaire and collect the reimbursement.

• 00:10:00 - 00:40:00 - Screening

– Starting the questionnaire on either their own mobile device or a given iPad

– Finishing the questionnaire

• 00:40:00 - 00:50:00 - Offering reimbursements

– 1 - £4 worth items with £1 donation to Children in Need.

– 2 - £4 worth items with £1 cash take-away.

– 3 - £3.5 cash.

– Once the participants picked the reimbursement, they would be told that there’s

no need to take selfie.

• 00:50:00 - 00:60:00 - Giving further explanation and consent
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– Explaining the whole rationale of experiment.

– Getting the consent from the participants.

– Offering the referral scheme but insisting that they would only receive the referral

reimbursement when the nominated individuals chose to participate.

Scale methodology

Short Dark Triad (SD3) is a 27-item questionnaire to assess the Dark Triad personalty traits.

The scale is Likert-styled with anchors 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). There are 5

items with reversal score - reversing the scoring on the reversals items. There are 3 subscales

and each subscale is calculated by the mean of the item scores. Consumer Ethics Scale has

the same Likert-scale as SD3. It takes the mean score of the questionnaire items for each

dimension and there are 7 dimensions.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

Social Lifestyle Survey (with example of responses)

Part 1 - General Questionnaire

• What is your first name?

– Yuching

• What is your last name?

– Cheng

• What is your email address?

– ********@leeds.ac.uk

• How do you describe your gender? (Female, Male, others)

– Female

• What’s your education qualification? (PhD, Master, Undergraduate, none)

– Master
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• What is your age group? (17 or younger, 18 to 24, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, 55 to

64)

– 18 to 24

• In which country were you born?

– Taiwan

• Which language do you use when you speak to your parents?

– Chinese

• Which social media do you use most? (Facebook, WhatsApp, WeChat, Instagram, Line,

Twitter, SnapChat, Others)

– Facebook

• How many people, including yourself, live in your current accommodation? (0 - 10)

– 6

Part 2 - Random (dummy) questions (with answers)

• Which form of transport do you travel to your study/work? (Walk, bicycle, train, car,

bus, ship, plane)

– Walk

• How long does it take if you walk from your accommodation to your study/work? (0 -

15 mins, 15 - 30 mins, 30 - 60 mins, more than 1hrs)

– 15 - 30 mins

• Please describe one junk food you like particularly.

– Pizza

• Please describe one fruit and vegetable you dislike particularly.

– Green peppers

• How likely do you recycle your smartphone? (1 Extremely unlikely, 2 Unlikely, 3 Neither

likely nor unlikely, 4 Likely, 5 Extremely likely)
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– 3 Neither likely nor unlikely

• How likely do you buy a prefect pair of sport shoes made by children? (1 Extremely

unlikely, 2 Unlikely, 3 Neither likely nor unlikely, 4 Likely, 5 Extremely likely)

– 3 Neither likely nor unlikely

• How likely would you make a donation to the university you had studied? (1 Extremely

unlikely, 2 Unlikely, 3 Neither likely nor unlikely, 4 Likely, 5 Extremely likely)

– 3 Neither likely nor unlikely

• How much do you think you would donate every year? (£0, £5, £10, £50, £100)

– £5

• How likely would you buy our T-shirt to support Children in Need? (1 Extremely

unlikely, 2 Unlikely, 3 Neither likely nor unlikely, 4 Likely, 5 Extremely likely)

– 3 Neither likely nor unlikely

• How much do you think you would pay for the T-shirt? (£5, £10, £15, £20, £25, No

thanks)

– £5

• Which country do you want to go for your summer holiday?

– Austria

• Which dessert do you like most?

– Cupcake

Part 3 - Random (dummy) questions - (1 Strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 Neither

agree or disagree, 4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree)

• I think that there’s a gender inequality at work or study place.

– 3 Neither agree or disagree

• When choosing a place to live, I’d rather live very closed to my work or study place.

– 4 Agree
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• I want to buy a new mobile phone.

– 2 disagree

• I’d like to work in the same city after graduating.

– 3 Neither agree or disagree

• My parents are in contact with me every day.

– 3 Neither agree or disagree

• Brexit (Britain leaving the EU) is bad for me.

– 3 Neither agree or disagree

• Public strike is good for me.

– 3 Neither agree or disagree

Part 4 - Consumer Ethics Survey (1 Strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 Neither agree

or disagree, 4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree)

• Returning damaged merchandise when the damage is your fault.

– 3

• Giving misleading price information to a clerk for an unpriced item.

– 3

• Using a long distance access code that does not belong to you.

– 3

• Drinking a can of soda in a store without paying it.

– 1

• Reporting a lost item as stolen to an insurance company in order to collect the money.

– 2

• Lying about a child’s age in order to get a lower price.

– 3
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• Not saying anything when the waitress miscalculates the bill in your favour.

– 4

• Observing someone shoplifting and ignoring it.

– 3

• Getting to much change and not saying anything.

– 3

• Using an expired coupon for merchandise.

– 3

• Returning merchandise to a store by claiming it was a gift when it was not.

– 3

• Using a coupon for merchandise you did not buy.

– 3

• Not telling the truth when negotiating the price of a new automobile.

– 4

• Stretching the truth on an income tax return.

– 3

• Installing software on your computer without buying it.

– 3

• Burning a CD instead of buying it.

– 2

• Using computer software or games that you did not buy.

– 2

• Spending over an hour trying on different dresses and not purchasing any.

– 1

• Downloading music from the internet instead of buying it.
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– 2

• Buying counterfeit goods instead of buying the original manufacturers brands.

– 3

• Buying products labeled as “environmentally friendly” even if they don’t work as well

as competing.

– 4

• Purchasing something made of recycled materials even though it is more expensive.

– 4

• Buying only from companies that have a strong record of protecting the environment.

– 4

• Recycling materials such as cans, bottles, newspapers etc.

– 5

• Returning to the store and paying for an item that the cashier mistakenly did not charge

you for.

– 3

• Correcting a bill that has been miscalculated in your favour.

– 5

• Giving a larger than expected tip to a waiter or waitress.

– 2

• Not purchasing products from companies that you believe don’t treat their employees

fairly.

– 4

Part 5 - Short Dark Triad (SD3) Survey (1 Strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 Neither

agree or disagree, 4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree)

• It’s not wise to tell your secrets.
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– 2

• People see me as a natural leader.

– 4

• I like to get revenge on authorities.

– 4

• I like to use clever manipulation to get my way.

– 5

• I hate being the center of attention.

– 3

• I avoid dangerous situations.

– 4

• Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side.

– 4

• Many group activities tend to be dull without me.

– 3

• Payback needs to be quick and nasty.

– 3

• Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in the future.

– 3

• I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling me so.

– 3

• People often say I’m out of control.

– 3

• It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against people later.

– 3
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• I like to get acquainted with important people.

– 3

• It’s true that I can be mean to others.

– 4

• You should wait for the right time to get back at people.

– 3

• I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me.

– 4

• People who mess with me always regret it.

– 4

• There are things you should hide from other people because they don’t need to know.

– 3

• I have been compared to famous people.

– 2

• I have never gotten into trouble with the law.

– 5

• Make sure your plans benefit you, not others.

– 5

• I am an average person.

– 4

• I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know

– 3

• Most people can be manipulated.

– 3

• I insist on getting the respect I deserve.
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– 3

• I’ll say anything to get what I want.

– 4

Part 6 - Experimental group allocation and reimbursement choice

• Priming group

– Salient goal priming (selfie group)

• Reimbursement choice

– 1 - Ethical consumption (donation)
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