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Abstract

Despite increased discussion about “ethical consumerism”, insufficient attention has been given to
consumers’ attitudes in regard to socio-ethical issues and how well they may align with their cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR) expectations. An online survey of 1201 US consumers was con-
ducted to determine how demographics and lifestyle choices might reflect and inform purchasing
decisions. Women, younger respondents and more educated respondents were more likely to
value and support environmental protection aspects of social responsibility in their consumption
behaviors. Women and younger respondents were also more sensitive to animal welfare concerns,
as were vegetarians and vegans, who also strongly supported environmental protection through
consumption. Those who traveled, volunteered or engaged in charitable giving also reported more
highly valuing the environmental, animal welfare, corporate responsibility and philanthropic di-
mensions of social responsibility. All demographics reported avoiding companies that used adver-
tisements that were deceptive or depicted minorities negatively. Collectively, this analysis sug-
gests that a wide array of ethical concerns are considered by many US consumers in their current
purchasing behaviors and that the values underlying their actions may indeed hold implications
for consumer perceptions of and support for corporations and their CSR initiatives.
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1. Introduction

There is increasing evidence that in many developed nations, a growing segment of consumers is interested in
demonstrating social consciousness via their purchasing behavior. Such ethical consumers are interested in pur-
chasing products and services that align with their values relative to social and environmental responsibility
(Roberts, 1995; Shaw et al., 2005). These individuals may be concerned about social issues, including environ-
mental protection, animal welfare and issues pertaining to human rights, such as fair labor. Not surprisingly, so-
cially responsible consumers attempt to avoid purchasing products that they perceive may disadvantage or in-
fringe on the health and well-being of animals, the environment, or vulnerable people (Elkington & Hailes, 1989;
Shaw et al., 2005).

Since individuals attempting to make ethically responsible purchases are likely to rely upon the credibility of
a company’s brands and labels, their perceptions of corporate social responsibility (CSR) must be considered.
CSR encompasses the notion that businesses have social and ethical obligations to diverse groups beyond those
to whom they are immediately accountable, such as their investors, members of their respective supply chains
and employees, and that their responsibilities extend even to the local and global communities who may be im-
pacted by their operations (Maloni & Brown, 2006). While studies of CSR perceptions are abundant, the under-
lying values, interests and lifestyle choices associated with consumer social responsibility and their relationship
to CSR perceptions have received comparatively little attention. Few studies have focused on the lifestyle
choices associated with consumer social responsibility (Roberts, 1995), which makes it difficult to know to what
extent ethical consumer behaviors may be related to perceptions of CSR. Values guide people’s beliefs and as-
sessment of appropriate actions and policies, and they provide a basis for motivating people to act accordingly
(Schwartz, 1992). Therefore insight into to consumers’ values and behaviors is germane to understanding their
CSR perceptions.

As noted by Golob et al. (2008), not only are peoples’ expectations of CSR changing, their values are evolv-
ing and are increasingly expressed via their purchasing behaviors. Basil and Weber (2006) have suggested that
CSR expectations are closely tied to consumers’ value orientations. Lack of knowledge about consumers’ values
and beliefs (and how these drive people’s perceptions of their own and others’ ethical behavior) is problematic
since such beliefs very likely inform their decision-making about corporations and brands (Crane, 2005; Brunk,
2010). Further to this point, Auger et al. (2007) observes that lack of clarity relative to understanding what social
responsibility means to a given society can result in practices and policies that are misaligned with public ex-
pectations, and are consequently, ineffective. Although the usefulness of demographic profiling of ethical con-
sumers has been debated, several studies have noted that this type of consumer tends to be well educated, urban,
and of sufficiently high income to afford the premiums (Wehrmeyer, 1992) that are typically charged for posi-
tive social and environmental welfare attributes.

This study sought to collect information about consumer lifestyle choices and demographics that might reflect
and inform personal socio-ethical behaviors and to examine the implications for perceived CSR. Because ethical
concerns may encompass several dimensions, this study incorporated concepts of socially responsible consumer
behaviors as described by Roberts (1995). Socially responsible consumers were defined as those who consider
the environmental impacts of their purchasing behavior and attempt to buy products or services that either posi-
tively influence the environment (or do the least harm) or those who use their purchasing power as a means of
expressing their socio-ethical concerns (Roberts, 1995). Expanding on Roberts’ (1995) concepts, consumer be-
haviors and attitudes on topics ranging from dietary choices to environmental and social concerns were ex-
plored.

2. Materials and Methods

The data used in this analysis were obtained from an online US national scale survey conducted in April 2015
focused on personal social responsibility and perceptions of CSR practices. Previous studies have reported that
people’s perceptions are shaped by their frames of reference (Te Velde et al., 2002; McKendree et al., 2014).
The intent of the research was to analyze possible relationships between personal practices and perceptions of
corporate practices. The underlying assumption is that people act from their beliefs and personal values. Thus,
the survey asked questions about consumer households’ food consumption habits, personal social practices (tra-
vel, volunteerism and charitable giving), and personal social responsibility behaviors.

The survey was conducted online to facilitate obtaining a national sample and allow reasonable randomization
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of questions and possible responses. The sample was targeted to be representative of the US population in terms
of gender, age, income, and geographic region of residence. The sample of consumers was obtained through a
large opt-in panel, managed by Lightspeed GMI. Qualtrics was used to host the survey online, pretest the survey,
and complete basic data organization. The total sample analyzed included 1201 people. Table 1 shows demo-
graphic information for all survey participants.

Table 1. Sample demographics (n = 1201).

Variable description Survey
Frequency (%)
Female 51
Age

18 to 24 years 13

25 to 44 years 35

45 to 64 years 35

65 years and over 17

Household Income

Less than $25,000 23
$25,000 - $34,999 11
$35,000 - $49,999 14
$50,000 - $74,999 18
$75,000 - $99,999 12
$100,000 - $149,999 13
$150,000 or more 9
Region

Northeast 18
South 38
Midwest 22
West 22

Education
Did not graduate from high school 2
Graduated from high school, did not attend college 19
Attended college, no degree earned 21

Attended college, associate or trade

degree earned 13
Attended college, bachelor’s (B.S. or B.A.) degree earned 28
Attended college, advanced 16
(M.S., Ph.D., Law School) degree earned
Other 1
Vegetarian (% of responses)
I or a member of my household is 14
A close friend or family member is 16
No, neither | nor anyone | know is 70
Vegan (% of responses)
| or a member of my household is 9
A close friend or family member is 5
No, neither | nor anyone | know is 86
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This study sought to identify how respondents’ personal ethics might relate to their perceptions of CSR,
therefore consumer behaviors that are likely to be ethically driven were of particular interest. This study heavily
based its inquiry into respondents’ ethical behaviors on the work of Roberts (1995), which profiled socially re-
sponsible behaviors in consumers. The full list of 15 statements used in this study are listed in Table 2. State-
ments 1 - 9 and 11 were taken directly from Roberts (1995). Statement 10 was modified from Roberts (1995),
and statements 12 - 15 were developed for the purposes of this specific analysis. Survey participants were asked
to rate each of their own personal practices as either “never true”, “rarely true”, “sometimes true”, or “always
true”. For analysis and presentation of results, participant responses were grouped into two categories, “never or
rarely true” and “always or sometimes true”.

A series of questions pertaining to social practices, including experience in traveling, volunteering, and giving
to charities were posed to survey participants. Consumers were asked if they had traveled in the past five years
and the reason for the majority of their travels. A similar format was used to examine participants’ volunteer
experience and charitable giving. Survey participants were asked if and why they regularly donated to charities,
and what types of organizations they support.

Interrelationships between variables, including demographics, travel experience, volunteering, giving to char-
ities, and responses to the above-stated ethical statements were of interest. Cross-tabulations were created to
look at interrelationships between variables.

3. Results and Discussion

Responses to Roberts (1995) statements and those developed for this analysis are shown in Table 2. The majority

Table 2. Survey summary responses to ethical statements (values given in % of respondents).

Ethical Never or Sometimes or
statement rarely always
number (%) (%)
1 When | have the choice between two equal products, | always purchase 37 63
the one that is less harmful to the environment.

2 I try to buy products that can be recycled. 31 69

3 When there is a choice, | always choose the product which contributes to 42 58
the least amount of pollution.

4 Whenever possible, I buy products packaged in recyclable containers. 39 61

5 I have convinced members of my family or friends not to buy some 63 37
products which are harmful to the environment.

6 I make a conscious effort to limit my use of products that are made of or 47 53
use scarce resources.

7 I do not buy products with advertising that depicts minority groups in a 24 56
negative way.

8 I do not buy a product that uses deceptive advertising. 31 69

9 I do not buy products from companies involved in a labor dispute. 63 37

10 I do not buy meat or milk because of the conditions under which the 70 30
workers who produce them live and work.

11 I try to purchase from companies who make donations to charity. 49 51

12 I actively look to purchase milk products which promote 53 47
welfare-friendly conditions for the livestock animals that produce them.
I do not purchase eggs produced from hens housed in contentious

13 - 58 42
conditions.

14 1 do not buy dairy products produced on dairy farms that use hormone 51 49
supplements.

15 1 do not buy meat products from farms that do not allow the cattle access 59 n

to pasture.
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of consumers answered “always or sometimes true” regarding statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 11. Sixty-nine
percent of respondents indicated high agreement (69%) with statements 2 and 8. In contrast, the majority of
consumers indicated “never or rarely true” to consumption statements regarding animal welfare practices
(statements 10, 12 - 15).

3.1. Demographic Information

3.1.1. Gender

The sample in this study was 51% female (Table 1); a complete listing of social responsibility statements by
gender (cross-tabulations) is presented in Table 3. Consistent with previous studies (\Vanhonacker et al., 2007;
McKendree et al., 2014), women appeared to have greater concern for some aspects of animal welfare than men,
responding “always or sometimes true” more often than men to statement 13 and 15. In addition, more women
selected “always or sometimes true” to statement 14. It is impossible to determine whether respondents viewed
hormone supplementation of dairy cows as an animal welfare or food safety issue, and it is likely that at least
some may have had concerns about both of these aspects. In contrast, no differences were seen on statement 12.

The women’s responses also suggested that they acted to protect the environment more often, responding
“always or sometimes true” in response to statements 1, 2 and 6. No significant gender differences were ob-
served for statement 5. Collectively, these results suggest that for women, animal welfare, environmental protec-
tion, and perhaps also food safety were high priorities. This finding is consistent with those of Wandel and
Bugge (1997) wherein women tended to more highly prioritize environmental aspects in regard to their assess-
ments and purchasing of food quality than men did. On statements related to social consciousness (fair labor),
there were no differences in responses to statements 9 and 10. Interestingly, a large majority of both male and
female respondents responded “never or rarely true” to statement 10. This suggests either lack of concern for
worker well-being or lack of knowledge of potentially problematic worker conditions that might trigger con-
cerns. However, a limitation of the current study is that it is impossible to determine which, if either, explanation
is correct.

In regard to corporate ethics and philanthropy, there were significant differences between men and women in
response to statements 7 and 8. While a greater percentage of women responded “always or sometimes true” to
both these statements, a substantial proportion of men selected “always or mostly true” to statement 8, suggest-
ing that both men and women highly value truth in advertising.

3.1.2. Age

Differences were observed in responses to almost every category of the ethical inquiry across age categories
(Table 3). Substantial differences were observed between the responses of older (65+) and younger (25 - 44)
respondents in response to statements 5, 10 and 13. For each of these statements, the tendency to respond with
“always or sometimes true” decreased as age increased. This suggests that younger respondents were more so-
cially conscious and inclined toward activism via convincing others not to act in ways they deemed harmful
(Fox, 2012), and they were more sensitive to certain aspects of animal welfare (Verhue & Verzeijden, 2003;
Vanhonacker et al., 2007; McKendree et al., 2014). Only a small difference was found between 18 - 24 year olds
and 45 - 64 year olds on statement 2, where a higher percentage of the older category selected “always or some-
times true”.

3.2. Education

Fifty-seven percent of people participating in this study had earned a college degree; 28% held a Bachelor’s de-
gree (Table 1). There were significant differences associated with education level across most categories of the
ethical inquiry, particularly those relating to environmental concern statements 1 - 6 (Table 3). Respondents
who had earned a degree beyond high school selected “always or sometimes true” for all statements more than
those who had not. Nowhere was the difference across education levels more obvious than in response to state-
ment 6; those having an Associate’s degree or higher more often responded “always or sometimes true” to this
statement, potentially suggesting that advanced degree holders were either more knowledgeable about scarce
resources and/or that they were more inclined to value environmental responsibility in consumption. Although a
causal relationship cannot be deduced and reasons for the differences are purely speculative, an association be-
tween education and environmental concern is consistent with studies reporting a positive relationship between
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Table 3. Relationships between participants’ demographics and responding “always or sometimes true” to social responsibil-
ity inquiry (% of respondents)®.

Gender? Age (in years)® Education’
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When | have a choice
between two equal products,
I always purchase the one  60.1™ 65.9" 58.0° 67.6*° 62.7 585" 583  555%F 5528F  g42  705%¢  68.7°C
that is less harmful to
the environment.

| try to buy products
that can be recycled.

x *

65.7" 71.3" 63.7° 67.4 725 663 625 63.65F  62.8°F 67.9 72.98¢ 75.95¢

When there is a choice, |
always choose the product  op o g1 5+ 595 gp49 569 51.7° 542  50.5PEF 524PEF 6165  64.6PC  62.65C
which contributes to the

least amount of pollution.

Whenever possible, | buy
products packaged in ~ 58.2" 64.1° 65.0 64.0° 59.6 55.6° 625 60.0 53.2PFF  635° 65.2° 65.1°
reusable containers.

| have convinced members
of my family or friends
not to buy some 374 37.4 459°946.4°¢32.8*°921 5%0¢ 20 8PE 305PEF 3285 42178 428°BC  40,0°
products which are
harmful to the environment.

I make a conscious effort
to limit my use of
products that 49.7
are made of or use
scarce resources.

x *

56.9° 55.4 57.1° 524 459" 33.3PFF 459PEF 484PEF §10%BC 5667EC  60.0%BC

I do not buy products
with advertising that
depicts minority groups
in a negative way

50.4~ 60.5~ 58.0 581 531 537 500 48.2p ¢ 55.2 61.6s 57.58 56.9

| donotbuyaproductthat o« 71 5+ 6310 g55d 711 756 500°F 627 692  717A  TL7A® 692
uses deceptive advertising.

I do not buy products
from companies involved  36.0 37.5 389 40.0° 354 312" 350 34.1 33.2 40.9 395 37.9
in a labor dispute.

I do not buy meat or
milk because of the
conditions under which ~ 29.3 30.7 41.4°936.2°¢ 23.7%° 21.0** 20.8 28.6 28.8F 27.05  36.6°PF  251F
the workers who produce
them live and work.

| try to purchase from
companies who make 48.6 52.8 56.7" 56.2° 48.1° 40.0** 33.3%F  43.65F 47.6 52248 555”8 55.4
donations to charity.
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Continued

I actively look to purchase
milk products which
promote welfare-friendly
conditions for the livestock
animals used to
produce them.

443 497 51.0°53.8% 438" 37.1** 500 41.7 42.8 51.6 49.6 42.1

I do not purchase eggs
produced from hens o * cd cd ab ab
housed in contentious 3747 46.6° 47.1°°49.0°° 38.0*" 31.7 375 43.2 38.8 39.6 45.4 415
conditions.

| do not buy dairy

products produced

on dairy farms that
use hormone supplements.

443" 53.8" 48.4 55.2°¢ 46.4°> 405° 375 445 48.0 47.8 57.5 44.6

I do not buy meat
products from farms
that do not allow 3557 457" 43.3% 46.2% 40.4° 28.3*"¢ 333 40.5 35.2¢ 42.8 44,5° 395
the cattle access
to pasture.

IFor brevity, this table only includes the “always or sometimes true” percentages for each category. This can be interpreted for the statement “I try to
buy products that can be recycled” as 60.1% of males claim the statement is always or sometimes true of their behavior, while the remaining 39.9% of
males claim the statement is never or rarely true of their behavior. 2Significant differences are noted by ", ™. Significant differences are noted by a, b,
c, d. 4Significantdif‘ferences are noted by A, B, C, D, E, F.

education level and environmental concern (Roberts, 1996; Schwartz & Miller, 1991; Wandel & Bugge, 1997).

In regard to the social consciousness and corporate responsibility, statements 7 - 10, a higher percentage of
those with an AA degree or higher tended to select “always or sometimes true” than those with less formal edu-
cation. Statement 10 was an exception to this finding. In contrast with previous studies, there were no significant
differences in education level for most of the animal welfare-related statements 12, 13, and 14. For all of these
statements, the majority of respondents selected “never or rarely true.” Those who had earned a BS degree re-
sponded significantly differently, with a higher tendency to select “always or sometimes true” on statement 15
than those who had attended college but not earned a degree.

Vegetarianism and Veganism

According to a Gallup poll published in 2012, 5% of Americans considered themselves vegetarian while 2%
claimed to be vegan. In this study, 14% of respondents indicated that they or a member of their household was
vegetarian (8% of respondents were vegetarian and 6% of the respondents have a vegetarian household member)
(Table 1). Four percent of respondents were vegan and 5% reported a member of their household was vegan.

Respondents who self-identified as vegetarians or had someone in the household who was vegetarian ans-
wered significantly differently from those who reported that neither they nor anyone they knew was vegetarian
for almost all statements (Table 4). Those who selected “I or a member of my household is vegetarian” ans-
wered “always or sometimes true” more often to every statement. Similar to our findings, Fox and Ward (2008)
reported a high level and great diversity of ethical concern in vegetarians, which provided a foundation for their
dietary choices. One exception was statement 8 for which there were no significant differences between vegeta-
rians and others, nor for if they knew anyone who was. For this question the percentage of respondents who
selected “never or rarely true” was quite high across all three categories. This suggests that truth in advertising
was viewed as high priority regardless of dietary choice or connection to a vegetarian.

There were significant differences between those who self-reported as vegan or had a household member who
was and those who were neither vegan, nor knew someone who was on all statements except 2, 4 and 7. How-
ever, on these three statements, significant differences were still observed between those who reported having a
close friend or family member who was vegan and those who were not vegan and did not know anyone who was.
Those who self-reported as vegan or had a household member who was, selected “always or sometimes true”
most often to every statement. Likewise, those who reported that a close friend or family member was vegan
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Table 4. Relationships between dietary preferences and social responsibility (% of respondents)®.

Ethical Statement

When | have a choice between
two equal products, | always
purchase the one that is less
harmful to the environment.

I try to buy products that can
be recycled.

When there is a choice, |
always choose the product
which contributes to the
least amount of pollution.

Whenever possible, | buy
products packaged in
reusable containers.

| have convinced members of
my family or friends not to buy
some products which are
harmful to the environment.

I make a conscious effort to
limit my use of products
that are made of or use
scarce resources.

I do not buy products with
advertising that depicts
minority groups in a
negative way.

I do not buy a product that uses
deceptive advertising.

1 do not buy products from
companies involved in a
labor dispute.

I do not buy meat or milk
because of the conditions
under which the workers
who produce them
live and work.

| try to purchase from
companies who make
donations to charity.

| actively look to purchase
milk products which
promote welfare-friendly
conditions for the livestock
animals used to produce them.

| do not purchase eggs
produced from hens
housed in contentious
conditions.

| or a member

of my
household is.

(@

76.2°

79.6°

721

71.4°

61.2°¢

70.1°

72.8°

74.1

56.5%¢

55.8%¢

72.8"¢

70.1°¢

67.3°¢

Vegetarian®

A close friend

or family
member is.

(b)

76.9°

83.0°

70.1.

73.5°

44.2%¢

63.9°

64.6°

80.3°

36.7%

29.3%

51.7%

49.0°

44.9°

No, neither |
nor anyone |
know is.

(©

58.2%b

64.3%°

53.2:p

57.23P

31.8%°

48.3%°

50.4%°

66.1°

33.4%

253"

46.6"

42.1°

36.7°

1 or a member

of my
household is.

QY

75.0¢

72.4

75.0¢

65.8

64.5°

73.7¢

69.7¢

67.1

59.2¢

53.95¢

63.2°

71.18¢

68.45¢

Vegan’

A close friend

or family
member is.

(B)

77.9¢

77.9°

69.5¢

75.8°

52.6°

67.4°

67.4°

80.0¢

47.4°

316"

62.1°

51.6%

52.6°C

No, neither I
nor anyone |
know is.

©

60.0%8

66.3°

55.4n8

58.8°

32178

49,08

51.2°8

68.2°

33.208

25.8*

47678

42.9%

37.0°8
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Continued

| do not buy dairy products
produced on dairy farms that 76.2°¢ 55.8%¢ 43.3%° 69.7¢ 60.0° 45378
use hormone supplements.

1 do not buy meat products
from farms that do not allow 72.1%¢ 47.6* 34.2%0 63.2° 52.6° 35,58
the cattle access to pasture.

SFor brevity, this table has been shortened to include only the “always or sometimes true” percentages for each category. For example, of the male
participants indicating “I or a member of my household is” vegetarian, for the ethical statement “I try to buy products that can be recycled” 79.6%
claim the statement always or sometimes true of their practices, while the remaining 20.4% of male participants claim the statement is never or rarely
true of their personal practices. °Significant differences are noted by a, b, c. “Significant differences are noted by A, B, C.

responded “always or sometimes true” most often to every statement except 9 and 10.

On the statements that pertained to animal welfare, a majority of those who identified as vegetarian or vegan
and those who had a member of the household who was vegan responded “always or sometimes true”. Although
the survey did not inquire about the reasons for vegetarians’ or vegans’ dietary choices, it would not be surpris-
ing if they were due at least in part to concerns for animal welfare. This hypothesis is somewhat supported by
Vanhonacker et al. (2007) who reported that heavy meat consumers were less concerned about animal welfare
than individuals reporting moderate or low meat consumption. It is logical that those reporting low or no meat
consumption might be more concerned about animal welfare than those who consumed more.

A majority of those who identified as vegetarian or vegan also tended to select “always or sometimes true” in
response to the ethical statements that pertained to environmental protection via recycling. These data are con-
sistent with Fox and Ward’s (2008) findings that in addition to having strong concerns about animal welfare,
vegetarians also were very concerned about the environment, even if environmental issues were not their main
reason for their choice of diet. Siegrist et al. (2015) similarly reported that people’s motivations behind dietary
choices such as health or other concerns can impact their consideration of environmental factors associated with
the foods they choose.

3.3. Travel, Volunteerism, and Charitable Donations

Travel

The role of travel abroad in shaping underlying beliefs about personal social responsibility was explored in this
study. Respondents were asked whether they had traveled outside of the US within the past 5 years and for what
reason (Table 5). The majority of participants (67%) had not traveled abroad. Of the 33% that had traveled out-
side the US in the past 5 years, the majority traveled for vacation (81%). Table 6 displays cross-tabulation re-
sults of respondents’ travel and responses to consumption-related statements. Those who had traveled responded
significantly differently from those who had not on all statements except statements 4, 8 and 10. One must con-
sider whether travel itself, and exposure to different cultural and social norms and beliefs, influences people’s
ideas about social responsibility. Alternatively, it is possible that those who travel abroad are already more in-
clined toward certain aspects of personal social responsibility. While the current study does not inform conclu-
sions as to which explanation (or the extent to which both) might be correct, some insights can be gleaned from
studies focused on cross-cultural and cross-national differences in ethical beliefs and behaviors. For example,
Nyaw and Ng (1994) reported differences in students’ responses to ethical dilemmas as a function of national
origin, suggesting that various factors including cultural, familial, societal and legal norms play a role in shaping
ethical beliefs and their international variations. Likewise, Auger et al. (2007) reported cross-country variation
in consumers’ responses to social and ethical issues, while others have pointed out the existence of cultural as
well as individual differences on different dimensions of values (Maignan, 2001; Schwartz, 1992).

Both travelers and non-travelers showed low agreement with statement 10 by most often selecting “never or
rarely true”. In addition to the possibility that concern for workers involved in meat and milk production is low,
the possibility exists that people do not believe there are adverse conditions experienced by the workers, or that
they are possibly unaware of these conditions. In contrast, there was high agreement indicated by responding
“always or sometimes true” to statement 8. Apparently, truth in advertising is a shared value for travelers and
non-travelers alike, which is consistent with findings by Darke (2007) who noted that deceptive advertising
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Table 5. Travel experiences outside the US.

Survey
Variable description
Frequency (%)
Traveled abroad in past 5 years (n = 1201)
Yes 33
No 67
Reason for travel (n = 401)
Vacation 81
Missions work 4
Religious Pilgrimage 3
Volunteer work 2
Work-related business 6
School-related business 2
Other 2

creates distrust and negative bias in consumers that undermines future advertising efforts. Those traveling for
mission-related work responded “always or sometimes true” more often for every statement and generally ap-
peared to differ in their responses from those who traveled for all other reasons. This group of respondents had
the highest percentage (86.7%) of agreement of any demographic, with statement 10. It is plausible that those
who travel for mission-related work are more socially conscious and therefore more apt to be concerned about
potentially adverse working and living conditions for workers employed in meat or milk production. However,
the possibility that these respondents may have relatively high social desirability bias in their reporting of
agreement with the various statements should also be considered.

Throughout this study, the percentage of respondents selecting “always or sometimes true” in response to
statement 10 was quite low given that previous studies have reported strong consumer response to employee
treatment as an ethical concern (Cowe & Williams, 2000; Galavielle, 2004). However, consistent with our find-
ings, Carrigan and Attalla (2001) observed low prioritization of worker treatment by consumers on issues such
as working conditions. Nonetheless, the possibility that mission-related travelers may have higher than average
CSR expectations for socio-ethical dimensions, including worker conditions, may be of importance to compa-
nies, particularly those marketing products or services to such travelers.

3.4. Volunteerism

The extent to which consumers participate in volunteer activities and the effects these might have in motivating
personal social responsibility as well as views of CSR were another area of interest. In this survey, 48% of res-
pondents reported volunteering in the past 5 years, with the majority (63%) noting that they did so to give back
to their communities (Table 7).

There were significant differences between those who volunteered and those who did not in the responses to
every statement, with volunteers consistently selecting “always or sometimes true” for all of the personal re-
sponsibility statements (Table 8). On statements 2 and 8, the percentage of those responding “always or some-
times true” in regards to their own practices was particularly high. As has been observed throughout, on state-
ment 10, the percentage of those who responded with “always or sometimes true” was low (33.8%), and lower
for those who did not volunteer (26.4%).

3.5. Charitable Donations

Those who personally donate to charities may expect corporations to do likewise as a component of CSR. Ac-
cording to Carroll’s (1991) pyramid of social responsibility, corporate philanthropic activity is at the top of the
pyramid in that it is desired as a component of good citizenry but is not expected or required. However, recent
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Tables6. Relationships between participant travel and “always or sometimes true” response to ethical inquiry (% of respon-
dents)®.

Have you traveled
abroad (outside the

: S ~10
US) in the past 5 What was the main purpose of the majority of your travels?

years?®
Ethical statement
n Missions  Religious Volunteer Work-related School-rel
\((:)s z\kl)c)) Vat(:zslon work  pilgrimage  work business  ated travel O(tg)er
(B) © (D) (E) (F)
When | have a choice between
two equal products, 1always 5 30 gg g2 717 86.7 90.9 714 69.2 833 700
purchase the one that is less
harmful to the environment.
I1try to buy products that 743 656 736 80.0 818 714 73.1 833 800
can be recycled.
When there is a choice, |
always choose the product 646"  551° 638 66.7 90.9°¢  42.9° 731 667  50.0°

which contributes to the least
amount of pollution.

Whenever possible, | buy
products packaged in 65.1 59.2 63.5 73.3 72.7 714 65.4 100.0 70.0
reusable containers.

| have convinced members of
my family or friends not to buy
some products which are
harmful to the environment.

45.1° 335°  45.1° 73.3AFC 54.5 42.9 42.3 16.7° 20.0°

I make a conscious effort to
limit my use of products
that are made of or use
scarce resources.

63.6° 48.3 63.5 66.7 81.87 57.1 65.4 33.3° 60.0

I do not buy products with
advertising that depicts
minority groups in a
negative way.

61.8° 52.4%  60.15F 86.74 545" 71.4 57.7° 100.0*  70.0

1 do not buy a product that

uses deceptive advertising. 713 67.5 72.4 80.0 72.7 57.1 61.5 66.7 60.0

1 do not buy products from
companies involved in a 42.6° 33.9°  40.2%F  66.7A° 54.5 14.3%F¢ 42.3 83.3*°  70.0°
labor dispute.

I do not buy meat or milk
because of the conditions under
which the workers who
produce them live and work.

33.2 28.4 31.9% 86.7ACPERG 2738 28.6° 34.6° 16.78 10.08

I try to purchase from
companies who make 57.1° 47.5% 56.1 73.3 63.6 57.1 53.8 83.3 50.0
donations to charity.

| actively look to purchase
milk products which
promote welfare-friendly 54.4° 43.4° 5408  80.0°P€ 54.5 28.6"DC 53.8 66.7  40.0°P€
conditions for the livestock
animals used to produce them.
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Continued

I do not purchase eggs
produced from hens housed 48.4° 38.9°  49.1% 80.0°CPECG  36.4° 14.3% 4238 66.7° 20.08
in contentious conditions.

| do not buy dairy products
produced on dairy farms that 53.9° 46.7°  53.48P Q33APERG 77D 143ABC 53.8° 33.3° 30.08
use hormone supplements.

1 do not buy meat products
from farms that do not allow 46.6" 37.7° 46.3 66.7° 63.6° 28.6 50.0 333 20.0%¢
the cattle access to pasture.

8For brevity, this table has been shortened to include only the “always or sometimes true” percentages of the response for each category. This can be
interpreted for the statement “I try to buy products that can be recycled” as 74.3% of those who have traveled outside the U.S. in the past 5 years
claim the statement is always or sometimes true of their behavior, while 25.7% of those who have traveled abroad claim the statements is never or
rarely true of their behavior. 9Significant differences are noted by a, b. 10Significant differences are noted by A, B, C, D, E, F, G.

Table 7. Volunteerism.

Survey
Variable description
Frequency (%)
Volunteered in past 5 years (n = 1201)
Yes 48
No 52
Reason for volunteering (n = 580)

Requirement to log a certain number of volunteer hours 10
Social activity with family and friends 20
Give back to the community 63
Other 7

studies suggest that consumers’ CSR expectations are more closely tied to responsibilities outside of economic
performance (Maignan, 2001; Matten & Moon, 2005). For example, Golab et al. (2008) reported that consumers
have increasingly high CSR expectations relative to ethical/philanthropic action. Therefore the extent to which
respondents donated to charitable organizations, their reasons for doing so and the nature of the charities se-
lected were explored.

Fifty-four percent of respondents reported that they regularly donated to charities. The vast majority (81%)
selected “I believe giving ultimately benefits the charities and people they serve” as their primary reason for
giving. For domestic charities, respondents primarily gave to churches or religious organizations, food pantries,
human health or adult/child welfare organizations. Those donating to international charities most frequently
supported adult/child welfare, human health and church or religious organizations (Table 9).

On every statement pertaining to the ethical inquiry, those who donated to charity, responded significantly
differently from those who did not, more often selecting “always or sometimes true” (Table 10). The percentage
of respondents selecting “always or sometimes true” was highest for those who donated on statements 1, and 8,
and was lowest on statement 10. Interestingly, while there were also differences on statement 11, the percentage
of charitable donors selecting “always or sometimes true” was not particularly high (59.7%).

Those who donated because another organization, church or business they were involved with encouraged
them to do so consistently differed from those who donated for other reasons. The only exception to this pattern
was on statements 1 and 4 where no differences were evident across any of the categories. Those who felt com-
pelled to give by family and friends had the highest percentage of “always or sometimes true” responses to 10 of
the 15 ethical statements. They were notably higher in selecting this response (54.1%) to statement 10 and also
on all of the environmental and animal welfare statements, as well as the fair labor-related and corporate charit-
able giving statements. These latter findings are intriguing, as in concert with the result that those who donate
regularly to charities respond differently from those who do not, they raise the question as to whether charitable
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Table 8. Relationships between participant volunteerism and “always or sometimes true” response to ethical inquiry (% of

respondents)™*.

Ethical statement

When | have a choice between
two equal products, | always
purchase the one that is less
harmful to the environment.

I try to buy products that can
be recycled

When there is a choice, | always
choose the product which contributes
to the least amount of pollution.

Whenever possible, | buy products
packaged in reusable containers.

I have convinced members of my
family or friends not to buy some
products which are harmful
to the environment.

I make a conscious effort to limit
my use of products that are made of
Or USe scarce resources.

1 do not buy products with advertising
that depicts minority groups in a
negative way.

I do not buy a product that uses
deceptive advertising.

I do not buy products from
companies involved in a
labor dispute.

I do not buy meat or milk because
of the conditions under which
the workers who produce them
live and work.

I try to purchase from companies
who make donations to charity.

I actively look to purchase milk
products which promote
welfare-friendly conditions for
the livestock animals used to
produce them.

1 do not purchase eggs produced
from hens housed in
contentious conditions.

I do not buy dairy products
produced on dairy farms that
use hormone supplements.

I do not buy meat products from
farms that do not allow the
cattle access to pasture.

Have you volunteered in

the past 5 years?*

Yes
(€)]

70.0°

76.0°

64.8°

69.0°

44.1°

59.8°

62.8

77.1°

40.3

33.8°

58.4°

51.0°

46.0°

54.0°

455

No
(b)

56.5°

61.5°

52.2°

53.9%

31.1°

47.3*

48.8°

61.0°

33.5°

26.4°

435

43.3°

38.3°

44.6°

36.2°

What is the main reason you volunteer?*?

Requirement to log a Social activity with Give back to
certain number of family and friends the community

volunteer hours (A)

52.5°

67.8°

55.9

59.3¢

47.5°

59.3

59.3

66.1¢

39.0

50.8%P

57.6°

49.2°

52.5°

59.3

50.8°

(B)

7314

72.3

67.2

63.9

52.9°

59.7

63.9

74.8

50.4%P

40.3°

58.0°

56.3°

47.1°P

55.5

47.9

©

72.5%

79.9%

66.9

72.7%

43.5°

64.7°

79.3

38.3°

30.9P

61.2°

52.3°

46.6°

53.2

45.5

Other
(D)

64.1

64.1°

513

64.1

17.928¢

48.7

46.2°

79.5

30.8°

15.4ABC

35.94BC

25.6%8¢

28.2B¢

48.7

30.8%

HFor brevity, this table has been shortened to include only the “always or sometimes true” percentages for each category. This can be interpreted for
the statement “I try to buy products that can be recycled” as 76.0% of those who have volunteered in the past 5 years claim the statement is always or
sometimes true of their behavior, while 24.0% of those who have traveled abroad claim the statements is never or rarely true of their behavior.
“gignificant differences are noted by a, b. **Significant differences are noted by A, B, C, D.
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Table 9. Charitable giving.

Survey
Variable description
Frequency (%)
Donate regularly to charities (n = 1201)
Yes 54
No 46
Reason for donating to charities (n = 652)

| believe giving ultimately benefits the charities and people that they serve. 81

| feel compelled by family and friends who also give to charities. 6

Another organization, church, or _business | am involved with 9

encourages me to give to charity.
Other 4
s e 2o ol espors

Church or religious organizations 20 14
Environmental 9 12
Animal-welfare 12 12
Human health 14 17
Adult and/or child welfare 14 16
Educational 10 11
Food pantry 16 10
Other 5 7

giving inspires greater overall ethical behavior or whether much of what appears to be ethically motivated beha-
vior is in fact the result of social compulsion. Regardless, if some respondents felt compelled to behave ethically
as a function of social pressure, it is likely that they might believe either that corporations should also feel com-
pelled to act responsibly or that CSR activities may likewise be due to compulsion rather than altruism. Both
explanations have CSR implications, with the first providing additional support for the need for corporations to
consider their socio-ethical alignment with that of their consumers (Auger et al., 2007), and the other supporting
the idea that some CSR initiatives may appear to be solely strategic, and thus, met with a degree of skepticism
by some consumers as discussed by Skarmeas and Lenidou (2013).

4. Conclusions

This study builds on existing research linking consumer social responsibility behaviors to key demographics and
suggests that underlying associated values, beliefs and knowledge may hold potential implications for CSR ex-
pectations. As observed by Roberts (1995), our findings indicated that many respondents frequently engaged in
socially responsible consumer behaviors, appearing to avoid purchasing some products that were perceived to do
harm (e.g., those that negatively portrayed minorities in their advertisements and those that use deceptive adver-
tising) and indicating a preference for buying products that appeared to support environmental integrity, animal
welfare and corporate philanthropy. Women, younger respondents, and those with advanced degrees consistent-
ly appeared to be more sensitive to these issues, with the only major difference in our findings compared to oth-
ers being that those with advanced degrees were not significantly more concerned about animal welfare than
those with less education. Particularly notable differences were evident between men and women on the envi-
ronmental issues as reported by others (Roberts, 1996; Schwartz & Miller, 1991; Wandel & Bugge, 1997).
Likewise, our findings that vegetarians and vegans expressed high concern for both animal welfare and envi-
ronmental protection resembled those of previous studies (Fox & Ward, 2008).

G2
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Table 10. Relationships between participant charitable giving and “always or sometimes true” responses to ethical inquiry
(% of respondents)*.

Do you regularly
donate to Why do you give to charities?"®
charities?*

What type of charities do you
give to?*"®

| believe [ feel orgAar;?;gsiron Domestic International
. giving compelled '
Ethical Statement ultimately by family bﬁ:i?]zzzyloarm
Yes No  benefits the and friends - Other
O (") charitiesand who also encourages me (@ Yes No Yes No
people they  give to - iv% . » B @ ®
serve. charities. chgarity
(@ (b) O
When | have a choice between
two equal products, | always 4y g g o 716 78.4 60.7 806 714 532* 77.7° 592
purchase the one that is less
harmful to the environment.
| try to buy products that - " c ¢ abd c B A B a
can be recycled. 76.1 59.6 77.3 81.1 58.9 80.6° 76.2° 59.6° 773" 66.2
When there is a choice, | always
choose the product which 646" 508" 64.4 78.4° 55.4° 67.7 648 50.7° 70.1P 552°
contributes to the least
amount of pollution.
Whenever possible, | buy
products packaged in 67.8" 534" 67.8 75.7 57.1 774 67.9% 534% 729° 581°
reusable containers.
I have convinced members
of my family or friends
not to buy some products 426" 311" 43.7°¢ 67.6%%¢ 19.6*° 355" 427 312" 522° 335¢
which are harmful
to the environment.
I make a conscious effort
to limit my use of products gy year g o 59.5° 35700 710° 595° 462° 641 505
that are made of or use
scarce resources.
I do not buy products with
advertising that depicts minority ~ 62.1"  47.7 63.8° 62.2 46.4° 613 62.1% 478* 67.3° 524"
groups in a negative way.
Idonotbuyaproductthat g5 ge gy 9r 77 ¢ 703 64.3° 839 76.0° 60.3* 77.7° 66.4°

uses deceptive advertising.

1 do not buy products from
companies involved in 413«  315. 41.3 56.8. 33.9, 355 413g 31.6a 4865 337,
a labor dispute.

I do not buy meat or
milk because of the conditions -
under which the workers who
produce them live and work.

32.8° 54.1%¢¢ 25.0° 16.1° 325% 27.1% 3988 27.4°

I try to purchase from
companies who make 59.7
donations to charity.

ok

61.7° 64.9 44.6° 452 59.7° 40.3* 653" 46.8°

| actively look to purchase
milk products which promote
welfare-friendly conditions 52.1
for the livestock animals
used to produce them.

ok

53.40¢ 75.7%¢¢ 28.6%° 452" 521° 412% 59.0° 43.9*
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Continued

I do not purchase eggs
produced from hens 4627 372" 464 64,9 321% 452 46.2° 37.2° 56.2° 383"
housed in

contentious conditions.
| do not buy dairy products

produced on dairy farms that 54.1
use hormone supplements.

ok

432" 54.5° 64.9° 35,7204 67.7° 54.1° 433" 633 454°

1 do not buy meat products
from farms that do not allow ~ 44.6™  36.1" 44.7°¢ 62.2%¢ 25.0*04 58.1° 447% 361" 54.6° 37.1°
the cattle access to pasture.

“For brevity, this table has been shortened to include only the “always or sometimes true” percentages for each category. This can be interpreted for
the statement “I try to buy products that can be recycled” as 76.1% of those who donate regularly to charities claim the statement is always or some-
times true of their behavior, while 23.9% of those who give to charities claim the statements is never or rarely true of their behavior. *Significant dif-
ferences are noted by ", ™. *®Significant differences are noted by a, b, ¢, d. *’Significant differences noted by A, B. Significant differences noted

by a, B.

Our examination of the lifestyle choices associated with consumer social responsibility adds an important
component to the existing literature pertaining to factors that may influence perceptions of CSR. Our finding
that those who traveled were more sensitive to most of the social responsibility dimensions, and that mis-
sion-related travelers may have even higher social consciousness than other travelers suggests that CSR mes-
saging could be tailored accordingly.

The finding that those involved in volunteer work were more likely to respond “always or sometimes true” to
the ethical statements implies that these consumers are also likely to be supportive of CSR initiatives that em-
phasize ethical dimensions. The majority of respondents who volunteered did so in order to give back to their
communities, making it plausible that they would either expect socially responsible corporations to do likewise
and/or act to support such organizations via their purchasing.

Results pertaining to charitable giving were particularly interesting. Although more charitable donors than
non-donors tried to purchase from corporations who also make charitable donations, the actual percentage of
charitable givers selecting “always or sometimes true” in response to seeking companies who donate was not
very high (under 60%). Even more intriguing, while the vast majority (over 80%) who gave charitably noted that
they did so because their behavior helped those served by the charities; charitable donors who gave because they
felt compelled to do so by friends and family had the highest level of agreement with most ethical statements.
Here, the implications for CSR expectations are a bit murky, raising the question as to whether such respondents
would view CSR behaviors as less compelling if they believed that corporations behaved similarly to them and
acted benevolently primarily because of social pressures. This finding may also partially explain why even cha-
ritable givers did not overwhelmingly seek out corporations who make donations.

With only a few exceptions, the lowest level of support across demographics and lifestyle choices was seen in
the responses to statement 10. This was similar to the findings of Carrigan and Attalla (2001) who reported that
working conditions were not a high priority for consumers in their study and explained that their respondents’
younger ages may have resulted in less working experience and consequently less sensitivity to workers. Finally,
regardless of demographic or lifestyle choices, truth in advertising and responsible depictions of minorities in
advertising were highly desirable, eliciting consistently high percentages of consumers indicating that they “al-
ways or sometimes” sought these characteristics. It is therefore suggested that corporations ensure that their
CSR initiatives cover at least these two criteria which are steadily aligned with the expectations of consumers.

While this analysis was reasonably broad in the personal practices assessed, a limitation of this analysis is the
inability to assess respondents’ lifestyles more comprehensively. This analysis focused heavily on assessing tra-
vel, volunteerism, and charitable giving for respondent-specific lifestyle factors which may be related to social
responsibility. Additional factors such as an individual’s chosen profession or area of study, outreach activities
beyond those investigated, and other interactions with their communities may provide additional insights. Future
research may wish to investigate the potential for broadening the lifestyle factors studied.
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