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Product attribute information is not always readily available to consumers.  This 

is especially true for ethical attributes such as labor practices, environmental friendliness, 

animal testing, etc.  Normatively, consumers who would use an attribute in their decision 

making should seek that attribute information, especially if it is offered or is easily 

obtainable.  Additionally, it seems clear-cut that if a consumer especially cares about an 

attribute, information about this attribute should be requested in order that it might be 

used in making a more well-informed decision.  To avoid the attribute information would 

not be the obvious option.  Yet, in a series of studies, I show that avoidance of ethical 

attribute information does occur, often when one would least expect it. 

In three studies I measure discrepancies between requests for available ethical 

attribute information and actual use of the same attribute information in a conjoint task.  

In both between-subject and within-subject designs I show that consumers (1) avoid 

ethical attribute information, and (2) counter-intuitively, are especially likely to avoid the 

information if they care about the underlying ethical issue.  The avoidance of negative 

 vi



emotions, especially the avoidance of anger, appears to drive this patently nonnormative 

behavior.  These findings add to the growing literature on avoidance and consumer 

decision making, and furthermore help to clarify why ethical attributes do not appear to 

play as strong a role in the marketplace as might be expected.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

Imagine a consumer shopping for a wooden rocking chair for her living room.  

She has just begun her search and is browsing the selection of chairs in the first store that 

she visits.  A number of the chairs rock like a dream and have beautiful wood grain.  As 

she continues her search she remembers a newspaper article she read about wood sources 

for furniture.  She had read that wood can come from one of two distinct sources: 

sustainable wood (trees grown for the specific purpose of being cut for production of 

consumer goods or those whose harvest will not harm the environment or eco-system) 

and wood harvested from old growth rainforests.  Protecting the environment has always 

been important to this consumer, but this store provides no visible information about the 

source of their wood.  Thus, she faces a dilemma: normatively, she should ask for the 

wood source information in order to make an informed choice, but, on the other hand, 

knowing where the wood comes from could cause cognitive as well as emotional stress 

and even push her toward a different choice than the one she might like to make.  In this 

set of studies, I examine this dilemma and show that consumers do sometimes avoid 

ethical attribute information, even though they would use that information if it were 

provided. 

 

MOTIVATION FOR RESEARCH 

Corporate ethics and social responsibility are key words in today’s marketplace.  

Companies want to be seen as doing the right thing and consumers want to do their part 

as well (Crane 2001).  There is evidence that consumers increasingly care about the 
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ethical attributes of products (Auger, Burke, Devinney, and Louviere 2003; Elliot and 

Freeman 2001).  For instance, in a study conducted by Marymount University’s Center 

for Business Ethics in 1999, 76% of consumers surveyed responded that they would 

avoid shopping in a store if they knew the clothing the store sold was made with 

sweatshop labor and a full 86% said they would be willing to spend an extra $1 on a $20 

item if they knew it came from a shop that employed legitimate labor.  Yet, these types of 

concerns arguably are underrepresented in actual purchasing behavior (Carrigan and 

Attalla 2001).  Although products that are not tested on animals, products made from 

recycled paper, and products certified to be made without sweatshop or child labor are 

available in the marketplace (e.g., see www.realgoods.com, www.ecomall.com for some 

examples), they are seldom (or ever, that I know of) the top-selling brands in their 

product category.  This lack of correspondence between the increase in a valued attribute 

and increase in sales no doubt proves frustrating for many marketing managers who take 

pains to incorporate ethical attributes into their products. 

Why is purchasing behavior not congruent with underlying values?  It could be 

that consumers are showing “moral hypocrisy” (Batson, Thompson, and Chen 2002): 

they would like to appear moral, but not to actually behave that way.  Research in the 

area of “moral motivation” and “moral hypocrisy” finds that consumers very much want 

to appear moral, to others as well as to themselves; however, if given the chance, will 

avoid actually being moral (Batson, Thompson, Seuferling, Whitney, Strongman 1999).  

These findings are used to explain why people often do not behave in the moral manner 

we might expect of them.  Another possibility might be that consumers care about ethical 

issues, but not as much as they care about price and quality, and when sacrifices must be 

made they trade off the ethical attributes first.  In both of these situations the value is not 

deeply-held; people may say they are committed to a principle, but their actual 
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preferences suggest otherwise.  Social psychologists have documented a number of 

situations in which an expressed attitude does not correspond with the purchase intention 

or actual purchasing behavior because of social norms, barriers to purchasing (e.g., the 

price is too high), or a mismatch between the attitude and decision elicitations (e.g., 

comparing general attitude questions to specific decisions, Eagly and Chaiken 1998). 

In this work I examine an additional possibility for inconsistencies between 

ethical values and actual purchasing decisions.  I suggest that, even if a consumer does 

genuinely care about an issue, in this case an ethical issue, avoidance mechanisms can 

interrupt the flow from deeply-held values to actual purchasing behavior.  In previous 

research on attitude-decision links, the attribute information was provided for the 

decision maker.  But often product attribute information is not readily available.  In order 

to gather the missing information, the consumer must perform research (in magazines, on 

the Internet, via books, etc.) or contact the salesperson or another on-site expert.  Ethical 

attribute information usually is of this type.  There are exceptions (e.g., “dolphin safe 

tuna” and “post-consumer recycled paper”), but in general consumers must specifically 

seek out ethical attribute information if they would like to know about it.  I propose that 

this aspect of ethical attribute information is crucial to the mismatch between consumer 

sentiment and behavior. 

Normatively, consumers should ask for information that might play a pivotal role 

in their decision making.  One of the hallmarks of rational decision making is having full 

information with which to work (von Neumann and Morgenstern 1947).  However, 

research suggests that consumers often behave nonnormatively when the product 

attributes induce negative affect or stress (e.g., Bettman, Luce, and Payne 2000; Irwin 

and Baron 2001; Irwin and Spira 1997; Luce 1998; Luce, Bettman and Payne 1997).  In 

particular, they may choose to avoid making a decision in order to cope with this 
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negativity and instead use such strategies as staying with the status quo.  In previous 

research, the status quo has been operationalized as choosing to keep the current product 

(Irwin 1994; Luce 1998; Luce, Payne and Bettman 1999).  In the case of missing product 

information, the status quo is operationalized as making a decision using only the 

information provided rather than asking for additional information.  As a way of avoiding 

the emotional and cognitive costs of incorporating knowledge of the potentially 

unfavorable ethical attribute into the decision, consumers might choose to pass up the 

opportunity to learn about it.  In doing so, they make a less-informed decision that might 

ultimately cause distress in the future but they save themselves some distress during the 

decision making process.  Of course, although avoiding information can have the same 

normative effect as ignoring it when it is provided (i.e., the information does not get 

incorporated into the decision, thus reducing the decision quality), these two possibilities 

do not have the same psychological effect on the consumer.  Omitting a potentially 

stressful action feels more comfortable, usually, than does choosing to act, even under 

normative equivalence (Baron and Ritov 1994; Ritov and Baron 1995, 1999). 

In this series of studies, I show that consumers a) avoid ethical attribute 

information relatively more than they avoid other attribute information when given the 

opportunity to learn about products, b) avoid ethical attribute information when it is not 

visible but willingly use it when it is visible, and c) are especially likely to avoid the 

information when they care about the issue in question.  This last point is important, 

because no one would be surprised to see disinterested consumers avoiding information.  

The avoidance is only interesting if it actually acts against the consumer’s normative 

wishes.  To measure what attributes consumers actually would have used had they been 

given full information, I use a conjoint task to show that the propensity to ask for 

attribute information does not match actual use of the information when it is provided.  

 4



Finally, I show that explicit choice moderates this tendency: people are especially 

unwilling to learn about the ethical status of a product they have already chosen based on 

its other attributes. 

 

Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework 

Decisions, by definition, involve conflict; tradeoffs between attributes must be 

made (Hogarth 1987).  Tradeoffs can be quite uncomfortable, and the strategies 

consumers use to cope with this inherent conflict has formed the core of much of the 

modern research in consumer decision making (see Bettman, Luce and Payne 1998 for 

review). 

 

MISSING ATTRIBUTE INFORMATION AND DEFINITION OF ETHICAL ATTRIBUTES 

It would not be feasible for retailers and manufacturers to present all attribute 

information to consumers.  The information would be unlikely to fit easily on the product 

packaging, and, even if it did, the cognitive difficulty and associated distress of 

attempting to process this much information would likely prove overwhelming to 

consumers and would drive them away from the product (Shugan 1980; Simon 1955).  

Sometimes, however, the eliminated information may be important to consumers, and 

they may need to seek more information about the product in order to satisfy their 

interests.  One might particularly expect consumers to seek this information if they would 

have weighted it highly in the decision were the information available.  As I will show, 

ethical attributes do not always follow this expectation. 

In this framework, “ethical attributes” refer to attributes that reflect one’s 

conscience.  Some examples of ethical attributes are the protection of natural resources, 
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avoidance of unfair labor practices, and a concern for animal welfare (Baron and Spranca 

1997; Irwin and Baron 2001).  Of course, any attribute may carry some ethical weight 

(e.g., price may be ethical if someone is trying to forgo spending in favor of contributing 

to a charity), which means that the designation “ethical attribute” is more continuous than 

discrete, but in my formulation ethical attributes derive their attractiveness primarily from 

their ties with ethical values.  Past work has shown that ethical attributes are special; they 

often show preference reversals and other decision anomalies more than do attributes 

with less ethical weight (Baron and Spranca 1997; Irwin 1994; Irwin and Baron 2001; 

Irwin and Spira 1997; Strahilivetz 1997).  Here, I explore another proposed aspect of 

ethical attributes: I expect that ethical attribute information is avoided at a higher rate 

than is traditional attribute information.  This avoidance is nonnormative because it is 

positively correlated with actually caring about the attribute (as measured by both attitude 

scales and actual use of the attribute when it is available). 

 

NEGATIVE EMOTION AND DECISION MAKING 

Ethical attributes can cause increased decision difficulty and are emotion-laden 

(Irwin 1994; Irwin and Baron 2001; Irwin and Spira 1997).  An increase in negative 

emotion has been shown to cause people to avoid using certain attribute information, to 

delay decision making, or even to avoid making decisions altogether (Anderson 2003; 

Luce 1998; Luce, Bettman and Payne 1997; Luce, Payne, and Bettman 2000).  In medical 

research people often avoid negative information.  For instance, patients who may carry 

the BRCA1 or BRCA2 gene (which increases the possibility of breast cancer) 

surprisingly, often choose to forgo genetic testing (Biesecker, et al. 2000).  In addition, 

previous false-positive effects (which increase negative emotion and stress) decrease 
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willingness to seek additional and future test information (Kahn and Luce 2003; Luce and 

Kahn 1999). 

My research follows from extant avoidance research and adds to it.  I agree with 

the theoretical underpinnings of previous research suggesting that avoidance is motivated 

primarily by tradeoff difficulty and stress.  In the consumer decision making literature, 

measures of avoidance have focused on decision avoidance (staying with the status quo, 

for instance).  In the medical decision making literature, the focus has been on test 

avoidance.  To my knowledge, no one has studied whether consumers avoid seeking 

ethical product information even when they would use that information if they had access 

to it.  Thus, my research supplements what we know about consumer avoidance during 

decision making in the face of negative affect. 

 

OMISSION VERSUS COMMISSION 

I argue that people tend to avoid seeking ethical attribute information even when 

(1) they claim that this information is important to them and (2) when they would use this 

information in their decision making if it were provided for them.  Previous work in the 

area of the omission–commission bias has found that people have a tendency to be more 

concerned with consequences due to actions than with consequences of inactions (Katz 

1996).  Work by Ritov and Baron (1995, 1999) shows that the omission bias actually is 

stronger when people are especially concerned about an issue.  This finding is congruent 

with work on loss aversion and status quo biases (e.g., Irwin 1994; Luce 1998) showing 

that the status quo (i.e., inaction) is more attractive the more negative emotion is involved 

in the decision.  Note, however, that previous research has not looked at actual inaction in 

soliciting information about products.  The omission bias work contrasted moral actions 
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(e.g., adding a poisonous substance to soup) with inactions (e.g., not telling a potential 

victim that the poisonous substance has been added by someone else).  The status quo 

work has looked at the decision to trade versus keep a particular product.  I will look at 

whether or not people are willing to seek (take action) information that they state is 

important to them, that is, information that they willingly use when provided or whether 

they would rather remain without the ethical attribute information (maintain the status 

quo).   

 

DISSONANCE AND DISTORTION 

Work in the area of cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957) suggests that 

consumers avoid information that makes them feel uncomfortable (i.e., that is dissonant 

with their behaviors or preferences).  Thus, once a choice is made consumers may be less 

likely to seek ethical attribute information (having a potentially unfavorable value) about 

the chosen product than they would be to seek ethical attribute information about a 

product that was not chosen.  Similarly, consumers are prone to distorting information in 

order to favor a particular alternative (Russo, Meloy, and Husted 1998).  This distortion 

of attributes appears to be a function of preference for the product.  In the third study, I 

add this basic idea to my theory by showing that people are especially unlikely to ask for 

information about ethical attributes of items they have already chosen (as opposed to 

items that they have not chosen).  Note that, again, this avoidance is patently 

nonnormative.  Information about an item you will not choose anyway is quite obviously 

less useful than is information about an item you might choose to purchase.  
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THE DISCREPANCY BETWEEN REQUESTING AND USING: CONJOINT TASK 

In the following experiments I measure consumer requests for ethical attribute 

information; but simply measuring avoidance of the attribute information in this way 

confounds several possible explanations for the avoidance.  For instance, consumers may 

not seek the information because they do not care about it: they are not so much avoiding 

the information as ignoring it.  Other alternative explanations are that consumers may not 

know what the attribute information means or may not believe that the attribute has an 

effect on the ethical quality of the product.  In order to isolate the sort of avoidance of 

greatest interest to me, which was avoidance of information actually of interest to the 

consumer (had they been given the information about the attributes), I elicited conjoint 

weights from the participants. 

All participants provided likelihood of purchase ratings for a full orthogonal 

matrix of attribute value combinations.  Then, these likelihood of purchase ratings were 

regressed on the attribute values and the resulting conjoint weights, which represent 

consumers’ actual use of the information in their decision making (Carroll and Green 

1995).  Conjoint weights have been used in other tests of consumer decision anomalies 

(e.g., Irwin and Baron 2001; Irwin and Spira 1997; Kivetz, Netzer, and Srinivasan 2004) 

and is useful because the weights arise from the consumers’ own decision making, not 

from self-reports of importance.  Also, managers can trust conjoint weights more than 

subjective indicators of attribute weights because conjoint tasks have been shown to be 

quite predictive of actual market behavior (Green and Helsen 1989). 
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MEASURING ETHICAL CONCERN 

In examining the motivation for people to avoid ethical attribute information, I 

propose that this avoidance will be especially pronounced for people who care deeply 

about the issue and are highly concerned.  I argue that the more one cares about the issue, 

the more emotionally taxing it will be to deal with potentially negative information, thus 

leading to avoidance of this information.  To measure this concern, I use both rated 

attribute importance and concern scales developed by the protected value literature.  

Protected values are strongly-held values that are so strong that people will indicate that 

the values cannot be traded off: they will say that the values are protected from tradeoffs 

with other values (Baron and Spranca 1997; Irwin and Baron 2001).  For my purposes, 

these protected or “sacred” values (Tetlock, et al. 2000) allow a conservative and 

convincing test of the thesis that ethical attributes are avoided by those who care about 

them.  If people who indicate that the attribute is of very high importance to them are less 

likely to ask for the attribute than they are to use the attribute, then I have strong evidence 

for my case that concern moderates attribute avoidance.  Drawing from past research, I 

make the assumption that decisions involving moral or protected values are likely to be 

difficult and emotional and that more difficult and emotional decisions are likely to 

invoke coping strategies less present in decisions without these qualities (Kahn and Baron 

1995).  Due to this increase in difficulty and emotion, I predict that people who claim 

greater concern for the issue in question will avoid ethical attribute information at a rate 

even higher than the general population: more specifically, I predict that the expected 

difference between how people use the information and their propensity to ask for it will 

be especially pronounced among those who claim to have a higher level of concern 

regarding the issue or attribute in question.  Note that to increase construct validity, I also 
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measure concern in other ways (e.g., via importance ratings and emotion ratings) to show 

that these measures produce the same pattern of results as the protected values or concern 

measures. 

HYPOTHESES 

Based on this review of the literature, I propose the following hypotheses, which 

are relevant for all three of my studies: 

 

H1: There will be a significant difference in request for the ethical attribute 

information versus the use of it: the conjoint weight (use) rankings will be higher 

for the ethical attribute information than will the rankings of attribute requests.   

 

H2: The effect hypothesized in H1 will be moderated by how concerned people 

are about the issue in question: people with higher concern will show a greater 

difference between request and use than will people with lower concern. 

 

In addition, in Study 3 I manipulated the effect of product choice on these effects, 

leading to these hypotheses:  

 

H3: The discrepancy between the request and use of ethical attribute information 

will be especially great for chosen products as compared to rejected products. 

 

And, analogous to the previous two studies: 

H4: The discrepancy in H3 will be moderated by concern about the ethical 

attribute. 
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In addition, Study 3 included direct measures of sadness and anger, allowing me 

to test the hypothesis that avoidance of negative emotion underlies avoidance of ethical 

attributes.  More specifically: 

 

H5:  Negative emotion will decrease as avoidance of ethical attribute information 

increases. 

 

Chapter 3: Study 1 

One objective of Study 1 is to establish whether participants request information 

about ethical attributes at the same rate as they use that information if it is provided for 

them.  In other words, do people avoid asking for the information even though they 

would have used it if it were available?  A second objective of Study 1 is to investigate 

whether involvement with the ethical issue moderates this relationship: are people who 

care about the issue especially likely to show a decreased relative tendency to ask for the 

ethical information?  Note that both of these behaviors are nonnormative: people should 

request information that they would (if it were available) use, and they should be 

especially likely to request the information if they care about the issue. 

 

METHOD 

Two hundred and twenty-seven participants were recruited from an introductory 

undergraduate marketing course and given extra credit in exchange for their participation 

in this between-subjects paper and pencil experiment.  Studies were run in groups of 

approximately 12-15 participants at a time.  Due to missing values, two hundred and 

twenty-two responses were analyzed.  This was a between-subject design: roughly one 
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half (n = 112) of the participants had the opportunity to request attribute information 

(version A, See Appendix A) and the other half (n = 115) completed a conjoint task 

(version B, See Appendix B) using the same attributes as in version A. 

 

PROCEDURE 

In version A, it was explained to participants that they would be shopping for a 

wooden desk and chair set.  They were asked to answer the questions as they would if 

they were actually in the market for a desk.  As recommended by Assar and Chakravarti 

(1984), the participants were presented with a list of all attributes and possible values as 

follows:  

Here are the possible levels of the attributes for the desk you are considering.  All of the 

levels of the attributes are possible and can occur for any of the desks. 
 

Workmanship  

How well made the desk is. 
Medium: Nicely finished, but nothing special, a little machine-made looking 
High: Well finished, with a fine furniture look 
Designer: Gorgeous, very special and hand-made looking, one of a kind 
 

Comfort 

How comfortable the desk (and chair) are. 
Medium: Ok for an hour or so 
High: Great, good for a few hours of studying 
Excellent: The most comfortable piece of furniture you own, you could live there. 
 

Wood Source 

Whether the wood the desk is made from comes from endangered rainforests. 
Tree farm wood (not from the rainforest wood, does not deplete anything) 
A Mix of woods (some tree farm wood farm, some rainforest wood) 
Rainforest wood (made from depleting the rainforest) 
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Price 

How much you would have to pay if you said you would buy the desk. 
$350 
$550 
$750 
 

Participants in this version were instructed that they would not be shown the 

attribute information about each desk outright, but would instead be given a 4 x 16 blank 

product matrix with the four columns labeled A (Workmanship), B (Comfort), C (Wood 

Source) and D (Price).  The leftmost column was numbered 1-16 corresponding to each 

desk set.  Each person would need to fill in his or her own matrix by asking for attribute 

information from the experimenter, and then after the attributes values were completed 

they would be making a purchasing decision using the attribute information that they had 

requested.  

In order to ensure that participants understood that they would need to ask for the 

attribute information in order to know it (i.e., that none of the attribute values would be 

constant across desks), we told participants that “all levels of attributes are possible and 

can occur for any desk.”  Indeed, the “high” and the “low” of each attribute were 

included in the actual attribute values for sixteen orthogonal combinations.  The 

participants were instructed to raise their hand and ask for the attribute information that 

they wanted to see by pointing to a column (A, B, C or D) when the experimenter came 

to them.  This methodology simulated having to ask a salesperson for information.  In 

order not to influence anyone seated near them they were asked to do this silently, using 

the column letter and not the attribute name.  They also were told that since time was 

limited, they might not get to see all four of the attributes, and therefore they should first 

ask for the attribute that was most important to their decision, the next most important 
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next, etc.  I then asked if there were any questions, and when participants understood the 

methodology, they proceeded. 

The experimenter had folded sheets of paper, labeled on the outside with A, B, C, 

and D and on the inside with a list of differing levels of the corresponding attribute as 

shown in Appendix C.  The participants received the sheet, copied down the information 

onto their blank matrix and then raised their hand again to ask for another attribute (their 

next most important attribute).  In Study 1 I limited the time and limited participants to 

two attributes each.  I had promised them that they would use this information in a 

decision task, so (even though each participant only had information on two of the 

attributes in the matrix at this time) they completed a conjoint task using these two-

attribute desks, rating their likelihood of purchasing the desks on a 1 (very unlikely) to 10 

(very likely) scale.  This likelihood of purchase data was collected only to provide a 

plausible reason for why the participants needed to request the attribute information and 

was not analyzed (because it was based on different attributes for each participant).  

Following the rating of all 16 desks, all participants were asked this question 

regarding their value for protecting rainforest wood, a statement of their “concern”: 

 

Which of the following best represents your view about rainforest wood? 

a. Use of rainforest wood should be determined by the free market  

b. Protection of the rainforests should be balanced against market values 

c. Protection of the rainforests should be absolute.  
 

This question has been used with success in previous research (e.g., Baron and 

Spranca 1997; Irwin and Baron 2001).  The participants also were asked four questions 

regarding the importance of the issue of use of rainforest wood, the importance of 
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workmanship, the importance of price and the importance of comfort when buying 

furniture.  Finally, the participants were asked their gender and age.  With one 

exception,1 there were no effects of these demographic variables in any of the three 

experiments). 

In version B of Study 1 (See Appendix B), the conjoint task on the full matrix, 

participants were presented with the same attribute descriptions as in the A version.  They 

were then presented with the orthogonal matrix of desks with the attribute values filled 

in.  In others words, they received the same matrix that participants in version A would 

have had, had they been able to fill in the entire attribute matrix.  Participants rated their 

likelihood of purchase of each desk set on a scale from 1 to 10 (1 = very unlikely to 

purchase, 10 = very likely to purchase).  Following the rating of all sixteen desks, 

participants were asked the same questions as were asked in version A of Study 1.  

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Measures  

Study 1 is a between-subjects comparison of request of the ethical attribute (from 

version A) with use of the attribute (from version B).  Thus, I compared the order in 

which version A participants asked for the wood attribute (first, second, or not at all) with 

the ranked importance of the attribute in the conjoint task in version B. The request 

rankings are straightforward; the attribute requested first received the “heaviest” ranking, 

a 4.  To obtain the use ranks I used a standard OLS conjoint method, regressing the 

likelihood of purchase ratings for the desks on the attribute levels for the desks for each 

                                                 
1 In Study 1 only, there was an effect of gender on the difference ranking of the wood source attribute.  
Females showed a significant difference between use of the ethical attribute and request for it.   
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participant (recall that we used an orthogonal attribute matrix).  Thus, each participant 

from version B had a conjoint slope for wood source that could be compared to the 

attribute request rankings in version A.  To ensure scale compatibility, I did not use the 

raw conjoint slopes (which have both interval and ordinal properties), but instead 

compared the ranks of these slopes with the attribute request ranks (thus comparing 

ordinal scale to ordinal scale).  As with the request ranks, the conjoint slope with the 

“heaviest” weight received a rank of 4.  Note that this is a very conservative test, because 

there were only 4 attributes, and thus only 4 ranks to provide the variance to test the 

hypotheses. 

 

Results 

As predicted in Hypothesis 1 and shown in Figure 1, participants were 

significantly more likely, overall, to avoid the wood source attribute, that is, more likely 

to use the wood source attribute than they were to request it (F(1,220) = 4.03, p < .05).  

Furthermore, as predicted by Hypothesis 2 (and counter to normative expectations) this 

difference was moderated by the level of concern that participants had about the abuse of 

rainforests.  The greater the level of concern (the more participants stated that they cared 

about how rainforest wood was used) the larger the discrepancy between “attribute 

request” and “attribute use” (F(3,218) = 22.21, p < .001).2  Figure 2 shows the mean rank 

for requesting (version A) and using (version B) the wood source attribute by level of 

concern about rainforest wood, as predicted by the regression model (Irwin and 

McClelland 2001). 

                                                 
2 It is possible that consumers with the most extreme or fervent views, while captured in the group who 
“cared the most about rainforest wood”, would seek this information at a rate similar to which they would 
use it causing an inverted-U function at the extreme.  My data does not show this pattern, likely due to the 
small number of respondents with the most extreme views. 

 17



Recall that the attribute request and use tasks allow for testing request versus use 

differences in the other attributes besides wood source.  One would expect there to be a 

difference because there were only four attributes and the analyses used ranks.  If one 

attribute was requested/used first (or second, third, or fourth) then the other attributes 

could not have been (used first, second, etc.). Indeed, all four attributes showed an effect 

of request versus use: the workmanship and comfort attributes were requested less than 

they were used (Workmanship F(1,220) = 19.2. p < .001; Comfort (F(1,220) = 4.33, p < 

.05), and the price attribute was used more than it was requested (Price F(1,220) = 12.83, 

p < .001).  Is this price effect caused by avoidance of information about the price 

attribute?  If so, then my expectation that the effects are caused by avoidance of ethical 

attributes is suspect, because price is not primarily an ethical attribute. 

To address this issue, I measured, at the end of the task, the participants’ 

importance ratings for each of the four attributes.  When regressing the use and request of 

the wood source attribute on the importance of the protection of rainforest wood, the 

same results were obtained as with the concern questions (F(3, 218) = 10.02, p < .001): 

the more important the issue of protecting rainforests, the larger the discrepancy between 

using and requesting the attribute.  This is a nice confirmation of the concern results and 

is shown in Figure 3.  This effect was not obtained for price; importance did not moderate 

the discrepancy (F(3, 218) = 2.16, p < .26).  Thus, the price request/use discrepancy does 

not appear to be driven by the avoidance of that attribute’s information. 

 

Discussion 

In Study 1 I was able to support the hypotheses in a between-subjects study.  I 

show that participants did, in fact, use the wood source attribute significantly more than 
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they requested it and that this discrepancy was greater for participants who cared more 

about the issue.  In other words, I showed that participants avoided asking for information 

that they would in fact have used, and that they were especially likely to show this 

avoidance if they cared about the issue.  While it was impressive to establish this result in 

a between-subject design, it would be especially compelling to show that the same 

participants would not ask for ethical attribute information at the rate at which they would 

actually use the information.  Thus, Study 2 had two purposes (1) to replicate Study 1 

results, and (2) to show that these results can be obtained in a within-subject design.   
 

Chapter 4: Study 2 

METHOD 

One hundred and eighty-five participants were recruited from an introductory 

undergraduate marketing course and given extra credit in exchange for their participation 

in this within-subjects paper and pencil experiment.  Due to missing values, one hundred 

and seventy-six responses were analyzed.  

 

PROCEDURE 

As in Study 1, participants were presented with the opportunity to “shop” for a 

desk set.  The procedure for Study 2 was essentially the same as in Study 1 with two 

main differences.  In Study 2, all participants were given the blank product matrix and 

were told to request the attributes in the same manner described in Study 1.  This time 

however, although the participants were told that time was limited and they should 

request the attributes most important to their decision first, next most important next, etc. 

 19



in case time ran out (as in Study 1), these participants actually were given enough time to 

request all four attributes.  This methodological change was useful because it allowed me 

to then run the conjoint task on the same participants.  Study 2 used the same stimuli as 

Study 1 version A (Appendix A) and the attribute values (Appendix C).   

When all participants had a completed matrix, they proceeded to the conjoint 

portion in which they rated their likelihood of purchase for all 16 desks.  Following the 

rating of all 16 desks, all participants were asked the same demographic and rainforest 

concern questions as in Study 1.  There were no significant demographic effects.  Finally 

the participants were asked four questions regarding the importance of the issue of 

rainforest wood in general, as well as the importance of workmanship, price and comfort 

when buying furniture.  

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Measures 

Again, I measured “attribute request” and “attribute use,” although in Study 2 

these measures were within-subject measures.  “Attribute request” was a ranking of the 

order in which participants asked for the information, and “Attribute use” was a ranking 

given to the attributes from the OLS weights gathered from the full information conjoint 

task.   

 

Results 

Figure 4 shows the overall within-subject difference between attribute use and 

attribute request.  Participants were significantly more likely to use the wood source 

information in their likelihood of purchase ratings than they were to request the 
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information (F(1,175) = 20.94, p < .001).  Thus, Hypothesis 1 was confirmed within 

subject.  Furthermore, and more interestingly, this difference was moderated by how 

concerned participants are about this particular ethical attribute (F(2,173) = 9.93, p < 

.001), confirming Hypothesis 2.  Figure 5 shows that this interaction is due to the 

hesitancy of the “high concern” participants to request the attribute information about 

which they care so much.  Although there is a significant difference in the use of this 

ethical attribute information when comparing the “high concern” participants to the other 

participants (M = 2.37 vs. M = 1.44; F(1,174) = 34.04, p < .001), there is no significant 

difference in the request for the ethical attribute information when comparing these 

groups (M = 1.50 vs. M = 1.3). 

As in Study 1, all three of the other variables showed effects of request versus 

use, as expected because the attribute ranks are correlated.  Again, workmanship and 

comfort were requested more than they were used (Workmanship (F(1,175) = 27.49, p < 

.001); Comfort (F(1,175) = 34.24, p < .001), and price was used more than it was 

requested (Price F (1,175) = 16.01, p < .001).  And, as in Study 1, the price effects do not 

show evidence of being caused by avoidance because the importance rankings are not 

significantly related to the use/request difference (F(1,174) = 2.0, p < .16).  Gratifyingly, 

wood type importance did show the same moderating effect as in Study 1:  the 

use/request discrepancy was greater as importance of this attribute increased (F( 1,174) = 

14.01, p < .001) shown in Figure 6. 

 

DISCUSSION 

In Study 2 I confirmed that people will avoid asking for ethical attribute 

information that they would have used in their decision making had that information been 
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available.  The within-subject nature of Study 2 underscores the point that attribute 

avoidance happens even for people (in the case of Study 2, the same participants) who in 

other domains indicate that they care about the attribute.  In the first two studies, I have 

two types of importance measures: conjoint weights and indicated importance on the 

value questions.  I find that indicated importance actually increases the discrepancy 

between use of the attribute and request of it, which supports the notion that the reduced 

tendency to ask for the attribute is moderated by active avoidance and not indifference or 

random error. 

Interestingly, just the act of requesting information appears to (marginally) reduce 

use of the ethical attribute information.  I compared use of the wood source attribute from 

Study 1 (where the information was provided in the conjoint) to Study 2 (where the 

participants had to request the information prior to using it in the conjoint).  Participants 

were marginally more likely to use the attribute more in their decision if it was provided 

for them than if they had to first request it (F(1,286) = 2.70, p < .10).  Keep in mind that 

participants in the two experiments saw the same information; the only difference is 

whether the participant had to request it prior to using it.  In addition, this avoidance 

effect was moderated by concern; participants who were more concerned were especially 

likely to show the effect (F(1,114)= 3.80, p < .05).  Although I had no hypotheses about 

this effect, it is a confirmation of the theory that having to request attribute information 

leads to an avoidance of it. 

 

Chapter 5: Study 3 

My first two studies used the same product category (desks) and the same ethical 

attribute (wood source).  In addition, participants in these experiments did not actually 
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choose among the desks; I told them that there were desks available that differed on 

certain attributes (which were described) and asked them to tell me which attribute 

information they would be interested in viewing.  They then only had the option of 

viewing the information for all desks, not specifically for any particular desk. 

Study 3 expands my research domain to a different product category as well as a 

different ethical attribute in case there is something special about rainforest wood 

(beyond its ethical weight) that leads participants to avoid information about it.  In Study 

3, I used cell phones as the product category and type of labor practices as the ethical 

attribute.  In addition, Study 3 tested whether actually choosing among products leads to 

an increased avoidance of (unknown but available) ethical attribute information.  I 

expected that choice would increase commitment to the product based on the other 

attributes and thus decrease the desire to know whether the product contained an 

unfavorable ethical attribute value.  In other words, the gap between use of the ethical 

attribute information (when it is available) and request of that information will be 

especially great for chosen (vs unchosen) products.  Recall that earlier I formalized these 

expectations: 

 

H3: The discrepancy between the request and use of ethical attribute information 

will be especially great for chosen products as compared to rejected products. 

 

And, analogous to the previous two studies: 

H4: The discrepancy in H3 will be moderated by concern about the ethical 

attribute. 
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Study 3 included direct measures of sadness and anger, allowing me to test the 

hypothesis that avoidance of negative emotion underlies avoidance of ethical attributes.  

More specifically: 

H5:  Negative emotion will decrease as avoidance of ethical attribute information 

increases. 

 

METHOD 

One hundred and ninety-eight participants were recruited from an introductory 

undergraduate marketing class and were given extra credit in exchange for their 

participation in this paper and pencil experiment.  Due to missing values, one hundred 

eighty seven responses were analyzed.   

 

PROCEDURE 

Pretest 

In a pretest, sixty-two undergraduate students judged the attractiveness of a 

number of cell phones (from photocopied pictures) on a scale of one to eight (1 = not 

attractive at all, 8 = very attractive).  Two of the cell phones, shown in Figure 7, were 

rated as significantly different on attractiveness (t = 30.21, p < .001, M = 1.66 for phone 

A and M = 6.82 for phone B).  These two cell phones were used in Study 3.  

 

Main Study 

Study 3 had a 2 x 2 between-subject design:  Choice/No Choice (prior to attribute 

request) x Information (information about the attractive vs. the unattractive phone).  See 
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Appendix D for the “Choice” condition stimuli and Appendix E for the “No Choice” 

condition stimuli.  Participants were told they would be taking part in a confidential 

marketing study about shopping for cellular phones and were asked to evaluate the two 

phones.  Those in the “choice” condition were told to imagine they were online looking at 

cell phones.  I asked them to assume that both phones had the same features and then 

asked that they look at the photograph and answer the questions that followed.  I showed 

participants each phone separately with two questions directly under each photo, “How 

much does Phone A (B) appeal to you?” (1 = not at all to 8 = very much) as well as “How 

likely are you to choose Phone A (B)?” (1 = not at all likely to 8 = very likely).  After 

participants in the choice condition had seen photos of both phones and had answered 

those questions, they were asked, “Of these two phones, which would you buy?” and 

were asked to circle “Phone A” or “Phone B.” Participants in the “no choice” condition 

viewed the photos of the phones but did not answer any questions about or choose among 

the phones at this stage.   

I then explained to all participants that cell phones can vary on dimensions other 

than the features we usually associate with them and presented the following statements:   

Warranty 
Some companies have begun offering warranties, lasting form one to two years, on their 
phones.  This warranty is some indication of how long the cell phone will last. 
 

Labor
Some cell phone companies have factories in less developed countries.  Some of these 
factories employ children under the age of 12.  This is not found to affect the product 
quality.  The children typically work 8 to 12 hour days. 
 

Delivery Time 
This cell phone is being offered online.  Sometimes the cell phones are in stock and can 
be sent within one week and sometimes the cell phones are not in stock and need to be 
ordered before they can be sent to the customer, taking up to three weeks. 
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After participants rated the readability of the previous sentences on a one to eight 

scale (to ensure that they read the information), they were told that additional information 

was available about one of the cell phones they had previously seen.  I randomly assigned 

participants to one of two conditions: they were either offered additional information 

about cell phone A (the unattractive cell phone) or cell phone B (the attractive cell 

phone).  Stapled, folded sheets of paper were attached to the back of the study and 

labeled on the outside with “Warranty Information,” “Labor Practices Information,” or 

“Delivery Time Information.”  I told participants that if they wanted to learn additional 

information about this particular phone, they could open the corresponding stapled sheet 

and read the information inside of it.  It was stressed that they did not need to open any of 

the stapled sheets – they could open 0, 1, 2, or all 3 – they should only open a sheet if the 

information was important to them.  

I informed participants that time was limited so therefore they should open the 

sheets in the order of importance (to them) in case time expired.  If participants chose to 

open a sheet, they then wrote on the packet which sheet they opened and the order in 

which they opened it.  Experimenters checked the participants as they completed the task 

to ensure that they correctly recorded the information.  The attribute information offered 

did not vary from one cell phone to the other, that is, the sheet labeled “Warranty 

Information” said “This cell phone has a 2 year warranty,” the sheet labeled “Labor 

Practices Information” said “This cell phone company has factories that employ child 

labor,” and the sheet labeled “Delivery Time Information” said “This cell phone will be 

delivered to your house in one week” for both the attractive and unattractive cell phones.  
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I will refer to the task of choosing and reading the additional information as the “view” 

task.3  

Finally, participants completed a conjoint task with a set of cell phones that 

differed on two levels for each of the attributes above (warranty, labor practices, and 

delivery time).  I asked them to assume that all functional features were the same, with 

the phones varying only by the attributes listed in each description.  The conjoint task 

provided the “use” variable: how participants actually used the information when it was 

provided to them.  After participants rated their likelihood of purchase for each of the 

eight phones, they were asked general questions regarding shopping behavior.  All 

questions were rated on a one to eight scale (1 = not at all important to 8 = very 

important).  These all began with “When you are shopping…” and were followed with, 

“how important to you is price?  Delivery time? Quality? Convenience?  Buying products 

from a company that maintains high ethical standards (those that do not use animal 

testing, those that do not harm the environment during manufacturing, those that do not 

use sweatshop or child labor, etc.)?    

I also asked this “concern” question about labor practices:  

What are your feelings regarding child labor (the employment in manufacturing 
plants  of children ages 6-12 who are paid a few cents an hour)?  

 
a. Children should be used as workers as often as possible, as they are often 

a cheap form of labor, thereby reducing the price of the products that are 
manufactured. 

 

                                                 
3 After the view task, I asked all participants to indicate, by circling the relevant picture, which 

cell phone they would buy. Note that this choice task serves two purposes: to provide validity to the “view” 
task and to eliminate a confound in the conjoint task: all participants chose a phone before completing the 
conjoint. Of course, this choice is nonconsequential because all participants chose the same phone and the 
choice follows the open task.   
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b. Children should be used as workers, but only under the guidelines for 
number of hours worked in one day and should receive pay equal that of 
adults. 

 
c. Children under the age of 12 should not be allowed to work in 

manufacturing plants. 
 

I followed this with these questions rated on a one-eight scale, “How sad would 

you feel if you found out that you bought an item made in a plant utilizing child labor?” 

(1 = not at all sad, 8 = very sad) and “How angry do you get when you hear about 

companies employing children in their manufacturing plants?” (1 = not very angry, 8 = 

very angry).  The last questions of this study were demographic questions and a question 

asking participants what they thought was the purpose of the study.  None of the 

participants correctly guessed the purpose of the study. 

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Recall that Studies 1 and 2 measured participants’ tendency to ask for (and use) a 

variety of product attributes when no product attributes were initially given.  That is, both 

the request and use variables measure preference on these dimensions with products that 

are essentially blank slates.  Participants in those two studies could not grow attached to 

certain products prior to considering whether to request ethical attribute information 

because they had no information at all.  In addition, in both Studies 1 and 2 the task was 

focused on purchasing; participants were asked to request information to help them make 

desk purchases.  Study 3 is different.  All participants see both cell phones and easily see 

that one is smaller, lighter and more attractive than the other.  Thus, this attribute 

information has already been given to the participants before I ask their preference for 

requesting ethical attribute information.  It is also important to note that although the 
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“view” variable in Study 3 is specific to a particular cell phone, the “use” measure from 

the conjoint task is a more global measure of attribute use.  In addition, the participants in 

the ‘no choice’ condition were not given a purchasing task but rather were simply asked 

to look at phones and to then request information about them if they so desired.   

In the ‘choice’ condition of Study 3, only six respondents chose the unattractive 

phone.  These participants were deleted; all analysis is on those participants who chose 

the attractive phone. In the “view” task in Study 3 (which corresponds to the “request” 

task in Studies 1 and 2), participants could choose to view any number of attributes.  

Thus, for completeness, the view scale reflected both the order in which participants 

requested the information and how many of the attributes they requested.  I compared this 

view scale with the conjoint weights (both scales rescaled to zero-one).  Figure 8 shows 

the avoidance measure (use vs. view) by condition.  As predicted in Hypothesis 3, 

participants who chose a product (Phone A) and were subsequently offered ethical 

attribute information about that product, avoided the ethical attribute information more 

than those offered the same information about the unchosen phone (F(1,186) = 4.22, p < 

.05).  In other words, choosing the product (vs. merely viewing the phones and making 

no choice) induced more subsequent avoidance of the ethical attribute information.  This 

difference depended, as hypothesized (H4), on concern about labor practices: the 

difference was stronger for those with higher concern (F(7, 179) = 3.91, p < .05).  Note 

that Figure 8 also shows the opposite effect when information was offered on the 

unattractive phone.  When the ethical attribute information can only bolster their decision 

not to favor the unattractive phone, then they are happy to seek out the ethical attribute 

information.  Thus, this interaction underscores the theory that consumers avoid ethical 

attribute information that may make them uncomfortable.  The interaction shown in 

Figure 8 suggests that avoidance of ethical attribute information may not be ubiquitous.  
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When participants had not chosen a cell phone but were given some of the most salient 

attribute information (i.e., style and attractiveness) and favored one product over another, 

they did show a curiosity about the ethical attribute information.  They are not in a 

purchasing situation, so there is no threat to finding out the information, therefore they do 

request it.  However, once a choice is made (in favor of this attractive product) this 

curiosity is outweighed by the desire to protect their emotions. 

Recall that I measured participants’ sadness and anger over labor practices at the 

conclusion of the survey.  Throughout these studies I have assumed that consumers avoid 

ethical attribute information in order to protect their feelings, and, indeed, Study 3 shows 

that this strategy is effective.  As the level of avoidance of ethical attribute information 

increases, the reported sadness (F(1,185) = 9.74, p < .002) and anger (F(1, 185) = 12.22, 

p < .001) over child labor issues decreases.  As Figure 9 illustrates, both sadness and 

anger are reduced by avoiding ethical attribute information.  This finding supports 

Hypothesis 5.  Recall that concern is positively related to avoiding ethical attribute 

information, confirming that the relationships in Figure 9 are not driven simply by 

indifference.  Even more dramatically, I find that anger mediates the choice/attractiveness 

interaction (Sobel =1.92, p < .05) discussed above.  There were no such mediation effects 

with sadness, suggesting that avoidance of anger plays a primary role in ethical attribute 

information avoidance. 

 

DISCUSSION 

As in Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 confirms that consumers avoid ethical attribute 

information, especially when it is information that is important to them and is likely to 

cause emotional stress.  In Study 3 I was able to duplicate the avoidance results found in 
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Studies 1 and 2 with some additional findings: I found this avoidance with a new ethical 

attribute, child labor, and a new product category, cell phones.  In addition, Study 3 

allowed for a closer examination of the situations that exacerbate avoidance: consumers 

are likely to avoid ethical attribute information when (1) they are in a purchasing/choice 

situation, and (2) the information pertains to an item they find otherwise attractive.  

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, this research supports the claim that ethical 

attribute avoidance is, indeed, an act of emotional protection.  

 

Chapter 6: General Discussion 

When consumers encounter the complicated marketplace, ethical values are only 

one of many motivations pushing them toward particular purchases.  We all wrestle, on 

an almost daily basis, with decision difficulty of one form or another: facing the difficulty 

of having too many options or too much information, wanting one thing while knowing 

we should opt for another (Bazerman, Tenbrunsel, Wade-Benzoni 1998; Pham and Avnet 

2004).  Adding to the complexity of the purchasing process is the potential absence of 

information about some important attributes, including ethical attribute information.  

Consumers can, however, obtain this information: they may ask salespeople or managers, 

they may research on the Internet, or they may read any of the myriad of books meant to 

help with the process.   

In this research I show that consumers who care about such information will not 

seek it out at the rate at which they would have used the information, and I show that the 

reason consumers do not seek the information is that ethical attribute information proves 

difficult for them.  Specifically, in the last study of this paper, I showed that both anger 

and sadness over labor practices were reduced with avoidance of the information 

 31



regarding the labor practices.  In other words, when faced with the marketplace, 

consumers are both trying to buy the best product for their needs and trying to manage 

the stress of the encounter.   

 

CONTRIBUTION TO MARKETING THEORY 

Previous research has shown that, under stress, consumers will demonstrate 

avoidance in that they avoid making a decision (e.g., Luce 1998).  This work shows 

another type of avoidance, one that happens even if all product information is 

unavailable.  This type of avoidance is strongest for attractive objects already chosen and 

weakest for rejected unattractive objects, suggesting that consumers manage their 

emotions by seeking out information unlikely to cause them stress and naturally avoiding 

that which will increase stress levels.  In the third study I even observe consumers 

managing their emotions in this way, implicitly reducing their sadness and anger via 

avoidance.  Consumer research has already shown that consumers have many avoidance 

tactics at their disposal when encountering disturbing information, for instance 

interpreting new attribute information in accordance with their preferences (Russo, et al. 

1998).  This work shows that consumers sometimes save themselves the trouble of 

distorting or ignoring potentially stressful information by simply avoiding it; that is, not 

seeking it out in the first place. 

My work contributes to marketing theory by combining the knowledge that 

ethical attributes demonstrate anomalous behavior more so than do more traditional 

attributes (Baron and Spranca 1997; Irwin 1994; Irwin and Baron 2001; Strahilivetz 

1997) with the knowledge that people tend to avoid that which causes emotional stress 

and difficulty (Kahn and Luce 2003; Luce 1998).  I have demonstrated that consumers 
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not only avoid ethical attribute information but do so in a very counterintuitive manner.  

Consumers who, both implicitly through conjoint tasks and explicitly through statements 

of belief, hold ethical attributes as important are likely to avoid these very attributes when 

given the option of learning about them.  This is also an important addition to the well 

known work on internal conflict (Bazerman, Tenbrunsel, and Wade-Benzoni 1998) as 

well as the ideal versus ought self-regulation work (Higgins 1998; Pham and Avnet 

2004).  I demonstrate that when knowledge of a product’s attribute has the potential for 

striking a negative emotional chord but is something that one cares deeply about, this 

internal conflict causes avoidance of this attribute.  It is important to remember that this 

conflict does not cause a difference in the use of the attribute, but instead causes a 

discrepancy between the use of the attribute and the propensity to seek that information.  

I believe that this is adding a very important missing piece to the avoidance literature.   

 

CONTRIBUTION TO MARKETING PRACTICE 

These results have implications for practitioners who are marketing products with 

ethical product attributes.  I demonstrate in all of these studies that consumers are likely 

to avoid ethical attribute information, even when it is important to them, if it is not 

readily available.  That is, they are not willing to seek out ethical attribute information 

when the knowledge of this information has potentially negative emotional 

consequences.  Knowing that this ethical attribute information is actually important to 

consumers, managers whose products contain ethical attribute information of a favorable 

nature, (e.g., wood from sustainable forests, labor that follows strict labor regulations, 

cars with emissions at an acceptable level) would do well to emphasize these attributes in 

a way that does not allow consumers to avoid the information.  I show in all three studies 
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that consumers who say that they care about ethical attribute information in fact do care 

about it in their conjoint decisions; if the attribute information is available, they will use it 

when making product decisions.  On the other hand, marketing practitioners with 

something to hide about their product’s ethical attributes may not need to worry about 

consumer reaction; as long as the information is not readily available, consumers are 

unlikely to seek it.  This should help to explain why, even though ethical concerns are 

increasing in importance in the news and popular press, the effect of this increased 

concern is not being seen in marketplace behavior to the degree we would expect.  Since, 

to a large extent, only those ethical attributes with positive or favorable values are 

advertised, these are the ones impacting consumer decisions and those with negative 

values are being successfully avoided. 

 

DO CONSUMERS ACTUALLY HAVE MORAL VALUES? 

Both theoreticians and practitioners may wonder whether my concerned 

consumers were actually concerned or were showing “moral hypocrisy” (Batson et al. 

1997, 2002) by professing ethical concern but then not requesting the ethical information.  

I would argue that the conjoint results suggest that these participants’ professed moral 

values were real; consumers would reflect these values in their actual purchasing, given 

the right conditions.  Note that the protected values or concern questions as well as the 

attribute importance questions correlated highly with conjoint weights.  The locus of the 

request-use discrepancy was in the request variable, not the use variable.  Thus, the 

admittedly real mismatch between ethical attributes and market success may have more 

to do with marketing (i.e., with the presentation of the attribute information) than with 

consumer sentiment.  The data supports the conclusion that, at least in this case, 

 34



consumers are not exhibiting moral hypocrisy at all but are instead holding their moral 

values close and in turn protecting themselves. 

Interestingly, when the pressure of a choice (and, by extension, a purchasing 

situation) was relieved, as in the no choice conditions in Study 3, consumers behaved 

normatively: they asked for ethical attribute information for the product for which it was 

relevant (the product they might buy).  It was only when purchasing and choice were 

invoked, as in the first two studies and the choice conditions in Study 3, that avoidance 

appeared.  Thus, purchasing and the marketplace appear to push consumers toward 

avoidance and perhaps away from their best selves. 
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FIGURES 

Figure 1  Study 1: Overall “Use” versus “Request” of Wood Source Attribute 
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Figure 2 Study 1: Difference in Wood Source Ranking (Use vs. Request) by Concern 
 For Rainforest Wood 

 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

1 2 3

Concern about Protection of Rainforest Wood

R
an

ki
ng

 o
f W

oo
d 

So
ur

ce

Use
Request

 

 

 37



 

Figure 3 Study 1: Difference in Wood Source Ranking (Use vs. Request) by 
Importance of Issue of Rainforest  
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Figure 4  Study 2: Overall “Use” versus “Request” of Wood Source Attribute 
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Figure 5 Study 2: Difference in Wood Source Ranking (Use vs. Request) by Concern 
For Rainforest Wood 
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Figure 6 Study 2: Difference in Wood Source Ranking (Use vs. Request) by 
Importance of Issue of Rainforest 
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Figure 7 Study 3: Stimuli – Cell Phones 
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Figure 8 Study 3: Interaction of Choice and Information Type on Avoidance 
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Figure 9 Study 3: Predicted Anger and Sadness by Avoidance of Labor Information 
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APPENDIX A 

STUDY 1 (VERSION A) STIMULI 
 
We are interested in how you make consumer decisions of various kinds.  On the next 
pages you will see a number of items, and we would just like you to rate your preference 
for the items.   
 
Thanks! 
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Desk Decision 
 
Suppose you are in the market for a desk (which comes with a chair).  Desks differ on 
certain attributes, such as how nicely made and attractive they are (that is, their 
Workmanship), how comfortable they are, how much they cost, and the kind of wood 
they are made out of.   
 
Assume the desks do not differ in any other important ways besides the ones you are told 
about. 
 
Here are the possible levels of the attributes for the desks you are considering. All of the 
levels of the attributes are possible and can occur for any of the desks. 
 
Workmanship  
How well made the desk is. 
Medium:  Nicely finished, but nothing special, a little machine-made looking 
High:  Well finished, with a fine furniture look 
Designer:  Gorgeous, very special and hand-made looking, one of a kind 
 
Comfort 
How comfortable the desk (and chair) are. 
Medium:  Ok for an hour or so 
High:  Great, good for a few hours of studying 
Excellent:  The most comfortable piece of furniture you own, you could live there. 
 
Wood Source 
Whether the wood the desk is made from comes from endangered rainforests. 
Tree farm wood: (not from the rainforest wood, does not deplete anything) 
A mix of woods: (some tree farm wood farm, some rainforest wood) 
Rainforest wood: (made from depleting the rainforest) 
 
Price 
How much you would have to pay—assume you would pay this if you said you would buy 
the desk. 
$350 
$550 
$750 
 
 
In this experiment, we are assuming that you are looking at desks as a consumer, but you 
do not know the exact attribute values of the desks that you are looking at.  In order to 
find out about the desks, you will need to ask about them.  This is similar to having to ask 
a salesperson something about a product, as you often do in stores.   
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You will be able to fill in some of the values, but not all of them, and then you will make 
a decision about the goods, using this incomplete information.  We know that there is too 
much information for you to fill in all of it!   
 
You will ask us for the information by raising your hand, and when we have the chance 
we will come over to you and confidentially hand out the information about an attribute.  
You will write down the information in your matrix (which you will see on the next page) 
and then hand back the piece of paper.  We will not know what attribute you are asking 
about, so just pick according to your own personal ideas. 
 
Ok, when we say to start, please read over the attributes again, and decide which attribute 
you want to ask about.  DO NOT ASK OUT LOUD.  Raise your hand, and when we get 
to you, ask for the attribute by letter (you all have different matrices, so you will need to 
ask by letter, not by attribute name).  
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Desk A: Workmanship B: Comfort C: Wood Source D: Price 
1     
2     
3     
4     
5     
6     
7     
8     
9     
10     
11     
12     
13     
14     
15     
16     
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Please rate how likely you would be to purchase each of the following desks, given you 
are in the market for a desk.  If you can, please use the whole scale when you express 
your preference.  This way we will have a better idea of what matters to you. 
 
 
 
1) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

2) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

3) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

4) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

5) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

6) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

7) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

8) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

9) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
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10) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

11) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

12) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

13) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
  

14) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
 
15) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
 
16) What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 
 

 Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
 
 
 
Now please go back and make sure your ratings really do reflect your preferences— look 
over how you have used the rating scale to make sure you were consistent in your 
preferences. 
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Now we would like to ask some questions about you. 
 
1) Age ____________ 
2) Gender _________ 
 
 
 
3) Which of the following best represents your view about rainforest wood? (Check 

one.)  
a) Its use should be determined by the free market.  
b) Protection of the rainforests should be balanced against market values.  
c) Protection of the rainforests should be absolute.  

 
4) How important is the issue of rainforest wood, for you? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
5) How important is workmanship to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
6) How important is comfort to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
7) How important is price to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
 
Thank you for your time! 
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APPENDIX B 

STUDY 1 (VERSION B) STIMULI 
We are interested in how you make consumer decisions of various kinds.  On the 

next pages you will see a number of items and we would just like you to rate your 
preference for the items.  PLEASE USE THE WHOLE SCALE when you express your 
preference.  This way we will have a better idea of what matters to you.   

 
Thanks! 
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Desk Decision 
 
Suppose you are in the market for a desk (which comes with a chair).  Desks differ on 
certain attributes, such as how nicely made and attractive they are (that is, their 
Workmanship), how comfortable they are, how much they cost, and the kind of wood 
they are made out of.   
 
Assume the desks do not differ in any other important ways besides the ones you are told 
about. 
 
Here are the possible levels of the attributes for the desks you are considering. All of the 
levels of the attributes are possible and can occur for any of the desks. 
 
Workmanship  
How well made the desk is. 
Medium:  Nicely finished, but nothing special, a little machine-made looking 
High:  Well finished, with a fine furniture look 
Designer:  Gorgeous, very special and hand-made looking, one of a kind 
 
Comfort 
How comfortable the desk (and chair) are. 
Medium:  Ok for an hour or so 
High:  Great, good for a few hours of studying 
Excellent:  The most comfortable piece of furniture you own, you could live there. 
 
Wood Source 
Whether the wood the desk is made from comes from endangered rainforests. 
Tree farm wood: (not from the rainforest wood, does not deplete anything) 
A mix of woods: (some tree farm wood farm, some rainforest wood) 
Rainforest wood: (made from depleting the rainforest) 
 
Price 
How much you would have to pay—assume you would pay this if you said you would buy 
the desk. 
$350 
$550 
$750 
 
 
 
Please rate how likely you would be to purchase each of the following desks, given you 
are in the market for a desk.  Please use the whole scale, if you can. 
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1. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - excellent, wood source - rainforest wood, 
price - $750 
 
What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
2. Workmanship - medium, comfort - medium, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
3. Workmanship - medium, comfort - excellent, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
4. Workmanship - medium, comfort - excellent, wood source - rainforest wood, 
price - $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
5. Workmanship - medium, comfort - excellent, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
6. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - medium, wood source - rainforest wood, 
price - $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
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7. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - medium, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
8. Workmanship - medium, comfort - medium, wood source - rainforest wood, price 
- $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
9. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - excellent, wood source – rainforest wood, 
price - $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
10. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - medium, wood source - rainforest wood, 
price - $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
11. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - medium, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
12. Workmanship - medium, comfort - medium, wood source - tree farm wood, price 
- $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 
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13. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - excellent, wood source - tree farm wood, 
price - $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
14. Workmanship - medium, comfort - excellent, wood source - rainforest wood, 
price - $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
15. Workmanship - medium, comfort - medium, wood source - rainforest wood, price 
- $750 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
16. Workmanship - excellent, comfort - excellent, wood source - tree farm wood, 
price - $350 

What is your likelihood of purchasing this desk? (Please circle) 

Very Unlikely   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Likely 

 
 
Now please go back and make sure that your ratings really do reflect your 

preferences – look over how you have used the rating scale to make sure you were 
consistent in your preferences.   
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Now we would like to ask some questions about you. 
 
8) Age ____________ 
9) Gender _________ 
 
10) Which of the following best represents your view about rainforest wood? (Check 

one.)  
a) Its use should be determined by the free market.  
b) Protection of the rainforests should be balanced against market values.  
c) Protection of the rainforests should be absolute.  

 
11) How important is the issue of rainforest wood, for you? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
12) How important is workmanship to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
13) How important is comfort to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
14) How important is price to you when you buy furniture? 
 
Not Very Important   1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 Very Important 
 
 
Thank you for your time! 
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APPENDIX C 

STUDIES 1 AND 2 ATTRIBUTE VALUES 

 
Each attribute was found on a separate sheet (combined here for the sake of space). 
  
A: Workmanship 
1) Designer Workmanship 
2) Medium Workmanship 
3) Medium Workmanship 
4) Medium Workmanship 
5) Medium Workmanship 
6) Designer Workmanship 
7) Designer Workmanship 
8) Medium Workmanship 
9) Designer Workmanship 
10) Designer Workmanship 
11) Designer Workmanship  
12) Medium Workmanship  
13) Designer Workmanship 
14) Medium Workmanship 
15) Medium Workmanship 
16) Designer Workmanship 
 
B: Comfort
1) Excellent Comfort 
2) Medium Comfort 
3) Excellent Comfort 
4) Excellent Comfort 
5) Excellent Comfort 
6) Medium Comfort 
7) Medium Comfort  
8) Medium Comfort 
9) Excellent Comfort 
10) Medium Comfort 
11) Medium Comfort 
12) Medium Comfort 
13) Excellent Comfort 
14) Excellent Comfort 
15) Medium Comfort 
16) Excellent Comfort 

C: Wood Source 
1) Wood source = rainforest wood 
2) Wood source = tree farm wood 
3) Wood source = tree farm wood 
4) Wood source = rainforest wood 
5) Wood source = tree farm wood 
6) Wood source = rainforest wood 
7) Wood source = tree farm wood 
8) Wood source = rainforest wood 
9) Wood source = rainforest wood 
10) Wood source = rainforest wood 
11) Wood source = tree farm wood 
12) Wood source = tree farm wood 
13) Wood source = tree farm wood 
14) Wood source = rainforest wood 
15) Wood source = rainforest wood 
16) Wood source = tree farm wood 
 
D: Price 
1) Price = $750  
2) Price = $350  
3) Price = $350  
4) Price = $750  
5) Price = $750  
6) Price = $350  
7) Price = $350  
8) Price = $350 
9) Price = $350  
10) Price = $750  
11) Price = $750  
12) Price = $750  
13) Price = $750  
14) Price = $350 
15) Price = $750 
16) Price = $350 
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APPENDIX D 

STUDY 3 (CHOICE) STIMULI 
 

 
 
 
We are interested in how people make decisions regarding products in the marketplace.  
Today we are going to ask you to choose from among some items that we present to you.  
There is not a “right” or “wrong” answer for any of these questions.  We are simply 
interested in what appeals to you.  Also, we will in no way connect your answers with 
your name so please answer honestly and openly.  We do ask that you work from the 
front of this packet to the back – that is, please don’t change your answers after the fact. 
 
 
 
 
The first item we would like to ask you about is a cellular phone.  Imagine that you are 
on-line, looking for a new cellular phone and are presented with the two phones that are 
shown below.  Please assume that both phones have the same features.  Look at the 
photograph and answer the questions that follow. 
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Phone A 

 
 

 
1. How much does Phone A appeal to you? 
 
Not at all         Very much 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
2. How likely are you to choose Phone A? 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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Phone B 
 
 

   
 
 
 
3. How much does Phone B appeal to you? 
 
Not at all         Very much 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
4. How likely are you to choose Phone B? 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
5. Of these two phones, which of these would you choose to buy? 
 
    Phone A or Phone B 
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Cellular phones can vary on dimensions other than the features we usually associate with 
them.  Please read the following explanations of these dimensions and then help us by 
telling us how well-worded each explanation is.   
 
 
6. WARRANTY
 
Some companies have begun offering warranties, lasting from one to two years, on their 
phones.  This warranty is some indication of how long the cell phone will last.   
 
How readable is this information about warranties? 
 
Not very readable         Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
7. CHILD LABOR 
 
Some cell phone companies have factories in less developed countries.  Some of these 
factories employ children under the age of 12.  This is not found to affect the product 
quality.  The children work 8 to 12 hour days. 
 
 
How readable is the information about child labor? 
 
Not very readable        Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
8. DELIVERY TIME
 
This cell phone is being offered online. Sometimes the cell phones are in stock and can 
be sent within one week and sometimes the cell phones are not in stock and need to be 
ordered before they can be sent to the customer, taking up to three weeks.   
 
 
How readable is the information about delivery? 
 
Not very readable        Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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There is some additional information available about one of these cellular phones, Phone 
A (B).  If you would like to learn more, about cell phone A (B) regarding the issues 
described above, you can open the corresponding stapled sheet (attached to the back of 
this study) and read the information inside of it.   
 
 
You can open any number of sheets: none, one, two, or three; however time is limited so 
if you choose to open any, please open those most important to you first.   
 
 
Remember, there is no right or wrong answer to any of these questions.   
 
 
 
If you choose to open any sheets, please write in the order you opened them here: 
 
 
 
9. Sheet opened first, if any: ______________________________ 
 
 
 
10. Sheet opened second, if any:  ____________________________ 
 
 
 
11. Sheet opened third, if any:  _____________________________ 
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Now that you have had a chance to look at more information about Phone A (B), we are 
going to ask you again which cell phone you would choose if you were going to buy one 
of these phones. 
 
 
Phone A 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Phone B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

 
*********************************************** 

 
12. Please choose one phone  (please circle)      Phone A  Phone B 
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Now we have a variety of other cellular phones available.  Again, assuming you are in the 
market for a new cell phone and are shown a number of phones, we would like you to 
state your likelihood of purchase for each of the cell phones presented below.  Please 
assume the functional features of each cell phone are the same – they differ only on the 
attributes listed below. 
 
 
15. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
What is your likelihood of purchase of this cell phone? 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
16. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house.  
 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
17. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
18. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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19. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.   
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
20. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.  
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
21. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.  
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
22. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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Before we finish we would like to ask you some general questions about your shopping 
behavior.  Please answer as honestly and openly as you can.  Thank you very much for 
participating in this study. 
 
 
23. When you are shopping, how important to you is price? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
24. When you are shopping, how important is buying products from a company that 
maintains high ethical standards (those that do not use animal testing, those that do not 
harm the environment during manufacturing, those that do not use sweatshop or child 
labor, etc.)? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
25. When you are shopping, how important to you is delivery time? 
 
Not important at all       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
26. When you are shopping, how important to you is quality? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
27. When you are shopping, how important to you is convenience? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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28. What are your feelings regarding child labor (the employment in manufacturing 
plants, of children ages 6-12, who are paid a few cents an hour)? 
 

a. Children should be used as workers as often as possible, as they are often a 
cheap form of labor, thereby reducing the price of the products that are 
manufactured. 

b. Children should be used as workers, but only under guidelines for number of 
hours worked in one day and should receive pay equal to that of adults. 

c. Children under the age of 12 should not be allowed to work in manufacturing 
plants. 

 
 
29. How sad would you feel if you found out that you bought an item made in a plant 
utilizing child labor? 
 
Not sad at all         Very sad 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
30. How angry do you get when you hear about companies employing children in 
their manufacturing plants? 
 
Not very angry         Very angry 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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Please answer the following: 
 
 
31. What was the purpose of the study today?   
 
 
 
 
 
32. What is your age?   ____________ 
 
 
33. What is your gender?     (please circle) Male     Female 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you very much for participating in our study today!! 
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APPENDIX E 

STUDY 3 (NO CHOICE) STIMULI 
 

 
 
 
We are interested in how people make decisions regarding products in the marketplace.  
Today we are going to ask you to choose from among some items that we present to you.  
There is not a “right” or “wrong” answer for any of these questions.  We are simply 
interested in what appeals to you.  Also, we will in no way connect your answers with 
your name so please answer honestly and openly.  We do ask that you work from the 
front of this packet to the back – that is, please don’t change your answers after the fact. 
 
 
 
 
The first item we would like to ask you about is a cellular phone.  Imagine that you are 
on-line, looking for a new cellular phone and are presented with the two phones that are 
shown below.  Please assume that both phones have the same features.  Look at the 
photograph and answer the questions that follow. 
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Phone A 
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Phone B 
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Cellular phones can vary on dimensions other than the features we usually associate with 
them.  Please read the following explanations of these dimensions and then help us by 
telling us how well-worded each explanation is.   
 
 
6. WARRANTY
 
Some companies have begun offering warranties, lasting from one to two years, on their 
phones.  This warranty is some indication of how long the cell phone will last.   
 
How readable is this information about warranties? 
 
Not very readable         Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
7. CHILD LABOR 
 
Some cell phone companies have factories in less developed countries.  Some of these 
factories employ children under the age of 12.  This is not found to affect the product 
quality.  The children work 8 to 12 hour days. 
 
 
How readable is the information about child labor? 
 
Not very readable        Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
8. DELIVERY TIME
 
This cell phone is being offered online. Sometimes the cell phones are in stock and can 
be sent within one week and sometimes the cell phones are not in stock and need to be 
ordered before they can be sent to the customer, taking up to three weeks.   
 
 
How readable is the information about delivery? 
 
Not very readable        Very readable 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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In a moment we are going to ask you to make a decision as to which of these two cell 
phones, pictured above, you would choose. 
 
There is some additional information available about one of these cellular phones, Phone 
A (B).  If you would like to learn more, about cell phone A (B) regarding the issues 
described above, you can open the corresponding stapled sheet (attached to the back of 
this study) and read the information inside of it.   
 
 
You can open any number of sheets: none, one, two, or three; however time is limited so 
if you choose to open any, please open those most important to you first.   
 
 
Remember, there is no right or wrong answer to any of these questions.   
 
 
 
If you choose to open any sheets, please write in the order you opened them here: 
 
 
 
9. Sheet opened first, if any: ______________________________ 
 
 
 
10. Sheet opened second, if any:  ____________________________ 
 
 
 
11. Sheet opened third, if any:  _____________________________ 
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Now that have had a chance to look at more information about Phone A(B), we are going 
to ask you which cell phone you would choose if you were going to buy one of these 
phones. 
 
 
Phone A 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Phone B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

 
*********************************************** 

 
12. Please choose one phone  (please circle)      Phone A  Phone B 
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Now we have a variety of other cellular phones available.  Again, assuming you are in the 
market for a new cell phone and are shown a number of phones, we would like you to 
state your likelihood of purchase for each of the cell phones presented below.  Please 
assume the functional features of each cell phone are the same – they differ only on the 
attributes listed below. 
 
 
15. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
What is your likelihood of purchase of this cell phone? 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
16. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house.  
 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
17. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
18. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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19. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.   
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
20. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
child labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.  
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
21. A cellular phone that has a two year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take one week to be delivered to your house.  
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
22. A cellular phone that has a one year warranty, is manufactured in a plant using 
adult labor and will take three weeks to be delivered to your house. 
 
Not at all likely        Very likely 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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Before we finish we would like to ask you some general questions about your shopping 
behavior.  Please answer as honestly and openly as you can.  Thank you very much for 
participating in this study. 
 
 
23. When you are shopping, how important to you is price? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
24. When you are shopping, how important is buying products from a company that 
maintains high ethical standards (those that do not use animal testing, those that do not 
harm the environment during manufacturing, those that do not use sweatshop or child 
labor, etc.)? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
25. When you are shopping, how important to you is delivery time? 
 
Not important at all       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
26. When you are shopping, how important to you is quality? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
27. When you are shopping, how important to you is convenience? 
 
Not at all important       Very important 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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28. What are your feelings regarding child labor (the employment in manufacturing 
plants, of children ages 6-12, who are paid a few cents an hour)? 
 

a. Children should be used as workers as often as possible, as they are often a 
cheap form of labor, thereby reducing the price of the products that are 
manufactured. 

b. Children should be used as workers, but only under guidelines for number of 
hours worked in one day and should receive pay equal to that of adults. 

c. Children under the age of 12 should not be allowed to work in manufacturing 
plants. 

 
 
29. How sad would you feel if you found out that you bought an item made in a plant 
utilizing child labor? 
 
Not sad at all         Very sad 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
 
30. How angry do you get when you hear about companies employing children in 
their manufacturing plants? 
 
Not very angry         Very angry 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
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Please answer the following: 
 
 
31. What was the purpose of the study today?   
 
 
 
 
 
32. What is your age?   ____________ 
 
 
33. What is your gender?     (please circle) Male     Female 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you very much for participating in our study today!! 
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