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Abstract

Previous research demonstrates that consumersrstipps’ CSR activities, and increasingly
demand socially responsible products and servidesever, an implicit assumption in the

extant literature is that the purchaser and thewmer of the product are the same person. The
current research focuses on a unique form of dgemsponsible consumption behavior: gift-
giving. Through thirty depth consumer interviews @develop a typology of consumers based on
whether consumers integrate CSR-related informatitmpurchases, and whether the purchases
are for themselves or for others (i.e., gifts). fide that in some instances, consumers actively
avoid purchasing products from socially responsibb@ganizations and do so with the intention

of managing their impressions with the gift recigi€el his is counter to previous research that
suggests consumers often choose to make sociafipmsible consumption decisions in efforts

to satisfy self-presentation concerns. In additibe,decision to engage in socially responsible
consumption for oneself but not for others was watéid by a variety of factors including the

role of the recipient and a concern over the ciibtjilof socially responsible gifts. Finally, some
participants who do not incorporate CSR into tl&in personal consumption chose gifts based
on a variety of CSR activities in an effort to lnudwareness for socially responsible

organizations.

Keywords: Consumer behavior, corporate social responsibdifigiving, interviews
qualitative.
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Giving the gift of goodness: An exploration of soally responsible gift-giving.

“If 'm buying a gift for a friend and I'm tryingd impress them and if it's a good gift and
it works well, it has great attributes and it's fnoa socially responsible company, it's
environmentally friendly and all this stuff, thesehore of a chance that they’ll be happy with the

gift because all of the different criteria are cos@.”(Male, 28)

Although there is increasing consumer demand fodgets and services that are
marketed by socially responsible firms (2013 Conen@unications/Echo Global CSR Study)
an implicit assumption of previous academic redea¢hat the purchaser of these products and
services is also the consumer. For example, Palod&hang (2011) perform a systematic
review of the corporate social responsibility (C3Ryature and categorize different forms of
consumer value created by CSR activities. Theylodecthat although some forms of CSR
activities allow consumers to derive social valumf their consumption, this social value comes
from ones own consumption (e.g., driving a Priusicwnicates to others one’s concern for the
environment). Within the extant CSR literature, itg@ortance of social responsibility on
purchases intended as gifts remains unstudiedl&lwithe literature examining gift-giving
includes the role of the social dimensions of gsfish as self-presentation concerns (e.g., Belk
1984; Segev et al. 2012), and the self-symbolisgiftd (i.e., Wolfinbarger et al. 1996), but
does not include an examination of the role of @BRthical attributes.

The opening quote, from data generated for thidystsupports the assertion that CSR-
related attributes can play an important role @iththe gift-giving decision making process.
Consequently, the aim of this paper is to exploadly responsible consumption behavior in
the gift-giving context. Specifically, we establite role of CSR in symbolic exchange and

develop a typology of consumers based on the iatiegr of CSR-related information associated
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with decision-making for consumers’ own personaistonption and when buying for others
(i.e., gifts).

Through our examination, we make a number of coutions to an important and
emerging area of CSR-related consumption behakairttas received very little attention in the
research to date. First, while, previous reseaschave developed consumer typologies based on
general consumer expectations for firms to engagecially responsible activities (Mohr et al.
2001) and how consumers respond to specific CSRtaes such as cause-related marketing
campaigns (Webb and Mohr 1998), this current stsidlynovative as it explores the role of
socially responsible consumption via gift-givinge(j buying for others). This in turn supports
the development of a typology based on differemeg@&rsonal consumption decisions and gift-
giving decisions. Interestingly, recent researcbn€lInc. 2012) notes that consumers often
consider socially responsible dimensions in théirgiving decisions. Over 70% of consumers
surveyed not only expect companies to support &ide causes during seasonal holiday
campaigns (e.g. Christmas, Thanksgiving etc.) beih#ore likely to feel better about supporting
companies that provide donations to charitablerorgdéions during seasonal or ritual holidays.
Accordingly, the current research provides a fotmedarom which to examine socially
responsible gift-giving by identifying key themdést influence personal consumption and gift-
giving decisions in order to better understand #énésa of growing interest amongst consumers.

Second, socially responsible consumption beha@8B(B), defined as “a person basing
his or her acquisition, usage and disposition ofipcts on a desire to minimize or eliminate any
harmful effects and maximize the long-term benefichpact on society” (Mohr et al. 2001; p.
47) is rising in importance amongst consumers. H@awerevious research demonstrates that

consumers who engage in some form of socially mesipte consumption behavior do not
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necessarily behave uniformly. For example, Pef@1) notes that consumers who recycle do
not necessarily engage in other environmentalnfitly behaviors such as purchasing green
products or seeking reusable products. Szmigih é€2@09) similarly report that even consumers
who self-identify as socially conscious engagderible consumption behavior and do not
factor ethics and social responsibility acros®atheir consumption decisions. We introduce a
novel socially responsible consumption behaviothBathan a focus on consistency across
various types of socially responsible consumptiehdvior, we examine the consistency (or lack
thereof) across purchase decisions made for pdraseaersus those made for others (i.e.,
gifts). Specifically, within our typology, we idefyt two segments of consumers who make
inconsistent purchase decisions based on whetbgatie purchasing for themselves or for
others, and identify a variety of factors that |éadhis inconsistency.

Third, while previous research suggests that ttieide-behavior gap is a significant
impediment to socially responsible consumption bairgi.e., Carrigan and Attalla 2001,
Peattie and Crane 2005), we identify a segmenbraswemers who, despite not holding positive
attitudes towards socially responsible consumpbemavior, purchase socially responsible items
for others (i.e., gifts). Further, we provide ewnde that even consumers who do not include
CSR-related information in their own personal congtion decisions still seek to develop
awareness amongst others through their gift-giviis, our study of the role of CSR in gift-
giving is essentially the attitude-behavior gapewerse order, where a stated lack of concern for
CSR activities nonetheless corresponds to supposdLich activities. In addressing this gap, the
current study finds that the gift-giving processi® means by which consumers become more
aware of CSR initiatives, which could serve to addrlow levels of awareness of CSR activities

among consumers (Carrigan and Attalla 2001; Du. @087; Peloza et al. 2012).
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Finally, extant research suggests that consuméireftan purchase products from firms
with positive reputations for CSR as a way of mamggheir impressions on others (Yoon et al.
2006). For example, Griskevicius and colleague4@2@und that consumers are motivated to
select environmentally friendly products when makiiecisions in front of others, even at the
risk of selecting a product that is perceived t@bwer quality. However, we identify an
important boundary condition on prior research adind that some consumers within our
sample will actually avoid purchasing socially resgible gifts for others in an effort to manage
impressions with the recipient of the gift. Thisearch explores the extent to which impression
management influences the choice of gift for thegpient.

The paper proceeds as follows. Firstly, we presmnéws of both the CSR and gift-
giving literatures to provide the relevant backgrdahat informed our research question and
interview protocol. Building on these conceptss tsiudy employs a qualitative, interpretive
approach and reports data from 30 in-depth intersiith a diverse group of respondents from
multiple cities across North America. Next, we prEsthe results from our interviews across a
variety of emergent themes. Finally, we presertudision and implications for researchers as

well as practitioners.

Literature Review

The following section outlines the literature examg the influence of CSR activities on
consumer purchase decision-making behavior, andifas the ways in which CSR-related
products provide value to consumers. The socialevaf gift-giving is recognized and its

potential inter-relationship with the social valfeCSR examined. This affords consideration of
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the proposed integration of CSR information on pase decisions made in relation to gift-

giving.

The Influence of CSR Activities on Consumers

Since our interest lies in the influence of CSRvé@éts on consumer decision-making,
we adopt Barnett's (2007, p. 801) definition of C&R‘a discretionary allocation of corporate
resources toward improving social welfare that egras a means of enhancing relationships with
key stakeholders.” This definition incorporates grimary business case justification for
investments in CSR activities by managers — theng® of enhancing relationships between
customers and their brands (Haanaes et al. 201dredver, the categorization of CSR activities
used by Peloza and Shang (2011) identifies fodindiscategories that provide different sources
of value to consumers: philanthropy (e.g., donatitancharity, employee volunteerism, cause-
related marketing campaigns), business practicgs @missions reduction through production
processes, environmentally friendly supply chaicpces), self-oriented product-related (e.g.,
energy efficiency of products when consumed, hdadtiefits associated with organic foods),
and other-oriented product-related (e.g., enviramaldenefits of organic foods, environmental
benefits of fuel efficient vehicles). The curreasearch seeks to better understand the types of
activities that our participants associate with G8Id how these activities influence both
personal and gift-giving decisions.

Existing research provides a number of ways in WiSR activities enhance
relationships with consumers, such as increasstiand loyalty towards retailers (Castaldo et
al. 2009), as well as a disposition to pay highergs for products (Laroche et al. 2001; De

Pelsmacker et al. 2005). Additional outcomes inelgceater purchase intentions (e.g. Mohr and
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Webb 2005) and a willingness to engage in posuiged-of-mouth on behalf of firms (e.g.
Hoeffler and Keller 2002). Despite the strong euicesuggesting consumers both support and
reward firms’ CSR engagement, consumer suppoi€&R activities is equivocal for a variety
of reasons including a lack of awareness of fir@SR activities (i.e., Du et al. 2007; Pomering
and Dolnicar 2009) and a general reluctance tafgacquality in favor of CSR attributes (i.e.,
Auger et al. 2008).

Interestingly, although consumers may have posdttieudes towards socially
responsible consumption, this is not always evidetheir behavior. This attitude-behavior gap
is defined by Valor (2008, p. 316) as “a gap betwthe self-reported intention of buying
responsibly and the evidence that this intentiogsdwot translate into personal behavior.”
Similarly, Peattie and Crane (2005) observe the¢mgmarketing has also suffered as a result of
the significant gap between concern and actualhasing behavior. This suggests that while
consumers may feel positively about CSR-relatedyets that can be purchased as gifts, this
may not translate into consumption. Indeed, theraht symbolic role of gift-giving may
preclude integrating CSR information when purchagiifts. This will be examined here.

Finally, consumers change their behaviors basesboial influences across a variety of
socially responsible consumption behaviors inclgdhe evaluation of environmentally friendly
products (i.e., Griskevicius et al. 2010), chateatonations (i.e., White and Peloza 2009) and
cause-related marketing campaigns (i.e., Youn dand2008). What is unknown in this context

is how, and in what ways, CSR attributes affedtifrchases.

The Social Value of Gift-giving
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The exchange of gifts is defined as a “social @gtisonfirming relationships and social
interactions” (Hollenbeck et al. 2006, p.573). Vifdierger and Gilly (1996) suggest that gifts
extend beyond the economic function of the objadtlzecome representations and extensions of
both the gift giver and receiver. As a consequegifegiving is a more involving process than
making purchases for personal (Belk, 1982). Belk (1982) also suggests that a aoé
factors influence the level of involvement of th&-giving decision-making process including
characteristics of the gift, the considerationtaf tecipient of the gift and the reason why thée gif
is being purchased (i.e., the occasion).

Gift givers are aware that their gifts will be evatled by the recipient. In fact, Parsons
(2002) suggests that gift recipients make assedsméthe relationship between themselves and
the qift giver based on the gift purchased for thBane to the highly visible and unique social
nature of gift-giving, researchers observe thasgifovide an opportunity for gift givers to
manage their impressions with the recipients (SegeV. 2012)The impression management
literature suggests that in general, individuakkge make a favorable impression on others and
to present themselves in a positive light (i.earyeand Kowalski 1990). Similarly, Ratner and
Kahn (2002) note that when consumers expect othiéravaluate their actions (i.e.,
consumption behavior) they alter their decisionsruter to present the desired impressions to

others.

The Social Value of CSR
Similar to gift-giving, the social value consumegseive from engaging in socially
responsible consumption behavior manifests itseréety of ways including: impression

management, self-enhancement, affiliation with ra$ioinal reference groups and the
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communication of one’s identity to others. For epéenconsumers are aware that their support
for firms that promote environmental initiativesdae used as a way of defining oneself to the
community (Green and Peloza 2011). Goldstein ¢28D8) also posit that by being recognized
as someone who expresses concern for the envirdrandrengages in environmentally friendly
consumption, consumers can ensure they meet thengxsocial norms and community
standards that reinforce the behavior. These exasuipport the seminal work of Sheth et al.
(1991) who note that cumulative value across faneti, emotional and social dimensions
predicts consumption behavior.

Consistent with the impression management liteeattonsumers’ preference for
environmentally friendly products increase whenrtbensumption decisions are made in the
presence of others (Griskevicius et al. 2010; Basil Weber 2006). Youn and Kim (2008) also
suggest that consumers purchase products from firatsupport social causes in an effort to
enhance their identity to others. The current neseaxplores whether and how these differing
types of social value (e.g. impression managenadfiltation etc.) associate with and influence
socially responsible consumption behavior throughdocial and symbolic context of gift
purchases.

Researchers also suggest that specific types diipte provide greater opportunity for
consumers to experience the social value associateC SR activitiesYoun and Kim (2008),
for example, suggest that demand for publicly Vesfiroducts is enhanced through cause-related
marketing campaigns, because publicly self-consctmnsumers are more receptive to these
campaignsln addition, Peloza and Shang (2011) note that s§improducts provide consumers
with an opportunity to express their social idgntd others. Specifically, through the purchase

of socially responsible products, consumers ar@@édid the opportunity to publicly express their
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support for a social or environmental issue. Sufapgthis notion, the gift-giving literature also
recognizes the importance of gifts being used deoto communicate identity to others. For
example Schwartz (1967, p. 1) notes: “gifts are @frthe ways in which pictures that others
have of us in their minds are transmitted.” In safthough the motives behind gift-giving and
support for CSR activities share many commonalitiesearchers have yet to explore these

behaviors in concert.

Qualitative Research Approach

Since the role of socially responsible consumpiiogift-giving is relatively unexplored,
gualitative depth interviews served as an approprizethodology (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). In
addition, the goal of our research is discovergmied and we sought to examine a variety of
factors that influence socially responsible giftigg. Similar qualitative methods have been
used by researchers examining consumer behaviatedd¢o CSR activities (e.g., Carrigan and
Attalla 2001; Mohr et al. 2001; Oberseder et all D0 Additionally, qualitative research
methods can provide an important sense of reabistiinet examination of consumer responses to
CSR (Arnold et al. 1996). Finally, previous reséaitat has developed consumer typologies
based on the consumer response to both CSR inajéhhr et al. 2001) and those considering
cause-related marketing campaigns (Webb and Mdd88)1®ave followed a similar exploratory,
gualitative approach. Building on these previoder&s, our typology differs in that we examine
the consumer response across both personal corisarapt gift-giving decisions. Additionally,
our examination includes a wide-variety of CSR\atiéis that influence our participants’
consumption patterns rather than a focus on afsp&S$R activity (i.e., cause-related marketing

campaigns).
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Data Collection

In order to overcome the potential for sociallyicsde responses, we provided the
participants the option of being interviewed aheittheir homes or their workplace in order to
allow them to feel comfortable. In addition, thetmapants were reminded that we sought their
honest opinions and there were no right or wrorgyvans (Oberseder et al. 2011). The fact that a
number of participants suggested that CSR was siginificant consideration for their purchase
decisions, either for themselves or when purchagiftg, suggests a level of comfort and trust
was established between the authors and interveeweaddition, a number of projective
techniques were also used and included askingatiEipants to assign personality traits to
brands they perceive to be socially responsible. @drticipants were also asked to explain the
importance of CSR-related product attributes comgham more traditional product attributes
such as price, quality and reliability. Furthertgpants were asked to compare the importance
of socially responsible consumption behavior regay@urchases made for their own personal
use with purchases made as gifts for others (Dam®@R00). Finally, the interview participants
were asked to provide actual consumption decigielased to CSR — both for purchases for their
own use and for purchases for others (gifts) ireotd address the potential for socially desirable
responding.

The semi-structured interview guide (see Appendliwds developed through the review
of the existing CSR and gift-giving literatures.effuestions provided some organization to the
interview, although often follow-up questions wesed when participants wished to elaborate
on initial answers. As suggested by Miller and @ (1992), the use of a semi-structured

interview guide allows participants to situate itntuence of CSR activities through actual
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consumption experiences and gift-giving decisidie initial set of questions in the interview
guide allowed for discussion of general consumpltiehavior including the attributes considered
when making purchases. Next, participants weredagkalentify examples of activities that
firms are currently engaged in that make them apioelae socially responsible. In addition,
specific questions related to personal consumpmticocially responsible products and services
for their own personal use were asked, followedbgstions about purchases for others.

The thirty interviews averaged 35 minutes in leraytd were recorded and transcribed
verbatim. In sum, 334 pages of transcripts wereevesd individually along with accompanying
field notes taken during the interview processriteo to better understand how corporate social
responsibility influenced gift-giving decision-malg. The interview data was sufficient to

ensure saturation (Guest et al. 2006).

Interview Sample

The participants were recruited from multipleestiacross North America including
New York, Boston, Toronto and Vancouvknitial sampling was conducted by asking
colleagues for referrals, and subsequent samplaggmanaged through snowballing. This
follows the approach adopted by previous work examgi consumer behavior in the context of
CSR (i.e., Brunk 2010; Oberseder et al. 2011). 8dréy participants who provided introductions
to potential interviewees were instructed to nstliise the purpose of the research in order to
avoid the potential for biases being introducedipio the interview.

The demographics of the sample are summarizedbleTlaand represent a diverse
population. In total, 16 males and 14 females virterviewed ranging in age from 22 to 57

years old, with an average age of 34 years. Thejpants worked across a wide variety of
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industries including education, healthcare, beantywellness, publishing, not-for-profit,
financial services and insurance and land developriée informants also varied across
occupation type (i.e., senior management, middleagament and administrative function),

income level and marital status.

Data Analysis

The transcripts were reviewed separately by thieastfollowed by discussion of each
individual transcript, reflecting the iterative pass suggested by Spiggle (1994). The initial
discussions between the authors resulted in updates interview protocol based on emerging
themes in the data. In addition, the interview guis altered based on discussion between the
authors regarding how participants perceived thestions during the interviewing process
(Mohr et al. 2001). Post-interview discussion wtrticipants resulted in both the addition of
new questions and the alteration of existing qoastthat proved difficult for the interviewees.
Further, data analysis followed the recommendedtitee approach of reading, coding,
discussion regarding the coding amongst the autadge-reading the transcripts in whole
(Glaser and Strauss 1967).

The coding of the interviews was threefold. As mderest lies in better understanding
the role of CSR in gift-giving and how the contekbuying for others influences consumers’
decision making, we coded each transcript in oralelevelop a typology of consumers within
the sample. Specifically, each transcript was cdzested on whether participants’ values
integrate with CSR-related information for purcteasede for both themselves and for others
(i.e., gifts). The coding resulted in the identfion of four segments of consumers discussed in

detail in the results section. Secondly, the codihhe transcripts resulted in the identification
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of distinct themes emerging from our interviewseThemes were examined across each
segment of consumers in our sample for the purpafseentifying the factors that have the
most influence in ultimately determining whethensomers choose to integrate CSR-related
information and attributes into their consumptiatidions (see table 3 for the relevant themes
across each consumer segment). Finally, data waamie&d to establish if there were any inter-
relationships between consumer perceptions of CHRtees and proposed consumer segment

(see Table 2).

Results

Overall the interviewees illustrate that CSR playsriety of roles in their
consumption behavior both for purchases they makéeir own personal consumption and for
purchases made for others. We find that the ppaits cite a wide variety of CSR activities that
firms currently engage in including environmentedqiices, domestic and overseas labor
practices, the development of environmentally-fdigrproducts and charitable endeavors such
as donations, community support and cause-relatelating campaigns (see table 2 for a listing
of the CSR activities provided by each participanb)is is consistent with previous research that
suggests the concept of CSR relates to valuesensdqal judgment (Clarkson, 1995).
Importantly, we do not find any relationship betweeparticipants’ definition of what activities
constitute CSR and whether or not the participagages in socially responsible consumption
behavior. For example, within our typology consusnawncerned with environmental practices
or charitable donations do not uniformly fit intoedsegment or another. Further, participants in
each of the four segments we identify cite congmgesimilar CSR activities as the basis for their

decision making.
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The findings section is organized around four comsr segments that are presented
with the key themes that differentiate each consuype. For each of the consumer segments
we explore a number of salient issues, includiriggiving as a means to develop awareness,
avoidance of socially irresponsible gifts, the péred credibility of CSR-related gifts and
resistance to CSR generated items. These thembsoaight to light by using a typology to
facilitate interpretation of data (see Table 3)e Typology here is used as a tool in interpreting
the data to allow complex phenomena to be dedlt Wit single construct (Blau and Scott 1962)
as well as to stimulate thinking (Mills and Margdi1980). The four types of CSR-related gift
givers are CSR Evangelists, CSR Preachers, CS&/é1ts and CSR Resistors. Within the
typology there is a continuum of support for CSRetl gifts which will be examined in

relation to social value.

CSR Evangelists
CSR Evangelists evidenced a strong belief in tiaerof including CSR-related

products for their own personal consumption andlarhg for gift purchases. This group of
consumers considered CSR-related products to begloér quality. In addition, these
participants also sought to develop greater awase0ECSR activities through a variety of gift
purchases including presents during special oceasioch as Christmas and for the birth of a
child. In this regard these consumers are viewedSR Evangelists. For example, the following
guote illustrates the confidence and value thatrdgugocially responsible products can provide
to consumers for both their own consumption andits:

[Buying products from socially responsible branaislkes me feel like | am doing

the right thing. | feel confident that the prodiscgood for me and it's worth
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sharing with my friends and family ...it makes mel teetter when | know it's a

win-win. (Female, 31)

In addition, some participants suggested that tnene willing to pay a premium
for socially responsible gifts whether the purchass for their own use or as a gift based
on the perception of a higher quality product. Bupports the work of De Pelsmacker et
al. (2005) who observe that CSR activities faddita willingness amongst consumers to
reward companies generating CSR-related items:

You know a [CSR-related] product is better and koaw you have to pay a little

bit more for something that is socially responsdate it's higher quality...I

would rather buy something that is a little moregmus to me and | understand

why the pricing is higher...A lot of things | want pairchase for me or my friends

or to tell them about are made by inspiring comesinfFemale, 27)

Gifts as a means to develop awareness

Importantly, a number of participants who engagesiacially responsible consumption
for themselves felt that purchasing socially resiae products for others that do not normally
factor CSR into their own decision making was o wf developing greater awareness. This is
consistent with Sherry and McGrath (1989) who fotlvat some gifts are purchased with the
intent to make the receiver more like the givethef gift. For example:

If I was going to give a [socially responsible] guet to another person,

sometimes giving them a product with a CSR valyzais of the gift because it is
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something they probably wouldn’t buy for themselsed am buying them

corporate social responsibility. (Male, 28)

| actually just sent my dad a box of wine ... Thérerbox is biodegradable and is
great when you go camping so | just sent thatoffy dad. It's the French
Rabbit company...It actually comes in little juloexes, it's awesome for
camping, it minimizes waste. Their wine is gread #re whole thing can be

recycled. (Female, 31)

Notably, several participants who were supportiveozially responsible organizations
felt that incorporating socially responsible giftigg into special occasions was an innovative
way of introducing friends and family members te ttoncept. For example:

Last Christmas my entire family bought only predlywsed or a fair-trade type

gift; that’s all we bought for Christmas for eadher....yeah actually two years

running now. So | bought stuff from Ten Thousantdages and everything else |

bought was used. It was great...it was amazing wieatvere able to find. This

year, we are doing something similar. (Male, 32)

A number of participants also felt that they comlloduce the concept of socially
responsible goods and services to friends and yamaimbers who did not currently factor CSR
into their purchases through gifts for their yowmgdren and babies. This is pertinent as
Thomsen and Sgrensen (2006, p. 907) note how cqisumobjects contribute (on a symbolic
level) to consumers’ transitions between stagékair life cycle. As a consequence, it is more

likely that CSR-related gifts in this context witiduce a change in future buyer behavior for the
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recipient which, in turn, will have positive impditons for companies offering CSR-related
products:
| have to buy a stroller for a friend who is havagaby and | am going to get it
from Mountain Equipment Co-op (retailer in Canaddher than other dubious

sources and | undoubtedly will pay a premium fattiiMale, 37)

And some of the gifts | sent for a baby showerfeoe a small, local, boutique
shop from my area versus going to a Target or dungetike that. | was able to
find unique gifts and probably paid a little mohan | would have at Target but it

was soft, organic cotton and hand-made little bdésk(Female, 31)

These CSR Evangelists illustrated not only thay theuld pay a premium for
CSR-related products for themselves but valuecetitems to such an extent that they
identified a number of gift-giving opportunities tcommunicate their views and induce
CSR purchase decision-making attributes in othidrese consumers differed from the
CSR Preachers as they purchased CSR-related ibertieemselves as well as purchasing

gift items.

The CSR Preachers

CSR Preachers appear to be counter-intuitive in ¢giie-giving consumer behavior. That
is, this type of consumer indicated that althodgytpurchased socially responsible gifts for
others they did not differentiate based on CSRtedlanformation for their own personal

consumption decisions. In this way, this group weargnizant of CSR-related products but
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considered that CSR issues should be the concermefs. Subsequently Preachers chose to
integrate CSR-related information into gift puracbssersus personal consumption decisions.
Belk (1984, p. 757) notes that one way a gift gis@m receive satisfaction is “through the
successful presentation of self-communicated cheniatics of the gift selected.” Consistent
with Belk’s assertion, several participants in thegment suggested that purchasing socially
responsible gifts was based on supporting the ksasthenvironmental issues that the recipients’
value, even if they do not personally support fitisTis also consistent with previous research
examining the consumer response to CSR. Specyficatiun and Kim (2008) posit that
consumers seek to present themselves positivathers through the purchase of products from
a firm that supports social causes. Further, Youwhalleagues (2006) note that consumers may
base the decision to purchase goods from socieglyansible companies in an effort to gain
affiliation with reference groups. The followingafes illustrate the desire of the gift giver to be
viewed positively based on purchasing socially oasgble gifts:

I know that some people think that Body Shop daeatgvork so buying them

something from the Body Shop would therefore shuat you support their liking

the Body Shop and support whatever [CSR activitgytsupport. (Female, 51)

[Buying] more of what [the gift recipient] actuaNyants versus a personal
value...there are people in my life that | know axtreamely socially conscious so
| do tend to give them gifts that are more sociafipscious than | would

normally purchase for myself. (Male, 27)
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Basil and Weber (2006) also note that consumershalke a strong concern for
appearances make purchases from socially respermiggnizations when attempting to make a
positive impression on others. They also suggest‘these individuals may be supportive of
CSR because it is the socially appropriate behaxatiner than out of a personal sense that CSR
is important” (Basil and Weber 2006, p. 68). Cotgsiswith Basil and Weber (2006),
interviewees suggested that they purchase socesdyonsible gifts as a way of managing their
impressions with the gift recipient, even withoupporting similar products in their own
consumption. For example,

| would probably grab a bag of coffee off the skalFortino’s [a grocery chain],

for example, for myself. | could think of at leashandful of friends that |

wouldn’t do that for. | would get the fair tradeffee. | have this love-hate thing

with the fair trade label, but for them... it's fatalting the social interaction.

(Male, 25)

Probably buying for others, actually...function isnthished [in importance] a
little bit. You don’t necessarily know specificallvhat they might be looking for.
And because of that then you bring in another categf value — social
responsibility. So it’s not just function... it'ssa produced socially responsible.
It's like a story with the gift. So when you'revggig it to someone, you're saying,
“Here’s why it's good, you understand the functiand on top of that... here you
go, it's socially responsible.” But for myself...bd’t need to have a story.

(Male, 27)
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Interestingly, the desire to build awareness of @8®ities and socially responsible
productswas also evidenced by consumers who did not pelfgagport CSR activities. For
example, one participant noted that despite notelgtsupporting charitable causes through
personal donations, she attempted to raise awarehascorporate-sponsored charity drive that
provided funds to the local hospital:

At our wedding for example, instead of doing weddiavors, we donated money to the

local children’s hospital (in our guests names) ever since then | have encouraged

people to do that... it was a very important decisiod one that both my husband and |

felt good about versus giving boxes of jelly beameur guests. (Female, 27)

In addition, despite not integrating CSR-relatedrimation into personal consumption
decisions, another participant also noted the itapoe of building awareness of CSR-related
activities, specifically amongst future generatiohsonsumers:

When [ think about it for Christmas presents, somes | will buy things from

Ten Thousand Villages which is fair-trade; | likegut in things from there for

everybody. | probably think more about that whegiba for other people which

is not really right, it should be for me too...It sms$ weird because | am not

necessarily buying the stuff for myself, but | likey nieces and nephews to be

aware of these things even though | am mostly uiifor them and not myself

so yeah just to make them aware. | might put iard that they have at Christmas

saying how you can purchase products from peopb®aner countries. (Female,

51)
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Based on follow-up discussion and field notes, plaigicipant suggested that a desire to
build awareness of CSR-related products such atrdaie was due to a perceived inequity and
the experience of guilt:

People deserve to be paid what they deserve east & fair living they can live on and |

know we take advantage of a lot of countries andtqwovide that standard of living

(Female, 51).

Notably, this consumer suggested that the guitt@ated with not factoring in CSR-
related attributes for their own personal consuamptias somewhat alleviated through the
purchase of socially responsible gifts. This firgdoontributes to recent research that suggests
while consumers indulge in ‘ethical’ and ‘unethidaghavior they will seek to compensate for
any unethical decision-making (Gregory-Smith ef@all3). Gregory-Smith and colleagues
indicate that guilt is the most salient emotiorha context of decision-making in their study,
and that consumers employ guilt-management stegtégiboth manage cognitive dissonance
and explain contradictory behavior. In this respettile CSR-related items were purchased by
CSR Preachers their gift-giving reflected a ‘dd aay, not do as | do’ attitude. These gift-givers
are akin to the ‘Socializer’ identified by Otnesaét(1993, p. 236) where “a specific gift
becomes an instrument of learning.” Although insérgly, this practice also allows the gift-

giver to assuage any guilt for (un)related purchase

Avoidance of socially irresponsible gifts
Previous research finds that socially irrespondilgleavior (CSIR) typically has a much
greater impact on consumers’ attitudes than CSiRitaes. In addition, consumers often punish

firms that they perceive as unethical despite eatdinterested in supporting firms they
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perceive as ethical (Creyer and Ross Jr. 1996)il&ly the final theme that emerged for this
segment that do not place emphasis on CSR attsilntie their own personal consumption was a
desire to impression manage based on avoidindeet@nd firms that have reputations for
engaging in socially irresponsible behavior (CSiR)t example:

Since my mother hates Wal-Mart, | wouldn’t go toIWiart to buy her a gift so

yes, if they have a negative connotation, yes lld/fmake a different decision]

but for myself | don’t differentiate as much betweesponsible and irresponsible

companies. (Male, 26)

If [my purchase] was for a friend that was realdydcore fair trade and they
would absolutely freak out if it wasn't fair trad&hen | would get fair trade

because | wouldn’t want to hear about it. (Male, 27

It is clear that these findings support the notluat there are ‘easy’ and ‘difficult’
recipients of gifts (Otnes et al. 1993) and thatgghrchase of CSR-related products can be used
for ‘difficult’ recipients. These gift-givers useSR-related products to manage the impression
the recipients have of them supporting the workedev et al. (2012). In addition, the
consumers in this segment receive satisfaction rommunicating what they believe to be
socially appropriate behavior. The next segmeniniveduce, the CSR Introverts, differ from
the CSR Preachers as while they practice sociedgansible consumption behavior, they do not
convey this in their gift-giving. This however, doeot mean that the CSR Introverts are less
concerned with impression management than the G8&cRers, rather that the perception of

purchasing CSR-related gifts varies.
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The CSR Introverts

CSR Introverts were notable because of their stheofjfeeling and personal
consumption of CSR-related products which did rextglate into gift-giving behavior. That is, a
number of participants suggested that they fact@®R-related information into their own
personal consumption but actively chose to avordhmsing socially responsible gifts. The
participants noted a number of factors includirgrble of impression management with the
recipient and the perceived lack of credibilitysotially responsible gifts as reasons for their
behavior. Notably, Oberseder and colleagues (20itl)de the influence of peer groups as a
factor that determines the consumer response ta TS observe that friends and family can
both encourage and dissuade consumers to supmosttfiat engage in CSR while also directly
influencing the decision as to whether to inclu®&RCas factor to consider in their purchases.
The following quote illustrates the influence thé¢nds and family members have on gift-giving
decisions that resulted in the decision to avouihg a socially responsibly gift:

Well, | would like to say yes, | buy socially respible products for myself and

others but there are things that other people vihlaiel don’t. (Female, 26)

Based on the accompanying field notes, this paditi felt that she had to cater to the
tastes of the recipient and often felt she hadstidaproducts that included CSR-related product
attributes that the recipient was not interested in

Because, some people are not as caring as | aessglihey don’t care as much;

they don’t make [socially] conscious decisions... ygant someone to appreciate
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your gift but if they don’t know or don’t care, tirey think you are too crazy

about being socially responsible, they won't like gift. (Female, 26)

Further, a number of participants suggested thathasing socially responsible

gifts would not be appreciated as much by speniienbers of their social group and

they tailored their gift selection accordingly. Fotample,
It's just a rough factor of how much I think thaet would value having a product from
a socially responsible company and whether or’notrlying to impress that person.
Like my brother, | don’t think that he would puthmuch value on [CSR-related items].

(Male, 28)

These findings suggest that although the percepfidine recipient is central to the
decision-making associated with gift-giving and jl@limpression management remains
consistent for the CSR Introvert and the CSR Prrathe perception of the recipient receiving a
CSR-related gift is considered to vary. This petiogpof the recipient, for the CSR Introvert,
relates to the credibility of the CSR-related itand underscores the significance of the inter-

relationship between high quality and items gemerat using a CSR approach.

Perceived credibility of CSR-related gifts

Previous research suggests that consumers ofteeipethe purchase of socially
responsible products as requiring a tradeoff betvieng ‘good’ and being a high quality
product. For example, Griskevicius et al. (201@gast that consumers actually give up

personal benefits when they choose environmerfiédigdly products. In addition, Bhattacharya
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and Sen (2004) note that consumers will not respasdively to CSR activities if they have
concern that the investment in socially responsititeatives has detracted from the ability of a
firm to produce quality products. Also, Shrum et(&b95) find that the product’s performance is
more important than a pro-environmental label wpesdicting purchase intent. Similarly,
participants felt that when purchasing gifts fdrest, in some instances, socially responsible
gifts were not perceived as credible options. Kkangple:

I would be more socially conscious when buyingrfoyself... | try to for other

people but | wouldn't let it get in the way of metting them a good gift. (Male,

28)

Yeah, there are definitely some people that whauyl[socially responsible] stuff
for them they look at me like “oh, it's this recgdl paper crap...great” and |

think, but it's good for you and for the planet.4M, 34)

The participant also noted that he was frustratedift recipients who didn’t value the
gift and it influenced his future gift-giving demss. As such, a negative reaction to a CSR-
related gift may also lead to consumers becomisgtant to buying gifts for other recipients in

the future.

The CSR Resistors
CSR Resistors do not factor CSR into either pwgeltecisions for themselves or for
others. Previous research that developed consypeogies (i.e., Mohr et al. 2001) has

similarly identified segments of consumers who wesesupportive of CSR activities. The
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current study extends previous efforts by discugtie lack of influence of CSR on personal
and gift-giving consumption decisions. These pgréicts provided conventional reasons for not
including CSR in their consumption behavior inchglihe belief that socially responsible goods
and services were overpriced and that they simiplydt have enough information to
distinguish the “good” companies in the marketplakgreeing with Auger et al. (2008) CSR
Resistors are unwilling to sacrifice quality for R8enerated items. For example:

Sometimes you just can’t find products that arsgomsible] so it's availability ...and

sometimes they do cost more and sometimes thety#nigt is available from those

organizations that make those [more responsibt&]ymts isn’t as good as the other less

responsible ones. (Male, 51)

Socially responsible, hmm. Who is socially respbiesi | am drawing blanks;
that is so sad. | am walking around my house lapkitthings trying to think of

brands that | think are socially responsible. (Henyr)

In addition, participants also noted that despliéeipg some value on being a socially
responsible consumer, this did not translate intoa purchases, for example:

I like to think that | would [buy CSR products a#tg] and I like to think of myself as a

fairly socially responsible person but looking bagkny last bunch of purchases, | don't

know if | have bought something specifically becatiere was a positive social image

with the company. (Male, 34)
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Importantly for the purposes of the current studg,find that gift decisions were
similarly not influenced by CSR-related attributes:

I would have to say no to that because | can’tktloihany examples. | don’t recall when |

have had people over (for a dinner party) or boagiytgifts when | made any different

decisions or purchases versus my own. (Female, 22)

No, | really don’t care. | think charity is a pensd thing...That’s really the final answer
because somebody who comes in and judges a gétlms[CSR] wouldn’t be invited to

my house in the first place.

Finally, one participant noted that price was abrgconsideration compared to CSR
activities of firms:

I mean on a moral level we should all be shopptrenaironmentally conscious stores

but that the reality is, is if it's going to be éper, then more people will go for that and |

am probably in that category. (Male, 30)

Conclusions and Implications

This study explored the consumer support for CS&unique context — gift-giving.
Despite a rich literature examining both supportG&R activities and gift-giving, previous
research has not yet examined these two behaviaanicert. Given the overlap in motives and
other decision-making processes between thesedwaviors, this represents a significant gap in
these respective literatures. Notably, our findipgsvide both support and contradict previous

research in both literatures. For example, ouri@pants engaged in impression management
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efforts when making gift-giving decisions while @lgctoring in the role of the recipient.
Interestingly, we find that in some instances, comsrs actively avoided purchasing products
from socially responsible organizations and didvith the intention of managing their
impressions with the gift recipient. This is courtte previous research that suggests consumers
often choose to make socially responsible consumgtecisions in efforts to satisfy self-
presentation concerns (i.e., Griskevicus et al02@hd provides an important boundary
condition to the impression management literature.

Our findings also illustrated that contrary to #ssertion of the attitude-behavior gap,
consumers who do not hold positive attitudes tow&8R activities for their own individual
consumption can and do purchase these items asHif¢ social value associated with such
purchases offers an opportunity to integrate C3&nmation when purchasing gifts. These types
of gifts may also allow the gift-giver to assuagsltgor (un)related purchases.

Our research also adds to the CSR literature Bnedxtg the examination of behavioral
consistency into a new domain. Previous researcttgesthat consumers do not act uniformly
positive or negative on ethical issues (e.g., BRea@i01). Our examination of the role of CSR in
the gift-giving context provides an entirely nevard significant — form of consumer behavior in
which consumers’ behavioral consistency can betounesi. The decision to engage in socially
responsible consumption for oneself but not foecttwas motivated by a variety of factors
including the role of the recipient and a concerardhe credibility of socially responsible gifts.
Similarly, a number of participants who do not irparate CSR into their own personal
consumption purchased gifts that supported a yaoie€SR activities such as eco-friendly and
fair-trade products. Our research identifies theéeutying processes and motives that lead to

inconsistent behavior within the CSR domain. Presigesearchers suggest that factors such as
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the perceived cost of ethical behaviors can ledsbtavioral inconsistencies (e.g., recycling is
widespread, but the use of environmentally frieraiyaners is not). Our research extends these
findings by introducing factors such as impressimanagement motives and a desire to
introduce an ethical issue to another individuadi@gers of inconsistent behavior.

As the current study was exploratory in nature iactlded a relatively small sample,
future research could employ discriminant analgsisarge consumer samples in order to better
understand the factors that lead consumers to aedisions as it relates to socially responsible
consumption both for their own personal use anafoers (i.e., gifts) and to explain this
inconsistency. For example, while the participavithin our sample did not suggest that the
closeness of the relationship influenced theirgi¥ing decisions; previous research (i.e., Ward
and Broniarczyk 2011) has suggested that the obssenf the relationship with the recipient
does in fact influence gift purchase decisions.

Future research could also explore the extent iohwguilt (or a form of compensatory
consumption) is relevant in the context of CSRtezlayift-giving as this may have implications
for marketing communication messages and campakgmsexample, if CSR items are promoted
in such a way to attract CSR Preachers, there maypportunities to increase both sales and
awareness of a campaign by alleviating guilt inabeertising content. As we find that
consumers in this segment are motivated by botklélsege to manage their impression with the
gift recipient and meeting the needs of the gifipent, future research that examines any
potential interaction between these factors woeldtvalue. Additionally, future research could
test advertising messages that appeal directlygift-giver and could offer cross-selling or up-

selling ideas to further awareness of particulaisea (e.g., during Christmas or Thanksgiving).
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Understanding how consumers divest guilt couldurthér examined in the context of gift-
giving and normative behavior.

Consumer support for CSR activities is influencgalvariety of factors such as the fit
between the company and the cause (i.e., Barcale2207), the type of product associated with
a cause-related marketing campaign (StrahilevitzMpers 1998), and the attributions
consumers make regarding company’s engagement(i3S, Ellen et al. 2006). Future
research could examine whether the factors preli@xplored in the CSR literature still
maintain the importance to consumers as it retatescially responsible gift-giving. For
example, do consumers care about the fit betwesendmpany and the cause or do they care
more about the recipients’ support for a specif8RCactivity such as fair-trade or organically-
grown products? In addition, previous research ssigghat the size of the donation being made
in cause-related marketing campaigns influencesdhsumer response to the campaign (i.e.,
Grau et al. 2007). While we do not find evidencéhef size of the gift influencing our typology,
future research can examine whether socially resplengift-giving is influenced by the
monetary considerations. For example, does theo$ittee donation or the cost of the socially
responsible gift influence the consumer responsetally responsible gift giving? This factor
could be examined from both the point of view & dift giver and the recipient.

Furthermore, several participants suggested tlegtdbtively selected socially
responsible gifts for the purposes of increasingrawess amongst consumers who do not
currently consider CSR activities as an importdatent of their consumption decisions. Future
research could examine whether recipients of apecesponsible gift ‘accepted’ the gifts and
became more aware of CSR activities and if thefgifh a CSR Evangelist was viewed as more

credible than a CSR-related gift from a CSR Preadhees a CSR gift generate more word-of-
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mouth discussion (sought or unsought) and whétesonversion rate from non-user to CSR
Introvert, Preacher or Evangelist? And what mog&satonversion? In addition, it would be
interesting to determine whether the gift recipseshgage in socially responsible consumption
both for personal use and for future gift-givingasions as a result of the initial gift.

The 2012 Gifting Report notes that gift purchaseant for more than $1 out of every
$10 spent at general merchandise, apparel anduter{iGAFO) retail stores. In addition, the US
National Retail Foundation estimates that the edere on gifts for Christmas to be $602.1
Billion in 2013 (National Retail Foundation, 2018nportantly,several large retailers offer
cause-related holiday programs such as Barnes ahlg'S Holiday Book Drive that provided
over 1.2 million books to schools, non-profits dibdaries across the United States in 2011
(Barnes and Noble Inc, n.dQur typology provides an opportunity for futuesearch to provide
insight into best practices for marketers in otdeiurther awareness of CSR activities that
support important social and environmental issies example, the CSR Evangelists are
potential ambassadors for CSR-related gifts as loeépnly demonstrate loyalty through their
personal consumption of products but via their pase decision-making for others. Clearly, as
observed here, CSR Evangelists are able to idekeiytransition episodes in consumer life
cycles e.g. the birth of a child, to encourageiaddce current and future CSR product use as
well as behavioral intent. Harnessing this entramifor CSR-related items, organisations could
engage with CSR Evangelists via market researchlpam facilitate new product development
and product testing as well as via social netwaylsites to promote CSR-related items through
testimonials and blogs. Websites such as Shop Mé&tning (shopwithmeaning.org) that
provide guidance and advice for consumers whorgeedsted in supporting socially responsible

companies through holiday gift purchases would beflem a better understanding of the
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segments within our typology. An issue associatild avlack of awareness of CSR activities
and CSR-related information was also cited by mi@mts who chose not to factor CSR into their
consumption decisions. Employing CSR Evangelistdccalso help develop awareness of the
benefits of CSR generated items. For example, stargiwith previous research, some
informants suggested it was difficult to be awdrevbich products that are produced in a
socially responsible manner.

Finally the decision to buy CSR-related gifts irstbtudy was significantly influenced by
the recipient and their positive or negative petiogpof products generated in a socially
responsible manner. Subsequently, gift-givers seela use impression management techniques
viewed CSR-related gifts as positive (CSR Preaglmrsegative (CSR Introverts). As CSR
Introverts already purchase and consume CSR geddtams, converting CSR Introverts to
Evangelists (or understanding the barriers to aamgethis transition) may also help develop
positive perceptions of socially responsible pradwe services. Similarly inducing trial of CSR
products amongst CSR Preachers may also help latbredibility of CSR inspired gifts. Future
research that seeks to identify patterns acrossemments by examining variables such as
demographics, personality traits and values wakdjly assist researchers and practitioners alike.
In sum, understanding the phenomenon of sociadigaesible gift-giving is both timely and

appropriate and the current research provides porant foundation on which to build from.
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Appendix 1 — Interview Guide

» What values do you look for when making a purclaesasion?

» Thinking of a recent purchase (over $100), whaibattes of the product do you think made
the biggest impact on your purchase decision?

= Do you consider CSR attributes when making purdfase

= Name a few organizations that you think are soci@éponsible.

0 What does the organization do that makes them appé® socially responsible?

= How important is it for you to purchase goods aalises from organizations that are
socially responsible?

» Are you influenced by friends and family in ternfparchasing goods from socially
responsible organizations?

» Do you influence family and friends in terms ofergfng them to organizations who are
socially responsible?

= Are you willing to pay a premium price for goodsiaservices provided by socially
responsible organizations?

= Can you think of ways that CSR can add value foisamers?

»= Do you make different decisions when you are psicttagoods for yourself versus other
people?

= Specifically, do you tend to purchase goods froiadly responsible organizations for
yourself or for others?

= Can you provide an example of a purchase for sometse from a socially responsible
organization?

» What factors did you consider when making the paselfor someone else?
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Table 1 Interview Sample Demographics

Participant Age Gender Occupation Industry
1 30 F Graphic Designer Publishing
2 27 F Salon Technician Beauty & Well-Being
3 37 M Business Development Insurance/Financiali&es
4 31 F Owner, operator Food & Beverage
5 27 F Administrative Assistant Healthcare
6 51 F Assistant Healthcare
7 31 F Occupational Therapist Healthcare
8 22 F Communications officer Architecture
9 30 F Graphic Designer Education
10 32 M Director of Communications Education
11 26 F Financial Planner Financial Services
12 27 M Consultant (Unemployed) Finance/Accounting
13 28 M Unemployed Financial Services
14 30 M Travel Agent Tourism/Travel
15 28 M Project Manager Healthcare
16 43 F Account Manager Insurance/Financial Sesvice
17 51 M Professor Education
18 38 M Manager Insurance/Financial Services
19 43 M Communications Professional Public Servitdzrary)
20 25 M Researcher Non-profit
21 27 M Fundraiser Non-profit
22 32 M President Financial Services/Insurance
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Table 1 Interview Sample Demographics

Participant Age Gender Occupation Industry
23 31 F Finance Manager Pharmaceuticals
24 34 M Researcher Professional Services
25 57 M Research Assistant Consulting
26 27 M Entrepreneur Land Development
27 34 M Marketing Communications Technology
28 47 F Director Healthcare
29 47 F President Food Distribution
30 38 F Director, Health Services Healthcare
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Table 2 Participants’ Identification of CSR Activities alszgment Membership

Participant Consumer Segment CSR Activities
1 Introvert Fair-trade products, women'’s rights addcation, self-esteem advertising
2 Resistor Fair-trade coffee and foods productd,emvironmental issues
3 Evangelist Organic foods, locally-produced foamserseas clothing production (no sweatshops),
community involvement
4 Evangelist Fair-trade, small business suppditaar products, organic cotton, organic toiletriese-
range, organic foods
Preacher Environmental practices, hybrid techmgloause-related marketing
Preacher Hiring disadvantaged people, commuajypart, fair-trade, environmental issues
Evangelist Local food, community involvement, am@ clothing, locally-owned business, fair labor
practices, cause-related marketing
8 Resistor Charitable support, cause-related markdbcally-produced clothing, organic foods, BPA-
free plastics
9 Introvert Cause-related marketing, ethically-proetl clothing, locally-owned business, fuel/energy
efficiency, overseas labor practice
10 Evangelist Locally produced clothing, ethicavadising practices, overseas labor practices, Inuma
rights support
11 Introvert Eco-friendly products, fair trade, @onwmental practices, cause-related marketing
campaigns, local community support, organic foods
12 Preacher Cause-related marketing campaignspetomesponsibility (i.e., no bailouts), charitable
trusts, child labor, environmental practices/rengea@nergy
13 Preacher Organic foods, sustainability repoyrtoamganic clothing, environmental business prastice
community support, fair trade
14 Resistor Environmental issues, pollution stasla@missions, cause-related marketing, socially

responsible investing, hybrid technology
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Table 2 Participants’ Identification of CSR Activities alsgment Membership

Participant Consumer Segment CSR Activities

15 Evangelist Local business, recyclable produstsrseas manufacturing practices, green energy, fa
trade coffee

16 Introvert Environmental practices, over packaigeus, reusable shopping bags, minimalist
consumption, cause-related marketing, natural aiggoroducts and toiletries, child labor

17 Resistor Community arts support, corporate donstcorporate sponsorship of education, economic
responsibility (i.e., no bailouts), local foods,

18 Preacher Environmental practices, natural regsui.e., lumber), community involvement, cause-
related marketing,

19 Introvert Employee relations, locally-owned Imesis, community engagement, youth programs,
overseas practices, treatment of animals

20 Preacher Environmental practices, fuel and gneffgciency, employee treatment, electric car
technology, hybrid technology, misleading adventispractices, overseas labor practices,
fair trade

21 Preacher Economic responsibility (i.e., no hagp fair trade coffee, corporate donations, local
business, locally produced foods, cause-relatettetiag,

22 Resistor Charitable donations, children’s progasupport domestic business, child labor, faner
pollution standards

23 Introvert Overseas labor practices, domestiarlgbactices, recycled products, environmentally
friendly products, retailer recycling practices

24 Introvert Fair trade, environmentally friendigoducts, fair employment practices, climate issues

25 Evangelist Environmental practices, cause-relatarketing, local charity support, local community

involvement, hybrid technology

26 Resistor Cause-related marketing, Product Rexgbamn, environmental charities, overseas labor,
corporate donations

27 Resistor Charitable donations, volunteer, wdekHalance for employees, green products, overseas
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Table 2 Participants’ Identification of CSR Activities alsgment Membership

Participant Consumer Segment CSR Activities

labor, cause-related marketing
28 Resistor Locally produced, organic food, chhtéalonations, community support

29 Evangelist Charitable donations, environmestsles, organic foods, reusable shopping bags,iorgan
coffee, low fat menu options, eco-friendly products

30 Resistor Charitable donations, reducing emissibybrid technology, recycling, food safety
standards
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Table 3 Consumer Typologies

Includes CSR-related information for personal consmption decisions

YES NO

CSR Evangelists CSR Preachers
(@]
;§ » Perception of CSR equatingto | Impression Management
3 high quality * Role of the gift recipient
o ® |+ Positive outcomes for society
S > |+ Developing Awareness of CSR
S activities amongst others
= o Special Occasions (weddings,
£ 2 birth of child, Christmas)
o Qo
c .0
é é CSR Introverts CSR Resistors
g * Impression Management » Lack of Awareness
o * Role of the gift recipient * Lack of availability of CSR-related
8 O [+ Perceived lack of credibility of information
4 < CSR-related products » Perceived lack of quality of CSR-
= related products
O
[




