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AH[E FEl 3AFS o]o] FEe 7]ojE wf s F|AbelA Fole dA
FS A3 FA Ao TR EA MU 22 EHL TFHA])
© 449 wiAY &% olgta FYHEH( Varadarajan and Menon,
1988). &9 <7 wAI" (CRM) & 7192 AF3l4 29 &% (Corporate
Social Responsibility; CSR) oA sAE F oz 3AL9} 3|AFS] 117,
TEa EE A G Bl A o9& F= sk wiAlRY dEkoletar
E 4 9lthUiang et al. 2019).

ok

o] QA AEH} FHEE HEO dNES AvEW, ‘gEtadef
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Varadarajan and Menon 1988).
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AL A A gl whel Al Aol ksl vERH, oz
A3l A&E Pl st A AALS Fustl stele Aol vk

FAgth olglst FAdo]| ZAstY], AMRES WAL A Eo Fo

offt [

e ARG ARSlel a4 Aloleka gheln Ao} s, of
O% KT BAS S /199 SY3 Adste] AU FAYE Fu
of sths ZelA MEHt @ ¢ 4 Ak Kim, Han, and
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TS Griskevicius et al.(2010) ¢l WE2W AMgES A4S olEHl &
Ao A v F o] ek sy g2 v go] Evka steEts, Al
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A AFE T FEo] Fopxlvtar skl ofel ZA sk 1EA Al

E°
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al.,, 2012; Bai, 2017; Bales et al. 1951; Berger, Rosenholtz, and
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(Cashdan 1998; Colby et al. 1983;Tushman and Romanelli 1983).
= AFE A A9 5T A 23k g A wete A e s Ag e
E23H Fdsk= AE gugth o7 ALY Ju FHF AF
Tz B2 (Emerson 1962;Fiske and Berdahl 2007), 3%
(Pfeiffer et al. 2012), <17]1( Scott and Judge 2009), &It (
Hogan and Kaiser 2005) 53 &u|dtt},
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o W

e &4 AE A5sed 7oty FEE gy iR
ool A9 F5E 9% el HIE sk,
Milinski,Semmann, and Krambeck(2001)2] F#eof] w=w, FAHQ
Aol A A F2 oA HLTE AA A HuE fe o e 2
Holul, #ofF, FEF, AU, FGE ol IAE FHE HolA
stofy 43ttt (Lord and Maher 1993). & wdt 4

Holz AR thekst AlSolA E4& e wek 5% Ado] lve

Ro|BR f5q ThE A A9 Fel7h Ho% Fv,

AR Agsialee £yz EA w3 AY9E gujsitgn FE3g
(Flynn 2003; Frimer et al. 2015; Hardy and Van Vugt 2006;
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3l A7 9tk (Lin—Healy and Small 2012). %3 o]9} #&isle] 7]
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3. B3 oletF

M W wHH E4o] A A9 A TS vATh
v WMo AT oleFelt shtel A9 85 FREA R 49
AF7h Holgtk. o[t A9 A5 FFL VAL 2elE ol

717 Qledl, dxA e R HAA oletF 9] (Competitive Altruism) 7}

A AR, AFES e AR dE AES FE e, o
e ol fF 2 AAY A oUAE FAS] o] T EE =4
sk, olggt o=& A Aol dist 7]1F-e=7F(Van Vugt and
Cremer 2002), A8 Sl Apgto|x|ut f17]e| A F3}7] flsf ARale] &
ol ddt Hd7x] AIsl= § (Becker and Eagly 2004) thekst
B2 vepdtta Fgsdnt L oldd 9= Al FES dold #
skl ate] vhekst FElR EAgton, o] RS AdiF o olgF o
2 BHYomH AAE F5517] A% AAE sk A 22 Hgolgan
F743th( Barclay and Willer 2007 ; Roberts 1998). ©]# 3l o]f=
d3f Wz oletFort &3 E Aol sk 415 (Costly Signaling)
7F Hol AAle R A E dEa A9E 58] A o] #
g+ 455 Y Bird and Smith 2005).
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shvl oleld ARz olFeldeld Afe A mye
(McAndrew 2002; Smith and Bird 2000; Zahavi and Zahavi
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A s 5 T84 FARE Q& eRlefAl Al (Self-Concept) & =Y
Al AFte g 51 (Self—Verification) 3kl Ao gty A ¢kstt} (Reed
et al. 2012). =% Sachdeva et al. (2009)°] W=d 0|52 ¥
A eA E9 4 A9E FA AF (Credit) & 2 F vty Uetta
Ttk R =y A AR A3 EE AMEES AlY =
A AAde BlelA BesozM RAFuz} = St AekA ¢

(Winterich, Mittal and Aquino 2013) a1 F+%-3kc}.
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HE2 7199 AFs A Aeldel oist AR vkttt st o]l52

P

94 gAY PR B ARES AN o} Hol: PES

-
o=
T3 ERlelA RE ARl A S dEa Hojste S FoAEY] Wi

32

¢

O

of, Zalo]l Amlek AbsA Al 71918 FHe| dAska whgshs A

FToAR T Fevh weEbd 7199 Aol oS Ak A A

ol wFste] ol <AAZA EYUA o]&(Cognitive Dissonance

Theory) el wel f1xolgl o7]a o]e thgt #ig o 7] A To]

Qrka FACE o] MY A= =Y A AAN AAsF =& A
=

Fol A7 AEF BAR AE o o] A WelsATE A



o
B
25

Cl Al &
= =1

f 2 27F BRQlefl Al ARl &=

Hlef o9

e

Ho

o} o

3

ol Eom, of#g Aulel o

& 7hs

y7he

= A
.

U R as

o A, w

Fis

0

o2kl 7}%

3l

K

1

g4 PANY AAH B AgEe] Fe AgEe] w3

o
<H
o

ofJ

]

Q12] (Perception) °f

o e} 9]
1

Kl

il

= wpolt},
2 A

33t

T o4

ral

u

()9

N

B
1

)

155

|

7 olEfFe) q14o]

ol
X0
Nk
™

o

el

4

2 WA sl A9 F

]

<

aul 7} olE e 9

Hp

A A
oA, &

Bl

o]
or
Mo

AN AR e AgEe] Re A

ol A
-1

o]},

fas
=

I RSIRT

-_'I'

[,
I
 S—

~ A -

_14_



A1d AT M 43

SEEEIRRERES

=
=

okue, ol

Eyl_

HH
RN

2Ll =93 AN 3 st

e

&

Mo
o]

B

o] A
RSk |

FEFoZ o7y g njApe] ojekqde] Erhal

A
—
o

e

Aojng, A9E %A

A o=

[e]
Ei

AH e A o

215 (Costly
Y A

o]

s

(Conspicuous)

]

Signaling)

Al

o 4 wobE Zloleba oYtk whebA,

=
=

@37} Bobd Zolet 7]

=
L

off =

Mo
Ny

)0l anlE mET Anake] A 9

o s
h=)

B!

O
of
Mo

H 2.

q140] wiNg o)k,

_15_



H 3. 39 97 AF 207 olgF e Q4% w72 stof A9 F&e

WAL GFAM, BeE FAY P Ee AE] W Aur

T} QA AF AuA ANE W B FESR

Moral Identity Symbolization

—
H3

T =

Perceived Altruism

Cause—related
Product Consumption

H2

o]t}

[ 29 1] 47 =9

H1

_16_

A

Status Inference




A 3AE AT+ N

Falow, o

o] dAll sl dds

.
N+

H] 8} %] ]

X
el
=

B!
of
Mo

JJ

_—

1

), ¥ olol A9 H7pARA

Wk AlE

]

— 0

e

!

A4 H oEFe 9

F(Bem

Kl

S

G

%)

)

)
[aN}

I

3

oF

0|
HHl

=gech. A9 10] AnH A8 A9

311 Anderson et

al.(2001) o] AHE-FE A

b

N

&k

-_'I'

[,
1
I—

) .H o

_17_



10
]
—
Flo
o OH
0
r2
X
2
o
[
=
N
)
B
jg
ol
fil
2
o
R
v
o2
o
2
30
2

f
1L
re
X
2 oy

7k 9leA otumA shelth. o WHAA BEAEE

=
o >
1o
N
@ Ao
Hir
PR
Mo
o
[T
> 1
>,
ol oy
2 o
> &
8og
2> o
ol
Md -
T2
o
"

39
rlr
)
jg _
1o
>
o
)
i)
rlr
rO
1
o
N
N
£
Sl
o
v

-

A2 olE}F2] o] & (Competitive Altruism Hypotheses) ol wz}, o
Atee] o] o] (Benefits) ol sl #& 7HA 3 sidE F44 Azt

o] e coleFTte JAME E

(Hardy and Vugt 2006). %3 #tzzate] =64 A4 F
Aol wel oletFeat® QlAe] trEm, o] A9 FEo
@ Aot 7t I ol EYE A
= AR A AQl 7199 &l wigkek, ol AA AF AniA

MEE 2 shelay) Wieleta A7t

i)

.
O
®
!
2
0%
ol
L

ox
o
B3
e o g fo 2 ooy e

o2
gt

ooz
ofN
o
o
oty
NS
Hir b
Mo
>~
>

N
N
N

D A3 3y

Prolificell Al =<l ti7he] 85 & RAste] A=z ddd A
(Fe) Al AlE 2Rlvs. &Y AA AlFol obd (duh) AlE AnD el wh
g F Ao r vy, AbAEe] EY4 A8 F 3Aske] 55T
4%, T Azl U Augest V9 RE o 25 AHS
At 2&F ol 1A 35, A FE 3T kA &kl
Z} A7t el dgh BAow A3 Jrh & 4 2ve=s wer
o, Al FAdk 85 F ASF#kol e 4¥e Adsta 81 ( H

S8 . ,ﬁ _ 1-_]'| &



407, 1
, 71911y
1 3 Mdge:349)3] é—q'i
k! Als

o3 Ad:

. 40[,5]’

T
L,mu,%ﬂmmﬂioﬂr%
XﬁO#ﬂNﬂo ﬂylr,lm_WMﬂﬂ_.ﬁJ.
M opg geiz_ﬁ T IS KW R OB
~ = B ol .ﬁoPNﬂzﬁﬁu &2
w3 T T R e i
Lt - Bz eExITY
Q%%M% N Em e
iﬂzowrﬂ zfcﬂom.,muﬂmaﬁiwa
gasﬂwmmﬂigﬁﬂ@wA%
ﬁiv@;&%oiﬁqw%mﬁgﬂ,%
PIE ,_A_o.ﬂ% lig e X0 g
By ] o+ o ﬂism.h % o o
¥z =M 7T o oo N
%éﬁﬂwﬂ#wo_ A O_E%QQHOP
gA@ﬁ@d%i%%%@ <o
agqﬁﬂ%gﬁaﬂﬁzﬁa%
&l‘mﬂmO] S oLC ﬂﬂv\@.q
Mu%(MMB@WﬂM%@%ﬁ%
0%11V1 ot _ZT1TL%
@4]%07%ﬂﬂuﬁ ﬁﬂaeuw
X CO TR e Mo m T % s ofp
N Mo X }1;H07ﬂ®%52
= n o W R D W B T e T
T %inggm% @ﬂ%;%x
8 @aﬁ}mﬁ%%ﬂﬂ%%%io_@%
T B ﬂ‘_n_rw oﬁaﬂvﬂlimﬂOTﬂm ﬂﬂﬁ%w&ﬂ_’
Ar ® —_ W m N w o ® M D
N ETRA %W_6L7ﬁou|prdh R
Ak R o gmad.m oo D o
" HT 1‘|£.UE.E
B i Wo‘mom.‘_“@_ﬂiAﬁFﬂJOﬁﬂﬂmﬂl
= % wégmaﬁgoﬁhﬂlmgﬂ}h ‘o
S -5 e ow e @@m%&
.XﬂﬂﬂﬁLH_ ﬁﬁlo& oaﬂqo.u
TR o — By oy
s o 0 o R W A B,
o B o LEZS
o W o T oF W
% op d
b T

- 19 -

Auel .

oJE}FS,
"/ (Percejved Altrui
uism)
se

7=;

T

s
=4

9] &7



Fao] SEedt F Avge £ gddd Avges o
A, A olelFoE EA3l7] Y8 Valentine et al. (2011)0] %
2 AN yFe] B3 AFeA SASAE A E ot #I &

o]

A
& 37kA o] AFE2 AR Ado] e W WA =9 F & A

ol AR F9) AlhE E8l E gty | ¢ o] Age nhE A
B Sl A AL A0l YelE ol & 7H AAE Ax
(1= w$ Feb4 @, 7= e BABE YA o= 84T

27 FE

A g FEof st £ 3TFdor ST 3 £F ABH AL
AAA A E(A person’ s objective Socioeconomic Status ; SES) ]
AGste £ T AP AT AMESIUY 3 £3- 1F FE, FE
w2 A9, wS &5-5 AREske] S48l ( Adler et al. 1994;
Fiske and Berdahl 2002). %, ‘Mike7} n&& 2 wWokE Zlo]
o, f Miket F2 A4S 7H AR Aolth” | f Mike® S A&

=2 Jbal AR Zolth o Al BFow 7H HAE HE(= WS
FAEA g, 7=Hl% BAHE FAsINeH, AL 54 AW o=

818% Blwd =& AFTE Ko
EgF FAY 455
AE ZA7IAES Aquino and Reed(2002) QoA AFEIA  Self

Importance of Moral Identity Scale % A& 3l sidsh= 57019 &

o susth 28 BAAEL of® Aol BolF, AL, FA3

AYF, TAE B, FA, AWFY 54 D Avkn gl
A Seh 2@3 o) Abol ofWAl AZkEk: =73 FEEAE 47
71 gl S, olel tiE B3-S Aol Bl thal Avht
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A% 20=4.73 vs. M 39 a4 A% 2m=5.15, t(81)=-2.012, p< .05), &+
3 % (Adeler et al. 1994; Fiske and Berdahl 2002) 9] HH#S %
o F B0 FYsHA AUTM aw Az 2n=4.87 vs. M 29 a4 A% 2
=5.12, t(81)=-1.340, p> .1). & = ﬁqc HeHA A
& FFo] =E&FF A8 AARH A9 A-HE 25, A
5 T Aol 7] witel, i W7

al

]_
G5 ) matel 29 &RE AT 2L AR

59 A AFx v A9 F2e v A= el ojA olEe]
Aol wiAsl=A AZFs7] 98l Model 4 in Hayes(2013)0] AA]
WO 500008 FEAEHES AL, Aibs olEFo Q14
o P g3t s AoxE Yelwt S 39 A AFE A8 {57
7 oleEe el dFE e (B=.602, t(81)=2.844,
p=.006), JNAE oleFdE A9 FEo Fos FFE vFFB=
189, t(81)=1.962, p=0.053). F3F 95% o AFT F3relA 7HA
] g3t f9Pom (B=.114, SE=.065 :95% CI [.008 .262],
FTaHR} A4 2 FYskA gk 22y 42 FEaHTF FY5HA
Golm wiyl mEo]l ¢k vy R¥oT FEI] MEHE AU
(Kenny and Judd 2014; O Rourke and MacKinnon 2015)57]
upeh, oEFFO Q1A4S Fal 39 AA AFE AB|7F A FE A=
waie &4 wis) aRE2A JAFSEY, ol H 28 AAST F4en
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[ ¥ 1 1Study 1— Mediation Analysis

Outcome Variable: Perceived Altruism

B S.E. t p LLCI ULCI
Constant 5.0976 .1489 34.2408 .000 4.8012 5.3939
Cause—related
product 6024 2119 2.8437 .0057 .1808 1.0241
consumption

F=8.0865(p<.001),R—squared = .0929

a. Independent Variable: Cause—related product consumption, Dependent Variable:

Perceived Altruism

Outcome Variable: Status Inference

B S.E. t p LLCI ULCI
Constant 3.9163 .5064 7.7341 000 2.9082 4.9245
Cause—related
product .1333 .1901 7012 4852 —.2451 5117
consumption
Perceived

1887 .0962 1.9621 .0533 —.0028 .3801
Altruism

F=1.9551(p<.05),R—squared = .0682

a. Independent Variable: Cause—related product consumption, Perceived Altruism ;

Dependent Variable: Status Inference

Total effect of X on YV

Effect [ SE. [t [ p [ LLCI [ ULCI
2470 | .1843 | 1.3401 | 1841 | —.1199 | 6138
Direct effect of X on Y
Effect [ SE. [t [ p [ LLCI [ ULCI
1333 [ 1901 | 7012 | 4852 | —.2451 | 5117
Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥
Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Perceived
1137 0652 .0080 2615
Altruism
— 23 — 5 an .
¥ [ -11
-"x_i — 1__||
I |



gz Faye 333 £F £4( Moderation analysis)

AE YA =9A AN T AAse] 24 adrt s Aol 4
stk WA Fo] AAl AFE AH|7E olEFe Q1A mX= a3E
AZ A3 F(1, 80)=7.413, p < .062 #&3ich. =97 FAA
A, Y 25%9 FE T5% VTR T O (ES vs. W) S
AAstR on two—way ANOVA #4007 Fo =5 0.1 7|Fo=2 A

=
& &% asg AFs.

A Ay, g AA AFE A6 =AY 24 HA ¢k Au(dur
AFE &n]) AfoleA xpol7h folstglen, 2 Ao o]ee] <l
2ol § e Ao7 UEFITFM am 4% 2n= 5.134 vs. M ze a4 4=

»n=5.699; F(3, 48)=3.976, p=0.051), Wt =94 A4 333}
9] _Xl‘ iy’]'% ‘IC"I)‘-O/]E_’_]'X] O}OL_’( M ow= 5333 vs. M high:5.5oo;

F(1,51)=.346, p=.559), F+ WHF J5 #8342 {9
o3t Aoz YEltH(F(1,51)=2.788 ,p = .051).

o
b o ¢

# Oz 4 A3 293 YA AAERE Be AAAES

G 0.19014

3.0]
o

AA AFol o oletFE Mol HE FOoT YEH O ( M au ax
2u=4.976vs. M ze a4 A% 2w = 6.024; F(1, 51) = 7.893, p =
007), =94 AAAd AA8sh e s AlEedl o olgF2
el g7t YERA] T aw 4% au = 5.292 vs. M 2o aa A
# 2w = 5,375 ; F(1, 51) = .038, p = .846). &, =94 AAA

ABE B AFARS B QA AF avlel @ oeF
A e, £9A PAY PR de RS An AF
[¢]

2013)& o] &3t &

1

Al
(e}
okttt w3 Process Model 7(Hayes
A3

Aste] =48 izl 24 A3, Al

/K]

o mlo o

012
Al

Ty
5 95% FAbelA FoekA @Ekt(B= .333, SE= .243, 95% CI

[- .046, .901D).
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[ 2 IStudy 1- Two—way ANOVA test

Sum of Mean
Source df F Sig.
Squares Square
Corrected
8.141a 3 2.714 2.788 .051
Model
Intercept 1421.021 1 1421.021 1459.946 <.001
Cause—related
Product 3.872 1 3.872 3.978 .052
Consumption
Moral Identity
.336 1 .336 .346 559
Symbolization
Consumption#
Moral Identity | 2.815 1 2.815 2.892 .096
Symbolization
Error 46.720 48 .973
Total 1580.556 52
Corrected
54.861 51
Total
a. R squared= .148( Adj. R squared=.095), Dependent variable:Perceived Altruism

[ 23 2 1 The Effect of Cause—related Product Consumption and Moral

Identity Symbolization in Observers for Perceived Altruism

[INot Cause-related Products
M Causerelated Products

o
w
=

Perceived Altruism

Low High

Moral Identity Symbolization
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A 12 AFEEel 2o A AE aHE BEsgE 9, oleF e
AAE TR v, o] AT} A9 FEo AL FFE A
= A Wl &9E wAsGvh B8 284 AAEY A W
W Bk S wf,Fe] A AlFo] olekFe] Q1A JFS AFstAl A
= As sl

w3k olelFe] 1o wiEI AFel el Fol AAl AFe] A9
Feol vAe F adrb fFolskA dskor, wyA AAdY xd &

ol olol AA =3 AFol FoskAl ghokrt. delel vis] EAEE A
o, 22 Aol glo] 4o Aot wuEdnt. S, Alvke] oA
AR AMAECA TR 2 Aol fldlen, 4 g volwk A
Q7] witel v Wart 4Fs nAs + dvka Azskqloh =3
AU 05 o Fo FoAE 719 AkslA MY e d-d V)AL
= A ARE S o] UUE Aolet ddstalvh wEkA, AF
2001 E A9 F2o that A3 A+ (Bellezza et al. ,2014) A
AHEEFAE W Fds Ao ®E APt F, AF 2= Al
go FAow AF FritelA ARE Fr, AF ute A4, 4

2]
o] T& FAlet] A9 FEe vAE 9FS A8l w13 A
_]
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Prolificel Al 1505 B33l on, o] & A5gs 7 495 A9
3 146ME Ao e AFFAT(FA 479, o498, 1 9 19,
Mage=35.8) . 7RSS £28 Ad Frto] gt i*&g
ATE 2(F9 AA AF &8l FY AA AF &¥] Vs, F

A

ol obd Al AH|(FWHAIEAH]))x2( =Y 4 Zﬂ*é ddst xS

A% AR e 2ot B0 QA AE Gl WY 2R @
Gate] 4w gk Aol FPsATh BAAES AR 2A Y 3
Aol sl SHE F, B} A AF Kol B 27149 e A
HeeR dn B3S we st Qunoz ANA A0E 574
S e Bou, odd A 2g EAs] fekel da AT

(Bellezza et al. ,2014) & #Fastqitt. Ayl 2+ Bellezza(2014)

AL FEE S A A A sdF Yror oE W

g FAE f8 Ad=el sk AAE FAS st AYE nyE Aot
Fol 40t Ao w

e 3

T AMEd et
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Mike & B2 4549 o= )y FIE S BTEE, AT AY
BEoZ & 2o Y FO A AFY AFY HEE FF Y2
st o] AFE A A wry *ow/ 198 4p5lo] Feshed 22
ek AF Fof o AP #7 B A, U Y EA, eFA W
By F Gn 47 EAE JAGE ) Lol
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ofL
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o F =P (a=. 94D AAY =4S HoeE 3k 74 54l
3 Pl UAE HEe wet 18 (A3 Bk 4=
(¢ Felth = 5% =30

Rbde], Fo) A AlEE AREEA B Aol WE 254F FgE
2o & Rzl Ag, A, voless Fda atd 92 %9

Z194el dist Ards wh=A skl el Wi AW HE 7199
w2 =

A % w5e sl zasgn,
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AU e E 9 F, dA Aud 22 A £F 2700 da web

sk,

o 7 ¢4, 8] FE

3) 4d A5
E3F HEH
24 A, 22 ABH0R oo fow, gl AA AF

hl o -
o 4 FolAFe] Aut AFe] wEH AAE wr}

wEgE 21y A9

AU L & J1E dial] AR A olqrel ¥ S A D, A EF
9 7155 O sk Abgoletn HRTh t—test AE5AY, 24 o]
Gty & F AJATM aw A 20 = 3.45 , SD = 91 vs. M 3

ad A% 2n = 4,59, SD = . 79 ; t(146)= —5.668, p< .001).

9 AA AEF 20 AP FE

T adE AT A3, 3o AA AF dlel wE A8 FES ¥
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of AA AF &nleh AWAFE nlo] lojA A9 FEe Foldk zo]
7F e Ao YEbth (M aw Az an = 4.779, SD = 779 vs. M =
o) @A 4% 2v = 5.053, SD= .715, t(146)=—2.217, p=0.028 ). wz}
A AA AF 2nF A FE v a9t Fo3 ez 3
FTHAS &, ¥ AA AF 2veE A FE2C F(H)FJA 2HE
Elon, olgjgt A3 AFE Bk Fo A AFE

[ & 3 ]17T—test Results (Main effects)

Cause - related product Consumption
Manipulated Not Manipulated
Source t p
(N=75) (N=71)
Mean Intercept | Mean Intercept
Status
5.053 715 4.779 779 -2.217 .028
Inference

oJE7e] o4

T A &u7E AY FEo mAE= T QoA oJElFe Q14 <]
A &% #A5S 938 Hayes(2013)2] Model 42 5000119 FEA
EfFE o] g3lo] EAEITE. Model 42 o] &% B4 A3} Fo A
A AF 2R olEFY Yo ® e AR 39 28 (F=14.327,
p< .00D) ¥ &9 QA AlF &M 9 o]glFe QlAo] A9 FEOo=® T}
= A9 39 E¥(F=13.515, p< .001) EF EANCR foust
A vergth E=3 3 A AF A&6|7) olElF] o mA &=
o 94 AF A%, ¥ AA AFol &nE A$ ogFe <l
Z7Heke YEbdTH(B= 642, t(146)=3.785, p=.000). &°] <A
F 2n g olEFY o] FAY 53 wWERA £9dE u H4
A A FEe wH= GFeA, T AA AF kvl A9 F

u

==

—‘_lZo
O %

e
2 4 2
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FolskA Fe TS vAE ZeF YERI@B= .078,
t(146)=.002, p>.1 ), oJE}F2] Qa2 X g F&of Fofdt JFS =
J= Aoz Yehyth(B= .305, t(146)=5.512, p= .000). &3t
ae b me BAFCE foskdoy, AH ade oA

gfomz & iyl REo]l BE& & & AU total effect= .274,
95% CI [.030, .518] ; direct effect=.078, 95% CI[-.155, .312];
indirect effect=.196, 95% CI[ .083, .336]). &, & <A ZH|7}

N

|o
52 o

1 o 1
A9 FEol v A= FFolA wiA Ml o]ekFe] 1AS T #9
et IS vIAH, o= & AN ¥ Al AlEel HEHE Ae
wEE A, AL olebilo] muhal AZbstar, AR A7 o

1 FES B AAba,

[ ¥ 4 ]Study 2— Mediation Analysis

Outcome Variable: Perceived Altruism

B S.E. t p LLCI ULCI
Constant 4.465 122 36.735 .000 4.225 4.705
Cause—related
product 642 .170 3.785 .000 .307 977
consumption

F=14.327 (p<.001) R—squared = .091

a. Independent Variable: Cause—related product consumption, Dependent Variable:

Perceived Altruism

Outcome Variable: Status Inference

B S.E. t p LLCI ULCI
Constant 3.417 .260 13.145 .000 2.903 3.931
Cause—related
product 078 118 662 509 —.155 312
consumption
Perceived

305 .055 5.512 .000 .196 415
Altruism

F=13.151(p<.001),R—squared = .203

a. Independent Variable: Cause—related product consumption, Perceived Altruism ;

Dependent Variable: Status Inference

S . Jiﬂ k'_. 1_'_” (e



Total effect of X on Y
Effect [ SE. [t [ p [ LLCI [ ULCI
274 | 124 | 2.22 | .028 | .030 | 518
Direct effect of X on YV
Effect [ SE. [t [ p [ LLCI [ ULCI
078 | 118 | .662 | 509 | -.155 | 312
Indirect effect(s) of X on ¥

Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Perceived

196 065 .083 .336
Altruism

95 Y

2
A

e

-z3 73

=98 gAY BT T AA ATl olekFe Aol AL
Fol 28 BHE DosIEAT AFH] Aol BT A4S F

B
e
i
o
—r
=

Process Model 1(Hayes 2013)& AM8-3t9 #HZ3HA
AT A3 =Yd ALY AA s 3 A LH7) olEFY
| BRI Gl AolX FAACRE & 4 anE VS ¢
A TH(B=1.32, t(146)=2.028, = .049). =413 13 2% A
= f8 =94 AP BAdstE £1 SDE VIF2E Low vs.
HighZ o] AFstlch. Andos =94 JAde 447t =2
e SAHCE Fodt ¥¥E wHOM( 1 SD above the mean of
moral identity symbolization; B=1.176, t(146)=2.416, p=.019) 4t

Wel, =eA AN FAHI e A folF L VA Qo

pad

2

1o
%

ol -1> > 4
o -

t} (1 SD below the mean of moral identity symbolization; B = —
144, t (146)= — .333, p > .1).
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[ 29 3 1 The Effect of Cause—related Product Consumption and

Moral Identity Symbolization in Observers on Perceived Altruism

593

Not Cause-related Products
Consumption
Cause-related Products
Cansumption

&
i)
@

e
e

Perceived Altruism

Low High
Moral Identity Symbolization

94 AAY T Qs vA = 249 W 2vE AFs] Hst
o] RFE~E Y (Bootstrapping) 71" 2] Process Model 7 (Hayes
2013) & AR&-sto] A 4 Ay, 293 JAAL Y sk
o AAl Al AH|7F oJEFFE] A m & G dojA] 2 &
5 Yoyv (B= 1.320, t(48)= 2.028, p= .049), o|Z A& o}
A olERFE] Q1A o] A9 FEol TAACE Fod S A= AL
2 YUETH(B=.330, t(48)=3.074, p=.001). AAA o2 A= uj7
B2 AAEAoH (B=.376 95% CI[.250, .807]), 2114 154 &
(Conditional Indirect Effect) #HZollA E9 2 AAde] 4As7t =
< A FYT 249 wilEdr YEbskou (1 SD above the mean
of moral identity symbolization; B=1.1761, 95% CI[.195, .807]),
94 A dAIE w2 A FYsHA %1 SD below the

4
4
rO
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mean of moral identity symbolization; B=—.144, 95% CI[—
1.015, .7271). o] A= F9 A AFS 4n7} olek9] Q4 S
A

W E skl A9 FES s B ClA BEAY =YH ALY A
F7F = A A (B A S v A, Bz e A fFoe @
B8 VA4 gis A& etk mebd H 30 A48 & 4 ot
[ ¥ 5 IStudy 2— Moderated Mediation Analysis
Outcome Variable: Perceived altruism
- 95%
B Sk ' LLCI ULCI
Constant 4.7045 7379 6.3753 3.2173 6.1918
Cause—relat
ed product —1.4638 .9922 —1.4753 -3.4635 .5359
consumption
Moral identity
o .0227 4607 .0493 —.9058 9513
symbolization
Interaction | 1.3199 .6510 2.0275 .0079 2.6319
Outcome Variable: Status Inference
95%
B SE ' LLCI ULCI
Constant 4.5373 .5394 8.4111 3.4508 5.6238
Cause—relat
ed product —.2496 .2506 —.9957 —.7544 .2553
consumption
Perceived
.3300 1074 3.0739 1138 5463
altruism
*p<0.5, #*p<0.01, ***xp<0.001
Conditional indirect effects of X on Y
. 95%
B SE LLCI ULCI
Moral identity | low —.1439 4223 -1.0152 7273
symbolization | high 1.1759 4867 11950 2.1568
Index of moderated mediation
Moral identity | B SE LLCI UCLI
symbolization .3756 2082 2500 .8065
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Abstract

The Effects of Cause—related Product Consumption on
Status Inference by Perceived Altruism and Moral
Identity Symbolization

Boa Kim

Department of Business Administration
The Graduate School

Seoul National University

This study examines cause—related product consumption as a
costly signal that can imply positive status to others. While
existing research typically investigates status consumption for
luxury products, this study proposes that cause—related products
have become a status symbol. Two studies demonstrate that
people confer higher status to cause—related product
consumption rather than general product consumption. These
positive inferences are driven by perceived altruism and
moderated by individual differences in  moral identity

symbolization in the observers.

Experiment 1 shows that when people observe the
consumption of cause—related products, they perceive altruism
positively. This has an indirect positive effect on status
inference. Further, when the symbolization of moral identity is
high rather than low, cause—related products strongly influence
the perception of altruism. However, the main effect of
cause—related products on status inference was not significant.

In the scenario, participants did not have sufficient explanations
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for the situation, and because only gender and age were
controlled, other variables may have played a role. Therefore,
Experiment 2 proceeded in the same manner as a method used
in a previous study on status inference (Bellezza et al., 2014).
In Experiment 2, information was given to the participants in the
form of scenarios, and the subject’ s occupation, gender, age,
and the situation in the scenario were controlled to measure the

effect of these factors on status inference.

Experiment 2 shows that the effect of status inference
resulting from the consumption of cause—related goods occurs
through perceived altruism and that this effect differs according
to moral identity symbolization. The study shows that
participants infer a higher status from consuming cause—related
products than general products (H1). For consumers using
cause—related products, participants infer that the consumer s
level of altruism is high, so the subject’ s status inference is
elevated. In contrast, general product consumption does not
significantly affect status inference through perceived altruism
(H2). Further, the greater the participants’ moral identity
symbolization, the higher their perceived altruism and the higher
the status inference in consuming cause—related products.
Meanwhile, participants with low moral identity symbolization
have no statistical significance in status inference through
perceived altruism (H3). Thus, all three hypotheses are

supported.

In summary, I demonstrate that cause—related consumption

behavior leads to status inference from others. The mechanism
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that explains this relationship is perceived altruism; individuals
perceive the consumption of cause—related products as costly
signaling and infer higher status as they perceive more altruism.
Further, people with high moral identity symbolization are more
likely to infer higher status through increased perceived altruism
by cause—product consumption. However, for people with low
moral identity = symbolization, the difference in product
consumption does not affect perceived altruism and status

inference.

This research highlights the value of cause—related product
consumption and contributes to the literature in several ways.
First, this study addresses the acquisition of social status based
on prosocial behavior, which has not been discussed in marketing
research. Previous studies have argued that social status is
acquired through the consumption of luxury goods or prestige
brand products, but this study differs in viewing status as being
achieved through cause—related consumption, which is prosocial
behavior. Second, this study suggests that it is necessary to look
at the socio—psychological status, not just socioeconomic status.
Prosocial behavior strongly influences the group
(socio—psychological advantage), thus influencing status
inference. Finally, while various prior studies have focused on
monetary donations and participation in charitable activities for
prosocial behavior, this study discusses the consumption of

cause—related products.

Key words : Status Inference, Perceived Altruism, Moral Identity

Symbolization, Cause—related Products, Corporate Social
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Responsibility, Competitive Altruism, Costly Signaling
Student Number : 2013-20459
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