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Consumers with higher beliefs in karma are more likely to engage in ethical consumption by supporting ethical brands and 
rejecting unethical brands. This link is explained by a belief in transferred essence such that consumers who support the 
brand inherit the brand’s positive/negative essence. 

Abstract

Introduction

Study 2: Karma Predicts Ethical Choice

Participants
• 138 undergraduates (46% women, mean age = 21.07)

Design and Materials
• 2 (Brand Ethicality: Ethical vs. Unethical) × 4 (Product Type) mixed design 
• Moderator: Brand ethicality (e.g., the coffee brand buys beans from fair trade farms vs. farms accused of using child labor)
• Mediator: 4-item belief in contagion scale (a = .71; “Does buying products from an immoral brand make someone an immoral person?”)
• IV: 7-item karma scale (a = .77; Kopalle et al., 2010; “Good actions in the present lead to good outcomes in the future.”)
• DV: Consumer Support Index (likelihood of recommending brand, buying from brand, writing a positive review; a = .97)

Results (Support H1 and H2)

Study 1: Contagion Beliefs Explain Support

H1:   Belief in karma predicts support for ethical 
brands and rejection of unethical brands H2:   Belief in the contagion of brand essence 

explains the karma-support link

Belief in Karma and Ethical Consumption
• “what goes around comes around”
• Good (bad) things happen to those whose actions are 

good (bad) (White et al., 2018)
• Belief in karma impacts prosocial behavior, especially in 

other-focused contexts (e.g., volunteering; Kulow & Kramer, 
2016)

Belief in Contagion of Brand Essence
• Karma can be debited/credited/transferred like a bank 

account (Schlieter 2013)
• Consumers with stronger beliefs in karma seek 

opportunities to accrue positive/avoid negative karma 
(White et al., 2017)

• Supporting ethical/rejecting unethical brands may be one 
such opportunity – intentions are contagious (Stavrova et al., 
2016)

Participants
• 281 undergraduates (46% women, mean age = 20.58)
Design and Materials 
• Binary choice (DV): Ethical/Expensive vs. Control/Less Expensive

• Backpack company makes charitable donations; $35 vs. $25
• Coffee company uses Fair Trade farms; $12 vs. $8 for 16 oz.
• Notebook company replants trees; $9 vs. $6
• Soap company is against animal testing; $3.50 vs $1.50

• IV: 8-item karma scale (a = .84; adapted from White et al., 2018)
“In the long run, good things happen to good people and bad things 
happen to bad people.”

Results
• bkarma = .42, SE = .11, z = 3.64, p < .001 (Supports H1)
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