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Abstract

Despite a growing desire among consumers to shop responsibly,
translating this intention into behaviour remains challenging. Pre-
vious work has identified that information seeking (or lack thereof)
is a contributing factor to this intention-behaviour gap.In this pa-
per, we hypothesize that searching can bridge this gap — helping
consumers to make purchasing decisions that are better aligned
with their values. We conducted a task-based study with 308 par-
ticipants, asking them to search for information on one of eight
ethical aspects regarding a product they were actively shopping for.
Our findings show that actively searching for such information led
to an overall increase in the importance participants’ assigned to
ethical aspects.However, it was the recognition and understanding
of ethical considerations, rather than ethical intentions or search
activity, that drove shifts towards more responsible purchasing
decisions. Participants who acknowledged and filled knowledge
gaps in their decision making showed significant behaviour change,
including increased searching and a stronger desire to alter their
future shopping habits. We conclude that responsible consumption
can be considered a partial information problem, where awareness
of one’s own knowledge limitations may be the catalyst needed for
meaningful consumer behaviour change.
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1 Introduction

Every day, millions of consumers search online, trying to find prod-
ucts that balance their needs, wants, and budget. While price and
quality continue to be critical factors, a growing number of shop-
pers are now considering the ethical and social implications of their
purchases [11, 13]. This trend has given rise to the “socially respon-
sible consumer”, who actively seeks out products that reflect their
commitment to particular ethical concerns such as environmental
impact, sustainability, labour rights, etc. [5]. Ethical consumerism
and the socially responsible consumer has gained significant atten-
tion across various industries, from food to fashion, as consumers
begin to demand such credentials of their purchases [6, 17].

Despite this growing interest, there exists a persistent and well-
documented intention-behaviour gap — the discrepancy between
consumers’ expressed desire to make socially responsible purchases
and their actual behaviour [12, 13]. Key contributors to this gap
include the availability and cost of ethical products, along with chal-
lenges posed by information asymmetries and green-washing [12,
33, 37, 54, 61]. These challenges result in relevant details about
ethical practices being either unavailable or obscured by less perti-
nent information, and products being falsely marketed as ethical,
making it harder for consumers to distinguish between genuinely
responsible products and those that only appear so [36, 45].

We hypothesize that consumers could potentially counteract
the effects of information asymmetries and green-washing by per-
forming searches to learn more about the ethical and social aspects
related to the products they are intending to buy. However, such
comprehensive searches are often impractical due to the significant
time and cognitive effort required [10, 48]. They involve non-trivial
navigation through a large variety of complex web sites coupled
with abstract and abstruse presentation of ethical information, such
as complicated supply chains and legislation. Additionally, they
face the task of assessing source reliability while comparing multi-
ple products across numerous aspects simultaneously [27, 54, 64].
These information and decision-making barriers deter many from
actively seeking ethical information [5]. As a result, consumers
tend to prioritize easier-to-compare factors such as price and qual-
ity, which can lead them to overlook ethical considerations during
purchases [12, 13].

While the cost and effort of searching for ethical product aspects
are known to deter consumers from even initiating a search [5], the
influence of the search process on responsible decision-making is
less well understood. Few studies have addressed how effectively
search promotes ethical considerations [23]. Notably, although ac-
cess to sustainability information significantly affects consumers
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with existing ethical concerns [37, 45], merely increasing the vol-
ume of information has proven insufficient [64]. These studies,
along with the barriers identified, show that the search process
itself matters. It also raises questions about what makes a search
effective in shaping consumer choices, and, how seeking ethical in-
formation might influence consumers even if they are not ethically
minded.

This paper investigates how actively searching for ethical infor-
mation influences consumer priorities during purchase decisions. It
examines this through a task-based study in which 308 participants
searched for information on one of eight ethical aspects of products,
where we consider the following research questions:

RQ1 Whether actively seeking ethical information affects con-
sumers’ purchasing intentions, i.e., does search change con-
sumer minds?

RQ2 Whether - (a) ethical intentions, (b) search activity, or (c)
perceived barriers — result in the greatest change in the
importance of ethical considerations?

We hypothesize that explicitly searching for and finding ethical
information related to their product could narrow the intention-
behaviour gap, leading to better-aligned purchasing decisions. Our
study employs a correlational design to explore how the search
process impacts decision-making priorities, supplemented by a
qualitative analysis of participants’ responses for a richer under-
standing.

2 Background

To position this work, we will provide an overview of how search
is central to consumer purchasing decisions, followed by the rise
of ethical consumers before detailing the intention-behaviour gap -
where we hypothesize that searching could help allievate this gap.

2.1 Consumer Purchasing Models

Most purchasing decisions involve searching for information about
available products, followed by evaluating this information to make
a purchase decision. This has lead to the development of a number
of similar models ascribing consumer purchasing behaviour [8, 20,
32, 41, 43, 48]. These models generally describes a series of stages,
including need recognition, information search, evaluation of al-
ternatives, purchasing decision, and post-purchase evaluation [20].
This structured approach emphasizes that consumers typically start
by recognizing their needs and then actively seek information about
products that meet those needs. Such behaviors are not merely
driven by the product’s attributes but can be significantly influ-
enced by ethical considerations [1].

Despite the availability of information, consumers often face
challenges during the search and evaluation phases that can impede
their decision-making effectiveness. Specifically, they may rely on
incomplete or imperfect information due to the following factors:

(1) The complexity and volume of information available across
various platforms can lead to cognitive overload, making
navigation through these resources daunting [10].

(2) Information asymmetries exist, where sellers may not dis-
close crucial details about their products, complicating the
consumer’s ability to make informed choices [2, 28].
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Figure 1: A simple model of the consumer buying process by
Engel [20].

(3) With numerous alternatives, consumers frequently experi-
ence decision fatigue, as the sheer variety of options can
overwhelm them [33].

Consequently, rather than enhancing decision-making, the abun-
dance of information can hinder it [33, 47]. Although branding
and labeling initiatives (e.g., Fair Trade, Energy Efficiency) aim
to reduce information asymmetry and assist consumers in their
decision-making processes [4, 60, 63], consumers often adopt se-
lective search strategies that simplify their searches [64]. Given
that searching, evaluating and comparing products and the associ-
ated information can be quite costly (in terms of time and effort),
consumers frequently make decisions based on incomplete and
imperfect information [32, 60]. This often leads to omission ne-
glect, where consumers fail to consider certain aspects because the
information is not immediately available or easy to find [31, 40, 44].

2.2 Socially Responsible Consumers

In today’s marketplace, consumers are increasingly aware of the
social and environmental implications of their purchasing choices.
This heightened awareness has led to a growing trend toward ethi-
cal consumerism, where individuals prioritize the broader impact of
their purchases alongside personal preferences [12, 16, 19, 29, 50].

A “socially responsible consumer” is an individual who makes
purchasing decisions with a focus on the broader social and en-
vironmental impact of their choices, in addition to their personal
needs and preferences [12, 16, 19, 29, 50]1. According to Carrigan
et al. [11], responsible consumerism broadly stands for “the conscious
and deliberate choice to make certain consumption choices due to
personal and moral beliefs” and thus responsible consumers prior-
itize products and services that align with their personal values
and beliefs [12, 29]. These may include beliefs and values about the

!Socially responsible consumers are also referred to as a mindful consumers or ethical
consumers.
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environment, human and animal rights, community involvement,
social justice, governance, etc. [29, 49].

Social responsibility, however, is perceived differently by each
consumer, meaning that an aspect important to one person might
not be important to another. Hasanzade et al. [26] surveyed 249
consumers in Germany and found that most participants were ethi-
cally minded consumers (54%), while the other participants were
concerned with price (12%) and price-quality (34%). Of those ethi-
cally minded, most were concerned about animal rights, followed
by labour/human rights, and then environment protection. Casais
et al. [14] surveyed 364 consumers in Portugal, of which most con-
sidered themselves as socially responsible consumers, reported that
they were concerns about labour/human rights (31% ), environmen-
tal issues (23%), animal rights/welfare (17%), and all three (27%).
The variety of ethical concerns translates into highly varied pur-
chasing decisions. For example, a consumer who consciously avoids
products made in regions associated with slave/forced labour may
be indifferent to the ecological or sustainability implications of
their choice. Therefore, not all consumers will attribute the same
importance to the different issues/aspects associated with being
ethical and socially responsible.

Nonetheless, socially responsible consumers aim to use their pur-
chasing power as a means to promote positive change. They believe
that by supporting companies and products that align with their
values and sustainability goals, they can influence businesses to be
more socially and environmentally responsible [34]. This consumer
mindset has grown in prominence with increasing awareness of
global environmental issues, labor rights, and corporate respon-
sibility, leading to the growth of various certifications and labels
to help consumers identify products that meet these criteria [29].
Socially responsible consumers tend to establish an identity rooted
in their ethical purchasing decisions, occasionally making personal
sacrifices [39]. And, they often tend to communicate their role as
advocates for a more sustainable society to others [14].

2.3 Intention-Behaviour Gap

The Theory of Planned Behaviour seeks to provide an explanation of
behaviour by considering how the individual’s attitudes and norms
influences their intentions and subsequently their behaviour in a
casual sequence [1]. People’s intentions to purchase socially respon-
sible products, however, do not always align with their behaviors.
For example, of 81 self-declared green consumers, 30% reported
that they were very concerned about environmental issues but they
struggled to translate this into their purchasing decisions [63]. This
has been referred to as the Intention-Behavior Gap [1]. Within the
literature on consumer purchasing, this misalignment has been of
great interest, especially regarding ethical concerns [35, 38, 43].
Several studies have identified key barriers contributing to the
intention-behavior gap. Consumers often struggle to access reliable
information on ethical aspects — such as sustainability or labor prac-
tices — since companies may either withhold such data or obscure
it within marketing content [54]. Ethical products are also per-
ceived as more expensive or less available, deterring price-sensitive
shoppers [61]. Moreover, the overwhelming amount of product
information online can cause consumers to focus on simpler fac-
tors like price and quality, even if they have ethical intentions [33].
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Carrington et al. [12] emphasize that this gap is also influenced
by habitual purchasing behaviors and alternative personal values,
with ethical concerns often taking a back seat to convenience and
cost. Consequently, despite growing awareness of ethical issues,
many consumers continue to prioritize ease and affordability over
responsible consumption in their decision-making.

When consumers search for ethical information, they face ad-
ditional barriers. The sheer volume of available data often leads
to cognitive overload, making it harder to navigate ethical consid-
erations [10]. Compounding this issue is omission neglect, where
consumers unintentionally overlook ethical aspects because they
are not prominent or easy to find [27]. To reduce the complexity of
the decision-making process, many consumers adopt simplifying
strategies, which can lead them to disregard ethical information
entirely [64]. In line with this, in a recent survey of 302 searchers,
Azzopardi and van der Sluis [5] found that participants frequently
prioritized primary factors such as price and quality over ethical
considerations, highlighting a growing gap between consumer in-
tentions and actual search behavior. Searchers reported challenges
including a lack of awareness about ethical issues, difficulty access-
ing relevant information, trouble interpreting key details, distrust
in the information available, and the complexity of comparing op-
tions. Even when participants engaged with ethical information,
they encountered these difficulties throughout the different stages
of purchasing.

Despite these barriers, there is evidence that information-seeking
can help bridge the intention-behavior gap. When confronted with
ethical information during the search process, consumers often be-
come more concerned and perform more extensive searching [64].
Consumers who actively search for sustainability information tend
to have higher purchase intentions for ethically aligned products [37].
However, this effect is most pronounced among those who are al-
ready ethically engaged, leaving open the question of how effective
search is for less motivated consumers. Moreover, while more acces-
sible information could help close this gap, merely increasing the
volume of information isn’t enough. It must be presented in a way
that seamlessly integrates into the decision-making process [64].
These findings suggest that search may mitigate or overcome some
of the identified barriers, but the specific mechanisms by which
search can influence responsible consumption are not yet fully
understood.

3 Method

The research employed a mixed method design using a cross-sectional
survey to investigate the impact that searching for ethical infor-
mation has on responsible consumption choices. Below we explain
our study design in detail, the demographics of our participants
along with how we analysed the data collected.

3.1 Design

The study was composed of three parts. Pre-task questionnaire,
followed by a search task, and then a post-task questionnaire. The
study design and questionnaires were adapted from a previous sur-
vey [5]. Following our research questions, the main dependent mea-
sure was importance change, capturing shifts in participants’ ethical
valuations resulting from the search process. A pre-test/post-test
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setup, despite potential demand characteristics or social desirability
bias, was favoured to distinguish participants’ initial intentions
from the effects of the search task, enabling us to track changes in
importance. This design also provided real-time insight into how
new information encountered during the search could influence
decision-making priorities, in line with the study’s focus on the
role of information in responsible consumption.

The study was conducted in compliance with our organisation’s
ethical standards and we received approval from our Ethics Com-
mittee (Application No. 2680). Participants’ informed consent was
obtained, and their privacy and confidentiality were maintained
throughout the research process. Demographics data was collected
via the Prolific. The survey was administered online using the
Qualtrics survey platform while the search task was completed
via an instrumented web search engine (powered by Google). All
search queries and page opens were tracked directly within the
search interface, as detailed in [55]. Participants were informed
about the research study and its objectives through an information
/ consent form. They were explicitly told about the voluntary nature
of participation, and their ability to withdraw from the study at any
time without consequences. The survey’s estimated completion
time was 20 minutes. Participants were compensated in line with
national wage guidelines.

Part 1: Purchase Questions. Part 1 asked participants to describe
their current purchasing decision. By focusing on tangible, real-
world purchase rather than a hypothetical scenario, the study aimed
to mitigate potential social desirability bias. This approach also
meant that the search task was aligned with their actual task of
shopping — and therefore could impact upon their decision. For the
full list of questions, please refer to the appendix (Questions Q1 —
Q7, Supplement B).

Participants first provided a description of the product they were
considering purchasing and selected its category. These categories
were sourced from Statista.com?. Participants then provided infor-
mation about the stage of the purchasing decision, the duration of
the search process, and how many alternatives they had consid-
ered to date. These questions aimed to assess the significance of
their reported purchase. In the creation of these questions, care was
taken to adhere to survey guidelines, ensuring that the questions
requested concrete numerical responses, avoided ambiguity, and
provided a balanced set of answer options [15, ch. 11].

Part 2: Search Task. The second part of the study asked participants
to spend approximately 10 minutes searching for a given ethical
aspect associated with the product they were interested in purchas-
ing. One of eight ethical aspects — defined as the combined ethical,
social, and environmental dimensions — was randomly assigned.
For each aspect, a brief explanation was shown along with few
example questions (see Table S1, Supplement A).

Before the search task, participants were asked to evaluate the
importance of the assigned ethical aspect in their decision-making
(Question Q8, Supplement B). This served as a pre-test measure to
capture their initial perceptions of the aspect’s relevance. Partici-
pants were also asked whether they had considered or specifically

Zhttps://www.statista.com/statistics/276846/reach- of- top- online-retail- categories-
worldwide/, last accessed on February 24, 2025
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searched for the ethical aspect during previous searches (Questions
Q9 and Q10), to gauge their prior engagement with the issue.

Following the search task was a custom-developed 16-item ques-
tionnaire (Questions Q14 — Q30, Supplement B) about consumers
search experience. The design of this questionnaire is grounded
in previous studies on responsible consumer information-seeking
challenges [5] and derived from consumer purchase process mod-
els [8, 20, 32, 41, 43, 48]. We used both negatively and positively
phrased questions to enhance the reliability of the responses. By
structuring the survey around the phases of the consumer pur-
chase process, we aimed to capture the barriers that responsible
consumers face during online product searches and their decision-
making processes:

Problem Recognition : Questions Q14 — Q17 assessed whether par-
ticipants recognized the relevance of ethical aspects and identi-
fied knowledge gaps in their purchase decisions.

Information Search : Questions Q18 — Q21 explored the availability
and accessibility of ethical information, focusing on any difficul-
ties participants encountered while searching.

Information Evaluation : Questions Q22 — Q25 examined partici-
pants’ ability to understand and trust the information, revealing
issues with interpretation and reliability.

Decision-Making : Questions Q26 — Q30 addressed challenges like
information overload and making trade-offs between ethical as-
pects and other factors like price or quality.

Part 3: Search Impact and EMCB Scale. Part 3 assessed the impact of
the search task on participants’ ethical considerations. Participants
first reassessed the importance of the assigned ethical aspect after
search (Question Q31, Supplement B). They were then asked open-
ended questions regarding what they learned from the search, how
it influenced their decision-making, and what challenges they faced
when searching (Questions Q32 — Q34).

Following these questions, participants completed the standard-
ized Ethically Minded Consumer Behavior (EMCB) scale [52], pro-
viding a quantitative assessment of their eco-friendly consumption
practices. This scale was placed at the end of the survey to avoid
influencing participants’ responses to other questionnaire items.
The EMCB scale is extensively tested among consumers in multiple
countries, demonstrating its cross-cultural validity [52].

3.2 Participants

The study involved 320 participants who were recruited through
the online platform Prolific. Eligible participants were required to
be 18 years or older, capable of giving informed consent, and asked
to confirm that they were in the process of making a purchase
valued at approx. $100/€100 or more. Of the 320 individuals who
entered the survey, 9 didn’t fully complete the survey, 2 who didn’t
given consent, and one stated they didn’t qualify, resulting in 308
participants. Of the 308 participants who fully completed the study,
40% were female, 60% were male. Their ages ranged from 18 to 70,
with the average age being 31.7 (+/-9.90) years old.

Participants were of diverse backgrounds and geographic lo-
cations, enhancing the study’s generalizability. The majority of
participants were from the United Kingdom (88), followed by the
United States (46), South Africa (41), Poland (32), and Canada (15).
In terms of employment status, most participants were employed
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full-time (158), with smaller groups working part-time (47), actively
seeking employment (39), with the remainder indicating other em-
ployment statuses.

Participants reported purchasing a range of products, with the
most common categories being Consumer Electronics (55.52%),
Clothing, Shoes, Fashion Accessories (14.94%), Household Appli-
ances & Goods, Furniture (14.61%), Sports, Recreation, Hobbies
(5.52%), and Other (3.57%). Participants were at various stages of
their shopping task: 19.81% were just starting to look for products
that met their needs, 9.74% were searching for different alterna-
tives, 22.08% were comparing and researching specific alternatives,
12.34% were deciding which alternative to purchase, and 34.42%
were looking for the best possible deal for the product they se-
lected. The remaining 1.30% stated that they already purchased the
product.

In line with their shopping stage, 8.12% had searched for less than
an hour, 33.12% had searched for 1-2 hours, 32.79% had searched
for 2-4 hours, 15.26% had searched for 5-8 hours, and 10.06% had
searched for more than 9 hours. The duration of their search ex-
tended over the course of a day (11.04%), a week (55.19%), a month
(22.08%), and 11.36% searched for longer than a month. Most partic-
ipants considered 2-3 alternatives (62.66%), 24.03% considered 4-5
alternatives, and 10.06% considered only one alternative. A small
number of participants considered 6 or more alternatives (2.92%).

Taken together, most participants were currently interested in
purchasing consumer electronics, had already compared 2-3 alter-
natives, and had spent 2-4 hours searching over the course of a
week for their purchase.

3.3 Data Analysis and Reporting

Before proceeding with the analysis, the collected data underwent
several pre-processing steps to ensure data quality. These steps
included the removal of participants who did not meet the specified
criteria and ensuring that no personally identifiable information
was associated with the responses. Additionally, reverse-coded
items were re-scaled, and items within the same factor or scale
were averaged to create composite scores.

Data collected from the survey underwent a series of analyses
aimed at addressing the research questions. Descriptive statistics,
including frequencies and means, provided an overview of the data.
Inferential statistical techniques using R were employed, includ-
ing linear regression, correlational analysis, analysis of variance
(ANOVA), and the computation of confidence intervals, to test for
relations. More specialized analyses included two applications of
KMeans clustering: (1) combined with Principal Component Analy-
sis (PCA) to segment and visualize participants based on their EMCB
scores (ethical intentions), and (2) combined with Exploratory Fac-
tor Analysis (EFA) to uncover latent constructs and group variables
in the 16-item questionnaire on search appraisals (Questions Q14 —
Q30, Supplement B). Conditional effects analysis using R’s emmeans
package? was employed to examine how ethical intentions (EMCB
scores) moderated the effects of search behaviour on importance
change.

Open-ended responses from the survey underwent qualitative
analysis. The focus was on identifying illustrative examples of

3 https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/emmeans/index.html
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Prior Change
Aspect Cnt. Avg. Std. Avg. Std.
Governance 44 298 124 -0.12 1.09
Labour 34 291 124 012 094
Sourcing 32 288 1.13 053 0.86
EcoFriendly 39 2.67 120 042 0.76
Origin 47 247 110 041 1.32
DEI 42 243 148 026 1.00
Sociallmpact 43 237 129 045 1.11
Ideology 59 215 130 036 0.95

Table 1: Counts (cnt.), averages (avg.), and standard
deviations (std.) of prior importance and importance change
ratings across different aspects. A one-way ANOVA revealed
an overall effect of Aspect on prior Importance, F(7,335) = 2.43,
p =0.019, n? = 0.05. The effect of Aspect on Importance change was
not statistically significant, F(7,315) = 1.45, p = 0.186, r]2 =0.03.
Post-hoc pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s HSD test showed no
significant differences for Importance change (.217 < p < 1.00). For
Importance, comparisons were non-significant (.100 < p < 1.00),
with one exception: Ideology — Governance with p = .033.

sense-making and gap recognition, both of which were linked to
changes in importance valuations. Using the OpenAI’s API to assist
in the clustering and extraction of comments using GPT4o (See Sup-
plement C for prompts), we extracted prototypical examples where
participants either successfully integrated ethical information into
their decisions or struggled to make sense of it*. Al-assisted codes
and Al-extracted examples were reviewed and validated by a hu-
man assessor (a co-author) to ensure they were accurate and correct.
The following section presents the results of these data analyses.

4 Results

Table 1 and 2 summarize participants’ importance ratings for in-
dividual aspects and product categories, respectively. Anova tests
revealed an overall influence of both ethical aspects (Table 1) and
product categories (Table 2) on importance evaluations prior to
searching. Some product categories (e.g., Clothes, Shoes, Fashion
Accessories) appeared more closely associated with sustainability
considerations than others (e.g., Consumer electronics). Likewise,
some aspects (e.g. Governance) were rated as more important than
others (e.g. Ideology). However, post-hoc analyses failed to offer
conclusive evidence for most specific pairwise comparisons, reveal-
ing only marginal differences in some cases. These findings are
consistent with earlier research [5], which revealed a large gap
between importance evaluations of primary (e.g., price, quality)
versus secondary (ethical, social and environmental) aspects, but
less so within secondary aspects nor between product categories.
Participants ratings of the importance of their assigned ethical
aspects was shown to significantly increase after searching com-
pared with their pre-search rating (according to a paired t-test

“#Note, that in accordance with our university’s policies on the use of generative Al, we used a paid
subscription to OpenAlI to ensure that participant comments were kept confidential.
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Product Category

Prior

Change
Std. Avg. Std.

Cnt. Avg.

Consumer electronics

190 245 127 025 1.01

Household appliances & good, furniture, etc. 52 281 130 045 1.04

Clothing, Shoes, Fashion Accessories
Sports, Recreation, Hobbies, etc.
Books, movies, games, toys

DIY & Garden

Other

51 3.00 128 0.21 1.15
22 214 1.08 0.60 0.99
12 200 085 050 0.67

5 220 110 0.80 1.30
12 3.08 156 0.08 1.38

Table 2: Counts (cnt.), averages (avg.), and standard deviations (std.) of importance and importance change ratings across
different product categories. A one-way ANOVA revealed an overall significant influence of Product Category on Importance (prior),
F(6,336) = 2.80, p = .011, n? = 0.05. The effect of Product Category on Importance change was not statistically significant, F(6,316) = 0.92,
p = .479, 5% = 0.02. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s HSD test showed no significant differences for Importance change (all
p > .80) or for Importance (prior) (.093 < p < 1.00), though a marginal difference was observed between Clothing, Shoes, Fashion Accessories
and Consumer electronics (p = .093).

comparing pre-search (M = 2.57, SD = 1.28) and post-search impor-
tance ratings (M = 2.90, SD = 1.22)). The test revealed a significant
difference between these ratings, t(322) = 5.28, p < .001, with a
mean change in importance of 0.31 (SD = 1.04), 95% CI[0.19, 0.42].
This confirms RQ1 and aligns with earlier studies (see Section 2.3)
in showing that actively engaging in search will lead to changes in
people’s minds about the importance of ethical aspects.

Any changes in importance evaluations, however, could not
be attributed to specific product categories or ethical aspects, as
described in Table 2 and Table 1, respectively. This indicates that
other factors, such as individual differences or related to the search
process, may play a larger role in driving changes in importance
ratings.

4.1 Individual Intentions and Importance
(Change)

Figure 2 shows a clustering of participants based on their answers
to the EMCB questionnaire. Of our 308 participants, 22.9% can be
identified as least ethically minded or ethically agnostic (low, mean
2.04), showing little intention or regard for purchasing ethical and
socially responsible products. A further 34.9% were moderately eth-
ically minded (medium, mean 3.15), expressing a mixture of ethical
awareness toward certain aspects of social responsibility but not
all. For example, they may have expressed concern over environ-
mental issues but not over employment rights, or vice versa. The
remaining 31.4% were considered highly ethically motivated con-
sumers (high, mean 4.20), demonstrating significant concern and
behavior toward shopping ethically and responsibly. This analysis
suggests considerable differences between groups of participants
in their intentions toward responsible consumption. The outcome
aligns with previous research that identified similar distributions
of ethically-minded consumers [14, 26].

The EMCB helps assess the extent to which individual differences
in ethical intentions influence importance valuations and their
changes. As shown in Figure 3a with an ANOVA test, EMCB clusters
had a significant and substantial effect on importance ratings, with
post-hoc pairwise comparisons confirming differences between
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clusters. However, no significant effect of EMCB was found for
changes in importance in Figure 3b (see also additional analyses in
Supplement D). This rejects RQ2a and contradicts earlier findings
that show the most pronounced influence of search for people who
are already ethically engaged ([37, 45]; see Section 1).

4.2 Search Process and Importance (Change)

Table 3 presents regression models linking behavioral indexes to
both importance and importance change. Participants who rated
an ethical aspect as more important before searching used fewer
queries (f = —0.20, p < 0.01) but spent more time searching
(B =0.24, p < 0.001). This indicates that higher importance led to
more focused, deliberate searches, possibly driven by both famil-
iarity with the aspect and increased interest in the results [cf. 55].
However, the table shows no evidence of a relationship between
search activity and importance change. Although searching had an
overall effect on importance change, these findings negate RQ2b
that search activity alone is sufficient to drive this change.

To further investigate the influence of the search process, we anal-
ysed the subjective questions asked about participants’ searches.
Exploratory factor analysis, a standard step for custom-developed
questionnaires, was used to assess how the questions, based on
the four phases of the consumer search model, clustered together
(Figure 4). Two distinct clusters of variables emerged, which we la-
beled ‘decision-making’ and ‘sense-making’ variables. The decision-
making cluster recognises ethical aspects as part of purchase deci-
sions, complicating decision making and needing extra information.
Key examples include the need for more research (More research
needed) and reconsideration of choices (Reconsidering choice), as
well as uncertainty about selecting a product (Choice uncertainty)
and the recognition that certain aspects were key to the decision
(Key to decision). The sense-making cluster focuses on how par-
ticipants found and processed information, such as whether they
found the information easy to locate (Easy to find) or trustworthy
(Trusted info), and whether they were successful in making sense
of it (Can’t make sense). These clusters map onto the underlying
search process model, with the decision-making cluster relating to
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Figure 2: K-Means clustering of participants based on their EMCB answers, visualized using Principal Component Analysis
(PCA). The scatter plot shows three distinct clusters along the first principal component (PCA1), which captures 59.95% of the variance and
highlights the primary differences between groups. The second component (PCA2) explains 7.86% of the variance, reflecting additional
variability among participants. Clustering was performed using standardized scores (mean and standard deviation), with the number of
clusters determined by the Elbow Method and silhouette scores (Supplement E). PCA was applied to reduce the data to two dimensions for
visualization.

5- L ] ®
3 |
2 4- [ ]
]
: |
3-
2
2 |
: |
1- L]
1 1 1
Low (2.03) Medium (3.15) High (4.2)

EMCB cluster

(2)

[ ] ® [ ]

)

2-
g | | |
s | | | | | |
g ° | | |
&
’g 2 - ° ° °
g ° °

4 | ? |

Low (2.03) Medium (3.15) High (4.2)
EMCB cluster
(b)

Figure 3: Box plots illustrating the relationship between EMCB cluster and Importance ratings. (a) Importance (prior) as a function
of EMCB cluster, showing a significant (p < .001) and large (3 = 0.33) effect of cluster on ratings, F(2,308) = 76.06. Post-hoc pairwise
comparisons using Tukey’s HSD test were significant for all comparisons (p < .001). (b) Importance change as a function of EMCB cluster,
showing no statistically significant effect, F(2,308) = 1.93, p = .147, 5 = 0.01. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons showed no significant
differences between the clusters for Importance change (.126 < p < .603).

awareness (Phase I) of knowledge gaps and recognition (Phase IV)
of decision gaps and the sense-making cluster tied to the search
(Phase II) and evaluation (Phase III) phases.

Figure 5 shows how the clusters of subjective variables explain
changes in importance valuation. Both clusters had highly signifi-
cant main effects, with recognition (f = 0.23, p < 0.001) and ease
( = 0.17, p < 0.001) each playing a key role in predicting im-
portance change. These strong effects stand in contrast to other
non-significant relationships found with search activity (Table 3)
or behavioral intentions (Figure 3). These findings rather indicate
that the subjective dimensions related to the search process are
necessary to explain changes in importance, answering RQ2c.
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Figure 5 (left graph) furthermore reveals that EMCB moderates
the relationship between recognition and importance change (f =
—0.28, p < 0.05). For participants with high ethical intentions,
recognition shows no effect on importance change in Figure 5 (left
graph), whereas for those with lower EMCB scores, it strengthened
the effect of recognition. Together with Figure 3, this demonstrates
that while higher EMCB scores increase the initial importance
assigned to ethical aspects, lower intentions correspond to a greater
potential for change. This positions decision-making recognition as
the catalyst that turns (low) intentions into increased importance
valuations.
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Query Count URL Count Duration (msec) Model
Variable B t(296) B t(296) B t(296)  F(3,296)
Importance Valuations
Prior -0.20  —3.14™ 0.01 0.20  0.24 3.83*** 7.39%%*
Change -0.08 —-1.18 0.08 1.14 -0.05 —0.75 0.77
Search Process Appraisals
Sense-Making (Ease) -0.38  —6.10""* 0.20 2.98"*  0.18 3.02**  15.04***
Decision-Making (Recognition) -0.11 -1.66 0.08 111 0.02 0.30 1.02

Table 3: Behavioural metrics regressed on subjective variables. Search queries and page opens were tracked within the search
interface; duration measured from first to last action [55]. The table reports standardized coefficients () and t-values per behavioural metric,
as well as an overall model fit (F-statistic), for each subjective variable. Significant effects were noted for prior importance valuation, but not

for importance change; and for the Search & evaluation ease cluster, but not for the Problem recognition cluster (see Figure 4 for cluster
definitions). Significance levels: * p < .05, ** p < .01, ** p < .001.
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Figure 4: Exploratory analysis of variable groupings using EFA followed by KMeans clustering. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
was performed to extract two factors, with variables plotted based on their absolute factor loadings. KMeans clustering was then applied to
group variables, with the optimal two-cluster solution determined through silhouette analysis and the scree plot (Supplement F). The
clusters are labelled decision-making (recognition) (Cronbach’s a = .84) and sense-making (ease) (Cronbach’s @ = .88), reflecting the
characteristics of the grouped variables.

Table 3 presents further analyses linking the search process
clusters to search activity. While search activity was unrelated to
decision-making recognition, it was strongly associated with par-
ticipants’ perceived sense-making. Characterized by fewer queries
(B =—0.38, p < 0.001), more URLs opened (f = 0.20, p < 0.01), and
longer search duration (f = 0.18, p < 0.01), this suggests that par-
ticipants who found the search process smoother and more effective
were more focused and engaged. Interestingly, this contrasts with
the lack of a direct relationship between search activity and impor-
tance change in Table 3. For search activity to impact importance
change, it appears it must first shape participants’ sense of ease
and success in understanding. Like decision-making recognition,
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this positions subjective appraisals of the search process as a key
mediator between search activity and changes in importance.

4.3 Qualitative analyses

The previous sections highlighted the important roles of subjec-
tively recognizing and resolving gaps in knowledge and decision-
making. However, these findings do not clarify what drives individ-
uals to identify these gaps or what enables them to make sense of
them, nor how these processes influence importance change. To ex-
plore this further, we analysed participants’ qualitative comments
about their decision-making processes, learnings, and issues during
their searches, of which we highlight key examples here.
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Figure 5: Regression model predicting importance change. The left graph shows a significant main effect of decision-making
(recognition) (f = 0.23, p < 0.001), the right graph of sense-making (ease) (f = 0.17, p < 0.001). Marginal effects analysis indicates a
significant moderating effect of EMCB cluster for decision-making (recognition) on the linear contrast, f = —0.28, p = 0.011, indicating that
problem recognition has a larger effect on importance change for participants with lower EMCB scores. The quadratic contrast was not
significant (p = 0.79). The interaction between EMCB cluster and sense-making (ease) was not significant for both the linear (p = 0.46) and
quadratic contrasts (p = 0.62). The model explained 10.4% of variance in Importance change (R* = 0.1039, F(8,302) = 4.38, p < 0.001).

Recognition impacting decision making. Recognizing gaps in both
knowledge and decision-making considerations contributed to a
change in importance evaluations across all EMCB groups. The
most frequent positive responses on Q34 came from the medium
EMCB group with 85 ouf of 120 comments (70.83%) indicating that
recognizing a gap positively influenced decision-making. The high
EMCB group followed with 72 ouf of 106 comments (67.92%), while
the low EMCB group had 44 out of 77 comments (57.14%). The
following quotes illustrate how participants from these groups rec-
ognized such gaps and adjusted their views on ethical consumption:

1 “I didn’t think it would matter to me, but now that I searched
and read up about it, it makes me prefer to do business with that
company more.” (DEI - Participant 27 - Low EMCB)
2 “I'll look into trying to make positive changes. For some reason
I have the impression that ’ethically sourced’ = overpriced and
crap quality. Not a fair judgement to make when I've not done
my research.” (Social Impact - Participant 234 - Low EMCB)
3 “Will be more aware to search for the source of the product and
see how it is produced. It was a great eye opening seeing what
happens even today. I wasn’t aware it was that bad.” (Origin -
Participant 68 - Medium EMCB)
4 “I knew it was important only in the back of my mind. I never
considered actually including that into my research. This study
changed how I will research products for the rest of my life, and I
thank you for that!” (Labour - Participant 292 - High EMCB)
Recognition quotes - Positive change

These responses highlight how recognition prompted participants
to rethink their purchase decisions. The first three quotes demon-
strate how the realization of (previously) lacking knowledge cor-
rects unawareness (quotes 1 and 3) and shifts preconceived notions
(quote 2) through informed research. The third and fourth quotes
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also reveal the lasting influence on decision-making considerations,
showing how newfound ethical understanding transforms research
behaviours and future priorities. These responses emphasize how
awareness of knowledge gaps on ethical considerations can catalyze
changes in attitudes toward responsible consumption, including
for participants in the low and medium EMCB groups.

Recognition not impacting decision-making. A (newfound) under-
standing of ethical aspects for purchase decisions did not consis-
tently lead to changes in importance evaluations across the EMCB
groups. The responses for Q34 were most frequent in the low EMCB
group, where 29 out of 77 comments (37.66%) indicated no effect
on decision-making. In the medium EMCB group, 30 out of 120
comments (25.00%) reflected this lack of influence, while the high
EMCB group had the fewest such comments, with 11 out of 106
responses (10.38%). The following quotes highlight various reasons
why recognition did not affect participants’ ethical considerations:

5 “It hasn’t. I already consider it when possible.” (DEI, Participant
17, High EMCB)
6 ‘It poorly influenced my decision making, as the details about
ethical topics were not easy to access to.” (Sourcing, Participant
322, High EMCB)
7 “It hasn’t had much influence as a lot of what brands write is
not true, therefore I am more concerned about the environmental
impact, product quality, and price.” (Social Impact - Participant
154, Medium EMCB)
8 “Not at all. I rarely ever consider child labour or employment
rights when I buy things. Most products are manufactured in
China so it is pretty much a given that forced labour has at one
point happened.” (Labour, - Participant 190, Low EMCB)
Recognition quotes - Negative Change
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These quotes reveal diverse barriers that prevented participants
from re-evaluating ethical aspects in their decision-making. Quote
4.3 shows that, although they acknowledged the aspect considered,
their ethical considerations had already reached a plateau. This
aligns with the lack of effect of recognizing a gap for high-EMCB
participants in Figure 5. In quote 4.3 and 4.3, a lack of accessible
or trustworthy information was a significant barrier, preventing
participants from integrating ethical aspects into their decision-
making process and instead focusing on more easily accessible
aspects. Finally, quote 4.3 expressed a sense of inevitability, feeling
that unethical practices were too systemic and widespread to be
influenced by individual consumer choices. These themes suggest
that barriers such as lack of trustworthy information, perceived
ineffectiveness, accessibility issues, and competing priorities can
prevent recognised ethical gaps in knowledge and decision-making
from influencing consumer behaviour.

Ease of Sense-Making Leading to Importance Change. In total 117
out of 316 comments on Q32 talked about sense making in relation
to their decision making and the importance they placed on ethical
considerations:

9 “As I considered and searched for eco-friendly sustainable prac-
tices when buying a Nike shoe, I learned some amazing things!
[...] I was impressed by Nike’s commitment to sustainability and
transparency, making it easier for me to make an informed pur-
chase.” (EcoFriendly — Participant 187 - High EMCB)
10 “I learnt that with a small amount of clicks, one can "investigate’
almost every brand. Not all brands are ’saints’ and if someone
thinks that considering a brand’s political stance and ideology is
important before making a purchase, searching the net is an easy
way to figure that out.” (Ideology — Participant 184 - Medium
EMCB)
11 ‘Selecting the right product that suits low carbon foot print as
indicated by the product manufacturer is now easy to identify
through the search engine.” (EcoFriendly — Participant 100 - High
EMCB)
12 “Firstly I was pleased and surprised that the information was
out there and easier to find than I thought it would be. [...] I
tend to think more in terms of food and clothes products regards
ethical sourcing and production than I do electronics...” (Sourcing
— Participant 15 - Medium EMCB)

Ease of Sense-Making quotes - Positive Change

These four quotes highlight how participants used easily acces-
sible sources, like company websites and search engines, to make
sense of ethical information and incorporate it into their decisions.
Quote 4.3 shows how transparent sustainability practices enabled
informed, responsible choices. Quote 4.3 and 4.3 illustrate how
readily available information about brand values and product sus-
tainability empowered participants to confidently consider ethical
aspects in their decisions. Quote 4.3 reflects how access to infor-
mation expanded awareness of ethical sourcing in less considered
categories, like electronics. Together, these quotes emphasize how
ease of sense-making through accessible, trustworthy sources en-
courages participants to prioritize sustainability in their purchasing
decisions.
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Challenges in Sense-Making. While some participants were able
to integrate ethical considerations into their decision-making, many
reported (185 out of 315 comments on Q34, 58.73%) barriers in
accessing and understanding the relevant information:

13 “Companies may not directly disclose if their product is from
an inclusive/diverse/equal workforce. You may need to do a lot of
research to find any relevant informaiton about the product you
purchase and the workforce you’re interested in supporting.” (DEI
- Participant 325 - High EMCB)
15 “Due to the nature of the information needed , some infor-
mation are not straightforward as they appear to be a kind of
marketing or advertisement. This posed a challenge in getting the
right information to aid my decision.” (Sourcing — Participant
332 - High EMCB)
15 “It’s hard to find relevant information and to find the right
search terms and how to compare the results and if you can trust
them.” (Political Stance / Ideology — Participant 66 - Low EMCB)
16 “That I'm less willing to search all information and cross source
it because I just don’t want to take that time after work, etc ...
Those information should be easy to find and we should be able to
trust those information.” (Origin — Participant 59 - High EMCB)
Difficulties in Sense Making quotes - Negative Change

These quotes reveal various difficulties in accessing and trusting
information: A lack of clear information, as highlighted in quote 4.3
and 4.3, directly prevented participants from factoring in ethical as-
pects. Challenges in finding the right search terms, as seen in quote
4.3, show how unfamiliarity with terminology can block access to
relevant information. Time and effort constraints are emphasized by
quotes 4.3 and 4.3, where the difficulty of cross-checking informa-
tion discouraged the consideration of ethical aspects. Trust issues,
evident in quote 4.3-4.3, illustrate how doubts about reliability can
further prevent participants from using relevant information. Over-
all, these comments underscore how difficulties in sense-making -
whether due to inaccessible information, lack of transparency, or
time constraints — can prevent consumers from integrating ethical
considerations into their purchasing decisions.

5 Discussion

The present task-based study investigated the role of search in
changing participants’ valuation of ethical, social, and environmen-
tal (short: ethical) aspects during purchase decisions. It combined
both quantitative and qualitative data to explore the complexities
of how participants engage with ethical decision-making. Even
though an overall positive influence of the search task on impor-
tance change was observed (RQ1), this was not attributable to any
particular product category nor any particular aspect(s) consid-
ered. Moreover, it was not linked to participants’ ethical intentions
(RQ2a) or differences in search activity (RQ2b). Instead, the key
factors identified were participants’ recognition of ethical gaps in
their knowledge and decision making and their ability to make
sense of the information and decision space (RQ2c). These results
support the idea of an intention-‘search’-behaviour gap [5] where
ethical intentions do not directly translate into information search,
and search does not necessarily lead to changes in importance valu-
ations for these aspects during decision making. Ultimately, it is the
recognition and sense-making of ethical considerations, not ethical
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intentions or searching activity, that promotes shifts towards more
responsible purchase decisions.

This study’s approach differs from earlier work in the field. Simi-
lar investigations often rely on surveys and observations, asking par-
ticipants to retrospectively explain changes in observed behaviours.
For example, in longitudinal surveys assessing shifts in consumer
attitudes typically use retrospective self-reports [5, 14, 25, 26]. Al-
ternatively, controlled lab studies test the effects of specific inter-
ventions in ceteris paribus settings, where all other variables are
held constant. Such studies often isolate the influence of nudges or
primes — such as product attribute framing or ethical information
availability — on consumer choices [24, 25]. In contrast, our inter-
active, task-based study provided an ecologically valid setting [9],
capturing the broader complexity of searching for information and
incorporating it into decision-making. By involving multiple, in-
terrelated variables — aspects, products, participants, queries, and
documents - over extensive search sessions, only robust effects
were likely to surface. This approach, which included an online
view of search behaviour and subjective reports of the search pro-
cess, allowed us to identify the key search-related contributors to
changes in responsible consumption attitudes.

Recognition of gaps in decision making emerged as a key dri-
ver of changes in the importance participants placed on ethical
aspects. Surprisingly, this effect was more pronounced for par-
ticipants with lower ethical intentions (low EMCB scores), who
showed the greatest potential for change. Qualitative responses
reflected this dynamic, as mostly low and medium EMCB partic-
ipants described how recognizing gaps in their knowledge and
decision-making process — triggered by their searches — led them
to re-evaluate their priorities. In contrast, participants with higher
EMCB scores initially assigned more importance to ethical consid-
erations. Behavioural data showed that these participants engaged
in more focused and extended searches, but that these efforts did
not in themselves lead to significant changes in their purchase
considerations. This distinction aligns with earlier research on the
intention-behaviour gap [11, 54, 63], where stated intentions do
not always lead to ethical behaviours. Instead, our findings sug-
gest that not search effort per se, but problem recognition prompts
participants to integrate ethical considerations into their decisions.

Sense-making emerged as second key driver of changes in the im-
portance participants placed on ethical aspects. When information
was easy to find and evaluate, participants were more likely to ad-
just their priorities. Interestingly, this impact was regardless of their
prior ethical intentions. Qualitative comments revealed that clear
and transparent information about company practices empowered
participants to make informed decisions. Easy access to relevant
details expanded participants’ awareness and helped them better in-
tegrate ethical considerations into their choices. Conversely, when
information was difficult to locate or unclear, participants struggled
to prioritize ethical aspects, citing time and effort constraints as bar-
riers to sense-making. Behavioural data supports this, showing that
smoother interaction - fewer queries with more and longer engage-
ment — was linked to increased sense-making. These findings align
with earlier research on the challenges of information overload
and lack of transparency in evaluating ethical claims [5, 33, 47, 61].

205

CHIIR ’25, March 24-28, 2025, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

They extend this research by showing that accessible, clear informa-
tion directly increases the likelihood of participants incorporating
ethical considerations into their decisions.

One limitation of this study is that the two subjective factors
explain only 10% of the variance in importance change. While mod-
est, this is notable given the complexity of variables influencing
how participants evaluate ethical aspects. Such levels of explained
variance are likewise common in behavioural studies of informa-
tion search [42, 57]. Another limitation is the potential for demand
characteristics and socially desirable responses, as participants may
provide answers they believe are expected rather than their true
feelings. Although this effect appeared limited — some participants
openly stated they “didn’t care” about certain aspects (see Supple-
ment G) — social desirability bias is well-documented in attitude
research. Employing controlled experiments and implicit attitude
tests [3, 7] could therefore complement our findings. Finally, our
study monetarily incentivized participants to engage with ethical
information. Naturally, such incentives are not feasible in every-
day practice, which instead would need to rely on search results,
prompts, or product metadata to expose users to ethical informa-
tion. These limitations highlight the need for additional research
employing a variety of research designs [59] and interventions to
understand how search can affect responsible decision-making.

Our findings show that for specific purchase decisions, the im-
portance assigned to ethical aspects does not simply shift due to
ethical intentions or subsequent search activity. Instead, it changes
when participants recognize a decision problem and sense they can
resolve it. This finding aligns well recent findings [55] and sense-
making theory [46], which posits that successful information seek-
ing hinges on identifying and resolving a “knowledge gap” of one’s
understanding of the information and decision space. Contrarily,
it challenges the conventional focus on intentions by highlighting
the importance of concrete decision-making contexts. Accordingly,
we propose viewing ethical consumption as a partial information
problem: when consumers can recognize and make sense of gaps
in their decision-making, they are more likely to prioritize ethi-
cal considerations. This highlights the role of information, rather
than intentions alone, in driving behavioural change. This shifts
attention away from the intention-behaviour gap to the specific
decision-making and sense-making challenges that responsible con-
sumers face. However, this partial hypothesis acknowledges that
factors such as price, quality, and consumers’ purchasing power
typically dominate and constrain consumer decision-making [5].
Following this hypothesis, responsible consumption becomes a
practical problem, where providing consumers with the right infor-
mation at the right moment is key to fostering more responsible
decisions.

IR systems already play a critical role in helping users navigate
complex purchasing decisions [22]. Our findings suggest that this
role can expand to support responsible consumption as well by en-
hancing both decision-making and sense-making processes. From
an IR perspective, a major challenge is improving the retrieval
of ethical information, often obscured by green-washing and in-
formation asymmetries. Retrieval techniques such as for fairness
and viewpoint diversity [18, 21] can help surface ethical informa-
tion, transcending predominant commercial views. Refining search
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relevance criteria to include ethical factors [53] could further pri-
oritize ethical considerations in search results. These techniques
can enhance exposure to ethical content, increasing chances for
consumers to recognize and make sense of ethical concerns dur-
ing product searches, providing accuracy and the right level of
complexity [56, 57].

From an interactive perspective, decision-making support can of-
fer consumers a clearer overview of the decision space. Integrating
ethical insights into product metadata, such as through sustainabil-
ity tags [23, 30], knowledge context [51] or query priming [62], can
make ethical aspects more prominent and accessible. Such inter-
faces can help users identify gaps in their knowledge by visualizing
the ethical dimensions of their choices, while minimizing cognitive
load to simplify complex trade-offs between sustainability, price,
and quality [58]. By integrating both retrieval enhancements and
interactive supports that emphasize ethical aspects, search systems
can equip consumers with the necessary knowledge and context
to make informed purchasing decisions. Future research can ex-
plore the effectiveness of these technologies to support ethical
consumerism without adding undue burden.

6 Summary and Conclusion

Our findings offer a nuanced perspective on when search changes
minds. Rather than being driven merely by search activity or ethi-
cal intentions, we find that search can positively affect consumer
behaviour by raising awareness of decision-making gaps and help-
ing users better understand their choices. This insight shifts the
focus from the widely discussed intention-behaviour gap in the
literature, proposing instead that responsible consumption should
be viewed as a partial information problem. While it is "partial’
because pricing, availability, and economic constraints heavily in-
fluence consumer decisions, it is fundamentally an ’information
problem’: Better information access can help reveal and bridge gaps
in knowledge and awareness, allowing consumers to make more
informed, aligned, and ideally more ethical, choices.

Solving the partial information problem necessitates systemic
changes: producers and retailers need to highlight ethical factors, IR
systems and platforms must facilitate search and comparison based
on these criteria, and watchdogs and regulators must ensure trans-
parency, enforce standards, and hold companies accountable for
misleading claims or unethical practices. This includes promoting
the availability of verified ethical information and certifications, so
consumers can trust the data they receive. Ultimately, collaboration
across industries, platforms, and regulatory bodies is required to
create a marketplace where responsible consumption becomes the
norm.

The true potential of IR systems lies in fostering a more informed
consumer base. As consumers gain more convenient access to clear,
relevant information, their demand for ethical products will in-
crease, pressuring businesses to adopt more sustainable practices.
By supporting informed decisions, responsible IR systems can con-
tribute to a fairer and transparent marketplace, that facilitates more
informed choices and aligned purchasing decisions.
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