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Abstract
Purpose – Can industrial marketers afford to choose unethical strategies? To answer this question, this study aims to use game theory to analyze
whether an industrial marketer choosing and implementing an unethical strategy is successful in maximizing her market share across her strategies.
Design/methodology/approach – The competition between two industrial marketers is modeled as a strategic game for the market share of a
product that is identical in all attributes except the production process. Each industrial marketer’s objective is to choose to implement either the
ethical or the unethical production process to maximize her market share.
Findings – The study finds that both industrial marketers choosing to implement ethical strategies is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game. That
is, an industrial marketer choosing to implement an unethical strategy in the production process will be unsuccessful in maximizing her market share
when both the industrial marketers are rational.
Research limitations/implications – The study contributes to the literature on industrial marketing ethics, particularly that on product ethics, by
showing that industrial marketers gain market share if they choose ethical strategies.
Practical implications – The study has implications for industrial marketing executives, as organizational consumers are increasingly aware of the
strategies of industrial marketers. Failure to implement ethical strategies will cause industrial marketers to forgo their best possible market shares.
Originality/value – This study’s novelty lies in using a game theoretic approach to demonstrate the positive implications of ethical strategies for
industrial marketers.
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Introduction

In industrial marketing, ethics is important (Anaza et al., 2015;
Anwer et al., 2020; Chou and Chen, 2018; Elahee and Brooks,
2004; Ha and Nam, 2016; Indounas, 2008; Lei et al., 2020; Low
and Davenport, 2009; Lu and Yan, 2016; Miller et al., 2021;
Munoz and Mallin, 2019; Murli, 2011; Schwepker, 2016;
Schwepker and Ingram, 2016; Schwepker and Good, 2013;
Schwepker, 2003; Trawick and Swan, 1988; Zanini andMusante,
2013; Zarkada-Fraser and Fraser, 2001). Browning and Zabriskie
(1983, p. 219) contend that “an industrial market exists when a
buyer and a seller trust each other enough to create a transaction.”
They add that “ethical behaviour is defined as the use of
recognized social principles involving justice and fairness in
situations that are part of business relationships” (1983, p. 219).
These relationships must be away from unethical practices like
mishandling confidential information, telling half-truths for gain,
slandering by innuendo, failure to keep promises, taking credit for

someone else’s work, breaking or avoiding appointments with
vendors for arbitrary or personal reasons, accepting vendor favors
such as entertainment, tickets and gifts using false information to
extract concessions from vendors, and divulging confidential
company information to vendors (Browning andZabriskie, 1983).
Ethical marketing constitutes “practices that emphasize

transparent, trustworthy, and responsible personal and/or
organizational marketing policies and actions that exhibit
integrity as well as fairness to consumers and other
stakeholders” (Murphy et al., 2005, p. xviii). Industrial
marketers [1] frequently face moral complexity during the
development of ethical marketing policies and the deliberation
of appropriate actions. Industrial marketers may have to judge
the moral appropriateness of marketing policies and actions
either based on the consequences for various stakeholders or on
the inherent rightness or wrongness of such policies and actions
(Murphy et al., 2005, p. xviii). The former approach to
decision-making draws from the principles of consequentialism
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(Albert et al., 2015; Bowen, 2004; Chakrabarty and Bass, 2015;
Hunt and Vitell, 1986; Kujala and Pietiläinen, 2004) and the
latter from deontology (Carter et al., 2017; Hunt and Vitell,
1986;Micewski andTroy, 2007; Piercy and Lane, 2007).
Sometimes, industrial marketers may use both “deontological

and teleological evaluations in resolving their ethical problems”
(Hunt and Vitell, 1986, p. 15;Hunt and Vitell, 2006; cf. Enderle,
1996), particularly when “neither consequentialism nor
deontology alone provides an adequate framework for moral
judgment” (Miner and Petocz, 2003, p. 18). The combination of
both approaches may suggest that industrial marketers “should
act on that principle or adopt that course of action or policy that is
universalizable, respects the dignity of persons, and which
promotes the greatest amount of good for all concerned”
(Lisman, 1996, as discussed inMiner and Petocz, 2003, p. 18). If
an industrial marketer finds two equally moral acts have unequal
consequences, she could take the outcomes into consideration
(Tanner et al., 2008). If an industrial marketer finds two equally
moral consequences arise from unequal acts, she could take the
acts into consideration (Tanner et al., 2008).
However, industrial marketers may find especial difficulty

when faced with a need to consider both short-term and long-
term goals (cf. McGowan, 2020). In such cases, although it
may be sensible “to apply general rules for action and to
rationalize them with consequentialist justifications” (Tanner
et al., 2008), resisting an all-out consequential approach for
decisions inspired by short-term goals may be difficult. The
industrial marketing executives who are either recent hires from
business schools or at an early stage of their career may identify
more with the adoption of consequential approaches for
managing short-term goals. Authors have noted that
consequentialism can be instrumental for business
competitiveness (Verbos and Miller, 2015) and that “illegal or
unethical practices could lead to short term gains [. . .]”
(Upadhyaya, 2015).
This study examines whether unethical marketing strategies in

industrial markets actually pay in the short-term. A game theoretic
approach is used, and the examination is situated in the context of
industrial product ethics. It is demonstrated that industrial
marketers can afford to adopt only ethical (rather than unethical)
strategies even in the short-term since the adoption of ethical
strategies is the unique Nash equilibrium [2] of the market share
game. In other words, adopting ethical strategies maximizes the
market shares of the industrial marketers across their respective
strategies, given that the industrial marketers are rational.
The remainder of this article is structured as follows: Section

2 provides a review of the relevant literature and the study
context; Section 3 presents the models and results; the
contribution of this work to the industrial marketing ethics
literature and implications for industrial marketing executives
are described in Sections 4 and 5, respectively; and Section 6
concludes by outlining limitations and future research avenues.

Review of the relevant literature and the study
context

“In recent years, attention to business ethics and corporate
social responsibility has been steadily increasing among
consumers, businesses, trade organizations, public institutions,
NGO’s and other stakeholders. Buyers in developed countries

are increasingly held responsible for unethical conditions
among their suppliers in low wage countries and must
accordingly focus on managing social and environmental issues
within their supply chains” as discussed by Valeur (2014,
p. 13). The analysis “focuses on the potential for applying
Ecolabel standards and environment management systems in
Tirupur to positively influence environmental performance
locally” (Valeur, 2014, p. 14). The publication is in the context
of Nordic organizational consumers buying textiles from
industrial marketers in Tirupur, India.
We focus here on industrial marketing ethics. Marketing

ethics as a research domain has been defined as an “inquiry into
the nature and grounds of moral judgments, standards, and
rules of conduct relating to marketing decisions and marketing
situations” (Vitell, 1986, p. 4) or “the systematic study of how
moral standards are applied to marketing decisions, behaviors
and institutions” (Murphy et al., 2005, p. xvii, as cited in Abela
andMurphy, 2008, p. 39; Schlegelmilch and Öberseder, 2010,
p. 2).Marketing ethics has many sub-domains of research, such
as “STP (segmentation, targeting and positioning) ethics”
(Brenkert, 1998a, 1998b, 2008; Murphy et al., 2005; Palmer
and Hedberg, 2013; Putrevu and Swimberghek, 2013;
Spotswood and Nairn, 2016), “product ethics” (Arnold and
Bowie, 2003, 2007; Brenkert, 2008; Chonko, 1995; Crane and
Kazmi, 2010; Kates, 2015; Koenigsberg et al., 2011; Murphy
et al., 2005; Powell and Zwolinski, 2012), “pricing ethics”
(Bass et al., 2006; Dixit et al., 2006; Elegido, 2009, 2011;
Hemphill, 2010; Leslie, 2013; Mehafdi, 2000; Zwolinski,
2008, 2009), “promotion ethics” (Ariffin et al., 2017; Bakir and
Vitell, 2010; Boyd, 2012; Brenkert, 2008; Escalas, 2004;
Herbst et al., 2013; Munoz and Mallin, 2019; Nebenzhal and
Jaffe, 1998; Phillips and McQuarrie, 2010; Schwepker, 2003;
Trawick and Swan, 1988), “distribution ethics” (Aalberts and
Jennings, 1999; Brenkert, 2008; Chonko, 1995; Ha and Nam,
2016; Klein and Murphy, 2008; Melamed, 2006; Miller et al.,
2021; Murphy et al., 2005), “marketing research ethics”
(Aggarwal et al., 2012; Brenkert, 2008; Chonko, 1995;Murphy
et al., 2005; Tybout and Zaltman, 1974), “international
marketing ethics” (Armstrong, 1992, 1996; Brenkert, 2008;
Mehafdi, 2000; Zarkada-Fraser and Fraser, 2001) and
“consumer ethics” (Carrington et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2009;
Mitchell et al., 2009; Vitell, 2003; Vitell and Muncy, 1992;
Zhao andXu, 2013).
This study is situated under product ethics. Crane (2001,

p. 362) posited that the notion of an ethical product encompasses
“a whole set of issues and considerations [. . .] such as product
safety, environmental impacts, consumer privacy, employee
welfare, discrimination, fair pricing, community action,
charitable donations, etc.” Crane (2001, pp. 365–367) also
posited that the ethical augmentation of a product can take place
at the following four levels, each of which can encompass several
issues (or ethical product attributes): the product level, marketing
level, corporate level and country level.
For ethical augmentation at the product level, the industrial

marketer is expected to give emphasis to “considerations
regarding the product’s potential for individual/social good or
harm” (Crane, 2001, p. 365). Issues at the product level
include “value durability” (Brenkert, 2008; Koenigsberg et al.,
2011), “socially controversial products” (Brenkert, 2000;
Chonko, 1995; Crane, 2001; Murphy et al., 2005),
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“environmentally incompatible products” (Chonko, 1995;
Crane, 2001; Murphy et al., 2005), “product obsolescence”
(Brenkert, 2008; Chonko, 1995; Murphy et al., 2005), “use of
animal flesh and leather” (Schaefer and Savulescu, 2014),
“product counterfeiting” (Chonko, 1995; Murphy et al., 2005)
and “product safety” (Brenkert, 2008; Carter et al., 2013;
Chonko, 1995; Crane andKazmi, 2010;Murphy et al., 2005).
At the marketing level of ethical augmentation, marketing

campaigns for a product shall not misrepresent the product and
misinform the organizational consumer (Crane, 2001, p. 365).
Issues under this category could include “communication
of contents,” “the safety the packaging provides,” “the
environmental impact of the packaging material” (Brenkert,
2008) and “child-resistant and tamper-evident packaging”
(Bone andCorey, 1992, 2000).
At the corporate level of ethical augmentation, the industrial

marketer is expected to be sensitive to the ethical quotients of
their suppliers and other partners (Crane, 2001, p. 366).
Organizational consumers develop opinions on a marketer’s
product based on their evaluation of the ethical reputation of
themarketer (Brown andDacin, 1997; Crane, 2001).
At the country level of ethical augmentation, organizational

consumers prefer buying domestically produced products over
products sourced from a country where either rules and
regulations are not properly enforced or there is racial
discrimination, pervasive child labor and sweatshop labor, the
influence of a military dictatorship, etc. (Arnold and Bowie,
2003, 2007; Arnold and Hartman, 2003; Crane, 2001, p. 367;
Crane and Kazmi, 2010; Flanigan, 2018; Kates, 2015; Snyder,
2010). The industrial marketer is required to be thoughtful of
such issues while outsourcing or carrying out its product
development process (Crane, 2001).
The preceding review illustrates that various attributes can

affect the ethical augmentation of a product in industrial
marketing contexts. As illustrative attributes, this study
considers polluting the natural environment and using sweatshop
labor as part of the production process to produce an offering.
Using a game theoretic approach, the study examines whether
an industrial marketer’s strategy to use such attributes in a
competitive environment will maximize hermarket share.

Model and results

The results of the study hold for all types of marketers. We
focus here on industrial marketers. There are two competing
industrial marketers (or players), M1 and M2, in a given
market. The competition is on a product (for example, dyed
textiles) that is identical in all attributes, for example, price and
quality, except the processes of production, packaging or
distribution, etc. [3] In this study, we consider examples of
production processes. These processes (or strategies) may be
“unethical” or “ethical” – for example, polluting or non-
polluting, sweatshop or non-sweatshop, etc. [4] Each industrial
marketer wants to maximize her market share (or payoff), given
that both industrial marketers know the other’s sets of strategies
and payoffs. Each one’s objective is to choose to implement (or
play) either the ethical or the unethical strategy so as to
maximize her market share [5]. We assume that if both the
industrial marketers choose identical strategies, then
organizational consumers are indifferent between them, and

hence, each organizational consumer chooses one of them
uniformly at random [6]. We also assume that if two products
are identical in all attributes except that one is obtained through
an unethical process and the other through an ethical process,
no organizational consumer would choose the product involving
the unethical process [7].
We show that playing ethically is always the only Nash

equilibrium strategy of each industrial marketer. In other
words, the pair of strategies (ethical, ethical) [8] is the unique
Nash equilibrium of the game. This holds even if there are
organizational consumers who are loyal to either of the
industrial marketers. Furthermore, as long as there are no loyal
organizational consumers, the industrial marketer who plays
ethically has a bigger market share than the industrial marketer
who plays unethically. In the following propositions, we
consider identical unethical strategies of both industrial
marketers but different ethical strategies, albeit partly ethical.
For this purpose, we consider two unethical strategies, P for
polluting and S for a sweatshop. Both industrial marketers have
polluting and sweatshop (P and S), denoted as (P^S) or “U,” as
their (completely) unethical strategy. Let non-polluting but
sweatshop, denoted as (:P^S) or “E1,” be the (partly) ethical
strategy of M1 and polluting but non-sweatshop, denoted as
(P^:S) or “E2,” be the (partly) ethical strategy of M2. Even if
both industrial marketers have identical ethical strategies and
identical unethical strategies, our results hold. In Proposition 1,
we assume that the organizational consumers are aware [9] of
the implemented strategies of the industrial marketers.
Proposition 2 deals with unaware organizational consumers as
well.

Proposition 1
Suppose all organizational consumers are aware of the
implemented strategies of both industrial marketers. If there is
at least one organizational consumer who empathizes [10] with
M1’s ethical strategy and at least one organizational consumer
who empathizes with M2’s ethical strategy, then for each
industrial marketer, choosing their respective ethical strategy is
better than the unethical strategy, no matter what the other
industrial marketer chooses. In other words, both industrial
marketers choosing ethical strategies is the unique Nash
equilibrium of the game.

Proof of proposition 1
All organizational consumers who empathize with only M1’s
ethical strategies and not M2’s buy M1’s product if M1 chooses
to implement its ethical strategy, irrespective of whether M2

chooses to implement its ethical strategy or not. All
organizational consumers who empathize with M1’s and M2’s
ethical strategies buy M1’s product if M1 chooses to implement
its ethical strategy while M2 chooses the unethical strategy.
Organizational consumers are indifferent between the products
of the two industrial marketers if both industrial marketers
choose their respective ethical strategies, as a result of which we
expect half of the organizational consumers to choose M1’s
product over that of M2. Therefore, no matter which strategy
M2 chooses, M1 is better off choosing its ethical strategy. A
similar argument also holds forM2 choosing its ethical strategy.
A formal proof follows.
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Let D be the total size of the industrial market, that is, the
total number of organizational consumers. Let b 1 � 0 be the
fraction of organizational consumers who empathize with only
M1’s ethical strategy and not M2’s. Let b 2 � 0 be the fraction
of organizational consumers who empathize with only M2’s
ethical strategy and not M1’s. Let b � 0 be the fraction of
organizational consumers who empathize with both M1’s and
M2’s ethical strategies and are indifferent if both industrial
marketers play ethically. As mentioned above, fraction b of
organizational consumers buy M1’s product if M1 chooses E1

while M2 chooses U. Similarly, when M2 chooses E2 while M1

chooses U, fraction b of organizational consumers buy M2’s
product. This leads to the bimatrix game [11] (A1, B1), where
M1’s payoff matrix [12] A1 and M2’s payoff matrix B1 are as
follows:

U E2

A1 ¼ U

E1

D
2

b 1 1 bð ÞD1
1� b 1 � bð ÞD

2

1� b 2 � bð ÞD
2

b 1D1
1� b 1 � b 2ð ÞD

2

2
6664

3
7775

U E2

B1 ¼ U

E1

D
2

1� b 1 � bð ÞD
2

b 2 1 bð ÞD1
1� b 2 � bð ÞD

2

b 2D1
1� b 1 � b 2ð ÞD

2

2
6664

3
7775

The entries in the payoff matrices are obtained as follows.
Whenever M1 chooses E1, fraction b 1 of organizational
consumers prefer M1’s product. Hence, b 1D is added to the
entries in the second row of A1 (and subtracted from entries in
the second row of B1). Similarly, whenever M2 chooses E2,
fraction b 2 of organizational consumers prefer M2’s product.
Hence, b 2D is added to the entries in the second column of B1

(and subtracted from the entries in the second column of A1).
Now, if M1 chooses E1 while M2 chooses U, fraction b of
organizational consumers prefer M1’s product; hence, bD is
added to the corresponding entry in A1. If, however, both M1

and M2 choose their respective ethical strategies, fraction b of
organizational consumers are indifferent betweenM1’s product
andM2’s product; as a result,

bD
2 is added to the corresponding

entries in A1 and B1. If both M1 and M2 choose U, then the
entire market, D, is indifferent between their products. The
above discussion leads to all the payoffs in matrices A1 and B1.
For example, for the entry in A1 that corresponds to strategy E1

of M1 and strategy U of M2, (b 1 1 b ) D organizational
consumers buy M1’s product. The remaining (1� b 1 � b ) D
organizational consumers are indifferent between the products

of M1 and M2; hence,
1�b 1�bð ÞD

2 organizational consumers buy

M1’s product and the remaining 1�b 1�bð ÞD
2 organizational

consumers buyM2’s product.
Either both b 1 > 0 and b 2 > 0 or b > 0 because there is at

least one organizational consumer who empathizes with M1’s
ethical strategy and there is at least one organizational
consumer who empathizes with M2’s ethical strategy. If M1

plays unethically, thenM2 is better off playing ethically because

M2 receives D
2 1 b 2 1ð ÞD

2 when playing ethically, which is

greater than D
2 (which is what M2 would receive by playing

unethically). This follows by rewritingM2’s payoff and because
either b 2 > 0 or b > 0. Now, if M1 plays ethically, M2 is still

better off playing ethically, as M2 obtains 1�b 1ð ÞD
2 1 b 2D

2 ,

which is greater than 1�b 1ð ÞD
2 � bD

2 , the payoffM2 receives when
playing unethically. Therefore, the strategy “ethical” (E2)
dominates the strategy “unethical” (U) for M2. Similarly, as
b 1 > 0 or b > 0, the strategy “ethical” (E1) dominates the
strategy “unethical” (U) for M1. In other words, the pair of
strategies (ethical, ethical) or (E1, E2) is the unique Nash
equilibrium of the game.
That is, in the payoff matrix A1, for the entries corresponding

to the pairs of strategies (U, U), (U, E2), (E1, U) and (E1, E2),
we have (E1, U) > (U, U) and (E1, E2) > (U, E2). In payoff
matrix B1, for the entries corresponding to the pairs of
strategies (U, U), (U, E2), (E1, U) and (E1, E2), we have (U,
E2) > (U, U) and (E1, E2) > (E1, U). Hence, (E1, E2) works
best for both industrial marketers.

Remark 1
In Proposition 1, we consider identical unethical strategies but
different ethical strategies. The result holds even when we
consider identical ethical strategies. For example, U may be P,
and E may be :P. In this case, b 1 = b 2 = 0, but b > 0. Results
in the case of identical ethical strategies follow from the
following propositions as well.

Remark 2
In Proposition 1, some fraction of organizational consumers do
not empathize with either ethical strategy. It suffices to consider
only the fraction of organizational consumers who empathize
with one or both ethical strategies. Therefore, we henceforth
consider only those organizational consumers who empathize
with one or both ethical strategies. The following is a formal
deduction of this remark.
In Proposition 1, some fraction b 0 of D organizational

consumers do not empathize with either ethical strategy.
Clearly, b 01 b 11 b 21 b = 1. Let b 11 b 21 b = b e denote
the fraction of organizational consumers who empathize with
one or both ethical strategies. The payoff matrices A1 and B1

may be rewritten as follows:

U E2

A1 ¼ U

E1

b eD
2

1
b 0D
2

b 1 � bð ÞD1
b 2D
2

1
b 0D
2

b 1D
2

1
b 0D
2

b 1D1
bD
2

1
b 0D
2

2
664

3
775

U E2

B1 ¼ U

E1

b eD
2

1
b 0D
2

b 2D
2

1
b 0D
2

b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1D
2

1
b 0D
2

b 2D1
bD
2

1
b 0D
2

2
664

3
775

As the same constant b 0D
2 is added to all entries of A1 and B1,

the game (G,H) defined as:
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U E2

G ¼ U

E1

b eD
2

b 1 1 bð ÞD1
b 2D
2

b 1D
2

b 1D1
bD
2

2
664

3
775

U E2

H ¼ U

E1

b eD
2

b 2D
2

b 2 1 bð ÞD1
b 1D
2

b 2D1
bD
2

2
664

3
775

has the same unique Nash equilibrium (E1, E2) as the game
(A1, B1). Therefore, it is not necessary to consider the fraction
b 0 of organizational consumers. Hence, from now on, we
assume b 11 b 21 b = 1.

Remark 3
In Proposition 1, we consider the total number of
organizational consumers. However, it suffices to consider
the fraction of the number of organizational consumers (as a
fraction of 1). Therefore, henceforth we consider only the
fraction of the number of organizational consumers. A formal
deduction of this remark follows.
As D> 0 and each entry of A1 and B1 (hence, of G and H) is

multiplied byD, the game (X, Y), defined as:

U E2

X ¼ U

E1

1
2

b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2

b 1

2

b 1 1
b

2

2
664

3
775

U E2

Y ¼ U

E1

1
2
b 2

2

b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2

b 2 1
b

2

2
664

3
775

has the same unique Nash equilibrium (E1, E2) as the game
(A1, B1). Therefore, it is not necessary to consider D and it
suffices to consider the fraction of the number of organizational
consumers.
In the following proposition, some organizational consumers

are unaware of the implemented strategies of both industrial
marketers. All other assumptions are the same as those of
Proposition 1.

Proposition 2
Suppose there is at least one organizational consumer who is
aware of the implemented strategies of both industrial
marketers. Among the aware organizational consumers, if there
is at least one who empathizes with M1’s ethical strategy and at
least one who empathizes with M2’s ethical strategy, then
choosing ethical strategies is best for both industrial marketers.
In other words, both industrial marketers choosing ethical
strategies is the uniqueNash equilibrium of the game.

Proof of proposition 2
For organizational consumers who are aware, the proof is
similar to the proof of Proposition 1. Organizational consumers
who are unaware are indifferent between the products of the
two industrial marketers (owing to their unawareness) and we
expect half of them to buy M1’s product and the other half to
buyM2’s.
Let a be the fraction of organizational consumers who are

aware of the implemented strategies of the industrial marketers,
where 0 < a < 1. Let b 1 � 0 be the fraction of aware
organizational consumers who empathize with only M1’s
ethical strategy and not M2’s. Let b 2 � 0 be the fraction of
aware organizational consumers who empathize with only M2’s
ethical strategy and not M1’s. Let b � 0 be the fraction of
aware organizational consumers who empathize with bothM1’s
and M2’s ethical strategies and are indifferent if both industrial
marketers play ethically. This leads to the bimatrix game (A2,
B2), whereM1’s payoffmatrix A2 andM2’s payoffmatrix B2 are:

U E2

A2 ¼ U

E1

1
2

1� að Þ
2

1 a b 1 1 bð Þ1 ab 2

2

1� að Þ
2

1
ab 1

2
1� að Þ
2

1 ab 1 1
ab
2

2
6664

3
7775

U E2

B2 ¼ U

E1

1
2

1� að Þ
2

1
ab 2

2

1� að Þ
2

1 a b 2 1 bð Þ ab 1

2
1� að Þ
2

1 ab 2 1
ab
2

2
6664

3
7775

Note that A2 ¼ aA1 1

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

2
664

3
775 and

B2 ¼ aB2 1

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

1� að Þ
2

2
664

3
775, where A1 and B1 are as in

Proposition 1. Hence, the proof of Proposition 1 applies here as
well, and the pair of strategies (ethical, ethical) or (E1, E2) is
the unique Nash equilibrium of the game. In other words,
(E1, E2) > (U, E2) and (E1, E2)> (E1, U), resulting in (E1, E2)
workingmutually best for both industrial marketers.

Remark 4
Note that organizational consumers who are unaware are
divided equally between the industrial marketers, independent
of their strategies. Therefore, for other variants of Proposition
1, we assume that all organizational consumers are aware and
similar proofs can be given if there are unaware organizational
consumers as well.
In the following propositions, we extend Proposition 1 to

include all four strategies for both industrial marketers. The four
strategies are U, E1 and E2 as in Proposition 1 and the fully ethical
strategy of non-polluting and non-sweatshop, (:P ^ :S) [13]. That
is,M1 andM2 have the following four strategies each: polluting and
sweatshop (P and S), denoted as (P^S); non-polluting but sweatshop,
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denoted (:P^S); polluting but non-sweatshop, denoted as (P^:S);
and the fully ethical strategy non-polluting and non-sweatshop,
denoted as (:P^:S). We also consider extremely empathetic
organizational consumers; that is, organizational consumers who
are empathetic to an ethical strategy do not buy any product if
neither industrial marketer plays that ethical strategy.We show that
even if both industrial marketers have all four strategies each, the
pair of strategies (ethical, ethical) – that is, [(:P^:S), (:P^:S)] –
is the uniqueNash equilibriumof the game.As a stronger result, we
show that (:P^:S) dominates all other strategies; that is, for each
industrial marketer, playing (:P^:S) results in better market share
nomatterwhat the other industrialmarketer plays.
For notational convenience, we continue to denote (:P^S)

by E1, (P^:S) by E2 and (P^S) by U. Furthermore, we denote
(:P^:S) by E. Note that all four are strategies of both
industrial marketers.

Proposition 3
Suppose all organizational consumers are extremely empathetic.
Then, the following are true.
1 If there is at least one organizational consumer who

empathizes with the strategy “non-polluting,” that is, :P
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with the strategy “non-sweatshop,” that is, :S, then:
� Both industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies is

the unique Nash equilibrium of the game, and hence,
mutually best for both industrial marketers; and

� In fact, E is the dominating strategy [14] for each
industrial marketer.

2 Furthermore, E is strictly dominating [15] if there is at least
one organizational consumer who empathizes with only the
strategy “non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”) and at
least one organizational consumer who empathizes with only
the strategy “non-sweatshop” (but not “non-polluting”).

Proof of proposition 3
Let b 1 be the fraction of organizational consumers who
empathize with only non-polluting products and place no
weight on non-sweatshop, that is, only :P, and are indifferent
to :S or S. Let b 2 be the fraction of organizational consumers
who empathize with only non-sweatshop, that is, :S and are
indifferent to P or :P. Let b be the fraction of organizational
consumers who empathize with both non-polluting and non-
sweatshop strategies. This leads to the bimatrix game (A3, B3),
where A3 isM1’s payoff matrix andB3 isM2’s payoff matrix.
M1’s payoff matrix, A3, is:

U E1 E2 E

U

E1

E2

E

0 0 0 0

b 1
b 1

2
b 1

b 1

2

b 2 b 2
b 2

2
b 2

2

1 b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2
b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2
1
2

2
6666666664

3
7777777775

andM2’s payoff matrix, B3, is:

U E1 E2 E
U

E1

E2

E

0 b 1 b 2 0

0
b 1

2
b 2 b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2

0 b 1
b 2

2
b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2

0
b 1

2
b 2

2
1
2

2
6666666664

3
7777777775

Each of the entries along the main diagonal of A3 is equal to the
corresponding entry in B3, as all organizational consumers
choose uniformly at random, as the strategies ofM1 andM2 are
the same. In addition, all entries in the first row of A3 and in the
first column of B3 are zero, as all organizational consumers are
extremely empathetic and, according to Remark 2, we consider
only organizational consumers who are empathetic to either or
both ethical strategies.
Now, suppose M1 plays E1. If M2 plays U, then fraction b 1

of organizational consumers (who empathize with only :P) buy
M1’s product, and all others, being extremely empathetic, do
not buy either of the products. However, if M2 plays E2, then
fraction b 1 of organizational consumers (who empathize with
only :P) buy M1’s product, fraction b 2 of organizational
consumers (who empathize with only :S) buy M2’s product
and the others do not buy either product. Finally, if M2 plays E,
then fraction b 2 of organizational consumers (who empathize
with only :S) and fraction b of organizational consumers (who
empathize with both :P and :S) buy M2’s product, and
fraction b 1 of organizational consumers (who empathize with
only :P) choose one of the products uniformly at random. The
payoffs of both industrial marketers corresponding to other
strategies ofM1 can be worked out in a similar manner.
Recall that b 11 b 21 b = 1. Furthermore, we have b 11 b >

0, b 21 b > 0 and b 1, b 2, b � 0 for Part 1, aswell as Part 2 of the
proposition. In addition, for Part 2, there is at least one
organizational consumer who empathizes with only the strategy
“non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”) and at least one
organizational consumer who empathizes with only the strategy
“non-sweatshop” (but not “non-polluting”), implying b 1 > 0 and
b 2 > 0. Therefore, each entry in the last row of A3 is greater than
the corresponding entries in the other rows. In other words, the
fourth row of A3 dominates the other rows. Therefore, E is the best
strategy for M1, no matter what M2 chooses. Similarly, each entry
in the last column of B3 is greater than the corresponding entries in
the other columns. Hence, E is the best strategy for M2, no matter
whatM1 chooses.
Now, if y is the strategy that industrial marketer M2 chooses,

in the payoff matrix A3, for the entries corresponding to the
pairs of strategies (U,U), (U, E1), (U, E2), (U, E), (E1, U), (E1,
E1), (E1, E2), (E1, E), (E2, U), (E2, E1), (E2, E2), (E2, E), (E,
U), (E, E1), (E, E2) and (E, E), we have (E, y) > (E1, y) > (U,
y) and (E, y) > (E2, y) > (U, y) for all y [ {U, E1, E2, E}.
Similarly, if x is the strategy that industrial marketer M1

chooses, in payoff matrix B3, for the entries corresponding to
the pairs of strategies (U, U), (U, E1), (U, E2), (U, E), (E1, U),
(E1, E1), (E1, E2), (E1, E), (E2, U), (E2, E1), (E2, E2), (E2, E),
(E, U), (E, E1), (E, E2) and (E, E), we have (x, E) > (x, E1) >
(x, U) and (x, E) > (x, E2) > (x, U) for all x [ {U, E1, E2, E}.
Hence, (E, E) works best for both industrial marketers.
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Remark 7
In the proof of Proposition 3, note thatB3 ¼ At

3. This holds for
Propositions 4–6 as well.
Now, we consider organizational consumers who are strongly

empathetic, which means the same as extremely empathetic as far
as organizational consumers who are empathetic to either non-
polluting (:P) or non-sweatshop (:S) but not both are
concerned. However, organizational consumers who
empathize with both :P and :S products are willing to
compromise on at most one of these attributes. In the following
proposition, we assume that such organizational consumers
who empathize with both :P and :S are indifferent between
strategies E1 and E2.

Proposition 4
Suppose all organizational consumers are strongly empathetic
and those who empathize with both :P and :S are indifferent
between E1 [or (:P^S)) and E2 (or (P^:S)]. Then, the
following are true:
1 If there is at least one organizational consumer who

empathizes with the strategy “non-polluting,” that is, :P,
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with the strategy “non-sweatshop,” that is, :S, then:
� Both industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies

is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game,
and hence, mutually the best for both industrial
marketers; and

� In fact, E is the dominating strategy for each
industrial marketer.

2 Furthermore, E is strictly dominating if there is at least
one organizational consumer who empathizes with only
the strategy “non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”)
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with only the strategy “non-sweatshop” (but not “non-
polluting”).

Proof of proposition 4
Let b 1 and b 2 be as in Proposition 3. Let b be the fraction of
organizational consumers who empathize with both non-
polluting and non-sweatshop strategies (and choose uniformly
at random when given a choice between E1 and E2). This leads
to the bimatrix game (A4, B4), where A4 is M1’s payoff matrix
and B4 isM2’s payoff matrix.
M1’s payoff matrix, A4, is:

U E1 E2 E
U

E1

E2

E

0 0 0 0

b 1 1 bð Þ b 1 1 bð Þ
2

b 1 1
b

2
b 1

2

b 2 1 bð Þ b 2 1
b

2
b 2 1 bð Þ

2
b 2

2
1 b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2
b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2
1
2

2
66666664

3
77777775

andM2’s payoff matrix, B4, is equal toAt
4.

As all organizational consumers are strongly empathetic,
none buy the product of any industrial marketer who chooses
U. Therefore, the first row of payoff matrix A4 contains all 0 s,
similar to the matrix in Proposition 3. Whenever either or both
industrial marketers play E, the entries of A4 above are identical

to the entries of A3 in Proposition 3 because strongly and
extremely empathetic organizational consumers buy products
that are “E”. All other entries of A4 are also similar to the
corresponding entries of A3, except that fraction b of
organizational consumers now compromise on either :P or :S
whenever the industrial marketers play E1 or E2.
Each entry in the last row of A4 is greater than the

corresponding entries in the other rows. In other words,
the fourth row of A4 dominates the other rows. Therefore, E is
the best strategy for M1, no matter what M2 chooses. Similarly,
each entry in the last column of B4 is greater than the
corresponding entries in the other columns. Hence, E is the
best strategy for M2, no matter what M1 chooses. That is if y is
the strategy that industrial marketer M2 chooses, in the
payoff matrix A4, we have (E, y)> (E1, y)> (U, y) and (E, y)>
(E2, y) > (U, y) for all y [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Similarly, if x is the
strategy that industrial marketer M1 chooses, in payoff matrix
B4, we have (x, E) > (x, E1) > (x, U) and (x, E) > (x, E2) >
(x, U) for all x [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Hence, (E, E) works best for
both industrial marketers.
In Proposition 4, the fraction of organizational consumers

who empathize with both :P and :S choose at random when
facing a dilemma between E1, that is, (:P^S) and E2, that is,
(P^:S). However, among those organizational consumers who
empathize with both non-polluting (:P), as well as non-
sweatshop (:S) products, some may place more weight on :P
than :S, some may place more weight on :S than :P and the
rest may place equal weight on both when deciding their
respective purchases if there are no products that are E, that is,
(:P^:S). In the following proposition, we consider fractions of
such organizational consumers as well.

Proposition 5
Suppose all organizational consumers are strongly empathetic.
Then, the following are true:
1 If there is at least one organizational consumer who

empathizes with the strategy “non-polluting,” that is, :P
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with the strategy “non-sweatshop,” that is, :S, then:
� Both industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies

is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game, and
hence, mutually best for both industrial marketers;
and

� In fact, E is a dominating strategy for each industrial
marketer.

2 Furthermore, E is strictly dominating if there is at least
one organizational consumer who empathizes with only
the strategy “non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”)
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with only the strategy “non-sweatshop” (but not “non-
polluting”).

Proof of proposition 5
Let b 1 and b 2 be as in Propositions 3 and 4. Let b be the
fraction of organizational consumers who empathize with both
non-polluting, as well as non-sweatshop strategies, and among
those, let a1 be the fraction of organizational consumers who
place greater weight on :P than on :S (that is, they prefer E1

over E2), a2 the fraction of organizational consumers who place
greater weight on :S than on :P (that is, they prefer E2 over
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E1), and a the fraction of organizational consumers who place
equal weight on :P and :S (and hence, choose uniformly at
random when given a choice between E1 and E2). All of these
subsets of organizational consumers are indifferent in all other
cases; for example, they choose uniformly at random if both
industrial marketers play U. This leads to the bimatrix game
(A5, B5), where A5 is M1’s payoff matrix and B5 is M2’s payoff
matrix.
M1’s payoff matrix, A5, is:

U E1 E2 E
U

E1

E2

E

0 0 0 0

b 1 1 bð Þ b 1 1 bð Þ
2

b 1 1
b

2
b 1

2

b 2 1 bð Þ b 2 1
b

2
b 2 1 bð Þ

2
b 2

2

1 b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2
b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2
1
2

2
66666664

3
77777775

andM2’s payoff matrix, B5, isAt
5. Note that b = a11 a21 a.

All entries of A5 are the same as in A4 of Proposition 4, except
those corresponding to (E1, E2) and (E2, E1). In A4, the entry
corresponding to (E1, E2) isb 1 1

b
2. Fraction b 1 of

organizational consumers would still buy M1’s product and
fraction b 2 of organizational consumers would still buy M2’s
product. Among the remaining fraction b of organizational
consumers, fraction a1 would buy M1’s product, as they place
more weight on:P than on:S, and hence, choose E1 over E2.
Each entry in the last row of A5 is greater than the

corresponding entries in the other rows. In other words,
the fourth row of A5 dominates the other rows. Therefore, E is
the best strategy for M1, no matter what M2 chooses. Similarly,
each entry in the last column of B5 is greater than the
corresponding entries in the other columns. Hence, E is the
best strategy for M2, no matter what M1 chooses. That is if y is
the strategy that industrial marketer M2 chooses, in the payoff
matrix A5, we have (E, y)> (E1, y)> (U, y) and (E, y)> (E2, y)>
(U, y) for all y [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Similarly, if x is the strategy
that industrial marketer M1 chooses, in payoff matrix B5, we
have (x, E) > (x, E1) > (x, U) and (x, E) > (x, E2) > (x, U) for
all x [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Hence, (E, E) works best for both industrial
marketers.
In the following proposition, we show that even if all

organizational consumers are compromising (that is, not strongly
empathetic), the pair of strategies (ethical, ethical) – that is,
(E, E) or [(:P^:S), (:P^:S)] – is the unique Nash
equilibrium of the game and E dominates all other strategies.
Compromising organizational consumers are those consumers
who empathize with :P but are willing to compromise and buy
U or E2 if E1 and E are not available. Similarly, organizational
consumers who empathize with :S are willing to buy U or E1 if
E2 and E are not available.

Proposition 6
Suppose all organizational consumers are compromising.
Then, the following are true.
1 If there is at least one organizational consumer who

empathizes with the strategy “non-polluting,” that is, :P,
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with the strategy “non-sweatshop,” that is, :S, then:

� Both industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies
is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game, and
hence, mutually best for both industrial marketers;
and

� In fact, E is a dominating strategy for each industrial
marketer.

2 Furthermore, E is strictly dominating if there is at least
one organizational consumer who empathizes with only
the strategy “non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”)
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with only the strategy “non-sweatshop” (but not “non-
polluting”).

Proof of proposition 6
Let b 1, b 2, b , a1, a2 and a be as in Proposition 5, except that
all organizational consumers are compromising. We have the
following bimatrix game (A6, B6), where A6 is M1’s payoff
matrix and B6 isM2’s payoff matrix.
M1’s payoff matrix, A6, is:

U E1 E2 E

U

E1

E2

E

1
2

b 2

2
1

1� a1ð Þ
2

b 1

2
1

1� a2ð Þ
2

0

b 1 1a1ð Þ1 1� a1 � b 1ð Þ
2

1
2

b 1 1
a

2
1a1

b 1

2

b 2 1a2ð Þ1 1� a2 � b 2ð Þ
2

b 2 1
a

2
1a2

1
2

b 2

2

1 b 2 1 bð Þ1 b 1

2
b 1 1 bð Þ1 b 2

2
1
2

2
666666666664

3
777777777775

andM2’s payoff matrix, B6, isAt
6.

Each of the entries along the main diagonal of A6 is ½ and
equal to the corresponding entry in B6, as all organizational
consumers choose uniformly at random, given that the
strategies of M1 and M2 are the same and all organizational
consumers are compromising. All other entries in A6 are the
same as those in A5 of Proposition 5, except the entries
corresponding to (U, E1), (U, E2), (E1, U) and (E2, U). This is
because, in all other cases, at least one of the industrial
marketers chooses :P and at least one of them chooses :S, and
hence, no organizational consumer needs to compromise on
both:P and:S.
Now, suppose M1 plays E1 and M2 plays U. Then, fraction

b 1 of organizational consumers (who empathize with only :P)
buy M1’s product. Among the remaining organizational
consumers, fraction a1 buy M1’s product because they place
more weight on :P than on :P. All other organizational
consumers choose uniformly at random between M1’s product
andM2’s product. All other entries in A6 that are different from
those of A5 can be worked out in a similar way.
Each entry in the last row of A6 is greater than the

corresponding entries in the other rows. In other words,
the fourth row of A6 dominates the other rows. Therefore, E is
the best strategy for M1, no matter what M2 chooses. Similarly,
each entry in the last column of B6 is greater than the
corresponding entries in the other columns. Hence, E is the
best strategy for M2, no matter what M1 chooses. That is if y is
the strategy that industrial marketer M2 chooses, in the payoff
matrix A6, we have (E, y)> (E1, y)> (U, y) and (E, y)> (E2, y)>
(U, y) for all y [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Similarly, if x is the strategy
that industrial marketer M1 chooses, in payoff matrix B6, we
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have (x, E) > (x, E1) > (x, U) and (x, E) > (x, E2) > (x, U) for
all x [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Hence, (E, E) works best for both industrial
marketers.
Even if there are loyal [16] organizational consumers, the

result holds. If all organizational consumers value ethics over
loyalty, then clearly, as one would expect, playing ethically is
the best strategy of each industrial marketer.We also show that,
even if some or all of them value loyalty over ethics, the pair of
strategies (E, E) is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game.
Furthermore, E dominates all other strategies, as shown in the
following proposition.

Proposition 7
Suppose there are organizational consumers who are loyal to
M1 or M2 and suppose all organizational consumers are
compromising. Then, the following are true.
1 If there is at least one organizational consumer who

empathizes with the strategy “non-polluting,” that is, :P,
and at least one organizational consumer who empathizes
with the strategy “non-sweatshop,” that is, :S, then:
� Both industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies

is the unique Nash equilibrium of the game, and
hence, mutually best for both industrial marketers;
and

� In fact, E is a dominating strategy for each industrial
marketer.

2 Furthermore, E is strictly dominating if there is at least one
organizational consumer who empathizes with only the
strategy “non-polluting” (but not “non-sweatshop”) and at
least one organizational consumer who empathizes with only
the strategy “non-sweatshop” (but not “non-polluting”).

Proof of proposition 7
Let b 1, b 2, b , a1, a2 and a be as in Proposition 5. Let l1 be the
fraction of organizational consumers who are loyal to M1, l2 the
fraction of organizational consumers who are loyal to M2 and l0
the fraction of organizational consumers who are loyal to
neither M1 nor M2. Let d 1 be the fraction of organizational
consumers for whom loyalty dominates [17] empathy, d 2 the
fraction of organizational consumers for whom empathy
dominates loyalty, and d the fraction of organizational
consumers for whom loyalty and empathy are of equal weight.
This leads to the bimatrix game (A7, B7), where A7 is M1’s
payoff matrix and B7 is M2’s payoff matrix. Note that B7 is not
equal toAt

7 unless l1= l2.
M1’s payoff matrix, A7, is:

U E1 E2 E

U

E1

E2

E

l1 1
l0
2

a12 a13 l1d 1 1
l1d
2

a21 l1 1
l0
2

a23 a24

a31 a32 l1 1
l0
2

a34

l1 1 l0 1 l2 d 2 1
d

2

� �
a42 a43 l1 1

l0
2

2
66666666664

3
77777777775

andM2’s payoff matrix, B7, is:

U E1 E2 E

U

E1

E2

E

l2 1
l0
2

b12 b13 l2 1 l0 1 l1 1 d 2 1
d

2

� �

b21 l2 1
l0
2

b23 b24

b31 b32 l2 1
l0
2

b34

l2d 1 1
l2d
2

b42 b43 l2 1
l0
2

2
66666666664

3
77777777775

where:

a12 ¼ l1b 2 1 l1d 1 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l1d
b 1 b 1

2

� �
1 l0

b 2

2
;

a13 ¼ l11 1 l1d 1 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l1d
b 1 b 2

2

� �
1 l0

b 1

2
;

a21 ¼ l1 1 l2d 2 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l2d
b 1 b 1

2

� �
1 l0 b 1 b 1 1

b 2

2

� �
;

a23 ¼ l1b 1 1 l0 b 1 1 a1 1
a

2

� �� �
1 l1b 2 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l2b 1 d 2 1
d

2

� �
1 l1 a1 1að Þ1 l1a2 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l2a1 d 2 1
d

2

� �
;

a24 ¼ l1b 1 1
l0b 1

2
1 l1 b 1 b 2ð Þ d 1 1

d

2

� �
;

a31 ¼ l1 1 l2d 2 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l2d
b 1 b 2

2

� �
1 l0 b 1 b 2 1

b 1

2

� �
;

a32 ¼ l1b 2 1 l0 b 2 1 a2 1
a

2

� �� �
1 l1b 1 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l2b 2 d 2 1
d

2

� �
1 l1 a2 1að Þ1 l1a1 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l2a2 d 2 1
d

2

� �
;

a34 ¼ l1b 2 1
l0b 2

2
1 l1 b 1 b 1ð Þ d 1 1

d

2

� �
;

a42 ¼ l1 1 l0 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l01
2

1 l2 b 1 b 2ð Þ d 2 1
d

2

� �
;

a43 ¼ l1 1 l0 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l0b 2

2
1 l2 b 1 b 1ð Þ d 2 1

d

2

� �
;

b12 ¼ l2 1 l1d 2 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l1d
b 1 b 1

2

� �
1 l0 b 1 b 1 1

b 2

2

� �
;

b13 ¼ l2 1 l1d 2 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l1d
b 1 b 2

2

� �
1 l0 b 1 b 2 1

b 1

2

� �
;

b21 ¼ l2b 2 1 l2d 1 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l2d
b 1 b 1

2

� �
1 l0

b 2

2
;
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b23 ¼ l2b 2 1 l0 b 2 1 a2 1
a

2

� �� �
1 l2b 1 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l1b 2 d 2 1
d

2

� �
1 l2 a2 1að Þ

1 l2a1 d 1 1
d

2

� �
1 l1a2 d 2 1

d

2

� �
;

b24 ¼ l2 1 l0 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l0b 1

2
1 l1 b 1 b 2ð Þ d 2 1

d

2

� �
;

b31 ¼ l2b 1 1 l2d 1 b 1 b 2ð Þ1 l2d
b 1 b 2

2

� �
1 l0

b 1

2
;

b32 ¼ l2b 1 1 l0 b 1 1 a1 1
a

2

� �� �
1 l2b 2 d 1 1

d

2

� �

1 l1b 1 d 2 1
d

2

� �
1 l2 a1 1að Þ

1 l2a2 d 1 1
d

2

� �
1 l1a1 d 2 1

d

2

� �
;

b34 ¼ l2 1 l0 b 1 b 1ð Þ1 l0b 2

2
1 l1 b 1 b 1ð Þ d 2 1

d

2

� �
;

b42 ¼ l2b 1 1
l0b 1

2
1 l2 b 1 b 2ð Þ d 1 1

d

2

� �
;

b43 ¼ l2b 2 1
l0b 2

2
1 l2 b 1 b 1ð Þ d 1 1

d

2

� �
:

The payoff entries are obtained as follows. If the strategies of
the industrial marketers are the same, then all organizational
consumers who are loyal to an industrial marketer prefer that
industrial marketer’s product and organizational consumers
who are not loyal to either industrial marketer choose one of
them uniformly at random. Therefore, all entries of the main
diagonal of A7 are l1 1

l0
2 and those of B7 arel2 1

l0
2.

If M1 chooses U while M2 chooses E, fraction l2 1 l0 of
organizational consumers prefer M2’s product; among the
remaining fraction l1, fraction d 2 for whom empathy dominates
loyalty prefer M2’s product, and fraction d for whom empathy
and loyalty are of equal weight choose M1’s product or M2’s
product uniformly at random. Therefore, the corresponding

entry in B7 isl2 1 l0 1 l1 d 2 1 d
2

� �
. The remaining fraction

l1 d 1 1 d
2

� �
of organizational consumers prefer M1’s product

and is the corresponding entry in A7. Similarly, the entries
corresponding to the strategy pair (E, U) are

l1 1 l0 1 l2 d 2 1 d
2

� �
in A7 and l2 d 1 1 d

2

� �
in B7.

Now, suppose M1 chooses U while M2 chooses E1. Then,
fraction l1b 2 of organizational consumers who are loyal to M1

and empathetic to E2 prefer M1’s product. Fraction l0 b 2 of
organizational consumers who are loyal to neither M1 nor M2

but are empathetic to E2 choose M1’s product or M2’s product
uniformly at random. Among the fraction of organizational
consumers who are loyal toM1 and empathetic to E1 or to both
E1 and E2, fraction d 1 of organizational consumers who place

more weight on loyalty than empathy prefer M1’s product, and
fraction d of organizational consumers who place equal weight
on loyalty and empathy choose M1’s product or M2’s product
uniformly at random. The remaining fraction of organizational
consumers prefer M2’s product. We can similarly work out
entries corresponding to the pairs of strategies (U, E2), (E1, U)
and (E2, U).
If M1 chooses E1 and M2 chooses E, then fraction l1b 1 of

organizational consumers prefer M1’s product, as they are loyal
to M1 and empathize with E1. Fraction l0b 1 of organizational
consumers choose one of the products uniformly at random.
Now, among the fraction of organizational consumers who are
loyal to M1 and empathize with E2, those who place more
weight on loyalty than on empathy prefer M1’s product; among
the fraction of organizational consumers who place equal
weight on loyalty and empathy, half prefer M1’s product
because they choose one of the products uniformly at random.
This holds for the fraction of organizational consumers who are
loyal to M1 and empathize with both E1 and E2, as all
organizational consumers are compromising. The remaining
fraction of organizational consumers prefer M2’s product.
Similarly, we can work out the entries corresponding to the
pairs of strategies (E2, E), (E, E1) and (E, E2).
Finally, supposeM1 chooses E1 andM2 chooses E2.We shall

work out the entry a23. The fraction of organizational
consumers who empathize with E1 and are loyal to either M1 or
neither of them prefer M1’s product. Among the fraction of
organizational consumers who empathize with both E1 and E2

and are loyal to M1, those who place more weight on E1 and
those who place equal weight on E1 and E2 prefer M1’s
product. Now, among the remaining fraction of organizational
consumers who are loyal to neitherM1 norM2, those who place
more weight on E1 than E2 prefer M1’s product, and half of
those who place equal weight on E1 and E2 preferM1’s product
(as they choose either M1 or M2 uniformly at random). The
remaining fraction of organizational consumers are those who
are loyal to one industrial marketer but empathize with or place
more weight on the other industrial marketer’s ethical strategy.
Among the fraction of organizational consumers who are loyal
to M1 and empathize with E2, the fraction who place more
weight on loyalty than empathy and half of the fraction who
place equal weight on loyalty and empathy preferM1’s product.
Similarly, among the fraction of organizational consumers who
are loyal to M2 and empathize with E1, the fraction who place
more weight on empathy than loyalty and half of those who
place equal weight on loyalty and empathy preferM1’s product.
Moreover, among the fraction of organizational consumers
who place equal weight on E1 and E2 and are loyal to M1, the
fraction who place more weight on loyalty than empathy and
half of those who place equal weight on loyalty and empathy
prefer M1’s product. Similarly, among the fraction of
organizational consumers who place equal weight on E1 and E2

and are loyal to M2, the fraction who place more weight on
empathy than loyalty and half of those who place equal weight
on loyalty and empathy prefer M1’s product. We can similarly
work out entries b23, a32 and b32.
Each entry in the last row of A7 is greater than the

corresponding entries in the other rows. In other words,
the fourth row of A7 dominates the other rows. Therefore, E
is the best strategy for M1, no matter what M2 chooses.
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Similarly, we canwrite the entries of B7 (by swapping l1 and l2 in
A7) and show that each entry in the last column of B7 is greater
than the corresponding entries in the other columns. Hence, E
is the best strategy for M2, no matter what M1 chooses. That is
if y is the strategy that industrial marketer M2 chooses, in the
payoff matrix A7, we have (E, y)> (E1, y)> (U, y) and (E, y)>
(E2, y) > (U, y) for all y [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Similarly, if x is the
strategy that industrial marketer M1 chooses, in payoff matrix
B7, we have (x, E)> (x, E1) > (x, U) and (x, E)> (x, E2) > (x,
U) for all x [ {U, E1, E2, E}. Hence, (E, E) works best for both
industrial marketers.

Remark 5
Propositions 3 through 7 can also be proved in the case where
each industrial marketer has only two strategies (similar to
Propositions 1 and 2).

Remark 6
Proposition 7 can also be extended to the case where some
organizational consumers are extremely empathetic, some are
strongly empathetic and some are compromising.

Summary
Whether organizational consumers are aware or not, whether
organizational consumers are loyal or not, whether loyalty
dominates empathy or not, whether organizational consumers
are extremely empathetic or not, whether organizational
consumers are strongly empathetic or not, whether
organizational consumers are compromising or not, or whether
the industrial marketers have identical strategies or not, both
industrial marketers choosing ethical strategies is the unique
Nash equilibrium of themarket share game as long as there is at
least one organizational consumer who empathizes with M1’s
ethical strategy and at least one organizational consumer who
empathizes withM2’s ethical strategy. In other words, choosing
ethical strategies is mutually the best for both industrial
marketers tomaximize their respectivemarket shares.

Contribution to the industrial marketing ethics
literature

This study contributes to the industrial marketing ethics
literature in multiple ways. As mentioned earlier, there are few
studies in the industrial marketing ethics literature that
demonstrate a negative impact of industrial marketers’
unethical strategies on market share. Even fewer studies
examine the short-term impact of marketers’ ethical strategies.
This study challenges the widespread belief that unethical
strategies pay in the short-term and ethical strategies can be
relegated to the long-term (cf. Upadhyaya, 2015) and
demonstrates that only ethical strategies pay in the short-term.
This represents a unique contribution of this study to the
industrial marketing ethics literature.
Product management ethics is a sub-field under marketing

ethics, and as discussed elsewhere in this paper, prior studies of
product management ethics have paid greater attention to
issues such as value durability, socially controversial products,
environmentally incompatible products, product obsolescence,
use of animal flesh and leather, product counterfeiting and
product safety. This study builds upon Crane’s (2001) attempt
to define the notion of an ethical product by demonstrating a

positive association between an ethical product and market
share in industrial marketing contexts.
Efforts to examine the use of an ethical attribute as a strategy

for (positioning or) product differentiation in a competitive
scenario in industrial markets are scarce. As it is not clear
whether ethical attributes are a viable product differentiation
strategy for industrial marketers, the present study examines
viability in terms of market share [18]. Using a game theoretic
approach, this study shows that endowing offerings with ethical
product attributes results in the unique Nash equilibrium of the
game, that is, mutually best market shares for the competing
industrial marketers. Hence, this study extends the academic
knowledge on industrial marketing strategy.
Finally, this study is novel in using a game theoretic approach

to demonstrate the positive implications of ethical strategies for
industrial marketers. This study shows that a game theoretic
approach has much to offer for understanding industrial
marketing ethics and especially for promoting ethical marketing
in industrial market place.

Implications for industrial marketing executives

The propositions in this work provide numerous implications
for industrial marketing executives. These implications shall
bear relevance while craftingmarketing strategies.
Proposition 1 implies that industrial marketing executives

should be sensitive to the ethical views of their target segments
and design product attributes accordingly. As target segments
in industrial markets usually consist of organizational
consumers who prefer ethical to unethical strategies, industrial
marketers should endow offerings with ethical rather than
unethical product attributes tomaximize their market shares.
A related implication of Proposition 2 is that industrial

marketing executives may need to invest in category-building
efforts to increase the share of organizational consumers in their
target segments who are aware of the ethical or unethical nature
of product attributes of existing and potential offerings in the
product category. This is because the gain in market share
attributable to using ethical product attributes depends upon
the presence of “aware” organizational consumers in the target
segments.
Proposition 3 implies that industrial marketing executives

should identify potential attributes that could be perceived as
unethical in the product category before formulating their
ethical product strategy. When an offering can be endowed
with multiple product attributes, each of which can be ethical
or unethical, the industrial marketer should choose to endow
the offering with all ethical product attributes to achieve her
best possiblemarket share.
Proposition 4 implies that industrial marketing executives

may attempt to assess the extent to which organizational
consumers in the target segments like to make trade-offs
between ideal and available combinations of ethical product
attributes. While such trade-offs are possible, it is still prudent
for the industrial marketer to endow her offering with the ideal
combination of ethical product attributes to maximize her
market share.
Proposition 5 implies that industrial marketing executives

may want to be cognizant of the typical rank order of various
unethical product attributes that organizational consumers in
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the target segments wish to avoid. However, even when there
exists such a rank order, it is safe for the industrial marketer to
avoid all unethical product attributes irrespective of the rank
order tomaximize hermarket share.
Proposition 6 implies that industrial marketing executives

may ascertain the extent to which organizational consumers in
the target segments would be willing to fully compromise their
preference for ethical product attributes, especially when
products with such ethical attributes are unavailable in the
market. Moreover, in such scenarios, industrial marketers who
opt for ethical product strategies will be able to attain the best
possible market shares.
Proposition 7 implies that it may be valuable for industrial

marketing executives to understand the trade-offs perceived by
their organizational consumers between loyalty to the industrial
marketer and empathy with the ethical product attribute. Even
when the organizational consumers are willing to trade off their
preference for the ethical product attribute for their loyalty to
the industrial marketer, an industrial marketer may benefit
from using an ethical product strategy to maximize her market
share.

Limitations and future research avenues

The scope of this study is limited to the industrial marketers’
objective of maximizingmarket share. The use of the concept of
market share in the games revealed that ethical product
strategies yield the best possible market share for the industrial
marketer. Industrial marketers could have other objectives,
including maximizing profitability, but considerations of such
objectives are beyond the scope of the present study. Future
studies could explore the impact of ethical product strategies on
profitability, among other objectives.
This study also assumed that the prices of the products are

identical. However, as organizational consumers’ preferences
may be distributed along a continuum from justice-led
preferences to pure self-centered preferences (giving greater
weight to price than any other considerations), future research
may relax the assumption that prices are identical and study its
implications for the games. Moreover, the games in this study
considered only two industrial marketers; future work may
address the issue of an increase in competition and examine the
validity of the results in scenarios with more than two players.
In addition, the games in this study considered one time period.
Future studies may address possible inconsistencies with
respect to an industrial marketer’s use of an ethical or unethical
product strategy across various time periods. Finally, this study
is situated in a product management context under the
industrial marketing ethics domain. Future studies can
examine the payoffs of ethical strategies for industrial marketers
in other settings, including promotion management,
distributionmanagement and pricemanagement.

Notes

1. The American Marketing Association defines
“marketing” as the “activity, set of institutions, and
processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and
exchanging offerings that have value for customers,
clients, partners, and society at large” (www.ama.org/the-

definition-of-marketing-what-is-marketing/) and the term
“marketer” here refers to an organization that conducts
marketing of its offerings.

2. A Nash equilibrium is a pair of strategies that are mutual
best responses.

3. The notion that the inclusion of ethical attributes in the
production process cannot increase prices is consistent
with the corporate governance perspective. This view
implies that shareholders’ extra profits accrued through
unethical practices can be curtailed in exchange for a
fairer distribution of benefits among the corporate
stakeholders.

4. Although ethical alternatives need not necessarily be
costless, any increase in cost to an industrial marketer as a
result of switching from an unethical alternative to the
ethical one could be counterbalanced by various benefits
to the industrial marketer, such as reduced lawsuits,
enhanced company image, improved productivity in the
value chain and avoidance of bad press/publicity.

5. First, the scope of this study is limited to the industrial
marketers’ objective of maximizing market share. Other
objectives, including that of maximizing profitability, are
beyond the scope of the present study as noted in the
section “Limitations and Future Research Avenues”.
Second, although industrial marketers may be expected
by social norm or law to have other-regarding preferences,
their lack of trust in reciprocal conformity may motivate
them to adopt unethical strategies.

6. Uniformly at random means random with equal
probability (or chance) for every outcome.

7. First, this assumption is reasonable given some published
studies (Folkes and Kamins, 1999; Moosmayer, 2012;
Paharia, 2020; Rudell, 2006). Second, in this study,
organizational consumers are not players. Their role is
taken as an exogenous variable and not an internal
variable of strategic choice. Their choices are natural
phenomena affecting payoffs from outside.

8. Here, the first coordinate is the strategy of the first
industrial marketer, and the second coordinate is that of
the second industrial marketer.

9. Well-informed about a particular situation or development
(https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/; www.
thesaurus.com/; andwww.dictionary.com/).

10. Showing or having an ability to understand and share
someone else’s feelings or experiences by imagining
what it would be like to be in that person’s situation
(https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/; www.
thesaurus.com/; and www.dictionary.com/).

11. A bimatrix game (A, B) is a two-player game where A is
the payoff matrix of Player 1 and B is that of Player 2.

12. The payoff matrix of an industrial marketer consists of the
market-shares (or fractions of the market-share) of that
industrial marketer for every pair of strategies of the
industrial marketers. Industrial marketer M1’s strategies
correspond to rows and industrial marketer M2’s strategy
corresponds to columns.
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13. Henceforth, the strategies will not be denoted as “U,”
“E1” and “E2”. Instead, the strategies will be denoted as
(P^S), (:P^S), (P^:S) and (:P^:S).

14. A dominating strategy is one that gives the same or greater
market share compared with other strategies.

15. A strategy is strictly dominating if it gives strictly greater
market share compared with other strategies.

16. A state of giving or showing firm and constant support or
allegiance to a person or an institution (https://dictionary.
cambridge.org/dictionary/english/; www.thesaurus.com/;
and www.dictionary.com/).

17. An organizational consumer for whom loyalty dominates
empathy prefers the industrial marketer to whom he/she is
loyal, even if this industrial marketer chooses the
unethical strategy and the other industrial marketer
chooses the ethical strategy. An organizational consumer
for whom empathy dominates loyalty prefers the
industrial marketer to whom he/she is not loyal if this
industrial marketer (but not the industrial marketer to
whom he/she is loyal) chooses the ethical strategy with
which this organizational consumer empathizes.

18. When both industrial marketers play the same strategies,
it may not be complicated to figure out how the market
share will be divided. However, when one industrial
marketer plays unethically and the other plays ethically, it
may not be obvious to figure out who will receive higher
market share.

References

Aalberts, R.J. and Jennings, M.M. (1999), “The ethics of
slotting: is this bribery, facilitation marketing or just plain
competition?”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 20 No. 3,
pp. 207-215.

Abela, A.V. and Murphy, P.E. (2008), “Marketing with
integrity: ethics and the service-dominant logic for
marketing”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
Vol. 36No. 1, pp. 39-53.

Aggarwal, P., Vaidyanathan, R. and Castleberry, S. (2012),
“Managerial and public attitudes toward ethics in marketing
research”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 109 No. 4,
pp. 463-481.

Albert, L.S., Reynolds, S.J. and Turan, B. (2015), “Turning
inward or focusing out? Navigating theories of interpersonal
and ethical cognitions to understand ethical decision-
making”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 130 No. 2,
pp. 467-484.

Anaza, N.A., Rutherford, B., Rollins, M. and Nickell, D.
(2015), “Ethical climate and job satisfaction among
organizational buyers: an empirical study”, Journal of
Business& IndustrialMarketing, Vol. 30No. 8, pp. 962-972.

Anwer, E., Deshpande, S., Derry, R. and Basil, D.Z. (2020),
“The value of values in business purchase decisions”, Journal
of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 35 No. 8,
pp. 1323-1334.

Ariffin, K., Razali, A., Nikman, K., Baharum, N.D. and
Wahab, R.A. (2017), “The use of weasel words as

disclaimers in superiority claims”, Gading Journal for the
Social Sciences, Vol. 17No. 1, pp. 1-17.

Armstrong, R.W. (1992), “An empirical investigation of
international marketing ethics: problems encountered by
Australian firms”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 11 No. 3,
pp. 161-171.

Armstrong, R.W. (1996), “The relationship between culture
and perception of ethical problems in international
marketing”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 15 No. 11,
pp. 1199-1208.

Arnold, D.G. and Bowie, N.E. (2003), “Sweatshops and
respect for persons”, Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 13 No. 2,
pp. 221-242.

Arnold, D.G. and Bowie, N.E. (2007), “Respect for workers
in global supply chains: advancing the debate over
sweatshops”, Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 17 No. 1,
pp. 135-145.

Arnold, D.G. and Hartman, L.P. (2003), “Moral imagination
and the future of sweatshops”, Business and Society Review,
Vol. 108No. 4, pp. 425-461.

Bakir, A. and Vitell, S.J. (2010), “The ethics of food advertising
targeted toward children: parental viewpoint”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 91No. 2, pp. 299-311.

Bass, F., Haruvy, E. and Prasad, A. (2006), “Variable pricing
in oligopoly markets”, The Journal of Business, Vol. 79 No. 6,
pp. 2789-2809.

Bone, P.F. and Corey, R.J. (2000), “Packaging ethics:
perceptual differences among packaging professionals, brand
managers and ethically-interested consumers”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 24No. 3, pp. 199-213.

Bone, P.F. and Corey, R.J. (1992), “Ethical dilemmas in
packaging: beliefs of packaging professionals”, Journal of
Macromarketing, Vol. 12No. 1, pp. 45-54.

Bowen, S. (2004), “Organizational factors encouraging ethical
decision making: an exploration into the case of an
exemplar”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 52 No. 4,
pp. 311-324.

Boyd, C. (2012), “The Nestlé infant formula controversy and a
strange web of subsequent business scandals”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 106No. 3, pp. 283-293.

Brenkert, G.G. (2008),Marketing Ethics, Blackwell Publishing,
Malden,MA.

Brenkert, G.G. (1998a), “Marketing and the vulnerable”,
Business Ethics Quarterly, [Special issue: Ruffin Series: New
Approaches to Business Ethics], Vol. 8, pp. 7-20.

Brenkert, G.G. (1998b), “Marketing to inner-city blacks:
powermaster and moral responsibility”, Business Ethics
Quarterly, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 1-18.

Brenkert, G.G. (2000), “Social products liability: the case of
the firearms manufacturers”, Business Ethics Quarterly,
Vol. 10No. 1, pp. 21-32.

Brown, T.J. and Dacin, P.A. (1997), “The company and the
product: corporate associations and consumer product
responses”, Journal ofMarketing, Vol. 61No. 1, pp. 68-84.

Browning, J. and Zabriskie, N.B. (1983), “How ethical are
industrial buyers?”, Industrial Marketing Management,
Vol. 12No. 4, pp. 219-224.

Carrington, M.J., Neville, B.A. and Whitwell, G.J. (2010),
“Why ethical consumers don’t walk their talk: towards a
framework for understanding the gap between the ethical

Ethical marketing strategies

Nagarajan Krishnamurthy, Biswanath Swain and Jayasankar Ramanathan

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing

Volume 37 · Number 6 · 2022 · 1373–1388

1385

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/
www.thesaurus.com/
http://www.dictionary.com/


purchase intentions and actual buying behaviour of ethically
minded consumers”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 97No. 1,
pp. 139-158.

Carter, S.M., Mayes, C., Eagle, L. and Dahl, S. (2017), “A
code of ethics for social marketing? Bridging procedural
ethics and ethics-in-practice”, Journal of Nonprofit & Public
SectorMarketing, Vol. 29No. 1, pp. 20-38.

Carter, T., Schuchman, B. and Hills, D. (2013), “Should this
toy be saved? A newly re-energized consumer product safety
commission is on a mission. Some wonder whether it’s the
right one”, American Bar Association Journal, Vol. 99 No. 5,
pp. 48-55.

Chakrabarty, S. and Bass, A.E. (2015), “Comparing virtue,
consequentialist, and deontological ethics-based corporate
social responsibility: mitigating microfinance risk in
institutional voids”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 126No. 3,
pp. 487-512.

Chonko, L.B. (1995), Ethical Decision Making in Marketing,
Sage Publications, Inc., ThousandOaks, CA.

Chou, S. and Chen, C.W. (2018), “The influences of relational
benefits on repurchase intention in service contexts: the roles
of gratitude, trust and commitment”, Journal of Business &
IndustrialMarketing, Vol. 33No. 5, pp. 680-692.

Crane, A. (2001), “Unpacking the ethical product”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 30No. 4, pp. 361-373.

Crane, A. and Kazmi, B.A. (2010), “Business and children:
mapping impacts, managing responsibilities”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 91No. 4, pp. 567-586.

Dixit, A., Gundlach, G.T., Malhotra, N.K. and Allvine, F.C.
(2006), “Aggressive and predatory pricing: insights and
empirical examination in the airline industry”, Journal of
Public Policy&Marketing, Vol. 25No. 2, pp. 172-187.

Elahee, M. and Brooks, C.M. (2004), “Trust and negotiation
tactics: perceptions about business-to-business negotiations
in Mexico”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing,
Vol. 19No. 6, pp. 397-404.

Elegido, J.M. (2009), “The just price: three insights from the
Salamanca school”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 90 No. 1,
pp. 29-46.

Elegido, J.M. (2011), “The ethics of price discrimination”,
Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 21No. 4, pp. 633-660.

Enderle, G. (1996), “Towards business ethics as an academic
discipline”,Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 43-65.

Escalas, J.E. (2004), “Imagine yourself in the product: mental
simulation, narrative transportation, and persuasion”,
Journal of Advertising, Vol. 33No. 2, pp. 37-48.

Flanigan, J. (2018), “Sweatshop regulation and workers’
choices”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 153 No. 1,
pp. 79-94.

Folkes, V.S. andKamins, M.A. (1999), “Effects of information
about firms’ ethical and unethical actions on consumers’
attitudes”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 8 No. 3,
pp. 243-259.

Ha, B.C. and Nam, H. (2016), “Ethical judgments in supply
chain management: a scenario analysis”, Journal of Business
& IndustrialMarketing, Vol. 31No. 1, pp. 59-69.

Hemphill, T.A. (2010), “Extraordinary pricing of orphan
drugs: is it a socially responsible strategy for the US
pharmaceutical industry?”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 94
No. 2, pp. 225-242.

Herbst, K.C., Hannah, S.T. and Allan, D. (2013),
“Advertisement disclaimer speed and corporate social
responsibility: ‘costs’ to consumer comprehension and
effects on brand trust and purchase intention”, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 117No. 2, pp. 297-311.

Hunt, S.D. and Vitell, S.J. (2006), “The general theory of
marketing ethics: a revision and three questions”, Journal of
Macromarketing, Vol. 26No. 2, pp. 143-153.

Hunt, S.D. and Vitell, S.J. (1986), “A general theory of
marketing ethics”, Journal of Macromarketing, Vol. 6 No. 1,
pp. 5-16.

Indounas, K. (2008), “The relationship between pricing and
ethics in two industrial service industries”, Journal of Business
& IndustrialMarketing, Vol. 23No. 3, pp. 161-169.

Kates, M. (2015), “The ethics of sweatshops and the limits
of choice”,Business EthicsQuarterly, Vol. 25No. 2, pp. 191-212.

Klein, B. and Murphy, K.M. (2008), “Exclusive dealing
intensifies competition for distribution”, Antitrust Law
Journal, Vol. 75No. 2, pp. 433-466.

Koenigsberg, O., Kohli, R. and Montoya, R. (2011), “The
design of durable goods”, Marketing Science, Vol. 30 No. 1,
pp. 111-122.

Kujala, J. and Pietiläinen, T. (2004), “Female managers’
ethical decision-making: a multidimensional approach”,
Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 53Nos 1/2, pp. 153-163.

Lei, H., Ha, A.T.L. and Le, P.B. (2020), “How ethical
leadership cultivates radical and incremental innovation: the
mediating role of tacit and explicit knowledge sharing”,
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 35 No. 5,
pp. 849-862.

Leslie, C.R. (2013), “Predatory pricing and recoupment”,
Columbia LawReview, Vol. 113No. 7, pp. 1695-1771.

Lisman, C.D. (1996), The Circular Integration of Ethics: Theory
and Practice, Praeger Publication,Westport, CT.

Liu, Z., Zeng, F. and Su, C. (2009), “Does relationship quality
matter in consumer ethical decision making? Evidence from
China”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 88, pp. 483-496.

Low, W. and Davenport, E. (2009), “Organizational
leadership, ethics and the challenges of marketing fair and
ethical trade”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 86, pp. 97-108.

Lu, S.K. and Yan, H. (2016), “Contractual control, the
propensity to trust, active trust development: construction
industry”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 31
No. 4, pp. 459-471.

McGowan, P. (2020), “Use of effectuation by established
micro businesses: short-term gain, long-term pain?”,
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 36 No. 1,
pp. 60-71.

Mehafdi, M. (2000), “The ethics of international transfer
pricing”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 28 No. 4,
pp. 365-381.

Melamed, A.D. (2006), “Exclusive dealing agreements and
other exclusionary conduct – are there unifying principles?”,
Antitrust Law Journal, Vol. 73No. 2, pp. 375-412.

Micewski, E.R. and Troy, C. (2007), “Business ethics–
deontologically revisited”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 72
No. 1, pp. 17-25.

Miller, R.J., Munoz, L. and Mallin, M. (2021),
“Acquaintances or friends? Exploring the effects of contracts,
trust and ethical level on opportunism in manufacturer-

Ethical marketing strategies

Nagarajan Krishnamurthy, Biswanath Swain and Jayasankar Ramanathan

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing

Volume 37 · Number 6 · 2022 · 1373–1388

1386



distributor relationships”, Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing, Vol. 36No. 1, pp. 137-149.

Miner, M. and Petocz, A. (2003), “Moral theory in ethical
decisionmaking: problems, clarifications and recommendations
from a psychological perspective”, Journal of Business Ethics,
Vol. 42No. 1, pp. 11-25.

Mitchell, V.W., Balabanis, G., Schlegelmilch, B.B. and
Cornwell, T.B. (2009), “Measuring unethical consumer
behavior across four countries”, Journal of Business Ethics,
Vol. 88No. 2, pp. 395-412.

Moosmayer, D.C. (2012), “Negativity bias in consumer price
response to ethical information”, Business Ethics: A European
Review, Vol. 21No. 2, pp. 198-208.

Munoz, L. and Mallin, M. (2019), “Unethical sales behavior
neutralization: the impact of salesperson role variables and
moderating effects of role relationship orientation”, Journal
of Business& IndustrialMarketing, Vol. 34No. 1, pp. 62-79.

Murli, D. (2011), “Key ethical issues in B2B pricing”, Business
Line, available at: www.thehindubusinessline.com/news/
education/Key-ethical-issues-in-B2B-pricing/article20255577.
ece (accessed 19May 2021).

Murphy, P.E., Laczniak, G.R., Bowie, N.E. and Klein, T.A.
(2005),EthicalMarketing, Pearson, PrenticeHall, NJ.

Nebenzhal, I.D. and Jaffe, E.D. (1998), “Ethical dimensions of
advertising executions”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 17
No. 7, pp. 805-815.

Paharia, N. (2020), “Who receives credit or blame? The effects
of made-to-order production on responses to unethical and
ethical company production practices”, Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 84No. 1, pp. 88-104.

Palmer, D. and Hedberg, T. (2013), “The ethics of marketing
to vulnerable populations”, Journal of Business Ethics,
Vol. 116No. 2, pp. 403-413.

Phillips, B.J. and McQuarrie, E.F. (2010), “Narrative and
persuasion in fashion advertising”, Journal of Consumer
Research, Vol. 37No. 3, pp. 368-392.

Piercy, N.F. and Lane, N. (2007), “Ethical and moral
dilemmas associated with strategic relationships between
business-to-business buyers and sellers”, Journal of Business
Ethics, Vol. 72No. 1, pp. 87-102.

Powell, B. and Zwolinski, M. (2012), “The ethical and
economic case against sweatshop labor: a critical
assessment”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 107 No. 4,
pp. 449-472.

Putrevu, S. and Swimberghek, K. (2013), “The influence of
religiosity on consumer ethical judgments and responses
toward sexual appeals”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 115
No. 2, pp. 351-365.

Rudell, F. (2006), “Shopping with a social conscience:
consumer attitudes toward sweatshop labor”, Clothing
and Textiles Research Journal, Vol. 24 No. 4,
pp. 282-296.

Schaefer, G.O. and Savulescu, J. (2014), “The ethics of
producing in vitro meat”, Journal of Applied Philosophy,
Vol. 31No. 2, pp. 188-202.

Schlegelmilch, B.B. and Öberseder, M. (2010), “Half a
century of marketing ethics: shifting perspectives and
emerging trends”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 93 No. 1,
pp. 1-19.

Schwepker, C.H. (2003), “An exploratory investigation of the
relationship between ethical conflict and salesperson
performance”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing,
Vol. 18Nos 4/5, pp. 435-446.

Schwepker, C.H. (2016), “Servant leadership, distributive
justice and commitment to customer value in the salesforce”,
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 31 No. 1,
pp. 70-82.

Schwepker, C.H. and Good, D.J. (2013), “Improving
salespeople’s trust in the organization, moral judgment and
performance through transformational leadership”, Journal
of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 28 No. 7,
pp. 535-546.

Schwepker, C.H. and Ingram, T.N. (2016), “Ethical
leadership in the salesforce: effects on salesperson customer
orientation, commitment to customer value and job stress”,
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 31 No. 7,
pp. 914-927.

Snyder, J. (2010), “Exploitation and sweatshop labor:
perspectives and issues”, Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 20
No. 2, pp. 187-213.

Spotswood, F. and Nairn, A. (2016), “Children as vulnerable
consumers: a first conceptualisation”, Journal of Marketing
Management, Vol. 32Nos 3/4, pp. 211-229.

Tanner, C., Medin, D.L. and Iliev, R. (2008), “Influence of
deontological versus consequentialist orientations on act
choices and framing effects: when principles are more
important than consequences”, European Journal of Social
Psychology, Vol. 38No. 5, pp. 757-769.

Trawick, I.F. and Swan, J.E. (1988), “How salespeople err
with purchasers: overstepping ethical bounds”, Journal
of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 3 No. 2,
pp. 5-11.

Tybout, A.M. and Zaltman, G. (1974), “Ethics in marketing
research: their practical relevance”, Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 11No. 4, pp. 357-368.

Upadhyaya, V. (2015), “Don’t chase success at the cost of
business ethics”, available at: https://yourstory.com/2015/09/
business-ethics/ (accessed 4 August 2017).

Valeur, C.C. (2014), “The potential for green textile sourcing
from Tirupur: on the path to more sustainable global
textile chains”, available at: www.norden.org/en/publication/
potential-green-textile-sourcing-tirupur (accessed 24 June
2021).

Verbos, A.K. and Miller, J.S. (2015), “When harm is at stake:
ethical value orientation, managerial decisions, and relational
outcomes”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 127 No. 1,
pp. 149-163.

Vitell, S.J. (2003), “Consumer ethics research: review,
synthesis and suggestions for the future”, Journal of Business
Ethics, Vol. 43Nos 1/2, pp. 33-47.

Vitell, S.J. (1986), “Marketing ethics: conceptual and
empirical foundations of a positive theory of decision
making in marketing situations having ethical content”,
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech University,
Lubbock, TX.

Vitell, S.J. and Muncy, J. (1992), “Consumer ethics: an
empirical investigation of factors influencing ethical
judgments of the final consumer”, Journal of Business Ethics,
Vol. 11No. 8, pp. 585-597.

Ethical marketing strategies

Nagarajan Krishnamurthy, Biswanath Swain and Jayasankar Ramanathan

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing

Volume 37 · Number 6 · 2022 · 1373–1388

1387

http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/news/education/Key-ethical-issues-in-B2B-pricing/article20255577.ece
http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/news/education/Key-ethical-issues-in-B2B-pricing/article20255577.ece
http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/news/education/Key-ethical-issues-in-B2B-pricing/article20255577.ece
https://yourstory.com/2015/09/business-ethics/
https://yourstory.com/2015/09/business-ethics/
http://www.norden.org/en/publication/potential-green-textile-sourcing-tirupur
http://www.norden.org/en/publication/potential-green-textile-sourcing-tirupur


Zanini, M.T. and Musante, M. (2013), “Trust in the
knowledge economy”, Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing, Vol. 28No. 6, pp. 487-493.

Zarkada-Fraser, A. and Fraser, C. (2001), “Moral decision
making in international sales negotiations”, Journal of
Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 16 No. 4,
pp. 274-293.

Zhao, B. and Xu, S. (2013), “Does consumer unethical
behavior relate to birthplace? Evidence from China”, Journal
of Business Ethics, Vol. 113No. 3, pp. 1-14.

Zwolinski, M. (2008), “The ethics of price gouging”, Business
Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 18No. 3, pp. 347-378.

Zwolinski, M. (2009), “Dialogue on price gouging:
price gouging, non-worseness, and distributive
justice”, Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 19 No. 2,
pp. 295-306.

Corresponding author
Nagarajan Krishnamurthy can be contacted at:
nagarajan@iimidr.ac.in

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Ethical marketing strategies

Nagarajan Krishnamurthy, Biswanath Swain and Jayasankar Ramanathan

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing

Volume 37 · Number 6 · 2022 · 1373–1388

1388

mailto:nagarajan@iimidr.ac.in


Reproduced with permission of copyright owner. Further reproduction
prohibited without permission.


	Ethical marketing strategies: the unique Nashequilibrium
	Introduction
	Review of the relevant literature and the study context
	Model and results
	Proposition 1
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 2
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 3
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 4
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 5
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 6
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Proposition 7
	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed

	Undefined namespace prefix
xmlXPathCompOpEval: parameter error
xmlXPathEval: evaluation failed


	Summary

	Contribution to the industrial marketing ethics literature
	Implications for industrial marketing executives
	Limitations and future research avenues
	References


