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ABSTRACT

Corporations sometimes do things not always in the best interest of consumers, society,
and the environment. In response, consumers have increasingly come together to hold
corporations accountable for their unethical practices (brand transgressions) through a multitude
of activist-like behaviors. When companies transgress, consumers may turn to their shopping
bags and social media accounts, among other forms of online and offline action, to stand against
unethical corporate practices, commonly called consumer activism.

The study of personal goals as a motivational driver has gained growing attention among
consumer activism scholars. However, knowledge advancement is hindered by the need for a
reliable and valid scale that can measure consumer activists’ personally motivated goals. Extant
measures have some critical limitations. First, they were developed in the context of boycotting
only, which limits their application to other activist-like behaviors. Second, they conflated
different motivational constructs, creating problems of content and construct validity. Third,
extant measures were proposed without systematically investigating construct breadth and
dimensionality. This is a crucial step in scale development because it increases researchers’
confidence that relevant personal goals have been adequately identified and translated into a
measurement protocol.

This dissertation addresses these limitations by proposing a measurement scale of
consumer activism personal goals that observes best practices in scale development in the social
sciences. This process starts with an in-depth, interdisciplinary literature review on consumer
activism that culminates with conceptualizing consumer activism as a goal-oriented behavior
directed against a company concerning an issue of personal relevance. In addition, a typological

model of consumer activism is proposed — the 6 Ps of Consumer Activism.



Subsequently, the scale is developed through a multi-study design. Study 1 aims to 1)
investigate the theoretical breadth of the construct and its dimensions and 2) generate an initial
pool of measurement items. This is accomplished through in-depth interviews with consumer
activists, a panel discussion with experts, and cognitive interviews with consumer activists.
Study 2 focuses on assessing the latent structure of the measurement scale via EFA. Finally,
Study 3 provides additional statistical support concerning the final measurement protocol via
CFA and measurement validity assessment. As a result, a 20-item measurement scale is proposed
to indicate five personally motivated goals of consumer activists — the Consumer Activism
Motivation Scale (CAMS). The CAMS can help researchers and practitioners in predicting

various behavioral and perceptual outcomes in the context of consumer activism.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Corporations sometimes do things not always in the best interest of consumers, society,
and the world (Heldman, 2017). In response, consumers have increasingly come together to hold
corporations accountable for their unethical practices, which are referred to as corporate
transgressions and will be formally conceptualized below. From Nestle’s aggressive marketing
of infant formula in underdeveloped countries (Heldman, 2017), to Facebook’s lenience toward
the spread of hate speech and fake news (Hsu & Lutz, 2020), to corporate head-in-sand response
toward the war in Ukraine (Ross Sorkin & Giang, 2022), consumers have risen and used their
shopping bags and social media accounts, among other forms of action, to stand against business
unethical practices.

Consumer activism has moved from the fringes of political participation to become a
mainstream behavior that one in three U.S. Americans has engaged in the past year (Center For
Climate Change Communication, 2021). According to some estimates, consumer activism is the
second most common form of political participation, only behind voting (Keeter et al., 2002).
From preventing an irreversible climate disaster (Lenton et al., 2019) to standing up against
human rights violations (Micheletti, 2003), consumer activism’s role in the betterment of society
cannot be ignored, nonetheless.

Still, it is not unusual for consumer activism campaigns to fail in changing corporate
practices, and consequences to companies are sometimes limited to corporate reputation damages
(Heldman, 2017). This has been linked to a reliance on feel-good, low-threshold forms of
activism, such as social media posting and sharing, that has overshadowed more effortful
behaviors, such as protests and boycotts, as exemplified by the UNICEF’s “Likes Don’t Save

Lives” campaign (Kristofferson et al., 2014).



This dissertation investigates the underlying motivations that energize consumers to
move from a state of inertia or indifference to one of action in response to corporate
transgressions. Research focused on understanding the multifaceted motivations of consumer
activism participation can 1) allow advocacy groups and engaged consumers to design better
campaigns that are more likely to go beyond reputational damage and make a real difference in
the world by changing business practices and 2) inform CSR and corporate advocacy
communication strategies. As much as the literature has called for more research on this topic
(Makarem & Jae, 2016), the lack of a comprehensive typology [although see Muraro and Rifon
(in press)] and the advance of valid and reliable measurement operationalizations on consumer
activism motivations has hindered knowledge development in this domain. Therefore, this
dissertation research aims to fill this gap by conceptualizing consumer activism as a goal-
oriented behavior and proposing a psychometric measurement scale of consumer activists' goals
as a motivational drive.

What Is Consumer Activism, and Why Should We Care About 1t?

From a corporate perspective, target corporations may experience adverse reputational
and financial outcomes due to consumer activism (Klein et al., 2004; Rauschnabel et al., 2016;
Villagra et al., 2021). SeaWorld, for instance, has faced decisive consumer anti-brand actions
following the release of the documentary Blackfish in 2013. The movie tells the story of the
suffering of killer whales living in water tanks for the amusement of SeaWorld visitors. One year
after the documentary release, the company reported a 5.6 percent park attendance decline, a ten-
dollar decrease in stock prices, and a 50 percent loss in revenue. The SeaWorld case is not in
isolation. Other companies have also faced strong opposition from consumers. Examples abound,

including Nike and the sweatshop supply chain crisis in the 1990s (Locke, 2003; Stolle et al.,



2005), the British Petroleum (BP) oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010 (Heldman, 2017), and,
more recently, Facebook (Meta) due to its lethargic corporate response to the dissemination of
hate speech and misinformation on its platform (The New York Times 2020; Villagra, Monfort,
and Méndez-Suarez 2021).

From a political science viewpoint, consumer activism has entailed a reconceptualization
of political participation. In the 1970s, traditional forms of political engagement started to dim,
as indicated by dwindling voter turnout numbers and shrinking political rallies attendance
unwillingness to handle new, complex social problems, such as environmental degradation,
exposed governability and popular representation challenges that sparked growing skepticism
toward public institutions’ legitimacy (Micheletti, 2003). Consumer activism is partially a
response to that, whereby citizens started to engage in individual responsibility-taking behaviors
concerning social, political, and environmental problems (issues) and placed their demands
directly onto corporations instead of government representatives.

In this context, citizens realize that consumption is more than a mere financial
transaction. Instead, it has become a process of political power transfer from consumers to
corporations. In parallel, corporate agents understand that to sustain their economic dominance,
they cannot simply focus on expanding market share through the trading of goods and services
but on increasing their share of influence on public decisions, i.e., to govern (Micheletti & Stolle,
2007). From this perspective, as de Moor (2017) argued, consumer activism can be illustrated by
the mantra “be the change you want to see in the world.”

The lack of official numbers about consumer activism participation makes it difficult to

accurately estimate its size, impact, and normative value. However, evidence indicates that



consumer activism is a growing phenomenon that elicits participation from a sizeable portion of
society with real-world consequences. A review of published international surveys shows that
boycotting and petition-signing behaviors increased by 2.9 and 4.4 fold, respectively, from 1974
to 1999 (Stolle et al., 2005). This growth can also be observed in media coverage. The number of
news stories published by The New York Times and the Washington Post rose to more than
2,000 yearly from 2000 to 2010, from four in 1990 (Heldman, 2017).

Heldman's (2017) recent review of consumer activism cases indicates that many
campaigns achieved their goals concerning changes in corporate practices, thus showing that
consumer activism can have a real-world impact. Consequently, the growing popular adherence
to consumer activism as a viable strategy to influence corporate decisions renders practical
relevance and scientific importance to the topic as an object of study.

Why Does Understanding Consumer Activism Motivations Matter?

Consumer activism motivations matter from theoretical and applied perspectives. From a
theoretical perspective, understanding the underlying motivations of consumer activism can
better equip researchers to predict what activist-like behaviors are more likely to be enacted. The
concept of motivation has been central in psychology to understand, differentiate, and predict
human behavior (Woodside & Chebat, 2001). Motivational models tend to fall into the broad
category of behaviorism learning theories and have helped explain why individuals behave in a
certain way in certain circumstances. Motivation is typically viewed as a learning mechanism
because, through past experiences, individuals learn that certain behaviors are more effective
than others in achieving a desired consequence or goal. Consequently, when researchers can
determine what goals motivate individuals, they are better positioned to predict behaviors.

Humans are naturally motivated to engage in a behavioral response congruent with



adesired end-state (Gutman, 1982) or personal goals (Ford, 1992). Therefore, people may be
motivated to engage in the same behavior for various reasons. Understanding these goals can
shed light on several inquiries underexplored in the consumer activism domain. Consumer
activists’ goals elicit a motivational force that influences a range of perceptual outcomes
including 1) the perceived egregiousness of corporate practices (Klein et al., 2004), 2)
assessment of collective action participation costs and gains (John & Klein, 2003), and 3)
emotional intensity as evidenced in expressions against target brands on social media (Makarem
& Jae, 2016). Additionally, consumer activists’ goal can determine the amount of effort
participants are willing to devote to elicit support from others in their social network (Legocki et
al., 2020; Makarem & Jae, 2016), thus influencing participation likelihood in boycott campaigns
(Klein et al., 2004).

Therefore, from an applied perspective, differentiating consumer activist segments based
on a measurement of their personally motivating goals will inform future research seeking to
understand better why some consumer activism campaigns receive greater support and are more
likely to succeed while others fail even to reach the first steps of militance escalation (Friedman,
1995, 2002). Moreover, reliable measurement of consumer activism motives could be helpful to
understand when low threshold forms of participation, e.g., online activism or boycotting, are
likely to be a “foot-in-the-door” for future engagement via more impactful behaviors, e.g.,
protesting (Kristofferson et al., 2014; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009). Furthermore, consumer
activism motivations may be an essential predictor of episodical (low-frequency) participation,
e.g., just one tweet to support a campaign, or sustained (high-frequency) action, e.g., multiple

Furthermore, this knowledge could help campaign organizers strategically decide when



to employ a thematic frame, whereby a corporate transgression is contextualized as part of a
larger structural problem, or an episodic frame, whereby the transgression itself is the sole focus
of the mobilization (Micheletti & Stolle, 2007). In addition, understanding consumer activism
personal goals can allow marketing and communication practitioners to compartmentalize
activist publics and more effectively tailor their brand and public relations strategies to different
segments and deploy custom brand forgiveness (Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019) and post-incident
client recovery strategies (see Khamitov et al. 2020).

Why Is It Relevant to Develop a Scale to Measure Motives (Goals) to Engage in Consumer
Activism?

Although consumer activism motivations have been long discussed in the literature since
Friedman's (1985) conceptualization of instrumental and expressive boycotts, the absence of a
motivational measurement scale poses considerable challenges to advancing this body of
knowledge. Over the past decades, researchers have mapped out different motivations through a
myriad of methods, including literature reviews and historical analysis of past campaigns
(Friedman, 1991, 1995, 2002; John & Klein, 2003), online interviews, netnographic research
(Kozinets & Handelman, 1998), and social media and digital data (Braunsberger & Buckler,

2011; Makarem & Jae, 2016; Yousaf et al., 2021). Although multiple studies have investigated

activism personally motivated goals, which were developed in the context of boycotting. These
measures, however, contain severe issues of content validity and important methodological
limitations, as discussed in Chapter 4. Moreover, because these measures have been devised for

boycotting only, it is unclear how these could be reliably extended to measure consumer activism



motivations across behaviors and whether additional dimensions (or latent factors) may exist
when other forms of consumer activism are considered.

Therefore, a consumer activism motivational scale is warranted for three main reasons.
First, extant scales present significant conceptual and methodological limitations that
compromise the validity of the measurement. Second, these scales were developed in the context
of boycotting, which limits their application to other activist-like behaviors. Third, a better
measurement protocol could significantly contribute to consumer activism knowledge
advancement from theoretical and applied perspectives.

The scale development research presented in this dissertation is organized as follows. In
Chapter 2, a historical overview of consumer activism is provided considering different social
movement theories, concluding with a conceptual definition of consumer activism, which is
adopted in this manuscript. Chapter 3 concisely reviews the relevant motivational literature in
connection with consumer activism. Next, Chapter 4 presents the motivational dimensions that
may constitute consumer activism motivations reflected in the reviewed literature, and a
nomological framework for consumer activism motivations is proposed. Chapter 5 provides an
overview of the overarching methodological steps observed in this dissertation. Chapters 6, 7,
and 8 present the results from three studies that sequentially lead to the development of a
psychometric measurement scale that meets the recommended standards of reliability and
validity in marketing and consumer behavior domains. Finally, Chapter 9 weaves together the
findings from the three studies into a general discussion, and a future research agenda is

proposed.



CHAPTER TWO: CONSUMER ACTIVISM

From Workers’ Movement and Social Class Conflicts to Consumer Power in The
Neoliberal Economy

Activism is often associated with the study of collective actions, and its origins are
intertwined with social movements. Therefore, developing a historical understanding of
consumer activism as a discipline requires the consideration of critical developments in social
movement studies. A social movement is typically composed of multiple collective actions or
mobilizations. It is often seen as an integral part of the normal functioning of a society that aims
to challenge the role of social, cultural, and political behaviors or institutions with a
transformative intention to bring about material, political, social, and cultural changes (Diani &
Porta, 2006).

A social movement typically arises from a growing dissatisfaction with a particular issue
or a social need from a group whose concerns have been ostracized or insufficiently addressed
by institutions (Diani & Porta, 2006). The nature of social movements is highly contextual and
reflects the affordances and constraints of evolving societal, economic, political, and
technological structures of a particular historical period.

Resulting of the social and economic changes spurred by the industrial revolution in the
18™ century, social movements during most of the 19" and beginning of the 20" centuries were
chiefly associated with class conflicts over material production resources. According to classical
Marxism, these conflicts shed light on the power imbalance between the proletarian, i.e., the
working class, and the ruling class, who owned the means of material production (Buechler,
1995; Diani & Porta, 2006). Marxism is the predominant theoretical paradigm conceptualizing
social movements as an issue of labor. From a Marxist viewpoint, social conflicts were

essentially about class conflicts and social domination imbued with an economic logic, whereby



the ruling class, legitimized by its control over the means of production, exerted economic and
cultural hegemony over the dominated classes (Marx & Engels, 2012).

As much as the classical Marxist paradigm is the bedrock for the study of numerous
social processes, significant post-World War 11 social transformations have rendered it
inadequate for the analysis of new forms of collective action grounded in non-class-based
conflicts and focused on cultural (versus material) production (Buechler, 1995). The end of
World War Il marks the beginning of a period of profound macroeconomic changes with a solid
neoliberal ideological leaning that paved the way for globalization, privatization, market
deregulation, and, most importantly, the growth of consumer markets and corporate capitalism
(W. L. Bennett, 2012; Diani & Porta, 2006). This unprecedented economic growth extended to
social and cultural arenas marked by increasing access to higher education, the growing presence
of women in the workplace, technological advancements in communication and media, and a
probably apparent by now, the bivariate relationship between the bourgeoisie and laborers was
growing detached from this post-war, post-industrial society and no longer enough to provide
scholars with a robust tool to study new forms of social movement, including consumer activism.

A paradigm shift in how social movements were conceptualized was not immediate. Still,
a shift became imminent in the 1960s in light of a series of mobilizations against racial
segregation worldwide, particularly global anti-apartheid movements that included the boycott of
South African goods and the civil rights movements in the U.S. (Buechler, 1995; Hawkins,
2010). These movements were not about class membership. Instead, together with other social
and environmental justice movements, such as feminism, LGBTQIA+ rights, and veganism, they

demonstrated the need to look beyond class and into race, gender, sexual orientation, and



political values. In addition, they did not seek control over the means of production. Instead, they
meant to re-signify the meaning of being Black, gay, vegan, or any other social minority and
elicit cultural changes consistent with the construction of activists’ envisioned reality. As
Buechler (1995) posed, the 1960s highlighted the inadequacy of classical Marxism's economic
and class reductionist approach. This created an opportunity for social movement theorists,
especially Alain Touraine (1985) and Alberto Melucci (1980, 1995), to articulate a new
perspective about the underlying mechanisms and motivations of social movement activists, the
so-called new social movement theory.

Historical Note About Consumer Activism

Although consumer activism has only become a recognizable social force in the early
60s, it is crucial to note that consumption-oriented collective actions go back at least 250 years in
the U.S. In analyzing the history of consumer movements, Heldman (2017) has identified seven
distinct waves of the so-called consumer revolution. Ad hoc mobilizations against specific issues
represent the first five waves. Examples include American colonists’ protests against the tax
increase proposed by the Stamp Act, which entailed the boycotting of certain imported goods
between 1765 and 1770, and the Free Produce Movement, where abolitionists encouraged the
purchasing of items originated from free labor through a series of buycott campaigns. Buycotting
is defined as redirecting shopping choices to reward selected brands (Heldman, 2017).

As much as these early campaigns are based on an economic logic of withholding or
redirecting purchase demands, they are not based on a consumer identity. It is not that people did
not purchase products before, but the scale it happened was negligible. Consumer markets were
incipient, and the idea of a consumer was nonexistent until the late 19" century (Trentmann,
2016). In addition, these early boycotts and buycotts were centrally orchestrated by unions,

abolitionist groups, or political parties to bring about change. Consumers were used much like

10



paramilitary groups would use civilians as a human shield or, less extremely, like children are
told how to behave by their parents. Only in the 1960s, when consumption and consumeristic
logic had become an integral part of our social identity and social reality, the marketplace
became solid enough to provide consumers with a platform to exercise their political values
(consumer agency). Therefore, as discussed in this manuscript, consumer activism assumes a
consumer who is a self-reflexive market agent capable of using their individual shopping
decisions for public issues, which is congruent with Micheletti's (2003) definition of political
consumerism.

The Emergence of Consumer Activism as a Socially Transformative Force

New social movement theory was proposed by social theorists, including Alain Touraine
(1985) and Alberto Melucci (1980, 1995), as a framework to study value-driven, and less-
centrally organized social movements that emerged after World War Il. This form of social
mobilization was no longer focused on addressing issues of class, primarily. Thus, representing a
shift from classic labor movements.

The post-World War Il economic growth experienced in multiple countries allowed
citizens, in general, to move up on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and approach collective action
as a platform for self-actualization, that is, to pursue the achievement of self-relevant values and
contemporary social movements, consumer activism inclusive, reflects the changing social
priorities due to economic prosperity. Post-materialistic values include ascribing considerable
importance to individualism, personal freedoms (including freedom of speech), and a growing
concern for the other, meaning other social groups, other nations, or even other generations,

which is congruent with more significant support from public opinion for social justice,
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economic justice, and environmental protection causes.

Therefore, these contemporary, value-driven social movements aim to change the social
2021). As Alain Touraine (1985) posed, these movements are about “shaping historicity,” the
overall system of dominant ideas, rules, and meanings created by those in power. For instance,
when the corporate elite turned a blind eye to the use of child or underpaid labor in Southern
Asian sweatshops for the production of fashion items for exportation to economically developed
countries, citizens in those consumer markets were shocked and challenged such controversial
business operations, to normalize them as unacceptable practices (Micheletti & Stolle, 2007).

The example above was not selected randomly but to highlight a significant social-
economic shift in which new social movements are embedded: corporate and consumer power
growth. In this context, citizens realized that consumption was more than a financial transaction
(Micheletti, 2003). It had become a process of political power transfer from consumers to
corporations (Micheletti, 2003). In parallel, corporate agents learned that to sustain their
economic dominance, they could not simply focus on expanding market share through trading
goods and services but on increasing their share of influence on public decisions, i.e., to govern
(Micheletti & Stolle, 2007).

This new social-economic reality pushed social movements and contentious politics into
the marketplace and allowed consumer activism and political consumerism to emerge as a new
form of political participation. Corporations hold a privileged position in politics with
disproportional influence over public policies and electoral outcomes (Heldman, 2017). This
corporate disproportional influence eclipses essential democratic foundations, such as political

equality and equitable popular representation (Heldman, 2017). Therefore, consumer movements
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have an underlying political meaning of affirming popular sovereignty over corporations
(Micheletti, 2003).

At this point, this literature review identified the extrinsic macro-social, political, and
economic factors that fostered the emergence of consumer activism as a socially transformative
force. Equally important, however, is the examination of collective action internal factors that
facilitate collective organization and mobilization, which are discussed below.

The Role of Collective Identity as Motivational Force in Consumer Activism

In earlier forms of consumer activism (until the 2000s), the world was not connected,
high-speed internet was a thing of the future, and the traditional mass media dominated
communications. In this context, it is plausible to ask how loosely connected networks of
consumers would overcome the challenges of collective action organization and the costs
associated with resource mobilization and individual participation to come together as a
movement with sustained overtime commitment. This is not a trivial question. Understanding
what sustains individual commitment in new social movements is fundamental since the force of
a collective action resides in the numbers of highly committed supporters, and without that, a
mobilization is bound to failure (Buechler, 1995; Diani & Porta, 2006; Heldman, 2017; Melucci,
1995).

Attempting to answer this question, Alberto Melucci (1995) proposed the concept of
collective identity as an analytical tool for studying social movements. Melucci suggests that by
actively constructing a shared definition of “who we are” and “why we are here,” a heterogenous
cluster of social actors can identify themselves as sharing a similar ontological perspective about
the world and legitimize the very own existence of their movement. According to Melucci,
collective identity can be defined as an active and evolving process (and not a fixed individual

trait such as the concept of self-identity) of negotiating a shared ontological perspective related
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to an issue or cause. A collective identity functions as a motivational powerhouse as well as a
mobilization compass that unifies, guides, and stimulates members to turn their fears, moral
indignation, and anger into cohesive actions aligned with a shared goal against an opponent
(Kozinets & Handelman, 2004; Melucci, 1995). Therefore, the internalization of a collective
identity would contribute to movement continuity and permanence by reinforcing an internal
system of solidarity among members and partially offsetting the individual participation costs
(Melucci, 1995). A collective identity represents individuals’ emotional investment in a specific
issue or cause and other social movement members in a solidarity network that differentiates in-
group members from their environment.

Social movements’ collective identities represent an iterative, collaborative process of
reality construction facilitated by social movement framing processes. Benford and Snow (2000)
propose that the general concept of framing can be used as an analytical tool to understand how
activists come together to diffuse their ideas, create cultural capital, identify a common
opponent, articulate a goal, negotiate a plan of attack, garner external support, and most
importantly, construct a collective identity. The authors pose three main types of frames,
diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational frames, which jointly contribute to building a shared
meaning concerning who we are, what the problem is, who should be blamed for the problem,
and what the movement intends to do about that. Therefore, the communicative process is
essential for a cohesive collective action to emerge with a solid path forward underpinned by the
negotiation and renegotiation of a common “we.” As posed by Melucci (1995), “a failure or a
break in this constructive process makes the action impossible” (p. 44). As we will later see, this
assumption has been challenged and may not always hold when consumer activism, social

fragmentation, and social media are blended in the same social context.
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Social Fragmentation and Social Media: From Collective to Individualized Collective
Actions

Social media and social fragmentation, dwindling political participation, and growing
skepticism toward public institutions have significantly reshaped consumer activism over the last
two decades. By democratizing access to user-generated content platforms, social media changed
how consumers coalesce and participate in a collective effort to hold corporations accountable
for their ethical violations, which is discussed and contextualized in the subsections below.

To explain this process and its impact on consumer activism, the following subsection
presents the concept of individualized collective actions and connects it to the emergence of
individualization, a post-materialistic value highly correlated with political consumerism (Baek,
media has significantly changed and empowered consumer activism.

Consumer Activism as Individualized Collective Action

As previously mentioned, in the 1970s, traditional forms of political participation started
to dim, as indicated by dwindling voter turnout numbers and shrinking political rallies attendance
accompanied by a growth in political skepticism (Bennett et al., 2013; Goodwin & Jasper, 2014).
Political skepticism has largely been driven by citizens’ perceptions that governments’ actions
are ineffective and inefficient to address the social, political and environmental problems of
present times (Micheletti, 2003).

Hence, consumers have realized that the government had become just a middle person. A
faster and more efficient way to solve public problems was to directly place their political
demands onto business corporations (Micheletti, 2003). This meant an inward orientation toward

solving public issues, whereby citizens started to engage in individual responsibility-taking
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behaviors concerning social, political, and environmental problems. Consequently, personal
everyday life choices began to carry a political, self-expressive meaning denoted as political
lifestyle (de Moor, 2017).

Personalized political lifestyles emerged in this context by blurring the lines between
public and private, where personal decisions, such as modes of living, waste disposal,
transportation, and purchase decisions, become a platform to elicit social change, solve public
problems, draw public attention to self-relevant public issues and, equally important, express
ethical, moral, social, and political beliefs. Haenfler et al. (2012) argue that adherence to a
political lifestyle is a process of an ideal-self cultivation and expression. It entails a form of
prefigurative politics, where individuals cultivate a self-constructed miniature version of their
ideal reality. For example, by boycotting certain brands, vegans are not only expressing their
political support for more stringent regulations for animal welfare, but they are creating a
miniature, individualized version of reality free of brands that inflict harm to animals. Thus,
political consumerism and contemporary consumer activism are apparent results of politicizing
everyday life choices, i.e., political lifestyle, which, as de Moor (2017) argued, can be illustrated
by the mantra “be the change you want to see in the world.”

Adherence to a personalized political lifestyle is motivated by individuals’ personal
identities and self-expressive needs to display their moral coherence concerning the changes they
advocate (Haenfler et al., 2012). Consequently, personalized political lifestyles have created
space for the emergence of a new form of mobilization, namely, individualized collective
actions, a term coined by Micheletti (2003).

Individualized collective actions diverge from conventional collective mobilizations in

several vital aspects (W. L. Bennett, 2012). Although both forms of mobilizations concern

16



loosely connected networks of members motivated by post-materialistic values, individualized
collective actions are formed by the participation of a more diverse, heterogeneous mob. For this
reason, constructing a collective identity is more complex and not required for the emergence of
an individualized collective action. This means that members do not subscribe to a specific
course of action or list of demands reflected in a more broadly, organically defined set of causes
and goals embraced by the mobilization. What connects participants to the collective action is
the opportunity to engage in highly personal expressions of anger, contempt, and disgust around
“any number of emotional targets” (Bennett, 2012, p. 23). The author argues that in current
times, allowing individuals to perceive a social movement as a platform for self-expression
through personalized social movement frames is imperative for mobilization success.
Stitching it all Together: The Logic of Connective Action

Without the technological affordances of social media, individualized collective actions
would not have been possible (Shah et al., 2012). Bennett and Segerberg's (2013) logic of
connective action theory adds a fresh reconceptualization of political lifestyle social movement
dynamics in the context of social media. The core tenet of the theory postulates that social media
and other user-generated content platforms function as organizing agents that enable more
organic and fluid social movement formation and continuity through co-production and co-
distribution mechanisms that facilitate members to customize, contextualize, and personalize
campaign information.

Furthermore, in the digital space, movement engagement has a low associated
participation cost relative to other public mobilization forms, such as in-person demonstrations.
Consequently, another fundamental principle is that movement free-riding or weak activism

commitment from participants is not a problem. As much as digital activism can be partially
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sustained by highly engaged participants who post and share frequently, also called serial
participants (Thorson & Wang, 2020), the power of digital consumer activism also resides in the
sporadic participation of less strongly-committed individuals who might post, share, or like a
social media message once or twice (Muraro et al., in press). Therefore, weakly-committed
participants are embraced, as even trivial engagement can help spread campaign messages, thus
allowing them to arrive at far-reaching corners of the digital world. That is, every tweet, post,
like, and share counts.

Connective actions can vary at their organizational level, ranging from self-organizing
mobilizations, with reduced or absent central coordination, to organizationally-enabled actions,
where a formal organization or group plays an indirect role in herding the crowd (W. L. Bennett
& Segerberg, 2013). Regardless of their organizational level, three main structuring mechanisms
are vital to allow a loosely connected, diverse digital crowd to come together as a coherent
mobilization: 1) content production, which entails content creation and posting; 2) content
curation, which concerns the selection of relevant content through likes and shares; and 3)
dynamic integration, which refers to the cross-platform integration of content (W. L. Bennett et
al., 2014). As demonstrated by the authors, a connective action is better represented not as a
single massive network of participants but as multiple small networks of social media users that
overlap, thus reverberating curated campaign messages to different networks and social media
platforms.

When Brands Become the Enemy

Scholars have not sufficiently addressed the role of brands in political consumerism and
social movements. Still, the theoretical developments in individualized collective actions indicate
two possible ways brands can become the enemy in consumer mobilizations: 1) brands as

emotional targets and 2) the politics of products.
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In Bennett's (2012) conceptualization of individualized collective actions, corporate and
product brands can become emotional targets for consumers to express their anger and moral
indignation against violations carried out by a corporate elite. This view is congruent with the
marketing literature concerning consumer responses to brand ethical transgressions (see Aaker et
al., 2004; Aggarwal, 2004; Grappi et al., 2013; Romani et al., 2015; Trump, 2014; Xie &
Bagozzi, 2019). Brand transgressions are defined as “[acts of] violation of the implicit or explicit
rules guiding relationship performance and evaluation [between consumers and brands]” (Aaker
et al., 2004, p. 2).

Micheletti and Stolle (2007) proposed that consumer activism campaigns can frame
market injustices thematically, where the specific brand transgression is contextualized as part of
a larger structural problem, or episodically, where the brand transgression itself is the sole focus
of the mobilization. This conceptualization suggests that consumer activists are not
homogeneous and can range in their underlying orientations in campaign participation (Muraro
et al., in press). While some individuals might be more strongly motivated by political values and
able to mentally connect a high-profile case of brand transgression to a self-relevant political
cause, others might be more strongly motivated to express their moral indignation against the
brand itself. Therefore, while issue self-relevance might be more potent in eliciting support from
politically-oriented consumers through a thematic frame, building a campaign around a high-
profile brand using episodic framing can be decisive in garnering support from brand-oriented
consumers.

The second proposed route connecting brands to consumer activism is based on the
salience of the politics of products, which refers to the fact that every product is imbued with a

political meaning (Micheletti, 2003). Product supply chain, manufacturing process, use, and
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disposal are intrinsically connected to political, social, or environmental causes. For example, is
the consumption of coffee capsules for my afternoon cup of espresso creating environmental
problems? Is this brand sponsoring events in countries that do not recognize LGBTQIA+ rights?
Consequently, the politics of products and brands may be a conduit for collective expressions of
lifestyle politics in the form of organized boycott campaigns motivated by a self-actualization
need, where individual consumers may actively avoid and remove certain brands from their lives
for their incongruence with their political beliefs.

So far, this chapter has provided a historical account of consumer activism and discussed
the most relevant social movement theories that provide foundational frames of reference for
conceptualizing consumer activism emergence and progression as a collective action. Next, we
draw on extant literature to devise a definition of consumer activism for scale development.
Conceptually Defining Consumer Activism

The growing consumer activism literature has identified multiple behaviors that can be
considered forms of consumer activism, from boycotts, i.e., an act against a company signified
by a lack of action, that of non-purchasing, or a non-purchasing action, to online action,
sometimes referred to as slacktivism or clicktivism, such as social media posting and sharing
(Barry et al., 2022; Heldman, 2017). Still, only a few researchers have conceptually defined the
term. According to Heldman (2017), consumer activism refers to “citizen actions directed
toward business entities to explicitly influence social goods and values” (p. 2). As part of a
consumer activism typological effort, Muraro and Rifon (in press) propose the following
working definition: “a publicly enacted collective action directed against brands and their
business entities with the intention to bring about change concerning an issue of public interest ”

(p. 5). Equally relevant, the definition of political consumerism, a term coined by Micheletti
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(2003), is stated as ““actions by people who make choices among producers and products with the
goal of changing objectionable institutional or market practices” (p. 2).

Borrowing from extant definitions and the reviewed literature, the following definition is
articulated to guide this scale development effort: Consumer activism is a goal-oriented behavior
targeting a company concerning a public issue of personal relevance.

Taken together, the definitions mentioned above and the reviewed literature indicate six
underlying premises of consumer activism, namely, the 6 Ps of consumer activism, illustrated in
Figure 1. Consumer activism is (1) personal (Kozinets & Handelman, 1998) that can be
expressed through a (2) plurality of behaviors (Heldman, 2017). Moreover, it is guided by a
vision of how the world should look like (Cabrera et al., 2017) and implies “the ability to act and
make or change history” (Cammaerts, 2007, p. 217). Therefore, it is (3) pro-change — even if
change means reforming structures or practices back to how they used to be, the case of
conservative-leaning activism (Heldman, 2017). Last, consumer activism is distinguished from
other forms of activism because it places public demands directly onto (4) private businesses
(Heldman, 2017; Micheletti, 2003). We have identified two additional Ps, people and public
behavior, that represent relevant but not necessary conditions to conceptualize consumer
activism. This distinction is made because as much as activism is something done together by
many (5) people (Cabrera et al., 2017; Cammaerts, 2007) and entails a (6) public behavior
(Svirsky, 2010), the reviewed literature indicates these are not always the case for consumer

activism as an individualized form of collective action (Micheletti, 2003).
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Figure 1. The 6 Ps of Consumer Activism
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For some, consumer activism is about standing up for their moral beliefs and using their
shopping decisions and online presence to make a difference. From this perspective, consumer
activism could be seen as a modern take on the Goliath and David story, wherein citizens
collectively try to ascertain their popular sovereignty over powerful corporations (Micheletti,
2003). For others, it is an opportunity for self-enhancement or self-expression to vent their anger
against egregious corporate actions and feel good about themselves for doing the right
thing (Klein et al., 2004; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998; Makarem & Jae, 2016). In this context,
consumer activism can be seen as an expressive platform for consumer to attain desirable
cognitive and affective outcomes. Regardless of whether consumers aim to make a real-world

difference or to achieve some positive psychological outcome, consumer activism is a highly
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personal experience connected to a self-relevant public issue (Albrecht, Campbell, et al., 2013;
O’Cass & Griffin, 2006). Thus, a personal connection with an issue or a cause is crucial to unify
different consumer activism expressions under the same conceptual umbrella.

In addition, this first premise (or P) is important to establish a conceptual boundary
condition between consumer activism and other forms of anti-brand behaviors that may fall
outside the activism domain (Muraro & Rifon, in press). Non-activist, anti-brand behaviors are
represented by negative customer behavioral responses, including complaining and purchase
avoidance, linked to an individual experience concerning subpar product or service performance
perceptions (Aaker et a., 2004; Bougie et al., 2003, Gregoire et al., 2018, Khamitov et al., 2020).
The consumer activism definition articulated above is congruent with prior conceptual
definitions in establishing a connection between action and a personally relevant issue tethered to
the public sphere of interest. This is because activism necessarily seeks the promotion of a
common interest (Tilly, 1978) or the creation of a social good (Heldman, 2017). This distinction
is helpful because it lessens scholars’ need to rely on activism exemplars to identify the
conceptual boundaries of consumer activism and non-activist, anti-brand behaviors (Podsakoff et
al., 2010). Thus, when consumers respond to a product or service failure to raise awareness and
minimize harm to others, that can be considered an example of consumer activism since there is
an underlying connection between action and the public interest. This is exemplified by M&M’s
use of unhealthy colorants case, when consumers engaged in activist-like behaviors due to a
public health concern (Minocher, 2019).

Plurality of Behaviors

The literature on the repertoires of contention, a term coined by Tilly (1978),
demonstrates that activists rely on a vast repertoire of behaviors to challenge the status quo and

express their grievances or interests (McAdam et al., 2001). A repertoire of contention available
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to the public is an evolving menu of strategies. For example, public demonstrations, such as
picketing, marches, and temporary occupation of spaces, were part of the repertoire of most
Americans in the 20" century (McAdam et al., 2001). Internet, social media, and mobile
connectivity affordances allowed the inclusion of new collective action forms to activists’
strategic menu, such as online content production and sharing (Barry et al., 2022; Legocki et al.,
2020; Makarem & Jae, 2016; Yousaf et al., 2021).

This plurality of behaviors comprising the repertoires of contention for consumer
activism has been recently documented by Heldman (2017). The author has identified four main
types of consumer activism strategies. (Non)purchasing actions, which entail boycotting and
boycotting; investment actions, which include socially responsible investing and divesting; social
media actions, which encompass multiple online forms of participation; and direct actions, which
describe real-world activities, including sit-ins, demonstrations, and culture jamming.
Additionally, a long-standing gap in the broad literature of activism concerning the differential
levels of perceived effort and commitment across activists’ behaviors has been recently
addressed by Barry et al. (2022). The authors demonstrate that activism behaviors vary in the
amount of commitment required for their enactment.

Pro-Change

To exist, activism requires three essential components: people, action (public behavior),
and beliefs (Tilly, 1978). According to the author, the intersection of people and action is called
an event, and the intersection between people and shared beliefs is denoted as a group.
“Collective action consists of people’s acting together in pursuit of common interests” (Tilly,
1978, pp. 1-11). Thus, activism resides at the intersection of all components: people, actions, and
beliefs. In the context of activism, beliefs are equivalent to Alain Touraine’s (as cited by Diani &

Porta, 2006) notion of historicity. As previously explained, social movements aim to control and
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shape the social system of accepted ideas, values, and practices. For example, the veganism
movement ideal could be seen as a historicity-shaping attempt to promote animal liberation.

Thus, a precondition of activism is the concept of human agency or efficacy beliefs: the
belief that individuals can change the external environment through their actions, thereby
altering their futures (Bandura, 2006). Not surprisingly, efficacy beliefs have been extensively
investigated in the consumer activism literature under different labels, such as motivation to
make a difference (Klein et al., 2004), perceived efficacy (Sen et al., 2001), perceived boycott
success (Nguyen et al., 2018; Sen et al., 2001), and consumer collective efficacy (Ji & Kim,
2020; Lee, 2010). Therefore, activism should be guided by a vision of how the world should look
like (Cabrera et al., 2017) coupled with an intention to make it happen. If the envisioned world is
already an unchallenged reality, activism would not be needed. Consequently, activism is a pro-
change endeavor.

Private Business

Consumer activism arises when activism meets the marketplace. By understanding the
logic of market exchanges and gaining awareness of their consumer power, activists are
equipped to interfere in the marketplace to challenge corporations with the purpose to bring
about specific changes. As earlier presented, consumer activism emerged more strongly after
World War I, a period of economic prosperity reflected in the expansion of consumer markets
and corporate capitalism (W. L. Bennett, 2012; Diani & Porta, 2006). This growth in consumer
and corporate power, coupled with declining trust in political institutions observed since the
1970s (Baek, 2010; Copeland, 2014a; Micheletti & Stolle, 2007), has fostered a public
perception that placing public demands directly onto corporations, as opposed to government
representatives, can be an effective strategy to spur change.

The previously introduced three Ps of consumer activism can be seen as a shared premise
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between consumer activism and other forms of collective actions. However, the explicit direction
of public demands on private businesses differentiates it from other types of activism.

Businesses can be nonsurrogate or surrogate targets of activists (Friedman, 1991).
Nonsurrogate business targets are characterized by business entities that are both the target and
the offender of an issue of public interest. Nonsurrogate consumer activism arises when business
entities are known for violating or transgressing on relevant issues to consumers (Friedman,
1991). On the other hand, surrogate business targets are characterized by business entities that
are pressed to take action on behalf of consumer activists against an offending party.

The Facebook Advertisers Boycott is a clear example of surrogate consumer activism.
Consumers exerted pressure against Facebook advertisers to pull their ads from the social media
platform to support consumer activists’ concerns about the uncontrolled spread of
misinformation and hate speech on Facebook (Hsu & Lutz, 2020). The ongoing war in Ukraine
has also spurred surrogate consumer activism actions against Russian products and brands
(Paybarah, 2022). In such instances, where consumer activism focuses on a surrogate business
target to exert pressure over an offending government entity, “their [consumer activists’]
objective is to transform issues concerned with objectionable practices external to the
marketplace (such as a foreign government’s oppressive policies) into consumer-accessible
marketplace issues” (Friedman, 1991, p. 154).

Public

The collective action literature reviewed above underscores the public nature of activism.
From early consumer movements orchestrated around a shared collective identity to more
contemporary expressions of individualized collective action, activism entails a public
performance of multiple online and offline behaviors. The public nature of activism seems

pivotal for two main reasons. First, the public announcement and enactment of anti-brand action
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are strategically crucial to an activism campaign because they can harness media coverage.
Promoting active media coverage predicts campaign success (Friedman, 1995; Heldman, 2017).
The public announcement of consumer activism action is typically the first step in many boycott
campaigns (Friedman, 1991, 1995). “The more widespread and prominent the news media
coverage, the more likely that the targeted firms will yield to the demands of the boycotters”
(Friedman, 1991, p. 160).

Second, the public nature of activism plays a crucial role in attracting others consumers
to the cause (Svirsky, 2010). “Activism is not a secluded or hidden phenomenon. It is
extroverted, involved in the generation of public events” (Svirsky, 2010, p. 171). Bennett and
Segerberg's (2013) logic of connective action theory also underscores the importance of the
public nature of consumer activism. Through online public behaviors, activism messages are
produced, curated, and propagated, thus creating a snowball effect of activism engagement.

Thus far, the concept of “public” is enmeshed with that of “publicity.” That is, consumer
activism comprises a set of behaviors publicly performed to harness media attention and attract
support, i.e., to publicize a consumer activism campaign. However, the literature shows that
some consumer activist-like behaviors, such as boycotting or petition signing, are not necessarily
public behaviors and can be performed privately. For instance, “boycotters consider their
This is congruent with the so-called lifestyle movements (Haenfler et al., 2012) and the concept
of political consumerism (Micheletti, 2003), which propose that activist-like actions can be
publicly expressed or may comprise a set of private individual actions representing individual

responsibility-taking behaviors. Therefore, we propose that the concept of “public” is relevant in
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conceptualizing consumer activism. However, it should not be treated as a necessary condition of
it.
People

Similarly, the concept of “people” seems relevant but not necessary for conceptualizing
consumer activism since it can be expressed as an individual decision. Stills, it is essential to
acknowledge that the power of collective actions resides in numbers. “A social movement of one
is not a social movement at all” (Cabrera, 2012, p. 396).

According to Tilly's (1978) polity model, the power of collective action is a
multiplicative function of the intensity and duration of the contentious behavior and the size of
the collectivity measured in numbers of people. The relative size of a collective action directly
influences its capacity to ascertain its power and successfully challenge dominant institutions.
“The more powerful the group, the less likely its repression [...] the group’s political power is
the extent to which its interests prevail over those of the government [or other dominant groups]
when the two sets of interests are in conflict” (Tilly, 1978, p. 4-27-30). Similarly, as argued by
Tarrow (2009), it is only through numbers that “the group [can] convince its opponents of its
own strength” (p. 23). This same logic is applied to consumer activism, where consumer power
relies on online and offline engagement numbers.

The significance of “people” as a premise of activism is present in multiple theoretical
frameworks that aim to explain social mobilization. From the perspective of a resource
mobilization theory (McCarthy & Zald, 1977), the importance of attracting and motivating
people to engage in a collection action is framed around the problem of “free ride.” Collective
action free-riding happens when perceived participation cost and collection action success are
high enough to prompt people to free-ride on the work of activists and enjoy the collective goods

that can arise from a collective action effort (Tarrow, 2009). From a new social movement theory
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viewpoint, the “people” dimension of activism is also underscored by Melucci's (1995) concept
of collective identity, through which activists negotiate a unified perspective about the problem.
The power of the masses is also central to the individualized collective action framework (W. L.
Bennett, 2012; Micheletti, 2003). From this perspective, where collective actions do not require
high levels of participation or the sharing of a unified collective identity, the power resides in the
size of multiple online and offline networks that overlap in sustaining action.
A Brief Note on Consumer Activism Criticism as a Form for Political Participation

It is essential to recognize that consumer activism and political consumerism are not
unanimously endorsed as a form of political participation. Some criticism was built around the
fact that consumption is often at the core of many social problems. Therefore, some scholars do
not view political consumerism as a venue for achieving structural changes (Baumann et al.,
2015). Another research line that has contended against this viewpoint is based on demographic
analyses of consumer activists. These skew younger, are more highly educated, and belong to
racial majorities compared to non-political consumers (Baumann et al., 2015; Micheletti &
Stolle, 2012a). These demographic distinctions indicate socio-economic barriers for the general
population to express themselves politically in the marketplace, which runs counter to the
concept of universal political participation in a democratic society. Baumann and colleagues
(2015) argue that even if political consumerism is a platform for political participation, that
happens in a way that overrepresents the wealthy.

In many cases, boycotts require consumers to replace products with more expensive
substitutes (Kam & Deichert, 2020), meaning that not everyone can afford to be a political
consumer or at least a highly active one. This poses a critical political representation problem,

particularly in the context of individualized collective actions, where social movement demands
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stem directly from citizens’ private agendas and personal interests and not from a socially
negotiated list of demands, which can alienate other, equally deserving citizens from expressing
their grievances. Therefore, as much as political consumerism and consumer activism are tools
for political action, it is crucial to understand and accept their limitations.

Albeit valid criticism, as presented above, the effectiveness of political consumer and
consumer activism as a platform for political and social change cannot be ignored. According to
Heldman's (2017) assessment of a sample of less than one hundred recent campaigns in different
political domains, from economic justice and human rights to environmental protection and
animal welfare, the majority was successful in achieving some of their goals, mainly concerning
changing specific business practices in selected industries. The author also qualitatively gauged
campaigns’ overall democratic impact based on several factors, including the promotion of
citizen participation and the quality of that participation (i.e., whether equal political
participation and representation were achieved or not), as well as the promotion of public
awareness to the cause, corporate accountability, and government accountability. Overall, the
democratic impact of most campaigns is somewhat unsatisfactory. Furthermore, although many
consumer activism campaigns seem to have effectively promoted corporate responsibility,
consumer activism still faces problems concerning equal representation and the promotion of
government accountability.

Therefore, consumer activists seem to have somewhat effectively used their purchase
power (and social media accounts!) to hold corporations accountable for their misdeeds and
influence business practices in the marketplace. But, unfortunately, they have been less effective
in using their socially transformative power in the political arena. This is particularly worrisome

because it leaves large corporations unchecked to continue to exert anti-democratic, hidden
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influence on politics by lobbying their way into policymaking and swaying electoral outcomes

through their sizeable political donations.
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CHAPTER THREE: HUMAN MOTIVATION

Motivation is not a tangible concept. We cannot directly observe it, nor can we directly
measure it. Still, as a concept, it holds scientific importance for explaining, simplifying, and
predicting human behavior (see Zaltman et al., 1982, p. 77-80). Motivation is a foundational
concept from psychology that can help us understand why people move from a state of inertia to
one of action. “Motivation can be defined as the internal state of an organism that drives it to
behave in a certain way. Drives are the motivational forces that cause individuals to be active
and strive for certain goals” (De Mooij, 2019, p. 172). The study of human motivation is focused
on answering why people act or react differently in seemingly similar situations and how
behavioral choices are connected to achieving desired end-states or goals, i.e., stimuli (S) —
response (R) relationship.

Many motivational concepts and frameworks exist and have evolved to explain the

complexity of human behavior — for comprehensive historical reviews on this topic, see:

The hydraulic system proposes that motivational drive grows and builds up in our system,
similar to water in a reservoir. Then, it is released (and reduced) based on internal physiological
response mechanisms to an external stimulus. The drive reduction theory extends this idea by
proposing that humans are motivated to reduce drive (Berridge, 2004). In their seminal work
with non-human animals, Millee and Kessen's (1952) central theoretical assumption is that drive
leads to an uncomfortable state of arousal, and animals behave to reduce it. In their study, hunger
drive was reduced among rats fed by mouth or a fistula, and in both cases, the animals learned

the rewarding behavior to reduce drive, although mouth feeding led to faster learning.
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theory of human motivation infused the literature with a more human-centered motivational
framework for which the notion of physiological drivers was not essential. Maslow’s original
aim for offering a theory of human motivation was that, at that time, most motivational drive
research had focused on physiological deprivation and consummatory behavioral response
enacted by humans and less cognitively sophisticated animals under situations of hunger and
thirst. Under those atypical situations, as regarded by the author, physiological drivers might be
necessary for predicting motivated behavior. However, when thinking about humans,
circumscribing motivational sources to an underlying physiological drive can lead to restrictive
knowledge that does not capture the full complexity of human motivations. For instance, “the
healthy, normal, fortunate adult in our culture is largely satisfied in [their] safety needs”
(Maslow, 1943, p. 378).

As the scientific field advanced, other models were proposed to also account for non-
physiological behaviors, such as the cognitive expectancy model (Bolles, 1972), incentive
motivation (Toates, 1986), and goal-directed behaviors (Ford, 1992; Gutman, 1982). Cognitive
expectancy and incentive motivation entail a cognitive attachment between specific outcomes
and certain behaviors (or stimuli), thus creating a belief concerning an act-outcome expectancy.
More recently, researchers have then conceptualized human behavior as motivated by personally
(1992) motivational systems theory (MST), which are briefly reviewed below.

Means-End Chain (MEC)
Gutman's (1982) MEC framework proposes that behaviors can be motivated by the desire

to achieve an end-state determined by deeply held or terminal values (Rokeach, 1972).
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Therefore, behavioral enactment is a means to achieve a desirable consequence (also called
goals). Consequence desirability and salience, or the lack thereof, are determined by values and
context. Therefore, the MEC’s assumption is that humans are predisposed to choose behaviors
resulting in desired consequences. In short, “the means-end chain is focused on the linkages
between where a person wants to be and the means chosen to get there” (Gutman, 1982, p. 68).

Consequences are the result of a behavior choice. In the context of consumption, a
consequence can be conceptualized in terms of product benefits, e.g., eating cereals in the
morning can give people more energy to get more done. Consequences are contextual. For
instance, having a bowl of cereal at night may lead to indigestion and a restless night of sleep, an
undesired consequence. Values determine the valence of consequences. Eating cereal in the
morning may be a desirable consequence for individuals who put a prime on social recognition.
By having more energy, they can get more done, and by getting more done, they can be more
productive at work and one step closer to that job promotion that will fulfill their need for social
recognition. Therefore achieving desirable consequences and avoiding negative ones are primary
motivators in consumer behavior (Gutman, 1997).

Motivational Systems Theory (MST)

Ford's (1992) MST is an integrative theory that systematized multiple motivational
models into a typology of human motivation. This highly cited theory proposes three primary
constructs to explain human motivation: personal goals, emotional arousal, and agency beliefs.
Personal goals are directive cognitive processes adopted by individuals — thus, they cannot be
forced upon them. Personal goals guide peoples’ behaviors and represent a desired, specific
consequence that can be achieved through action, congruent with Gutman's (1982) definition of a

desirable end-state or consequence. Emotional arousal is an anticipatory, affective response to a

34



situation that increases an individual’s energy to take action, also regarded as action readiness.
Finally, agency beliefs consist of evaluative and ongoing assessment concerning the individual’s
capabilities to attain the desired outcome in a given context through a specific behavior.

Thus, MST proposes that human motivation is a function of personal goals, emotional
arousal, and agency beliefs: “Thus motivation is an integrative construct representing the
direction a person is going, the emotional energy and affective experience supporting or
inhibiting movement in that direction, and the expectancies a person has about whether they can
Personal Goals as a Motivational Component in Consumer Activism

The different perspectives concerning human motivation seem to converge in defining
motivation as a force or energy to achieve a desired goal or consequence or fulfill a need, which
can be amplified or attenuated by emotional arousal and agency beliefs. Additionally, the
multiple theoretical perspectives reviewed seem to concur that the inferred causal connection
between stimulus-behaviors-consequences tends to happen through a learning mechanism based
on past experiences, to the exception of instinct behavior which is seen as “unlearned patterns of
behavior [...] encoded in all members of the same species” (Pincus, 2004, p. 377). Furthermore,
the literature review above indicates a shared agreement that people can do the same thing for
different reasons, i.e., a multi-motivational perspective.

Consumer activists are seen as social agents pursuing personally relevant goals through
their actions (Friedman, 1991; Klein et al., 2004; Laas, 2006; Micheletti, 2003; Nguyen et al.,
2018). Understanding and differentiating the goals influencing motivated consumer activism can
allow researchers to explore how a seemingly similar behavior to hold a company accountable

can be an expression of vastly different goals. As discussed earlier, this carries important
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scientific and practical implications for consumer movements and business. Thus, we focus on
consumer activists’ personal goals as a starting point to conceptualize consumer activism
motivation, which will then inform the scale development research work. In the next chapter, we
review the relevant literature to show how consumer activism motivations, emphasizing personal

goals, have been conceptualized and operationalized.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CONSUMER ACTIVISM MOTIVATIONAL GOALS AND
NOMOLOGICAL NETWORK

The pre-identification of potential dimensions of a concept is a preparatory step in scale
development (Carpenter, 2018). “A literature review is necessary to map the dimensional
structure of the construct because researchers need to craft items that reflect their theoretical
understanding of each dimension” (Carpenter, 2018, p. 27). This step is important because it
determines the breadth of a concept and will guide future effort in demonstrating its content
validity. Content validity is “the degree to which an operationalization represents the concept
about which generalizations are to be made” (Zaltman et al., 1982, p. 90). In this chapter, we
present the results of a literature review focused on how consumer activism motivational goals
have been conceptualized in the literature. Next, we examine extant measure operationalizations
identified in this process.

Additionally, it is crucial for researchers who aim to develop a scale to understand how
the focal concept relates to other concepts in a nomological framework, through which a
measurement scale’s nomological validity properties can be assessed. Nomological validity is
“the degree to which predictions based on the concept which an instrument purports to measure
are confirmed” (Zaltman et al., 1982, p. 90). Thus, we describe some essential construct
relationships identified in the literature to map out our nomological model.

Pre-ldentified Consumer Activism Personally Motivating Goals

Our literature review indicated a heterogenous motivational landscape concerning
consumer activists’ personal goals. In Table 1, we summarized these ten overarching goals,
providing a brief definition, indicating whether the measurement has been operationalized, and

highlighting fundamental studies that had investigated each goal.
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Table 1. Pre-ldentified Conceptual Dimensions of Consumer Activism Motivational Goals

Overarching
Identified Goals

Descriptive Explanation

Original Measurement
Operationalizations

Key Studies

1-2

Instrumental vs.
non-instrumental
(expressive)
motives

The authors propose that consumer activists are motivated to
boycott a brand by two main goals: instrumental and non-
instrumental. "While many appear to have practical ends in
mind, such as labor actions seeking union recognition
(instrumental boycotts), others seem more concerned with
venting the frustrations of the protesting group (expressive
boycotts) (Friedman, 1991, p. 153)."

Klein et al (2002)
Suhud (2017)

Friedman (1991,1999)
John and Klein (2003)
Makaren and Jae (2016)

Make a difference

Making a difference is proposed as a subset of Friedman's
(1991) concept of instrumental motivation. "Instrumental
motivation to change the target firm’s behavior and/or to
signal to the firm and others the necessity of appropriate
conduct (Klein et al., 2004, p. 96)" However, the concept
merges distinct constructs, personal goals and efficacy
beliefs, which was also noted by Hoffman (2013).

Klein et al. (2004)

Friedman (1991,1999)
John and Klein (2003)
Klein et al. (2004)
Braunberger and Buckler
(2011)

Ettenson and Klein (2005)
Hoffmann (2011, 2013)

Desire for social
change

This motivational dimension goes beyond changing corporate
practices (which is one of the meanings of making a
difference, see above) to focus on societal changes.
"Boycotters want to change society in a more positive way

(Nguyen et al. 2018, p. 8)."

Nguyen et al. (2018)
Micheletti (2003)

Moral obligation

Consumers are increasingly aware of the impact of
unrestrained consumption and corporate activity on multiple
issues. While others may feel more compelled to delegate
such responsibility to others, consumer activities feel
obligated to do something because of a perceived moral
obligation. “Awareness and self-reflection of this impact
imply an acknowledgment that everyday acts by citizens have
the power to potentially restructure society. [This] gives
citizens a central role in the responsibility-taking for our
common future (Micheletti, 2003, p. 30).” Thus, consumer
activists "feel they have a responsibility and moral obligation
to commit and ‘do their bit’ (Nguyen et al. 2018, p. 7)."

Nguyen et al. (2018)
Micheletti (2003)
Lindenmeier et al. (2012)
Smith (1990)
Fernandes (2020)
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Table 1 (cont’d)

Brand punishment

Brand punishment is a vital consumer goal in the context of
product/service failure literature, conceptualized as "actions
that are designed to punish and cause inconvenience to a firm
for the damages the customer felt it caused (Grégoire &
Fischer, 2008, p.247)." Similarly, in the context of consumer
activism, consumers are said to "wish to punish the target (p.
101)" in response to an egregious corporate behavior
(Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011).

Pandey et al. (2021)

Braunsberger and Buckler

(2011)

Abosag and Farah (2014)
Ettenson and Klein (2005)
Hoffmann and Muller (2009)

Hoffmann (2011)
John and Klein (2003)
Pandey et al. (2021)

Self-
enhancement/Social
recognition

"Boyecotting behavior allows a consumer to differentiate
[themselves] from "the crowd," to stand above them,
particularly in terms of defining a personal morality that has
"evolved" beyond hedonistic commercial interests (Kozinest
& Hendelman, 1998, p. 477)". Klein et al. (2004) have
conceptualized self-enhancement goals to avoid guilt for not
acting and social disapproval. Thus, being admired by others
and feeling good about oneself is an underlying goal. A
similar goal of social recognition has also been proposed.
"Boycotters want respect from others and care about the
image they address to them (Nguyen et al. 2018, p. 8)."

Klein et al. (2004)
Ali (2021)

Klein et al. (2004)
Braunberger and Buckler
(2011)
Brinkmann (2004)
Glazer et al. (2010)
Hoffmann (2013)
John and Klein (2003)
Klein et al (2002)
Kozinets and Handelman
(1998, 2004)
Smith (1990)
Nguyen et al. (2018)

Clean hands/Feel
good

As posed by Smith (1990) and John and Klein (2003),
consumers may also be motivated to engage in collective
action to experience feelings such as “doing the right thing”
or “clean hands,” which are likely to lead to positive self-
evaluations. Nguyen et al. (2018) have conceptualized a
similar dimension, namely, feel good, as an objective to
achieve personal and emotional wellbeing via boycotting.

Klein et al (2002)

Nguyen et al. (2018)
John and Klein (2003)
Kozinets and Handelman
(1998, 2004)
Smith (1990)
Klein et al (2002)
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Table 1 (cont’d)

Anger expression has been typically investigated as an
emotionally arousing motivation type spurred by knowledge
of corporate unethical behavior. This is congruent with
Turner's (2007) anger-activism model, where anger energizes
an activist to act. At times, however, the conceptualization of
anger expression also points to an underlying goal. For
example, participants can be motivated to support a collective

Klein et al. (2002)
Braunsberger and Buckler
(2011)

Ettenson and Klein (2005)
Friedman (1991, 1999)

Klein et al (2002)

Hoffmann and Muller (2009)

9 Anger expression action as an opportunity to express their anger against an Lindenmeier et al. (2012) Jor?nogfr\rgalglnei(ﬁcéézm)
emotional target, such as an offending brand (Micheletti, Lindenmeier et al. (2012)
2003). This would also be beneficial to the collective action's Micheletti (20'03)
likelihood of success. The more a mobilization is seen as a Kozinets and Handelman
platform for self-expression, the more likely it is to attract (1998, 2004)
greater support to succeed, particularly in social media Bennet,t (2012)
(Bennett, 2012).
Makaren and Jae (2016)
Call for It has also been noted in a few studies that consumer activists Braunberger and Buckler
10 action/Raise may act to elicit support from others or raise awareness for a - (2011)
awareness cause, thereby educating others about the issue.

Friedman (1991)
Hoffmann (2011)
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Instrumental vs. Non-instrumental (Expressive) Goals

influential attempts to identify and classify consumer activists' motives, which was done in the
context of boycotting. The author proposes that boycotts can be classified in multiple ways based
on their militance escalation level (action considered, action requested, action organized, and
action taken), their target (surrogate vs. non-surrogate boycotts), their orientation (media vs.
marketplace orientation), and activists” motivation (expressive or non-instrumental vs.
instrumental motives).

The classification of boycotts into expressive or instrumental proposes a somewhat
dichotomous and orthogonal perspective concerning activists’ goals, i.e., consumers may act
against a company because of instrumental or non-instrumental goals. Instrumentally motivated
boycotts are defined by participants with a practical and clearly defined goal, such as changing a
corporate decision or practice. On the other hand, non-instrumentally motivated boycotters are
different because they view activism as a platform for venting out their negative feelings against
the company.
economics and psychology approaches, the authors derived quantitative behavioral models to
explain boycott participation. The authors propose that the perceived egregiousness of a
corporate act, first-hand or vicariously experienced, can spark instrumental and non-instrumental
motivations, influencing boycott participation decisions. Under the assumption that of rational
decision-making, i.e., homo economicus, instrumentally-motivated activists take action because
of 1) an exaggerated perceived impact of their activism, 2) ignorance of the real-world impact of
their actions, or 3) some altruistic characteristics. On the other hand, they pose that for non-

instrumentally-motivated action, behavioral utility is influenced by psychological factors, such as
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self-enhancement and self-expression.

The concept of instrumental and non-instrumental goals presents a parsimonious way of
categorizing consumer activism motivations at the expense of conceptual specificity. As
indicated above, they may represent umbrella terms comprising different, more specific goals.
For example, Makarem and Jae's (2016) content analyzed n = 1,422 boycott-related tweets and
identified four specific instrumental motives: “call for action, awareness and information
sharing, making a difference, and offering alternatives or [product] substitutes” (p. 206).
Concerning noninstrumental motives, Kozinets and Handelman (1998) found that consumer
activists are not only motivated by self-enhancement but also by self-expressive motives.

Make a Difference, Desire for Change, and Moral Obligation

Consumer activism emerged as a social phenomenon more strongly after World War 11, a
period of greater economic prosperity that allowed individuals to be concerned with issues
beyond fulfilling their more basic private needs (W. L. Bennett, 2012; Buechler, 1995; Diani &
Porta, 2006). “People who came of age during World War | or the Great Depression were more
likely to emphasize materialist values related to safety and physical well-being, while cohorts
who were socialized after World War 11 were more likely to emphasize postmaterialist concerns
related to quality-of-life issues, such as social justice. As generational change occurs,
postmaterialist values should become the norm” (Copeland, 2014, p. 263). This may explain why
consumers engage in collective action against private entities in support of issues of public
interest to make a difference, change social reality, or are imbued with a sense of a moral
obligation.

Consumers are increasingly aware of the impact of unrestrained consumption on multiple
issues, from climate change to unfair trade practices, which are aggravated for certain products

and services, namely product politics (Micheletti, 2003). While some may feel more compelled
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to delegate such responsibility to policymakers, others may be motivated to actively participate
in constructing an ideal society. “Awareness and self-reflection of this impact imply an
acknowledgment that everyday acts by citizens have the power to potentially restructure society.
[This] gives citizens a central role in the responsibility-taking for our common future”
(Micheletti, 2003, p. 30). Thus, consumer activists can also be motivated to engage in collective
action to cultivate a self-constructed miniature version of their ideal reality (de Moor, 2017;
Haenfler et al., 2012).

Three concepts identified in the literature seem to point to this overarching goal of
changing corporate practices: make a difference (Klein et al., 2004), desire for change
(Micheletti, 2003; Nguyen et al., 2018), and moral obligation (Fernandes, 2020; Lindenmeier et
al., 2012; Micheletti, 2003; Nguyen et al., 2018; Smith, 1990). However, how these relate to one
another and their conceptual boundaries in unclear. For example, to what extent does the goal of
changing corporate behaviors differ from a perceived moral obligation to take action? Also, the
conceptualization of making a difference (Klein et al., 2004), binds together personal goals and
efficacy beliefs, introducing a new layer of conceptual imprecision. Additionally, except Nguyen
world consumer activists. Thus, as much as researchers may see these as different motivational
dimensions, it is unknown to what extent they can be used to tease apart the different
motivational goals that may drive consumer activism.

Brand Punishment, Self-Enhancement, Recognition, and Clean Hands

Literature shows that consumer activists may engage in brand boycotting due to non-
instrumental motives (Friedman, 1991, 2002; John & Klein, 2003; Klein et al., 2004; Makarem
& Jae, 2016). While for some consumers, collective actions may represent an opportunity to

achieve an instrumental goal, such as changing corporate practices, for others, it is a self-
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expressive platform to vent their frustrations and express their negative feelings, such as anger or
outrage, toward a target brand (Friedman, 1991; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998; Makarem & Jae,
2016). Additionally, consumer activists may be drawn to action due to self-enhancement motives
(John & Klein, 2003; Klein et al., 2004; Makarem & Jae, 2016). Taking action for a good cause
or punishing a transgressing corporation may allow participants to see themselves more
favorably by behaving in a manner consistent with whom they think they are (self-concept),
would like to be (ideal concept), or how they like to present themselves to others (social concept)
(Sirgy, 1982). Furthermore, doing nothing may lead to self-blame and feelings of guilt,
representing a threat to the self-concept with negative consequences to self-esteem (Klein et al.,
2004).

Brand Punishment

Brand punishment is a vital consumer goal in the context of product and service failure
literature, conceptualized as “actions that are designed to punish and cause inconvenience to a
firm for the damages the customer felt it caused” (Grégoire & Fischer, 2008, p.247). This
literature, as proposed by Khamitov et al. (2020), focuses on first-hand experienced service
failures, such as when consumers’ “online photo albums had accidentally been erased [by a
company employee]” (Aaker et al., 2004, p. 7).

Similarly, consumer activists may gravitate towards action to punish and threaten the
boycott target (John & Klein, 2003; Makarem & Jae, 2016; Yousaf et al., 2021). Consumers
response to egregious corporate behaviors, which are often second-hand experienced
transgressions — or vicarious transgressions (Friedman, 1991) such as Nestlé’s contribution to the
deforestation of orangutans’ natural habitat because of its palm oil supply chain (Heldman,

2017). In this context, consumer activism equates to individually-enacted behaviors, represented
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mainly by the spread of negative electronic word of mouth and boycotts (Antonetti & Maklan,
2016; Grappi et al., 2013; Guévremont & Grohmann, 2018; Romani et al., 2015; Sayin &
Gurhan-Canli, 2015; Trump, 2014; Xie & Bagozzi, 2019).

Self-Enhancement and Clean Hands

“Being human means being conscious of having a self, and the nature of the self is
central to what it means to be human” (Lewis, 1990, as cited by Oyserman, 2001, p. 499).
According to Oyserman (2001), the self-concept is a cognitive structure that organizes our self-
knowledge, or self-schemas, that shapes how we construct reality, perceive life events, and act.
In neurotypical individuals, creating and maintaining a positive perception of the self is a natural
need that motivates information processing and behaviors. Thus, individuals are encouraged to
act in ways that will lead to positive self-evaluations, i.e., making them feel good about
themselves.

Consumer activism may be an experience conducive to self-evaluation enhancement for
allowing participants “to boost social and personal self-esteem either by associating with a cause
or group of people or simply by viewing [themselves] as a moral person” (Klein et al., 2004, p.
97). As posed by Smith (1990) and John and Klein (2003), consumers may also be motivated to
engage in collective action to experience feelings such as “doing the right thing” or “clean
hands,” which are likely to lead to positive self-evaluations. Therefore, consumer activism may
be directed at fulfilling one’s self-enhancement needs.

Anger Expression

Consumer activists seem to be also motivated to support a collective action as an
opportunity to express their anger against an emotional target, such as an offending brand
(Micheletti, 2003). The more a mobilization is seen as a platform for self-expression, the more

likely it is to attract greater support and succeed, particularly in social media (W. L. Bennett,
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2012). The importance of self-expressive motives has been documented in the boycott literature
(Farah & Newman, 2010; Klein et al., 2004; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998; Makarem & Jae,
2016).

Kozinets and Handelman (1998) found through a netnography study that boycotting can
be motivated by participants’ need to express their individuality. According to the authors, self-
expression can be an outward-facing endeavor, where “expressing selfhood is described as an
extrinsic, or other-focused, process by which individuals utilize boycotts to distinguish
themselves from other people” (p. 477) or as an inward-facing mechanism, with an emphasis on
expressing “their personal values and standards” (p. 477). In a study of boycotting using the
Planned Behavior Theory (Ajzen, 1991) as a framework, Farah and Newman (2010) found that
boycotting may be motivated by instrumental goals and people’s needs to express their attitudes.
Moreover, Makarem and Jae (2016) also identified self-expressive motivated consumer activists’
posts in a qualitative textual analysis of tweets.

Call for Action

A less explored motivational goal is denoted as a call for action and represents consumer
activists’ goal of raising awareness for a cause or eliciting support for a campaign. For example,
awareness about the issue and promoting the boycott activity (action consideration), and
requesting people to step up and join the mobilization (action request). This motivational theme
also emerged in computational research studies about consumer activism and seems to be a
recurring theme in online petitions (Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011) and social media posts
(Makarem & Jae, 2016) from consumer activists. However, it is unclear whether this concept is a
motivational goal that energizes consumers to act or if it reflects a rewarding activist strategy

informed by a primary personal goal, such as making a difference.
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Empathy and Solidarity

Last, we focus on empathy and solidarity, which are regarded as motivation goals in the
broad social activism literature but have received limited attention in the context of consumer
and solidarity may play a role in consumer activism. First, as an in-group form of solidarity, and
second, as a solidarity or empathy toward those victimized by corporate unethical practices and
decisions.

In-Group Solidarity

Individuals can also be motivated to take action to engage in behaviors congruent with
their desired social identity derived from group membership. In a study to tease apart behavioral
intentions associated with activism vs. radicalism, e.qg., terrorism, Moskalenko & Mccauley
(2009) found that group identification is an essential motivational factor that propels individuals
toward both legal (activism) and non-legal (terrorism) action and that group identification
motivational force is strengthened under a situation of a perceived threat to the group. This idea
is also implicit in Melucci's (1995) conceptualization of collective identity construction. For new
social movement scholars, collective identity is a process through which group members come
together to negotiate and define a shared understanding of the group’s goals, who their opponent
is, and the best course of action for the movement to succeed.

As much as Melucci's (1995) collective identity is a socially-organizing mechanism that
enables a coordinated effort to move forward, it connects with Tajfel et al.'s (1979) social
identity concept. In externally articulating a collective identity, group members are expected to
undergo a group identification procedure by internally assimilating the groups’ prototypical
features into their social identity. Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel et al., 1979)

proposes that self-concept is partially constructed by internalizing group memberships. Thus,
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positive social interactions and self-group integration can enhance social identity (Hogg & Reid,
2006). When social identity is not satisfactory, individuals seek ways to enhance it by
disassociating themselves from the group (Tajfel et al., 1979).

Consequently, consumer activism participation can be facilitated by creating a positive
social identity that differentiates in-group (activists) from out-group members, sometimes
regarded as the indifferent majority (Kozinets & Handelman, 1998). For instance, for highly
committed consumer activists, the offending brand is not the only opponent. Kozinets and
Handelman (2004) identified that mainstream consumers lacking awareness of their consumer
decisions beyond their personal needs are viewed as complicit to the corporate elite and
considered “couch potatoes, selfish, lazy, SUV-driving hedonists” (p. 700).

Between-Group Solidarity and Empathy

Activism is also spurred by solidarity and empathy toward those victimized or otherwise

affected by society’s different systems of injustice. Solidarity has been a critical concept in the

conceptualization of social movements: “Participation often emerges out of a sense of solidarity”

context of a social or political movement emerges from an allyship or connection established
with the victimized group.

Cultural studies have closely examined this, showing the importance of solidarity

solidarity formation as a crucial component that has sustained queer activism in South Korea for
decades. The author argues that between-group solidarity emerges upon the realization that we

identified transnational digital solidarity in the World Hijab Day, a campaign designed to combat
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discrimination against Muslim women, as a motivational force among Muslim and non-Muslim
participants.

These studies illustrate that between-group solidarity and empathy are essential drivers of
global activism (Anderl, 2022; Routledge et al., 2007). Global activism relies on mutual
solidarity, which allows individuals to see themselves as part of an imagined network sharing the
same struggles (Anderl, 2022; Routledge et al., 2007), which can be reinforced through cultural
productions, such as movies, literature, and other artistic productions, portraying the suffering of
those who are far away, thereby creating empathy and energizing people to engage in distant
issue activism (Bernard, 2017).

In the context of consumer activism, the concept has also gained attention in the study of
boycotts. People who have greater empathy, as a personality trait, are more likely to engage in
negative behaviors against the brand, such as negative eWOM, complaints, and boycotts, upon
knowledge of corporate irresponsible behaviors (Xie & Bagozzi, 2019) and engage in positive
behaviors toward the brand, such as positive eWWOM and brand recommendation, upon
knowledge of corporate responsible behavior (Xie et al., 2019).

Extant Operationalizations Consumer Activism Personally Motivating Goals

A couple of studies proposed measurement operationalizations related to motivational
goals of consumer activism. However, most measurements are conceptualized as a uni- (Ali,
2021) or a bi-dimensional (Klein et al., 2002, 2004; Suhud et al., 2017) motivational construct.
As per the literature reviewed above, it is plausible to assume that consumer activism motivation
is a multidimensional construct, a conceptual complexity not captured by extant measures. For

detected five main values and thirteen desirable consequences that motivate boycotters.
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Additionally, some studies focused on operationalizing other relevant motivational
constructs, such as emotional arousal (Grappi et al., 2013; Romani et al., 2015) or agency beliefs
(Klein et al., 2004; Sen et al., 2001). However, in some cases, these concepts have been
intertwined with personal goals in their operationalizations, which begs for revision. Per MST
typology (Ford, 1992), personal goals, emotional arousal, and agency beliefs are distinct
motivational constructs. Thus, they should be conceptualized and measured separately and
investigated as part of a larger nomological motivational model in the context of consumer
activism. To my knowledge, a nomological framework to examine the relationship across
different consumer activism motivational concepts has not been proposed nor tested.

It is also important to acknowledge that most studies about consumer activism
motivations have mainly focused on boycotting. This is understandable, given that boycotting is
one of the most prevalent behaviors in consumer activism (see Chapter 1). However, for this
reason, it is unclear to what extent these fully capture consumer activists’ personal goals in

relation to other activist-like behaviors.

effort in operationalizing consumer activism motivational goals as a multidimensional construct.
Klein et al. (2004) conceptualized two main motivational goals, namely, make a
difference, and self-enhancement, which may be insufficient to quantitatively capture the broad
range of motivations reported in the literature. The make a difference dimension was
conceptualized as a motivation to change the target firm’s behavior framed as an agency or

efficacy belief. Three measurement items were used — “everyone should take part in the boycott
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because every contribution, no matter how small, is important;” “boycotts are an effective means
to make a company change its actions;” and “by boycotting I can help change [business’s]
decision,” with a .78 Cronbach’s reliability coefficient.

Self-enhancement was measured through four survey items. The reliability coefficient of
.73 for self-enhancement is considerably below the .80 reliability threshold. This may indicate
some problems of internal consistency since almost 30 percent of the observed variance is
unrelated to the true variance under the assumption of true scores equivalence with uncorrelated
error terms (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Of all four items, the first three tap into feelings of
guilt, discomfort, and subjective norms, thus posing a problem of content validity since only the
fourth one seems to represent self-enhancement conceptually, “I will feel better about myself if |
boycott [Brand].” Not surprisingly, while the first three items are estimated to indicate the same
underlying latent variable based on factor loadings, the fourth item loads high on two factors
(.648 for self-enhancement and .466 for making a difference). Thus, indicating that together, the
survey measures might not be measuring self-enhancement as intended.

In addition to the issues discussed above, some best practices in scale development were
not observed (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). The authors do
not report exploring the construct domain by assessing possible motivational dimensions and
survey items. Nor do they undergo a scale purification or refinement task. These initial steps
would be essential to determine the breadth of consumer activism motivations measure
(Carpenter, 2018). In addition, factors were assumed to be orthogonal without a justification or
statistical test. This implies that the two motivational dimensions are uncorrelated, an assumption
that often does not find support in the social sciences literature (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Last, current scale development practices recommend measurement scales to be tested on an
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independent sample via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the hypothesized latent
structure and model fit formally. This last methodological procedure was also not observed.
factors, three of which are indicated by two items only, which is statistically problematic (Kline,
2015; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Besides some potential methodological issues, such as the
use of an orthogonal rotation and the non-disclosure of cross-loadings, the scale suffers from
important content validity issues, which leads to an unclear understanding of what is being
measured. For example, factor one is named “socio political,” and of the two items used to
indicate this latent construct, one of them seem to represent some form of efficacy belief not
related to any specific social or political construct: “I do not boycott products because I see it
does not have an effect.” Similar issues were detected across all six factors. Thus, rendering the
scale’s content validity highly questionable.

Jointly, this literature review demonstrates that consumer activism can be conceptualized
as a multi-dimensional construct, which is not captured by extant measures. Equally importantly,
it is unclear what personal goals might motivate consumers to act since no systematic effort has
warrants an original scale development work focused on measuring consumer activism personal
goals as motivational drivers.

Nomological Model of Consumer Activism Motivations

The proposed scale focuses on one type of motivation, personal goals. Personal goals are
considered part of a motivational system and are influenced by other motivational constructs:
emotional arousal and efficacy beliefs (Ford, 1992). The interplay across these constructs is also

expected in the context of consumer activism. However, this has yet to be formally
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conceptualized and tested. Thus, constructing this nomological framework requires an
assembling effort to bring together different consumer activism models proposed in the
literature.

Klein et al.'s (2004) Awareness Egregious Boycott (AEB) model offers a widely
accepted foundation to construct a nomological model of consumer activism motivations. The
AEB model was initially developed with boycotting behavior in mind and proposes a funneled
pathway from awareness to action. This model can be conceptually extended to other forms of
consumer activism, as the anteceding roles of awareness and egregiousness can be logically
extended to other activist-like behaviors. First, consumers need to become aware of a brand
transgression. Upon awareness, cognitive appraisal of the incident should result in negative
perceptions that will lead to the disapproval of the corporate conduct and the assessment of the
transgression as an egregious behavior. Last, some consumers may decide to act to hold the
corporation accountable. The likelihood of boycotting is expected to be influenced by efficacy
beliefs associated with “making a difference” and “self-enhancement” motivational goals.
Therefore, Klein et al.'s (2004) AEB model proposes that two motivational constructs, personal
goals, and agency beliefs, interact in creating activist-like behavior.

The role of efficacy beliefs or perceived efficacy in influencing consumer activism has
also been demonstrated in other studies (Albrecht, Campbell, et al., 2013; Ettenson & Klein,
2005; Ji & Kim, 2020; Lee, 2010; Sen et al., 2001). Efficacy beliefs function as moderating
construct that influences behavioral enactment. As posed by Bandura (2000), “efficacy beliefs
influence whether people think erratically or strategically, optimistically or pessimistically (p.
75).” In the context of collective action, perceived collective efficacy may be a more relevant

construct. Perceived collective efficacy is defined as “people’s shared beliefs in their collective
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power to produce desired results” (Bandura, 2000, p. 75), and has been termed consumer
collective efficacy (Ji & Kim, 2020; Lee, 2010) in the context of consumer activism.

The motivational role of emotional arousal was also examined by researchers (Grappi et
al., 2013; John & Klein, 2003; Romani et al., 2015), and its interplay with efficacy beliefs
“participation in a boycott may simply be an expression of anger or outrage at the present or past
acts of the producer. This, in principle, implies neither a desire to change the behavior of the
producer, nor a wish that others participate” (p. 1203). Additionally, negative, arousing feelings
against the violating brand have been shown to increase the likelihood of consumer activism via
anger, contempt, and disgust (CAD), also jointly known as brand hate (Grappi et al., 2013;
Romani et al., 2015).

The anger-activism model (Turner, 2007) professes a relationship between perceived
efficacy and anger, a negatively arousing emotion. The model proposes four quadrants defined
by high vs. low efficacy on one axis and high vs. low levels of anger on the other. The first
guadrant identifies the disinterested group with low levels of efficacy and anger, who may have a
positive predisposition toward an issue. However, this predisposition is not transferred to action
due to their low levels of agency belief and emotional arousal. In the second quadrant falls the
angry group, with higher levels of anger but a reduced belief that there is anything they can do to
change the problem. The third quadrant comprises those who feel empowered with higher levels
of efficacy. However, their intent to act is somewhat limited because of low emotional arousal.
Last, the fourth quadrant identifies the activist group. Individuals with high levels of efficacy and
anger are expected to engage in activist-like behaviors that require more effort and commitment.

Thus, this model convincingly supports the interplay of emotional arousal and collective
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consumer efficacy in spurring consumer activism.
The Motivational Role of Involvement

As Ford (1992) proposed, personal goals are not fixed, and their prioritization can be
shuffled not only by agency beliefs and emotional arousal but also by situational or intrinsic
forces. One of these forces is ego-involvement, which can be created from intrinsic and
situational sources of personal relevance (ISPR and SSPR, respectively) (Celsi & Olson, 1988).

ISPR creates involvement based on knowledge stored in long-term memory, connecting a
particular object with personally relevant goals, values, and self-identity. Therefore, ISPR is a
more enduring source of involvement because it arises from a perceived connection between the
object and self-relevant consequences. On the other hand, SSPR creates situational involvement
where contextual cues activate self-relevant knowledge. For example, in the context of consumer
behavior, “sales promotions such as rebates, coupons, and price reductions create contingencies
in consumers’ decision environments that might activate important personally relevant goals and
values such as ‘save money’ [...] Felt involvement created by SSPR declines when the self-
relevant goal or value in that situation is achieved” (Celsi & Olson, 1988, p. 212).

By the same token, consumer activism involvement with an issue violated by a company
is expected to influence the relevance or importance of their consumer activism personal goals.
Issue involvement is a motivational state spurred by feelings of personal relevance concerning a
target issue (Albrecht, Campbell, et al., 2013; O’Cass & Griffin, 2006), which conforms with the
concept of ISPR. The literature on consumer activism suggests that issue involvement (Albrecht,
Backhaus, et al., 2013; O’Cass & Griffin, 2006) is an antecedent of consumer activism
participation intention. Therefore, issue involvement seems to be a relevant nomological

construct for validating the proposed scale.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SCALE DEVELOPMENT METHODOLOGICAL OVERVIEW

In the social sciences, scales are typically utilized to measure constructs that cannot be
directly observed (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Constructs are indispensable for scientific
research because they represent the building blocks of theories (Suddaby, 2010). Theory, in this
dissertation, is defined as a system of constructs that relate to each other through propositions
that follow strict rules of logic (Suddaby, 2010; Wacker, 2008). Scales represent a crucial tool
for knowledge testing and accumulation because they enable researchers to measure
unobservable constructs and empirically test associative or causal claims (theoretical
propositions) derived from theory (DeVellis, 2012; Reynolds, 1971; Suddaby, 2010; Wacker,
2004; Zaltman et al., 1982).

Given the central role that scales play in the empirical testing of theoretical propositions,
the scale development process should observe certain methodological principles. These
methodological principles are vital for three main reasons: 1) to enable scale developers to
minimize measurement error, 2) to ensure that the measurement corresponds to the intended
construct, and 3) to increase users’ confidence in the scale’s measurement properties (Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). This chapter provides an overview of such methodological steps to enable
readers to understand the methodological logic connecting the three studies conducted in this
dissertation.

Construct definition is the first step in scale development (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill,
1979; Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2012; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988, 1988; Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). This step entails a comprehensive literature review focused on clarifying the
construct’s meaning and dimensionality. In addition, the literature review should investigate the
theoretical relationship between the construct of interest and other constructs of relevance that

are part of a nomological framework (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998). These steps were
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accomplished in the previous chapters with the proposal of a conceptual definition of consumer
activism (Chapter 2), the conceptual identification of personal goals as the motivational concept
of interest for scale development (Chapter 3), a literature review concerning the conceptual
dimensions of consumer activism motivations (Chapter 4), and the examination of critical
theoretical frameworks to propose a nomological model (Chapter 4).

It is recommended that researchers engage in qualitative research to further examine the
construct’s meaning, breadth, and dimensionality (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; DeVellis,
2012). This is especially relevant in the domain of consumer activism motivations because prior
scale development efforts did not include a qualitative assessment to examine consumer activism
motivations from the perspective of the consumer activist. Thus, a qualitative step is warranted to
enrich the construct definition and dimensionality. This is accomplished in Study 1 (Chapter 6)
through in-depth interviews with consumer activists (Study 1 - Phase 1), followed by a panel
discussion with experts (Study 1 - Phase 2). In addition, cognitive interviews were conducted
(Study 1 - Phase 3) to pretest the initial pool of measurement items created based on the
reviewed literature, in-depth interviews, and panel discussion with experts.

Once an initial pool of measurement items is created, scale developers should
quantitatively investigate the latent structure of the construct and the internal consistency of
items (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2012; Gerbing &
Anderson, 1988; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). This is accomplished in Study 2 mainly
through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the inspection of Cronbach’s alpha reliability
coefficients (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Kline, 2013; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

The retained measurement items and the hypothesized latent structure should be

statistically confirmed through a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Bagozzi & Foxall, 1996;
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Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2012; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Kline, 2013; Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). This is accomplished in Study 3, which relies on a new sample to confirm
the results from Study 2. In addition, the retained solution should be examined for different
forms of validity (Bagozzi & Foxall, 1996; Churchill, 1979; Clark & Watson, 1995; Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Study 3 validates the retained
measurement scale across four types of validity: convergent, discriminant, nomological, and

predictive.
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CHAPTER SIX: STUDY 1 - QUALITATIVE INVESTIGATION OF CONCEPTUAL
BREADTH AND DIMENSIONALITY AND INITIAL GENERATION OF
MEASUREMENT ITEMS

Upon a comprehensive literature review to inform construct definition (Chapters 2 and 3)
and construct dimensionality (Chapter 4), it is recommended that researchers engage in a
qualitative investigation to confirm, adjust, and/or amplify construct conceptualization (Bagozzi
& Foxall, 1996; Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998; Ohanian,
1990; Zaichkowsky, 1985). This qualitative assessment is often accomplished through in-depth
interviews or focus groups with participants, which can be combined with other methods, such as
experts consultation and survey pre-testing (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Clark & Watson,
1995; DeVellis, 2012; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).

The qualitative assessment in scale development is sometimes overlooked by
communication scholars (Carpenter, 2018). Additionally, this step was neither performed, or nor
reported, in the examined studies that proposed other measures of consumer activism
motivations (Klein et al., 2004; Pandey et al., 2021; Suhud et al., 2017). Overlooking this step
can have negative implications for construct validity because “it is very common that
participants will reveal additional dimensions critical to the meaning of the construct based on
results stemming from qualitative research efforts” (Carpenter, 2018, p. 33). Therefore, Study 1
qualitative examines personal goals as a motivational component of consumer activism. The
primary aims of Study 1 are threefold: Gain richness in meaning concerning goals previously
proposed in the literature, potentially detect new goals not previously conceptualized, and define
conceptual boundaries and interrelationships across goals.

An underlying premise of scale development is that the measurement items should
represent the breadth of the concept being measured (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Raykov

& Marcoulides, 2011). Thus, as a result of this qualitative examination, Study 1 will enable the
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generation of measurement items with greater content validity. To achieve this, Study 1 was
implemented in three phases. In Phase 1, online in-depth online interviews with consumer
activists were conducted. In Phase 2, experts were invited to join an online panel and review the
initial measurement items in light of Phase 1’s findings. Last, in Phase 3, a questionnaire
pretesting was conducted, via cognitive interviewing technique, to detect and correct issues
related to participants’ ability to comprehend, retrieve information, and answer the measurement
items optimally.
Phase 1: Consumer Activists’ In-Depth Interviews

Phase 1 aims to allow the researcher to gain insight into consumer activists' real-world
experiences and perceptions concerning their past activist-like behaviors (Ryan et al., 2009). By
disclosing their perceptions and past experiences related to activism, consumer activists may
substantially contribute to refining extant understanding of motivational goals beyond what has
been documented in the literature. Below, the methods and results obtained in this phase are
described. Last, the findings are discussed in relation to the literature reviewed in earlier
chapters.

Methods
Sample Recruitment and Size

Participants were recruited via Prolific, also known as Prolific Academic, an online
research recruiting platform for human participants. The platform offers a pre-screened panel of
subjects constantly monitored to promote higher data quality relative to other platforms, such as
MTurk (Peer et al., 2017). A total of 11 participants were successfully interviewed. Sample size
for qualitative studies should 1) strive to represent the various experiences and perceptions
relative to the investigated construct and 2) aim to achieve saturation or information redundancy

across respondents (Chesebro & Borisoff, 2007; Reid & Gough, 2000; Thomas & Pollio, 2001).
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Researchers have suggested that qualitative interview studies should have a minimum of six
complete interviews and increase this number to ten if the reported experiences and perceptions
in the initial six interviews did not achieve information redundancy (Thomas & Pollio, 2001). As
detailed in the next section, redundancy was achieved in around six interviews. Thus, our sample
size is acceptable.

All participants were at least 18 years old, English speakers, and currently located in the
US. Additionally, participants were recruited based on their prior engagement with consumer
activist-like behaviors in the last 24 months. These behaviors were identified in the literature
(Baek, 2010; Barry et al., 2022; Corning & Myers, 2002; de Zufiiga et al., 2014; Forno &
Ceccarini, 2006; Grappi et al., 2013; Heldman, 2017; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009; Romani et
al., 2015; Stolle et al., 2005) and structured to represent lower and higher levels of activist
commitment (Barry et al., 2022; Cabrera et al., 2017; Corning & Myers, 2002; Heldman, 2017,
Hollenbeck & Zinkhan, 2006; Kristofferson et al., 2014; Morozov, 2009; Moskalenko &
Mccauley, 2009). This is important because activism behaviors are likely to vary in energy, time,
effort, planning, commitment, and risk and may represent distinct personal motivations to act.
These behaviors are presented in Table 2. Still, because activism repertoire is not fixed (Tilly,
1978), participants were allowed to indicate other non-listed activist-like behaviors they used.

Eligible participants were directed to a link to schedule a one-hour interview time with
the researcher. To be able to schedule the interview, participants had to review and accept the
informed consent form. Oral consent was also obtained at the beginning of the interview. Upon
successful completion of the interview, participants received the equivalent of 20 British pounds

in US dollars. All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed for analysis.
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Table 2. Pre-ldentified Consumer Activism Behaviors

Relatively Lower Commitment

1.

a ko

6.

Signed a petition against a company

Wrote a social media post against a company

Shared content on social media against a company

Donated money to an organization that could take action against a company
Encouraged other people to take action against a company

Boycotted (stop purchasing from) a company

Relatively Higher Commitment

7.
8.

9.

10.
11.
12.

Picketed or participated in a protest against a company

Protested against a company using physical materials, such as t-shirts, hats, bumper stickers or yard
signs

V\/grote a letter to or called my government representative asking for action against a company.
Wrote a blog post against a company

Joined organization(s) or group(s) against a company

Joined online/social media group(s) against a company

Interviewing Technique

Interviews were conducted online, which can increase perceived privacy and lower

the online platform for its security features, connection stability, and automatic meeting

transcription. Participants received a passcode to enter a secure virtual meeting room with the

interviewer. Upon oral consent, the transcription function was activated, and the interview began.

The semi-structured interviewing technique was employed (Ryan et al., 2009) to allow 1)

participants to respond more naturally and 2) the interviewer to follow the participants’ lead and

gently explore unexpected themes naturally introduced during the interview. The interview

objectives below informed the interview guide creation utilized in Phase 1:

1. How do consumer activists understand and describe activism and consumer activism?

2. What activist-like behaviors have they employed in the past?
3. What were the salient issues and brands that prompted their activist behaviors?
4. What were the motivational goals for engaging in consumer activism?

5. What language do consumer activists use to talk about their motivational goals?
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The interview guide structure was informed by methodological best practices for scale
development (Carpenter, 2018). The interview started with broader questions about activism in
general. Participants were asked to provide examples of activism they were aware and describe
the term using their own words. This created a smooth segue for the next section of the
interview, in which participants described the most memorable situation in which they took a
stand against a company because of their unethical business practices or controversial business
decisions, i.e., the most memorable episode of consumer activism they had participated. In this
section, the interviewer employed pre-defined probes to create a comprehensive profile of the
situation, including the identification of the violating company, the issue to which the incident
was connected, activist-like behaviors the participant employed, and the action timeline. Once
enough details were collected about the consumer activism episode, the researcher explored, in
depth, the different personal goals and adjacent motivational constructs, such as emotional
arousal and efficacy beliefs, that motivated participants to take action. This constituted the longer
portion of the interview. Last, participants were asked to reflect on the meaning of consumer
activism and whether they considered themselves to be consumer activists.

Results
Demographic and Psychographic Sample Characteristics

Interviews lasted about 46 minutes, on average (SD = 7.6 minutes). Participants were
demographically diverse, as presented in Table 3, with an equal mix of males and females (N =5
each) and one transgender male with a sample mean age of 34.09 years (SD = 5.38). White
participants were the majority (N = 7), followed by Black individuals (N=2), and then one Native
American and an Asian person. Concerning educational attainment, the largest groups included
those with undergraduate degree (N = 4), followed by high school diploma (N=3) and graduate

degree (N=3). One participant had a technical or community college degree. Participants family
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income ranged from less than $60,000 (N=5) to less than $100,000 (N=2), to less than $150,000

(N=1), to $150,000 or above (N=3).

64



Table 3. Participants’ Demographics and Activism Characteristics

ID* Gender Age E':?l?l(i:gi/ty Education  Income Egg;‘fnagl Behaviors Issues ngg:?" Malgr\gr?cljitmg

1" Male 35 Asian High $100K to  Extremely WOMP; Gender gap; abortion; BP; BR; 7" Generation:
school 149,999  conservative  boycott®. LGBTQ+ rights; CD; VS. Promotion of
diploma racism; gun policy; progressive views

political division. on social media.

2 Female 31 White High $10K — Liberal SM sharing®;  Rich-poor gap; gender BR; CD; Nestlé: Bad
school 59,999 petition®; gap; abortion; climate VS. business practices,
diploma boycott?. change; environmental exploitation of the

issues; health care; poor.
LGBTQ+ rights;

racism; gun policy;

workers’ rights.

3  Female 27 White Undergrad. $10K — Extremely WOMS; Rich-poor gap; gender BP; CD; Chick Fill-A: Anti-

degree 59,999 liberal boycott?, gap; abortion; climate NS; VS. LGBTQ+ support.
change; environmental Hobby Lobby: Pro-
issues; health care; Life support.
LGBTQ+ rights;
racism; gun policy;
veganism.

4" Male 40 White Undergrad.  $60K — Liberal SM posting®;  Rich-poor gap; gender BP; BR; Nestlé:

degree 99,999 SM sharing®;  gap; abortion; climate CD; NS; Exploitation of
donation; change; environmental ~ VS. water resources
WOMS, issues; health care; and unethical
petition®; LGBTQ+ rights; business in Africa
boycott?. racism; gun policy; (infant formula).

housing crisis; stock
market manipulation;
workers’ rights

Kellogg’s and
Starbucks:
Violation of
worker’s rights.
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Table 3 (cont’d)

5%  Trans. 34 White High school  $10K — Slightly Petition®; SM Rich-poor gap; BP; BR; Chick Fill-A: Anti-
male diploma 59,999 liberal sharing®; WOMP; abortion; climate CD; NS; LGBTQ+ support.
boycott?; joined change; environmental ~ VS. Nestle:
AB social media issues; health care; Exploitation of
groups®. LGBTQ+ rights; gun water resources
policy; housing crisis; and unethical
stock market business in Africa
manipulation (infant formula).

6 Female 31 Black Undergrad.  $10Kto  Liberal SM sharing; Rich-poor gap; gender BP; BR; Starbucks: Anti-
degree 59,999 petition?; boycott. gap; abortion; climate NS; VS. BLM practices

change; health care; connected to

racism; gun policy; workers abuse.

animal rights; Home Depot:

education. Political supporter
of Trump.

77 Male 29 White  Technical/ $60K- Slightly SM sharing?; Rich-poor gap; gender BP; BR; Barilla and Chick
Community  $99,999 liberal donationd; WOMY;  gap; abortion; climate CD; NS; Fill-A: Anti-
college boycott?, change; environmental ~ VS. LGBTQ+ support.

protesting. issues; health care; Stop and Shop:
LGBTQ+ rights; Violation of
racism; gun policy; worker’s rights.
workers’ rights.

8 Male 38 White Graduate More Moderate  WOM; boycott?. Climate change; health  BP; BR; Ben & Jerry'’s:
degree than care; police and CD; NS; Anti-law

$149K military issues. VS. enforcement
support.

9 Female 39 Black Graduate $10Kto  Liberal SM posting; SM Rich-poor gap; gender BP; BR; Home Depot and
degree 59,999 sharing®; donation;  gap; abortion; climate NS; VS. Lowes: Political

WOMP; boycott?;
physical materials,
blog posting®;
joined AB groups®;
joined AB social
media groups®.

change; environmental
issues; health care;
LGBTQ+ rights;
racism; gun policy;
animal rights;
education.

supporters of
Trump.

BP Qil: Disregard
for the
environment and
local communities.

66



Table 3 (cont’d)

10" Female 44  White Graduate More than  Extremely  Petition®; Rich-poor gap; gender  BP; BR; My Pillow and
degree $149K liberal WOMP; boycott®; gap; abortion; climate CD; NS; Goya: Anti-
contacted change; environmental ~ VS. LGBTQ+ support.
companies issues; health care; NBC: Promotion
directlyd. LGBTQ+ rights; of hate speech in a
racism; gun policy. political ad.
11" Male 27 Native Undergrad. More than  Liberal Donation®; Rich-poor gap; gender BR; CD; Goya: Political
American  degree $149K WOME; boycott?; gap; abortion; climate NS; VS. supporter of
physical change; environmental Trump.
materials®. issues; health care; General Mills,
LGBTQ+ rights; Amazon, and
racism; gun policy; Starbucks:
worker’s rights. Violation of

worker’s rights.

Note. " Participants see themselves as consumer activist to some extent. 20ngoing. ’Less than 6 months. °Less than 12 months. Less than 24 months. Behavioral
abbreviations: WOM = word of mouth; SM = social media. Goals abbreviations: AB = anti-brand; BP = brand punishment; BR = business reformation; CD =

consumer duty; NS = network solidarity; VS = virtuous self.
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Psychographically, our sample skews politically liberal (N=9) but also represents
moderates (N = 1) and conservatives (N = 1). Participants revealed to care about multiple issues.
Moreover, they mentioned having engaged in several activist-like behaviors and taken action
against different brands. Regarding self-relevant issues, the most cited ones include multiple
forms of social injustices (N = 10), such as rich-poor and gender disparities, racism, and
workers’ rights. In addition, other thematic issues emerged, including minority rights (N = 10),
such as abortion and LGBTQ+ rights, and public policy topics (N = 11), for example, abortion,
gun policy, and healthcare. Additionally, most participants reported caring about climate change
and environmental issues (N = 10), which included animal rights and veganism (N = 2).

Concerning consumer activism behaviors, behavioral recency was higher than expected,
with most participants (N=10) currently boycotting at least one brand and many of those (N = 8)
engaged in at least another form of activism in the past 12 months. Participants also reported to
have taken action against 17 brands for multiple reasons. Three brands appear on top as most
frequently targeted: Nestlé (N=3), Starbucks (N=3), and Chick Fill-A (N=3). Nestlé’s violation
was associated with the exploitation of consumers in poverty-stricken areas, which is related to
the infamous infant formula marketing campaign case in Africa and the exploitation of Earth’s
natural water resources. Starbucks’ transgressions relate to different forms of employee abuse,
from fighting against unionization to not letting workers wear Black Lives Matter (BLM) pins at
work during the 2020 BLM protests. Last, Chick Fill-A’s unethical behavior concerned the
company’s vocal and financial support for anti-LGBTQ+ public policies.

Activism Meanings

Participants shared a common overarching understanding that activism entails some form
of action as an expression against the current state of affairs or even an attempt to advocate for

and promote change. Activism seems to emerge from a mismatch or a cognitive clash between
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activists’ internalized ideal world, which is deeply connected with their moral beliefs, and the
perception of the external reality. This mismatch arises when an external situation is perceived to
be unethical, inappropriate, or simply wrong, as exemplified below:

“[Activism is] taking a stand against things that you find are inappropriate or wrong.
Standing up for what you believe in”" — W2

“[1t] means being active to uphold sort of morals that you deem are necessary or
correct.” — W9

“It's kind of just about shaking up the system and the existing power structures.” — W11

However, the mere discrepancy between this internalized ideal world and the external
reality is not enough to spur action. The internal-external world representation gap must be
connected to a self-relevant issue or cause about which the activist is passionate. Thus,
consumers are more likely to act when an issue is a source of intrinsic personal relevance.
Intrinsic source of personal self-relevance (ISPR) represents long-term memory knowledge about
the centrality of an object (in this case, the issue) to self-relevant goals or consequences (Celsi &
Olson, 1988). This is represented in the following interview quote:

“It’s just getting involved in causes that you're passionate about. [It’s] actively doing
something to support a cause you are passionate about.” — W4

Additionally, activism is perceived as a somewhat public activity to the extent which the
activist behavior is outward facing. As expressed by participants, the public nature of activism
reflects the idea that activism should strive to inform others and create awareness of an issue-
related problem.

“I would say advocating for what you believe in, and [in] a somewhat public, in a more

public nature. I think [to] some extent [activism] is public. I guess. I'm not sure how public it
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needs to be.” — W3

“[Activism] is having belief in something and having enough belief in something to act
upon it, you know. But there's a difference between just acting upon it and something you would
call activism. I guess, | would define activism as really just caring for a cause and taking action
to represent not just in between your buddy, or your parents or whatever, but that's something
that's facing outwards. [That] people are going to see it, but [...] not [...] for public
recognition.” — IW7

Congruent with past studies (de Zufiga et al., 2014; Micheletti & Stolle, 2012b), it is also
noteworthy that, for some, the boundaries between activism and other forms of civic or political
participation are murky. This suggests that, for some, activism may be a form of active
citizenship — or the other way around. This is evident in the excerpt below:

“Another form of activism is just going to your local town hall meetings, [...] school
board meetings, and things of that nature.” — IW4

Consumer Activism Meanings

In general, consumer activism is seen as a subset of activism. It is common for
participants to equate, at first, consumer activism to the idea of “voting with your wallet.” In that,
proposed definitions revolved primarily around consumers’ role in the marketplace and their
spending decisions, where action can be exercised by withholding or constraining consumption
from selected companies via boycotts. In addition, participants often expressed that boycotting is
findings. Moreover, lower-commitment activist-like behavior can sometimes function as an entry
door for more complex activists behaviors, congruent with the conveyor-belt hypothesis
(Kristofferson et al., 2014; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009), where lower-commitment activism

is conducive to more effortful behaviors.
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“Consumer activism would be a subset of activism.” — W8

“I think it means as a consumer ... using your money to support causes...”” — W3

“Every single American is a consumer in some form or fashion. And to consume is to talk
with your wallet. And the activism that we engage in as consumers is where we spend our money.
And that's consumer activism, it is deciding where your dollars are going to go.” — IW4

“At the base level, it would be boycotting, which is something everyone can do. It
requires no networking, no nothing. And then you're gonna get more involved in consumer
activism, which would be joining groups, joining unions, striking, and then, at the very high end,
that would be going into like politics and the forming of action groups, | guess, if you have the
money.” — W11

Although boycotting is a top-of-mind form of consumer activism, participants also
acknowledged the plurality of behaviors that exist, from social media actions to more centrally-
organized, real-world forms of actions, such as protesting or creating advocacy groups.
Interestingly, we did not detect any negative, judgmental statements against any form of action,
regardless of whether some could be regarded as less effortful behaviors. Instead, activists view
different forms of action as important and relevant in their own right.

“[...] not one of them [in reference to distinct behaviors] is better than the other. You
kind of need all of them to make, you know, to make it go round, you know. There isn't
necessarily better than others, but some people are better at some activism than others. Like me,
social media [yuck!], trying to organize a whole group of people [yuck!] but, like, boycotting a
product? Absolutely, dude!” — IW7

As much as consumer activism is perceived as a subset of more general forms of

activism, participants propose that consumer activism is more uniquely characterized by the
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directionality of actions against companies and the inclusion of more private forms of action.
Thus, in comparison to other forms of activism, consumer activism can be differentiated because
1) it is directed against companies and 2) it can be more easily exercised via private behaviors.
This supports our conceptualization of consumer activism (see Chapter 2) as a form of activism
that target private business and that it is not necessarily demonstrated exclusively through public
actions.

Concerning the first differentiating characteristic, participants unanimously defined
consumer activism as actions that oppose certain companies or business practices, using terms
such as pressuring companies, sticking up or standing up against companies, or holding
companies accountable. This is also illustrated in the excerpts below:

“[Consumer activism] takes issues directly to companies, pressures them... in a certain
direction.” — IW1

“[Consumer activism is] holding companies accountable for doing the wrong thing” —
W2

“[Consumer activism is] Action... for wrongdoings... produced by a company.” — IW6

“[Consumer activism] can be activism around products and the way they're produced,
the way they're used... that plugs into policy outcomes and general sort of ethical or moral
positions that you have and taking action to create incentives we talked about... Either positive
or negative incentives to producers to try to make choices that align with your beliefs.” — W8

It is also essential to acknowledge that some participants mentioned ethical consumption
and buycotting as affirmative forms of consumer activism. In this sense, consumers can use their
purchasing power to reward businesses and, in turn, advance or promote a self-relevant issue. In

that, consumer activism can include anti-brand actions, which are the focus of this research
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work, and pro-brand behaviors, as illustrated below:

“| feel like often [consumer activism] is not supporting, in the negative [way]. Not using
your money to support organizations who are advancing causes or have problematic practices.
[...] | think a lot of like avoiding bad companies. But... to some extent they can also be
supporting good companies.” — IW3

The second differentiating characteristic concerns the more private-facing nature of
consumer activism. When defining consumer activism, some consumers realized that certain
forms of action, in particular boycotting, can emerge from a private decision that is not
necessarily visible to others and can, therefore, be more inward than outward facing. More
private forms of action are deemed relevant because they represent targeted actions against a
violating company that can be more easily performed and still create some impact on the
companies’ bottom line or market share.

“It is forward-facing, but me boycotting a company isn't necessarily forward-facing in
the sense that everybody's gonna know about it. You're more trying to target, like this company's
bottom and their wallet, or you're trying to affect this company as like a thing. It's more targeted.
Consumer activism is a targeted form of activism because you aren't just spreading awareness,
you're actually trying to change something, you're trying to... You're trying to demonstrate.
You're trying to demonstrate something. Using your wallet...” — W7

“It can be ‘out there’ | support this thing, or it can be ‘I'm going to try to sort of oppose
these groups or people or ideas that | don't like. " — IW8

Our analysis suggests that more public forms of action are important, from the activists’
perspective, because they create public awareness, influence public opinion, and incite others

into action:
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“It’s making sure that you know it, my friends know it, and their friends know it.” — IW5

The different characteristics of consumer activism behaviors may drive activists to select
multiple tactics from their contentious repertoire instead of relying on a single form of action, as
seen in Table 3. For example, it was common for participants currently boycotting a company to
have also signed petitions, used social media, or spread the word to others. This reveals that
consumer activists may combine different tactics to directly attack a violating company via more
private actions and promote awareness and public support via more public-facing strategies.
Although most of these tactics could be individually considered low-effort behaviors, when
performed together as part of a larger consumer activism strategy, they may represent a greater
level of commitment than initially proposed by other authors, who equated consumer activism to
slacktivism (McCafferty, 2011; Morozov, 2009).

Participants were not oblivious to the limits of consumer activism as a platform for
citizens to exercise power and ascertain popular sovereignty over corporations. Our interview
data indicate that, for some participants, personal disposable income constitutes a vital barrier
limiting who can take action, what kind of actions can be performed, and for how long those
actions can be exercised. This suggests that the assessment of consumer activists’ effort and
commitment should be more inclusive and not solely focus on the behavior itself but also
acknowledge the social reality of activists performing those behaviors. For example, boycotting
is generally regarded in the literature as a low-threshold form of activism and, thus, less valued
than high-threshold activist strategies, such as protesting. Our findings suggest that this
perspective is rather simplistic for ignoring the differential personal costs that boycotting (and
switching to more expensive brands) can have given someone’s economic status. This is

illustrated in the excerpt below:
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“If they have more money, I think it's a lot easier to shop ethically.” — W3
Self-1dentification

Participants were also asked to reflect on whether they would consider themselves
consumer activists. For most participants, this question cannot be answered in a dichotomous
way, with a yes or no response, but rather it is the product of a self-reflection that indicates an
activism continuum.

“I guess when I think of activism, it's sort of a continuum.” — IW8

To place themselves in this imaginary continuum, participants often relied on their
assessment of their individual commitment toward activist-like behaviors in the marketplace, the
centrality of consumer activism to their identity, and, sometimes, reflected on the structural
limits of using consumption to fight the emergence of ethical issues so tightly connected to
capitalism.

“To a degree [I would consider myself a consumer activist]. I won’t ever introduce
myself to somebody as ‘Hi, I'm person X, and I'm a consumer activist.” But in the back of my
head, yeah, maybe.” — IW11

“Only in a very limited sense [I would consider myself a consumer activist]. | do think
that | try to choose to use products and businesses that at least don't run far afield from what |
believe. But | certainly am not someone who thinks that as a part of my identity, as a core of my
identity. ” — IW8

“It's like there's no ethical consumption under capitalism. So, I think a lot of people will
take that to heart and just shop wherever they want. So, | think I'm not quite there. I think I do try
and use my money... and at least not support things that are really against me. I think if I had
more money, I would probably be more of a consumer activist” — W3

It is interesting to note that as much as all participants have recently engaged in consumer
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activist-like behaviors, there is an uneven split in whether they would see themselves as such.
While many reported seeing themselves as consumer activists (N=7), some did not seem to
perceive themselves in that same way (N=4), as indicated in Table 3. This suggests that merely
asking whether someone is a consumer activist may lead to an inaccurate classification since
people vary in their interpretations of the term and self-categorization.

Personal Goals as Motivational Drivers of Consumer Activism

Most of the interview was dedicated to exploring the motivational dimensions that could
represent different consumer activism goals and gain richness in meaning that could also inform
survey measurement items. To that end, participants were asked to describe the most memorable
situation in which they acted against a company because of their unethical or controversial
decisions or business practices. As earlier explained, upon collecting some essential factual
information about these memorable activism episodes, such as when they happened and against
what firms action was taken, the researcher explored the underlying reasons behind their actions.
Specific questions and probes were used to tap into personally motivating goals identified in the
literature (see Chapter 4). The semi-structured technique allowed the researcher to explore
different motivational themes that naturally emerged during the interviews. A total of five main
motivational themes were identified. These are explained below.

Brand Punishment

Consumers may decide to take action against companies as a way to punish the brand for
engaging in objectionable practices. Congruent with boycotting (Klein et al., 2004) and activism
(Turner, 2007) models, corporate transgressions are often met with arousing negative emotions,
chiefly among them, anger. In that, consumer activism is an emotional experience. Interestingly,
our findings show that consumers do not view anger expression as a terminal goal of their

activism. Instead, anger creates emotional arousal, which increases the motivational goal of
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punishing a violating brand.

“So, the first obvious reaction that lots of people have, myself included, when they see or
hear something that's going on like that, is anger.” — IW4

“I've reached out to a company directly to let them know my concerns and
disappointments, and frankly, anger towards their decision.” — W10

“You experience those negative emotions, but it seems that your goal was not simply to
express those emotions but also to advocate for change [ ...], promote some sort of message of
where we are and where we should be” — IW6

Experienced anger seems to prime consumers to seek brand-punishing strategies within
their existing contentious repertoire. Typically, that often entails boycotts and negative online
and offline word of mouth. Consequently, when brand-punishing goals are activated (often by
anger or other arousing negative emotions), activist-like behaviors are viewed as strategies to
create financial or reputation harm to a violating company.

“I realized that the biggest way to hit a company is to hit their pockets.” — IW6

“So, our money is probably even more significant than our votes. So, you really vote with
your wallet in this day and age. So, in this case, it's like I'm casting my vote against them.” —
W1

“[I wanted] to maybe punish, or to put enough pressure to shame the company [...] to
maybe tarnish their reputation somehow [...] I think [...] there's nothing wrong with that,
especially if [their behavior] is unethical.” — W9

Furthermore, experienced anger and brand punishment seem to dwindle as time

progresses, and the brand transgression episode becomes further out in the past. For example,

one participant who has boycotted Ben & Jerry’s for many years reflected that his internal goals
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changed over time. In that process, activism goals changed from being motivated by brand
punishment and emotionally arousing negative feelings to a self-oriented, inward type of
personally motivating goal, which we termed virtuous self and is later explained in this section.

“[...] And now it's an internal thing. And what's happened in the sort of those intervening
years is that there's not really anger left, right? But instead it's more of a peaceful, reflective
moment, right, like... ‘Hey, | still think this.”” — IW8

Noteworthy, consumers often acknowledge the privileged position of corporations in
politics and policymaking in the US, which creates the perception of an uneven landscape where
companies can more easily get away with unethical or controversial practices than everyday
citizens. For participants who expressed a heightened perception of corporate power and
influence on politics, brand punishment can also represent an individual act of holding a
corporation accountable when the government fails to do so.

“They [corporations] don't get enough punishment for [their unethical practices],
especially in the US.” — IW6

“You 're not getting a fine from the government, but you 're getting a fine from your
customers.” — IW5

Also, for some consumer activists, brand punishment aims to create an aversive market
condition for the brand to foster corporate accountability and change. From this perspective,
brand punishment is less about reducing a negative psychological state created by the knowledge
of a corporate transgression and more about creating instruments to force corporate executives to
acknowledge their misdeeds and engage in course correction actions that demonstrate a greater
alignment with existing consumer demands. This is where brand punishment goals intersect with

business reformation goals, explored in the following subsection. This intersection is illustrated
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below:

“You do want to push them to change, but sometimes you just wanna hurt ‘em because
you feel so wronged by what they did or what they are. So, I think that it’s kind of both.” — IW4

“I’'m gonna punish them, and maybe they ’ll receive this as like a message for like you
better change your behavior.” — IW5

“It felt like some kind of negative outcome would be required to recalibrate their actions
[...] They’re not going to change unless they ‘re punished, or at least feel a negative outcome.
[...] How much of what you do as punishments to just de-incentivize bad action and how much is
to [...] punish for punishment’s sake, how much is to try to generate changed action going
forward [...] It’s amurky place, and it’s... it’s hard to separate those concepts in some way. -
IW8

Business Reformation

Participants oriented around business reformation goals share a perspective in which
consumer activism is an incentive structure to foster ethical corporate behaviors. In that, business
reformation entails a quest for changing business and marketplace norms. From boycotting to
social media sharing to joining anti-brand online groups, participants reported being motivated to
create change and make a difference. This emerges from consumers’ understanding that the
current state of affairs is undesirable and far from how it should be. Therefore, reforming certain
business practices becomes a consumer activist goal.

“Activism comes in until that change actually happens. And once it happens, they ve
been held accountable.” — W9

“It feels like there is this goal of, like, punishing those companies for their wrongdoings.
Yes, but also trying to push for change like for them to see their mistakes and maybe change

their corporate practices or their decisions. [...] “[It] is like dealing with a toddler. You sit them
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in time out to kind of give them a break to reevaluate what they 're doing and readjust their
behavior to come out with a better outcome” — I\W6

“You aren 't just spreading awareness, you re actually like trying to change something...
you re trying to demonstrate something.” — W7

“I wanna push the world in a certain direction even if it’s just a nudge.” — IW1

Interestingly, participants often refer to consumer activists’ collective efficacy (Bandura,
2000) when discussing business reformation goals. Some participants, especially those who did
not seem to foster business reformation goals in their activism, tend to report high levels of
skepticism about the efficacy of their actions concerning changing business practices. Efficacy
concerns are often related to the perceived negligible effect that one’s actions can have against
powerful corporations.

“Maybe on the microscale, it is having an impact, maybe not. It makes me feel good. And
I'm doing my best.” — W3

“And I don’t think they 've ever done anything to change what they 're doing, and they
probably won’z...” —IW2

Among those who were more strongly motivated by business reformation goal, collective
efficacy is not overlooked. Business reformers seem to cultivate a more positive outlook
regarding the normative value of consumer activism.

“You're going to be motivated to try to push that company to change [...] You [are] just
one person, but one person becomes two people, and so on and so forth. And if you get the ball
rolling, that snowball effect is a real thing [...] But one person can make a difference.” — W4

“I realize that, you know, exponentially, when people start to do this, that’s how change

happens.” — W9
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Consumer Duty

Congruent with the political consumerism literature (Micheletti, 2003), our interview data
suggests that individuals may engage in consumer activism due to a responsibility-taking
motivation. For some consumer activists, taking action represents fulfilling a sense of personal
duty when their value system opposes corporate decisions or practices. This perspective is also
aligned with boycott research that proposes that consumers may be motivated to boycott brands
due to a moral obligation (Heldman, 2017; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998; Nguyen et al., 2018;
Shim et al., 2021). As posed by Nguyen et al. (2018), “boycotters feel they have a responsibility
and moral obligation to commit and ‘do their bit’” (p. 7). The excerpts below demonstrate that
consumer duty is a motivational goal.

“I feel like it is my [...] personal duty to uphold these morals” — W9

“I knew I wasn’t able to be out in the streets [...], but I felt like I needed to do something
that I was able to do.” — IW6

“I think you know if I see something’s wrong | should say something about it, you know,
somebody is doing something wrong say ‘hey this person is doing something wrong.’” — W2

“I think everyone has a responsibility or duty, but in situations like that, if everyone else
says: ‘Well, somebody else is gonna take care of it’ [ ...] If there’s ten people in a room [...] at
least one of us should be doing something. ”— W11

Participants often frame their consumer activism duty as an extension of their civic and
political duties, such as voting. Differently from non-activists, who may feel more inclined to
delegate such responsibility to policymakers, participants who expressed this goal seem to
cultivate a shared responsibility to stand up and do something.

“I thought it was a duty, kind of like voting [ ...], and make sure our voices heard [...] It’s

more like a sense of duty.” — IW10
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“You can vote, but voting feels like... 1 do vote, but | feel a little futile sometimes. I'm in a
red state. It’s not gonna change much, so, yeah, it’s a way to take action. That’s a little bit
outside of that electoral system which I think is nice, because | often feel failed by the electoral
system in the US.” — IW3

Last, engaging in duty-call consumer activism seems to lead to positive self-evaluation,
which may function as a feedback (learning) mechanism that drives future behavior, where
fulfilling one’s civic duty or personal responsibility via consumer activism is positively
reinforced through “feel good” feelings. This indicates an interrelationship between consumer
duty and virtuous self, another motivational goal we identified.

“It is my personal responsibility, but at the end of the day, it still makes me feel good.” —
IW9

Network Solidarity

Most participants also indicated that their actions are motivated by empathy and
solidarity toward others directly impacted by corporate actions. Congruent with past studies, our
interview data support the notion that activism can be motivated by empathy and solidarity
toward those affected by corporate actions (Anderl, 2022; Kim, 2021; Rahbari, 2021; Routledge
et al., 2007) and influenced by other-regarding virtues, feelings of empathy, and altruism (Grappi
et al., 2013; John & Klein, 2003; Romani et al., 2015).

“There’s a feeling of understanding and solidarity [...] Letting other people know they
are not alone. It’s not going to fix everything, but it certainly helps.” — W7

“There’s definitely a component of empathy [...] Companies, they see dollar signs, and
their employees and people, to them, are just numbers. But, you know, [...] there are families
that are being affected by a company ’s poor practices. And to me, there’s definitely a component

of empathy [...] [that] drives my activism in this manner.” — W9
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When reflecting on consumer activism as an act of solidarity, participants frequently
connected their activist-like behaviors with the overarching idea of togetherness, which is
expressed by the perception that “we are all in this together.” This idea is often expressed in two
ways. First, from a consumeristic perspective, it is expressed in terms of how easy it is for
people, socialized into a hyper-individualistic consumption culture, to ignore the impact of their
brand preferences and product choices on the lives of others taken advantage of by corporations.

“There are lots of people that don 't care what’s going on halfway around the world. [...]
You know, lots of times, people are very reactive when it comes to stuff like that [...] until it
happens to them. [...] You need to make sure that other people are taken care of [...] because,
at the end of the day, we 're all in this together.” — IW4

Second, togetherness can also be expressed in terms of systemic, often invisible
oppression that affects multiple social groups, activists included. Still, consumer activists may
not always be directly affected by the same form of oppression experienced by corporate victims.
In those instances, however, the oppression is vicariously experienced through a heightened
sense of empathy.

“I still have plenty in common with the guy who sweeps the floor [...] In our American
society, if you are not on the top, you re getting fucked [...] And that’s important for people to
realize [...] I think we all share that [...] That’s capitalism, that’s America, dude. That’s just
how itis.” — IW7

“Quite honestly, all of my boycotts that I've ever done have been in support of people.
The Nestle boycott [...] is because they have taken advantage of the poorest of the poor people,
in particular in Africa. My boycott of Coke is because you ’re not taking care of the environment

[...] because again, I am thinking long term [...] about [future] generations.” — |\W4
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“So, 1 felt like minorities weren 't being heard, minorities were being taken advantage of,
and just not being seen as humans.” — IW6

Thus, by engaging in consumer activism in solidarity with a group, one is also
contributing to dismantling (even negligibly) forms of oppression. Moreover, consumer activists
tend to consider the broader impact of their actions across networks of people with varying
degrees of connectedness, from close friends to an imagined network that weaves together the
consumer activist with oppressed groups in other countries, as identified in global activism
research (Routledge et al., 2007).

“I have a lot of queer friends, and I think it’s kind of insulting to eat there [Chick Fill-A]
as a straight person.” — IW3

“I don 't buy Apple products because years ago | heard about their factories in China
[where] people were committing suicide [...] that’s terrible, you know? You can 't do stuff like
that. It’s just mind-boggling” — IW2

“I want to go out there to show support because [...] these people need people to stick up
for them. My buddy needed [...] all those Stop & Shop workers [...] needed people to go out
there and help them, and people did it.” — IW7

Furthermore, to some participants, solidarity and empathy were also extended to other
activists. Participants reflected that their activism was spurred by solidarity toward other
activists. This indicates that network solidarity is a goal that can drive consumer activists toward
action and can be activated in response to 1) corporate victims and 2) other activists. For
example, one participant reported joining a picketing line in front of a store to support a friend
already participating in the action. Another participant mentioned that their consumer activism

against Starbucks was also influenced by watching the BLM protests on TV, which is a
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particularly interesting case:

“Me being immunocompromised and no vaccines were available... I... I didn't want to
risk my health, going into a situation like that, but I felt like | needed to do something that | was
able to do.” — IW6.

As recalled by the participant, at the time of her activism, vaccines were not available and
health concerns prevented her from joining those on the ground. Thus, watching people taking
their grievances regarding racism and police brutality to the streets inspired the participant to
boycott, sign multiple petitions, and use social media to protest against Starbucks. As earlier
mentioned, Starbucks was targeted for their lack of support toward BLM and perceived attempt
to silence some of their employees by not allowing them to wear BLM pins on their work
uniform while allowing other pins, related to other causes, to be used, such as the LGBTQ+
rainbow pin.

Virtuous Self

Consumer activism can also lead to positive cognitive and emotional outcomes, such as
feeling good about oneself, having a clear conscience, and being in a good headspace. In that,
activism participation is often associated with self-pride and can become a platform for activists
to establish or enhance a more virtuous self.

“You know... that [consumer activism] goes a long way... In my mind, your own mental
health, you know, just making sure that if you 're doing the right thing, that you have a clear
conscience, and if you have a clear conscience, then, you know, you're in a good headspace.” —
IW4

“I feel good that I don’t see them [in reference to boycotted brands] ... that I don 't see
them... [inside] my house.” — IW1

“I guess it’s kind of a self-congratulatory [...] feel-good moment. But also, the other side
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of that ‘feeling good’ is, you know, again, just making a difference.” — IW4

“I did feel better from the beginning. So that’s why I kept doing it.” — IW9

Our interview data suggest that the virtuous consumer activist self is achieved through
value signaling mechanisms that allowactivists communicate their values in and outwardly. The
inward mechanism seems to focus on maintaining cognitive consistency between the activists’
value systems and actions. Thus, this represents consumer activists’ motivational goal to
communicate or reaffirm their virtues to themselves.

As mentioned by multiple participants, it is virtually impossible to stand up against every
single company that crosses certain ethical boundaries. This would take considerable time and
much more effort than one is willing or able to commit. In the case of boycotting, another
challenge is the irreplaceability of certain brands and products, i.e., boycott participation costs
(Sen et al., 2001). Therefore, taking action against selected brands carries a symbolic meaning
that one is doing the right thing, even if it is the bare minimum.

“I feel a little bit like the bare minimum. But it does feel like a way to signal my values
[...] Not eating a Chick Fill-A is not a huge thing for me. I ’'m a vegetarian. There have been
times when it’s like the only place around. I 've done traveling when I 'm in my car, and I ’'m on a
road trip, and there are plenty of Chick Fill-As, and | just won 't go there.” — IW3

“I guess maybe there’s some piece of it that is outward. [But] I think it’s more inward.
It’s more, in some ways, almost a connection [In reference to close relatives who passed]. My
grandfather is dead now. He s been dead for a while. So, this is a connection to sort of that
memory, and to sort of who I am and where I come from.” — W8

Furthermore, value signaling can also take an outward direction. This represents

consumer activists’ goal to communicate their virtues to others. From this perspective,
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cultivating a virtuous consumer activism self also serves a secondary function of raising
awareness and promoting a cause.

“I care about it so much that I want to display this outward like this is a critical thing
like preserving LGBTQ+ rights. [...] It’s more like taking away your values outwardly to kind of
promote the things that you stand for.” — IW7

Discussion

In Phase 1, 11 in-depth, semi-structured online interviews with consumer activists were
conducted. Our findings suggest that our conceptualization of consumer activism as a goal-
oriented behavior is supported (see Chapter 2). Additionally, the proposed 6 Ps of consumer
activism (see Chapter 2) are also congruent with the meaning that consumer activism is imbued
with from the participants’ perspective. The interview data demonstrate that consumer activism
is a personal experience of holding companies accountable for their questionable practices
through a variety of behaviors that aim to challenge corporations to change their practices.
Furthermore, congruent with our conceptualization, consumer activism is understood as a
phenomenon that can happen collectively or individually and entail private and public behaviors.

We uncovered five main motivational goals that energize consumers to take action
against companies: brand punishment, business reformation, consumer duty, network solidarity,
and virtuous self. Also, two of these goals seem to comprise important subdimensions. This is
the case of network solidarity goal, which can be directed toward victims and other activists, and
virtuous self, which can have an inward and outward orientation.

Brand punishment can be expressed as a goal to punish the brand financially or
reputationally due to a perceived ethical transgression or violation. This motivational dimension
is congruent with extant literature showing that consumer activism can be motivated by an intent

to punish a violating company (Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011; John & Klein, 2003; Makarem &
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Jae, 2016; Yousaf et al., 2021). Our findings show that brand punishment seems to be an
immediate goal fueled by negative, arousing emotions experienced upon knowledge of a brand
transgression episode. However, anger expression is not a personal goal in the context of
consumer activism. In line with motivational theories (Ford, 1992), our findings suggest that
anger functions as an emotionally arousing experience, which enhances the motivation to punish
the brand.

Additionally, our findings are congruent with the product and service failure literature
(Grégoire & Fisher, 2008; Johnson et al., 2011; Khamitov et al., 2020), in providing evidence
that anger and the desire to punish a brand are short-lived and may cease or evolve into another
personal goal. A similar longitudinal pattern has also been reported in online consumer activism
(Muraro et al., in press), where activists’ posts expressing a desire to punish a violating brand
dwindled over time and fueled other forms of digital activism microframes on Twitter.

Business reformation entails a quest for changing business and marketplace norms.
Business reformers aim to make a difference with their activism and seem to have a lower
threshold for what change means. Unlike brand punishment, business reformation concerns

incentivizing business changes or the acknowledgment (and cessation) of their wrongdoings.

instrumental motivation (Friedman, 1991) or motivation to make a difference (Klein et al.,
2004). More recently, Nguyen et al. (2018) termed this motivation as “desire for social change”
or a personal goal of “[making] a contribution to society.” However, we believe business
reformation more clearly identifies the underlying consumer activist goal and the target, the

violating company.
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Consumer duty represents consumer activists’ aim to fulfill a personal duty when their
value systems collide with corporate practices, which is congruent with the concept of moral
obligation as a consumer activism motivational drive (Fernandes, 2020; Lindenmeier et al.,
2012; Micheletti, 2003; Nguyen et al., 2018; Smith, 1990). Thus, consumer activism entails a
responsibility-taking motivation, often conceptualized as an extension of traditional political

participation. Thus, consumer duty can be defined as a personal (and shared) responsibility of

consumers to uphold specific values and hold corporations accountable, which is often compared

to other civic and political duties (de Zufiiga et al., 2014). Our findings supporting the conceptual

differentiation between consumer duty and business reformation goals have theoretical value

since the literature has been unclear concerning the conceptual boundaries between business

reformation and consumer duty motivational goals, as termed in this study. Our qualitative data

provides a preliminary understanding that consumer activists’ intention to change corporate
behaviors (business reformation) and perceived moral obligation (consumer duty) can be
conceptualized as separate personal goals that tend to appear together for most activists in our
qualitative sample.

Network solidarity reflects a personal belief that we are all in this together. This goal
seems to be activated in two distinct ways: In relation to 1) other activists (Hunt & Benford,
2004; Melucci, 1995; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009) and 2) those affected by corporate
transgressions (Hunt & Benford, 2004; Kim, 2021; Rahbari, 2021; Routledge et al., 2007).
Network solidarity is the only goal that does not seem to directly focus either on the activist —
consumer duty or virtuous self, or the violating company — brand punishment and business
reformation. Instead, this goal is connected to activists’ networks, ranging from immediate

friends to imagined networks of geographically distant social groups in different countries or
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continents or even non-human animals. Network solidarity can be defined as a personal aim to
demonstrate solidarity and empathy toward others affected by unethical corporate decisions and
those who are also taking some form of action.

Last, virtuous self is a motivational goal that expresses consumer activists’ aim to
maintain or achieve a virtuous self by behaving in a manner consistent with whom they think
they are (self-concept), would like to be (ideal concept), or how they like to present themselves
to others (social concept). By behaving in a manner congruent with their self, ideal, or social
concepts, humans are expected to derive self-enhancement and feel better about themselves
(Pyszczynski et al., 2004; Sirgy, 1982; Swann et al., 1987). Consequently, consumer activists can
feel good about themselves and have a clear conscience (or clean hands), achieved through value
signaling mechanisms. As reported in the literature, consumer activism may be an experience
conducive to self-evaluation enhancement for allowing participants “to boost social and personal
self-esteem either by associating with a cause or group of people or simply by viewing
[themselves] as a moral person” (Klein et al., 2004, p. 97). In addition, as posed by Smith (1990)
and John and Klein (2003), consumers may also be motivated to engage in collective action to
experience feelings such as “doing the right thing” or “clean hands,” which are likely to lead to a
more positive self-evaluation. Thus, virtuous self can be conceptualized as a goal to in- and
outwardly signal one’s ethical or moral values.

Our Phase 1 findings’ contributions are four-fold. First, it identifies five crucial
personally motivating goals, an essential advancement in the literature that should encourage
researchers to conceptualize consumer activism motivations as a multidimensional concept.
Additionally, our findings suggest that consumer activists are not single-minded in their goals. It

is common for consumer activists to be motivated by multiple, interconnected goals. Moreover,

90



in this process, we have been able to detect the commonalities and differences across previous
motivational goals identified in the literature and propose an original typological organization as
to how they could be conceptualized. Last, the proposed motivating goals stem from consumer
activists’ perspective, which adds richness in meaning to them and is expected to increase the
validity of the final measurement scale.

Phase 2: Panel of Experts

Based on the reviewed literature, previous measurement items, and, most importantly,
consumer activists’ verbalizations from Phase 1, 67 initial survey items were created. These
items were designed to represent each of the five personal goals. This set of items was then
submitted to a panel of experts for review in Phase 2.

In scale development, once an initial pool of items has been generated, it is often
recommended that the scale is submitted to a content validity assessment through an independent
panel of experts (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2012; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011; Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006). Scale validation is a complex endeavor and concerns, in general terms, the
degree to which a set of measurement items are indeed measuring the concept at hand (Raykov
& Marcoulides, 2011). Content validity represents one type of validity and entails the assessment
of the extent to which measurement items represent the underlying conceptual domain of interest
and its identified dimensions (DeVellis, 2012; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Recruiting

with relevant knowledge about the content domain and scale development methodology were
invited to serve as experts in an independent panel to review the initial pool of 67 items.
Experts were faculty of a large Midwestern university with expertise in consumer

psychology, scale development methodology, corporate social responsibility, political
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participation, and online mobilization. The selected domains of knowledge represent the most
influential theoretical perspectives in the study of consumer activism, which enabled a careful
examination of content validity from the perspective of the consumer (consumer psychology),
the company (corporate social responsibility), and the society (political participation and
mobilization).
Methods

Similar to Zaichkowsky (1985), experts were asked to rate the pre-identified dimensions
and items as ‘clearly representative,” ‘somewhat representative,” and ‘not representative’ of the
associated motivational dimension. For this task, experts received written instructions to carry
out the rating activity individually. Following this rating task, experts’ ratings were consolidated
by the researcher. Items classified as ‘clearly representative’ and ‘somewhat representative’ were
retained, and those flagged as ‘not representative’ by all three experts were removed for being
considered inadequate. Finally, items marked as ‘not representative’ by one or two experts were
selected to be the subject of an online video conference discussion among experts. The online
discussion aimed to resolve classification disagreements and allow the experts to suggest the
inclusion of new items.
Results

In total, 12 items were removed at this stage, representing 18 percent of the original pool.
Additionally, experts’ feedback was used to implement minor adjustments to 12 additional items
that improved item wording consistency and clarity. Last, experts brainstormed about additional
items to ensure the theoretical breadth of the measurement scale. The final output of this phase
contained 68 items representing the five identified dimensions of consumer activism motivations.

Discussion
Phase 2 represented a vital step in scale development to optimize its content validity. The
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three experts were selected to represent the most influential theoretical perspectives in the study
of consumer activism, as identified in the reviewed literature in previous chapters. Our results
indicate that the revised pool of measurement items is representative of the five motivational
goals identified in Phase 1. Thus, content validity is established.

Phase 3: Cognitive Interviews

Before the final pool of items is administered to a sample of participants via a survey
questionnaire, best practices in scale development (DeVellis, 2012) and survey methods (Fowler,
1995; Groves et al., 2009) recommend that the survey measurement items are pre-tested to
ensure that the target population can interpret and understand the items systematically and as
intended by the researcher. Pretest results enable researchers to engage in another round of scale
refinement and adjust any items that create confusion due to the use of unfamiliar words for the
target population or are idiosyncratically understood and interpreted by participants (Churchill,
1979; DeVellis, 2012; Feinberg et al., 2008; Groves et al., 2009).

When answering a survey, participants engage in four main cognitive tasks: survey
question comprehension, memory retrieval of relevant information, internal assessment of a
response, and response reporting (Groves et al., 2009). Respondents’ difficulties with any of
these tasks can introduce additional error to survey estimates, namely measurement error
variance and bias (or systemic error). Measurement variance happens when respondents
idiosyncratically vary in their answers due to different interpretations or understanding of the
same survey item —which would render the item unreliable (Groves et al., 2009). Measurement
bias happens when participants are somewhat uniform in making an incorrect (or unintended)
interpretation of a survey item — which would create an issue of measurement validity since the

construct in researchers’ minds does not correspond to respondents' interpretation of it. (Groves
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et al., 2009).

Measurement problems consist of an additional source of uncertainty beyond that
represented by the survey sampling error, which can lead to an increase in survey estimates
uncertainty not captured by the confidence interval of the sampling mean (Groves et al., 2009).
Therefore, when surveys are not optimized to reduce measurement error, variability in the true
score of respondents’ answers is conflated with measurement error.

Cognitive interviews hold considerable importance in scale development pretesting
because they can shed light on sources of variable and systematic forms of measurement errors
that arise from item comprehension, interpretation, and answer formulation problems (DeVellis,
2012; K. Ryan et al., 2012). Cognitive interviews were originally proposed in the 1980s as a
pretesting tool when survey methodologists and cognitive psychologists began working
interdisciplinarily (Fowler, 1995). This type of interview is designed to tap into the
aforementioned cognitive processes and ensure that participants’ (a) have a common
understanding of survey items and that variability in responses represents true differences among
respondents and not differences in question interpretation, (b) can access any relevant
information stored in their memories, (c) can formulate a mental response and (d) translate those
responses to the questionnaire (DeVellis, 2012; Groves et al., 2009; K. Ryan et al., 2012).
Therefore, we employed the cognitive interview technique to pretest the 68 items retained after
the experts’ review phase.

Methods

A total of four cognitive interviews were completed, which can be considered an
adequate sample size to detect significant question comprehension issues for pretesting a small-
scale survey, especially when interviews yield redundant information concerning potential

measurement errors (Blair & Conrad, 2011; Groves et al., 2009; K. Ryan et al., 2012), which was
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the case in our pretest. The average interview duration was 56.52 minutes (SD = 4.59).

Since the primary goal of this pretesting method is to minimize measurement error
among the population of interest, we adopted the same recruiting protocol utilized for the in-
depth interviews (Phase 1) to recruit a new, independent sample of participants for the cognitive
interviews. Similar to the in-depth interviews, participants were recruited through Prolific and
received the equivalent of 20 British pounds in US dollars for their time.

Participants’ mean age was 43.67 years (SD = 14.64) — one participant did not disclose
their age. In total, two participants self-identified as females, one as non-binary, and one as a
transgender male. Regarding racial representation, two participants self-identified as White, one
as Black, and one as Native American or indigenous. In addition, participants represented
different educational groups, two with a technical or community college degree, one with a
graduate degree, and another with a high school degree. Three participants reported annual
income between $10,000 to $59,999, and one earned less than $10,000. Finally, the political
ideology of the sample skews liberal, with three participants self-identified as liberals and one as
moderate.

Upon oral consent, the interview followed a structured protocol and was organized into
two main sections. The first part, considerably shorter than the second, provided participants
with general instructions about the interview procedure and included a warm-up task in which
participants were trained to use the think-aloud technique for cognitive interviews (Fowler, 1995;
K. Ryan et al., 2012). In the second part, participants were asked to access the survey
questionnaire, programmed on Qualtrics, and work their way through the instrument using the
think-aloud technique. The think-aloud technique requires participants to say out loud what they

are thinking as they attempt to answer a survey question and is helpful to tap into “how questions
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probes were used to guide participants when necessary.

Results

Three minor issues were detected via cognitive interviewing. First, some items that used
the expression “of a sense of” (e.g., “I took action because of a sense of empathy...”) were not
clear enough for participants, and comprehension was improved when a more direct statement
(e.g., “I took action because I felt empathy...””) was used. Therefore, some statements were
edited accordingly. Also, a few statements were perceived as more generic because they referred
to companies in the plural (e.g., “I think it is my duty to call it out when companies behave
unethically”). When thinking aloud, some respondents expressed certain confusion as to whether
the statement was still related to the most recent time they took action (as originally intended) or
if the statement represented a shift in the survey to tap into multiple past actions they had
participated in more broadly. Thus, comprehension was improved (to match the intended
meaning) when the item was slightly reworded in the singular form
(e.g., “...when the company behaved unethically”). Last, a few items that were worded in the
present tense (e.g., ““l think it is my duty to call it out when companies behave
unethically”) worked better when worded using the past tense (e.g., “I think it was my duty...”).
When worded in the past tense, the statements helped participants frame their answers
concerning the most recent time they engaged in consumer activist-like behaviors, as opposed to
drawing more general inferences about multiple activist-like events.

Additionally, one participant reflected that the word ‘denigrate’ in the statement “I
wanted to denigrate the company’s name” could be hard for some people to understand. Also,
another participant suggested the same for the word ‘harmoniously’ in the statement, “I take

pride in behaving harmoniously with my moral principles.” However, all four participants were
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able to understand both terms correctly. Therefore, given their suggestions' helpful yet
speculative (probabilistic) nature, we decided to keep both terms in the scale.

Last, at the end of the interview, participants were asked to reflect on their overall
experience with the survey questionnaire. A negative survey experience can indicate survey
participants’ fatigue and lower motivation to provide optimal answers, which could impact data
quality (Groves et al., 2009). Participants’ feedback was positive and suggested that participants’
motivation in participating in the survey was high. Thus, our results provide qualitative evidence
that participants' cognitive ability and motivation to participate in the survey would be adequate

to minimize measurement error and increase survey data quality.

The final pool of measurement items from Study 1 is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Final List of Measurement Items

Measurement Items

Dimensions -
1 took action because...
1 | wanted to shame the company
2 | wanted to harm the company
3 lwanted to offend the company
4 | wanted to create a negative outcome for the company
5 Il wanted to punish the company in some way
6 | wanted to tarnish the company's reputation
Brand L
Punishment 7 | wanted to damage the company sllmage
8 | wanted to denigrate the company's name
9 | wanted to hurt the company's profits
10 I 'wanted to affect the company's bottom line
11 I 'wanted to hit the company's pocket
12 I wanted to hit the company in their wallet
13 | wanted to negatively affect the company's market position
14 | wanted to incentivize the company to change its practices
15 I wanted to force the company to adjust its way of doing business
16 I wanted to nudge the company in the right direction
17 I wanted to hold the company accountable
18 I wanted to help the company to change its behaviors
Business 19 | wanted the company to adjust its practices
Reformation 20 | wanted the company to implement changes in the right direction
21 | wanted the company to acknowledge its mistakes
22 | wanted the company to reevaluate its actions/decisions
23 | wanted to help the company see its mistakes
24 1 wanted to force the company to recognize its misconduct
25 | wanted to contribute to building a better world by holding the company accountable
26 | had a shared responsibility to hold the company accountable
27 It was my civic duty to voice my concerns when the company engaged in unethical
behaviors
28 | felt responsible for doing something when the company violated an important issue
29 | think it was my duty to call it out when the company behaved unethically
30 | think it was my obligation to stand up against a corporate wrongdoing
31 | felt personally responsible to speak up when the company misbehaved
Consumer S - . -
Duty 32 1 think it was my respt_)n5|b|I|ty to act against a corporate transgression _ _
33 | needed_ to do something when I learned that the company crossed certain ethical
boundaries
34 | had to stick up against a corporate action that violated an important issue
35 | considered it my personal duty
36 It was my duty
37 It was my moral obligation
38 It was my ethical obligation
39 | felt solidarity with those affected by the company
40 | felt empathy for those affected by the company
Network 41 | felt compassion for those affected by the company
Solidarity - 42 | cared about those affected by the company
Between 43 | felt respect for those affected by the company
Group 44 | wanted to show my support for those affected by the company
45 | felt a sense of “brotherhood” or “sisterhood” with those affected by the company
46 | stood united with those affected by the company
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Table 4 (cont’d)

47 | felt solidarity with others who also took action
48 | wanted to establish solidarity with others who also took action
49 | felt empathy for others who also took action

Network 50 | wanted to cooperate with others who also took action

Solidarity - 51 | felt respect for others who also took action

In-Group 52 | wanted to back up others who also took action
53 | wanted to support others who also took action
54 1 felt a sense of “brotherhood” or “sisterhood” with others who also took action
55 Istood united with others who also took action
56 | wanted to have a clear conscience
57 1 wanted to be in a good headspace
58 | wanted to feel better about myself
59 | wanted to feel good about myself
60 | wanted my actions to align with my values

Vi 61 It was rewarding to act consistently with my moral beliefs

irtuous . . -
Self 62 | wanted to behave harmoniously with my moral principles
63 | wanted to demonstrate support for the issues I care about
64 It was important to signal my values to others
65 | wanted to express my commitment to issues that are important to me
66 | wanted to display my moral beliefs
67 It was satisfying to express support for the issues | value
68 | wanted to express my moral principles
Discussion

In Phase 3, we conducted four cognitive interviews with consumer activists using the

think-aloud technique. Question-wording issues were detected and adjusted accordingly to

enhance participants’ comprehension. Our findings indicate that the final pool of measurement

items was optimized to reduce all identified potential sources of measurement error. Therefore,

the proposed measurement scale and the overall questionnaire design were considered

acceptable, and we proceeded with the quantitative assessment of the scale measurement

properties conducted in Study 2.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: STUDY 2 - EXPLORATORY QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS AND
SCALE RELIABILITY

Study 1 demonstrates that consumer activism can be conceptualized as a goal-oriented
behavior with distinct motivational dimensions directed by personal goals. More specifically, we
identified five main motivational goals that distinctively energize consumers toward action,
namely, brand punishment, business reformation, civic duty, network solidarity, which can be
subdivided into solidarity toward the victims and to other activists, and virtuous self, which can
also be partitioned into and in- and outward value signaling goals. These findings represent an
original contribution to the literature supported by the reviewed theoretical frameworks and the
multidisciplinary consumer activism body of knowledge.

The objective of Study 2 is to statistically examine the underlying factorial structure of
the previously identified personal goals as a motivational force in driving consumer activism
behaviors. As recommended by scale development methodologists (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill,
1979; DeVellis, 2012), once a final pool of items has been generated and assessed for content
validity, the scale should be submitted to a quantitative, exploratory assessment via EFA to allow
researchers to statistically explore the number of latent factors that can meaningfully explain
response variability within the target population (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2012; Kline, 2013;
Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Therefore, the second study aims to shed light on the number of
latent factors of consumer activism motivations and assess the internal reliability of the proposed
68 measurement items in representing such latent factors through a process that entails multiple
methodological and theoretical considerations (Carpenter, 2018; Clark & Watson, 1995; Kline,

2015; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), which are detailed below.

100



Methods
Analytical Approach
Data Factorability

Before an EFA can be performed, data should be first inspected to determine whether the
correlational patterns suggest the existence of latent factors (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011),
which can be accomplished via the visual inspection of the correlation matrix, the Barlett’s test
of sphericity, and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMQO) measure of sampling adequacy. The correlation
matrix should be inspected for values below 0.3 for items indicating the same latent factor,
indicating problematic measures because of reduced common variability (Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). Barlett’s test and the KMO aim to determine whether the assumption of a
linear relationship among variables is plausible. Otherwise, a common latent structure cannot
exist. Barlett’s test statistically assesses the null hypothesis that the main diagonal of the
correlation matrix is composed of “ones.” KMO determines the proportion of variance in the
variables that a latent factor could explain, and a value of .6 is often regarded as the minimum
acceptable threshold for EFA (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Factor Extraction

Although principal component analysis is a standard practice in factor extraction,
multiple methodologists advise against its use for scale development in the social sciences
(Carpenter, 2018; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). As much as some researchers have reported
virtually no differences between PCA and FA results (Costello & Osborne, 2005), PCA
represents a mathematically-reductionist approach, and its use for scale development has been
discouraged in the past decades by methodologists when the goal is to determine the number of
latent factors in scale development. The main reason is that PCA does not discriminate between
shared (communalities) and residual (uniqueness) variance among measurement items. This
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method assumes that the total item variance is a source of common variance, which is not
realistic in the social sciences (Kline, 2015). On the other hand, EFA models differentiate
between these two types of variance and assume that residual variance is uncorrelated with the
latent factors (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). EFA leads to more reliable estimates of the
amount of shared variance explained by the latent factors (Carpenter, 2018; Costello & Osborne,
2005). Therefore, factors were extracted using principal axis factoring (PAF), a common factor
analysis approach which is more robust to normality violation than other factor extraction
techniques, such as the maximum likelihood estimation (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Kline, 2013). PAF
tends to provide more reliable and generalizable estimates (Kline, 2013) and was implemented
using the R Psych package (Revelle, 2022).

Number of Factors

The number of factors was examined jointly using a scree plot and parallel analysis
(Carpenter, 2018; Fabrigar et al., 1999), produced using the R JVM package (Jamovi, 2022). The
scree plot assessment relies on the visual display of the eigenvalues, representing a standardized
redistribution of the explained common variance of all measurement items across factors
(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). The method was first proposed by Raymond Catell, which
proposes that factors above the “elbow” in the plot, created by a drop in the eigenvalues, should
be retained (Kline, 2013). However, the method is somewhat subjective and should be used as
heuristic evidence instead of an absolute criterion to determine the number of retained factors
(Kline, 2013). Parallel analysis (PA) (Horn, 1965) is a more complex procedure that compares
the obtained eigenvalues with those that would arise from a similar set of random variables
(Kline, 2013) and is more robust to normality violations (Li et al., 2020). The number of retained
factors is determined by the number of eigenvalues situated above the eigenvalues randomly

generated. Therefore, this method is regarded as more sophisticated because it accounts for
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sampling error and random chance (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Kline, 2013; Li et al., 2020).

The determination of the number of factors should also observe the theoretically-driven
dimensionality of the concept of interest, namely, the theoretical convergence of the number of
factors (DeVellis, 2012; Fabrigar et al., 1999; Kline, 2013; Norris M & Lecavalier L, 2010;
Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011; Tinsley & Tinsley, 1987). Thus, whenever statistical analysis and
theory offer competing solutions, models with different numbers of factors should be explored
via EFA (Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2012).

Factor Rotation

Factor rotation is an essential part of scale development and contributes to creating more
interpretable factors by maximizing the between-factor distinctions (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2011). A promax oblique rotation was employed to allow factors to covary, which is warranted
in the social sciences (Carpenter, 2018; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Kline, 2013; Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The promax method is a popular and
robust method in scale development (Carpenter, 2018; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2011). It begins
with an orthogonal rotation and iteratively optimizes factor rotation to allow factors to covary
(Kline, 2013).

Varimax rotation, probably the most prevalent factor rotation method (Carpenter, 2018;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), is a type of orthogonal rotation and, as such, assumes that
factors are forced to be perpendicular to each other, which in turn creates uncorrelated latent
factors (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Consequently, when the assumption of uncorrelated
factors is not supported but forced by the researcher upon the data, the proportion and size of
cross-loadings increase (Carpenter, 2018; Fabrigar et al., 1999). This has led several
methodologists to advise against orthogonal rotation methods in the social sciences because the

assumption of uncorrelated factors is often not supported (Carpenter, 2018; Kline, 2013; Raykov
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& Marcoulides, 2011; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).

Item Retention and Scale Length Optimization

Initial item retention and deletion observed the principles of simple factor structure
(Thurstone, 1931), which entails minimizing cross-loadings and maximizing factor loadings as
much as possible (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) — for a thorough explanation on this, see
primary factor loadings equal or above the conservative cutoff point of .5, cross-loadings of. 30
or lower (Li et al., 2020) and with a difference of at least .15 from primary loadings
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), commonalities above .40 (Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), while also retaining at least three items per factor for model
estimation purposes (Carpenter, 2018; Kline, 2015; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). A minimum
of .5 for loadings is typically necessary for convergent validity (Bagozzi & Youjae, 1988;
Churchill, 1979; Newell & Goldsmith, 2001; Tanwar & Prasad, 2017).

In addition, Cronbach’s alpha for each factor was examined to ensure that the retained
items achieved an alpha level equal to or above the .80 threshold (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis,
2012; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Cronbach’s alpha estimates the proportion of shared
variance among items and can be a reasonable estimate of the correlation between the true score
(latent factor) and the observed score (measurement items) (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Also,
items whose elimination resulted in an alpha coefficient improvement were examined for their
potential removal (Churchill, 1979; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Equally important, item retention should observe scale validity and scale length
optimization (Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2012). Moreover, in the process of item deletion,
researchers should ensure that the retained items still properly represent the conceptual domains

of interest, namely, the theoretical convergence of the items (Carpenter, 2018; Costello &
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Osborne, 2005; DeVellis, 2012; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). An underlying premise of
scale development is that measurement items should represent the breadth of the concept being
measured, i.e., content validity (Carpenter, 2018; Churchill, 1979; Raykov & Marcoulides,
2011). Otherwise, scale validity would be compromised (DeVellis, 2012; Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). Therefore, the retained items should represent all theory-driven latent
dimensions of a construct and reflect the “purpose for which [the scale] has been developed”

Last, whenever the steps above result in a relatively long scale, researchers are
encouraged to further reduce the number of items to an optimal level for the practical
applications (DeVellis, 2012). The final retained measurement items should be submitted to
another EFA to ensure that the scale meets the principles of simple factor structure and reliability
(Newell & Goldsmith, 2001; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).

Data Collection and Sampling

Qualtrics consumer panel service (Qualtrics, 2023) was used for survey recruiting during
December 2022. Participants were selected via quota sampling to represent the US population in
terms of age, gender, and ethnicity, which are demographic characteristics that tend to be
associated with consumer activism behaviors (Baek, 2010; Copeland, 2014a; Micheletti & Stolle,
2012a). Additionally, our recruitment effort focused on sampling different consumer activism
behaviors, similar to Study 1 (see Table 2), and allowed both lower and higher commitment
threshold activist behaviors to be represented in our data (Barry et al., 2022). This is important to
ensure that the proposed scale is generalizable to different forms of consumer activism.
Consumer activism motivations are likely to differ between easy-to-adopt, low-effort behaviors
and other forms of activism that require greater effort and commitment. Because consumers can

engage in a myriad of activist-like behaviors, developing a scale that is not behavioral-dependent
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is paramount, which is also an issue of previous scales that focused on boycotting motivation
only (Klein et al., 2002, 2004; Suhud et al., 2017). Because the study of consumer activism
motivation relies on participants’ cognitions associated with past personal experiences with some
form of activist-like behaviors, those who had never engaged in any consumer activism
behaviors (N = 655) were not allowed to take the survey. Also, as a data quality criterion
(Cibelli, 2017), those who failed to commit to reading the questions carefully and providing
throughout answers (N=80) were screened out from the survey.

The survey was created on Qualtrics and administered online. After consenting to
participate in the study, participants answered a battery of demographic questions that informed
our quota sampling protocol. Next, they were prompted to read a short definition of consumer
activism, which was pretested via cognitive interviews, and read as follows: “In this research, we
are interested in actions people may take against a company (or companies) because of business
practices that negatively impact issues (or problems) people care about.” Additional information
was provided to clarify what would constitute a company and an issue in this research. Next,
participants selected from a predefined list all activist-like behaviors they have ever used in the
past, which contained an option to include additional behaviors. Behaviors were presented in
random order. Subsequently, they reported the most recent time they took action and what
activist-like behaviors they have most recently employed. Then, participants were asked to
answer the measurement items. To do that, they were asked to think about the most recent
consumer activism episode in which they participated. Participants received a small financial
incentive upon survey completion.

Following recent methodological recommendations (Carpenter, 2018), sample size was

determined as a function of the number of scale measurement items, observing a minimum ratio

106



of 5 sample units per item. Considering the final list of items (Table 4) submitted for analysis,
with 68 items, the final sample was N=408, which is above the lower sample size threshold
(N=340) needed for the EFA.

Sample Demographic Description

The sample is demographically diverse across all measured variables, as demonstrated in
Table 5. Additionally, our sampling protocol effectively sampled different activist-like
behaviors, as reported by participants. As displayed in Table 6, two measures of behavior
engagement were collected. The first is an inventory of all past activist-like behaviors recalled by
participants. The second focuses on measuring the most recent forms of action consumers have
used against a company. The most popular behavior is boycotting, which is congruent with
previous studies (Baek, 2010; Copeland, 2014b; Stolle et al., 2005). In our sample, 61 percent of
participants reported having boycotted a brand in the past, and for 48 percent of the sample,
boycotting is the most recent form of action. Petition signing (40 percent), encouraging others to
take action (39 percent), and social media sharing (34 percent) and posting (32 percent) are also
highly prevalent behaviors. Not surprisingly, the most prevalent behaviors can be classified as
activist groups (21 percent), writing a letter to government representatives (19 percent), blogging
(13 percent), and protesting through the use of physical materials (12 percent) are the most
commonly adopted forms of action. Additionally, we measured the elapsed time of participants’
most recent engagement in activist-like behaviors. As illustrated in Table 7, for more than 80
percent of the sample, the most recent episode of consumer activism happened less than two

years ago.
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Table 5. Sample Demographics

Variable Descriptive Statistics

Age? M=47.71; SD=17.44; Min=18; Max=84
Females 49.76% (N=203)

Gender? Males 48.78% (N=199)
Non-binary, non-conforming, and transgender 1.47% (N=6)
White 70.34% (N=287)

C Black 12.99% (N=53)

Ethnicity Latinos 17.16% (N=70)
Other races/ethnicities 10.29% (N=42)
No formal qualifications .25% (N=1)
Less than high school 1.72% (N=7)
High school diploma 28.26% (N=115)

Education Technical/community college 19.90% (N=81)
Undergraduate degree 29.73% (N=121)
Doctorate degree 1.97% (N=8)
Graduate degree 18.18% (N=74)
Not reported .25% (N=1)
Less than $10,000 6.37% (N=26)
$10,000 to $59,999 46.32% (N=189)

Income $60,000 to $99,999 26.72% (N=109)
$100,000 to $149,999 12.5% (N=51)
More than $149,999 8.09% (N=33)

Political ideology

Extremely conservative
Conservative

Slightly conservative
Moderate

Slightly liberal

Liberal

Extremely liberal

3.19% (N=13)
11.77% (N=48)

9.31% (N=38)
31.37% (N=128)
11.77% (N=48)

20.83 (N=85)
11.77% (N=48)

N=408. Note. *Multiple choice: total can be above 100%. *Variables used for quota sampling.
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Table 6. Sample Proportion of Activist-Like Behaviors

i Past Actions Most Recent Action(s)
Behaviors Y N Y N
(o} (o]
Lower commitment
Signed a petition against a company 39.95 163 17.40 71
Wrote a social media post against a 31.86 130 17.40 71
company ' '
Shared content on social media 33.82 138 19.12 78
against a company ' '
Donated money to an organization
that could take action against a 17.40 71 9.31 38
company
Encouraged other people to take 39.92 160 18.38 75
action against a company ' '
Boycotted (stop purchasing from) a 61.03 249 48.98 197
company ' '
Higher commitment
Picketed or participated in a protest 9.80 40 3.92 16

against a company

Protested against a company using
physical materials, such as t-shirts, 11.76 48 5.88 24
hats, bumper stickers or yard signs

Wrote a letter to or called my

government representative asking for 18.63 76 8.82 36
action against a company
Wrote a blog post against a company 12.50 51 3.92 16
Jomed organization(s) or group(s) 11.03 45 3.92 16
against a company
Jomed online/social media group(s) 21,32 87 8.33 34
against a company

Others 3.43 14 2.45 10

N=408. Note. Question-wording for past action: Using the list below, please select all strategies you have used in the
past to take action against companies because of unethical or controversial business decisions or business practices
that impact issues (or problems) that you care about. Question-wording for most recent action(s): Considering the
most recent time you took action, what action(s) did you take? Multiple choice question and total can be above
100%.
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Table 7. Sample Proportion of Activist-Like Behavior Frequency

Timeframe % N

Less than 1 month ago 23.40 95
Less than 6 months ago 24.63 100
Less than 1 year ago 17.24 70
Less than 2 years ago 15.76 64
2 or more years ago 18.97 77

N=406. Note. Item missing for two respondents.
Measures

Measurement items were measured via seven-point Likert scale anchored on strongly
disagree and strongly agree. Items were inspected for item missingness, outliers, and normality
violation. No outliers were detected. Item missing was observed for two respondents only for one
measurement item out of 68 items, and mean imputation was used to resolve this minor issue. As
much as parallel analysis and principal factor axis are techniques somewhat robust to normality
violations (Li et al., 2020), skewness and kurtosis were assessed. Skewness values ranged from -
1.37 and .39, and kurtosis values ranged from -1.35 and 1.46, which jointly suggest that the
assumption of normality is acceptable (Ryu, 2011). Thus, we proceeded with our analysis.
Results

First, we inspected the data to determine if it was appropriate to explore it via factor
analysis. The correlation matrix suggests that items measuring the same motivational dimension
correlate highly with each other, which is visually represented by the dark blue squares that
appear along the main diagonal (Figure 2). By contrast, the items measuring different dimensions
present notably weaker correlations, especially between brand punishment (items 1 to 13) and
other dimensions. This could suggest the presence of multiple factors in our data that might be
correlated with each other. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy of .97 and Barlett’s test of

sphericity (y? = 26186.42, df = 2278, p< .001) rendered relevance to the FA approach. With that,
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we proceed with the EFA analysis.

Figure 2. Correlation Matrix

S32RTIR2BeLeRRLIR2E

N = 408.

The scree plot suggests the presence of two factors, while PA indicates five factors.
Figure 3 illustrates the scree plot and PA results. Our earlier theorization corroborates a five-

factor solution. However, a seven-factor solution is possible because two factors, network
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solidarity and virtuous self, could be represented by two subdimensions. Therefore, two-, five-,

and seven-factor solutions were submitted to an EFA. In addition, we examined alternative

models, ranging from one to eight factors, as Carpenter (2018) recommended.
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Figure 3. Screeplot of Eigenvalues with Parallel Analysis
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Component

N = 408.

The main goal of EFA is to explain the largest proportion of variance while retaining as
fewer interpretable factors as possible. One-, two-, and three-factor solutions explained 39, 51,
and 56 percent of the variance, respectively, representing somewhat low amounts of explained
variance and not ideal for rendering this a valuable measurement scale in the social sciences
(Carpenter, 2018). In the two-factor solution, the first identified factor represented business
punishment, and the second represented a catch-all for all other measurement items. A five-
factor approach increased the explained variance to 64 percent while creating meaningful,
theory-convergent latent factors. A seven-factor model explained 67% of the variance,
representing a slight increase in the model's explanatory power of 3% relative to five factors at
the expense of retaining two more factors, representing a 40% increase in scale length. Other
alternative solutions with four, six, and eight factors explained 61, 66, and 68 percent of the
variance but generated hard-to-interpret factors. Therefore, the five-factor solution is retained

and presented in Table 8, with primary loadings ranging from .51 to .93 and Cronbach’s alpha
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ranging from .91 to .97.

Table 8. Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis Results

Measurement Items Factors

Mean h?
1 took action because... 1 2 3 4 5
1. I wanted to shame the company [;"(2)% 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.72 -0.02 0.61
2.1 wanted to harm the company [g'gg] 004  -015 -005 080 008 065
3. | wanted to offend the company [g'gg] 0.11 -0.19 -0.04 0.74 0.13 0.60
4. | wanted to create a negative 3.99 0.05 0.05 -0.06 0.83 -0.01 0.69
outcome for the company [2.06]
5. I wanted to punish the company 4.14 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.74 0.03 0.62
in some way [2.01]
6. | Wanted to tarnish the company's 3.79 0.02 -0.04 0.04 0.84 0.01 0.72
reputation [2.06]
7. | wanted to damage the 371 902 006 003 084 002 072
company's image [2.04]
8. 1 wanttled to denigrate the 3.53 0.13 -0.06 -0.04 0.83 2001 0.70
company's name [2.00]
9.1 \_/vanted to hurt the company's 411 -0.06 0.06 0.00 0.87 -0.03 0.74
profits [2.14]
10. 1 War_lted to affect the company's  4.30 -0.10 0.10 0.02 0.84 2001 071
bottom line [2.07]
11. I wanted to hit the company's 4.29 -0.08 0.14 0.01 0.85 -0.04 0.73
pocket [2.17]
12. 1 wanted to hit the company in 4.29
their wallet [2.15] -0.14 0.19 0.06 0.84 -0.08 0.72
13.1 Wanlted to negatl\{e_ly affect the 4.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.88 0.00 0.78
company's market position [2.07]
14. 1 wanted to incentivize the 5.30 -0.04 0.72 0.00 0.08 0.04 053
company to change its practices [1.75]
15. I wanted to force the company 5.24
to adjust its way of doing business [1.73] -0.04 0.69 -0.03 0.11 0.05 0.49
16. 1 wanted to nudge the company 5.37 i )
in the right direction [1.60] 0.02 0.77 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.58
17. 1 wanted to hold the company 5.56 -0.01 0.75 0.09 0.10 015 057
accountable [1.60]
18. | wanted to help the company to 5.50 i i ) i
change its behaviors [1.62] 0.03 0.88 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.66
_19. | wa_nted the company to adjust 5.62 -0.03 0.93 -0.04 0.02 -0.06 0.75
its practices [1.51]
20. I wanted the company to 571
implement changes in the right [1'50] 0.02 0.88 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 0.69
direction '
21. I wanted the company to 5.63
acknowledge its mistakes [1.58] 0.01 0.82 -0.06 -0.04 0.05 0.65
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Table 8 (cont’d)

22. | wanted the company to
reevaluate its actions/decisions

23. 1 wanted to help the company
see its mistakes

24. | wanted to force the company
to recognize its misconduct

25. 1 wanted to contribute to
building a better world by holding
the company accountable

26. | had a shared responsibility to
hold the company accountable

27. It was my civic duty to voice
my concerns when the company
engaged in unethical behaviors
28. | felt responsible for doing
something when the company
violated an important issue

29. | think it was my duty to call it
out when the company behaved
unethically

30. I think it was my obligation to
stand up against a corporate
wrongdoing

31. | felt personally responsible to
speak up when the company
misbehaved

32. I think it was my responsibility
to act against a corporate
transgression

33. I needed to do something when
I learned that the company crossed
certain ethical boundaries

34. I had to stick up against a
corporate action that violated an
important issue

35. I considered it my personal duty
36. It was my duty
37. It was my moral obligation

38. It was my ethical obligation

39. I felt solidarity with those
affected by the company

40. | felt empathy for those affected
by the company

41. | felt compassion for those
affected by the company

42. | cared about those affected by
the company

5.67
[1.54]
5.47
[1.65]
5.40
[1.65]

5.38
[1.64]

4.90
[1.77]

5.07
[1.67]

5.15
[1.66]

5.19
[1.66]

5.19
[1.69]

4.81
[1.72]

4.98
[1.76]

5.36
[1.58]

5.24
[1.62]

5.05
[1.73]
4.87
[1.78]
5.19
[1.71]
5.29
[1.65]
5.06
[1.77]
5.44
[1.61]
5.46
[1.61]
5.36
[1.68]

-0.06

-0.06

-0.02

0.12

0.12

0.00

-0.08

0.02

0.07

-0.05

0.09

-0.02

0.12

-0.07

-0.05

-0.03

-0.02

0.70

0.52

0.53

0.59

0.92

0.85

0.80

0.77

-0.13

0.08

0.05

-0.02

-0.04

-0.10

-0.09

0.12

0.19

-0.04

-0.09

-0.02

-0.03

0.03

0.30

0.41

0.26

-0.02

-0.10

0.01

0.03

0.72

0.79

0.80

0.82

0.89

0.82

0.79

0.81

0.65

0.79

0.86

0.76

0.83

0.13

0.05

0.02

0.14

-0.03

-0.05

0.10

0.02

0.02

-0.06

-0.01

0.03

0.05

-0.07

0.04

-0.03

0.02

0.10

0.02

-0.01

0.01

0.00

-0.04

-0.07

-0.11

-0.03

0.09

-0.04

-0.14

0.02

-0.07

-0.02

-0.01

-0.08

0.02

-0.04

-0.12

-0.17

0.06

-0.01

0.09

0.02

0.01

0.00

-0.07

-0.08

0.74

0.62

0.63

0.65

0.55

0.63

0.60

0.67

0.75

0.52

0.60

0.65

0.60

0.63

0.60

0.62

0.65

0.67

0.59

0.65

0.66
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Table 8 (cont’d)

43. | felt respect for those affected 5.24 0.55 0.18 0.08 -0.01 0.06 0.59

by the company [1.66]

44. | wanted to show my support 5.35

for those affected by thé/ cor[;\[:)any [1.64] 0.56 0.29 0.07 -0.05 -0.02 0.64
45. I.felt a sense qf “brotherhood” 482

or “sisterhood” with those affected [1.89] 0.79 -0.09 -0.01 0.01 0.09 0.63
by the company

46. | stood united with those 5.2

affected by the company [1.74] 0.67 0.03 0.23 -0.01 -0.06 0.67
47. | felt soIiQarity with others who 4,94 0.92 013 -0.02 0.01 0.00 0.69
also took action [1.81]

48. | wanted to establish solidarit 4.81

with others who also took action g [1.80] 0.89 -0.09 -0.06 0.02 0.08 0.72
49. | felt empathy for others who 4.96 0.79 0.03 -0.04 0.01 0.03 0.65
also took action [1.80]

50. | wanted to cooperate with 4.9

others who also tooFI)< action [1.85] 0.89 018 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0.68
51.1 felt_ respect for others who also 5.37 0.81 013 -0.07 0.01 -0.06 0.67
took action [1.71]

52. | wanted to back up others who 5.14 0.86 0.02 -0.05 0.03 -0.02 0.70
also took action [1.72]

53. | wanted _to support others who 5.13 0.89 0.02 -0.08 -0.02 0.03 0.75
also took action [1.78]

54. I'felt a sense qf “brotherhood” 462

or “sisterhood” with others who 0.87 -0.12 -0.03 0.06 0.02 0.66
also took action [1.86]

55. I stood ur_lited with others who 5.06 0.93 -0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 0.75
also took action [1.77]

56. 1 v_vanted to have a clear 4.84 -0.05 0.09 -0.07 0.00 0.77 0.56
conscience [1.92]

57. | wanted to be in a good 475 006 001 006 001 076 057
headspace [1.70]

58. | wanted to feel better about 4.32 -0.02 013 017 0.10 0.91 061
myself [1.94]

59. I wanted to feel good about 4.33 0.00 -0.15 -0.10 0.08 087 0.59
myself [1.99]

60. | wanted my actions to align 5.48

with my Valuesy g ns5 002 027 021 007 041 056
61. It was rewarding to act 5.2

consistently with my moral beliefs [1.63] -0.07 0.20 0.28 -0.02 045 0.57

62. | wanted to behave

harmoniously with my moral [‘;"ég] 0.02 0.17 0.14 0.03 0.55 0.62
principles '

63. | wanted to demonstrate support 5.51

for the issues | care about [1.54] 0.07 0.32 0.16 -0.03 0.33 0.57
64. 1t was important to signal my 4.65 0.10 -0.05 0.04 -0.03 0.67 0.52
values to others [1.86] ' ' ' ' ' '
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Table 8 (cont’d)

65. | wanted to express my 544

commitment to issues that are [157] 0.01 0.18 0.28 -0.04 0.38 0.55
important to me '

66. | wanted to display my moral 4.93 0.06 -0.08 0.08 -0.08 0.72 0.56
beliefs [1.72] ' ' ' ' ' '
67. It was satisfying to express 5.39

support for the issues | value [1.50] 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.02 0.51 0.53
68. | wanted to express my moral 5.16 -0.04 0.15 0.18 -0.03 059 0.62
principles [1.67] ' ' ' ' ' '
Eigenvalue 10.5 9.39 9.00 8.91 5.62 43.42
% variance explained 15% 14% 13% 13% 8% 64%
Cronbach's a 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.91

N=408. Note. Standard deviations are presented between squared brackets. Skewness values ranged from -1.37 and
.39. Kurtosis values ranged from -1.35 and 1.46. Bold values indicate factors loadings above the cutoff point of .50.
Italicized values indicate cross-loading issues in which the difference between the primary loading and adjacent
loadings are less than .15. Principal factor axis with Promax factor rotation employed. Variables were measured
using a 7-point Likert scale.

As shown in Table 8, of the 68 items, only five were excluded for failing to meet the
aforementioned primary loadings and cross-loadings requirements. This reveals that our
methodological procedure in developing a clear concept and measurement items was successful.
For this same reason, it also produced a long list of acceptable items, which can be problematic
for future scale applications, especially when researchers and practitioners are pressured to
reduce survey costs associated with questionnaire length and increase respondents’ motivation to
mitigate data quality issues (Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2012; Stanton et al., 2002). Therefore,
we engaged in scale-length optimization (Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2012). In this process, the
theoretical convergence of items and the statistical properties of the scale were observed to
ensure that the retained items within each latent factor would represent the conceptual breadth of
each consumer activism motivation while also meeting the principles of simple factor structure
(Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2012; Stanton et al., 2002).

In the scale-length optimization phase, our goal was to reduce the number of
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measurement items per factor to four and stay above the minimum threshold of 3 items per factor
(DeVellis, 2012; Kline, 2015; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). That is because measurement
models, such as CFA, become underidentified, i.e., have negative degrees of freedom, with less
than three items per factor (Kline, 2015). Therefore, it is recommended that each factor is
indicated by three to five items (Kline, 2015). Because our scale has retained five factors, we
decided to limit the number of items per factor to four and keep the total number of items to 20.
Importantly, item selection should not aim only to maximize internal consistency (Stanton et al.,
2002). Items should be examined for content validity and ensure they represent the conceptual
definition and capture its conceptual breadth (Stanton et al., 2002). The 20 retained items are
presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Final Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of the Consumer Activism Motivation Scale
(CAMS)

Measurement ltems Factors

h2
1 took action because... 1 2 3 4 5

Brand Punishment

6. | wanted to tarnish the company's

. 0.84 -0.03 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.73
reputation

7. 1 wanted to damage the company's image ~ 0.85 0.01 -0.03 0.00 0.06 0.74

9. | wanted to hurt the company's profits 0.82 0.03 0.03 -0.04 -0.05 0.66

13. I wanted to negatively affect the

\ - 0.87 0.00 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.76
company's market position

Business Reformation
19. | wanted the company to adjust its
practices
20. I wanted the company to implement
changes in the right direction
21. I wanted the company to acknowledge
its mistakes
22. | wanted the company to reevaluate its
actions/decisions

0.06 0.87 0.00 0.03 -0.07 0.74

-0.03 0.85 -0.05 0.04 0.01 0.71

-0.01 0.72 -0.01 0.03 0.11 0.62

0.00 0.84 0.11 -0.07 -0.03 0.75
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Table 9 (cont’d)

Consumer Duty
28. | felt responsible for doing something

when the company violated an important -0.02 0.07 0.70 -0.07 0.07 0.56
issue

29. | think it was my duty to call itout 0.02 -0.03 0.76 0.05 0.05 0.65
when the company behaved unethically
30. I think it was my obligation to stand up

. . 0.05 -0.05 0.85 0.06 -0.01 0.75
against a corporate wrongdoing

33. I needed to do something when |
learned that the company crossed certain -0.02 0.08 0.82 -0.01 -0.09 0.66
ethical boundaries

Network Solidarity

39. | felt solidarity with those affected by
the company

45. 1 felt a sense of “brotherhood” or

0.00 0.09 0.11 0.65 0.04 0.64

“sisterhood” with those affected by the 0.00 -0.06 0.04 0.77 0.07 0.65
company

47.1 felt_ solidarity with others who also 0.00 -0.03 20.02 0.87 -0.03 0.67
took action

55. 1 sto_od united with others who also 0.00 0.06 -0.06 0.88 -0.03 073
took action

Virtuous Self

56. | wanted to have a clear conscience 0.01 0.11 -0.03 -0.06 0.72 0.53
59. I wanted to feel good about myself 0.08 -0.08 -0.09 0.02 0.75 0.51
g:lﬁ(el:swas important to signal my values to -0.03 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.71 055
66. | wanted to display my moral beliefs -0.07 -0.03 0.14 0.01 0.65 0.52
Eigenvalue 2.89 2.85 2.65 2.64 2.10 13.13
% variance explained 14% 14% 13% 13% 11% 65%
Cronbach's 0.91 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.82

N=408. Note. Bold values indicate factors loadings above the cutoff point of .50. Principal factor axis with Promax
factor rotation employed.

Below, we explain our item selection decisions:

Brand punishment, Factor 1, encompasses the reputational and financial corporate
punishment that activists may seek. Therefore, we selected the items with the highest loadings
that illustrated both forms of punishment — items 6 and 7 for reputational and 9 and 13 for

financial punishment.
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Business reformation, Factor 2, emphasizes the pursuit of corporate misconduct
acknowledgment and corporate behavior change. Thus, the items with the highest loadings were
selected, which also emphasized this meaning gradation more directly — items 21 and 22
emphasized corporate acknowledgment, and items 19 and 20 focused on corporate behavior
change. Items 21 and 23 have very similar loadings, .82 and .85, so item 21 was selected because
it more directly focuses on corporate acknowledgment.

Next, consumer duty, Factor 3, relates to the moral obligation triggered by an unethical
corporate practice, and items with the highest loadings were selected — items 28, 29, 30, and 33.
Although items 36 and 38 also have similar loadings as the items selected, they were not retained
because they only focus on the activist duty without characterizing the corporate behavior.

For network solidarity, Factor 4, item 41 did not pass the initial cutoff point because of
cross-loadings (see Table 8). Therefore, from the remaining items, we selected the four items
with the highest loadings to represent the network solidarity toward those impacted by the
business (victims) — items 39 and 45, and with others who also took action (other activists) —
items 47 and 55.

Last, for Virtuous self, Factor 5, four items did not meet our initial statistical
requirements — items 60, 61, 63, and 65. The remaining items were examined to ensure that the
inward and outward virtue-signaling motivational aspects would be represented in the final scale.
Items 56 and 59 were retained to represent the inward aspect of this motivational factor. Items 58
and 59 had the highest loadings. However, both items are highly redundant, which is problematic
for scale optimization since their joint retention would reduce the latent factor conceptual
breadth (Stanton et al., 2002). Based on the qualitative phase (Study 1), “feel good” seems to be

a more powerful and precise statement than feeling better; thus, item 59 is retained. For the
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outward signaling aspect, items 64 and 66 were retained and represent the items with the highest
loadings within this pool.

The 20-item operationalization was submitted to a final EFA (see Table 9). The final
scale represented an optimal solution across all criteria examined. The explained variance of 65
percent remained virtually the same, if not better, than the initial five-factor solution. Primary
factors loadings ranged from .65 to .88, and Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .82 to .91. Factor
correlations, see Table 10, reveal that factors tend to be associated, which underscores our
decision to use an oblique rotation is warranted.

Table 10. Factor Correlations from Final Exploratory Factor Analysis

Brand Business Consumer Network Virtuous
Punishment  Reformation Duty Solidarity Self
Brand
Punishment 1.00
Business
Reformation 0.10 1.00
Consumer 0.26 0.65 1.00
Duty
Network 0.23 0.52 0.61 1.00
Solidarity
Virtuous 0.28 0.47 0.59 0.58 1.00
Self
N=408.
Discussion

In Study 2, we analyzed the responses from consumer activists (N=408) via a quota
sampling technique to demographically represent the US population’s age, racial, and gender
distributions. On the basis of our theoretical definition of consumer activism motivations, we
developed a 20-item scale, the Consumer Activism Motivation Scale (CAMS), to reliably
measure the pre-identified motivational dimensions conceptualized in Study 1.

The EFA results demonstrate that consumer activism motivations can be represented and
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measured by five personal goals, which are the five latent factors in our final model: brand
punishment, business reformation, consumer duty, network solidarity, and virtuous self.
Measurement reliability is also acceptable at a Cronbach’s a threshold of .80. This demonstrates
that the scale is internally consistent, i.e., that more than 80 percent of the observed variability in
participants’ scores is caused by true variation in their unobserved personal goals. Congruent
with our qualitative findings, our results show that these five personal goals are interrelated
motivational dimensions and that consumer activism is, indeed, a multi-dimensional construct.

Brand Punishment

Our findings show that consumers may take action to punish brands financially or
reputationally due to a perceived brand transgression. Brand punishment is weakly correlated
with the other dimensions, which suggests that consumers motivated by a brand punishing goal
do not systematically seek to fulfill other personal goals via activism.

The desire to punish brands for their unethical misdeeds or irresponsible conduct is
regarded as an essential motivational factor in the context of boycotts (Friedman, 1991, 1995;
Hoffmann, 2011; John & Klein, 2003; Kozinets & Handelman, 2004), including religious
boycotts (Abosag & F., 2014), and online consumer activism (Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011;
Makarem & Jae, 2016). However, previous studies have conflated personal goals and emotional
arousal, such as anger expression, together as a unified motivational construct (Klein et al., 2002;
punishment as an expressive boycott motivation. Our study shows that such conceptualization
may not be adequate because brand punishment is a distinct motivational concept from
expressive action, which is best captured by virtuous self goal. Similarly, in a study about an

expressive boycott motivation against Israel by conflating three items measuring desire to

121



punishment with emotional arousal and product scarcity as a single motivational concept, which
our study does not support theoretically or empirically. Thus, this study is the first to statistically
demonstrate that brand punishment can be conceptualized as a personal goal separate from
emotional arousal associated with an anger-expressive desire.

Our findings are also relevant to the product and service failure literature and the broad
literature on performance-related brand transgressions (Aaker et al., 2004; Aggarwal, 2004;
Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019; Grégoire et al., 2009; Johnson et al., 2011; Khamitov et al., 2020;
Sinha & Lu, 2016). A performance-related brand transgression can be defined as “disconfirming
evidence of the partner’s intentions to act according to the terms of the relationship contract” (p.
3) and can have a direct impact on perceived brand quality (Aaker et al., 2004). These are
typically related to product malfunction, product recall, or a lousy service experience (Fetscherin
& Sampedro, 2019). This literature shows that consumers may cope with performance-related
brand transgressions via different strategies: including brand avoidance, brand switching,
complaining, and revenge-seeking behaviors. Desire for revenge, also called retaliation, is
defined as the need to punish, harm, cause damage, or create an inconvenience to a company in
retribution for the damages caused to the customer (Grégoire et al., 2009, 2018; Grégoire &
Fisher, 2008). Our study results demonstrate that similar brand punishment goals can also be
activated in the context of consumer activism in response to a value-related, issue-violating
corporate transgression.

Business Reformation

Consumers are also motivated to incentivize business changes or the acknowledgment
(and cessation) of corporate wrongdoings. Business reformation entails a quest for changing

business and marketplace norms, which begins with corporate acknowledgment that a problem
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exists. This personal goal bears some conceptual resemblance with instrumentally-motivated
boycotts (Friedman, 1985, 1991, 1995, 2002; John & Klein, 2003) and motivation to make a
difference (Klein et al., 2004).
way to functionally classify boycotts: “While many appear to have practical ends in mind, such
as labor actions seeking union recognition (instrumental boycotts), others seem more concerned
with venting the frustrations of the protesting group (expressive boycotts)” (p. 153). Over the
past 20 years, Friedman’s taxonomy has informed many boycott studies in conceptualizing
boycott campaigns and participants’ motivations orthogonally. While some boycotters are
instrumentally motivated, others are assumed to perceive boycotting as a self-expressive
platform. Congruently, our findings demonstrate that consumer activists are motivated by
practical goals, such as business reformation. However, our study empirically demonstrates that
instrumental and expressive action are not orthogonal. Participants can be highly motivated to
change corporate practices and, at the same time, be energized to express their values and moral
beliefs (virtuous self), as both factors are moderately correlated (r=.47, see Table 10).
Additionally, we have statistically shown that business reformation can be conceptualized
as a personal goal separate from agency or efficacy beliefs. Previous studies have frequently

confounded both constructs to operationalize motivational scales in the context of consumer

1991) conceptualization. They proposed a scale to measure boycotters’ motivation to make a
difference, defined as “boycotters [...] instrumental motivation to change the target firm’s

behavior and/or to signal to the firm and others the necessity of appropriate conduct” (p. 96). The
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authors propose that such motivation is influenced by perceived efficacy. However, their
operationalization conflates survey items that indicate perceived boycott efficacy and desire to
make a difference together, which is unwarranted given that both constructs are conceptually
different and are assumed to have a causal relationship.

Consumer Duty

Our results also indicate that consumers can be motivated to hold corporations
accountable due to consumers’ perceived moral responsibility to act and uphold certain moral
values. By taking action, consumer activists aim to fulfill a personal duty or ethical need to call
companies out when corporate unethical behaviors are detected. As much as past studies have
hinted at this consumer activism goal dimension, our study, to the best of our knowledge, is the
first to conceptualize and propose a measurement operationalization for it.

Consumer activism has been long conceptualized as a morally-driven, responsibility-
taking behavior in the political consumerism literature (Micheletti, 2003). This has been recently
extended to the context of pro-environment boycotts (Nguyen et al., 2018), where researchers
have found, through in-depth interviews, that boycotters are motivated by personal responsibility
and moral obligation. This colors consumer activism slightly differently as an opportunity for
individuals to do their part, distinct from punishing a brand or reforming business practices. Our
findings show that although distinct, consumer duty and business reformation are moderately
correlated (r=.65, see Table 10), which indicates that both motivations tend to occur together.
concerning corporate conduct, called marketplace morality. Morality is conceptualized as a
social system of values that define what is right or wrong from which individuals create norms of
acceptable and unacceptable conduct and can serve as a mechanism of self-interest regulation

(Haidt, 2008). Marketplace morality is the application of moral expectations within the context
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of exchange-based marketplace relationships. The authors argue that in exchange-based
relationships, such as the relationship between companies with their various stakeholders, there
is a higher acceptance of self-interest behaviors at the expense of social well-being. Still, as
much as self-interest is expected among free-market agents, these are not free from moral
expectations created by consumers’ marketplace morality.

Recent studies further investigated the role of morality in the context of boycotting and
demonstrated that boycotting and buycotting are driven by individualizing and binding moral
values (Fernandes, 2020; Shim et al., 2021). Individualizing moral values are related to empathy,
preventing harm to others, and fairness, while binding moral focus on the values that bind

individuals together on stable units, such as stability, safety, authority, and group loyalty.

boycott intention via negative emotional arousal. Our study extends these previous findings by
showing that moral violations motivate consumers to engage in activism by activating their
personal responsibility (personal goal) to take action, namely, consumer duty.

Network Solidarity

Consumer activism can also be distinctively motivated by consumers’ goal to
demonstrate solidarity and empathy toward others affected by unethical corporate decisions
(between-group solidarity) and those also taking action (activist in-group solidarity). Our original
conceptualization wove two forms of network solidarity: in-group and between-group solidarity
(see Chapters 4 and 5). This conceptualization stems from two independent lines of research:
The role of collective identity among activists in building and supporting collective actions

(Kozinets & Handelman, 2004; Melucci, 1995; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009) and the role of
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empathy and solidarity toward the victims of social, political, environmental, and corporate
violations (Anderl, 2022; Bernard, 2017; Hunt & Benford, 2004; Kim, 2021; Neufeld et al.,
2019; Rahbari, 2021; Routledge et al., 2007; Xie & Bagozzi, 2019).

Our findings demonstrate that although different forms of network solidarity exist, they
can be conceptualized and measured more parsimoniously as a single motivation factor that
emerges from consumers’ identification with other activists and those whom corporate unethical
between-group network solidarity. The authors demonstrated this to be a vital motivational
driver in political and social activism, namely political solidarity. Our study is the first to extend
such findings to the context of consumer activism and to incorporate the concept of in-group
solidarity into it.

Network solidarity represents an original contribution to the study of consumer activist
motivations. As presented in Chapter 4, recent studies have shown that empathy and other-
regarding virtues are personality traits that increase consumer activism intentions (Xie &
Bagozzi, 2019). Our findings extend this line of research by showing that in-group and between-
group empathy and solidarity jointly create a context-specific, personally motivating goal that
energizes consumers to act. As shown in Table 10, network solidarity tends to occur together
with business reformation and consumer duty (r =.52 and .61). It does not seem to be frequently
activated with brand punishment (r =.23).

Virtuous Self

Our results also demonstrate that consumer activists may be uniquely motivated by a
personal goal to signal their moral values to themselves (inward signaling) and others (outward
signaling). As previously mentioned, the notion that consumers are motivated toward action to

express a negative emotional state created by a brand transgression, to enhance or maintain their
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self-concept, clear their conscience, or to be admired by others and gain social approval is not
new (Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011; Glazer et al., 2010; Hoffmann, 2013; John & Klein, 2003;
Klein et al., 2002, 2004; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998; Smith, 1990).

The first element that sets our measurement scale apart from previous studies is the
identification of virtue signaling as the motivating personal goal that explains why consumers are
driven toward activism for expressive (Friedman, 1985, 1991, 1995), self-enhancement (John &
Klein, 2003; Klein et al., 2002, 2004), or clean hands needs (Smith, 1990). Inward signaling is a
personal goal to achieve emotional well-being through cognitive consistency, i.e., to feel good
about oneself and have a clear conscience. Outward signaling represents an expressive personal
goal of signaling to others one’s moral beliefs and values, which could be influenced by self-
enhancement needs.

Second, our measurement scale is unique in its effort to operationalize virtuous self from
the perspective of the consumer activist, which was achieved through multiple in-depth
interviews with consumer activists (see Study 1). This enabled us to achieve greater conceptual
clarity. In conceptualizing similar motivational dimensions, idiosyncratically labeled as
expressive motivation, clean hands, or self-enhancement, prior studies (Klein et al., 2002, 2004;
Olson & Park, 2019; Suhud et al., 2017) have employed items that do not render to a clear
included measures related to subjective normative influence (Cialdini et al., 1990; Yzer, 2013) to
measure clean hands and self-enhancement motivations, respectively. This created an issue of
content and construct validity.

The proposed conceptualization and measurement operationalization of virtuous self as a

personal goal proposed in this research adds to this body of knowledge by adding conceptual
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clarity to this motivational dimension, which is vital in the social science (Bergkvist & Langner,
2019; Suddaby, 2010; Wacker, 2008). Equally important, this is achieved by ensuring that our
scientific conceptualization is congruent with the real-world experiences of activists (see Study

1), which is absent from prior scale development attempts.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: STUDY 3 - CONFIRMATORY QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS AND
SCALE VALIDITY

Study 2 explored the latent structure of consumer activists’ personally motivating goals.
This structure is represented by five intercorrelated motivational goals represented by 20
measurement items, which conforms with our qualitative findings (see Study 1). In essence,
Study 2 allowed us to generate a hypothesis about the relationship between the five unobserved
motivational factors and the 20 observable measurement items — the Consumer Activism
Motivation Scale (CAMS). This was accomplished through EFA. However, because EFA
models have infinitely many solutions, it is not well-suited for confirming whether our retained
model is well-suited to represent the measurement latent structure (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2011). Thus, in Study 3, our focus shifts toward formally testing the hypothesized latent
structure.

Study 3 aims are threefold. First, we aim to statistically test the hypothesized latent
structure of the CAMS by submitting the final measurement scale to a new, independent sample
and examining the model performance using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Second, we
aim to assess CAMS’ critical measurement properties, which includes checking the scale
unidimensionality and between group measurement invariance. Last, we aim to assess CAMS’
measurement validity in terms of convergence, discriminant, nomological, and predicitive
validity.

Methods

Analytical Approach

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was estimated via maximum likelihood using the

of the measurement scale. CFA uses a latent variable modeling framework to examine the
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relationship between latent constructs and observable indicators (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).
In scale development, CFA can be employed to validate EFA results based on data collected
from a new, independent sample (Kline, 2015). The requirement of sample independence has
been widely endorsed in the literature to prevent CFA results from capitalizing on chance
variation if the same sample is utilized (Kline, 2015).

Sample Size

As much as CFA models require larger samples, there is no single standard approach to
determine the required sample size (Kline, 2015). While some methodologists have proposed a
minimum sample size threshold, for example, that CFA studies should not be conducted with
less than N=200, others have recommended that sample size should be a function of model
complexity (Kline, 2015). The latter approach has received stronger support based on data
become one of the most popular procedures among researchers and the default technique in
statistical software solutions (Kline, 2015). It posits that CFA sample size should be a function of
the number of free model parameters and that each free parameter should contribute to the
overall sample size with no less than five sample units. The study used N=458 complete survey
responses to estimate the CFA model with 50 free parameters. Thus, our sample size is above the
minimum threshold of N=250 and can be considered adequate for statistical estimation.

Model Testing

Besides adequate sample size, another premise for CFA estimation is that the model is
identified. Model identification means that the model has positive degrees of freedom, defined
by the difference between the number of unique observations present in the variance-covariance
input and the number of parameters statistically estimated, also known as free model parameters

(Kline, 2015). Our CFA model is identified with 160 degrees of freedom (see Table 16).
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After ensuring that the model was identified, the CFA model was estimated, and model
fit indexes were examined. The structural equation modeling approach, of which the latent
variable modeling framework is part, includes a family of covariance-structure-based statistical
techniques that takes as an input an observed variance-covariance matrix and attempts to recreate
this matrix structure based on a set of predefined relationships among variables (Kline, 2015).
Model fit indexes are measures that allow researchers to examine whether the estimated results
are acceptably close to the observed set of relationships (Kline, 2015). The following indexes
were conjointly used to assess model fit. The model chi-square test was examined to assess the
null hypothesis of exact fit. However, model chi-square values tend to increase with sample size.
For larger sample sizes, e.g., above N=300 (Kline, 2015), it can unwarrantedly lead to the
rejection of the exact-fit hypothesis (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Kyriazos, 2018; Sharpe, 2015).
Therefore, other fitting indexes should also be scrutinized. Thus, we also inspected the model
chi-square and degrees of freedom ratio (Wheaton et al., 1977), for which ratio scores below
three are used as a heuristic indication of acceptable fit. Additionally, we inspected the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA), for which values equal or below .05 indicate
acceptable fit, the standardized root mean square residual (SRMS), which indicates acceptable fit
for values equal or below .08, and the Tucker-Lewis (TLI) and the comparative fit index (CFl),
for which .95 is often used as a threshold of acceptable fit.

Scale Measurement Properties Assessment

The CFA technique was also used to examine the scale unidimensionality properties
(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Unidimensionality entails that each measurement item is
indicated (reflected) by a single latent construct (Gerbing & Anderson, 1984, 1988; Kline, 2013;
Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Additionally, unidimensionality can be further supported if the

error terms are uncorrelated, except when these are theoretically justifiable (Gerbing &
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Anderson, 1984, 1988; Kline, 2013; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Unidimensionality is a
necessary condition for construct validity (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988) because it demonstrates
that scale indicators have just one “thing” in common, the latent variable representing the
construct of interest (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). When a CFA model is retained, and
unidimensionality is established, we have evidence that the true scores associated with each
measurement item representing the same latent variable are perfectly correlate with one another
(Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Green et al., 1977; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011), also known as
the model of congeneric tests (MCT) (Joreskog, 1971). When unidimensionality cannot be
assessed, it should be used as an indication that “the items do not successfully capture the
construct” (Terblanceh & Boshoff, 2008. p. 109).

If the MCT hypothesis is supported, we will also inspect more restrictive model
assumptions concerning the measurement properties of the scale. More specifically, we will test
whether 1) the true scores are measured with the same level of precision — model of congeneric
tests with equal variances (MCTEV); 2) the true scores are measured in the same units of
measurement — test of true score equivalent model (TSEM); and 3) whether they are measured in
the same unit with the same level of precision — the model of parallel tests (MPT). These
assumptions can be hierarchically tested by incrementally including restrictions to the MCT
model. First, by constraining the error variance terms within the same latent variable to be equal
(MCTEV). Next, by constraining the factor loadings to equality (TSEM). And last, if the
aforementioned parameter restrictions are supported, fixing loadings and error variances to be
the same across items indicated the same latent variable (MPT). A chi-square difference test is
used to test these three hierarchically nested models, where a low p-value indicates that the

model assumptions are too restrictive and not supported by the data (Kline, 2015; Raykov &
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Marcoulides, 2011).

Another important assessment of the scale measurement properties is to determine
whether it can be used to measure the same construct across distinct groups, also known as
multi-group measurement invariance (Kline, 2015). In this study, assessing the proposed scale
for measurement invariance is relevant to understanding to what extent it can be used to compare
consumer activism motivations between those who have engaged in lower- vs. higher-
commitment activist-like behaviors. Measurement invariance is not an absolute test, but rather
refers to an assessment of the degree to which the scores between two or more groups are
comparable, namely, configural, weak, strong, and strict invariance (Kline, 2015; Meredith,
1993; Wu et al., 2007). Configural invariance is the least restrictive form of invariance and
specifies that the latent factors are indicated by the same indicators in both groups without any
parameter constraints. Weak invariance assumes that the latent factors have the same meaning in
both groups, which is tested by imposing an equality constraint on factor loadings. Strong
invariance establishes that both groups use the response scale similarly and that group means can
be unbiasedly compared because they are not affected by different response styles, which is
tested by imposing an equality constraint on the model intercepts. Strict invariance assumes all
previous levels with the addition of error variance equality, which indicates that the latent factors
are measured with the same level of precision across groups. Because invariance structures are
based on hierarchically nested models, a chi-square difference test is used for model comparison,
where a low p-value indicates that the model assumptions are too restrictive and not supported
by the data (Kline, 2015; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Measurement Validity

With content validity being assessed in Study 1, via the panel of experts, Study 3 focuses

on establishing acceptable construct and criterion validity for the proposed measurement.
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Construct validity requires multiple layers of evidence and cannot be established with a single
test, as it concerns the assessment of theoretically-supported relationships of the variables of
interest (DeVellis, 2012; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). In this study, construct validity will be
assessed in terms of convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity. Criterion validity refers
to the relationship between the proposed construct and some empirical measure or standard that
testifies to the practical usefulness of the construct (DeVellis, 2012; Raykov & Marcoulides,
2011). In this study, criterion validity will be examined in the context of predictive validity.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Convergent validity refers to the degree to which measures indicating the same construct,
or concept, represented by a latent factor, are strongly related to one another (Bagozzi, 1981,
Bagozzi & Foxall, 1996; D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Churchill, 1979; Terblanceh & Boshoff,
2008; Zaltman et al., 1982). On the other hand, discriminant validity can be established by
showing that measures of distinct constructs, or concepts, represented by different latent factors,
diverge (Bagozzi, 1981; Bagozzi & Foxall, 1996; D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Churchill,
1979; Ronkko & Cho, 2022; Terblanceh & Boshoff, 2008; Zaltman et al., 1982). It is pertinent to
note that discriminant validity has not been uniformly defined in the literature (Ronkk6é & Cho,
2022). The definition we employ aligns with the original conceptualization of discriminant
traits as an example. “When a dimension of personality is hypothesized [...] the proponent
invariably has in mind distinctions between the new dimension and other constructs [or
dimensions] already in use. One cannot define [a personality dimension] without implying
distinctions, and the verification of these distinctions is an important part of the validation
process” (p. 84). Thus, discriminant validity in this study plays a vital in assessing the degree to

which the proposed personally motivating goals are truly distinct dimensions that represent a
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holistic construct (Ab Hamid et al., 2017; Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982; Tanwar & Prasad, 2017;
Terblanceh & Boshoff, 2008).

The acceptable fit of an MCT model, as well as loadings above .5 and composite
reliability coefficients above .7, were inspected as they represent necessary conditions to
establish convergent validity (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011; Terblanceh & Boshoff, 2008). Also,
we will examine the 95 percent confidence intervals of factor intercorrelations as a primary
indication of discriminant validity, which is supported when the upper limit of the interval is
below .8 (Ronkkd & Cho, 2022). Additionally, we employed the average variance extracted
(AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio (Henseler et al., 2015)
methods to further validate scales with respect to their convergent and discriminant properties.

The AVE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) is estimated by taking the ratio between the sum of
the squared loadings for a latent variable and the sum of this same value together with the sum of
the variance of the error term for each latent variable indicator. Because the square loading
represents the amount of variance in an indicator explained by the latent variable, when AVE is
below the threshold of .5, it means that the amount of unexplained variance is greater than the
variance explained by the construct. Therefore, AVE values of .5 or above are used as evidence
of convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Additionally, the squared root of AVE is an
indicator of discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) that is popular among researchers
(Henseler et al., 2015; Ronkkd & Cho, 2022). The Fornell-Larcker test proposes that
discriminant validity can be established when the correlations of a latent variable with the other
latent variables in the model are lower than the squared root of its associated AVE value.

The HTMT ratio (Henseler et al., 2015) is based on the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM)

technique (D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959). The ratio can be obtained by dividing the average
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heterotrait-heteromethod correlations by the average of the monotrait-monomethod correlations
across each pair of latent variables. Thus, values lower than one indicate that the average
correlation of items measuring two different constructs is smaller than the average correlation
among the items used to measure the same construct. This suggests that the two constructs or
latent factors are distinct (Henseler et al., 2015). Based on sensitivity tests in simulated data, an
HTMT ratio of .85 has been proposed as a conservative upper threshold to establish discriminant
validity, as it provides acceptable indication that the average correlation of items measuring two
latent factors is smaller than the average correlations of items measuring the same latent factor
(Henseler et al., 2015).

Nomological Validity

Nomological validity refers to establishing a theoretical network in which previously
conceptualized relationships between the scale and other relevant constructs are statistically
demonstrated (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Mowen & Voss, 2008). Nomological validity was
assessed via structural equation modeling (SEM) to formally test whether the identified
constructs, in Chapter 4, properly reflect a set of theoretically derived relationships. Based on
this prior conceptualization, we expect all five personal consumer activism goals to be influenced
by three main antecedents, namely, issue involvement, brand hate, and consumer activism
collective efficacy. Thus, the CAMS’ latent factors are treated as dependent variables and issue
involvement, brand hate, and consumer activism collective efficacy are utilized as independent
variables in the nomological model.

As discussed earlier, multiple theories and concepts exist to explain human motivation
(Ford, 1992). The proposed scale focuses on one type of motivation, personal goals. Personal
goals are considered part of a motivational system and are likely influenced by other

motivational constructs, such as emotional arousal, efficacy beliefs, and ego-involvement (Ford,
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1992). The literature on consumer activism suggests that the issue involvement (Albrecht,
Backhaus, et al., 2013; O’Cass & Griffin, 2006) is an antecedent of consumer activism
participation intention, and it refers to the perceived self-relevance of an object (Zaichkowsky,
1985, 1994). Additionally, negative, arousing feelings against the violating brand have been
shown to increase the likelihood of consumer activism via anger, contempt, and disgust (CAD),
also jointly known as brand hate (Grappi et al., 2013; Romani et al., 2015). Moreover, perceived
collective efficacy (Bandura, 2000) has been reported to positively influence engagement in
consumer (Ji & Kim, 2020) and political activism (Lee, 2010). The role of anger and efficacy
activism, thus corroborating the proposed nomological model.

Additionally, based on the results from Studies 1 and 2 (see Chapters 5 and 6), we
speculate that two consumer activism goals may be differently influenced by the proposed
antecedents. First, it is possible that issue involvement may be less important in creating brand
punishment relative to the other four goals. This is because brand punishment is a motivational
dimension solely indicated by items that denote a desire to punish the violating brand without
any expressed association with moral beliefs, ethical considerations, or desired changes that can
be connected to a self-relevant issue. These associations are present in the other four dimensions.
In addition, in the context of brand performance-related transgressions, a similar motivation
seems to also emerge in the form of a desire for revenge or retaliation against a brand. (Aaker et
al., 2004; Aggarwal, 2004; Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019; Grégoire et al., 2009; Johnson et al.,
2011; Khamitov et al., 2020; Sinha & Lu, 2016). As discussed in Chapter 6, performance-related
transgressions concern product malfunction or poor service experience, which are often detached

from social, political, or environmental issues.
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Second, we expected business reformation to be more strongly influenced by collective
efficacy beliefs than other personal goals. This latent factor is represented by items that clearly
reference an intention for companies to change their practices or otherwise take some form of
action. Thus, it is plausible that this personal goal is more strongly activated when consumers
believe that their joint effort will be efficacious in sparking corporate accountability and change.
Moreover, the qualitative results from Study 1 suggest that consumer activists who more strongly
embrace business reformation goals portrayed higher efficacy beliefs. Thus, taken together, there
is plausible evidence to speculate collective efficacy will produce a heightened influence on
business reformation.

Predictive Validity

Predictive validity, a form of criterion validity, can be assessed by examining how good
the proposed scale is in predicting consumer activist behaviors. Predictive validity is
theoretically relevant because personal goals are expected to motivate individuals toward
specific actions. Therefore, predictive validity could be established by demonstrating that the
five identified personal goals can be used to predict different types of activist-like behaviors.

To assess the predictive validity of the scale, logistic regression models will be employed
to examine how the five identified personal goals predict the likelihood of 12 distinct activist-
like behaviors to be enacted among participants in their most recent episode of consumer
activism. As explained below, the scale was applied to the context of participants’ most recent
episode of consumer activism, and therefore, a causal relationship can be inferred between their
personal motivations to take action and their activist-like behaviors of choice.

Data Collection and Sampling
Study 3 followed the same sampling protocol utilized in Study 2. It observed the same

demographic quotas and employed a similar recruitment effort to ensure the representation of
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lower and higher commitment threshold activist behaviors. Data were collected in January 2023.
Similar to Study 2, participants who had never engaged in any consumer activism behavior (N =
621) or who failed to commit to reading the questions carefully and providing throughout
answers (N=96) were screened out from the survey. Participants received a small financial
incentive upon survey completion. The total sample size was N=458, as mentioned above.

The survey answering process followed the same protocol used in Study 2 with the
addition of survey questions related to variables in the nomological model. Thus, in Study 3, we
asked participants to indicate the issue most closely related to their activism, their involvement
with the issue, their negative feelings toward the brand, and perceived consumer collective
efficacy. Last, they were asked to answer the 20 items related to the measurement scale. Similar
to Study 2, participants were asked to think about the most recent consumer activism episode
when answering the abovementioned questions.

Sample Demographic Description

Similar to Study 2, the sample is demographically diverse across all measured variables,
as demonstrated in Table 11, with different activism behaviors represented, as per Table 12.
Activism behavioral incidence also mimics Study 2, with boycotting being the most prevalent
form of action for 51 percent of participants, followed by petition signing (40 percent) and
encouraging others to take action (34 percent). Among higher commitment behaviors, joining
online activist groups (21 percent), writing a letter to government representatives (14 percent),
and protesting through the use of physical materials (14 percent) are the most commonly adopted
types of behaviors. Also, as reported in Table 13, most participants (81 percent) reported

engaging in consumer activism less than two years ago.
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Table 11. Sample Demographics

Variable Descritpive Statistics
Age? M=46.35; SD=17.94; Min=18; Max=88
Females 54.15 (248)
Gender? Males- - 45.20 (207)
Non-binary, non-conforming, and 65 (3)
transgender
White 69.43 (318)
o Black 13.10 (60)
Ethnicity Latinos 18.78 (86)
Other races/ethnicities 10.04 (46)
No formal qualifications 44 (2)
Less than high school 2.40 (11)
High school diploma 27.07 (124)
Education Technical/community college 20.31 (93)
Undergraduate degree (BA/BSc/other) 32.10 (147)
Doctorate degree (PhD/other) 14.85 (68)
Graduate degree
(MA/MSC/I\%PhiI/other) 2.84 (13)
Less than $10,000 7.86 (36)
$10,000 to $59,999 41.05 (188)
Income $60,000 to $99,999 31.00 (142)
$100,000 to $149,999 14.41 (66)
More than $149,999 5.68 (26)
Extremely conservative 8.30 (38)
Conservative 12.88 (59)
Slightly conservative 10.70 (49)
Political ideology Moderate 31.00 (142)
Slightly liberal 13.10 (60)
Liberal 13.97 (64)
Extremely liberal 10.04 (46)

N=458. Note. *Multiple choice: total can be above 100%. #Variables used for quota sampling. For categorical

variables, cell proportions presented followed by cell count, displayed between parentheses.
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Table 12. Sample Proportion of Activist-Like Behaviors

Past Actions

Most Recent Action(s)

Behaviors
% N % N
Lower commitment
Signed a petition against a company 40.17 184 23.14 106
Wrote a social media post against a 2707 124 13.76 63
company
Sha_red content on social media 30.35 139 19.43 89
against a company
Donated money to an organization
that could take action against a 17.69 81 7.86 36
company
Engourage_d other people to take 33.84 155 19.87 91
action against a company
Boycotted (stop purchasing from) a 5131 235 41.70 191
company
Higher commitment
P|cI_<eted or participated in a protest 11.14 51 393 18
against a company
Protested against a company using
physical materials, such as t-shirts, 13.54 62 6.33 29
hats, bumper stickers or yard signs
Wrote a letter to or called my
government representative asking for 14.41 66 6.77 31
action against a company
Wrote a blog post against a company 8.08 37 3.71 17
Jomed organization(s) or group(s) 10.48 48 371 17
against a company
Jomed online/social media group(s) 21.40 98 9.83 45
against a company
Others 3.49 16 2.62 12

N=458. Note. Question-wording for past action: Using the list below, please select all strategies you have used in the
past to take action against companies because of unethical or controversial business decisions or business practices
that impact issues (or problems) that you care about. Question-wording for most recent action(s): Considering the
most recent time you took action, what action(s) did you take? Multiple choice questions and total can be above

100%.

141



Table 13. Sample Proportion of Activist-Like Behavior Frequency

Timeframe % N

Less than 1 month ago 17.69 81
Less than 6 months ago 32.53 149
Less than 1 year ago 19.43 89
Less than 2 years ago 11.14 51
2 or more years ago 19.21 88

N=458.

In Study 3, we also asked participants to identify the most important, self-relevant issue
associated with the most recent episode of their consumer activism. For that, they were asked to
use a pre-defined list of issues created based on survey data from other studies (Pew Research
Center, 2006, 2016, 2020) and qualitative data from Study 1. Participants could also indicate
other issues and specify those through a text box. Our findings, summarized in Table 14, show
that consumer activism issues are highly pulverized across different themes. The most prevalent
issues consumer activists in our sample care about are protecting workers’ rights (10 percent),
preventing racism (8 percent), and protecting LGBTQ+ rights (7 percent), while the least popular
are restricting abortion access (3 percent), protecting a free-market economy (2 percent), and
reducing the gender gap (2 percent). Other issues represent about 9 percent. We also examined
mean political ideology scores vis-a-vis consumer activism issues. Unsurprisingly, issues
typically associated with a liberal or conservative agenda (Copeland, 2014c; Heldman, 2017)
were, on average, endorsed by participants from a similar political ideology. For example, while
protecting abortion rights or reducing the rich-poor gap are typically embraced by the more
liberal ones, protecting gun rights, and freedom of religion are associated with actions taken by

those who are more conservative.
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Table 14. Sample Proportion of Consumer Activism Issues

Issues % N Mean political ideology score
Protecting abortion access 5.90 27 2.96 [2.35; 3.58]
Reducing the rich-poor gap 4.15 19 3.00[2.48; 3.52]
Reducing the gender gap 1.97 9 3.22[2.44; 4.01]
Protecting LGBTQ+ rights 6.55 30 3.23[2.58; 3.89]
Preventing climate change 3.28 15 3.33[2.44; 4.22]
Protecting human rights 5.68 26 3.46 [2.93; 4.00]
Protecting healthcare rights 4.15 19 3.58[2.99; 4.17]
Preventing racism 7.86 36 3.64 [3.20; 4.08]
Protecting workers' rights 10.04 46 3.65 [3.20; 4.10]
Protecting the environment 3.93 18 3.67 [2.86; 4.47]
Protecting animal rights 5.46 25 3.76 [3.14; 4.38]
Restricting LGBTQ+ rights 4.80 22 4.05 [3.33; 4.76]
Supporting gun control 3.06 14 4.07 [2.94; 5.21]
Preventing fake news 5.24 24 4.17 [3.52; 4.81]
Restricting abortion access 2.62 12 4.33 [3.33; 5.34]
Protecting a free-market economy 2.40 11 4.36 [3.48; 5.25]
Protecting freedom of speech 5.02 23 4.83 [4.21; 5.44]
Protecting gun rights 4,59 21 5.10 [4.45; 5.74]
Protecting freedom of religion 4.15 19 5.32 [4.43; 6.20]
Others 9.17 42 4.57 [3.99; 5.15]

N=458. Note. Consumer activism issues ordered by political ideological scores, ranging from 1, extremely liberal, to
7, extremely conservative. The 95 percent confidence intervals are presented between squared brackets. Issues with
fewer than 9 observations (less than two percent of the sample total) were aggregated as “Others.”

Data Missing, Imputation Procedures, and Sample Sizes for Analyses

The measurement scale model was estimated using complete cases (N=458). Although no
single standard exists for determining what a complete or partially complete case is (Couper &
de Leeuw, 2003), those were defined as observations with ten percent or less of missing data
(Heeringa et al., 2010; Newman, 2014). Data missing was considerably low, with only 0.4
percent of missing data, with 11 participants with one item missing and six participants with two
to five items missing across all variables of interest. Although mean imputation is acceptable for
such a low rate of missing data (Newman, 2014), this rate is higher than that of Study 2. Thus,
we decided to employ a sequential multivariate tree-based imputation procedure, which is

expected to outperform less sophisticated imputation methods or parametric multiple imputation
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models in capturing complex interactions in the data that may be associated with item
nonresponse (Murray, 2018). Using the Mice R package (Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn,
2011), a decision tree machine learning algorithm was used for imputation. Imputed values were
predicted using variables with a minimum correlation of .25. The examination of the post-
imputation distributions indicates that the imputation procedure was implemented successfully.
Imputed values fell within the range of acceptable values for each variable, and descriptive
statistics were virtually unaffected (Azur et al., 2011; Heeringa et al., 2010; Murray, 2018;
Raghunathan, 2004).

Measures

Consumer Activism Motivations Scale (CAMS). Items were measured following the same
procedure used in Study 2 via a 7-point Likert scale anchored on strongly disagree and strongly
agree. Variables were inspected for item missingness, outliers, and normality violation. No
outliers were detected. Skewness values ranged from -1.27 to zero, and kurtosis values ranged
between -1.27 and 1.29, which jointly suggest that the assumption of normality is acceptable
(Ryu, 2011). The descriptive statistics of each item and their correlations are presented in Table
15. In the nomological model, the CAMS’ latent factors represent dependent variables,

influenced by the following independent measures:
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Table 15. Descriptive Statistics of Measurement Items

Mean

Correlation Matrix

Scale Items [SD] BPU BRE DC NS VS
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 2 3

BPU 1: | wanted to tarnish the 3.96
company's reputation [6] [2.06]
BPU 2: | wanted to damage the 3.88 80
company's image [7] [2.01] °
BPU 3: | wanted to hurt the 4.21 68 67
company's profits [9] [2.08] '
BPU 4: | wanted to negatively affect  4.25 71 70 73
the company's market position [13]  [2.03] ' '
BRE 1: | wanted the company to 5.68
adjust its practices [19] [1.51] 121018 12
BRE 2: | wanted the company to 566
implement changes in the right [1'53] 08 12 .14 14 72
direction [20] '
BRE 3: | wanted the company to 5.45
acknowledge its mistakes [21] [1.61] 12 14 .15 .07 64 65
BRE 4: | wanted the company to 5.753
reevaluate its actions/decisions [22]  [1.47] 13 18 18 14 71 70 64
DC 1: I felt responsible for doing 596
something when the company [1.64] 19 18 17 .15 47 A7 A7 49
violated an important issue [28] '
DC 2: I think it was my duty to call 516
it out when the company behaved ' 19 22 15 15 53 55 51 52 .69

. [1.65]
unethically [29]
DC 3: | think it was my obligation 594
to stand up against a corporate ' 21 21 14 17 53 50 .48 .48 .70 .70

- [1.68]

wrongdoing [30]
DC 4: | needed to do something
when | learned that the company 5.35
crossed certain ethical boundaries [1.52] 2l 22200 .20 51 52 47 51 64 .65 67

[33]
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Table 15 (cont’d)

NS 1: | felt solidarity with those 4.93
affected by the company [39] e 0 28 20 20 36 40 39 37 41 44 43 46
NS 2: I felt a sense of “brotherhood” 471
or “sisterhood” with those affected : 28 24 18 21 37 37 37 34 45 43 48 42 71
[1.89]
by the company [45]
NS 3: I felt solidarity with others 4.89
who 150 took action [47] ney 28 32 21 20 37 40 37 38 45 45 44 46 75 69
NS 4: | stood united with others who  5.04
also took action [55] Hgop 30 29 21 23 35 37 38 35 51 47 48 49 72 72 74
VS 1: | wanted to have a clear 463 56 93 19 18 21 21 19 24 30 32 37 32 36 36 .34 .34
conscience [56] [1.89]
VS 2: I wanted to feel good about 411 o0 59 54 55 04 05 07 07 19 16 16 15 32 31 35 32 .60
myself [59] [2.00]
VS 3: It was important to signal my 4.89
valuss to others [64] nes 21 22 13 16 26 26 33 27 38 40 41 34 45 47 49 48 56 50
VS4:|wantedtodisplaymymoral 495 oo 50 95 97 30 30 32 31 30 40 44 Al 45 45 48 48 53 A9 .66

beliefs [66] [1.80]

N=458. Note. Item number in Study 2 displayed between squared brackets in the first column. Skewness ranged from -1.27 to zero and Kurtosis from -1.27 to

1.29. Variables were measured using a 7-point Likert scale.
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(1994) 10-item personal involvement inventory. To apply the scale to measure issue (and not
advertising message) involvement, three items were replaced using the original involvement
(important/unimportant*; interesting/boring; relevant/irrelevant; means a lot to me/means
nothing to me*; appealing/unappealing™; valuable/worthless; needed/not needed; matters to
me/doesn't matter to me*; of concern/of no concern; significant/insignificant*) were measured
using a 7-point semantic differential scale and indicated items were reverse-coded. Indicate items
were reverse coded. The average issue involvement was 5.77, where higher values indicate
higher levels of involvement (SD=1.35, Cronbach’s « .91, skewness = -1.04; kurtosis = .29).
Feelings of brand hate (independent measure). Brand hate has been conceptualized as

contempt, anger, and disgust (CAD) against the brand (Grappi et al., 2013; Romani et al., 2015).

items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale anchored on very weak and very strong. The
average issue involvement was 4.83, where higher values indicate stronger feelings of brand hate
(SD=1.37, Cronbach’s a .92, skewness = -.38; kurtosis = -.18).

Perceived collective efficacy (independent measure). Six items were adapted from Ji and
Kim's (2020) consumer activism collective efficacy and Lee's (2010) social activism collective
efficacy scales to measure consumer activism collective efficacy. The items (The collective
actions of consumers can influence the company's decisions; The collective actions of consumers

can improve the company's behaviors; Consumers can collectively discipline the company's
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unethical behaviors; Consumers' collective actions can make the company change its actions;
Consumers can collectively influence the company's response; Consumers can collectively
reduce the company's disregard of consumers' interests) were measured via a 7-point Likert scale
anchored on strongly disagree and strongly agree. The average collective efficacy was 5.27,
where higher values indicate stronger perceived efficacy (SD=1.33, Cronbach’s a .92, skewness
=-.68; kurtosis = .08).

Results

Model fit and Measurement Properties

The results indicate that the CFA model has acceptable fit across all indexes analyzed,
except for the model chi-square, which, as explained above, was expected due to the large
sample size analyzed (model chi-square = 344.82 (160), p<.001; chi-square/df = 2.16; RMSEA =
.050; SRMR = .043; CFI = .970; and TLI = 963), as indicated in Table 16. Factor

intercorrelations are presented in Table 17.
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Table 16. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of the Consumer Activism Motivation Scale
(CAMS)

Measurement ltems

Brand Punishment Loadings
6. | wanted to tarnish the company's reputation .89 [.01]
7. 1 wanted to damage the company's image .88 [.01]
9. | wanted to hurt the company's profits .79 [.02]
13. I wanted to negatively affect the company's market position .821.02]
Business Reformation

19. | wanted the company to adjust its practices .85[.02]
20. | wanted the company to implement changes in the right direction .85[.02]
21. 1 wanted the company to acknowledge its mistakes J171.02]
22. 1 wanted the company to reevaluate its actions/decisions .831.02]
Consumer Duty

?8. | felt rgsponsible for doing something when the company violated an 82,02]
important issue

29. 1 t_hink it was my duty to call it out when the company behaved 83 [.02]
unethically U
30. I think it was my obligation to stand up against a corporate

wrongdoing 84[.02]
33. I needed to do something when I learned that the company crossed 79 [.02]

certain ethical boundaries
Network Solidarity

39. | felt solidarity with those affected by the company .85[.02]
45. 1 felt a sense of “brotherhood” or “sisterhood” with those affected by

.82 [.02]
the company
47. | felt solidarity with others who also took action .86 [.02]
55. I stood united with others who also took action .86 [.02]
Virtuous Self
56. | wanted to have a clear conscience .72 1.03]
59. I wanted to feel good about myself .66 [.03]
64. It was important to signal my values to others .811.02]
66. | wanted to display my moral beliefs .79 1.02]
Model Chi-Square Statistics 344.82 (160), p<.001
Normed Chi-Square (Chi-Square/df) 2.16
RMSEA .05
SRMR .04
CFlI 97
TLI .96

N=458. Note. Standard errors are presented between squared brackets. All estimated factor loadings are statistically
significant at 99.99 percent, i.e., p<.001.
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Table 17. CFA Model Factor Intercorrelations, Reliability Statistics, and Average Variance Extracted

Factor Intercorrelations gg?a%?lsi?; Crz\r:gﬁgh's AVE
1 2 3 4

1. Brand Punishment 0.91 0.91 0.71

2. Business Reformation 18 [.09; .28] 0.89 0.89 0.67

3. Consumer Duty 27[.18;.36] .74[.69;.79] 0.89 0.89 0.68

4. Network Solidarity 35[.27; .44]  .53[.45;.60] .65[.59;.71] 0.91 0.91 0.72

5. Virtuous Self 34[.24; 43] .37[.28;.47] .55[.47;.63] .65[.59;.72] 0.82 0.83 0.55

N=458. Note. AVE = Average variance extracted. The 95 percent confidence interval of factor intercorrelations are presented between squared brackets.
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Additionally, the unidimensionality requirement is met, as each measurement item is
indicated by a single latent variable only, without any correlated error terms. Therefore, as
explained above, the proposed scale can be defined as MCT, a robust indication of construct
validity. As displayed in Table 18, we also examined the scale measurement properties by
comparing the MCT with the more restrictive assumptions of the MCTEV and TSEM. The
model comparison chi-square difference tests rejected the null hypothesis of equal fit in both

cases [MCTEV: 85.00 (15), p<.001; TSEM: 101.63 (25), p<.001], thereby rendering the

examination of the MPT assumptions meaningless. Thus, our results indicate that the scale items

are linearly related. However, they measure the true latent score in different measurement units

and levels of precision, which is expected in the social and behavioral sciences (Raykov &

Marcoulides, 2011).
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Table 18. Measurement Models Based on Classical Test Theory

Measurement Model df Chi-Square  RMSEA SRMR CFlI  TLI Chi-Square Diff. Test AlC BIC
MCT 160 344.82 .050 .043 970 964 30605.82  30812.16
MCT + Equal Variance 175 429.82 .056 .049 958  .955 85.00 (15), p<.001 30660.82  30805.26
MTSE 185 442.17 .056 .052 957 956 101.63(25), p<.001 31052.39  31155.83

N=458. Note. MCT: Model of congeneric tests. MTSE: Model of true score equivalent tests (tau-equivalent test).
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Next, we examined the extent to which the scale can be used to compare consumer
activism motivation scores between activists who have only engaged in behaviors that generally
require a lower level of commitment (N=327), such as petition signing, online posting, and
boycotting, and those who engaged in more effortful behaviors (N=120), such as picketing,
joining activism groups, and using physical materials. Our findings, presented in Table 19,
suggest that 1) the same latent structure can be applied to both groups (configural invariance), 2)
that the latent factors have the same meaning for both groups (weak invariance), and 3) scale can
be used to compare group means unbiasedly as they tend to use the response scale similarly
(strong invariance). This means that a one-unit increase in the motivational score of someone
who engaged in social media sharing activism is, on average, equivalent to a one-unit increase in
the motivational score of a consumer who joined a picketing line.

Table 19. Between-Group Measurement Invariance Model Assessment

Measurement df  Chi-Square Chi-Square Diff. Test AIC ~ BIC RMSEA  CFI

Invariance Models

Configural 320  564.85 20834 30408  .050 959

Weak 340 590.39 2554 (20),p=0.18 29819 30312 057 958

Strong 355  615.37 2498 (15),p>0.05 29814 30245 057 957

Strict 375 67054 55.18 (20), p<.001 29830 30178  .059 951
N=447.

The model testing results support these findings. The model comparison chi-square
difference tests accepted the null hypothesis of equal fit between configural and weak [25.54
(20), p=.18] and between weak and strong invariance [24.98 (15), p>.05]. Because the null
hypothesis of equal fit for strong invariance is close to the region of rejection at a five percent
significance level, it is advisable to inspect changes in CFl and RMSEA scores jointly. Changes
equal to or lower than .01 and .005 in these fit indices may indicate a negligible effect of

parameter fixation on model performance (Chen, 2007; Kline, 2015; Wu et al., 2007). As
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displayed in Table 19, RMSEA was virtually unchanged, and CFI declined by .001. Thus,
supporting the hypothesis of equal fit for strong invariance.
Convergent and Discriminant Validity

The statistical support of the MCT assumptions, the standardized loadings above .50 (see
Table 16), and the composite reliability coefficients above .70 (see Table 17) are strong
indicators of convergent validity. Additionally, AVE scores are all above .50, ranging from .55
for virtuous self to .72 for network solidarity, further validating the scale for convergence.

Discriminant validity was established by the joint examination of the upper limit of the
factor intercorrelations confidence intervals and the results of the Fornell-Larcker test and the
HTMT ratio. As displayed in Table 17, factor intercorrelations confidence intervals are below
the .80 threshold. The inspection of the Fornell-Larcker test matrix reveals that the AVE square
root values, located in the main diagonal, are all above the interfactor correlation coefficients in
the same row and column, as presented in Table 20. For example, the AVE square root for brand
punishment is .85, above its correlation scores with all other four latent factors, ranging from .18
to 36. Therefore, discriminant validity is supported by the Fornell-Larcker test. Last, we
examined the HTMT ratio matrix (see Table 20) for values above the .85 cutoff point as an
indication of discriminant validity issues. HTMT ratio scores ranged from .19 between brand
punishment and business reformation and .74 between consumer duty and business reformation.

Thus, HTMT also supports discriminant validity.
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Table 20. Fornell-Larcker Test and HTMT Ratio Test Results

Fornell-Larcker Test

HTMT Ratio Test

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1. Brand Punishment .85 1
2. Business Reformation 18 .82 19 1
3. Consumer Duty 27 74 .82 27 74 1
4. Network Solidarity 36 53 65 .85 34 53 .65 1
5. Virtuous Self 34 38 55 65 74 34 29 49 .63 1

N=458.

Jointly, these tests provide acceptable evidence of discriminant validity by demonstrating

that the measurement items indicating the same construct have more in common than what they

have with the indicators of the other motivational dimensions.

Nomological Validity

Nomological validity was assessed via an SEM model estimated via maximum

likelihood. As presented in Table 21, the nomological model proposes that each latent variable in

the measurement model is influenced by issue involvement, brand hate, and collective efficacy.

The overall fit of the model is acceptable (model chi-square = 410.17 (205), p<.001; chi-

square/df = 2.00; RMSEA = .047; SRMR = .041; CFI = .968; and TLI = 961).
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Table 21. Nomological Validity Assessment via SEM Model

Path Model Estimated Std. Coefficients

Involvement — Brand Punishment

Brand hate — Brand Punishment
Collective Efficacy — Brand Punishment
Involvement — Business Reformation
Brand hate — Business Reformation
Collective Efficacy — Business Reformation
Involvement — Consumer Duty

Brand hate — Consumer Duty

Collective Efficacy — Consumer Duty
Involvement — Network Solidarity
Brand hate — Network Solidarity
Collective Efficacy — Network Solidarity

-17 (.05) [-.21; -.06]****
22 (.05) [.10; .25]****
22 (.05) [.10; .26]****
22 (.04) [16; .32]****
27 (.04) [.20; 37]****
48 (.03) [43; .62]****
18 (.04) [.10; .25]****
33 (.04) [.22; .39]****
31 (.04) [.21; .38]****

.09 (.05) [.00; .15]**
.19 (.05) [.08; .23]****
33 (.05) [.20; .37]****

-.02 (.05) [-.10; .06]
14 (.05) [.03; .19]***
24 (.05) [.11; .28]****

Involvement — Virtuous Self
Brand hate — Virtuous Self
Collective Efficacy — Virtuous Self

Latent Variable Modeling Estimated Std. Loadings

Brand Punishment

BPU 1 .88 ((.01)****
BPU 2 .88 (.01)****
BPU 3 79 (.02)****
BPU 4 .82 (.02)****
Business Reformation

BRE 1 .84 (.02)****
BRE 2 .85 (.02)****
BRE 3 7 (.02)****
BRE 4 .82 (.02)****
Dury Call

DC1 82 (.02)****
DC 2 83 (.02)****
DC 3 84 (.02)****
DC 4 .80 (.02)****
Network Solidarity

NS 1 85 (.02)****
NS 2 82 (.02)****
NS 3 86 (L01)*xx*
NS 4 86 (.02)****
Viruous Self

VS 1 71 (I03)*~k**
VS 2 66 (.03)****
VS 3 81 (.02)****
VS 4 79 (.02)****
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Table 21 (cont’d)

Model Chi-Square Statistics 410.17 (205), p<.001
Normed Chi-Square (Chi-Square/df) 2.00
RMSEA .05
SRMR .04
CFl .97
TLI .96

N=458. Note. Std. = Standardized loadings and regression coefficients. Standard error displayed between
parentheses. 95 percent confidence intervals displayed between square brackets. Significance levels: *p<.10,
**p<.05, ***p<.01, ****p<.001.

Overall, the observed relationships are in line with the theoretical evidence. The
nomological model demonstrates that all consumer activism motivations are positively and
significantly influenced by brand hate feelings and perceived collective efficacy. Our findings
show that collective efficacy has the most considerable impact on business reformation,
congruent with our expectations. As collective efficacy increases by one standard deviation, the
true latent value of business reformation is estimated to increase by a .48 standard deviation,
which is statistically significant. As expected, the effect of collective efficacy on business
reformation is higher than on any other motivational goal, as suggested by the 95 confidence
intervals of the standardized coefficients. Brand hate has a relatively homogenous influence and
is equally essential in creating all personal goals. For instance, as brand hate increases by one
standard deviation, brand punishment increases by a .22 standard deviation, which is statistically
significant.

The impact issue involvement is more heterogenous across motivational goals. Issue
involvement has a positive, significant effect in generating business reformation, consumer duty,
and network solidarity. On the other hand, it has a negative, significant influence on brand
punishment. For instance, as issue involvement increases, consumers are less likely to pursue

consumer activism to punish the brand, which is congruent with our expectations. Issue
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involvement also has a small negative effect on virtuous self, but that is not statistically different
from zero.

Predictive Validity

Our predictive validity assessment shows that consumer activists’ personal goals
differently influence activism behaviors. First, we examined predictive validity between two
broad categories of activism behaviors: lower vs. higher commitment forms of action (see Table
22). After controlling for demographic differences, our results indicate that business reformation
only significantly predicts lower commitment activism. As business reformation increases by one
standard deviation, the relative odds ratio of a consumer activist engaging in lower-commitment
activism is 108 percent higher. On the other hand, behaviors representing higher levels of
commitment are positively influenced by network solidarity and are negatively affected by
business reformation. As network solidarity increases by one standard deviation, the relative
odds ratio of a consumer activist engaging in higher-commitment activism is 80 percent higher.
In contrast, a similar increase in business reformation will decrease the odds of higher-
commitment activism by 41 percent. Virtuous self also positively impacts higher-commitment

behaviors, but its effect is only significant at ten percent.
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Table 22. Predictive Validity Assessment via Logistic Regression Models for Lower vs. Higher
Commitment Activist Behavior Groups

Lower Commitment

Higher Commitment

Predictors Coeff. RR Coeff. RR
BPU? .04 [.18] 1.04 -07 [.12] .93
BRE? T3 [21]*F*** 2.08 - 53 [.17]*** .59
Dc* A11.23] 1.12 .05 [.18] 1.05
NS? =22 [.27] .80 59 [19]*** 1.80
VSs? -.33[.22] 72 .25 [.15]* 1.28
Age? 57 [.21]*** 1.77 -.60 [.14]**** .55
Gender: Male -1.37 [[37]**** .25 AT [.24]* 1.60
Gender: Others -1.37 [1.44] 25 .07 [1.27] 1.07
Income: $10,000 to $59,999 1.06 [.62]* 2.89 -.15 [.40] .86
Income: $60,000 to $99,999 .22 [.40] 1.25 -.26 [.28] 77
Income: $100,000 to $149,999 .63 [.56] 1.88 -13 [.44] .88
Income: More than $149,999 .69 [.60] 1.99 -.13[.46] .88
Race: Blacks/African Americans .58 [.68] 1.79 -21[.52] 81
Race: Others 16.53 [705.45] 1.5-107 -1.83 [.89]** .16
Education: Technical -.08 [.51] .92 .32 [.34] 1.38
Education: Undergraduate .24 [.46] 1.27 .34 [.31] 1.40
Education: Graduate -.64 [.48] 53 .44 1.36] 1.55
Political ldeology® -.01[.18] 99 .00[.12] 1.00
Model deviance (df) 257.44 (428) 459.39 (428)

Null model deviance (df) 313.24 (446) 520.06 (446)
McFadden R? 18 12

Cox & Snell R? 12 13
Nagelkerke R? 23 19

N=447. Note. Significance levels: *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01, ****p<.001. Reference categories: gender = female,
income = less than $10,000, race = Whites, education = high school or lower. Standard errors are presented between

squared brackets. ®Continuous predictors have been standardized. RR = rate ratio.
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We also examined predictive validity at a more granular level across the 12 surveyed
activism behaviors. Results are presented in Table 23, for lower-commitment behaviors, and
Table 24, for higher-commitment behaviors. Our results demonstrate that all behaviors are
significantly predicted by at least one motivational goal. Brand punishment positively influences
boycotting and writing a letter to a government representative. Business reformation positively
affects petition signing and boycotting and negatively influences picketing, using physical
materials, and offline group participation. Consumer duty positively influences encouraging
others and writing a letter to a government representative. Network solidarity positively impacts
online posting, donating, encouraging others, picketing, the use of physical materials, and online
group participation, and it negatively influences boycotting. Finally, virtuous self has a positive

effect on blogging, and a negative effect on online sharing, encouraging others and boycotting.
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Table 23. Predictive Validity Assessment via Logistic Regression Models for Lower Commitment Behavior

Encouraging

Predictors Petition Signing Online Posting Online Sharing Donating Others Boycotting

Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR
BPU? ['8'1124] 0.87 [8:22] 1.05 [81131] .90 ['3'1231 75 ['8'1031] .99 [0_2'2332** 1.48
BRE? [09'13;;?]* 1.39 [g:gi] 1.04 [8:%] 1.12 ['8;31] 73 ['8'1286] 77 [0.1%]5,?*** 1.75
DC: [8&3] 114 [8:331 1.03 [(_)c.)ig] 82 [8:%‘] 1.04 [092'?3** 1.86 [81072] 98
NS* [8.'22] 1.05 [0.%3]6** 1.58 [82%] 131 [0%??** 1.93 [0.01'3]7** 1.60 [o._fé?** 67
Vst [81148] 0.84 [81173] 0.88 [(ﬁf_j* 78 [8:221 121 [6(_)1%?* 75 [c_)(.)ii?* 77
Age ['g_f:'] 0.96 [O_'féf]sf** 0.56 [691%(]5* 77 [82232] 80 [(')(_)1'513] 90 [0.103']73*** 210
Gender:Male [8.';2] 113 '[g'.g:]” 0.97 [8:22] 1.09 [8%3] 1.26 [O.ég']l** 50 ['00_'223,1] 81
Gender: Others &_‘2‘1‘] 3.82 [%21 218 [1:‘3“1‘] 4.22 [1:;‘2] 439 [11% 6.96 [iég] 3.19
Lm0 o e 0B am O w L sw OB G
pome MO0 00 iy 0 e 9% e (0% om 0B i o in
slsqczgges;gmoo'ooo e [S:SL 195 [8fgg] 154 [09'429] 122 [cl):gé] 275 [01.5092]* 217 [8298] 92
N T - B I - L
Perioans . ean [ogé%] 182 [0.%9] 1.00 [(?505?1 96 [8:831 2.34 [8123] 142 [g:g;] 107
Race: Others ['8';21] 0.9 [-(()).é(a)E?] 0.91 [09'741] 1.49 [i:ié] 453 [é:gi] 3.71 [8:221 2.66
Education: Technical [8_%2] 1.11 ['(?_'4119] 0.83 Fdil?i 1.39 ['8'5255] 78 [8:22] 1.08 [8223] 1.39
e I I B N B
Education: Graduate ['8'5’91] 0.6 ['gf;] 0.52 [832:] 77 [-(()).592] 73 [82;] 1.02 [8132] 1.28
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Table 23 (cont’d)

— 0.3 0.07 -0.32 -0.07 -0.14 0.18
a

Political Ideology [0.12]%* 0.74 [0.15] 1.07 [0.14]%* 73 [0.2] .93 [0.13] .87 [0.12] 1.20
m?en'qgggl""’(‘jl‘iﬁégg 460.45 (428), 335.00 (428), 416.55 (428), 218.55 (428), 406.24 (428), 499.80 (428),
(i 489.69 (446) 363.56 (446) 446.25 (446) 250.39 (446) 451.76 (446) 610.19 (446)
McFadden R2 06 08 07 13 10 18

Cox & Snell R? .06 .06 .06 .07 10 22
Nagelkerke R? 10 A1 .10 16 15 29

N=447. Note. Significance levels: *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01, ****p<.001. Reference categories: gender = female, income = less than $10,000, race = Whites,
education = high school or lower. Standard errors are presented between squared brackets. 2Continuous predictors have been standardized. RR = rate ratio.
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Table 24. Predictive Validity Assessment via Logistic Regression Models for Higher Commitment Behavior

Physical

Predictors Picketing Materials Letter Blogging Offline Groups Online Groups

Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR Coeff. RR
BPU? [:g;’] 1.03 [:2(1)] 1.00 [_'2316]* 1.43 [:281 1.06 [2472] .66 [ f71] 99
BRE? [.'3"';’?* 55 ['é'%i* 53 [5’(?] 74 [4113] .88 [-_?;gi* 54 [ '2078] 92
DC: [412°] 0 3117] 84 ['5512]* 1.68 [_.?4193 87 [3170] I 235] 72
NS? [.éi%i* 277 [_3;3]5** 234 [:gf] 1.39 [:}12] 111 [.'?1‘11] 1.90 [.3'1]1** 203
Vst [ég] 121 [zgg] 1.00 [_.'2031 97 [_'3662]* 1.86 [:gZ] 1.07 [:gg] 1.40
Age® [3201] 8 23513] 6 éf]l* 63 [357]i* 49 ['.'3“‘?] 6 Zf]'i* 59
Gender: Male [_15;2]0* 272 [_if]i* 2,83 ['_'ff] 93 [zé;’] 121 [5179] 83 [zgg] 172
Gender: Others [3_7151'?740] 00 [3_6156%0] 00 [3-7156(.){16] 00 [1:?;71] 6.30 [155'.24] 00 [85?3;] 00
!$nscgosr£a% p10000%0 [11124}] 30 [i.lii?* 14 [:elsg] 117 [-.'9314] ik [fgg] 102 [Zgg] 193
;;ré%o&% 30000070 [_.'gﬁ 64 [571] 8l [_.'4179] 83 [6217] 76 [gg] 10 [:Zg] 1.80
;;rlil%rg%9$1oo,ooo e [8388] 68 [7331 74 [23111] 1.40 [9215] 78 [1'.31%] 143 [i:gg] 3.86
&%g%yore thén [97% 45 [7381] 73 [7231 i [5152] 66 [i.lzla] 112 [11.69811* 6.75
Perioans . ean [1%%)] 99 [szg] i [gz?] 64 [1%)35] 84 [i:gg] 2.80 [i:ig] 4.18
Race: Others [1-21153'53?5] 00 [112%%] 00 [1-214(135(.)5?7] 00 [1-21457'(.554] 00 [1'.15%] 116 [igg] 4.01
Education: Technical [:éé] 1.12 [ '7002] .98 [5’32] .59 [:gi] 1.58 [:gg] 2.41 [zgg] 1.97
R B o B e 8w A e B
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Table 24 (cont’d)

-.66

.01

.30

21

1.75

.38

Education (Graduate) [.89] 52 [61] 1.01 [.58] 1.35 [.96] 1.23 [.89]** 5.75 [.56] 1.46
" =25 12 01 =28 02 13
a

Political Ideology [.26] .78 [21] .89 [.20] 1.01 [.29] .76 [27] .98 [18] 1.14
mffr']gg;’;zrﬁa(g?e 132.91 (428), 190.44 (428), 202.59 (428), 12412 (428), 122.8 (428), 249.41 (428),
i 150.90 (446) 214.72 (446) 225,25 (446) 144.50 (446) 144.5 (446) 291.94 (446)
McFadden R? 12 11 10 14 15 15

Cox & Snell R? 04 05 05 05 05 09
Nagelkerke R? 14 14 13 16 17 19

N=447. Note. Significance levels: *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01, ***p<.001. Reference categories: gender = female, income = less than $10,000, race = Whites,

education = high school or lower. Standard errors are presented between squared brackets. 2Continuous predictors have been standardized. RR = rate ratio.
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Post Hoc Analyses
Issue Involvement, Brand Hate, Collective Efficacy, and Motivational Goals Across Issues

This post hoc analysis aims to complement our understanding of how the nomological
constructs (involvement, brand hate, collective efficacy) and consumer activists' personal goals
are distinctively activated by self-relevant issues. We begin by examining differences across the
nomological constructs, illustrated in Figure 4. Collective efficacy scores are homogenous across
issues [F(19, 438)=1.25, p=.213, n?=.051]. Different issues elicit slightly different levels of
brand hate [F(19, 438)=1.71, p=.032, n?=.069], but none of the pairwise comparisons were
significant. Last, self-relevant issues elicit differential levels of involvement [F(19, 438)=1.79,
p=.021, n?=.072]. Pairwise comparisons indicate that issue involvement with environmental
protection (mean difference=1.89, p=.01), animal rights (mean difference=1.67, p=.03), and
freedom of speech protection (mean difference=1.56, p=.07) is significantly higher (at five and

ten percent of significance) relative to involvement elicited by LGBTQ+ rights opposition.
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Figure 4. Mean Scores of Brand Hate, Collective Efficacy, and Involvement Across Issues
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Next, we examined personal goals differences across issues graphically represented in

Figure 5. Our results indicate that only brand punishment scores vary by issues [brand

punishment: F(19, 438)=1.88, p=.014, n?=.08; business reformation: F(19, 438)=0.84, p=.67,

n?=.04; consumer duty: F(19, 438)=.96, p=.51, n?=.04; network solidarity: F(19, 438)=1.15,

p=.30, n?=.05; virtuous self: F(19, 438)=1.00, p=.46, n?=.04]. Pairwise comparisons indicate that

when companies’ actions represent a violation of consumer activists’ support of gun control,

brand punishment is significantly higher (at ten percent of statistical significance) than when a

violation is associated with human rights (mean difference=1.79, p=.07) and workers’ rights

protection (mean difference=1.59, p=.08).
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Figure 5. Mean Scores of Consumer Activism Motivations Across Issues
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N = 416.

Additionally, Figure 5 demonstrates that business reformation average scores are higher
than brand punishment across all issues but are sometimes significantly different, as indicated by
the overlapping confidence intervals in Figure 6. This warrants further examination. The
nomological model (see Table 21) shows that involvement has a significant but opposite effect in
creating these two goals. While higher involvement increases business reformation, it decreases
brand punishment, which suggests that differences between business reformation and brand

punishment could be partially explained by the different levels of involvement elicited by issues.
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This is graphically demonstrated in Figure 7. By ordering the issues from highest to lowest

involvement, we can visually detect that the gap between these two goals widens, on average, as

involvement increases. This finding corroborates our nomological model by showing that when

companies violate issues that elicit higher levels of involvement, consumer activists become

more strongly motivated to pursue business reformation goals instead of brand punishment.

Figure 6. Mean Scores of Consumer Activism Motivations Across Issues with 95% Confidence

Intervals
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Figure 7. Mean Scores of Brand Punishment, Business Reformation, and Involvement Across

Issues
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Consumer Activists’ Demographic Profile by Personal Goals

We also examined if consumer activists’ demographic characteristics varied across the

five personally motivating goals. Results are displayed in Table 25 and indicate that personal

goals can be differently affected by age, race, income, and education. Older consumer activists

are slightly more motivated by brand punishment, business reformation, consumer duty, and

virtuous self, but not by network solidarity. Those with higher income ($100,000 to $140,000)

seem more energized to act because of brand punishment, business reformation, and network
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solidarity than those of lower economic status (less than $10,000). Activists of other racial
groups, i.e., non-Whites and non-Blacks, are less likely to feel motivated by business reformation

than Whites.
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Table 25. OLS Regression Models Predicting Consumer Activism Personal Goals by Activists’ Demographic Characteristics

Predictors Brand Punishment® R Business b Consumer Duty® Network Solidarity® Virtuous Self°
eformation
Age? 0.09 [0.06]* 0.13 [0.05]** 0.16 [0.06]*** 0.08 [0.06] 0.10 [0.06]*
Gender (Male) 0.06 [0.1] -0.09 [0.1] 0.05 [0.10] 0.09 [0.10] 0.08 [0.10]
Gender (Others) -0.37 [0.59] -0.06 [0.58] -0.18 [0.59] -0.30 [0.59] 0.62 [0.59]
Income ($10,000 to $59,999) 0.11 [0.19] 0.14 [0.19] -0.01 [0.19] 0.15[0.19] 0.00 [0.19]
Income ($60,000 to $99,999) 0.18 [0.2] 0.29 [0.20] 0.13 [0.20] 0.27 [0.20] 0.23[0.2]
Income ($100,000 to $149,999) 0.37 [0.22]* 0.38 [0.22]* 0.23[0.22] 0.48 [0.22]** 0.10[0.22]
Income (More than $149,999) 0.14 [0.28] 0.33[0.28] 0.03 [0.28] 0.15[0.28] 0.27 [0.28]
Race (Blacks/African
Americans) -0.12 [0.18] 0.01 [0.05] 0.02 [0.05] -0.08 [0.05] -0.05 [0.05]
Race (Others) -0.10 [0.12] -0.45 [0.17]** -0.14 [0.18] -0.06 [0.18] 0.11[0.18]
Education (Technical) -0.17 [0.14] 0.12 [0.12] 0.18 [0.12] 0.30 [0.12]** 0.28 [0.12]**
Education (Undergraduate) 0.06 [0.13] 0.10 [0.14] -0.06 [0.14] 0.03 [0.14] -0.11 [0.14]
Education (Graduate) -0.09 [0.15] 0.06 [0.13] -0.03[0.13] -0.08 [0.13] -0.30 [0.13]**
Political Ideology?® -0.05 [0.05] -0.07 [0.15] -0.20 [0.15] -0.11 [0.15] -0.14 [0.15]
. 1.267 (13, 433), 2.343 (13, 433), 1.584 (13, 433), 1.47 (13, 433), 1.224 (13, 433),
Model F Statistic (df) p:(0.23 : p:(0.01 : p:(0.09 : p(:0.13 : p:(0.26 :
R? .04 .07 .05 .04 .04
Adj. R? .01 .04 .02 .01 .01

N=447. Note. Significance levels:

continuous dependent variables.

*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01, ****p<.001. Reference categories: gender = female, income = less than $10,000, race = Whites,
education = high school or lower. Standard errors are presented between squared brackets. Continuous predictors have been standardized. ®Standardized
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Regarding education, those with a technical degree are more driven by network solidarity
and virtuous self than those of lower educational attainment. Still, individuals with a graduate
degree are less likely to pursue virtuous self goal than activists with a high school degree or
lower educational attainment. However, the overall amount of variance explained by
demographic variables is relatively small, ranging from one to four percent (adjust R?), and is
only significantly different from zero, at a significance level of ten percent, for business
reformation and consumer duty.

Discussion

In Study 3, a CFA was employed to confirm the latent structure of the proposed
measurement scale (CAMS) about consumer activism motivational goals using a new
independent sample of participants (N=458) recruited via quota sampling to represent the US
populational distribution across vital demographic characteristics. In addition, the scale validity
and measurement properties were carefully examined following best practices in psychometric
scale development. Our findings provide statistical confirmation that consumer activism is
spurred by five interrelated personal goals, which are distinctly influenced by consumer activists’
issue involvement, brand hate, and perceived collective efficacy. The CAMS provides a
parsimonious tool for researchers and practitioners to detect what goals consumer activists aim to
fulfill and predict what kind of activist-like behaviors they are likelier to deploy against a
violating brand.

Measurement properties assessment demonstrates that the latent factors are reliably
measured, as indicated by composite reliability scores, and that it follows a unidimensional
structure that conforms with the model of congeneric tests (MCT) (JOreskog, 1971). This shows

that the true scores of each measurement item indicated by the same latent factor are perfectly
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correlated, which is crucial evidence of the scale’s construct validity (Gerbing & Anderson,
1988; Green et al., 1977; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). In addition, our findings demonstrate
that the scale can be employed to measure consumer activism across multiple behaviors
associated with different levels of commitment. Because the proposed measurement
operationalization is strongly invariant to group membership (lower vs. higher commitment
activist-like behaviors), researchers can use our measurement tool to confidently assess and
unbiasedly compare the motivational scores of consumer activists across multiple behaviors.
This is a crucial empirical contribution since previous consumer activism motivational scales
were explicitly devised for boycotting only (Klein et al., 2002, 2004; Pandey et al., 2021; Suhud
etal., 2017).

Study 3 also aimed to scrutinize the scale validity. Convergent validity was supported
across all criteria: standardized loadings, composite reliability coefficients, and AVE scores.
Discriminant validity demonstrates that as much as the five motivational dimensions are
interrelated, they can be uniquely conceptualized and are sufficiently distinct from each other, as
indicated by the Fornell-Larcker test (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), HTMT ratio (Henseler et al.,
2015), and the examination of factor correlations confidence intervals (Ronkké & Cho, 2022).

Moreover, nomological validity results show that consumer activists’ goals fit acceptably
within the proposed theoretical network of motivational constructs derived from seminal
motivational frameworks (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Ford, 1992; Klein et al., 2004; Turner, 2007). In
addition, our findings statistically confirm that emotional arousal (brand hate), agency beliefs
(perceived collective efficacy), issue involvement, and personal goals are nomologically related.
However, they should be conceptualized and measured as separate constructs (Ford, 1992). As

previously discussed (Chapter 4), prior research studies have not adequately differentiated these
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constructs and conflated them in measurement operationalizations. Therefore, the proposed
measurement scale and nomological model infuse this body of knowledge with much-needed
conceptual clarity concerning consumer activism motivational drivers.

Congruent with our earlier theorization, the nomological model indicates that brand hate
and collective efficacy are vital to creating all five personal goals. Brand hate is an emotional
arousal motivational component with a relatively homogenous influence across all goals.
Collective efficacy is an agency belief that positively impacts all goals, but its influence is more
extensive in creating business reformation, which is congruent with our theory-based
conceptualization. Because business reformation entails changing corporate behavior, which
consumer activists do not control, efficacy beliefs would be necessary for driving activism
motivated by business reformation goals.

Additionally, issue involvement, as expected, has a negative influence on brand
punishment. Instead, brand punishment is activated by a negative emotional arousing state
against the brand and the perception that consumer activism will succeed in inflicting some
financial or reputational harm to the brand. This finding is congruent with how online consumer
activists express themselves on social media in the context of a corporate violation of animal
rights (Muraro et al., in press). The authors show that tweets created to attack the violating brand
are often devoid of any explicit association with the violated issue, animal rights. Our findings
show that the more self-relevant an issue is for consumer activists, the more likely they are to
move away from brand punishment and more strongly embrace other goals, such as business
reformation, consumer duty, or network solidarity.

Last, issue involvement has virtually no effect in creating virtuous self. Although this null

relationship was not previously proposed, it is not a surprising finding. When consumer activism
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emerges to fulfill a virtuous self goal, consumer activists are more strongly motivated to clear
their conscience, feel good, and signal their moral beliefs to others. Thus, even brand violations
of issues that are only moderately relevant to consumers may be enough to trigger and fulfill this
type of goal.

Predictive validity was also examined and provided empirical evidence that personal
goals can be used to predict different activist-like behaviors distinctly. Our findings add a more
nuanced perspective as to why consumer activists sometimes tend to engage in low-threshold,
low-commitment, easy-to-perform behaviors, often denoted as slacktivism, or feel-good
activism, as opposed to more impactful behaviors (Cabrera et al., 2017; Kristofferson et al.,
2014; McCafferty, 2011; Morozov, 2009; Rotman et al., 2011; Skoric, 2012). Distinct
motivations can partially explain different levels of activism commitment. When consumers are
more strongly motivated to engage in business reformation, the likelihood of engaging in lower-
commitment behaviors increases. Our findings show that felt empathy and solidarity, i.e.,
network solidarity, are crucial in driving higher-commitment activism.

Previous studies have shown that easy-to-adopt prosocial actions or low-commitment
activism are an entry door to more effortful actions, also called the conveyor belt hypothesis
(Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009). Smaller displays of prosocial behaviors (e.g., smaller
donations or non-violent activism) tend to increase the likelihood of more effortful behaviors
(e.g., larger donations or potentially violent forms of activism) in the future (Kristofferson et al.,
2014; Moskalenko & Mccauley, 2009). Our research adds to this body of knowledge by
suggesting that this escalation from lower to higher commitment consumer activism is also
explained by an intrinsic motivational shift in activists’ personal goals. By engaging in lower-

commitment forms of action, consumer activists may grow in their awareness and
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comprehension of the pain that corporate victims experience or enhance their appreciation for
other activists who are more invested in changing the status quo. Over time, this initial
experience can spur network solidarity goals, which in turn, facilitates the adoption of higher-
commitment behaviors. However, the cross-sectional nature of our study limits our ability to

make empirical claims concerning any longitudinal changes in consumer motivational patterns.
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CHAPTER NINE: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The study of personal goals as a motivational driver has gained growing attention among
consumer activism scholars. However, knowledge advancement is hindered by the need for a
reliable and valid scale that can measure consumer activists’ personally motivated goals. Extant
measures have some critical limitations. First, they were developed in the context of boycotting
only, which limits their application to other activist-like behaviors. Second, they conflated
different motivational constructs, creating content and construct validity problems. Third, extant
measures were proposed without systematically investigating construct breadth and
dimensionality. This is a crucial step in scale development because it increases researchers’
confidence that relevant personal goals have been adequately identified and translated into a
measurement protocol.

This dissertation addresses these limitations by proposing a measurement scale of
consumer activism personal goals that observes best practices in scale development in the social
sciences — the Consumer Activism Motivations Scale (CAMS). Following best practices in scale
development (Carpenter, 2008; Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2012; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011;
Terblanceh & Boshoff, 2008), three studies were performed as part of this doctoral dissertation
research, which aimed to conceptualize and measure consumer activism motivations from an
anti-brand, goal-oriented perspective.

Study 1 comprises three main phases, in-depth interviews with consumer activists, a
panel discussion with experts, and cognitive interviews with consumer activists. Altogether,
Study 1 investigated the theoretical breadth of the construct and its dimensions. The study helped
define the conceptual dimensions in connection with the perspective of consumer activists and
past research findings. The richness in meaning gained during this process facilitated the

generation of measurement items with greater content validity. From Study 1, 68 measurement
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items were created indicating five consumer activists’ personally motivated goals: brand
punishment, business reformation, consumer duty, network solidarity, and virtuous self.
Subsequently, in Study 2, these were submitted to EFA, and a reliability assessment was
performed. The study relied on the survey responses from 408 participants recruited by a
marketing research company through quota sampling. Based on the results, the scale length was
successfully optimized to 20 items, in which each personal goal is indicated by four
measurement items. In Study 3, the optimized scale, which we refer to as CAMS, was then
submitted to a CFA and a thorough validity assessment. This was accomplished using data from
an independent sample of 458 participants recruited through a similar protocol as that employed
in Study 2. The CAMS was also assessed for convergent, discriminant, nomological, and
predictive validity. Results provided statistical evidence that the CAMS is reliable and valid.
Our findings demonstrate that consumer activism is a goal-oriented behavior motivated
by five main personal goals. This corroborated the proposed conceptualization of consumer
activism as a goal-oriented behavior directed against a company concerning an issue of personal
relevance. This research proposes a comprehensive reconceptualization of consumer activism
motivations. First, this research shows that consumer activism goals represent a unique
motivational construct conceptually distinct from other motivational constructs, such as
collective efficacy and emotional arousal —a common issue detected in previous measurement
scales. Second, this dissertation provided empirical evidence that consumer activism motives
concerning personal goals is a multidimensional, interrelated construct. In the boycott literature,
dichotomous conceptualizations have gained popularity, such as instrumental and non-
instrumental (Friedman, 1991), or yet make a difference and self-enhancement motives (John &

Klein, 2003; Klein et al., 2004).
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This dissertation adds to a more recent body of knowledge that has indicated that
consumer activism motivations are better conceptualized as a multidimensional construct
(Braunsberger & Buckler, 2011; Makarem & Jae, 2016; Nguyen et al., 2018). Moreover, based
on the reviewed literature, this is the first scale developed based on an extensive examination of
real-world consumer activists’ experiences and perceptions. Through in-depth interviews, we
were able to tap into the lived experiences of consumer activists who have taken action against
different brands across multiple issues through multiple behaviors. This enabled the
reconceptualization of past motivational dimensions and the detection of novel dimensions in
creating a reliable, valid, yet parsimonious measurement protocol.

The CAMS was designed as a tool to help researchers and practitioners detect, measure,
and compare consumer activists’ personal goals across a broader range of consumer activism
behaviors. Moreover, this scale can assist researchers and practitioners in predicting various
behavioral and perceptual outcomes in the context of consumer activism and better understand
the interplay of issue involvement, perceived collective efficacy, and brand hate in eliciting
different goals. From an applied perspective, the CAMS could be used by corporations and
advocacy groups. This scale can help corporations segment consumer activists based on their
personal goals. This goal-oriented segmentation can be used to 1) estimate the likelihood of
different activist-like behaviors to emerge in response to a brand transgression, 2) examine how
consumers attribute blame to the company based on salient personal goals, and 3) identify
optimal corporate strategies to respond to consumer activists’ grievances and demands.
Advocacy groups may also utilize the CAMS to design persuasive activism communication
campaigns. Based on the focal behavior a campaign aims to elicit, communication messages

could emphasize the consumer activists’ goals that are more strongly predictive of the selected
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behavior. For example, if the focal behavior is boycotting, activism communication could
emphasize brand punishment and business reformation aspects. On the other hand, if the goal is
to encourage consumers to protest via picketing, then a network solidarity appeal might be more
effective.

Despite the significant theoretical and practical implications of the proposed scale
discussed above, the nomological model and the predictive validity findings have a significant
impact that is worth discussing more in depth. Drawing from the Motivational Systems Theory
(Ford, 1992), this dissertation more clearly defined the conceptual boundaries across
motivational constructs (personal goals, emotional arousal, collective efficacy, and issue
involvement), which had been conflated in previous conceptualizations and measures. In doing
S0, this dissertation proposes a larger nomological network of consumer activism motivations
that distinguishes measures of issue involvement, emotional arousal (brand hate), perceived
collective efficacy, and personal goals.

The proposed nomological model demonstrates the interplay across issue involvement,
brand hate, and perceived collective efficacy in influencing consumer activists’ goals. By
observing fundamental conceptual differences across motivational constructs, this nomological
model makes a novel contribution to the consumer activism literature. The model shows that
consumer activism is differently influenced by the self-relevance of the violated issue, the
negative affective response to the brand transgression, and perceptions about the collective
action efficacy.

These results have implications for consumer activism message framing. When designing
an activism campaign communication, campaign organizers must decide the best framing

strategy (thematic vs. episodic framing) to convey information about a corporate transgression to
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elicit public adherence (Micheletti & Stolle, 2007). Thematic framing connects the transgression
to a broader context of the issue that was violated by a business entity, which may trigger issue-
related cognitions. Episodic framing more strongly focuses on the transgression itself, which
might emphasize brand-related cognitions and emotions. Thus, different framing strategies may
influence consumer activism through issue involvement and brand hate, which, in turn, are
expected to activate distinct personal goals. This represents an important line of investigation for
future research.

In addition, the predictive validity results demonstrate that consumer activists’ behavioral
choices are partially explained by the goals they aim to achieve. When consumers aim to punish
the brand or reform business practices, they are more likely to resort to boycotting and petition
signing. However, they are more likely to utilize higher-commitment behaviors when they aim to
demonstrate solidarity and empathy toward others. These findings illustrate the theoretical and
practical importance of looking beyond boycotting. Boycotting is a lower-commitment form of
activism mainly oriented by brand-centered goals — brand punishment and business reformation.
Brand-centered goals represent only two of the five identified goals. The other goals — consumer
duty, network solidarity, and virtuous self, are pivotal in spurring other forms of action.

The impact of network solidarity on higher-commitment activist-like behaviors
represents a critical finding. Network solidarity represents consumer activists’ goal of
demonstrating empathy and solidarity toward corporate victims and other activists. Network
solidarity toward corporate victims indicates that certain consumer activism actions may also be
perceived as prosocial behaviors and not only contentious actions against a brand. Prosocial
behaviors denote voluntary actions that are enacted with the intention to create benefits for others

(Eisenberg & Miller, 1987). Furthermore, network solidarity toward other activists suggests that
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some forms of consumer activism may strongly rely on the construction of a collective identity
among activists. As previously discussed, collective identity construction enables collective
action formation, as proposed by new social movement theory (Melucci, 1985). Thus, the
creation of a shared collective identity among consumer activists might be important to spur
some higher-commitment behaviors, such as picketing, use of physical materials, and
participation in activism online groups. Whereas specific lower-commitment actions, such as
boycotting, may not directly benefit from the construction of a collective identity.

The findings presented in this dissertation also invite scholars to expand and reevaluate
the categorization of some activism behaviors as purely as slacktivism or clicktivism
(MccCafferty, 2011; Morozov, 2009; Skoric, 2012). These terms have been used to denote low-
effort activism behaviors. Our findings show a more complex landscape in which activism effort
is relative to the socio-economic context of the activist. For instance, in Study 1, consumer
activists verbalized that their socio-economic context affects the frequency of their activism and
their behavioral choices. In Study 3, we also found that income and education have a significant
positive effect on some activism behaviors. Thus, we argue that the classification of activist-like
behaviors based on an absolute threshold of behavioral effort offers an incomplete perspective
about activism that ignores the social reality of activists.

This dissertation research is not without limitations. It is essential to acknowledge that we
exclusively relied on US participants across all studies. This is warranted given the long history
of consumer movements in the country (Hawkins, 2010) and the growing salience and frequency
of consumer activism campaigns in the past few years in the US (Heldman, 2017). Still, future
studies should examine the scale performance in other geographical and cultural contexts. For

instance, a multi-group confirmatory factor analysis could determine to what extent consumer
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activism personal goals’ latent structure and average scores can be compared across markets.
Future studies could also investigate how personal goals change and evolve during the duration
of a consumer activism campaign in the context of the many challenges that impact the evolution
of collective consumer action. In addition, as discussed above, future studies could explore how
consumer activists’ personal goals influence their response to and the effectiveness of 1)
different collective action frames and campaign message appeals in spurring movement
adherence and 2) corporate communication strategies in eliciting blame attributions and brand

forgiveness.
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APPENDIX A: SEMI-STRUCTRED, IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW INFORMED CONSENT
FORM

Research Participant Information and Consent Form

Study Title: Consumer Activism Motivations

Researcher: Dr. Nora Rifon, Professor, Michigan State University

Contact Information: 404 Wilson Road, Room 316, East Lansing, MI 48824-1212, Email:
rifon@msu.edu, Tel: 517.355.3295

BRIEF SUMMARY

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by a team of researchers at Michigan
State University. Researchers are required to provide a consent form to inform you about the
research study, to convey that participation is voluntary, to explain risks and benefits of
participation, including why you might or might not want to participate, and to empower you to
make an informed decision. You should feel free to discuss and ask the researchers any questions
you may have.

The purpose of the study is to understand people’s reasons for taking action against
companies that engage in unethical business practices. To participate, you need to be at
least 18 years old and be located in the United States. Your participation in this study will
take about 60 minutes. This will be an online interview that will take place on Zoom, a
video conference platform. The interview will be audiotaped and transcribed. You will also
need a desktop computer, tablet, or smartphone with internet connection.

We would also like to remind you that:

. The microphone should be turned on for the duration of the interview. It would
highly appreciate if you could keep your video on — the video will not be
recorded.

. You may want to download Zoom video conference app on your device before

the interview: https://zoom.us/download#client_4meeting. It is also possible to
participate without downloading the app through Zoom web client:
https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/214629443-Getting-started-with-the-
Zoom-web-client#h_01FGW753J4PVWY94DCEQQTAQLQ.

. Please prepare a quiet, comfortable space where you can be comfortable
answering the interview questions.

Your participation in this interview will help researchers create a measurement scale about
people’s motivations to engage in activist-like behavior against companies. The interview will be
conducted by a researcher.

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study that aims to understand what motivates
people to take action against companies that engage in unethical business practices. From this
study, the researchers hope to develop a scale to measure consumers’ motivation to engage in
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activist-like behaviors against companies.

You have been contacted because you voluntarily provided your contact information in a prior
study to participate in this interview. We plan to interview about 10-15 people in this study.

WHAT YOU WILL BE ASKED TO DO

You will be asked to participate in an online interview via Zoom, a video conference platform.
To participate in the interview, you will need a computer, tablet, or smartphone with a reliable
internet connection with Zoom installed. It would be best if you connect from a private space
where you can talk freely. You will be asked questions about instances in which you took action
against companies and reflect on the behaviors and your motivations to engage in those
behaviors. You will not be provided with research findings, but, if published, the research
findings might be available to you and the general public.

To register for this interview, you will need to fill out this short registration survey and schedule
an interview time.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS

You will not directly benefit from your participation in this study. However, your participation in
this study may contribute to understanding what motivates consumers to engage in activist-like
behaviors.

POTENTIAL RISKS

Your participation in this study is not expected to cause you any risks greater than those
encountered in everyday life. There are no anticipated physical, psychological, or financial risks
associated with participation. There is a risk of loss of confidentiality if someone other than the
investigators obtains your information or your identity. Still, precautions will be taken to prevent
this from happening. The confidentiality of your interview will be maintained as required by
applicable law and to the degree permitted by the technology used. Absolute confidentiality
cannot be guaranteed.

PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY

The interview will happen in a password-protected virtual room on Zoom. Your identity,
participation, and any information you provide that could identify you or others will remain
confidential. This information will not be shared with anyone outside the research group and will
only be used for research purposes. Only the researchers and IRB at Michigan State University
will have access to the interview audio and transcript.

The interview will be audio recorded for later data analysis. The audio file will be stored in a
secured folder and deleted after the results are analyzed.

The interview transcript will be kept for at least 3 years after the project closes. Any identifiable
information will be redacted/removed from the interview transcript. For example, if you
accidentally say your name, we will remove this from our transcripts. We might need to report
participants’ age and gender in the research report. We will not identify you or use any
information that would make it possible for anyone to identify you in any presentation or written
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reports about this study. If it is okay with you, we might use direct quotes from you, but these
would only be quoted as coming from a person of a certain label or title, such as “one woman of
a certain age said.”

YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW

Participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to
which you are otherwise entitled. You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty
or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

. You have the right to say no.

. You may change your mind at any time and withdraw.

. You may choose not to answer specific questions or to stop participating at any
time.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY
In exchange for your participation in our study, you will receive a payment of £GBP 20.00
(twenty British pounds) through Prolific.

During the interview, you are expected to fully engage with the interview process, provide
thoughtful answers, show genuine interest, be cordial toward the interviewer, and not engage in
unrelated tasks or activities. In the case of frequent interruptions or low commitment, the
researcher, at their own discretion, will end the interview, and participants will only receive the
payment proportional to the elapsed time of the interview until termination. Payment is also
dependent on the microphone being turned on during the interview. You may withdraw at any
time without penalty. Participants who withdraw will receive payment proportional to the
elapsed time of the interview.

CONTACT INFORMATION
If you have concerns or questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part
of it, or to report an injury, you can contact the researcher:

Dr. Nora Rifon

Professor, Michigan State University

404 Wilson Road, Room 316, East Lansing, M1 48824-1212
rifon@msu.edu

Tel: 517.355.3295

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like
to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you
may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University’s Human Research
Protection Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or regular mail
at 4000 Collins Rd, Suite 136, Lansing, M1 48910.

DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMED CONSENT - WRITTEN AND VERBAL
CONSENT

Do you voluntarily agree to participate in this research study? [Yes, | consent /No, | do not
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consent]
You will indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by beginning this interview.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding information in this consent form prior to an
interview meeting, please contact Dr. Nora Rifon.
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APPENDIX B: SEMI-STRUCTURED, IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE

Introduction
IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Thank the participant and introduce themselves.

Thank you [participant’s name] for agreeing to participate in this online interview. My
name is [interviewer’s name]. Today, I am working on this project for researchers at Michigan
State University, talking to different people to understand more about what people think and do
against brands or firms when they do unethical things that can harm consumers, employees,
people in general, and even the environment. During the interview, | will ask you some
questions, but please feel free to expand your answers and talk freely about anything you think is
relevant to share, even if | did not ask you specifically. This is supposed to be an informal
conversation with no right or wrong answers. Do you have any questions before we begin?

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Get informed consent once again and start recording. Make
sure the caption feature is on and working.

Warm-Up (5°)
Goal: Prime Rs to think about activism in general terms.

1. How would you describe the word activism to someone? What does the word activism mean
to you?

2. What are some examples of activism you have heard of or maybe even participated in or
supported?

Main Questions — Part | (<10°)

Goal: Identify personal motivations associated with consumer activism, salient issues
that prompted action, and language used to talk about behaviors and motives.

1. Think about a time you took action against a company. Describe to me the most memorable
[repeat for most recent] situation in which you took a stand against a company because of
their unethical or controversial decisions or business practices.

CLARIFICATIONS [As needed]:
e What about other forms of action beyond calling in a complaint to customer service?
For example, boycotting, protesting, signing petitions, posting on social media, etc.
e What about other unethical practices beyond product/service problems/recalls/failures?
For example, business practices that harm the environment, exploit workers, or business
decisions that go against your views on certain social or political issues, etc.

PROBES:
e When did it happen?
e How did you learn about the firm’s conduct?
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e What was the name of the company?

e What did you do? What else? Anything else?

e Did you ever talk about this with your close friends or family? What is/was their view on
this?

2. Why did you take action? What were the reasons why you took action?

PROBES:
e Any other reason? Was there something you wanted to accomplish or feel by [list
behaviors mentioned by the R]?
o Why is [for each reason] important to you? What does [reason] mean to you?

Main Questions — Part II (25°-35%)

Goal: Exploring and refining dimensions representing the construct. Gain richness in
meaning that could also inform survey measurement items.

1. ANGER EXPRESSION:
[If the R shows anger during episodic recollection] Hearing you talk about that, it seems
that you were angry, which is very common. Is that how you felt?

PROBES:
¢ Do you think that one of the reasons why you participated was to express your
anger against the company?
e How did you express your anger? How did it work for you?
e Was that [anger you experienced] an important reason that motivated you to
take action?
e Why?

[If the R does not show anger during episodic recollection] How did you feel when you
learned about [brand transgression reported by the R]?

PROBES:
¢ Do you think that one of the reasons why you participated was to express your
[feelings/emotions mentioned by the R] against the company?
e How did you express your [feelings/emotions mentioned by the R]?
e Was that [the anger/emotions you experienced] an important reason for you to
take action?
o Why?

2. ISSUE-CONNECTED DIMENSIONS:
[If the R shows connection with/concern for cause/issue] Hearing you talk about that, it
seems that you care a lot about [issue/cause]. Why is [issue/cause] important to you?

[If the R does not show connection with/concern for cause/issue] To what extent is
[issue/cause] important to you?
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PROBES:

Do you think that one of the reasons why you participated was because of this
connection you have with [issue/cause]?

Was this [connection with issue/cause] an important reason that motivated
you to take action?

Why?

What other issues/causes feel personal to you/or you care about?

a. CHANGING AND SHAPING REALITY: It seems that you wanted [Brand] to
change its business practices. [OR] With your participation, did you aim to help force
the [Brand] to change its business practices?

PROBES:

What was it that you wanted to change?

Do you think that one of the reasons why you participated was because you
wanted to change /brand’s] business practices? Is this something important to
you?

Why?

What else did you want to change with your participation in this [campaign
against brand]? Why? What else?

b. PERSONAL COMMITMENT AND RESPONSIBILITY: It seems that
advocating for [issue/cause] is something you take seriously. [OR] How seriously do
you take/care [issue/cause]?

PROBES:

Why is that?

Do you think that one of the reasons you participated was because you felt
that you had a responsibility or duty to take action for [issue/cause]?

Was this an important reason that motivated you to take action?

Why?

c. PERSONAL IDENTITY: When do you think you started to care/think about
[issue/cause]? How is this concern for [issue/cause] present in your life nowadays?

PROBES:

[If the R shows high identification] Hearing you talk about that, it seems

that your concern with [issue/cause] is almost part of who you are/is present in
your life in many ways/is connected with your values. Is that how you see it too?

Do you think that one of the reasons that motivated you to take action was
because you identify with [issue/cause]?

Was this an important reason that motivated you to take action?

Why?
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3. FEEL BETTER:
How did you feel about yourself after taking action?

Did you feel good about yourself for taking action?

PROBES:

e Explain to me why participating in this campaign against [brand] made you feel
good about yourself.

e Do you think that one of the reasons why you participated was because you would
feel good about yourself for taking action?

e Was this an important reason for you to take action?

° Why?

4. GUILTY AVOIDANCE:
How do you think you would feel had you not done anything — if you had turned a blind

eye to what the firm did?

PROBES:
e Do you think that one of the reasons you participated was because you did not want to
feel [guilty/remorseful/have a bad conscience] for not taking action?
Was this an important reason for you to take action?
Why?
Has this ever happened to you — not being able to take action against a business’
unethical practices?
Did you regret not being able to do something at that time?
What else did you feel?

5. NETWORK SOLIDARITY
Do you know if the campaign you participated in was successful at all?

[If successful] What did they achieve to be successful?
[If not successful] What would they have to achieve to be successful?

PROBES:

e Hearing you talk about that, it seems that you wanted the campaign against [Brand]
to succeed. How did this desire for the campaign to succeed motivate you to take
action?

e Do you think that the larger the number of participants, the greater the chances are for
a campaign against a business corporation to succeed?

o How so?

e You mentioned that you [actions cited by the R]. How do you think these actions may

have helped to promote the campaign to other people?
o How so?
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o Was this [promoting the campaign to others/spreading information about
brand transgression to others] something you had in mind when you took
action?

6. WELL-BEING

[In case of issues that may directly impact the R’s well-being] How do you think
unethical business actions such as the one you took a stance against, if left unchecked, could
impact people’s lives?

PROBES:
e Would there be any impact on you or your family? What would that be?
o How did this motivate you to take action?
e You mentioned that [corporate misconduct] could have/had an impact on [mention
the impact: health, psychological, freedom, moral, etc.]
o Do you think that one of the reasons that motivated you to take action was to
protect [yourself/your family/people your care]?
o Wias this an important reason for you to take action?
o Why?

[In case of animal rights or other issues that may not directly impact the R’s well-being]
How do you think the awareness of unethical business actions such as the one you took a stance
against affected you personally?

PROBES:
e What was the impact for you?
o Do you think that one of the reasons that motivated you to take action was to
protect yourself from [mention the impact]?
o Was this an important reason for you to take action?
o Why?

Closing Questions (2°)

Goal: Understand the language and the associated meaning of the terms “consumer
activism” and “consumer activist.”

1. What is consumer activism to you? What does consumer activism mean to you?
2. Do you consider yourself to be a consumer activist? [Probe: Why/Why not?]

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Thank the participant and stop recording.
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APPENDIX C: COGNITIVE INTERVIEW INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Research Participant Information and Consent Form

Study Title: Consumer Activism Motivations

Researcher: Dr. Nora Rifon, Professor, Michigan State University

Contact Information: 404 Wilson Road, Room 316, East Lansing, M1 48824-1212, Email:
rifon@msu.edu, Tel: 517.355.3295

BRIEF SUMMARY

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by a team of researchers at Michigan
State University. Researchers are required to provide a consent form to inform you about the
research study, to convey that participation is voluntary, to explain risks and benefits of
participation, including why you might or might not want to participate, and to empower you to
make an informed decision. You should feel free to discuss and ask the researchers any questions
you may have.

The purpose of the study is to validate and pretest a survey questionnaire designed to
measure people’s reasons for taking action against companies that engage in unethical
business practices. To participate, you need to be at least 18 years old. Your participation
in this study will take about 60 minutes. This will be an online interview that will take place
on Zoom, a video conference platform. The interview will be audiotaped and transcribed.
You will also need a desktop computer, tablet, or smartphone with internet connection.

We would also like to remind you that:

. The microphone should be turned on for the duration of the interview. It would be
highly appreciated if you could keep your video on — the video will not be recorded.
. You may want to download Zoom video conference app on your device before the

interview: https://zoom.us/download#client_4meeting. It is also possible to
participate without downloading the app through Zoom web client:
https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/214629443-Getting-started-with-the-Zoom-
web-client#h_01FGW753J4PVWY94DCEQQTAQLQ.

. Please prepare a quiet, comfortable space where you can be comfortable answering
the interview questions.

Your participation in this interview will help researchers create a measurement scale about
people’s motivations (or goals) to engage in activist-like behavior against companies. The
interview will be conducted by a researcher.

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study that aims to pretest a survey questionnaire
to measure people’s motivations to take action against companies that engage in unethical
business practices. From this study, the researchers hope to develop a scale to measure
consumers’ motivation to engage in activist-like behaviors against companies.

We plan to interview about 5 people in this study.
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WHAT YOU WILL BE ASKED TO DO

You will be asked to participate in an online interview via Zoom, a video conference platform.
To participate in the interview, you will need a computer, tablet, or smartphone with a reliable
internet connection with Zoom installed.

It would be best if you connect from a private space where you can talk freely. During the
interview, you will be asked to simultaneously open an online questionnaire.

As you answer the questionnaire, the interviewer will ask you to share your thoughts about the
questions you read and reflect on your experience from the perspective of a survey respondent.
In the questionnaire, you will be asked questions about instances in which you took action
against companies and reflect on the behaviors and your motivations to engage in those
behaviors. You will not be provided with research findings, but, if published, the research
findings might be available to you and the general public.

To register for this interview, you will need to fill out this short registration survey and schedule
an interview time.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS

You will not directly benefit from your participation in this study. However, your participation in
this study may contribute to understanding what motivates consumers to engage in activist-like
behaviors.

POTENTIAL RISKS

Your participation in this study is not expected to cause you any risks greater than those
encountered in everyday life. There are no anticipated physical, psychological, or financial risks
associated with participation. There is a risk of loss of confidentiality if someone other than the
investigators obtains your information or your identity. Still, precautions will be taken to prevent
this from happening. The confidentiality of your interview will be maintained as required by
applicable law and to the degree permitted by the technology used. Absolute confidentiality
cannot be guaranteed.

PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY

The interview will happen in a password-protected virtual room on Zoom. Your identity,
participation, and any information you provide that could identify you or others will remain
confidential. This information will not be shared with anyone outside the research group and will
only be used for research purposes. Only the researchers and IRB at Michigan State University
will have access to the interview audio and transcript.

The interview will be audio-recorded for later data analysis. The audio file will be stored in a
secured folder and deleted after the results are analyzed.

The interview transcript will be kept for at least 3 years after the project closes. Any identifiable
information will be redacted/removed from the interview transcript. For example, if you
accidentally say your name, we will remove this from our transcripts. We might need to report
participants’ age and gender in the research report. We will not identify you or use any
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information that would make it possible for anyone to identify you in any presentation or written
reports about this study. If it is okay with you, we might use direct quotes from you, but these
would only be quoted as coming from a person of a certain label or title, such as “one woman of
a certain age said.”

YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW

Participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to
which you are otherwise entitled. You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty
or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

. You have the right to say no.
. You may change your mind at any time and withdraw.
. You may choose not to answer specific questions or to stop participating at any time.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY
In exchange for your participation in our study, you will receive a payment of £GBP 20.00
(twenty British pounds) through Prolific.

During the interview, you are expected to fully engage with the interview process, provide
thoughtful answers, show genuine interest, be cordial toward the interviewer, and not engage in
unrelated tasks or activities. In the case of frequent interruptions or low commitment, the
researcher, at their own discretion, will end the interview, and participants will only receive the
payment proportional to the elapsed time of the interview until termination. Payment is also
dependent on the microphone being turned on during the interview. You may withdraw at any
time without penalty. Participants who withdraw will receive payment proportional to the
elapsed time of the interview.

CONTACT INFORMATION
If you have concerns or questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part
of it, or to report an injury, you can contact the researcher:

Dr. Nora Rifon

Professor, Michigan State University

404 Wilson Road, Room 316, East Lansing, M1 48824-1212
rifon@msu.edu

Tel: 517.355.3295

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like
to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you
may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University’s Human Research
Protection Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or regular mail
at 4000 Collins Rd, Suite 136, Lansing, M1 48910.

DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMED CONSENT - WRITTEN AND VERBAL
CONSENT

Do you voluntarily agree to participate in this research study? [Yes, I consent /No, | do not
consent]
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You will indicate your voluntary agreement to participate and be audio-recorded by beginning
this interview. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the information in this consent
form prior to an interview meeting, please contact Dr. Nora Rifon.
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APPENDIX D: COGNITIVE INTERVIEW GUIDE

Introduction
Hi, thank you so much for joining today.

My name is lago. I’'m a student at Michigan State University. I’'m interviewing different
people to validate a survey questionnaire that researchers are developing to understand what
motivates people to act against companies as a form of protest.

If that is okay with you, I would like to review our consent form and address any
questions you may have before we begin. I will start the audio recording to make sure | capture
your consent. Ok?

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Start audio recording. Make sure the caption feature is on and
working. Read consent form. Only proceed if R agrees to proceed.

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this online interview. So let me give you an
overview of what we will do. First, we will work on a warm-up task. Next, you will open the
online questionnaire and answer the questions there. As you answer the questions in the
questionnaire, | will pause you along the way to ask you some additional questions. Last, | will
ask you about your overall experience with the questionnaire and the questions in it. Ok?

Warm-up Task

In this warm-up task, I will ask you simple, straightforward questions. What | would like
you to do, as much as you can, is to say out loud what you are thinking of when answering a
question. So let me give you an example; if the question is, “how many glasses of water did |
drink yesterday,” I could say, “yesterday, | had one glass of water when | woke and another in
the morning, then one in the afternoon, so in total, | had 3 glasses of water. | also drank coffee
and soda, but I am not sure if that counts, so | will stick with 3.”

Let’s try this with you. Think of your home. How many windows does it have?
Could you please describe to me your thinking on how you came up with your answer?

Think of the weather today. How is the weather? How does the weather today make you
feel?
Could you please describe to me your thinking on how you came up with your answer?

Questionnaire Assessment

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Send questionnaire link through the chat function. Make sure R
has successfully opened the questionnaire.

Now, | would like you to start working your way through this questionnaire using the
same process of thinking out loud your answers. Because | cannot see your screen, | will need
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your help to follow along, so I will need you to read the questionnaire out loud for me as you
move along. Do you have any questions?

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: At the end of each battery of questions representing the same
dimension, ask the following questions:

PROBES:

1.

2.

3.
4.

Thinking back about this set of questions, was there any that stood out to you as being
especially difficult to answer?

Was there any question to which you feel that people, in general, will have difficulties
in providing accurate answers?

In your opinion, what is the common theme that binds this set of statements together?
Using your own words, how would you rephrase these statements to ask the same
thing to a friend?

CLARIFICATIONS [As needed]:

1.

Comprehension and Interpretation:

When | say [SURVEY ITEM WORDY], what does come to your mind?

2.

Judgment and Estimation:

Could you please walk me through your thought process when answering this question?

Closing Questions
How was your overall experience with the questionnaire? Would you have any
suggestions to improve it?

IWER INSTRUCTIONS: Thank the participant and stop recording.
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APPENDIX E: STUDY 2 ONLINE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Qualtrics Survey Software 29.11.22, 11:03

Consent Form

Research Participant Information and Consent Form

Study Title: Consumer Activism Motivations
Researcher: Dr. Nora Rifon, Professor, Michigan State University

Contact Information: 404 Wilson Road, Room 316, East Lansing, M| 48824-1212, Email: rifon@msu.edu, Tel: 517.355.3295

BRIEF SUMMARY

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by a team of researchers at Michigan State University.
Researchers are required to provide a consent form to inform you about the research study, to convey that participation is
voluntary, to explain risks and benefits of participation including why you might or might not want to participate, and to
empower you to make an informed decision. You should feel free to discuss and ask the researchers any questions you may

have.

The purpose of the study is to understand people’s motivations for taking action against companies that engage in

unethical behaviors.

Your participation in this study will take about 10 minutes. To participate, you need to be at least 18 years old.
PURPOSE OF RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study that aims to understand what motivates people to take action against
companies that engage in unethical business practices. From this study, the researchers hope to develop a scale to measure
people’s motivations to engage in activist-like behaviors against companies.

WHAT YOU WILL BE ASKED TO DO

In this online survey, you will be asked to answer basic demographic questions, followed by questions about your behaviors,

thoughts, and feelings related to the research purpose.

https://msu.col.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSur...urveylD=SV_9TQNXYPFIQRTZPg&ContextLibrarylD=UR_5bvFTZLmXBxDnTL Page 1 of 16
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Qualtrics Survey Software 29.11.22, 11:03

POTENTIAL BENEFITS
You will not directly benefit from your participation in this study. However, your participation in this study may contribute to

the understanding of what motivates consumers to engage in activist-like behaviors.

POTENTIAL RISKS
Your participation in this study is not expected to cause you any risks greater than those encountered in everyday life. The
confidentiality of your interview will be maintained as required by applicable law and to the degree permitted by the

technology used.

PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY

The data for this project are being collected anonymously. Neither the researchers nor anyone else will be able to link data to
you. The data will be stored in a computer folder with password access. Only the researchers and IRB at Michigan State
University will have access to the data. The data will be kept for at least 3 years after the project closes. The results of this
study may be published or presented at professional meetings, but the identities of all research participants will remain

anonymous.

YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW
Participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

® You have the right to say no.
® You may change your mind at any time and withdraw.

® You may choose not to answer specific questions or to stop participating at any time.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY
You will not incur any financial cost for your participation in this study. For successful completion of the survey, you will be

compensated through your registered panel for the amount you agreed upon entering the survey.
CONTACT INFORMATION
If you have concerns or questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part of it, or to report an injury,

you can contact the researcher.

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like to obtain information or

https://msu.col.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSur...urveylID=SV_9TQNXYPFIQRTZPg&ContextLibraryID=UR_5bvFTZLmXBxDnTL Page 2 of 16
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Qualtrics Survey Software 29.11.22, 11:03

offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan
State University’s Human Research Protection Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or

regular mail at 4000 Collins Rd, Suite 136, Lansing, MI 48910.

Do you voluntarily agree to participate in this research study?

O Yes, | agree
O No, | don't agree

Demographics

What is your age?

( )

Which of the following best describes your gender identity?

O Male

O Female

QO Transgender Male

QO Transgender Female

O Nonbinary/Non-Conforming
O Other. Please specify:

Although the categories listed below may not represent your full identity or use
the language you prefer, for the purpose of this survey, please indicate which
group below most accurately describes your racial identification:

Check all that apply.

https://msu.col.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSur...urveylID=SV_9TQNXYPFIQRTZPg&ContextLibraryID=UR_5bvFTZLmXBxDnTL Page 3 of 16
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[J Native American/American Indian/Alaska Native/Indigenous
[] Asian

(] Black

[ Latino/Hispanic

[J Middle Eastern/North African (non-White)

|:| Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian

[J White

[J Multiracial

[J Other. Please specify:

Which of these is the highest level of education you have completed?

O No formal qualifications

QO Less than high school

QO High school diploma

QO Technical/community college

O Undergraduate degree (BA/BSc/other)
O Graduate degree (MA/MSc/MPhil/other)
O Doctorate degree (PhD/other)

Where would you place yourself on the scale below, or haven’t you thought much
about this?

O Extremely liberal

O Liberal

QO Slightly liberal

O Moderate/Middle of the road
QO Slightly conservative

QO Conservative

~

https://msu.col.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSur...urveylID=SV_9TQNXYPFIQRTZPg&ContextLibraryID=UR_5bvFTZLmXBxDnTL Page 4 of 16
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O Extremely conservative

What was your household income last year from all sources before taxes?

QO Less than $10,000
O $10,000 to $59,999
O $60,000 to $99,999
O $100,000 to $149,999
O More than $149,999

Consumer Activism History

In this research, we are interested in actions people may take against a company
(or companies) because of business practices that negatively impact issues (or
problems) people care about.

Please read closely the following definitions, which will help you to answer the
next questions.

e By issues (or problems), we mean issues that you and other people may

care about, for example:
o environmental protection;
o human rights;
o gun policy;
o economic problems;
o social problems;
o abortion;
o animal rights;
o etc.
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e By company, we mean:
o any business entity that sells (commercializes) any type of service
or product;
o a company can be of any size, from very large multinational
businesses to family-owned firms;
o a company may operate in a physical space, online, in the US, or in a
different country.

Using the list below, please select all strategies you have used in the past to
take action against companies because of unethical or controversial
business decisions or business practices that impact issues (or problems)
that you care about.

Check all that apply.

[CJ wrote a social media post against a company as a form of protest

(O] Protested against a company using physical materials, such as t-shirts, hats,
bumper stickers or yard signs

[ Wrote a blog post against a company

(O] Shared content on social media against a company as a form of protest

(O] Signed a petition against a company

(] Donated money to an organization that could take action against a company
(] Joined organization(s) or group(s) against a company

O Boycotted (stop purchasing from) a company as a form of protest

(] wrote a letter to or called my government representative asking for action
against a company

(O] Picketed or participated in a protest against a company
O Encouraged other people to take action against a company
(O] Joined online/social media group(s) against a company

O Anything else? If so, please briefly explain below:
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LI I have not participated in any of the above-mentioned actions

When was the most recent time you engaged in any of the actions you
selected?

O Less than 1 month ago
QO Less than 6 months ago
O Less than 1 year ago
O Less than 2 years ago

O 2 or more years ago

Considering the most recent time you took action, what action(s) did you
take?

O » Signed a petition against a company

(] » Wrote a social media post against a company as a form of protest

[J » Shared content on social media against a company as a form of protest

(O] » Donated money to an organization that could take action against a company
O » Encouraged other people to take action against a company

(O] » Boycotted (stop purchasing from) a company as a form of protest

(] » Picketed or participated in a protest against a company

(] » Protested against a company using physical materials, such as t-shirts, hats,
bumper stickers or yard signs

(O] » Wrote a letter to or called my government representative asking for action
against a company

] » Wrote a blog post against a company

(] » Joined organization(s) or group(s) against a company
(O] » Joined online/social media group(s) against a company
[J » Anything else? If so, please briefly explain below:

(] » I have not participated in any of the above-mentioned actions
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BP

Considering the most recent time you took action against a company, to
what extent do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| wanted to create a

negative outcome O O O @) @) O O

for the company

| wanted to damage

the company's O O O O O O O

image

| wanted to hurt the O O O O O O @)

company's profits

| wanted to

negatively affect o) O O @) O O O

the company's
market position

| wanted to hit the

company in their O O O @) @) @) O

wallet

| wanted to harm O O O O O O O

the company

| wanted to affect

the company's O O O O O O O

bottom line

| wanted to

denigrate the O O O O O 0 O
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company's name

| wanted to shame O O O O O O O

the company

| wanted to hit the O O O O O O @)

company's pocket

| wanted to tarnish

the company's O O O @) O @) O

reputation
| wanted to punish

the company in O O O O @) @) O

some way

| wanted to offend O O O O O @) O

the company

BRE

Considering the most recent time you took action against a company, to
what extent do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| wanted to nudge

the company in the O O O O O O O

right direction

| wanted to force

the company to

recognize its O O O O O O O

misconduct
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| wanted the

company to O O O O O O o

acknowledge its
mistakes

| wanted to help the

company to change O O O O O O O

its behaviors

| wanted to help the

company see its O O O O O O O

mistakes

| wanted the

company to O O O O O O o

implement changes
in the right direction

| wanted to force

the company to O ®) O ®) O O O

adjust its way of
doing business

| wanted the

company to adjust O O O O @) @) @

its practices

| wanted to
contribute to

building a better O O O O O O O

world by holding
the company
accountable

| wanted the

company to O O O O O O O

reevaluate its
actions/decisions

| wanted to

incentivize the O O O O O O O

company to change
its practices

| wanted to hold the

company O O O O O O O
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accountable

DC

Considering the last time you took action against a company, to what extent
do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| think it was my

duty to call it out

when the company O O O O O O O
behaved unethically

| think it was my

obligation to stand

up against a @) @) @) @) O O O
corporate

wrongdoing

| think it was my

responsibility to act

against a corporate O O O O O O O
transgression

| felt personally

responsible to

speak up when the @) @) @) @) O O O
company

misbehaved

| needed to do

something when |
learned that the
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company crossed O O @) @) O @) O

certain ethical
boundaries

It was my civic duty

to voice my

concerns when the

company engaged o o O O O O O
in unethical

behaviors

| felt responsible for

doing something

when the company O O O O O O O
violated an

important issue

It was my duty O O O O @) @) O
It I
Ogﬁgztﬂﬁ merd @ O @ O O O O

| had to stick up

against a corporate O O O O O O @)

action that violated
an important issue

| had a shared

responsibility to O O O O O @) O

hold the company
accountable

| considered it my O O O O O O O

personal duty

It was my ethical O '®) O @) O O O

obligation

NS
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do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly
disagree

1

| cared about those
affected by the O
company

| felt respect for
those affected by O
the company

| wanted to show

my support for O
those affected by

the company

| stood united with
those affected by O
the company

| felt a sense of
“brotherhood” or
“sisternood” with O
those affected by

the company

| felt solidarity with
those affected by O
the company

| felt compassion
for those affected O
by the company

| felt empathy for
those affected by O
the company

O

O

O

O

O

Strongly
agree

7

O

O
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Considering the last time you took action against a company, to what extent
do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| stood united with
others who also O O O O O O O
took action
| wanted to back up
others who also O O O O O O O
took action
| wanted to
cooperate with
others who also O O O O O O O
took action

| felt a sense of
“brotherhood” or

“sisterhood” with O O O O O O @)

others who also
took action

| felt solidarity with

others who also O O O O @) O O

took action
| felt respect for
others who also O O O O O O @)

took action

| wanted to support

others who also O O O O O O O
took action
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| felt empathy for

others who also @ @) @ @) @) O O

took action

| wanted to

establish solidarity O O O O O O O

with others who
also took action

VS

Considering the last time you took action against a company, to what extent
do you agree with the following statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)?

I took action because...

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| wanted to have a O O ®) O O O O

clear conscience

| wanted to express

my commitment to O O O O O @) O

issues that are
important to me

| wanted my

actions to align with O O O O O @) O
my values

| wanted to feel O O O O O O O

good about myself

| wanted to express O O O O O O O

my moral principles
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| wanted to be in a O O O O O @) @)

good headspace

| wanted to

demonstrate e O O O O O O

support for the
issues | care about

| wanted to display O O o) O O O @)

my moral beliefs

It was satisfying to

express support for O O O O O @) O

the issues | value

| wanted to behave

harmoniously with O O O O O @) @)

my moral principles

It was rewarding to

act consistently O O O O O @ O

with my moral
beliefs

| wanted to feel O O O O O @) O

better about myself

It was important to

signal my values to O O O O O @) O

others
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