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Consumers are increasingly using consumption to ex-
press and promote their worldviews (Deloitte,  2020). 
To pursue this goal, many rely on their purchase deci-
sions to drive change in the marketplace and society, 
a phenomenon known as consumer activism. In this 
research, we explore a specific form of activism—boy-
cotting—where consumers collectively and deliberately 
refuse to purchase from certain companies to influence 
their practices (Klein et al., 2004; Sen et al., 2001), typi-
cally in response to political, environmental, or ethical 
concerns.

While there is growing evidence that consumers care 
about companies' stances on socially relevant issues 
(Eckhardt et  al.,  2010; Schlager et  al.,  2021), the litera-
ture has started to document important differences in 
boycotting across the political spectrum (Endres & 
Panagopoulos,  2017; Fernandes,  2020). We extend this 
body of work by investigating whether and why another 

relevant sociodemographic characteristic—socioeco-
nomic status (SES)—predicts boycott participation.

Previous research offers theoretical grounds for pre-
dicting both positive and negative relationships between 
consumers' socioeconomic conditions and boycotting 
behavior. In this research, we investigate the direction of 
the relationship between SES and boycotting by consid-
ering two countervailing forces: communal orientation 
and sense of control (Cannon et al., 2025). On one hand, 
low- (vs. high-) SES consumers may boycott more because 
of their stronger communal orientation (Elbæk et al., 2023; 
Rucker et  al.,  2018), as boycotting may be construed as 
a way to help and protect the community. On the other 
hand, low- (vs. high-) SES consumers may boycott less due 
to a diminished sense of control (Kraus et al., 2009). Given 
that a sense of control is a well-established precursor to 
behavioral change (Ajzen, 1991; Bandura, 1977), our pre-
diction aligns with the sense of control account.
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instrument to enact change. These findings offer important contributions to the 
study of boycotting practices and shed new light on the complex relationship 
between socioeconomic conditions and consumer behavior.
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Political science research has documented a positive 
correlation between individuals' SES and political par-
ticipation, emphasizing the lack of resources, access, 
or knowledge among low-SES individuals to engage in 
political behavior (e.g., Brady et al., 1995; Dalton, 2017; 
Heath, 2018). However, contextual distinctions between 
traditional forms of political engagement (e.g., voting, 
petitioning) and boycotting behavior warrant caution 
when assuming similar SES-based patterns across do-
mains. Whereas behaviors such as voting seek to in-
fluence government actors through institutionalized 
channels, boycotting operates through marketplace 
exchanges, enabling consumers to hold firms directly 
accountable by withdrawing their patronage. Doing so 
implies some loss in utility, such as forgoing preferred 
products, paying higher prices, or sacrificing conve-
nience, making it a form of activism that entails concrete 
tradeoffs. These tradeoffs may create uneven barriers 
across socioeconomic groups, but the direction of this 
asymmetry—whether it weighs more heavily on higher- 
or lower-SES consumers—remains unclear. In addition, 
because firms are frequent and proximate interaction 
partners, consumers may perceive their purchase de-
cisions as more consequential in enacting change com-
pared to their attempts to influence distant and abstract 
political institutions, which may also shape the SES-
activism link. Indeed, when individuals perceive tradi-
tional political channels as unresponsive or ineffective, 
marketplace actions such as boycotting may emerge as 
viable and immediate avenues for enacting one's values 
(Hamilton, 2013).

Existing political science research primarily ex-
plains disparities in political engagement as a result 
of one's level of resources and civic skills (e.g., Brady 
et al., 1995), with limited empirical evidence about the 
psychological barriers that shape activism across the 
SES spectrum (for an exception, see Schaub,  2021). 
Most studies rely on self-reported behaviors or ad-
ministrative data (e.g., voter registration, turnout) 
across political issues and actions (e.g., Armingeon & 
Schädel, 2015; DeMarco, 2022; Grasso & Giugni, 2022). 
In addition, moststudies are from US and European 
samples, which constrains the generalizability of find-
ings (Henrich et  al.,  2010a, 2010b). We address these 
gaps by exploring SES disparities in consumer boycot-
ting behavior by employing cross-national surveys, be-
havioral data, and lab-in-the-field studies. In doing so, 
we extend the fast-growing research on SES and con-
sumer behavior (Thompson et al., 2025).

SES A N D BOYCOTTING

SES is commonly defined as an individual's position 
within a socioeconomic hierarchy. It is assessed via ob-
jective indicators such as income, education, and oc-
cupational prestige, and subjective perceptions such as 

social rank vis-à-vis others in society (Kraus et al., 2012; 
Manstead,  2018). SES serves as a foundation for many 
of our psychological and social experiences (Kraus & 
Stephens,  2012). Given the disparities in their material 
circumstances and social rank, high- and low-SES indi-
viduals tend to be exposed to distinct sets of events and 
to develop particular interpretations of the self (Vieites 
& Mittal,  2025) and of the world around them (Kraus 
et al., 2012). These discrepancies give rise to two compet-
ing predictions about the influence of SES on boycotting 
behavior: one based on a communal orientation and the 
other based on a sense of control.

Why low-SES consumers may boycott more?  
A communal orientation account

Drawing on research showing that low-SES individu-
als exhibit a stronger communal orientation, one could 
argue that they should be more inclined to boycott. The 
disadvantaged, by definition, have very limited resources 
to cope with adversities, which creates the need to build 
networks of mutual support (Carey & Markus, 2017; Piff 
et al., 2010). When challenges arise, low-SES consumers 
tend to turn to one another to overcome hardships (Piff 
et al., 2012). In part due to this tendency, they also de-
velop a more interdependent sense of self, seeing them-
selves less as isolated individuals and more as members 
of a broader community (Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; 
Stephens et al., 2007).

This heightened interdependence has important conse-
quences for how low-SES individuals interact with the so-
cial world. For example, people from low- (vs. high-) SES 
backgrounds tend to pay more attention to others in their 
surroundings (Dietze & Knowles,  2016), engage more 
deeply in social interactions (Kraus & Keltner, 2009), per-
ceive more accurately the feelings and emotions of their 
peers (Kraus et al., 2010), and respond with greater com-
passion to other people's suffering (Stellar et  al.,  2012). 
They also exhibit stronger moral identity and heightened 
prosocial intentions (Elbæk et al., 2023), which create a 
fertile ground for collective forms of action such as boy-
cotts. Boycotting may be construed as a communal action 
because it requires individuals to incur a personal cost—
abstaining from consumption—not for private benefit, 
but to uphold shared values and protect broader social 
groups. Thus, from a communal orientation perspective, 
this logic suggests that low- (vs. high-) SES consumers 
may be more likely to engage in boycotts.

Why low-SES consumers may boycott less?  
A sense of control account

Evidence that low-SES individuals experience lower lev-
els of perceived control suggests the opposite prediction: 
they should be less likely to engage in boycotting. Due to 
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their reduced material resources and the need to make 
ends meet, low-SES individuals are generally guided by 
goals of managing constraints and coping with external 
obstacles (Kraus et  al.,  2012). Their subordinate rank 
also makes them particularly aware of the external barri-
ers to promoting change. For example, when interpreting 
the underlying reasons for relevant social outcomes (e.g., 
inequality), low-SES individuals focus on contextual fac-
tors such as external hurdles for advancement (e.g., the 
political system), whereas high-SES individuals tend to 
favor explanations based on internal drivers (e.g., effort; 
Kraus et al., 2009).

High- and low-SES individuals also tend to be geo-
graphically clustered in starkly different neighbor-
hoods (Massey, 1990; Musterd & Ostendorf, 2013). The 
areas in which the impoverished live are marked by 
unpredictability and a higher exposure to threats such 
as elevated levels of violence (Griskevicius et al., 2011; 
Sampson et al., 1997). These harsher contexts create a 
reduced sense of control among the members of lower 
social echelons, who believe they have limited influence 
over the surrounding environment (Kraus et al., 2009; 
Mittal & Griskevicius, 2014) and may develop the be-
lief that trying to change the current state of affairs is 
not effective, thereby inhibiting boycott participation. 
In contrast, the wealthier and more highly educated 
members of society have access to influential networks 
and are overrepresented in positions of power (Piff 
et  al.,  2018). High-SES contexts also favor the notion 
of voicing one's thoughts, values, and desires and striv-
ing to exert influence over the environment (Kraus 
et al., 2012), which may increase their sense of control 
and instill the belief that taking action is an effective 
way of enacting change.

Overall, we predict that differences in perceived con-
trol will outweigh communal orientation in shaping boy-
cotting behavior. Foundational theories of behavioral 
change identify perceived control as a proximal deter-
minant of whether motivation translates into action. 
The Theory of Planned Behavior highlights perceived 
behavioral control as a key predictor of behavior en-
actment (Ajzen, 1991), Social Cognitive Theory empha-
sizes self-efficacy as a necessary precondition for action 
(Bandura, 1977), and expectancy–value models propose 
that individuals act only when they believe their efforts 
can effectively produce desired outcomes (Wigfield & 
Eccles, 2000). These frameworks suggest that perceived 
control functions as a necessary condition for action: 
without believing one's behavior can influence outcomes, 

individuals are unlikely to act, regardless of their under-
lying motivations.

In the context of boycotting, a communal orienta-
tion may heighten concern for collective welfare, but 
this concern alone may not translate into action if con-
sumers doubt that their behavior can make a differ-
ence. By contrast, when consumers believe their actions 
are effective, they may engage in boycotting even in the 
absence of strong communal motives—for example, to 
express personal values or assert agency. Thus, while 
communal orientation may strengthen motivation 
to boycott, we reason that perceived efficacy is criti-
cal for boycotting behavior to occur. This prediction 
aligns with prior research showing that perceived in-
fluence is one of the strongest predictors of consumer 
activism, including boycotting (Klein et al., 2004; Sen 
et al., 2001).

In summary, we predict a positive relationship be-
tween consumer SES and boycott participation. We pro-
pose that the reduced inclination to boycott among the 
disadvantaged is driven by their lower sense of control 
and the resulting diminished belief that one's consump-
tion choices have the power to influence companies, 
markets, or society at large. Figure 1 provides a visual 
depiction of the conceptual framework and Table 1 de-
tails the empirical package. All data and scripts are 
available at OSF (https://​osf.​io/​cejw4/​?​view_​only=​fe369​
73b87​2b465​79e3d​fcb88​8a90baf).

STU DY 1

Method

Study 1 used data from the World Values Survey 
(WVS), a cross-national survey with representative 
samples from 99 countries worldwide, to assess the re-
lationship between SES and self-reported past boycott-
ing behavior.

Participants

We relied on data from four waves of the WVS (years 
1994–2022) that measure participation in boycotts. The 
final sample has 298,749 observations in the model with 
no controls and 216,122 observations in the model with 
controls (Mage = 41.17, SD = 16.05; 50% female). For sam-
ple details across all studies, see Appendix S1.

F I G U R E  1   Conceptual framework.
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Boycotting

Respondents reported their boycott participation by in-
dicating whether they had joined a boycott in the past 
(coded as 1), had not joined a boycott but might join 
in the future (coded as 2), or had not joined and would 
never join one (coded as 3). We recoded this variable to 
compare the likelihood of having joined a boycott in the 
past (1) vs. not (2 and 3). In Appendix S2, we compare the 
likelihood of each category in a multinomial model. The 
results hold irrespective of the coding used.

Measure of SES

The WVS assesses individual SES through a compos-
ite measure of education (from 1994 to 2014: 1 = no 
formal education, 8 = university degree; from 2017 to 
2022: 0 = early childhood education to 8 = Doctoral/
equivalent), social class identification (1 = lower class, 
5 = upper class), and subjective household income 
rank vis-à-vis others in the country (1 = lowest decile, 
10 = highest decile).

Sociodemographic variables

We control for participants' age, gender (1 = male, 0 = fe-
male), political ideology (1 = left, 10 = right), importance 
of politics in life (1 = not at all important, 4 = very impor-
tant), employment status (1 = full-time employee, 0 = not 
employed), and subjective state of health (1 = very poor, 
5 = very good).

Results

We conducted a logistic regression of the likelihood of 
having boycotted in the past (1 = yes, 0 = no) as a function 
of individual-level SES. There was a significant positive 
effect of SES on past boycotting behavior both in the 
model with the previously described controls (b = 0.454, 
SE = 0.011, p < 0.001) and without controls (b = 0.506, 
SE = 0.009, p < 0.001). We tested the effect within each of 
the 99 countries in our sample and meta-analyzed these 
effects. The positive effect of SES was significant in 69 
of the countries, leading to a combined effect-size of 
Hedges' g = 0.15. Appendix  S2 provides further details 
about the effects of control variables and within-country 
analyses.

Discussion

Study 1 provides evidence supporting a positive relation-
ship between consumers' SES and boycott participation. 
Compared to high-SES consumers, low-SES consumers 
are less likely to report engaging in boycotts. We repli-
cated these effects in a supplementary study using US 
data from online Google searches, which tested the as-
sociation between consumers' SES and their interest in 
boycotts (Appendix S3).

While providing initial support for the proposed ef-
fect, these studies have several limitations. First, our 
boycotting measure in Study 1 was the general like-
lihood to boycott, lacking specificity to consumer-
company contexts. Second, these initial studies cannot 
rule out whether differences in one's ability to boycott 

TA B L E  1   Overview of the studies.

Study Sample SES measure Dependent variable Main findings

1 Cross-National (World Values 
Survey)

SES composite 
(education, 
subjective income 
rank, class 
identification)

Self-reported boycott 
participation

Low-SES consumers were less likely 
to participate in boycotts relative to 
their high-SES peers.

2 Cross-National (Online Pool, 
Prolific)

SES composite 
(education, 
SES rank, class 
identification)

Intention to boycott Low-SES individuals displayed a 
reduced intention to boycott relative 
to their high-SES peers.

3 United States (Online Pool, 
Prolific)

Manipulated 
subjective SES

Intention to boycott Individuals experimentally induced 
to feel low SES displayed a reduced 
intention to boycott relative to those 
prompted to feel high SES.

4 Brazil (Wealthy and Impoverished 
Neighborhoods)

Neighborhood-
inferred SES

Past boycotting behavior
Sense of control
Belief that consumption 
can enact change

Low-SES individuals displayed a 
reduced intention to boycott relative 
to their high-SES peers.
This effect was explained by the 
reduced sense of control, and 
ensuing diminished belief that 
consumption can enact change 
among low- (vs. high-) SES 
individuals.
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(e.g., availability of substitutes, price of alternatives) 
contributed to the observed SES disparities in boy-
cotting participation. We address these limitations in 
Study 2.

STU DY 2

Study 2 tests the link between SES and boycotting inten-
tions in a context that (i) is directly tied to consumption 
and (ii) controls for alternative explanations based on 
discrepancies in the availability and price of substitutes. 
Participants were asked to imagine a scenario in which 
their favorite fast-food chain engaged in two different 
types of ethical transgressions and to indicate the likeli-
hood that they would boycott the company by switching 
to a similarly priced competitor.

Method

Participants

The study was preregistered (https://​aspre​dicted.​org/​
9prq-​gz9d.​pdf). We recruited 504 respondents from 
Prolific Academic (Mage = 36.74, SD = 13.16; 50% females). 
No participants were removed.

Procedure

Participants were asked to imagine that they were at the 
mall, looking for a fast-food chain to eat a quick meal. 
They were told that all fast-food chains at the mall had 
similar prices and that one of them was their favorite. 
However, while browsing their phones, they learned 
about an ongoing boycott by consumers against the 
company. Using a within-subjects design, participants 
read, in counterbalanced order, information connecting 
their favorite fast-food chain to two different transgres-
sions: (a) racial bias, with reports of blatant discrimina-
tory hiring decisions and unfair treatment of employees, 
and (b) environmental damage related to the company's 
carbon footprint (detailed descriptions are provided 
in Appendix  S4). We used two scenarios in a within-
subjects design to test whether the effect of SES on boy-
cotting intentions generalizes across different types of 
company transgressions while maintaining efficiency in 
data collection.

After being presented with each scenario, partici-
pants indicated their likelihood of joining each boycott 
and avoiding their preferred restaurant (1 = very unlikely, 
4 = very likely). Finally, they filled out a sociodemo-
graphic questionnaire containing questions about their 
age, gender, race, political ideology, and SES.

Measure of SES

We created a composite metric by standardizing and 
averaging three SES measures: educational attainment 
(1 = less than high school, 9 = doctorate degree), subjective 
social class identification (1 = lower class, 5 = upper-class), 
and subjective SES rank (self-placement on a ladder of 
socioeconomic status vis-à-vis others in the country; 
1 = least well off in society, 10 = most well off in society).

Results and discussion

Following our preregistered analysis, we regressed boy-
cotting intentions on SES, controlling for age, gender, 
race, political orientation, and a scenario/moral trans-
gression dummy variable. Appendix  S4 provides de-
tails on the effects of the control variables. We clustered 
standard errors at the individual level to account for the 
within-subjects nature of our study. Using scenarios that 
kept the availability and price of substitutes constant 
across all participants, we found that low- (vs. high-) 
SES individuals displayed a lower inclination to boy-
cott their preferred fast-food chain (b = 0.11, SE = 0.05, 
CI = [0.02, 0.20], p = 0.018, η2 = 0.01). A model including 
the interaction between SES and the type of transgres-
sion revealed that the interaction coefficient did not 
reach significance (p = 0.19).

Taken together, the results from the studies so far pro-
vide support for a positive link between SES and boycott 
participation; however, the evidence is correlational in 
nature. The next study addresses this limitation by ma-
nipulating SES.

STU DY 3

Study 3 sought to establish causality. Participants were 
prompted to think of themselves as being high or low in 
SES and then indicated the extent to which they would 
engage in boycotting behavior. This subjective SES ma-
nipulation aims to shift individuals' perceptions of their 
own social standing, thereby activating internalized be-
liefs and behavioral tendencies associated with low- ver-
sus high-SES groups.

Method

Participants

The study was preregistered (https://​aspre​dicted.​org/​
q8ph-​p9hp.​pdf). We recruited 301 participants via 
Prolific Academic (Mage = 43.90, SD = 13.74; 53% females). 
No participants were removed.
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Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to subjectively feel 
either low or high SES (Anderson et  al.,  2012; Dubois 
et al., 2015). They were instructed to think of a ladder rep-
resenting the socioeconomic distribution in the US and im-
agine that they stood in an inferior (or superior) position to 
others. Participants were prompted to imagine they were 
in a worse-off (better-off) position compared to those who 
have the most (least) money, most (least) education, and the 
most (least) respected jobs. To reinforce the manipulation, 
they were then asked to think and write, using an open-
ended field, about how it would feel to be in that situation 
and the things they could and could not be able to buy.

Next, participants were asked to indicate the extent 
to which they would boycott a product or service of a 
company for a social, environmental, or political reason 
(1 = not at all, 7 = very likely; M = 2.88, SD = 1.32). In this 
study, we used a generic context to capture how SES in-
fluenced consumers' generalized proclivity to boycott 
irrespective of the type of company transgression.

Results and discussion

The results revealed a positive effect of manipulated SES 
on boycotting intentions, such that participants in the 
low-SES condition reported a lower intention to boycott 
(M = 2.69, SD = 1.30) than those in the high-SES condition 
(M = 3.08, SD = 1.32; b = 0.38, SE = 0.15, CI = [0.09, 0.68], 
p = 0.011, η2 = 0.02). Results remained unchanged in an ex-
ploratory analysis adding gender, age, race, and political 
orientation as covariates (b = 0.41, SE = 0.15, CI = [0.12, 
0.70], p = 0.006, η2 = 0.03; see Appendix S5). Appendix S6 
details the results of a replication of study 3 with a sam-
ple of university students from Portugal (rather than 
members of the US general population).

STU DY 4

Study 4 was designed to provide support for the sense of 
control mechanism. More specifically, it aimed to docu-
ment the full mediation chain linking SES to boycotting 
behavior in a lab-in-the-field examination. We predicted 
that low-SES consumers would experience a diminished 
sense of control, which would, in turn, weaken their be-
lief that consumption can enact change, reducing their 
boycotting intention.

Method

Participants

The study was preregistered (https://​aspre​dicted.​org/​bmss-​
3bpy.​pdf). We recruited 380 participants in wealthy (i.e., 

South Zone [high-SES]) and deprived (i.e., Favela da Maré 
[low-SES]) regions of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (Mage = 38.42, 
SD = 15.58; 49% female). Whereas the South Zone is one of 
the most affluent regions in the country, with extremely 
high square footage prices, Favela da Maré is a conglomer-
ate of 16 slums where people struggle to meet basic needs.

Procedure

Participants were first asked to indicate whether they had 
refused to purchase any type of product or service be-
cause of the social, political, or environmental values of 
the company in the previous 12 months (yes vs. no). Next, 
we measured two serial mediators. Participants completed 
a six-item measure of sense of control (e.g., “I can do just 
about anything I really set my mind to” and “What hap-
pens to me in the future mostly depends on me”) adapted 
from Lachman and Weaver (1998) (1 = completely disagree, 
5 = completely agree). They also completed a two-item 
measure of belief that consumption can enact change: “As 
a consumer, I can use my consumption choices to influ-
ence change in society” and “The way people buy can help 
change the way companies behave” (1 = strongly disagree, 
5 = strongly agree). The order of the mediators was rand-
omized. Finally, they completed a sociodemographic ques-
tionnaire containing questions about their age, gender, 
race, political ideology, and SES.

Measure of SES

Following recent research (Andretti et  al.,  2025; Jacob 
et al., 2022; Vieites & Mittal, 2025), we used a neighborhood-
inferred measure of SES. A summary of the socioeconomic 
discrepancies across regions is described in Appendix S7.

Results and discussion

Boycott behavior

We regressed past boycotting behavior (1 = boycotted, 
0 = did not boycott) on the SES dummy variable 
(1 = wealthy region, 0 = deprived region), controlling for 
age, gender, race, and political ideology. As expected, 
participants from the low-SES region were less likely 
to boycott than participants from the high-SES re-
gion (b = 2.26, SE = 0.78, CI = [0.73, 3.80], p = 0.004, Odds 
Ratio = 9.6). For details, see Appendix S8.

Serial mediation

A serial mediation model revealed that the reduced boy-
cotting behavior among low- (vs. high-) SES consum-
ers is driven by their reduced sense of control, which in 
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turn diminishes their belief that consumption can enact 
change (Figure 2).

We replicated these findings in a supplementary study 
conducted online with members of the broader Brazilian 
population (Appendix S8).

GEN ERA L DISCUSSION

Boycotting provides a means for consumers to drive 
change in the marketplace. Our research reveals that, 
while consumer activism behaviors such as boycotting 
are becoming more common, this behavior is not uni-
formly adopted across consumer groups. Specifically, 
low-SES individuals are less likely to engage in boycott-
ing than their high-SES counterparts, even after ac-
counting for the influence of political orientation. We 
demonstrate that this gap is driven by a reduced sense 
of control among low-SES consumers, which decreases 
their belief that consumption choices can bring mean-
ingful change.

Our research offers several theoretical contributions. 
We add to the consumer activism literature by identi-
fying a segment of the population that is particularly 
reluctant to engage in boycotting. While prior studies 
have focused on the role of political ideology in shap-
ing consumer activism (Endres & Panagopoulos,  2017; 
Fernandes, 2020), this research demonstrates that socio-
economic disadvantage can hinder engagement, inde-
pendently of political ideology. In addition, rather than 
focusing on external constraints such as switching costs 
and lack of alternatives or resources (Sen et  al.,  2001) 
and examining how they shape SES discrepancies in en-
gagement, we shed light on the psychological underpin-
nings of this resistance: sense of control and beliefs that 
consumption can enact change. In doing so, we respond 
to recent appeals encouraging consumer researchers 
to investigate more deeply the psychology of low-SES 
consumers (Carey & Markus, 2016; Pham, 2016; Shavitt 

et al., 2016) and shed light on the complex ways in which 
inequality shapes consumer behavior (Thompson et al., 
2025).

Future research could examine when a communal 
orientation promotes boycott participation. Consumers 
may not construe boycotting as a communal action 
unless this aspect is made explicit. Absent such cues, 
people may interpret boycotting as an individual act of 
agency—which is less aligned with the typical modes 
of behavior adopted by low-SES individuals (Stephens 
et  al.,  2007). Future research could examine whether 
communal framing by making the tangible collective 
benefits of participation more salient helps bridge SES 
gaps in boycott participation. Another relevant factor 
that can strengthen the role of communal orientation 
on boycotting participation pertains to the perceived 
urgency of the cause. Because lower-SES individuals 
are particularly responsive to urgent causes (Vieites 
et al., 2022), communal orientation may play a stronger 
role when boycotts are framed as addressing immediate, 
high-stakes issues.

Our research also offers a number of other directions 
for future investigations. First, exploring the link be-
tween SES and consumer activism beyond boycotting—
such as petition signing or protesting—could provide 
deeper insights into the generalizability of the phenom-
enon. While different forms of activism demand varying 
psychological, financial, and time-related resources, our 
measures of sense of control and belief that consumption 
can enact change were context-independent, suggesting 
that the proposed mechanisms may extend to other types 
of consumer activism. Providing initial evidence for the 
generalizability of the documented effects, a supplemen-
tary study with residents from wealthy and deprived 
regions of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, shows that low-SES 
consumers display a reduced belief in the effectiveness 
of not only boycotting but also protesting and petition 
signing (Appendix S9). Similarly, analyses of other forms 
of activism available in the WVS in Study 1 reveal that 

F I G U R E  2   Serial indirect effect of SES on Boycott behavior via sense of control and beliefs that consumption can enact change (Study 4).
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SES is positively associated with petition signing, join-
ing strikes, attending demonstrations, and occupying 
private properties for protesting (Appendix  S2). Thus, 
despite the contextual differences between boycotting 
and traditional forms of political engagement, the con-
vergence of findings suggests that SES may influence a 
broader disposition toward political participation across 
different domains.

Future work could also examine the role of political 
ideology in shaping the responses of high- and low-SES 
individuals to companies' transgressions. Although we 
systematically replicated prior findings showing a neg-
ative effect of conservatism on boycott participation, 
our exploratory analyses revealed mixed results regard-
ing the interaction between political ideology and SES 
(Appendix S10). Scholars could further investigate these 
heterogeneous effects and explore how they might vary 
depending on contextual factors, such as the type of 
transgression being considered.
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