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Abstract  The purpose of this study is to examine and ascertain the effects of integrative motivation on the willingness 
to participate in boycott activities toward Danish products from the perspective of Muslim consumer. Consumer boycotts is 
a worldwide and historic phenomenon in modern society. The religious boycotting campaigns have proved to be 
significantly damaging to international companies. From the literature, four effects of motivation on boycott participation 
are identified. Each variable is measured using 5-point interval scale: Animosity (4 items), efficacy (4 items), product 
judgment (5 items), prior purchase (4 items) and boycott participation (5 items). Using primary data collection method, 150 
questionnaires were distributed to target respondents of post-graduate and under-graduate students of a university in North 
Malaysia. The responses collected were 121 completed questionnaires representing 80.67 percent response rate. The data 
will be analyzed using Structural equation modeling (SEM) using AMOS 16. Confirmatory factor analysis of measurement 
models indicate adequate goodness of fit after a few items was eliminated through modification indices verifications. This 
study has established six direct causal effects. The findings are discussed in the perspective of Malaysian boycott 
participation. Overall, the results suggested that the perception of the above four construct and other two important once 
(efficacy) (β= 0.595, CR=5.758, P<0.001), and (product judgment) (β= 0.617, CR=4.147, P<0.001) Are significantly 
related and may influence the boycott activities directly or indirectly. 
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1. Introduction 
The term boycott is an attempt to change or punish a 

company’s unacceptable behavior. It represents an attempt 
of one or more than one individual to achieve their purpose 
by discouraging consumers from making purchases from a 
certain company[1]. The word itself stems from a person 
named Charles C. Boycott, an Englishman who was 
ostracized from society in 1880 for negating the decrease of 
land rents. On the other hand, boycotting as a forced action 
for prevention of certain consumptions of goods in the 
market has been carried out for a certain number of years 
and more importantly, certain individuals advocate for its 
enforcement when they perceive that a certain country or a 
certain company’s act is unbecoming[2],[3],[4]. Boycotts 
are also enforced as a strategic technique to change a 
company’s activities[2],[5],[6]. 

Boycotts are enforced to generally clarify either a 
political, social or ethical statement against a company in 
order to force it to change or discard an action that is  
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considered to be immoral or controversial[7]. Generally 
speaking, boycotts are dependent on the participation of the 
large population of consumers who are aware of the social 
ills that the sale, the manufacture or the marketing of a 
product entails. The target customers make the significant 
part of the market as they sway the direction of sales of 
products – they are willing to pay higher for a socially 
responsible product or switch to alternatives if they deem 
the product to be unworthy of social acceptance. 

Boycotts are often successful in carrying out the aim of 
controlling unbecoming behavior from either a company or 
a country mainly owing to the well-known boycotts that 
have paved the way for comparatively powerless entities[4] 
like the Montgomery Bus boycott, the California Grape 
boycott 1965-1970[2] and the Shell boycott with a 
participation rate of a mere 6% but eventually halted the 
company from sinking its Brent Spar Oil Platform at sea[8]. 

During the past century, Denmark and some other 
European countries have carried out a constant assault on 
the religious and moral aspects of Islam which resulted in 
the boycotting of Danish companies throughout the Muslim 
world. The scenario is such that religious animosity and the 
boycotting campaigns dedicated to it have been known to 
create havoc in international companies. The recent 
controversy regarding Danish cartoons that some Muslims 
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regarded as degrading and offensive to Islam, the Islamic 
countries initiated the boycott by boycotting the Danish 
company Arla which in turn earned a counter boycott from 
the Western consumers who considered the first boycott 
unjust[9]. 

In the context of Malaysia, three months prior to 
assuming high office, Tun Mahathir Mohammad, started a 
boycott campaign against British products called the Buy 
British Last Policy. Tun Mahathir attributed the boycott to 
what he referred to as the British neo-colonial policies and 
accusations against Malaysia. The policy was in remained 
enforced until 1983[10]. Since then, the Malaysian society 
has gone through significant economic and social 
transformations that have reformulated the understanding 
and enforcement of boycotting[11]. 

In sum, this only goes to show that a smorgasbord of 
political motivations including patriotism, and animosity 
impact consumer behavior[12],[13]. Along these lines, the 
main objective of the present study is to study and 
determine the impact of integrative motivation upon the 
Muslim consumers’ inclination to participate in boycotting 
Danish products through the analysis of the following 
variables: animosity, efficacy, product judgment and prior 
purchase. 

2. Animosity and Boycott 
According to several researchers[12],[13], there are 

several political reasons such as patriotism and animosities 
that impact consumer behavior. A boycott is an attempt to 
change or punish the unseemly conduct of a business by one 
or more entities through the discouragement of selected 
purchases from the market[1]. A look at literature reveals 
that several researchers have investigated the consumers’ 
motivations behind this action (e.g.[4],[7]). Moreover, 
scholars have found that consumer boycott is retaliation to 
the exchange of the industrial unit. 

The boycotting campaign against Denmark’s Arla Foods 
(AF) was considered to be a part of the religious animosity 
that developed within the Muslim societies[12], owing to the 
Danish newspaper, Jyllands Posten’s contents which 
depicted the Prophet Mohammad in September of 2005. 
Following the publication of the cartoons, AF boycott 
campaign was initiated in 2006 and on the first five days of 
the campaign, the company registered 60% losses in its 
market share[14]. Despite the Fatwa (a religious statement 
commanding obeisance) enforced by the International 
Support of the Prophet Conference in Bahrain which clearly 
specified AF’s exemption to the boycott, AF has failed to 
improve its market share in Saudi Arabia, where its 
production conveniences are located. It is noteworthy that 
this particular instance is history repeating itself in another 
part of the world. Prior research conducted by[15] revealed 
that the Japanese war atrocities left an indelible impression 
on the purchasing behavior of Chinese consumers of 

Japanese products. 
Klein, Ettenson, and Morris[15] investigated the impact of 

consumer animosity upon a foreign country’s products and 
revealed that consumers are inclined to pass up on products 
that take part in armed operations, or act in a serious or 
controversial political or economic behavior. In 
addition,[3],[4] stated that consumers tend to overlook the 
superficial costs that they have to spend on the available 
substitutes and they stressed the fact that easily substitutable 
products are likely to be boycotted. Nevertheless, it has been 
noted that within the purview of regional animosities, 
national animosities run on the same model and works 
through discouraging the buying of certain products 
manufactured in regions opposed to the market[16] and 
through manipulating the preferences of the area[17]. 

In a related study,[18] determined whether consumers are 
sure of their power to impact and assist in the required 
change. The incentive behind the boycott is referred to as the 
high perceived efficacy which according to[7] is the 
consumer’s belief that each boycotter can make a difference 
in the outcome of the boycott and a few of them believe that 
other consumers will be inclined to participate in the boycott 
campaign. 

Furthermore, consumer animosity is revealed to impact 
the motivation of consumer to buy which can be stated as, 
“the beliefs held by consumers about the appropriateness, 
indeed morality, of purchasing foreign-made products”[13]. 
Several authors reveal that animosity is distinct 
constructs[16],[19],[20] possessing distinct impact on 
preferences of foreign products. 

2.1. Efficacy and Boycott 
According to Friedman[1] a boycott is an attempt to 

change or withdraw or even punish the controversial 
behavior of a society which implies an attempt of one or 
more entities to carry out their objectives by discouraging 
consumers from making purchases of certain products in the 
market. Current studies reveal some of the motivations of 
consumers behind the boycott (e.g.[4, 7]). Some scholars 
revealed that consumer boycott has been a response to the 
relocation of a certain factory. 

Prior research has emphasized the importance of social 
impact upon the participation in boycotts, for instance,[7]. 
Most consumers state their loyalty to boycott while others 
only participate if they are sure that the objective will be 
achieved through it. These social influences can be analysed 
through the Diffusion Theory as proposed by[21]. The 
question that arises is, who are the innovators to start a 
boycott, even when the impact of it is low? It is presumed 
that motivation may convince other individuals to participate 
in the boycott. In case of low probability of success, the 
initial boycotters are considered to be more idealistic than 
followers as they strive harder for self-improvement. 

Similarly, Sen[7] considered perceived efficacy as the 
level to which individual participants believe that the boycott 
being enforced can significantly contribute to the success of 
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the unanimous goal while[3] explains the exaggerated view 
of the boycott’s usefulness which may be the reason why 
people often participate in boycotts even when the target 
entity will not notice. 

Eventually, the more participants to the boycott the more 
likely a social force will result. Therefore, it can be assumed 
that an increase in participation would lead to an 
approximate increase in real participation. It is also assumed 
that participation would act as a moderating affect on the 
estimated self-improvement variables. Moreover, an 
approximate increase in participation could modify its 
perception. 

2.2. Prior Purchase and Boycott 

Prior purchase has a place in the model owing to the fact 
that individuals who purchased French goods across varying 
categories prior to the boycott are expected to participate in a 
higher level of boycott. In turn, prior purchase is assumed to 
be a function of consumer product judgments because those 
having low motivation and who believe that French products 
are of high quality are presumed to be French products 
purchasers prior to the boycott[22]. 

2.3. Product Judgment and Prior Purchase 

Majority of prior studies assessed the consumers’ product 

judgment and inclination to purchase while ignoring actual 
product ownership[16],[20],[23],[24]. The pioneering 
researchers to first tackle the direct impact of products’ 
country of origin upon purchasing decisions, independent of 
product judgments is[15]. They revealed that customers’ 
judgments regarding products are impacted by their 
experiences of prior purchase and customers tend to give 
priority to disregarding products judging from their prior 
intentions against them. In sum, the consumers’ opinions and 
judgments against particular products will impact their 
purchase decisions. 

3. Data and Method 
The present study attempts to determine the boycott 

participation predictors as elaborated in Figure 1. The 
research framework reveals that animosity and efficacy have 
a direct link to boycott participation. Two exogenous 
variables are incorporated in the research; animosity and 
efficacy while three endogenous variables are considered 
with two mediator variables and one dependent variable; 
prior purchase, product judgment and boycott participation 
respectively. 

 

Figure 1.  The proposed model of boycott participation 
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The questionnaire is the instrument used in the study and it 

is distributed to 150 respondents of which 121 subject are 
returned. After entering the data, 9 subjects are excluded 
owing to their incomplete responses which may impact the 
statistical analysis and hence, providing a response rate of 
74.6% which is considered as a high response rate adding 
value to the study. The survey questionnaire contains 29 
items that are categorized into 5 variables. 

4. Findings 
The results of the measurement model test determine how 

well the indicators capture their specified constructs[25]. 
The results of the analyses suggested that the fit of all of the 

measurement models was adequate. 
The x2/DF ratios (CMIN/DF) were lower than or close to 

the suggested threshold (i.e. 5 or less)[26]. The root mean 
square errors of approximation (RMSEA) values were 
lower than or equal to 0.010. In addition, all other indices 
(i.e. Comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 
and normed fit index (NFI) estimates) were greater than the 
recommended 0.90 threshold throughout the fit analysis for 
all measurement models. The outcome is summarized in 
(Table 2). Two hypotheses were supported i.e. efficacy and 
product judgment; product judgment and boycott 
participation. This implies that when consumers have 
negative perception of a product, the chances of a boycott is 
higher. 

Table 1.  Regression Analysis (Estimate, S.E., C.R., and P.) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

product_judgment <--- Efficacy 0.595 0.103 5.758 *** par_16 

prior_ purchase <--- product_judgment -0.212 0.103 -1.533 0.125 par_15 

boycott_participation <--- animosity 0.097 0.13 1.065 0.287 par_8 

boycott_participation <--- Efficacy 0.013 0.102 0.114 0.909 par_9 

boycott_participation <--- prior_ purchase -0.356 0.28 -1.586 0.113 par_10 

boycott_participation <--- product_judgment 0.617 0.139 4.147 *** par_17 

Table 2.  Summary of Measurement Model Fit 

Model CMIN DF CMIN/DF RMSEA GFI CFI TLI NFI P Remain 
Items 

Consumer animosity 15.098 2 7.549 .235 .949 .877 .632 .289 .001 4 

Consumer efficacy 3.604 2 1.802 .082 .986 .992 .977 .983 .165 4 

Product judgment l.683 2 .819 .000 .993 1.000 1.006 .991 .441 5 

Prior purchase 4.073 8 0.509 .000 .988 1.000 1.047 1.000 .850 4 

Boycott participation 1.753 2 .877 .000 .993 1.000 1.005 .988 .416 5 

Exogenous 52.73 42 1.255 .046 .933 .978 .971 .689 .124 13 

Endogenous 4.073 8 .509 .000 .988 1.000 1.045 .521 .850 9 

Hypothesized Model 276.60 202 1.369 .056 .834 .920 .909 .668 .000 22 

Revised Model 130.229 112 0.163 .037 .897 .974 .969 .696 .115 16 

Table 3.  Squared Multiple Correlations 

   Estimate 

Product judgment   0.354 

Prior purchase   0.045 

Boycott participation   0.631 
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5. Conclusions 
Boycotts are enforced to generally clarify either a political, 

social or ethical statement against a company in order to 
force it to change or discard an action that is considered to be 
immoral or controversial[7]. Boycotts are dependent on the 
participation of the large population of consumers who are 
aware of the social ills that the sale, the manufacture or the 
marketing of a product entails. The target customers make 
the significant part of the market as they sway the direction 
of sales of products – they are willing to pay higher for a 
socially responsible product or switch to alternatives if they 
deem the product to be unworthy of social acceptance. 

Overall, the results suggested that the perception of the 
above four constructs and other two important ones (efficacy 
and product judgment) are significantly related and may 
influence the boycott activities directly or indirectly. 
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