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Abstract: In the current times, boycott is a major protest tool among consumer protest groups and its importance is likely to increase
in the future. In this study, the role of susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SII) and religiosity on the willingness of consumers to
boycott American fast-food chains among Malaysian Muslim youth is examined. Data was obtained from 402 samples, after which
descriptive analysis and exploratory factor analysis and AMOS were utilized for data analysis. Based on the results, individuals’ SIT and
their religiosity antecede the willingness to boycott among Malaysian Muslim youth and this consequently results in their intention
towards participating in the boycott. This study contributes to literature on consumer boycott, particularly when it comes to SIl and
religiosity roles. This finding can assist practitioners and non-government organizations to develop suitable strategies to use.
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1. Introduction

The behavior of consumers is affected by their concerns over
what those important to them think or how they act towards
them when it comes to their product choice and use. When
consumers stop purchasing a specific product or a specific
brand, consumer boycott arises. The phenomenon occurs
when a number of people stop from buying a product
simultaneously, owing to some act or behavior but, this may
not be attributed to one reason [1]. Consumer boycott studies
have been conducted in developed countries, but only a few
of them have been carried out in developing and Islamic
countries, with the inclusion of Malaysia [2]. In this regard,
majority of studies dedicated to consumer boycott among
developing and Islamic countries mainly focused on their
religious beliefs in Saudi Arabia e.g., [3], psychological
motivations in the Malaysian context [2], and religiosity and
animosity on Malaysian purchase actions [4].

In other words, despite the several studies on boycott ([5];
[6]; [4]), no study focused on the level of consumer
susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SIl) and its
persuasion of him to participate in the boycott. This is
especially significant in the context of Malaysia as
Malaysians follow a collectivistic culture [7] [8].

More specifically, a collectivistic culture among Malaysians,
make them have a higher tendency to be concerned of others’
opinions, because the collectivistic group orientation puts
more importance on the group rather than on the individual.
Hence, the call for a global boycott on Israeli
products/companies has made developments through
consumer rights owing to the country’s attack on Palestinians
and their homeland. Malaysian boycott of Israeli products
and companies supporting Israel have notably increased in
the past ten years. Therefore, this study attempts to
investigate the role of susceptibility to interpersonal influence
and religiosity of Malaysians on the consumer willingness to
boycott American fast food chains among the youth.

2.Conceptual
Development

Framework and Hypotheses

The conceptual framework designed for the study is
presented in Figure 1, with the determinants of consumer
willingness to boycott. The framework is developed on the
basis of the theory of planned behavior (TPB) that illustrates
the impact of attitudes on behavior. TPB is a theory that was
brought forward by [9] and it posits the sensible behavior of
human beings.

In relation to this, perceived ease/difficulty of behavior
performance represents the beliefs concerning the existence
of internal and external factors that may facilitate/prevent the
doing of the behavior [10]. The theory attempts to shed light
on the decision-making process among individuals [11] and
this theory is aligned with the aim of this study which is to
examine the boycott decision of young adult Malaysian
Muslim consumers. The social factors from TPB [12] were
adopted as background factors, particularly susceptibility to
interpersonal influence and the religiosity of consumers.

The study’s conceptual framework is depicted in Figure 1,
where factors that determine consumer willingness to boycott
are illustrated. The model is based on the theory of reasoned
action, where an individual’s intention is a function of two
fundamental determinants (personal and social influence)
[13]. This study proposes that SII and REL of consumers
affect their willingness towards boycotting American fast
food chains in a way that if both constructs (SIl and REL) are
important to their decisions, then they will significantly affect
their inclination towards boycotting American fast food
chains, particularly in the context of Malaysian youth.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

2.1 Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence (SI1)

A society’s social norms and values affect the consumption
of consumers and their decisions when it comes to
purchasing. Consumer Sl is referred to as the need to
identify with or improve the image of one’s self in the eyes of
their significant others by acquiring and using products and
brands that conform to their expectations and by learning
about products/services through the observance of others or
through the information obtained from them [15].
Susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SIl) comprises two
dimensions namely, normative and informational influence,
with the former reflecting the desire of the individual to
adhere to social group pressures/norms in expecting rewards
and steering clear of punishments and is value expressive and
utilitarian in nature. On the other hand, the latter refers to the
influence to accept information obtained from another as
evidence of the truth [14].

Based on the SlI scale proposed by [15], it is referred to as
individual multi-dimensional scale that measures the level to
which the choices of the consumer are influenced by other
people important to him.

In a related study, [16] also evidenced the importance of SlI
in consumer behavior, where high susceptibility to
interpersonal influence score shows an inclination towards
others’ influence in making decisions, and a low
susceptibility score shows an independent decision-making
process. Also, [17] indicated that the higher the susceptibility
is to normative influence, the more the desire is for social
benefit in a brand as the individual wants to improve his
image among others and to adhere to their expectations.
Added to this, [18] evidenced the significant impact of
interpersonal influence on status consumption.

Moreover, in [19] study, consumer susceptibility to both
normative and informative influences predicted ecological
conscious purchase behavior. Similarly, [20] revealed the
significant impact of informational interpersonal influence on
purchase intention. Generally speaking, majority of the SllI
studies showed that consumers that were highly susceptible
to interpersonal influence will positively predict their
purchase decisions and behavior [17]. Therefore, on the basis
of the above findings, this study proposes the following
hypothesis for testing;

H1: There is a positive relationship between SlI and level of
willingness to boycott (WB).

2.2 Religiosity (REL)

Religious commitment, commonly referred to as religiosity
(REL) is described as the level to which an individual
adheres to his religious values, beliefs and practices on a
daily basis [21]. It is evident that religion plays a role in our
daily lives.

Religious belief is thus a crucial factor that influences
consumption behavior as individuals are inspired by rules
and taboos of religion. There are two primary religion
dimensions that are frequently examined in relation to
consumer behavior and they are religious affiliations and
religious commitment. More specifically, religious affiliation
is the adherence to a specific religious group and this is
deemed to be an ascribed status. It has a key role in the
prediction of consumer behavior [22]. Meanwhile, religious
commitment, or religiosity, refers to the level to which and
individual is committed to his religion and its teachings and
this commitment is reflected through his attitudes and
behaviors [23]. According to [24], religiosity is significantly
related to consumers’ behavior and purchase choices.
Similarly, [25] indicated that religion and the consumers’
religiosity in emerging markets (e.g., India) influence the
consumers’ purchase intention towards products (external
and internal).

In the context of Saudi Arabia, [3] reached to the conclusion
that a significant relationship exists between Islamic
collectivist cultures and consumer behavior, especially
boycotting. In [26] related study on the Middle East, they
revealed the effect of religion on consumers’ boycott and
violations of American brands because of the policy adhered
to. The same was reported by [27] who found a significant
influence of religiosity on consumers’ lifestyle, which in turn,
influences their choices or choice behavior. Added to this,
because of the role of religiosity on shaping consumer’s
preferences, it could be stated that consumer could steer clear
of buying brands that go against their religious values [28].
Consumer’s religion is generally a significant determinant of
their attitudes and beliefs towards risky and problematic
practices [29]. Religiosity studies show that religion plays a
role in consumer behavior and it significantly affects
consumers’ behavior [3]. Hence, this study proposes the
following hypothesis for testing;

H2. There is a positive relationship between REL and level
of willingness to boycott WB.

3.Research Methodology

This study employs a quantitative approach in collecting
primary data over a period of five weeks. Survey
questionnaires were distributed to students, aged between 18-
30, studying in UKM and UPM, Malaysia. The students
come from all over the Malaysian region. From the
questionnaires distributed, 402 were retrieved and deemed
ready for analysis.

The study constructs were adopted from prior studies and
were measured through a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
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(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Moreover, SPSS,
version 21, and AMOS, version 21 were utilized to analyze
data. As for the measurement items for consumer willingness
to boycott, the items were adopted from [30], susceptibility
to interpersonal items were adopted and tweaked from [15],
and lastly, for religiosity, items were adopted from [21].

4.Results and Discussion

4.1 Demographic profile of respondents

The respondents’ profiles in light of their gender, level of
education, marital status, level of income and state are
presented in Table 1. With regards to respondents’ gender,
majority of them (80%) were female, while the rest (20%)
were male respondents, and this is attributed to the higher
number of female students in Malaysian universities. [31]
Showed that female students in Malaysian public universities
are over-represented and based on the report published by the
Department of Statistics Malaysia (2010), the female ratio in
public universities constituted 64.8% in comparison to their
male counterparts (35.2%). Moving on to their education
level, majority of respondents were degree holders (79%),
followed by those with SPM/STPM (12%), and professional
qualifications (8%).

The respondents who were single constituted 99.3% of the
total respondents as majority of them were not more than 35
years old. As for their income, majority of respondents
earned below RM900 (93.0%), as they are still students and
thus, they did not receive regular salary. Majority of the
respondents (44.5%) came from Kuala Lumpur, Selangor and
Perak, while others came from other regions in the following
distribution, from Kelantan, Terengganu and Pahang (23%),
from Johor, Melaka and Negeri Sembilan (19%), and from
Pulau Pinang, Kedah and Perlis (9.5%) and lastly, from
Sabah and Sarawak (4%).

As For the level of Marital Status the majority of respondents
99.3% were single, because the responses are students and
young less than 35 years old. Regarding the states of
responses 44.5% were from Central (Kuala Lumpur,
Selangor, Perak), 23% from East (Kelantan, Terengganu,
Pahang), (19%) from South (Johor, Melaka, Negeri
Sembilan), 9.5% North (Pulau Pinang, Kedah, Perlis), and
4% Sabah and Sarawak.

Table 1: Demographic profile of respondents (N = 402)

Characteristic Category n=)] %

Male 80 20

Gender Female 322 | 80
Total 402 | 100%

Category h=)| %

SPM/STPM 49 12

Diploma / Professional
e 31 8
Level of Qualification

education Degree 317 | 79

STAM 3 0.7

FOUNDATION 1 0.2

MATRICULATION 1 0.2
Total 402 | 100%

Marital Status Category n=)] %

Characteristic Category n=)| %
Single 399 | 99.3
Married 2 0.5
Divorced/Separated | ----- | ------
Widowed 1 0.2
Total 402 | 100%
Category (n=)| %
North (Pulau Pl_nang, Kedah, 39 95
Perlis)
South (Johor, Melaka, Negeri 75 19
Sembilan)
State
East (Kelantan, Terengganu,
93 23
Pahang)
Central (Kuala Lumpur,
Selangor, Perak) 179 1 445
Sabah and Sarawak 16 4

4.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis

This study made use of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to
determine the level to which the observed variables are
related to the underlying factors. EFA was conducted to
assess the items validity used in the survey questionnaire
[32]. Based on the results, data was suitable for factor
analysis as evidenced by the following; first, most of the
correlation coefficients obtained exceeded 0.3, and second,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
(KMO) values exceeded the cut off (0.6) and they ranged
from 0.778 (SII) to 0.802 (WB). Lastly, the Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity obtained statistical significance and hence
confirming the data suitability to be exposed to factor
analysis as established by [33].

More specifically, the EFA of SlIl indicated that items
SUS11, SUS12, SUS3 and SUS2 loaded on normative
influence, items SUS4, SUS7, and SUS8 loaded on
informational influence, while items SUS1, SUS5, SUS6,
SUS9, and SUS10 were deleted owing to increased total
variance as their removal would gain higher Cronbach alpha
values. The findings of the study were aligned with those
reported by [15].

As for the EFA of religiosity, the items REL6, REL7, RELS,
REL9 and REL10 loaded on intrapersonal religious
commitment, and the items REL1, REL2, REL4 and REL5
loaded on interpersonal religious commitment. These results
are consistent with those found by [21]. With regards to the
consumer willingness to boycott items, they loaded in one
component and WB4 was deleted to obtain greater Cronbach
Alpha value. The reliability values of the constructs were; for
SlII, it was 0.823, for REL, it was 0.902, and for WB, it was
0.832. The hypotheses were tested using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) through SEM.

4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

The constructs factorial structure in the conceptual model
was confirmed through the use of confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), in AMOS. The three constructs were
exposed to the analysis, with the resulting measurement
model being x? = 343.085, with 146 degrees of freedom, and
p .000, GFI= 0.914; AGFI= 0.888; CFI= 0.948; IFI= 0.948;
RMSEA= 0.058, indicating the good fit of the model. Table

Volume 7 Issue 6, June 2018

WWW.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: ART20183564

DOI: 10.21275/ART20183564

1635


file:///D:\IJSR%20Website\www.ijsr.net
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

International Journal of Science and Research (1JSR)
ISSN (Online): 2319-7064
Index Copernicus Value (2016): 79.57 | Impact Factor (2017): 7.296

2 tabulates the measurement model standardized loadings
along with critical ratios.

Table 2: Measurement model

Standardized [Critical
Items - -
loadings ratios
Religiosity
REL1. Religious beliefs are especially
important to me because they answer .843 19.961
many questions about the meaning of life.
RELZ2. It is important to me to spend
periods of time in private religious .855 20.386
thought or prayer.
REL4. Rellglous_belle_fs |.nfluence all my 859 20.490
dealings in life.
RELS. | spent time trying to grow in
. . . 817 | -
understanding my religious beliefs.
RELS. | often read book; gnd magazines 729 13.557
about my religion.
RELY. I keep myself well-informed about
my local religious group and have an .785 14.534
influence in its decisions.
RELS I enjoy participating in th_e 830 15.255
activities of my religious organization.
REL9. | makg flnanC|aI cqntrl_butlons to 671 14771
my religious organization.
REL10. I enjoy spending time with others 684 | oo
from my religious organization. )
Susceptibility to interpersonal influence
SII3. It is important that others like the
products and brands | buy. 567 11.304
Sll4. To make sure | buy the right product
or brand, | often observe what others are .652 10.839
buying and using.
SI7. 1f I have little experience with a
product, | often ask my friends about the .639 10.684
product.
SI18. When buying fast food, | generally
purchase those brands I think others will 793 | -
approve of.
Sl111. Because other people can see me
eating at fast food restaurants, | often eat
at the fast food restaurant they expect me 860 16.220
to eat in.
SI112. I achieve a sense of belonging by
eating at the same fast food restaurant 851 | -
where others eat.
Consumer Willingness to boycott
WBL1. | would feel guilty if I bought food R
from USA fast food chain. )
WB2. | would never buy f_ood from USA 788 15.633
fast food chain.
WB3. Whenever possible, | avoid buying
food from USA fast food chain. 825 16.194
WABS. | do not like the idea of consuming
food from USA fast food chain. 579 11223

4.4 Structural Model

In Figure 1, the SEM analysis, involving AMOS
demonstrates the following Goodness-of-Fit indices; 2=
343.085, df= 146, x2 (CMIN/df) = 2.350, p = .000, GFI =
.914 CFI = .948, IFl = .948, TLI =.939, RMSEA = .058.

Table 3: Results of Hypotheses Testing

Hypo_thesged Estimate t-value Result
relationships
H1 Sl >WB 284 2.911** | Supported
H2 REL->WB 513 4.602*** | Supported

As tabulated in Table 3, the findings of the construct
willingness to boycott US fast food chains, relating to H1-
H2, showed the significant influence of SII on WB at (.284,
CR 2.911, p .000). Along a similar positive and significant
influence, the relationship between REL and WB was
confirmed at (B.513, CR 4.602, p .000). The above results
indicate support for both H1 and H2.

5.Conclusion Findings

This study examined the role of susceptibility to
interpersonal influence (SII) and religiosity (REL) on
consumer willingness to boycott American fast food chains
among Malaysian Muslim youth. The results indicated
support for the above influence.

In this study, the first examined antecedent of boycotting
American fast food chains is Sll, in that when consumers are
influenced by those important to them to scorn foreign
brands, they made decide to boycott them. Susceptibility to
other’s opinions and perceptions arises, particularly under
uncertain circumstances.

Aligned with prior studies ([16]; [18]; [20]), this study
showed that SlI is positively related to consumer behavior,
and as such, boycott behavior is affected by SllI. In this case,
the consumers’ susceptibility to interpersonal influence
affects their willingness to boycott American fast food chains
in Malaysia.

The second antecedent examined is religiosity, where the
construct was found to positively affect willingness to
boycott. Majority of prior studies of this caliber also reported
a positive influence of religiosity on the behavior towards
foreign made products (e.g., [3]; [26]; [24]).

The findings obtained in this study can assist marketing
management circles to develop suitable strategies and non-
government organizations (NGOs) to comprehend the factors
that influence the consumers and hence, target specific firms
to obtain their ongoing support from the public.

6. Limitation and Future Work

In this study, susceptibility to interpersonal influence (SII)
and religiosity (REL) were evidenced to positively relate to
the willingness of consumers (Malaysian Muslim youth) to
boycott. The empirical findings however should be
interpreted based on the limitations of the study. The first
limitation is the sample that constituted Malaysian youth
studying from two Malaysian universities — they may not
represent the total population and in this regard, future
studies are recommended to include a more extensive
population with different ages.
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Another limitation relates to the quantitative approach to data
collection and analysis adopted. Future studies can adopt a
qualitative approach instead or a combination of both
(qualitative and quantitative approaches) involving in-depth
interviews to support the validity and accuracy of findings.

References

[1] Jill Gabrielle Klein, N. C. S. & A. J. (2003). Why we
boycott: consumer motivations for boycott participation
and marketer responses Jill Gabrielle Klein, N. Craig Smith
& Andrew John * Centre for Marketing Working Paper No.
03-702 June 2003.

[21 A. bdul-Talib, A.-N., & Abdul-Latif, S.-A. (2012).
Malaysian Muslims’ willingness to boycott 1, 1-33

[3] Al-hyari, K., Alnsour, M., & Al-weshah, G. (2012a).
Religious beliefs and consumer behaviour : from loyalty to
boycotts, 3(2), 155-174.

[4] Ahmed Zafar, R. A. O. S. (2013). To purchase or not to
purchase US products : role of religiosity , animosity , and
ethno-centrism among Malaysian consumers. Journal of
Services Marketing, 7(August 2012), 551-563.

[5] Smith, M., & Li, Q. (2010). The Boycott Model of Foreign
Product Purchase : An Empirical test in China, 18, 106—
130.

[6] Klein, J. G., Smith, N. C., & John, A. (2004). Why We
Boycott: Consumer Motivations for Boycott Participation.
Journal of Marketing, 68(3), 92-109.

[7] Noordin, F. (2004). Individualism-Collectivism : A
Comparative Study of Malaysian and Australian Managers,
8(1), 55-82.

[8] Noordin, F. (2009). Individualism-collectivism: A tale of
two countries. Problems and Perspectives in Management,
7(2), 36-45.

[9]1 Ajzen, 1. (1985). From Intentions to Actions: A Theory of
Planned Behavior. In Action Control (pp. 11-39).

[10] Ajzen, 1., & Madden, T. J. (1986). Prediction of goal-
directed behavior: Attitudes, intentions, and perceived
behavioral control. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 22(5), 453-474.

[11] Overby, J. W., Gardial, S. F., & Woodruff, R. B. (2004).
French versus American consumers’ attachment of value to
a product in a common consumption context: A cross-
national comparison. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 32(4), 437-460.

[12] Ajzen, I. (2005). Attitudes, Personality and Behavior.
Mapping social psychology.

[13] Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes
and predicting social behavior. EnglewoodCliffs NY
Prentice Hall, 278(2005), 278.

[14] D’Rozario, D., & Choudhury, P. K. (2000). Effect of
assimilation on consumer susceptibility to interpersonal
influence. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 17(4), 290—
307.

[15] Bearden, W. O., Netemeyer, R. G., & Teel, J. E. (1989).
Measurement of Consumer Susceptibility To Interpersonal
Influence. Journal of Consumer Research, 15(4), 473-481.

[16] Lalwani, A. K. (2002). Interpersonal Orientation of
Spouses and Household Purchase Decisions: The Case of
Restaurants. The Service Industries Journal.

[17] Kiel, C., & Kahle, L. R. (2008). Intrapersonal Variation in
Consumer Susceptibility to Normative Influence : Toward a
Better Understanding of Brand Choice Decisions, 148(4),
423-447

[18] Jamal, A., & Shukor, S. A. (2014). Antecedents and
outcomes of interpersonal influences and the role of
acculturation: The case of young British-Muslims. Journal
of Business Research.

[19] Khare, A. (2014). Consumers’ susceptibility to
interpersonal influence as a determining factor of
ecologically conscious behaviour. Marketing Intelligence &
Planning.

[20] Chang, S. H. (2015). The influence of green viral
communications on green purchase intentions: The
mediating role of consumers’ susceptibility to interpersonal
influences. Sustainability (Switzerland).

[21] Worthington, E. L. . J.,, Wade, N. G., Hight, T. L., Ripley,
J. S., McCullough, M. E., Berry, J. W. J. T., ... O’Connor,
L. (2003). The Religious Commitment Inventory--10:
Development, refinement, and validation of a brief scale
for research and counseling. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 50(1), 84-96.

[22] Solomon, M. R. (2006). Buying, having and being.
Consumer behavior.

[23] JOHNSON, B. R., JANG, S. J., LARSON, D. B., & DE LI,
S. (2001). Does Adolescent Religious Commitment
Matter? A Reexamination of the Effects of Religiosity on
Delinquency. Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 38(1), 22—44.

[24] Jianfeng, L., Hongping, L., & Lanying, D. (2009). The
effect of religiosity on shopping behavior: An exploratory
study during the transitional period in China. In 2009
International Conference on Information Management,
Innovation Management and Industrial Engineering, ICIII
20009.

[25] Srivastava, S. (2010). The Five-Factor Model Describes the
Structure of Social Perceptions. Psychological Inquiry,
21(1), 69-75.

[26] Farah, M. F., & Newman, A. J. (2010). Exploring consumer
boycott intelligence using a socio-cognitive approach.
Journal of Business Research, 63(4), 347-355.

[27] Wilkes, R. E., Burnett, J. J., & Howell, R. D. (1986). On
the meaning and measurement of religiosity in consumer
research. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science.

[28] Bonne, K., & Verbeke, W. (2006). Muslim consumer’s
attitude towards meat consumption in Belgium: insights
from a means-end chain approach. Anthropology of Food.

[29] Vitell, S. J., Paolillo, J. G. P., & Singh, J. J. (2005).
Religiosity and consumer ethics. Journal of Business
Ethics.

[30] Klein, J. G., Ettenson, R., & Morris, M. D. (1998). The
Animosity Model of Foreign Product Purchase: An
Empirical Test in the People’s Republic of China. Source
Journal of Marketing, 62(1), 89-100.

[31] Ismail, L. (2014). Factors Influencing Gender Gap in
Higher Education of Malaysia: a University of Malaya
Sample.

[32] Straub, D. W. (1989). Validating Instruments in MIS
Research. MIS Quarterly, 13(2), 147.

[33] Pallant, J. (2005). SPSS Survival Manual: A step by step
guide to data analysis using SPSS. Open University Press.

Volume 7 Issue 6, June 2018

WWW.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: ART20183564

DOI: 10.21275/ART20183564

1637


file:///D:\IJSR%20Website\www.ijsr.net
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



